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Dear liorman, 5/24/95

The absence of any return:ddress on your letter or its envelope and my
/Iﬁvin(; mialaid or nﬂsf:l__:‘l.ed my copy means this will have to wait untll I learn your
addess. But your letter cume today and I do not want to delay a replye.

I du not recall asking you for Schillér's dddress. From my expdrience his word
is worthless and to refer to him as the firast title that got lim recognitkon, as a
scav?ﬁzgez:, is to ﬂefaxfe vultures and hyenas. Or was giving me his address your way of
avadd telling me of hpis buying what you had access to from the KGB and how much it
dvesmd K (and you) for? Tyat was my interest.

lly belief that you were helped by others comes from my familiarity with their
work, You omit whatwas quite relevant that they also omitted from the same testimony
each of you quote and that about what you say your book is about, Uswald. What is by
any standard in evaluating the kindZ# of person he was that you omitted was also
omitted by Epstein, Davison and Posncre Thore is much nore than one instances of this
but to give you che, his high clearance as a larine.

In your book and in your letter you refer to conspiracy as a matter of belief
when it is a matter of fact and you say you "read a % amount of "that litaratum:{ Did
it not once occur ‘o you that if you were seeking evidence of a conspiracy you might

read books that advance no theories and from time tdtize refuted them? In this regamd

you might consider reading my current NEVEH AGATH! If I had the copy I'd sent it to you,
but my publisher is not Random House and ny requests for copies are without response.
You refer to me as an expert. lou asked for no informetion from me and as you

n
may not remember I offered you access to all the records I1'd gotten at the Georgetown

mtglering of the buts in 197%. Ycu then hear/me speak denouncing all those nutty con-

spiracies. So ypu knew that I risked the reception I got there to try to end all that
irresponsibility and yet for yow) qf;;;mc}bnot oceur to you that *+ might have some
information you could use in it? &"prutﬁvf/yuur reputation, which I think you may yet
cone to realize you placed at least in question?

Tou say that on Oswald's character "the Warren Uommission was absolutely the
best." Is that why you ignored what the Commisuion ignorecd tha been avaiiable in
varying degrees for 30 years? /h /ls &l 457

Perhaps you say so much you forget what you have said but what you say in your
letter is not identical with assuming Uswald's guilt, without looking at any of the evi-
dence, and then arguing that he was guilty because of the character you attribute to
him, which I see you doing in your book and in other statements. But then withouanuald'd
fuilt pu did not bave this book and Schiller had nothing at all for his not inexpensive
deal with the KGB.



You are corpect in saying that "the odds are that, like all' of ug, with your
notable exception, I did not do enough." Alcng with doing too much where if you had the
intent you say you did you should have learned early on you were wasting you time,.

'B};t when I offered you decess to &ll L have and you cannot do any work in the
field without lmow that + dol/hat with everyone, knowing that most will write what I
do not agree with, and you regard me as an exvert and say that I do not do too little
work,it ias difficult for me to reconciﬁ whal you say and wrot@ with not looking
at all I have and not asking me for anything.

Including about the dependability of those you do use and their work.

If you do not want to tell me what the deal of which you were part with the KGB
vas, there is nothing I can do about that. But as of the time Schiller started trying to
deal with them they had a profitable little industry of sellixllg what they chose to £ell
to the highest bidder. Including even a piece of MHitler's skull and of his Jjawbone, In
addition to which Schilier has a record (' successful buying, as you learned from Gary
¥4 1more.

When youy spent those days at Penn earlier this year you told th.o;/hiatory ma j=-
ors that £/ctign and history are th: same and that history lies. +%t .s not history that
lies.It is th-wt;"éa presentations of history that J_ie,f.

Not infrequently for a purpose. '

As the moving finger writgs 1 do not believe what it writes will be the conden-

sations as in The NHew Yorker and farnde. "

And it is already amply recorded that the evidence is not, tmuse your
word, impinet/;'abla.“

You just did not want it.

I'm sorry for what you have done to yourself and to your reputation ef which,
if by any chunce innoeently, you can get an idea rrom NEVER AGAIN! And if you want to
know more about Pé:mer %/ source, there may be some copies of Case Open still arpund.
That butchery is about 254 of what I wrole..nd 1've not heard a word from him. You
did read lis reprint so you knew that I hdd a few things to say about him. #nd you also
shuuld have noticed that he could say nothing, That is, othur than make my case that he
ha trouble telling the ’l;rl.!‘l, even by accident ev;an more solid.

erely,

Harold Weisberg.



In reading aud corvecting this I decided it is tov polite, too u.nﬂ(erstated.

The asgassination of any president in sur country is a de Lacto coup d'etat.

You lmow thate 14 is inevitable. You canuot look around you today without
geeing tiat this ono was no exception. You know what has haﬁpaned and you cannot avoid
secing and understanding what is hapoeninge nd yet in this book and perhaps more in
promobing it you make yoursell part of thati? Mli'm' money and whatever else you get
from it? &nd consider yourself a good citizen, an honerzble men and viriter?

I do not really believe thal you have to rea#lﬁvm AGATIT! or anything else to
know enoush of the truth, to understand what you have done, what you made yourself
part of . For which there can be no cond=rmation that is too severe,.

Jhether or not Schiller suckered you from his greed, it was obvious to you
when you realized that Osvdld In Minsk was not publishable that it had creamed both
of you. Yet you did not have the personal or professional inte{-:x;j.ty to face it this and
to drop your project. vhether that was from ego or the need for meney is irwmaterial.

You then became a real literary whore and ad-ed vwhat should shame you, from?its con-
cept through your execution of its

llave you no shame? Ho more regerd for your couwntry? In which you, like L, were
hjf&l free, as we vould not have been had it not given our parents danctuary. Aaide from
ubat we all owe it you, like L, awit it more, ag do so mauy vho are alive and free be-
Pduuac of it. Yet in return you do what you have done and are doimﬂ

It is not easy for me to understand hou so talented and successful a man could
gink to what you have done. &nd I do regret it, very much.

ind at the same time wonderfige; if you have run B dry and have to depend on the
likes of Schiller, that pig. bven though # use the word as (rwell did it nonetheless de-
Tames swime.

Uith all those good inteniions you once had, with all that talent and those
sucecesses, you wind up like {this?

With all those gruesome dishonesties in addition, and all the undiluted evil,
such as what you umlcrtoux to do to "‘arina? "o pive sone spice Tor X—raEﬁd rinds to your
failures in iinsk! For shame! p

Une wmore: vord about your "biography" of the man who had a Top Seeret and er{"‘to
'clear:‘.nce as g barine, widich was public through me yeesrs aggyou do not mentiom: in his
addeest Dook he discloses that he had been in contact with & man expelled by the Soﬂatﬁ,
vhen they caught him serving Penkovslg's dropse His name is Alexi Davison and he was
Trom Georgia. Is it not 4o wonder whether Jean Davison married into his family? &nd why
you made no mention of itz. Itﬁuaa public 10}%; bafor: you wrobs the TForeword to her bouk.
But then did you not get your salvation formula from her in limiting yourself to spe
interpretation of a small fraction of what/was public? Sincerely, Yarold Weisberg W
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9 May 1995 .
Dear Harold,

I don't expect you to agree with my methods, but, in
truth, I spent thirty years on the conspiratorial side of the
fence and had read a huge amount of literature which I never
ﬂut into the bibliography because I never quoted from it.

The aim of my book was not to solve the case or get into
the pro and con of each piece of evidence, since that is best
left to experts like yourself. What I wanted to do was search
out Oswald's character and I have to tell you the Warren
Commission was absolutely the best for that, since as you
know, conspiratorialists are concerned with conceivable
machines of assassination, that is, scenarios by which
assassination could have taken place, and never spent much
time on Oswald's character. I felt the most profitable course
at this point was to look to see what kind of man he was and
what kind of woman Marina was. Look upon my book as not
aspiring to a great deal more than that.

As for your suspicion that I had extra help in getting my
research together, I had to tell you I had the same suspicion
of Posner. Whether that is well-founded or not, I can vow to
you by all I have that I did not receive any kind of material
or handouts from "other people." The research was done by my
assistant, Judith McNally, and myself, and since I did nothing
but work on the book, and it‘giaipake tyo rs, I'm
complimented that 4- researcher ITke goursa§f thinks I did do
much work but in fact, the odds are that like all of us, with
your notable exception, I did not do enough.

Larry Schiller's address is Polaris Communications, Inc.,
PO Box 56056, Sherman Oaks CA 91413.

Sincerely,

NI

Norman Mailer
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