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1/11/72 

hr. Fred Graham 
The enw York.  Times 
1920 L jt., 1W 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Peed, 

When I ehoned you Sunday it was not because you had not leapt your word, to call me 
hack as ecien as you had written your story. It was, rather, a concern for your iutogrity, 
for I have not considered you personally some Hrei  of literary whore but an underinfermed 
reporter rather ouch the captive ofi sources he trusted, overwhelmed by the offer of an 
important scoop to the point where he did not task bimeelf whether he was being used in a 
way he might later come to regard as not to his credit, and because before you were of 
the age of awareness 1  learned the pressures eneaeement and ownership can apely to reporters 
from living with them. 

This is the third day and you have not yet celled. y  have bean bogie almost constantly. 
There are certain quite serious errors in your piece that you do not attribute. I assume 
they represent precisely the ignorance aealast which I tried to caution you and becaueeof 
which 1 made you the offers I would think you woulu consider eenerous. I do not pretend 
my interest was in your personally. It was no more than a desire to in some way bring en 
end to the nonstop lying about the political aseassinatione and what is so little under 
stood if, indeed, even thou:eh of, their consequences. ALIO it was also ia the hope that 
the major papero, particularly your institution, eleOlt for once on this eeb.;oot rise 
above the level of Jre eturmer.  'Jut if the lesssone of Tee Pentagon kapers has not been 
learned, perheps it is a futility. 

aside from being an experienced reporter, you are also a lawyer. I therefore ask 
you to reread your third graph and ask if one need have acquired more wisdom than can be 
expected of a high-school freshman to know that it just can't be true regardless of what 
Lattieer may have seen. Now can any pictures, Aeraye, clothes, braces, bandages, elves, 
Blocks, comb or leather belt , and does this not tell you that I have pictures you have 
not seen, as I offered to :show you?) in an way establish one way or the other "that Lee 
harvey Oswald fired all the shots that struck the President"? Or what ie worse, your 
selection of the direct quote, " that they 'eliminate any doubt completely'." 

Miffs is propaganda, not reporting. I would have hoped it hlm.  you. 

I will not stir taco the tiee for a full analysis of your ;piece. i don't think you 
would welcome it, ey purpose is not to eebareass you, and I almost cut a thunb off eatur-
day, so typing is uncomfortable. There are a few things I am taking this weans of eakieg 
you face. unless you are what I do not want to believe and I an makine no such accusation, 

think you would want to be aware of the potential of the situation you have created. end 
at thu some time, I aa withdrawing my offer to give you aCl.:osa to what which I have obtained 
that was not in the aarran Commission files. 

You say that the Aaneedys whose partisan I do not pretend to be) denied the Cceeeission 
and its staff access to the autoaey film. And you say, not for tee first tine a r hind 
you despite my warning about the first time) that the leeneedys are responsible for the 
sup.ressione of evidence. In all aspects each or these things in false. You eive no source. 
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In a signed piece, unless: the standards have changed, you therefore say this au your 
own authority... you know, I have written a book on this subject, includiee this material. 
I no.. have no choice but to add a chapter on your scoop. I an asking your authority for 
these statements, pith the intent of quoting you. 

With all those to whom you has accea_e I ae distressed that you did not do what 
most reporters would have done, asked why an expert on piss, not in any way an issue 
in the aseassinetion or its investigation, was given exclusive access to evidence he 
could not have understood had he the disposition to - what anountu to an exclaivf3 
copyright on wise, the law definee as public information - when others an those qualified 
were denied this access. I expect in due time to read the answer in another scow. I 
expect it not to be explicit. 

Now that you have, extensively and repetitiouely, fixed ie the public eind the 
utterly false notion that the eeneedys were responeible for theleW4gafhiVi*, what would 
you expect to be the result if one who can understand the pictures and e-reys were to 
see them and come out and say Lattimer is wrong, that they do not support the official 
story'? Why, those terrible Kennedye were even more terrible, they hid the truth about 
their nest famous. and Leaver? Me becowes even eore saintly. 

having had the benfifit of hearing Lattimer before a friendly questioner and at some 
length, I cannot avoid the belief that one of the reasons you 'shamed me was your knowledge 
that by his excessesx he might blow the whole bit. You made clear he intended to focus 
more than you did on that rubbish about the brace. When he was not subject to your 
restraining influence, he did exactly what you told me he intended to do, went crazy 
with it, for no better reason than to support his crazy, early lies and fictions of 
lesser disrepute. 

For your future reporting, you should know that a bruise is not typical of a 
wound of entry. Exit wounds also can show bruising. The dieteaction seems to be in 
scorching. Or have I helped you with your next effort at propagenda? 

Ins any event, when it is lees uncomfortable I plan to write you a series of 
questions for my own writing. You have given me no choice. I anticipate the reasons 
you nay give, if you respond at all, for declining to answer some. So you can give 
this some thought, I will be asking you about at least two of your stories to date) 
and you should understand that the nuaber of possible sources in in each cose limited. 

Meanwhile, if you are off on a "get ..oie.edy" kick, or are unconcerned about being 
part of one, coaeratulations on your sucess. It may not have occurred to you, but if 
someone were contriving a famous-last.-words situations, you have done his jobefor him. 
The last living male koneedy in political life has just validated the Warren Report 
he has never read, with evidence he has never seen. Coincidence or not, those-were Bobby's 
lost words on the subject lass .aernando state College). fend, of course, should a critic 
say the opeosite of what Lattimer die, which is inevitable, whose political life is ruined? 

What youx intended, you alone can know. What you did is aLet questioning. I can onJcy 
hope for your sake you did not intend it. Lou, can't now catch up wit.: the harm you have 
done, even if you have the dipposition, ens in this case you can't have the traditional 
fig-leaf, that you were only following noreal journalistic procedures. You foleowed none. 

Sincerely, 

harold Weisberg 


