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mr. gene roberts 
national editor 
the new york times 
229 W 43 et., 
new york, n,y. 10036 

dear mr. roberts, 

almost losing a thumb yesterday one-hands mem, hence oroblems, including with caps. 

after reading fred graham's story this morning, i triod to call hiss. your washinaton 

office opens late sundays. i lamed you, not expecting you in but asking a patch through 

os leave word. the cloak said it wouldpbone you at home with my reeuest that you phone 
beak, that in my opinion this was important. i remained at the phone save for 20 minutes 

beginning at 4 p.m. on before having t; leave briefly i reached you waahLuaton office 

an left similar mesoage for fred, not returned. 

the importance i see in this as it ralaten to the two of you anwhat has become the 

institution you servo ilea in your collective integrity. I opoke to fred three times 
before ho wrote his oiece and did everything i honorably could to encourage hiu to not 
again  bocone a utnnall  for th expectoration oh dishonest Government. if i do aot attribute 
this intent to ]Linn  and you - an I DO NOT ibtont and reality do not coincide. It renuires 

considerably less acumen than you both have to recognist the inherent impossibility of 
what you played otraight, with no questioning and in what is a clear deoarture from norm, 

not se:king an inaapoodent other side freely and openly available from ale. the result is 
that judcing from the saturation radio troatment i've heard, you have all become apologists 

for evil an falsehood, part of an enormous propaganda campaiGn, an i repeat and emphafrise 
this is separate ftom intent, ihtent is irrelevant. reality is. 

tho omnipresent orror is not all attributed to lattimoro, nor can it be. but there is 

serious error that cannot but hurt those already victims and protects three guilty of 

abacatiou of high reaposibility. had graham checked with me, as i awed him, that he 

could have avoided and those who in the future will have to write about this and you 

will not havo to ponder motive. they will bo blinded by what you did. tide, really, is 
all that vaunt°. 

it is not only because of discomfort that i had tried to avoid writing you. i had 

no desire to make a record that, inevitably, will persist and cannot possibly do you any 
credit. i serve no constructive purpose in hurting anyone, and as best i can i seak to 

avoid what may do so. but i also have responsibilities. i have assumed them to the point 

of personal ruin, and i cannot be silent in the face of the moat rccent in a long series 

of discreditable and naked sycophanoies by various parts of the times, all inconsistent 
with normal journalistic practise. 

i an aware of you early efforts - Millard= the bluntness, reportorial failures -

in -Ial ■ as. they do no label you inooaoetent, but they are failures. they have doninatod 

your thinking,  if note more, sine. i also have interviewed witnesmes in aalias. what i 

learned you at least could have if you had taown what to look for and who to ack 

stir 



please understand no personal ofeense is intended, but I'd lice you to coneider 
what prospect there is for any kind of decent society, especially a representative 
society, if dishonest government is sheltered by shall i say unquestioning rather than 
dishonest press? no :ratter how pure you may conceive your puppose. i repeat what you 
do is all that counts. if you are a decent man, an i do presume, i offer the prediction 
you will come to suffer deep abases from this latest blind, unquestioning acceptance of 
an obvious pi nt and then pled ing it straight when it reeuiredXO special knowledge to 
receenize fraud. 

i did enow about this in advance and i did preserve fred's trust and confidence 
even if he did not ask it. 

take the third graph as an example. please tell no how any part of or any combina-
tion of what lattinore says he saw could poseibly "'eliminate any doubt completely' about 
the validity of the earren comeiseioels conclusion that lee harvey os'rald fired all the 
shots that struck the prenidant". they are, totally and completely, even if as lattieore 
represents (an:_ this also is felse), how can they possibly show who fired anything? And 
please note that all the injuries to the eevereorenot mentioned at all - must also have 
been caused by those :same bullets, plus other things. T14,is is no bet .,or than propaganda. 

feed made several serious errors in his own name. they hurt the ineocent and they 
rape history and they exc4pate the guilty. i have to ask and expect that you regard 
this es eualidential and off the record, :or as i told Prod, i have a compeeted book in 
which i have an enormous investment and rights to safeeuerd. but it is 100,e; false that 
the kenuedye guarded the .film "so elosely that they were not allowed to be seen by 
even members and staff officials of the Warren coeelissica..." in all elements fred eas 
told a lie. he should have checked it. i did make this offer, the film was seen, more 
than once, by more than the coe.eseion, and ray prof is beyond any question. over and 
above this, as you should :Jody and fred as a lawyer eortaialy does, it was in any event 
beyond the power of the eteezeys to deny this film to the come-is:Am, which did have 
subpana powers. 

1 spar_ you the amele more there is. hut ought you not be a-king yourselves why 
the times oupereseed ey freedom of information suits, includtn for /Lust this evidence, 
the government going to court to deny it, and then the so-called protector og kennedy 
interest giving it to a unashamed apologist whose only genuine expertise is in urine? 
i offered fred his earlier ,ritine. shaving end equate:Tire bullets is as relevant as 
asking "would you rather 30 to coney island or by bus". le.ttinore knows eothine about the 
evidence ha must know to be able to have .ANY in context opinion of what he has ;jest seen. 

.mother lie of ele_ch you hold be aware is that only °he bullet was found after 
the shooting. before the end of the day, not fewer than two were. 

If you as individuals and the times are off on a get-kennedy hick, you may not 
realixe hew suceereful a start you Lave wale. 

meanwhile, i leave you to your col active consciences in the hope you &ell yet 
search ehem and find that deoeite the fene and fortune that comes fron times aseociation 
you oan somehow eise above the retailing in inherently incredible handouts the eburce 
of which you had to aioia, to take a wee bit of time out of this retailing for a return 
to the professional reporting of which you are capable, a belated remeubrance of the 
past and the norms and principles, if not the accepted standards, of our calling. 

For you as individuals i regret this very much. 

aiucerely, 

harold weisberg 


