3/5/712

Loar Jerry,

Your l.vter of the fivst cane today, wibh the w.lcome enclosurese L haw wented tiat
darth arteile iv i3 io soilds & had heard of it onlye I understand how tidass set wdel.dd
but you vere se lom in roturndoyg wy 1¢/ 25 carbon L no longer recall uhers L intouded o
tile ite Uhanku for the other thingse Unles you wunt me to reald your roevision of vowr Wiucs

iece for your purposes, & wil . not, purtly becaus. I just dou't went to £isiit Tor noliing,
partly bocauss i always have too much tom do and partly becuuse with tue iujury o my thwid
I got Tarthur beminde Instead +'1l adoress wlat relercnee you uaie 4o ite

Your first gruph rolers to the Stove ioberts stuff amd says nobody «lsc made the sane
comuiente Yhiz proves one point I thdnk I wade, thet in criticizing tic press your criticiziom
must be in tne context of the relabties of the cvory-duys worldus of thu oresse L cui undors
stand that you could have Torgotien uy hoving said this .arlier. 1 sugiest that bucause 1 am
certain I did try on moro than one occasion to get tids point accross and becausc I am
also cuotedn tlat L was opecdific on doberts, another question should su :cst itsell to yous
ars you the captive of any hangups or precouceptions? Fone of us are incune, I $hink i have
dutected sone in youe I will uot discuss them, wopocially not now, but I do tidn. rou should
be engagdng in soue self-analysise -

lour secolii paragraphgon the Wolll mattere What you suy iv your afiaire What you
beliceve shoula be bused upon Luct and koowledge, uot twisted dnterpretationse <or cruuplos
a-thou h L do not recall any editing in it and am wil.ing to beldive that tho footnobe is
as L urote it (Uarsis nover pnve wo a co y ol hio vulting to p although L ossied for it),
the rout just dun's factuale and I did .11 you shise The departure fro.a {act ducludes your
evaluation of "subjoctive"s .y dated Lotier to Wulfl ends shy rearonable possibility of tids
interpretations Wids also iu the way nevspapering vorkse Lt was inovitable wud it ¢dd
eventuate and Lradlee woed WOlEE both kmew it. lou glse could Wolfi liwve bo.n to.< Lot to
revie. that book alone? low wer, and tide gots into yous thipd pars rupl, thoin us o arsther
largze amount on the ashington rost An the original that sarrius cudlted outs £ Lo no objection
to thut sodlting, but Lt did chonge what the bosk sedd o the Puste Your pur b oLeging with
a pdsrepres.ntation ol win bap wued "on the matier of wuy bedng o lizye" I ruivrred, wvhoen
you honad, to the exact wordin, of your piece, widch I then revallede I Shen amizid Jyou a
question o unowe declsion 1t was to leave the footnote in and you sold iaridise it wase Whe
question did coue upe I not only did not insistont upon it but I tole lim I Li:¢ no objection
to o twidng 1t oul waw did ooy « thowit he woul. be betier off i Lo Jide You i these
things belore you wrote what you dide It is got in any sense my “rotinr bao habit of
miginterproting silence an an admission of something or othere" UYhis is not o case of ypur
silenee but o case of wording that to your kaovledge was contrary to the realitye L don
"blome" the footnote "on iarris simply because ho decided not %o wdit it oute" I stand by
the aecuracy ol tiat footnote today. Yhe suestion, in the context of sowr orighind widting,
was of the decigsion to leave it in or out and that was not wine but, as you froely acke
nowledge, for you Imew, dowrdd®. I think you arc uow too closc to $his to be oble to talie
a detached view, but I think if you walt a while and reread the original of wimd Jou urote
and cou are that treatments with ovorything else in gour picce you umy sec what you Jo not
now soe or concoive and uay com to understand what io not dn wny way in vour conscilouse
ness waye What you need here is understanding of yourself, not noce lor of .y rcactions Lub
the facy is that you do not comceive whua: you do not went to Loliovs aad you uilli not conceive
waat gan 1o boyond your [wrsonal cuperionces '

That you hwd not received a roply from me i understandables You should hiove howo it by
the tice you wrote thise There are goveral rea ons for this, One io that I an just =oing o
have to curtall the anount of lotzor—urditing I do. I tock o 1os oo ticc on cour plece, oo I
hove done for others who mean legs to wee 1 have be n ke.ping you intomed or Ladly thidngs,
ani 4 heve many others and as I bhave reducede X have to cconomize on uverytiing, frou tinc
to stamps. o, when there is no urgency, i leave an envelope stay herc until it is close 10




TN

amall mvount of tine it tulze. to set an
envelope and address ite These kinde or cconouies ars beyond your e:peri-nce, bub th\r: ara
to e the realities of ry present lifes I have to save on wwvorything. an:, as you hoave
cori: to know, I wi particularly resentful of any inforcnce about ay 'J.mumm. Your pift
ol the carbon-peper {mliowed clogoly on Cyril's erack tuat 1 wes vonhindling him, which is
not i casce Hathor i the contrary the realitye I have nrovidec his m:u'. = withont r::)k“l:
50 e st at cost to L€y begl:uiny' with the hinoping of his request A 1
the wiiefmdly contracte Lhis iy for your infomation onlye 4 don't wont it talt
L have asicd hin for fhing:, l:_u, xeroxes from stin ard toxtse. <o ha. ofiored
copien of oroccsdings, sut to date the tOu(J. yicld fron him i morce + have | bal
L0 over tint f£ile lately and I know what I an talicng aboute I was oloo vjvpr:..;od. Lo, it
I dica's uckmowledgy Teceiving thoe Toldors, I did, I do ap.reciate them, anc o »geot thot
the postage cost wore than the folderse * had just hed to buy a box o day or so corlicre

the weight a stamp will carrye. *his also suves thé’

un the JPI shotos: aldn ite L have completed the draft of tha' writins and an elif-
way throwsh the wekkikmg editings When L'a again in sew York L'11 see wiliore This conld
not rvally have required rmuch uouey. 4t would have taken tinme I realisze you may not b able
to gspare with school in ajuine -y purpous was to sec if tuere wore any pictures ahowin:’
othor than the elipudng; you sent and others I have obtained show (WP's, for e:wxplc-l have
it from & distant papcr) Views o. tho pres: coufercnce itseli idght hove been dalomative,
if' they shot any. sut L an past that point in oy writing andi L just can't keop soing vacke .
S0y Wik you have ooncy, don't £0 and buy them, iff you jo at all, 20 to sece i) ler woulad
land o € pilotures, L sup.0se, ate lot e pay for thosse L iwen, but as L say, L'u now

.

¢
post $hate Loy adiresied tlds is a difernt way el it ls or il iwve o oo oad

e

four i oit tiw Uirst sege illuwstrates your blind refusal to thinke You wlie up vour
aditd aucd tans Ao Jte L otold you piveiscely correcetly, tiat it is fectuslly inacourate to
guy os you dila wud persist,'the exclusive was given to fred Uraham." You Luve Juipew 1o a
conclusdon th b Lo quite ressouable, but wiwt 1o net reasornible is suws sersistonc. in en
inaccuracy affter it is called 1o your aticntion, You shold bi able to recomize the difference
bitwesn "pglven” and "obtained"s But if you do not, ask yoursell wiy you persist in one
fomulation and rufuse ta others wheu Lt serven your point as well and elicdiwtus wint L
have: told you is dnnccurates I have ulso caiplained the urgent uced we have for aveiluing
mlaor ervor thad cun be avoideds Wi is au illuctration o ite whenxyéu porsouslize it
axl b 1t in the wrong context \"can get we in aay kind of trounle") ;you ar.. at once
irregponsible and simultsncously, in érother vey, addressing o hongup L referred to above,

s

Your <5 is ixconsistent with ay own Lufos.ation but sindlars % 1o iac tually erroneoud,
tooy anci o, than oncue L ress one, ""excopt tliwt it was since Latiduers' Lo was belore
: “atiiver sav wything .nd 1 imow of 3t beforc he say anythings There arc wajor differences
s betwoon se wal aluost wveryona el 5o on this nattere Chere ars also, souctines wuntended,
breaches of wy contidences wa, 1l Koo pz.x ; tli. to myself., +n purs tido is oloo becpuse T
air the only oue of whon I Mnow in ony xanwx‘;iul way adurossing L.x... se L bidide < v, oworted
what you have gotten wum ofe I sioply haven't inlorued others .nd & do ot inbend to until
the book iu out or 4t is cortain that it never will bee Whis is not & persunglve way of
apsing your source, bub il it does vot require thst you broach con fidvnce, it could be
important for ne %o inlovwe wnd if yours is a sccond=hand source, all stepse L Ve won. aach
more than you .nowv, . ad L think it hag been ofective, that i3, results can b
to thuse el orte anl to them onlye The only thing correct in your furoulation 1

2k

the Times ane the seedng of the saterdal,but t.st iu in an ervoncous coutext. 44 is closc
to a totally wron repregentations Vhen you ure lers aszdn o'l wreoratouide

< knew that one of ialeoln's bodyguardis, I think loberts, surfaced as a fink, L'd
asreciabs o dub of the sho., cspe on a cascotte. iy 1,:\;: socidno Luouronc. Coaoeam't

ariora to Jet it Tixed,



Your last hendwritten P.3e says you expeet and neyer resent honesty. I think you huve
resented what I think is honesty. You then say "Wwhat I resent dis that you tend to juwp
to conclucions about people's motives an judgementsees” L suppose we all tend to Jump to
conclusionse fherc igs no doubt I resunted some of what you wrote very Liuche If I woula not
put it preciscly as "uotives and judgements", I would not arguc that o such tidng is
invoiveds +t is, houover formulated. But I do not gimogree that I rushed to a judguente
Tiis has been building as you do not realize because you were and probubly still wre wiuware
of the probably complex reasons and int'eucnces behind what I think is clour to wee In any
evan, by the time I had read all those puges and finished thw long thing I wrote, Jhether
T poad and wrote in haste or not, "rush" would hargly seem to be, or "Jump”, an accurabe
formulation. It may be comforting, but it is ilmprecise. You can, of cours:, arsue that I |
rerchod an iustinetive opinion and then refused to change it or reconsidei 1t, but with the
time L spent the one word that seems to be wnsultable is ¥ Jup” e

L kuow you belicve thise What I am sug esting is that you think about it and sec if
you can conceive that nerhaps it is not this way, or perhaps it is clogser to the other waye
lou seem, for cxample, centirely unaware of your own about face on the precise point in
~dispute pn the Wolff footnote. You are now saylnyg op_osite what you seid, and on no new
information, only the pride that Wolff wrote youe You have yet to recognize that he roally
told you nothipg you did not know except Pradlee's nume and thet everything on which you
can check is exactly what I told you and wist ny files showe There is nothing he told you
that can be contirmed if it is not in my tiles, and there is no basis for b.lieving any=
thing he said contrary to what is in my files, On the other hand, there is sup,ort for
gverything I said, specifically and generally. ko purpose was served by umaking falsc
contemporancous notes. snd once the Jost double-crossed me in what they did 5/31/66 $he
oste thing you do kuow is that the word of anyone in anyway invelved in thuat double-cross
is suspeet, that there is motive behind kisste crment by any onc ol tueme The iles leave it
beyond question that wo did have a deal, its naturc, who 1 dcalt with whew, how it started,
- 8ll of thats There is even oy copy ol the questions 1 preparcd Lor them to auk Wil.icna,
done in their office and on their ppecial papers If 1 have no purposd inlying and no
potive %o misrcprescent, have you asked yourself and does your writing reilect whethier
Wolff did? And today still does? You haven't even cous to wderstand the alef-dondermation
in what he di:. admit, in even his osn formulation of itedo, cast the right niotes

. 1 do not want to leave any logitimate points you raise unansvered. but L also don't

want to waste time this waye Belicve me or not, it is you who arc inflcxibles You have
the preconceptions and refuse to evaluate theme 1 think L can wnderstand tids to o degrece
I will not discus; ite but tho case of “give" and "obitain" ought to be enovugh for the
begduning of $omc thinkdnge They are not the same. Whether it 1o within your cowpreliension
or not, and if it is not it is only because of a refusal to tidni, the dificerence is
considerable in vhat is irreclevant to your writing and there is no legitimate purpose in
your wrlbing that is 1ot served by the chungee. If I do not carry tiis furthewr, onc reason
I want you to understund clearly is that it is more than enough to have to right the oder
side without having to fight at the same time those on ours who just don't lmow wiat is
the situation today and have displayed no interest in lvarndnge snd in some cases can hzve
certain notives attributed to them, wh. ther or not they rccognisze theme Lt is post tiue for
you to have learned at Yeast -one thdng: that if there is much all of ug do uot know, thore
are few in a po:sition to know les: of this than you, for your work is first recent and
then peripheral. I @i not going further not because I won't talke time but for other reasons
having nothing %o do with you. But about facts as about people you should be beginuoing to
ask yourcalei how nuch you know about -hat lied under cverythinige To avoid iurdier rdge

wderstanding, lot me add that often I ignore what * rdght resent, that - thipk I try
to avoid noedles: fights within the cirticial comnwmity, thnt I never air thenm in public
and actually go the other way, and that I am not now agousing you ox deliberateness in
anythinge On this Ltact ppinz, you are very sensitive about your o feclings bul oblivious
ol those of otikirse

: Best,



a/8/72
Dear Harold, .

Enclosed is the revised version of my article. You will note
that I did adopt most of your suggestions, including the one on the
Steve Roberts stutt, If you ever said anything about that betore I
wrote the article as you say you did, I do not recall it. No one
else commented as yau did either, but I respect your judgment, so
I have folliowed the suggestion. .

On the Woltt matter, I have decided to leave it on-the basis
that the Times printed it without sending you a copy, denying you.
of the traditional right of response, and that they did not publish
your subsequent letter dealing with it either. I honestly teel that
the way in which you phrased the footnote represented your subjective
appraisal ot the situation rather than what Wolff told you. He told
you that he had been ordered to review no books on the subject. He
did not tell you that he had been ordered not to review Whitewash only.
Though the ultimate end result was that only Whitewash would not be
reviewed, your tootnote still did not accurately represent what Wolft
told ydou. Quite apart trom that, the battle or the footnote is not
really melevent to the article. ALl that is relevent is that the Times
used the Woltf letter to discredit you.

On the matter of my being a liar, you really have a rather bad
habit of misinterpreting silence as an admission ot something or -other.
I didn't answer you when you asked me why I didn't blame the tootnote
on Harris because I didn't want to get into an argument. Harold, you
wrote the footnote. You can't blame it on Harris simply because he
decided not to edit it out. If you had insisted it come out and he
had refused, it would be another matter, but I retuse +to blame Harris.
for the footnote simply because he opted not to delete it. I think
I am much more entitled to be #nsulted at your charge than you were
to be at a gitt that had no hidden meaning behind it . fHKXXKEXEX except
the one you read into it that wasn't there.

I'm really sorry that we've been at odds with each other otf late,
I hope that we can put our disagreements aside and resume our tormer
relationship. Howard told me that you had answered my letter in response
to yours about the carbon paper. If you have, I haven't received it or
anything else trom you since I mailed it. I also sent you about 6 pounds
of Manila RX¥XIBXEEX file folders which ¥BXX I have no way of knowing
if you regeived.

You acsked me to have Ed do something for you before he left tor
Canada, but I lost the note. What was it, and I'1ll see if I can do it
tor you. On the UPI photos, I can't go over the Lattimer photos now
because I don't have the money to lay out tor all of them right now.
Maybe in a month or two when I get my tax refund. Right now I just
can't, ' i

I'm sorry about the Woltf matter, but I teel that I have to call
it the way I see it.

Best,

=

P.S5. On Graham re: Lattimer. I originally said "the exclusive was
BRXAARBRXBYXEEEX given to Fred Graham..." You cautioned me that this
was inaccurate and advised .that I change it to "obtained." I have
lett it that way, because whatever was behind the exclusive, Graham
did obtain it. I don't think the use ot the word can get me in any
kind of trouble as it does not imply that the story was dumped in

his lap. /WB



P.P.S. Some added intellegence: The New York Times has B¥¥E made a
formal offer to Burke Marshall to rind a forensic pathologist to
examine the photos and x-rays. He has not yet said yes. This comes
from an absolutely unimpeachable source. The only thing I don't
know is when the Times made the otfer, except that it was since
Lattimer, '

Also, there was an NET special on the assassination of Malcolm
X last week that ¥¥HE¥ had a revelation ot which the producers were
not aware. The undercover cop who surtaced as a member of the
Panther 21 in the trial, and who was previously a bodyguard tor
Malcolm X gave Malcolm mouth .to mouth rescusitation when he was
shot (shades of Oswald). There is no” such thing af a cop who doesn't
kmow when and when not to give rescusitation, e.g. never when there
is a 'possibility of a ruptured lung. I made a tape if you want it.
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