lzs Tom Wicker 2/6/4
Austin Hill Farm. Box 201
Rochester, VI 05767

Dear Hr. Wicker,

Tour post c-_m{of ~obruary 5 in rcspbnsc to my lotter of December 19 io at least
a bartial responsc. But it represents emotion, at lenst resentment, rather than the ldnd
of thinlking T weuld expeet Trom on with your professicnal background and expericnce.

I neither said nor inmplied that you said other than you believe. I asked you, in
addition to "the bosis for your maldng the statements" I quoted to you from the back
of the dgst jacket "whother you nade any effort to check them or anything in the book."

As T told you, 1 had coupleted ny manuseript before writing you. I also told you
lhat "I bogin it with quotations from the dust-jacket blurbs."

As whal apocars to be an afterthought you wrote in the margin your P.S.," I do
not care what you may say about me in some future work. I longs ago got used to criticism,
and worse."

Yet with regard to his critifisns ol me, of which there are ten o¥ twelve in Posner's
bouk, you urote it "is a deliberate, detailed thorushly documented, somctimes brutal
work. As I vrote you, his criticisms of me lack sources and he refused to provide them
yhen I asked for them. Thus, without having asked me about them, you endorsed his critic-—
isms of me.

My intorest is not in maling any personal criticisms. It is in trying to make as
accurate a record as is posaible of both that £ ragic event and hov then and since then
our basic institutions have functioned or'ﬁliled to function. Yet I do not?/that when you
read what is in the book about me you did not do what I believe you would have expected
of every reporter under you when you were tho Eim_gi_ﬁfashington burcau chief ,-_BQE;-&' if I
had been asked about them, ind despite your career you no®|tell me with regard to what
IF' askedf, "I have nothing to hide, though I c'lonlt think you have any right to ask."

On this subject you beliove that, would have .accepted tliat in your earlier 1life?

Particularly aff er I told you, without any question from you, that Posner's 'is
the most dishonest book I have ever read"?

Of what Posner and his publisher say about that account of Oswald's life, that it
is the "heart" of his book, you say in the blurb, "the "book's most important contribution
may be Posner's thorough, dispassionate, yet rather sympathetic account of the warped and
miserable life of Lee Harvey Ysuald," I asked you, "did you consult what the “ommission
and ita counsel said about that very sume thing?" or ‘what that shrink Hartogs actually
said about jﬂswa.ld.

As a measure of the total, deliberate dishonesty of Posner's book I tell you what



you wbuld have learned if you had checled at all, that all said exactly the opposite
of what Posner misuses as the bosis of his book. The very quotation that is Posner's
basis for what he said i: what under vath and to Posner's kmouledge %Eﬁs said is
not the truth, not whai his examinration shoved, If jou had chocked the Eigl_ep_'morgue
you would alsc have laarned about “m:'togs what Posner did noi%ec fit to include in his
book, the ldnd of man, the ldnd ol professional he is: he usged his medical pracyise

to get g.; sex and vas convicted of it. Convicted may not be the correct word. J:t was
a civil suit, and he paid for hic sex thal vay.

You aslked me not a single question when I told you it is the most dishonest boolk
I have ever read - and it is this in iy ways other that his misuse of Hartogs with
rogard to Uswald's life, partt’cu.lnrly whother he was all aldne - yet you nou say, " I
stend by vhat I caid about Cage Closed.”

If that is the way you want it, that is the way it will be.

I amplify the precediiy: pavagraph to illustrate the deliberateness of Posner's
dishonesty. In his book he says that Oswald, using the name Lee Osborne, picked up the
hendbills he distiibuted frou the Jines Printing Vompany in New Orleans. He ci'besﬁ a
Commission exhibit, an I'DI report, for the content of that handbiJ.J.. But that very
report says that it vas not Oswald who picked those handbills up.: afterbeading that
and another FBL report Ppener does not cite I did what he did not do in all those 200
interviews that L presume impressed you, I interviewed both Jones and his assistant.
Both were quite firm in seying it was not Uswald and both, independently, picked out
of about 100 pictures I shoved them several of the same men. But without this, Posner
Imew the truth freom the report, the exhibit he cited for other and unnecessary purposes.

All of those inturvievs, by the way, were for the purpose of aWoiding what the
plsak nfficial evidence says and means. ot a single one of them brings to light whgt
is both factual and new, either,.

When + began what I wrote my purpose was to make a record for our history. I had
ro agent and no publisher. Vhen a friend in publishingy learned about it, he offered to
publish it. I wanted to return to what 1 was working on when Posner's book appeared, to
leave that rccord for owr history. So, instead of editing the manuscript myself I told
this friend to do 1;1131:. lle will publish considersbly less than I wrote, more than 200,000
words, perhaps closer to 250,000, That is how dishonest Posner's book is and, with the
attention to it Nandom llouse was able to arrange for, with a little help from you, that
is what I regard as its imporiance in our history. In time you will be able {o see for
yoursell enougli of the intended dishoncsty of that to me despicable exploitation and
commercialization of a great national tragedy. T am coufident you can alsco see then
that when I referred t(:\[’nsner's plagiarism, that without that and without his misuse
of Hartogs that impressed you so much he would not have had any book at all,



T will write nothing further for the book and unless there is a controversy after
it appears in which it is pertinent, L expect no further comment about what I wrote
you about and your response, 41l that is not published will remain a record for our
listory, a record we have no way of lmo.ing will or will not bLe consulted in the
future.

I prefer to believe, as * indicated o you, that your trust was imposed upon. I
can understand tlhis with Random ouse your publisher. I can also understand this more
uith Wise, who reportedly is worlding on a book about Oswald for Random Youse. But I
am sorry for you that you did not do what as a reporter you surely would have done,
made any check at ali, a:ked any questions of anyone. :

Tor your inforuation and rolating to what you wrote abibbit what Posner wrote about

Oswald, Wise's boul has a com‘et‘] tor. I have given that, auwgai the official proof I
did not have when from a fomer tarine mate I learned and/publlshed that Oswald as a
Herine had an exceptionally high pecurity clearance. Posner had and quoted from that
book of mine. But he did not refer to this hizh security clearance and he asked ume
nothing about it when he spent threo days here or in our later correspondence or
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