s, Lesley Uelsuer,associate general counsel 3/at1/94
handom Hpuse

201 B ,4) 8.,

Hew York, Y 10022

bzar Hs. Celsner,

Please escuse my typiMge. I'm 81 and medical and physical problems keep it from
heing any better,

When Hs. Trager agg Doubleday informed me that my letter to it had been referred
to Randou House I had expected another of his indignent and sometimes colorful tirades
I'rom ynudﬁoh Loomis and I had rather locked forward o how with his involvement in
Gerald Posner's plagiarisms, auong the other responsibilities of editing, he would
reply. So, I accept vour total nonresponse as the beéf Handom House can come up with
in response to what it has long kuown about and hac been unable to respond to, my dd-
tailed expose of Poner's and Random House's work of the most deliberate dishonesties,
cind that about what I regard as the most subversive crime possible in out country, the
assassination of a President. lot much less of a subversion, I believe, is the gross and
obvious dishonesty of %he povernment in ite determined refusal to investigate that crime.

In your first sentence of the scanty body of your letter you say my "allegations =
about lirs Posner and Random House are utterly without basis in fact of law." Aside from
that law business, and I made no threats, reflected no intention of suing, if yoﬁ do
not kmou better than the rest of it, you have no business responding to me. Because I
believe that you do kuow better I have no relucatance in telling you that you lknow what
You say is not true.

Sld pping youvﬁggigy;entence, which imputes some unspecified motive to me, you say
"It is clear that no purpose would be served in lis;ing the many efrors in" my "letter,"
Tids is a lawyer's confession of complete inability to refute aj;tﬁgle thing I said
about Random House and its author. You had an oprortinity to do tgy#/gn the lawsuit to
ulich 1 referved in the letter to which you make no'response at all =nd you were not able
to do that. And as you should well know, you did not, not being able tos

Une of the roasens I'd looked forward to how Mr. %oomis would respond is because I
zot vord frow inzide Random House that he was prowling about clutching a copy of my Case
Open in his fist and muttering, "Gotta figlre out a way to sue this bastard,"

To malke the record clear on this, and if you do not repsond, that will in itself
malte the record clear, I challennge you (plural) to show me a single factual error in
anything at all in cither my letter or my book. _—_m"

Sld pring nothing, your next sentence js, "Nor does your vituperative/attack on Fr,
Posner warrant response."

4 flis you may be referring to my letter,to my book or bothme.And I +hink we should
include wy affidavit you ducked in co§§t, which is based entire¢ly on the book.

Ueing Random House's own definitions of the words, I referred to him as s s‘yster,



a plagiarist, a liar who cannot tell the truth even by accident and among other things
all of whichﬁigkﬁot necessary for iy present purposes, to make a response to your let—
ter than is not tainf ed by a single truthful etatement, as a literary vihore.

:ﬂm, you tell me, does not "warrant response" and you expect that to be believed,
by me or by anyone olse?

Ihat Judenrat has been silent. I do not mean to suggest that he is not man cnough
Lo stand on his own leet, which I happen to believe. I mean that he could not maeke any
response, so he did hote

The sentence I skipping about is, "Whatever your motives, you hsve far exceeded the
bounds of appropriate cr sccurate comment," .

dgide ffom the fact that inside the judicial system and outside you and he have not
been aile to cite a sinfle "inaccurate comment" I made, and I think that referring +o
ahat I said as mere "comment" is a considerable understatement, have you read what that
rig of youru wrote about me, without a single citation? You perhaps do no% know that be-
fore I saw your Orwellian reweiting of our history, that o}'t‘ one of our greatest national
tragedies ~ I was delayed in reading it because 1 believéyPosner when he said he'd send
me a copy;at which he did not do after taking three days of my time and having entirely
unsupervised access to all my hundreds of thousandﬁﬁf pages of records and my cepier -
I wrote and aslzed him for those sources. e did not iiash trith and reality as you do.
H?guex-ely did not respond.

So first I tell you that after what he maid about me - and you do not respond to
ny saying of that that it ranges from deliberate distortaion té outright lies - it
is not possible for gny response to be one that "exceeded the. bounds of appropriate or
accurate comment,"

fme—vhen I return to your dirty lawyer's trick of having a,flczi'ter onfﬁ&xthat you
can flash to :Lnd:l.c?fte you made a response when you did not. "Whatever ym}l"motives,“ is how
vyou begin mek that sentence,

Anyone reading the letter you do not and cannot respond to will understand that I
‘wrote it to inform Doubleday. I had the additional and unhidden and entirely proper motive
of maldng a record for history. I do not have your access to the media and to the stable
of sdholarly literary whores who will say anything to g:ét their names in pr;nt or to
Cozy up to one who does or can publish their books. So, four our history, whether or not
it will e¥en be seen, I made a record. And I do thank you for your remarkably satisfying
addifion to it, the addition of a large and wealthy and powerful corporation which for
all ifs resourcdes is entirely unable to say a word in xRwk refutation é the entirely
accurafe expose of your and Posner's disgradeful gommercialization and exploitation of
that gr at tragedy, with a few side defamations of those whosie published work proved

him to be the literary whore he was in his book, from concept (about which I have much
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in hig pmévg« words) through execution. On the latter, Mr. {‘Oom:l.s[a made his own noteworthy

contrivutions. Detwcen his and Posners, among other things they make it clear that he
was aware of the Tact that Posner was rewising the book to base it on plagiarisms. 4nd
he ig your wige president, executive editor and Posner's ediitor who sﬁres the books
dedicatione

You conclude with two sentences in parenthesise. The first is one in which you take
liberties uith what e wrote in my letter. It refers to the firs‘b sentence in my letter
tp Youbloday as my "thibking." My first words are, "It is reportedeess” That does not
in any way indicate what I "{hink" and it was in fact "repoerted" then and aff @ I
urote Poubleday. Your next sentence is, and it makes_l ho difference to me whether you
gpoke to him cbout it and reflect what he told you berause he and truth are in any event
total strangers, "M#, Pesner has neither the desire not the need to engage in siich attack,”
meaning on me,

Tou do not goy that }Ie planned no sucﬁ thing and that either e decided against it
o1 Doubleday did not like ite. I neither know nor care. + point out that you are up to a
ghady lavyer's trick in this. He could well have prepared for what was reported from the
other side, the side to which he allegedly turned for help, having read that awful stuff
in that sick man's book, and then have decided that it was too risky. Which it certainly
would have been. And the last thing he'd do is brag about it, or even admit it.-

@-Bu say ©f Posner's personal attacks on me that he "had neither the desire" to do
that or any "need" to.

Did you read ldiec book, counsellor? That speaks for him in his words, disgraceful and
dishonesT words, not in your baseless lawyer's word& that are either based entirely on
com?il'ﬁte innonence or are in ’rhemuelves-dislmnest ond false,

- With regard to tihe "need" to rqpond to me that you say he does not have, without
ret':mg to the attachments you have from ﬁ Joubleday to my letter to it and quoting them
verbatlm, which you do not need and 1 do not take the added time for, thaa[imclude the
ireffutable proof of Posner's deliberate dishonesty in what he and Mr, foomis both said
what is nev and most important in his book, that the disreputable shrink Hartogs said
that Osuald was an agsassin awaiting his moment in history. I attiched the page of Hartogs!
Warren Comudssion testimony in which, when asked the very questions Posner says he responded
to the way Poener wrote about it, he gé'oa:e in several ways to the e.act opposites My book
ard my letter and I believe my affidavot point out that in this Posner quoted pages both
adde of that page and omitted that pagee.

That leaves no nfeed" to respond, counsellir?
I attuoched What was feely available to Posner in his entirely unsupervised access
to alTwmv records, to neus accounts of Hartogs being sued suucessul]g for getting free

gex fro his woman potisnts, who in fact paid him to get his sex without paying them for
=t



ite Therc is no "need" to respond to that when he suppressed it from his and your book?

Por which I note there is no possibility that llandom House had any legitimate peer
reviev.

I pail that Posner lied in saying that he did not use my QOswald in New Orleans
and proved himsell to be & liar with one of his eriticisms of me. I also noted what
was In that book that made his book impossible, in terms of legitimacy and honesty.

He criticized whatie in that book alone. Hot just alone in my boolg In mmy gany book.
He gould not have ggﬁ;@n it anywehre else. And he not only lied to contrive a false
and baceless criticism of me and of my accuracy about an address he made important, I
alitached the appropriate page of the phone boole '

That leaves no Hneed" to respend, counsellor?

I referred to Upvald's clear record fgﬂ%—cmmﬁst and of being against the
USSR even in the USSR, with thoce FBI records freely available to Posner in the very file
cabinet in widch he gpont most of his time heree I refei'}ed to what is both ih that very
Tile and in wy Post Hortem, which Posner amid he did use, not only what I say above
about his politica but that the IGB suspected that he was an dmerican agent and that

in the USSR he eduld not hit any goeme even with a shotgun while Posner presents him as
a marksman nuperior to the beat in€ this country who engaged in tests for the govern—
nent and could not duplicate the shooting attributed to Ogwalde I also attaclied from a
bock he says he did use my first, in facsimile, the offiéé.gi;?;aluation of Oswald as
a "rathr poor 'shote'"

Hone of this lmBe/as any nesd" to respond, counsellor?

Ov that another of his prime interview sources- two of who I noted l';t/d already
stated he did not intdrview them - actually referred to the respected, conservative
Louisiana Demoeratic Congressman and Varren Commisgsi Mas o emem Communist - this also
"needs" no comment?

I need no more, do 17

For what Posner and Random House did there is nothing that can be said of it that
can be too "vituperative," your word, and I welcome your disagreement., Which I do not ‘
expects

You havegp, I believe, in your complotely evasive, nonresponse and enti,rely untrue
letter, made your cwn record and that of your literary whore, uerald Posper in his
intendedly dishonest work that Random Hoymse had to know waes dishonest before it pub—
lished it,

To Iau.t this nnother way, L do thank you for your affirmation of the complete
aceuracy ol my Case Opene

Sincerely,
)/

Earold Weisberg



There is ancothner off the meny matters of which I do not herein remind you that,
E_}.%%euot nearly as draj:@tic on paper ne Tmiwyw thievery, of lwich there is more than
I male reference to above, before my publishér experiences in the JFK assassination
I belicved tlfm t any publisher not part of the literary whoredom would want to know,
That ic the/! Posneds use of those so often boasted-of 200 interviews were to enable him
to write untruthfully about the assassination by avpiding the proof of his dishonesty
in the official evidence itself, He used those interviews to lie about the facts that
had been officially cstablished but that mmix also destpoy his booke

The thi~very I refer to in the preceding paragraph is from an article written by
a mere boy, and inatcurate articld Posner used and a,:ttributed it to modern computer
technology not available to the Warren Commissiond?/!

I have not yet seen Posner's paperback but I've been told about what he added.
Typical of Posner and his prostitution of all accepted standards of scholarship if not,
verhaps inconsist-nt witl i his boasted-of career as a "Wall Street lawyer" is what he
lmows is a lie, that .Ll,ﬁ Opven is my first book published commercially. B knew tlis
was a J:?é:f. in riting it because he hos at least &’cf)‘f my books that were published com-
mercially. Iy bought one of them from me,

Five of n; books have been poblished commercially, the first with an af 1nital

250,000 comvs Iéust printing cnd it was reprinted three times. It was for six months
Dell's only best—sellln.s, vork of non-Tictione.

He lins dedicated himself to proving what needed no proof, that he has trouble telling
the truth even by accident. Real f rouble, too, because it comes from Gerald Posnmer. 4nd
that is something mno Gerald Posnsr appears to be capable of cop:.ng withe

Widle as yon can see 1 found your letter ﬁmnei&at inspirational, I do regret that
even with a little inspiration my g - # typing cannot be any better.

Thoge two, and I do not refer to them as mg,n, hidé behind your skirts. Skimpy as
thoy may be, they are small enouch te be hidden. Or te think they are.



