iz, Lefley Uelsner,associate general counsel 8/a1/94
Random House

201 B ;w0 S5t.,

New York, IIY 10022

Uoar Hs, Oelaner,

Please emcuge my typiMg. I'm 81 and medical and physical problems keep it from
being any better. .

When lis, Trager afé Doubleday informed me that my letter to l_l't had been referred
to Random House I had expected another of his indignant and sometimes colorful tirades
from your}*-‘oh Loomis and I had rather locked forward to how with his involvement in
Gerald Posner's plagiariasms, among the other responsibilities of editing, he would
reply. So, I accept your total nonresponse as the bes.f Handom House can come up with
in response to what it has long known about and has been unable to respond to, my gd-
tailed expose of Posner's and Random House's work of the most deliberate dishonesties,
and that about what I regard as the most subversive crime possible in oub country, the
assassination of a President. Hot much less of a subversion, I believe, is the gross and
obvious dishonesty of the government in its determined refusal to investigate that crime.

In your first sentence of the scanty body of your letter you say my "allegations #l
about lr. 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 yo'u do
not-kmow botter than the rest of it, you have no business responding to me. Because I
believe that you do lmow better I have no relucatance in telling you that you kmow what
you say is not true.

Skipping youm'en;gt./ sentence, which imputes some unspecified motive to me, you say
"I{ is clear that no purpose would be served in lis';ing the many efrors in" my "lettor."
This ig a lawyer's confession of complete inability to refute a _tsi:x‘x'gie thing I said
about Random House and its author. You had an opportinity to do tab¥ in the lawsult to
which I referred in the letter to which you make noiresponse at all end you were not able
to do that. And as you should well know, you did not, Eot being able toe

One of the reasons'I'd locked forward to how MNr, Eoonﬂ.s would respond is because I
got vord from inside Nandom 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 maks the record clear on this, and if you do not repsond, that will in itself
make the record clear, I challennge you (plu.ral) to show me a single factual error in
anything at all in cither my letter or my book, personal

Skd pring nothing, your next sentence js, "Nor does your vituperative/attack on ¥r,.
Posner warrant response.”

Ly this you may be referring to my letter, to my book or bothms.And I #ink we should
include ny affidavit you ducked in co?ﬁ-l:, which is based entir#ly on the book.

Using Random House's own definitions of the words, 1 referred to him as s siyster,



a plagiarist, a liar who cannot tell the truth even by accident and among other things
all of wldeh ‘i?tnot necessary for iy present purposes, to make a response to your let-
ter than is not toinf ed by a sinsle truthful statement, as a literary vhoree

Uyig, ydu tell me, does not “warrant response” and you expect that to be believed,
by me or by anyone else?

'lhat Memat has been silent. I do not mean to suggest that he is not man enouizh
4o stand on his oun feet, which I happen o believe, I mean that he could not make any
regponse, so he did hot.

The mentence I skipping about is, "Whatever your motives, you have far excecded the
bounds of aprropriate or accurate comment," .

Aside ffom the fact that inside the judicial system and outside you and he have not
been able ‘o cite a sinfle "inaccurate comment" I made, and I think that referring to
uhnt I said as mere "comment" is a considerable understatement, have you rea.d what that
rig of yours urote about me, without a single citation? You perhaps do not know that be-
fore I saw your Orwellian reweiting of our history, tha.t f one of our greatest national
tragedies - I was delayed in reading it because L beliew Pusner vhen he said he'd send
me a copy,! Which he did not do after taking three days of uy time and having entirely
unsupervised access to all my hundreds of thousa.nds)&f pages of records and my cepier -
T wrote snd aglked him for those sources. He gid not ﬁ'ash trith and reality as you doe

Gxerely did not responds

So Tirst I tell you that after what he said 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."

ami—shon I return to your dirty lauyer's trick of having afletter o fH8rthat you
can flash to indié!te vou made a response when you did not. "Whatever yoy mo’cn.vas,“ is how
you begin ek 'hhat ‘sentences

Anyone reading the lotter 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 kave your access to the media and to the stable
of sdyolarly literary whores who will say anything to g et their names in pcc'lnt or to
@ozy up to one who does or can publish their books. So, four oux history, whether or not
it will e¥en be seen, I made a record. And I do thank you for your remarkably satisfying
addition to it, the addition of a large and wealthy and powerful corporation which for
all its resourcdes is entirely unable to say a word in TExk refutation % the entirely
accurate expose of your and Posner's disgradeful gommercialization and exploitation of
that gr-at tragedy, with a few side defamations of those whose published work proved

lim %o be tle literary whore he was in his book, from concept (about which I have much
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in his ,pmy uords) through execution. On the latter, Mr. ioomisﬁy made his own noteworthy

contrivutions. Between his and Posners, among other things they make it clear that he
was auware of the Tact that Posner was revising the book to base it on plagisrisms. And
he i your vige president, executive editor and Posner's editor who aﬁrea the books

dedicatione

You conclude with two sentences in parenthesis. The first is one in which you take
liberties™ ith what & wrote in my letter. It refers to the ﬁra‘t gsentence in my letter
tp Youbleday as my "thihking," Fy firet words ave, "It is reportedses." That does not
in any way indicate what I "think" and it was in fact "repoerted" then and af o I
wrote Poubleday. Your next sentence is, and it makes ho difference to me whether you
apoke to him sbout it and reflect what he told you bevause he and truth are in any event
total strangers, "Mf, Posner has neither the desire not the need to engage in siich attack,"
meaning on mee

You do not cay that Fe planned no such think and that cither Be decided against it
or Doubleday did not like ite I neither know nor care. 1 point out that you are up to a
shady 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 riskye Which it certainly
would }mve been. And the last thing he'd do is brag about it, or even admit :Lt.

’{;ou say of Posner's personal attacks on me that he "had neither the degire" to do
that or any "need" to.

Did you read his book, counsellor? That speeks for him in his words, disgraceful and

dishones! words, not in your baseless lawyer's wordd that are either based entirely on
ole innonence or are in themselves dishonest and falses -

With regard to tihe "need" to rgpond to me that you say he does mot have, without
get:.ng to the attachments you have from ﬁoubleday to my letter to it and quoting them
verbat:un. which you do not need and 1 do not take the added time for, th Ii,m:lwla the
jreffutable proof of Posner's deliberate dishonesty in what he and lMr, é.oomis both said
i5 what is new and most important in his book, that the disreputable shrink Hartogs said
that Osuald was an assassin avaiting his moment in history. I attached the page of iiartoeﬁ'
Warren Commission testimony in which, when asked the very questions Posner says he responded
to the way Posner wrote about it, he ySore in several ways to the e:act opposites My book
ad my letter and I believe my affidavot point out that in this Fosner quoted pages both
aide of that page and omitted that page. '

That leaves no leed" to respond, counsellir?

T atteched hat was feely available to Posner in his entirely unsupervised access
to all rgy rccords, to nevs accounts of IHartogs being sued suucessul‘l%[ Tor getting free

gex fro his woman paticnts, who in fact paid him to get his sex without paying them for
ot



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

For which I note there is no possibility that llandom House had any legitimate peer
reviev,

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

He criticized \-:haifis in that book alone, Not just alone in my books In msy guy bocke.
He could not have gc?ﬁ;en it anywehre else. And he not only lied to contrdve a false
and baseless eriticism of me and of my accuracy about an address he made important, I
altached the appropriate paoge of the phone booke

That leaves no Hneed" to respond, counabe‘%or? _

I referred to Oswald's clear record c#,lanti-commmist and of being against the
USSR cven in +the USSR, with those FBI records freely available to Posner in the very file
cabinet in wlich he spont most of his time here, I refeged to what is both ih that very
file and in my Post Hortem, which Posner said he did use, not only what I say above
about his politica but that the KGB suspected that he was an American agent and that
in the USSR he ciuld not hit any game even with a shotgun vhile Posner presents him as
a morkeman superior to the best inf this country who engaged in tests for the govern-
ment and could not duplicate the shooting attributed to Oswald. I also attacled from a
boek he says he did use my first, in facsimile, the off:l.:i:i;;?aluation of Oswald as
a "rathor poor 'shote'"

lone of this ln.a\ﬁ;s any need" to respond, counsellor?

Or thnt another of his prime interview sources— two of who I noted hzd already
stated he did not intdrview them — actually referred E? the reéspected, conservative
Louigisna Democratic Congressman and Warren Commission/as a ewem Communist — this also
"needs" no comment?

I need no more, do I? .

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 dé not
expects

Tou havep,I believe, in your completely evasive, nonresponse and anti’rely untrue
letter, made your ovn record and that of your literary whore, t’.'e:c-zald Posner in his
intendedly dishonest work that Random Hoymse had to lmow was dishonest before it pub-—
lished ite :

To put this onother way, I 4o thank you for your affirmation of the complete
accuracy of my Cgse Opene _

Sincerely,

Harold Veisberg



There is anothner gﬁ the many matters of which I do not herein remind you that,
%%enot nearly as dramgtic on paper ns ZmkEx thievery, of }ﬁich there is more than
1 make reference to above, before my publishér experiences in the JFK assassination
I bolicved tha% any publisher not part of the literary whoredom would want to knowe.
That is Posners use of those so often boasted-of 200 interviews were to enable him
to write untruthfully about the assassination by evpiding 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 mmx also destpoy his booke

The thisvery I rofer to in the preceding paragraph is from an article written by
a mere boy, anf inatcurate articld Posner used and abtributed it to modern computer
tochnology 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,
perhaps inconsidtont with M his boasted-of career as a "Wall Street lawyer" is vhat he
Imows is a lie, that :_ggg Open is my first book published comercially. I knew this
was a 1:;. in riting it because he has at least &/‘
mercially. e bought one of them from me.

Five of my books have been published commercially, the first with an—;-in;_i.tal
250,000 copie!s:iﬁirst printing and it was reprinted three times. It was for six months
Dell's only best-gelling work of non-fictions

He has dedicated himself to proving what needed no proof, that he has trouble telling
the truth even by accident. Real {_‘rouble, too, because it comes from Gerald Posner, And

that is something no Gerald Posner appears to be capable of coping withe

While as yon can see L found your letter some%at inspira:tl.onal. I do regret that
even with a little inspiration antyping cannot be any better.

Those o0, and I do not refer to them as man, hide behind your skirts. Skimpy as
they may be, they are small enough to be hidden. Or %o think they are.

"of my books that were published com-




