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8/28/70

.Dear Mr, B@rhl’y'

WYour letter of August 18 proves one of tne points I wes %rying to meke m
to you. If you have to be told why Dick's aktelle is what I called it, "terribls,
irresponsible snd damaging®, youw lack the kmowledge required for sny responsible
publisbing in this field., I syspect others iave been specific %o you, for I Xnow
they are not secretive about this acd I bDave yet to get 2 =l ngle contrery opinion
from anyone doing serious werk or with solid knowledge., I simply baven ¢ the time,
for 4 do the original owkr others 1if%, to indulge their egos, quiet tReir
frustretions or siher purpose thet seem Smportentmts them.

Tais has nothingutso do with wheiher you or Dick are decent men, etk r
or not your motives are good, ss I d14 sxplain. It has %o & with only the end
product end its conssquences. I deseribed that amccurately. %11 thoss wose ignorance
or self-decention should keep them silent ¢an dispute tRis. “bis 1s sn enormous
field, snd sy responsible writing or publisking now reguires sxbsustive work that
few can find the time for., , : -

8ylvla, too, 1s unselfish and of noblest motive. I doubt she d1scow red
the ¥ilteer materisl on her own. If abe did, shs algo d1d what is mot like ber,
neglected to call it to my ettention, knosing that 4 bad written on it. So, if
my Jdeductions sre correst, this is the continued petailing of unoriginsl work, waich
i reprebeneidls in any kind of writing, There 1z a veat difference in having materiial
for understandiag snd further inquiry and for seélf-sssking publiestion, wich not '
only sdds pothing but 1s inadedwste and incempleta. Thaere is mudi worse of this in
your stuff, but I hesitate %o be spacific feering the podentisl of your emd Spregus

. earrying 4t forthur forwsrd in this mensver and ¢onverting the unlikely into thes

impossible ag 1t reletes %o further investigetion, which neithsr of you will do with
1t ir 313 & to begin with. In that perticular case, * chacked with the only other
person baving ® sopy ant he $ells me he d14 not give it %o Dick. Which mesns thet £%.
was teken, not givem. And it 1s very important, not an item for miskandling or inedesy '
waste, ocut-of-context trestment for & vert mmall sutience,

I bave lesrned thathour friends are out worst ecnemies, md * have tried
to live with i¢, But there ia a'simple thing that every editor imows: hé publishes
criginel work or credits tae source, with pemission only. What you pudliabud wes
not of this charscter and it has & soricusly adverse effect, %us most comprebensible
way being in taking the edge off of whnt is to cohe.

Is 1t not past the time where we indulge frusirations, convert W shes
inte pretended facts, cease a varistion on thc theme by Warren? Cen you not reslize
Bow such writing is utterly ruinous to everyene's eredidiliiy, e» with "sbout six
eonfessions” where there is no probative one snd no loglcsl reason for accepting eny
es likely except fyom the irrstionsl? I just don't see how even an ignorant editor
eould have reoad DPick's plece withoutnthe despest misgivings, except that he wer
blinded by good desires end eaptive of wishful thinking, ss 1s Dick, for all his
reslly very good intentionse...X can'$ stop you from doing whet you seem determined
to do, nor ean I undo the hems you heve done. But I cem cherge younwith your
responsibilities, waich, clesrly, you cannot have thought through, end with their
consequencea. I do not hink that efther you or Diek want to hurt. I elss tell you
you have, Tou csn balieve me or not. I certalnly 4o not dare explain how, with thia
refoxrd in print snd the spparent sttitude to publish eny serap that cm be slezed
from whatever source, for I sssume the ssme taing wodld follow sud I would shere
this guilt...You give th corrupt media all the s=lf-justifiecstion they need for

their suppression whaen you print garkage snd other people's materisls thet you do
nst udegﬁand snd present Enndoqmnly at besgk, Iilt)h deep dismay, Harold Weisberg
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Desar Nr. Barimley,

Wour lotter of August 18 proves one of tue points I wes trying %o meks ®
to you. If you bave to be told why Dick's a¥telle 1z muat I aslled 1%, "terrible,
irresponsidle and dameging”, you lack the kmowledge required for say responeible
publishing in thic field. I sgapect others have Leen specific %o youw, for I know
thay ars not secretive sbout this 224 I have yet to get e & ngle contrary epinien
{rom snyone doing serious work or witn solid knowledge. 1 simply heven t the tine,
for + do the original owkr others 1ift, %o iodulge their egos, cuiet tReir
frustrotlions or etaer purpoee thet seem Amporsentsts them. .

Thie hus nothipgnkto do with whather you or Dick are decent men, deths r
or not your motives ere good, es 1 312 sxplatn, It hes to do with oaly the end
profuct and iis consequences. I deascribed that accuretsly. Only those wiose ignorsnce
or self-decertion siiould keop them stlent ean dispute this, ‘his is en enormous
field, and any responsible writing or publishing now recuires exheustive work thet
faw can find the time for.

8ylbia, 400, 15 unselfish and of noblest moiive. I doudt abe dfscow red
the ¥ilteer matoriel on her own. If sbe 414, she also did what is not 1ike be ¢,
neglected to call 1t to my atteniion, kno:ing tist 4 bad written on it. 8o, if
my deduetlons ars correct, this i2 toe continued re¥eiling of unorigilmel work, wiech
is repreheneidle ir sny Xind of writing., There is a vest difference in nsving materiiel
for understending and further inguiry snd for selfeseeking publieation, w ich not
only sdde nothin% but {s insdedmste and ipcenplete. There is mudh worse of this in
your s¥uff, but 4+ hesltute to Ls spesifie fearing tae potsntisl of your snd Spregus

- earrying 1% farthur forwxerd in this msamer snd coaverting the unlikely into $he

imposeidble as it relstes to further investigetion, whish neither of you will do with
1t ir 414 8 %o btegin with, In tust perticulsr cese, * checked with the only other
person having # cepy snd he tells mo Be 414 not give 1t to Diek, Which mesns thet 4¢
wae token, not givem. And it 1s wvery important, pot an item for mishandling or inede-g
waste, out-of-contsxt treatment for a vert mmall asutience,

I hava lzarned thai"%cur friends sres out worst enemies, md * beve tried
%o live with it. Bul ihere 1s 2 'simnle thing thet every editor lmows: bé publishes
original wark er gredita tue source, with permiasion enly. What you published was
not of this character and it hes & saricuely adverse effeat, %ue mest eomprebensible
may btaing in SaXing the sdge off of wiat s to come.

Is 1t ot past tue time whers we indulge frustirations, convert W shes
Snto pratended facts, cease & varistiom on ih. theme by Varren? Can you not reslize
how such writing is uitterly ruimeus to everyone's credidility, ss with "about six
eonfossions™ whare there is no probative one snd no logical resson for sacepting ouy
se likely sxcept fxom the irrationel? I just don't see how even en ignorant editor
sould have read Dick's plece withoutnthe deepest misgivings, exaspt tasd hs was
Blindsd by good deaires end captive of wishful thinking, es is Dick, for all his
Peslly very good intentionse...I cam’s stop you from doing wiet you seam determined
o 4o, nor esn 1 undo the Dexm you have done, But I cen cherge youmwith yousr
respensidilities, wilch, elearly, you e¢snnot have thought through, end with their
consan 8. I do not think that etither you or Dick went to hurt. I elsc tell yom
You have, Tout ceun balisve: me er not. I eersslnly 4o not dsre explsin how, with this
refiord in print snd the erperent attituds to publish eny scrap thet cm be siazed
from whatever source, for I sasume tiue seme taing wodld follow sud I would shere
this guild,..You give th corrupt media 21l the s:lf-justification they need for

their suppressions when you print gerbege snd otber geople’s msterisls thet ywou do
not undsrstend end pgomt nadequotely at best. Wiik deep dismay, Harold Velsbarg
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August 18, 1970

Mr. Harold Weisberg
Coq d*0r Press
Route 8 ’
Frederick, MD 21701

Dear Mr. Weisberg,
Thank you for your letter of August 12,
I really do not know how to respond to your letter.

1. You call the May article by Dick Sprague "terrible, irresponsible, -and
damaging". But you give no specifics.

2. You say in your second article I use material I have no right to use. I
cannot imagine why. Sylvia Meagher was the researcher who told Dick Sprague
about the Milteer piece in the archives. You do not identify the material
"] have no right to use.” I have no way of answering that protest either.

3. You say I do not have "the knowledge required for what I so lustily at-
tempt."” Here again you give no specifics. How can I answer that?

If you said specificadlly for example, that Oswald was in the 6th floor
easternmost window of the TSBD in the period of time between 5 seconds
before the first shot and 3 seconds after the last shot, I would know how
to answer that. :

In the absence of specifics, I have no way of answering you or of publish-
ing corrections. I*m stymied. -

Yours sincerely,

EAG’M-&\

" ECB/1bl Edmund C. Berkeley
: Editor



