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Dear Dick,

Th "m&é" is missing from your today's understated and limited "culpa",
"How Lies See the Light of Day." One of the limitations is that it does not say
"How Lies Yo ot See the Light of Day." With which Ive had considerable exper-
dence, including with you. But please do not tske this as intended 1:(;; be persional
for it is not, as + hope you see beforc the end, Rather do I intend this as a .
record for histcry, although it will not be published. f will be part of what
I estimate is at least & half-million pages in my archive, about a third of a
million of which were once withheld governjent records I got by more than a
dozen FOIA lawsuits so‘"é of which were precedental and one of which, according to
the legislative history no paper reported but is in the "q,ngressional Record
(copy on request)led to the amending of a proWision of that Act in 1974 to make
FBI, CIA and similar agency records accessible under it.

4s the Post has never told its readers, the assassination of any Emerican
president is a de facto coup d' etat under our system. f1r you question this I'll
explaing it. ?I’a is, I think, the most deeply subversibve crime under our system.
Y ot wheh the official investigation of the JFK assassination was entirely star
chamber not a paper of TV or radio station or network or syndicate — no element -
of the free press - made the slightest racorzled. protest. As was done, for exampie.
in the Spimpsm trial even when there was pool. access.

That changed our history as I doubt ahy of you hothered to think about.

(Please ¢ xcuse my typing. It carkth ‘be any better. I'm 85 now and I must

keep my right leg elevated and my left leg with the foo_t as high as my heart.
The typewriter is between my legs. )

in this, as I'm sure it never considered, the media was like that under Stalin
or Hitler, among others.

'&11 the media, including book publishers and magazines.

I wrote the first book on that assassination. ‘t was finished mid-February,
1965, I published a limited edition of it that August when it was a?pﬁrent that
bool: publishers f ea:;e& the su‘ﬁ:ject. I lost my agent, who told me that, and after

publishetl the book myself a number of those of the more than a hundred inter-
nationallv who had rejected the boolc told me they had feared to publish 11:. In
all those resectikns not a aingle adverse ed:.torial comment,
Is there a bigger story in this country thah the assassination of a presidant?
Would it B@x not be expected that book publishers would grasp the&% first



book in particular? Would that kind of interest not continue?

When I first ran into this problem, beforg the middle of 1965, I took a copy
of the rough draft to Mac Mathids, then a friend and our Congressman. He was
Jjust out of surgery and the first night “nn had to take it away frém him and make
him sleep, He finished it the next day. When he was up and about again he vwent
to the chairman of the judiciary committee of whic}ihe was a member, Manny Celler,
asking Celler for a hesring. Ceklker would not touch the subject.

I remind you that the book came entirely from the cit'ed official evidence.

@ge When (Peller turned hin down, Hac todthe manuseript to Al Friendly,
then a managing editor. le gave it o Stern to read. ‘When L heard nothing for
two months I asked Larry to return it. I then found that in those two months, from
his marked, he had gotten 1 ,I‘page 47 of the triple-spaced manuscript.

Broke and in debt and not knowing how I'd be able to distribute the book, I
was able to get it printed on credit and did improvise some <ddistribution. The
first hundred copies went to the nedia. I spent a day delivering copies in
Washington, including to the Post, and mailed the rest to major papers and
electro&c netwg%:s to which £ had not mdade personal delivery.

It got not one story, not a single review, not a single inquiry.

Then I got the idea of taking wihat in my reporting daye would have been
considered newsworthy, the two sentenc on the assassination itself in fhe
supposedly Mﬁiﬁ?’ﬁl ook Bﬁdﬁ the night of the assassination.

In those twolfentences the FBI did not account §5, the officially-acknowledged
wounds and did not even give uthe cause of death?

Because liac had dealt with Friendly T tock those pages to him [k took me 4n
‘*o Ben “radlee and they said they'd look into it. They alsomsigned the book to
Dan Kurzmen to read. Thgll was asked to give Dan and lLarry questions to ask of
Howard P, Will'%‘:. I sat down at a desk in the newsroom and off the top of the
head did a st singlé peie page of them. Lerry and Dan went to see him and later
that day, when + returned by prearrangement, Kurzman told me, L{fiﬂ, you are in,
By had no satisfactory answer for a single question.' Larry went in to see Bradlee.

Then, as you may remember, Kurzman left and you replaced him. (I am not
suggesting cause and effect and * have no reason to believe this had anything to
do with his leaving.) I stopped in to see yougmce or twice, youf seemed not to
want that so 1 discontinued going in to answer questions if youhad any.

There was an understanding that the Post was going to do a story on gy book.
But whm)! your story afesgfapyeared, the Pbst had gotten an advance copy of
Epsetin s Inquest and your long story was almsst entirely about it, wif'h the



barest mention of mine. 4nd at that yol4 misded, at least nﬁ.d.e no mention of what
Epstein did report, without asking any qusstions of them, that Commigsion “embers
Rysgell booper and Bogegs refused to agree with the basis of the report, what is
not a theory but is a fabrication, that one bullet causej/all seven nonfatal
wounds on three men. (Nobody ever thinks df “im Tague, WERSHLE Twounded at the
opposite end of Dealey Plaza.)
43id what BEpstein did not do, followed up on that. When + was able to
put Russell's hands the proof of how his trust had been ifposed upon, he
ancoaaged me until his dying day (he knew that was close, from ,F%_mphe?ma) and
he broke his long friendshipf with [;ynd.on ¥ oimson, Mever spoke to him again.
Russell and his administrative of legisla.t:we assgistant hed a high opinion
of my by then four books. wheni published a brief account of this in 1974 it
got not a single story_t can remamber and that ook, like gll yen of them, ten
published, more not published, got not a single review.
I had given the Post's book reviewer a copy of the first book. I stopped
off toﬂea him once to ses if he had any questions. };Ie had not innished it,
had nofie, and expressed a flattering opinion of it.When no revjew appeared, after
some time I went back. he and his secretary told me he had written a book review
preising it and tha_$ Bradlee had killed it withthe explenation thaj Schmidt, if
I recall his name correctly, did not kntw enough #8 about the subject to do 2
review. As ybu probably do not remember and certainly did not use for checking,
everything in that book is cited to the public and published official evidence..
What you did not mention,and i presume did not check is the Commission's
ovn evidence that tha\@eport was a lie. I cite what is currently # topical, the
2apruder film, In that firat book and the sequely which was puﬁlished before the
end of 1966, I cited the Commission's own and en‘cirelg_unquastionable proof that
the President was first hit when that shot could not have come frobeys’windos from
which all shots in the official accounting were fired, allegedly by Oswald. (Who
from the official evidence could not b ave fired a single shot)
Wien Lardner phoned me because the film was about %o go on sale and 4 told
him it would prvide a field day for both sides if e:l.ther got any attention and
he asked me what the critics could use, I cited the v'jslble proof that one of the
official pictures of the assassination, oft-published and in the official
af_ﬁ&ence and Tireaxy token in reaction to that shot, was, from the Zapruder film,
S Vhon Bt o o Vi o e Biis windowp, before [xame 202 of that
film. There is no question at all about this because the camera, which had for some
time been at §111 Willisii's eye, can be seen coming down fron ite

While Geotge did report this, he also argued against it with @n irrelevancy.



He soid that Frame 204 is indistinct or fuzzy. If “Pame 204 did\bt exist it
would make no difference. 41l that eou.mnd was prior to then because the camera
is seen for some tig ’ rela;ivaly, at #ﬁlms eye, and then can be seen coming
down from it as he walks off,cf’FM\}-’z v -
I had quote’a bit of tlﬁ.sl’ including Zapruder's own testimony, that he saw
tle impact of that £irst bullet before the time din the official account, Oswald
could have fired it, but you did not report that or ask me about it.
I also reported the results of the official testing to see if the shooting
attributed toQswald vas even possible. That rifle was over - g,‘f shims were put
- under the si‘:l.ght and there were other improvemnts on the situation Oawajtd would
have fa.ced. Those used in the test were the best shots in the cuunt/ all professionals
and all rated as "master" by the NRA. And not one of them was able to duplicate
the shooting attributed to Oswald. "ho, if you read that book, the N:Iims
evaluated offi d that when he had used the weapon - as a "rather poor shot,"
Beginnifg with that first book, of all of those of whom L have been severely
critical, not one has phoned or written to complain that I was unfair to him or
inaccura |
%@e brought wzﬂ‘nt usually is considered newsworthy to light. In fact, as
I got hat I thought was more mwawor'hm' L fgeve it aveyp before I could use it
myselfs WW"”  ? _
Those dozen or more FOIA hwsuits_: were never na?fi;xcept once that I can
recall when } pulled a legltimate manyfboites-dog approach and Lardner alone did
a story. No ot&er paper wWas there or touched it later,
Not even when % put myself uné.er cath to swear that the FBI, first its lab
and then others, were providing perjury to the courts. The IG recently gaid that
he had no evidencdof that bqt4: L first alleged in/id a 1975 suit. The Waefense"
that succeeded was to tell that court that I cbukd make such allegations ad
infinitim because ! Jknew more about Fho assassination and surrounding cir-
cumstances than anyone working for the FBI, (Copy on request.)
There is Hore like this for which I do not take your time or ;m}x;eﬁ.h I ’
dp note that all the books that support the official mythology g6 v:t.‘wsmﬁd.
when the publishers paid for it, extensive, the :ﬂat extensive, attention.
Like the Post gave Gerald Posner's Gﬁsa €losed. I got a&ut 20 percent
of what I had written, Case Open, published. 4 Post reporter bought a cépy and
gave it tf.lthe book re’%iew department. They never mentioned its existence. &hd
although I'd referred to Posner as a fan who had trgluble telling the truth even
by accident, as a plagiarist ffiincluding from a tfe-year-old!) and as a shyster,




I heard not a word from him,

Can there beesm a bigger lie in our society thafla lie about what is a de
facto coup d'etat? '

Did not all the media fail almost from the time those shots were fired?

Did it not fail in accepting the star chamber "investigation" that, and this
is in the records I obtained, hqé&n with the preconception it bent all %o be able
to pretend was fact when it was, to their knowledge, a big lie?

What else but the lie that did not see the light of day was that?

Ang wnat was that non-investigation but the bugpest 8f lies that did see
the light of day only because the media made that possib103

411 of the media.

And if es 1 believe,the Postls record is the best of any paper, it is
hardly a record to brag about.

The media's record on this subject is not in accord with traditional
belief, On this subject it protected and continues to protect the official lie,
what the founding fathers gave us the first amendment to fhke avoidance of this
possible and safe. It also resclutely refused to reﬁzrt what would ordinarily
be considered news, what disproved the offical lie.

That should neves fave seen the light of day!

Simecerely,

ol

Harold Weisberg




