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Washington Post . r-?//_)7/ q 7

1150 15 Pr., IV
Washington, D¢ 20071

Dear twr, “elly, -

in your 3/3, not here until today, you say "1 am not interested in...
ony evidence of who might" have killed King "other than fay." This represents
the preconception of that issue of Uutlook and it misrepresents anything I
have wriTten, including in my letter to by, Dounies g

50, I have no way of unders'hr#ding what you mesn in saying that "To date,

I have seen little or no such evidence."

I'm almost G4 with muc) clse on my mind and wy mewory is not what it was,
but L believe that what ~ wrot: Yr. “ovnie raised gquestion of the journalistic
Wonesty in vresonbing only one side and that from two with much to hide and MNP
evidence that “ay was not and cuuld nobt have been th - assassin, which L developed
and for the rneost port Jim Logar presented at the hearing of several decades ago.-'

If by this you mean what + think does not inte-f'-est thé Post, you'd be
interested in proof that Hay was not the assassin, that L hgve, under oath
and subject to cross examination.

Jim Lesar consulited my memory on a couple of ppints so + Ikmow he and you
have spoken. Fact is 1 urged hiy to Limit what he gives you to our work, and -
that was without any pretense of sclving the crime.

Ly interest was in ma}tfng-: the unwilling system work. I regret that the
courts ags well as the nress insisted on not worlding in their traditional waye

Sorry, L misread j‘ou.r lotter. What you do not uMderstand and what the
press missod entirely is that neither the JFK nor the ling casey was ever
nificially inﬁestigatcd or intended to be. Bach was an effort to mske a pre-
cofepbion appear o be reasonibles If the Post had not decidel that beginning with
the very first boeik on “he Warien Uomrdssion ut weuld not ‘,review any &f mine
vou might be awere of tids in the JFK from the docw.entatin of it that is at the
bosdnring of my IMVER AGALI! In thé Wing case FBI records I got in CA 75-1996
in which Jim wgsz my lawyer state that all it did was a fugitive investigation.

There arc quite g few cases such as the crap you published of those seeldng
favors maldng up what they thought could get them favors, like Byers and Curtis,
in those FBT filos. There is also one rather provocative indication of who did
tihe job. You are welcome to that if you want ite I have it from the FBI's

files and I have it from the FBI's sourcy® The FBI ignored it. Haturally.
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For you to c:p\:fjg'_-t a Q;mn to the crma.?{-’:rom Lesar is not only unfair,
it is wiprovesuional whyy you published all that hdgwgash from Dick Billings
and Priscilla Yolnson Heliilian, Whose husband announced his bocl}lc as presuming
Ray's guilt und then saying that nade the writing easier, That makes her an
authority? A quotable source for tie Yost? Ur publishable as en guthority?

Dick #illings knew me from when he was at IAFE, “e_a did not speak to me
about the King agsassination although I had bee “ay's investigator an;l‘:rote
the first book onx on it, ile and K is comrittee bagan with the preconfﬁb{:ion
of %ey's guilt and never looked at anything else, Until the E.BI palne -' Byers
off on them, ‘o wight be interested in what tho St, Louis Post Dispatch morgue
hag on that rine gentleman and what hiv situation was at the time he gulled
the Youse assassins,

Tou publish ulat + descfibe as lies, L offered, with no demand ng any
[nd, to address vhat you wbilis(3d. That you publis{ 3d lies is not of inm
terdot tI you or to tle r-d:f{‘? “n that ofinme in particular? and all you are _
now interested in is what the Post did not demand of the FBI, a solution to the
crime by anyone other than “o‘y'.? ..

If you and the lost regard ﬁﬁs as journalism, I do.not.

Sidcerely
,g/ '

Harold Weisbe:
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