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President Johnson set up
a®'commission of eminent
Apericans, headed by Chief

- Justice Warren, to investigate
and "report on the assassina-
tion of President Kennedy.
Since  the commission

labored and brought forth its
firidings (basically, that Lee

OsWwald was alone in his mad

act)"a number of individuals
ave 'set themselves up in

jiudgment over the Warren
Commiission. The 1 g3 of
'thasé: critics, AL BleparticU-

have. succeeded to a re
abje. degree in creating
that” anything done by the
Warren Commission will bear
scrutiny. Whether they intend-
ed it or not, the critics have
nurtured the idea that some-
how there was an unholy al-
"-lianoe involving Oswald,. his

slayer- Jack Ruby, murdered :

policeman J. D. Tippit and ex-
tremists of eitherf the left or
right;- Further, the critics

have: created the impression.

that ‘the FBI, Secret Service
- and:Dallas police collaborated
with the Warren Commission
to conceal or distort any evi-
dence, pointing to the truth,
The first critic to rush into
pl:;x;} with his version of what
really happened was Thoinas
Buchanan,
American who pitted his
conclusions against those ' of
the commission in a book
heavy with Marxist theory.
Another critique was the
product of a bright student’s
master thesis. Harold Weis-

“hé’ proliferation of such
orinted criticisms, his fretting
bput’ “Big Brother” and the

ublishers’ - cowardice is

gt WL

ren Repor

_undivulged depths— to

- in Machiavellian de

an = expatriate -

Indeed, Mark Lane's attack
the Warren Commission

ill be a special offering of
e Book-of-the-Month Club
nd has been selected by the
id-Century Book Club for
ptember. ” R

' But what basis is there for
criticism of the Warren
Commission’s performance or
for . suspecting odious at]llxd
e

.crimes committed in Dallas? .
To.believe much of what Lane
and Weisberger have to say is
to stipulate that the commis-
sion was careless and lazy at
best or attempting a massive
cover-up of a monstrous and
far-reaching plot at worst. .
I can accept human error

staff but not their involvement
signs,: I can
accept the possibility that the
FBI- is capable of error but

guised that it would demean
the labors of a hick police
force.” Lo

For ‘the most part, the

- critics use the evidence with -
which the Warren Commission .

d Weisberg, : un
is theories,. - wf

' by the commission and its.

R S A |

t Criticism =

Who does Lane propose the

ommission  should haye
uestioned? No other gunm.
T - weapon o :

shells were*found on the kno!

yone _can - quote.: me
vidence to almost “any ‘end.
.Both he and Lane make mu

of the ‘original impression bf:
. ‘some: doctors that the wound

in the President’s throat wasia

wound of éntrance, in short, -
+'fired from in front of the car

and - ‘hence - impossible - fér
Oswald fo have fired.- © -

One of Lape’s less subtle .

“witness like Mrs. Helen Mark-

. ham, - who saw. the = fatal
" shooting of Tippit. But Lane
does not hoggle at shifting the

“accept the evidence or recol- '

lection of one set of witnesses,
Lane is sure to lend more
weight to witnesses or evi
dence which seems to contra-

the
ﬁkelye?s?r ;
“this ‘'would indicate,” et cet-’

- gra ad-mauseam... .- . «
Lane, among other points,”

onclydes  four -shots were
ired at the Kennedy car while
commission concluded
were three. Lane . is

jon, with all the resources
government, could not be.
also is critical that the
fcommission did not probe
more deeply into the shots he
indicates may have been fired
head-on into the Kennedy car
from a knoll near the overpass

_ it was approaching.

. ] 1 _stick to his other hand and
not Weisberg’s conclusion that -

" 'the FBI report “is a tissue so
thin and a polemic so undis-

whacking away at.the ‘com-

Markham’s recollections as fo

* other events.

It is even less easy to ex-
tain why . Lane ' testified
before the commission; since
e was not a witness to any-
thing. His, ‘credentials- were
that he was chairman -of a

Oswald’s mother and attempt-
ed unsuccessfully to represent
‘Oswald's interests before the
commission. e

I do not question the right of
Lane or Weisherg to play the
game of demolishing the

mmission report, splitting

0!

airs finer thau the breath of -
angels or of having theories of -
eir own about the plot to kill -

Kenpedy. But unless I am
prepared to believe that the
entire apparatus of the Ameri-
can government was involved
in the plot and the subsequent
inquiries, then I conclude that
both ‘authors are well-inten-
tioned amateur detectives at
best or guilty of committing

* balderdash to paper at worst.

"1 don’t think anyone knows
all the truth. I stood in the
basement of Dallas’ police
station and saw -Lee Oswald
gunned down 12 feet from me
and I thought I'saw Jack Ruby

- as a very short old man in an

overcoat., But I cannot substi-
tute the theories of Lane or

‘ Weisherg for the anguished

and sincere conclusions of the
men appointed to come as
close as humans can to the

" techniques is to lambast the -
commission . for accepting the
word ‘of an. umpromising .

. mission for not accepting Mrs. .

. citizens committee of inquiry,
" an - organization he founded. -
Lane also became attorney for *

ultimate truth of the bloody

affair in Dallas.
—JEREMIAH O’LEARY



Your jornelistic embodiement of &l 1 three fabled monkeys, Jeremish O!'Leary,

) pretendédg to be : _ . CLE
- in the polemic. v -8 review of my .book)WHII‘IWASH: THE REPORT ON THE 'YARREN

REPORT, ihﬁmxnﬁhﬁhmtnxxumm comnits exactly the errors h; ‘attri-

butes tofritics of the Commission. His axe-swing is prectised, but having sharpened
the weapon, he uses the wrong end. And his display of $we ignorance of whset he

pfetends to infom your readers sbout is monumental,

There is nothing to compel either the sta@ or O'Leary \cft like or arppove

eriticism of the Commission. However, once he writes sbout it, lu;fs éssumas the oblige-

tion to inform your reeders honestly, approach his tesk honofabl., and //§e femiliar

with or at least understand that of which he is writing.

A

Perhsps worse, he displays s lesck of understanding of the responsibilities of

£ -

citizens, especislly of writers, in & free socliety thet, coming fow from & reporter,

. SEa
is stunning, I-shall herein.address-myself-te—fsed,-but the nasty inuendo W th

» . [ Y
]

which he bgeins cannot be ignored. He xaiees the "motives of these (solf appointed)
eritics", not to address himself to t s but to say they "esre not particularly
important”. H__:I;g motide is clear:slur, insult; to do with nesty infefence what he canet

cannot do with fact,

A president of the United States wes murdered, Mr, OtLeary. Do we live, or do

P



nwne ;
you went us to live, in a scolety in which there mey remain a singloq/uz_—‘sd;“;fi/

Yi—answared that it is withig the capscity of men to answer? Can there be ehy doudt

about the adequacy of the investigation d—s}/the institution of the presidency or

eny incumbent ever being safe’? President Kennedy was bestowed the dubious epitaph

’

fy

HAITE (40 /bwfm M //7l¢ énwﬁ%f]"""

of a most juast:lonable inquest. T)"F’ (¢
I gl

flotive? Whet is the function of the serious writer in our country? Need

’ ’
Vo

. 3 -
I invoke the inspiring words of the late Presidjent in his "ask not" 1naugmli or

those of kim the poet he loved, "I have promises to keep, =nd miles to go before

1 sleep”, Self-appointed critic? What else is O'Leary, even if self-appointed/
eritie, his editor, orderéd 11;3 There is nothing wrong with O'Leary's self appointmmnt,

I assumed en identical responsibility, with this difference: no body peid me for it.

——

A neat twisf of hié wc;r&s is intended Ato teli thev re;d;r pﬁblisher; did not
rea_x" this subject. Yot on the inside back o ver of WHITEWASH is the facsimile of one
of the many publishers' letter quoteq in VHITEWASH. After praising the book, which he
need ﬁbf havewdone, he aaid,»"certja:l‘nly oge day soonﬁ yozﬁ_must :;nd thek pul?}isher |
with theonthusiaam end coursge necessary.," Would you like to ;ee 8 choking file of

! o

such letters, Mr, O'Learyr Ymm Be ny guest, But there is an/ easential dishonesty

in all this that can be accidental only if O'Leary didn't read the book he pretended

e PO



%o review, WHITEWASH was finished not in Spetember 1966, when the book clubs suddenly

find thia subject can be proﬁtable, VTR RIS H—wes—iniskred in Februa:y 1965. 1t was

published more than e year sgo. 1t 1s the book that broke the ice, that mede the
subject acceptable. lt 1s still the only really definitéve work on the subject, the
only one to restrict itself 1004 to the Commission's own evidence. And, readers, please

no‘l;g/ O'Leary wes not able to -la&gg&e out 8 single error in fect. D'eii;her las any of

the meny officials to whom copies were sent, sny of those connected with the
Commisséon who have read it. Those lawyers snd judges who have written me after
readingéve an opposite view from O'lLeary. Again, he can see the letters.

The Commission £ould not be certain of the sequence of the shots,"with all

thaﬁr resources of the govermment", ‘a4 O!Learyfither read otb"uxﬁerstood my chapter

IR

o

on'ghe Humber of sgota" he;naver have made such a public blunder, such a fine display
3 .
of ignorance of the most basic information éf te tragedies of whith he seys he was

hismelf an observer, One shot, the Commission seays, missea‘ the motorcesde entirely.

Another exploded in the Pres:ldent's head end was fatal., This left but a siﬁsle bullet

-~

to inflict all seven non-fatal injuries on both men and to have remeined virtually
intect, unmutilated andl(mdeformed vwhile striking sll those bones in three parts of
the Governor's body slone, There exists the motion picture of the entire assassination,

Commission Exhibit 904, The rifle required s minimum of 2.3 second for only reloading.



The camers exposed 18.3 freames of film per second. Therefore, hetweem—eech—she#, not
even sllowing for Oswaldfs incompetence and the time required for sigh:tiﬁg end firing,
there ha to be 42 fsames of film at leait bemenp@% shot’ Unless this"one shot,
which couldn't possibly have sssumed the burden the Commission plsced upon it, was
fired only é.u':lng the 20 figs;gf;ﬁm the President's car was tn\lll;;wh per‘l'/?,
phaxural Zbyxaxyomizeign hidden from the camera by a road sigh, the Report is entirely
wrong. O0'Leary was deceived by one of the Commisioﬂ;wegretable bufall too common
lapse;, also quoted in WHITEWASH on pege 157, "Although it is not esaentisl to any

findings of the Commission to determine just which shot hit Governor Connsllye.."

The opposite is both obvious and true.

"No other gunmen...was found". First, Ysweld waes not found as a "gunman", The
rifle was not on him, Second, it is not in the Report, but a number of other suspects
were arrested, even before Oswald was, as "HITEWASH ghows by quoting what wes denied

the resder of the Report,
dn
On one quotation O'Leary is right. I did say "one can quote the medical evidence

to almost any end." But he took it out of mntext. I dd not say the medical evidence

could be quoted to support the concluisionmm of the Meport that this one partifular e



upon which the entire case hangs inflicted all njuries XHEEXE The respresentatdon

of the neport is amntrery to all of the medical testimony and evidence on this,

ineluding the autopsy doctors, who.I quote ( psge 165), who used such phrés"és es

"most unlikely", "extremely unlikely™, "cannot conceive". O'Leary fell into the
3

Ly

1
prepared trep, a devi&‘e%xamfactured by the assistant counsel, the substitution of

8 Lypothetic%aae for the resl situation and the confusing of the two in the ﬁe’port)

[l
H

R S

-
—He eslnd the doctor for an opinion, specifically seaying "not this particuler dullet,

but any bullet, & bullet” - could 8 bullet heve inflicted these wound’.:"l'hus was

eliminated the controlling condition, thst the spefific bullet not fragmnt, not be

deformei or mutilated, and lose practically none of its weight in fragments. 1t is

i

%—m
this sort of thing I m referrm to-when-I-say quotes aedﬂ):e‘mad&-to'anz—endr
rﬁ"ﬂ"ﬂu&/
Aga:l.n, it 1s ell,-"u& in greats# end thforoughly feedmeted detall, in WHITEWASH.

I do not find it comfortable to defend Mark lene, for neither my book nor I

am in sympathy with ¥ doctrine d thet the Commission memlte rs personelly, amd
LH“’W‘ a\"';’t«‘;' .

especially the cheirmen, are—respenmidie—=for the terrible disgrace that the fe'port is.

0O'Leary wants to know why Lane testified "since he was not & witnessss to a ything".

b, o T not /(1/
Had 0*Leary read the books he supposadly wes reviewing he neved heve pulled this omne.

“ First, the commission's ms jor witnesses, Merina; also witnessed none of the assassina-



tion. But the reason lene testified is because the “smmission called him, This is

0188 DA —CTEOT 408 ti fiodtiid=ds made clear by the cheirmen himself. Idximx

P
But perhaps O'Leary did read one chapter of Lane's book, where this lawwer retends

H

these is somthing wgpng, evem sinister, in the Comission's taking hesrsey eudeme
(exactly the only kind he could ‘h:lmselt give) end with which he verbally clobbers
the chief justice. As any Washington reporter should know, it is essentisl such
proceedings - and 1t i3 also quite proper - thet theyétqi&d ﬁeéfsay evidence. Such
bodies, including “ongressionsl committees, are not - snd cennot be - bound by the

rules of evidence.

Tyis so-called review is its own kind of testimonial to the content, ’ﬂ.ab:ll:lty

) - \does
and spproach of WHITEWASH, There ere 110,000 words in it, and not one Ot'Leary

@ substitutes
even try &mM¥ prove“eme 4s wrong. He iXNESELSIYEEESE his own unwillingness to believe

/
“V
what he cannot refute, Nr%oes he even allude to the entirely irrefutable photo-

LA
graphic e “Vidence printed in WHITEWASH alone of the bo-ks, s e this evidence
/ n%m he /,,W(ﬁ}_

ST - : | l’t o )”’| Ln
was 1my:.tampored with, some of 1t actuslly destroyed. M;&? h”)u e 44’70

°n1y bacause the Commission could depend upon this attitude in the press could

—
its staff dare W prepare a neport 80 violently opposed to its Zest evidence. And only



this sttutude of uncritical acceptance allows the “eport to stand., YTHITEWASHis the
firat snd the only complete criticel anelysis to which the press should heawe subjected
such a document., Only because you failed in your responsibility, Jeremish O'Leary,

d41d I heve to assume 1t. We shall now have to leave the judgement to history, which

I do, content in the conviction that it will soon be written, not es with “incoln,

be disputed after 100 years.

P.S. You msy teke little comfort from enother error, that impact has been
M "
"enomoua".érticularly outside the United Stetes. Already we have mail from

mbst/ﬂ' the states, and 9,000 copies have been =14, without a cent to spend for

advertising or public relations. People are interested, . elways dld suspect:*“%rhey

were not told the truth about the assessination of President Kennedy, ani went tax

the truth to come out. Too 8ad sn importent peper like the Star could not examine

P S il

the evidence, not its writer's preconcpetions snd prejudices.
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Harold Weisberg
Hyattstown, Maryland 20734

August 21, 1966

Editor, The STAR
Washington, D. C.

Dear 3ir:

Your journalistic embodiment of all three fabled monkeys, Jeremlah
o'Leary, in the polemic pretending to be a review.of "my book,
WHITEWASH: THE REPORT ON THE WARREN REPORT, commits exactly the
same errors he attributes to critics of the Commission. His axee-
swing 1s practiced but, having sharpened ths weapon, he uses the
wrong end. And his display of ignorance of what he pretends to
inform your readers about is monumental.

There is nothing to compel either the STAR or O'Leary to 1lika or
approve critlcism of the Commission. However, once he writes sabout
it, he assumes the obligation to inform your readers honesatly, ape
proach hls task honorably, and be familiar with or at least under-
stend thet of which he is writing. o

Perhaps worse, he displays s lack of understanding of the responsi-
bilities of citizens, especially of writers, in a democratic society
that, coming from & reporter, is stunning. ‘

The nasty innuendo with which he begins cannot be ignored. He ques-
tions the "motives of those (self-appointed) critics", not to address
himself to those motives, but to say they "are not particularly im-
portent". His motive is clear: aslur, insult; to do with nasty in-
ference what he cannot do with fact.

A president of the United States was murdered, Mr. O'Leary. Do we
live, or do you want us to live, in a society in which there may
remain # single unanswered question that 1t is within the capacity
of man to answer? Can thers be any doubt about the adqquacy of the
investigation and the institution of the Presidency or sny incumbent
ever being safe? President Kennedy was bestowed the dubious epitaph
of a most questionable inquest. This WHITEWASH proves with the Com-
misslon's own evidence, ' )

Motive? What is the function of ths serious writer in our country?

Need I invoke the inspiring wordas of the lata President in his “"ask

not" Inaugural Address, or those of the poet he loved, "I have prom-
lses to keep, and miles to go before I sleep?" _

A neat twist of his words is intended to tell the reader publishers
d1d not fear this subject. Yet on the inside back cover of WHITEWASH
is the facsimile of one of the many publishers' letters quoted in
WHITEWASH. After praising the book, which he need not have done, he
said, "Certainly one day soon you must find the publisher with the
enthusissm and courage necessery." Would you like to see & choking
file of such letters, Mr. Q'Leary? Be my guest. But there is an
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essential dishonesty in all this that can be accidental only if
O'Leary did not read the book he pretends to revisw, WHITEWASH

was finished not in September 1966, when the book clubs suddenly

find this subjJect can be profiteble, but in February 1965. It was
published more than a year ago. It is the book that broke the ice,
that made e subject acceptable. It is atill the only really de-
finitive work on the subject, the only one to restrict itself 100%

to the Commission's own evidence. And, readers, Please note, O'Leary
was not able to point out & single error in fact. Neither has any

of the many officials to whom copies were sent, any of thosse con-
nected with the Commission who have read it. Those lawyers and judges
who have written me after reading it have an opposite view from O'Leary,
Again, he can sse the letters, '

The Commission could not be certain of the sequence of the shots,
"with-all the resources of the government". Had O'Lesry either read
or understood my chapter on "The Number of Shots", he would never

have made such & public blunder, such a fine display of ignorance of
tho most basic information on the tragedies of which he says he was
himself an observer., One shot, the Commission says, missed the motor-
cade entirely. Another exploded in the President's head and was
fatal. This left but a single bullet to inflict all seven non-fatal
injuries on both men and to have remained virtually intact, unmuti-
lated and undeformed while striking all those bones-in three parts of
the Governor's body alone. There exists the motion picture of the
entire assassination, Commission Exhibit 90L. The rifle required a
minimum of 2.3 seconds for only relosding. The camera exposed 18.3
frames of film per second. Thereforse, not even allowing for Oswald's
incompetence and the time required for sighting and firing, there had
to be L2 frames of film at least between shots« Unless this one shot,
which could not possibly have assumed the burden the Commiasion placed
‘upon it, was fired only during the 20 frames, 205-225, when the Presi-
dent's cer was hidden from the camera by a road sign, the Report is
entirely wrong. o'Leary was deceived by one of the Commission's
regretteble but all too wommon lapses, also quoted in WHITEWASH on -
page 157, "Although it 1s not essential to any findings of the Com- _._.
mission to defermine Just which shot hit Governor Connally ...",

The opposite is both obvious and true..

- "No other gunman...was found." Firast, Oswald was not found as a
"gunmen". The rifle was not on him. Second, it is not in the Report,
but a number of other suspects were arrested, even before Oswald was,
as WHITEWASH shows by quoting what was denied the reader of the
Reporst. : ’

On one quotation O'Leary is right. I do say "one can quote the medi-
cal evidence to almost any end." But he took it out of context. I
did not say the medical evidence could be quoted to support the con-
clusions of ths Report that this one particular bullet upon which the
entire case hangs inflicted all seven non-fatal injuries. The repre-
sentation of the Report is contrary to all the medical testimony and
evidence on this, including the autopsy doctors, whom I quote (page
165), who used such phrases as "most unlikely", "extremely unlikely",
"cannot conceive",. O'Leary fell into the prepared trap, a davice
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manufactured by the assistant counsel, the substitution of a hypo-
thetical case for the real situation and the confusing of the two in
the Report. Counsel asked the doctdr for an opinion, specifically
seying, "not this particular bullet, but any bullet, & bullet" =
could-a bullet have inflicted these wounds. Thus was eliminated

the controlling condition, that the specific bullet, Exhibit 399,

not fragment, not be deformed or mutIEatea, and lose practically none
of its welght in fragments. It is this sort of thing I meant about
medical quotes. Agein, it 1s all, in great and thoroughly referenced
detail, in WHITEWASH. .

I do not find it comfortable to defend Mark Lane, for neither my book
~nor I am in sympathy with his docgrine, that the Commission members
personally, and especially the Chairman, brought about the natimal
disgrace that the Report 1s, O'Leary wants to know why Lane testl-
fied "since he was not a witness to anything". Had O'Leary read the
~ .booka he supposedly reviews, he would have never pulled this one.
'First, the Commission's ma jor witness, Marina Oswald, also witnessed
none of the assassination. The reason Lane testified is because the
Commission called him. This is made clear by the Chairman himself.
But perhaps O'Leary did read one chapter of Lane's book, where this
lawyer pretends there is something wrong, even sinister, in the Com-
mission's taking hoarsay testimony (exactly the only kind he could
himself give) and with which he verbally clobbers the Chisf Justice.
As any Washington reporter should know, it is essontial to such pro-
ceadings -~ and it is also quite proper - that they use hearsay. S3Such
bodies, including Congressional committees, are not - and cannot be

- bound by the rules of evidence,

This so-called review is its own kind of testimonial to the content,
viability and approsch of WHITEWASH., There are 110,000 words in it,
and not one does 0'Lesary even try to prove wrong. He substitutes his
own unwillingness to believe what he cannot refute. Nor does he even
allude to the entirely irrefutsble photographic evidence printed in
WHITEWASH alone of the books, proving thils evidence was tampersd with,

some-of it-actually destroyed, - -In fact, he ‘really srys mothifiz about- ~— -

my book, does not in any way report what 1t says.

Only. because the Commissinn could depend upon this attitude in the

. press could thé staff dare prepare a Report so violently opposed to
its own best evidence. And only this attitude of uncriticsl accep=-
tance allows the Report to stand. WHITEWASH is the first and the only
complete critical analysis to which. the pre2s should have ;subjected
such a document. Only because you failed in your responsibility,
Jeremiah O'Leary, did I have to assume it. We shall now have to leave
the judgment to history, which I do, content in the conviction that

it will soon be written and not, as with Lincoln, be disputed after
100 years, : ' .

Yours truly,

Harcld Weisberg

[
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P.S. You may «take little comfort from another error, thet impact
has been "enormous" but "particularly outside the United States”,
Already we have mail from most of the states, and 9,000 coples have
been sold, without a cent to spend for advertising or public rela-
tions. People are interested, always did suspeot they were not told
the truth about the assassination of President Kennedy; and want the
gruth to come out. Too bad an important paper like the STAR could

‘not examine the evidence, not 1ts writer's preconceptions and

pro judices. :



