iite 8, ireferick, ids 21701
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Dear iir, Kraft,
Thanks for taking the time for your 4/3 response $0 my lotter of 3/5.
It makes what you believe clsarver to he than your TV appearance of that column,

i have no doubt about your intentions. However, as I will explain, I do doubt
that you have as much of a "dedailed krowledge of Watergnte™ as you say, even if, as
I would inagihe is esspential for a man as busy as you, you socquired much of it from
officisldon,

1% is, in fact, bocause I doubt ncither your intentions nor integrity that I teke
this time, You are also a man of soxe influence. Because you are held in such high
estecm and are read so widely, if you nake a mistake on somwtihing as fundamental %o any
decent society, the consequences can be guite serious,

If you doubt my credentismls, I will provide them and a few names in the press who
can give you their iupressions of my comand of Watergate facte I an spending pretty nuch
full ¥ine on it and have for months. It is comuon for ay woridng day to begin at 4 or 5 ale.
end 1 am rarcly in bed before 11.

I do not share yowr "high confidence” in the Watergate prosecution, by which i
presume the Uffice offthe Special Prosecutor, for sever.l reason. *t would be unfedr
%o give a short version of one, but John Eanrehan has gone over one of uy files and
I think if you ask him if the fils he went over is grounds for doubt besed on a very
elear record of the past, I am certaln he will give you an honest answer. 1 have not
seen his by-linc rocently. I belicwe that after he was herc de went over the copies he
made with Clalborne. On the other reason I will be specific.

i hsvo asked for copies of two bits of evidence produced in open court in two trials,
I have beun refused, on utterly spurdous grownds., Under the Freedom of Information law I
am roguired o appeal to the Justice Department, It has failed to even acknowledhe my
appeal abthough its own regulations require response in either 10 daye or two weoks, I
think it wants $o use 1o egainst the Special Prosecutor po i have not decided what %0 &0
Hot only is what 1 seek puhlig, used An open court, both were widely reproduced in part
in facaimile. Even on TV, ALl cowrt evidence is supposed o be public for sessens other
than the requiremcnts of this law. So, on this basis alone I an more than suspleious,

Those two pleces of evidence are the “ubans’ addressbooks and those pages of Hunt's
grand jury testimony released for and used in the Ellsberg case, ¥ith respect to both I
am confident I have background and specific knowledge others do not have, therefore 1 want
to examine the full evidence, not mersly somone else’s encapsulation.

Iou can evaluate your confidence by asking yourself what there is in the first two
of the recent indictments that you did not see on TV and then if there are other chargese
that should have boen made. I know there are and I have the specifics, proof, Tou might
also want %o read the porjury charges closely and ask yourself if, as presented, they
are really strong. And what might happen on appeal. The case does not end with trial,

Besed on what I know - and I do assume that the staff of the Spocial Prosecutor's
office kmows what I do not - I would have the most serious doubts absut at least the
thoroughness of the indictments and could easily feel that without lenikdng there would -
be more covering up. This includes the rost significent allegations not included in the
charges made and orimes not chavged at all. I believe that knowing these things gives
dixon more daring anf confidence,



The tax business is today's most topdeals ¥ith regard to it the most unquestionsble
fraud, vhich I ¥hink is definitive on intent, has not even been mentioned. I believe I
have enough for a gzood case of conspiracy to defreud involving officials of several
agengies. Here 1 refer to documents in my pousession. To this I add an opinion, that
knowing this is the reason Hixon was in such s hurry to turn his fate over to ths oo
mittee that really had no legal right 4o do what he asked of it.

Have you not wondered why he departed fron s practise of “toughing it out"
instead of doing what he knew would cost lia not lsss than the now public large sun?

& could offer some opinions on uh.y sons promiment personalidiee have done as they
have, but this would dilute what L de hope you will ponder,

Philosophionlly I sgree completely with you on the sanctity of grond juries. Some
ysars a0 when 1 was a witness before wne that was regularly on the front pepge I refused
to dipcuss my testimony although I was under no restraint simple because it oould have
bean used prejudicially,

The present situation is like nothing in our history, ind the firet prosecution
used the grand jury %o suppress, not %o expone.

You may be under the misapprehension that all the fine Watergate reporting wes the
end productof great investigating, onsenss. There was none snd there was a pemeating
refusal to ibvesthgate. It was all loaks Thus much that is significant was entirvely
unreported and 4t was easy for e to develop ite I am well into my own very lengthy
writing and I assure you that I have proofs that can't be assailed,

fou would be surprised at those who would no% loovk into Nixon's sersonal crooiedness
with property long vefore the story broke. This is one of the coneiderciions thet pade me
decdde o lay other work aside for Watergete. I had w0 handles on it way duck. I included
my correspondence with Yohn Dean, then still fair haired,

I£ this wes the situvation before the gund jury started scting, sen you imeine
what will remain unknown i any grand Jury 4s influenced not %o charge? fightly or
wrongly, it is apparent that the grand jury whoss report was the :ubject of you cose
ment had been influenced and was unbap.y about 13T

You have it on ny wsmd word only, but ask yourself suppose I am corrsct in what I
allege about the defects of the chstruction snd Jlumbers® indictments in adcddion so
the fact that the grand jury insisted on both a report and its ‘rensziseion pust ithe
court?

How plsase reconsider your penuitinate sentence,”I believe that nothing would have
besn lost had the press waited for the material to emerge." How can you be certain that
e fact of the report would have "emerged” without the leak, or that what followed it
would have?

“nus far what has emerged from sll grend juries is considersbly less than is
publie domain,

Can it be that your trust was imposed upon?

Sincerely,

Harold Weisberg



