Dear Jinm, 12/21/74

Here is a copy of a nice and rather longzish letter I got from Peter Kihss today
and my reply. X read his latter when 1% came, after lunch, and have been doing other
things 30 perhaps parts are not in mind, However, ssveral are clear and one will require
some explaining, This is the Lirgt time Pote has sant e 8 letter after getting a book.
He's always phoned. And it has changed his viaw souewhat.

If you want to understand thelatter point better, when Jerry phonss ask hir what
Pete had decided. This lettar backs off that. It really reflects what is not uncormon
with reporters who are gnod reporters and decont, honest mens ho's agonizing,

There is really also an evaluaticn of the effoctiveness of the book and the format,
using all those documents, I find it encouraging,

Over the yecrs I had a notion that tho Times wag following behind me. I kno. that
with WW II they did because I as much as invited it with a moating with Salisbury ang
later with the crow he put to work, of whom Pete was one, I Bet with all but Corry. The
manner of Roberts and Handlor loft 1ittle doubt that they would succeed in finding
nothing, not even with this woric ac an index. Roberts was thoefr drchives men. He i3 an

- exzpert at not finding when the cause requires it. is onz of those who bought the

Ogwald=rifle Ploturo, for the “atroit paper he thon worked for. Pete here goes 8 little
farthur in crediting me than I'd known,

I've not heard from Waldran in soue time and I suppose he now wants to be with his
fawdly, 80 I made the sugzestion to ‘ote on the chance he would approach someons on the
5 uag to txy to interest them in your 0838y

The sugiestion on the Supreme Court situation on Ray/diacovexy‘will, if ho makes
it,earry more veight than if we make an approach. He may or nay note I came as close as
I folt I eould %o asiding hine

Certainly Weaver had no interest when we apoke to him, If you've forgotteny I phoned
hin from your home when the habeas corpus potition was filed. No story,

Hartin's stories were tuo kind that the Times prints. Thoge who Work for the Yimes
will lmow that thore ia more, 80 I think there is a chance. I'u sure that Weaver read
those atories becausa that 1. his boat.

“he story he sent ne is the Times' morgue copy 80 in time I'11 vant it back,
It is 5§ the story from the fiual edition. You have that. *t is two columns wide and
I think "aybo a 1itile shorter. The end of both is different than the typed AP wiye
0opy of which you have a gopy, 80 it is a later version than the onw you've Just returned.

1 don't think it will comfort him hocause I don't think he wants to be conforted,
but casual reference to this might at least encourage Hoch a 1ittle. Maybe he can come to
sge that if it is the disaster he couceives it is also a disaster that is not witheut
some affact.

Whatever his response, if any, I'11 let you know, of coursa, ;t ie not at all
unlikely that he knows people on the magasine. I think the problem there will be the
involvemsnt of mssassinations in R, not now FOI, Rogardless of who edits, 1t has
alvays supportod the offictal fiction. It has had bany such stories but not one othor
then endorscment of officialddm,

Bogt,
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Dear Petor, 12/21/74

I approciato the time you took for so long a lettor. I regember your worice well.
Tou spend more time an & story that I do on a chaptert

I appreciate you kind words, jarticularly because they come from you. And I'm
going to take the liberty of showing your letter to my colieage, Jim Lesar. He has
heard me speak of you but you've never met, And I'm going to take another liberty and
append enother description, successful, Thanks largely to Yim, who has brought to this
work what it bas kax always needed and never hads a law degree, imagination, integrity
and courage. (Also guts: to borrow the money to pay the printer whem he has no regular
income and his wife is progoant. Ah %o be a young man of 50 again!)

The successk is in what we've done ¥ith the Freedom of Information law and in
the Bay case. ny suits, the only one I lost, was tainted with eo much officisl core
ruption that ¢ 1 one of four and probably the most Amportant one cited as need for
restoring the investigatory-files exemption back to its original meaning. Pefore the
Mitchellisti went to work on it. Ve should in time have Ray before a Justy. If and when
we do, ha'll walk. There imngt even the merely sugestion of any qgidible evidence
8gainst hin, Moreover, if the Juige fmn't as chicken as senior comsel, he should be
freed without trial because the proven ymmt viodation of his Constitutional righta
are irremedial.

p Jin took his bars while he was woridng on this case. His first deposition was
of “ercy Foreman, no less. This s his first real court-recm case. As Mo Waldronm will
tell you, when he wasn't stumbling over his own files in court end forgetiing where
he'd put a paper, he wis carrying the full load in this evidentiary hearing. There
are so many papers it is imposuible to keep up with theam,

I'n sorry Warren Weaver is 8o prejudiced on this sabject because there is a
hell of a story in what we have dones Mostly Jim. I tried to interest Weaver in the
habeas eorpus potition, Jim's magnificent and literate formulation of the law and my
investigation. (I also got a copy to Weaver end it required xeroxing book length
with no funding.) We won in 6th oirowdt with & decision that says the case recks of
all kdnds of 1llegelities and unprofessional conduct end ories out for a "full scale
Judicial inquivy." The recent hearing was the result. Mo thinks we'll get a trial.

He also thinka it may take the 6ih cirouit to give it to us. But then when I carried a
liqudd load better then he did he almo thought I was drunk,

3im had the imagination and the ability to formulate it that for the first time
glve a habeas corpus petitloner the right to discovery. frecedent on which the Supreme
Court wants arguments from all sides by Jamuary 6. We're on top now. The State is
appeaking. They gotta be oragy becamse this is the first time, we have exercised
diacovery and can and will append mind-blowing documents we obtained that way only.

We put so much of this into the record it was impossible for the best of reporters
to kecp up with 1t. Onoe it was in the record I oould of course direcct them to it. But
“in and I worked into the suall bours $hrough the entire hearing. Mt was after it,
that last night, that we , meaning I joinsd them, bont elbows,

There is no reason Weaver can't have it if he comes here, an howr from the office.
Makes Ellsberg loak clean and docent - even Constdtuthonal,

¥ou should have been with us when we were exercising this discovery, behind ehany
lincs, so to speak. Xt was likefa novel.

Anyvway, I hope you accept the amendment of success, except with money,

This also is the only remaining problem with the areas of your wnoertainty,
exoept for who conspired and who shot. I've hed that done for years and am broks.

I bave what the Comuission didn't. Documents, not Jjust interviews., Piotures, too.
The most definitive work of all is ready for the camera esicept for deciding which of
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I am somewhat aware of the Times' investigations. They never really were. Aside
from what you were probably unavare of, sabotage of it at the *imes, 1t was foreelosed
by the feds, The FBI shut all mouths before you could interview and confiscated all
proofa before they could be examined and assessed. Soms were even destroyeds I have
proof of this, too.

I, essence you are correct on informants, However, when the case is political it
is differcnt. Dulles personally lied to *ke on Povers and to JFK (during the interregnum)
on the Bay of Pigs. I used to think that we could not have large conspiracies until
Watergate. I have atuff on it that hscndt come out yet. Andk I've put together on Ogwald
what was suppresded and mis ropresentede I filed this suit for a book purtly written,
research and investigation done to the degree I thirknecessary and possible under my
conditions. Dulles told it as it is, but s¥ill not completely. 1t really ien't stupid.

Be was never on a low enough level to know what indivhdual agents do to cirCumvent the
bureaucracy. At one point he indioated a limited awarenass. But I've had them tell ma,.

If it represonts no gr«at effort, 1'd appreciate a xerox of the story about the NYC
record-bronking crdminal informant, 200 scalps to his belt. I have developed an interest
in informents in general. Getting the Times ia 400 uncertain and difftoult and costly
here, and T don't have ths time to read I'd like.

May 1 offér a atuplification on Ford? Aside from eliminating the guts of this
transcript end aside from commitiing a felony in using it end aside from comnercislizing
it be also gave no indication he had mede a gipgle changs for gny reeson. In my olde
fashioned concept that alone is dishonest and not accidentally so. He stole for profit.

There is much more to the Ruseell story than I use here. Soveral years ago, to
Bake a record, I wrote it up. I don't know if it is publishable as it exists because it
vas also, as unfortunately, cveryth®ng here is, hasty. But ho gavo up his LA overaight
and broke that long friendship with L. I mean copletely. (He was rigid in hig misallow
“ation of blame.) Your recolicction i vretiy good. 1% was not really to the papers,
though. After what I gave him and when he knew he had terminal cancer he made s nodest
Tecord of his dowbis public on Cox Bewedcasting, which is owned hy Cox papers. I wish
I thought somothing with an audience like the Tines* Sunday mag would go for somsthing
on the anti-official side, and with this take the time necessary to edit,

Speaking of the Sunday mag: do you know anyons there? If you do, do you think
they'd go for Hin's essay on the FOI law? I'm Mor: anxious than most publishora or
writers to sell the ancillary rights because we have the bank to satiafy on Jin's debt
(1005 of gross has gone to 1t) gnd because we are unfimded. One such sale, not yet
out, will pay for most of a mailing to what by nov 13 a very long 1iat of those who have
vritten mo over the years. (Most offthe sales to now have been from radio bwoadoasts,
phone, in which they let me tell the audience how to got the bock from me and the puce?f

Idoappmoiatoyourtald.ngﬂwtme.lmpe that at some point some TV show
develops an interest in this and that it takes me to NYU, If it happens, maybe we can
get together end not for publiocation I'll adéwess some of your other doubta. Nol: sloppde
ness, posasible as that ia. '

Gled you've learmed to live with your health problem, Form what I've heard you
mpy well live lonyfor its I hope so. We sure nead more renorters like you, too!

Best reagris,
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Decemuver 16, 1974

Mr. Harold Weisberg
Foute 8
Frederick, Maryland 21701

Dear Harold: You were very good to send me gz copy of "Whitewash

IV" with that kind inscription, and of course it was very interesting
to me. I had already seen the AP story in our baper--enclosed

is a copy in case you missed it--and some other Papers. You

remain persevering and diligent--and still idealistic and angry.

I'm in a position these days where I'm not
supposed to get angry or stressed. I had a heart attack last
year and was out for 13 weeks after 40 years' newspaper reporting
in which I don't think I had been out a whole week in total, 1i'm
back on the street again, but with some restrictions. I guess
a good deal of my memory went with the heart attack, and g lot
of my recollections of the Kennedy assassination inguiry with
it. You keep opening up interesting angles, but from what's
left of my memory of the case, I still don't see thenm leading
us to any new answers.

It always seemed sQ likely that Oswald had some kind
of U. 3. Government attack™t¥ view of the way he came back without
problems after that Soviet excursion of his, but we could never
prove it. What you have in the transcript is gz pretty stupid
statement by Allen Dulles on CIA and FBI policies. Obviously
any agency tries to protect confidential sources, But if any
informant goes sour, that should eliminate any protection--gs
for instance, in a recent story we had about the New York police
ending a shield for an informant who managed to roll up a total
of 200 admitted crimes. There comes a point when any sinner
ghouldn't be forgiwen by us humans--despite Christ's injunction
to forgive 70 times 7 and more., Certainly any government agency
ought to remove the shield if an informant allegedly was involved
in the assassination of the President. I know that argument
is countered by the charge that it could have been the policy
of some government agency to assassinate Kennedy--but again
we never found any proof of that. In any case that had as many
ramifications as Oswald's, it seems that Someone in government
would have come forward to say that on such and such an occasion he
knew of such and such an Oswald government connection--if there was
anyc

=-=-more
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2. Mr. Harold Weisberg, Dec. 16, 1974

Maybe I'm too naive in taking the kindest interpreta-
tion of some people's actions, and you do tend to take the
worst on a lot of people involved in allthis history. I
can see possibilities in Ford's having transcript availabvle
to him and Fankin's first classifying documents during an
investigation and Fhoads' problems in procedural releases.

You do have Ford pinned with his statement that he didn't
use anything outside the 26 volumes.

But on Ford's changes in his chapter, I don't make
too much about his changes in words. On trgnscripts, I've
geen too many wrong in cases when I was involved to have
any belief in the absolute perfection of stenographers. On
nis omission of things like Wade's having paid off the head
of government in Ecuador, that is certainly interesting--but
he could argue the disclosure would have been against then
national diplomatic relations, and the item was not of head-on
relevance in the Warren commission inquiry.

I was interested in your report on Fichard Fussell--
he did eventually tell the Atlanta press sbout his doubts
on conspiracy. I don't remember if he ever said the co.mission
tricked him, in that story. He wouldn't talk to usg about it.

You always do a good job in reproducing documents
for people to make up their own minds. On all those discrepancies
--the autopsy, etc.--we did tackle a lot over the years, in
many cases thanks to your efforts. I still think people can
make sloppy errors honestly, even in a case as awesome as
the assassination of a President. On small things here 1
frequently get amazed at how sloppy even editors can be--for
instance, one editor recently mamsEsks wrote a completely haywire
paragraph into a welfare story of mine recently, changing
a thought about "recipients" to "applicants" instead--and
another editor trying in a house organ to warn against such
changes described the original roSEmx error completely wrongly.
If this occurred in the Kennedy case, lots of people would
consider it suspicious, malicious, etc. Plain error, stupidity,
carelessness--the world is full of it. When you try running
down gtories in a hurry, you have to make fast judgments on
conflicting reports--and the resulting wex written piece is
really only a search for truth, in which your judgments may
have been wrong despite the best of intentions.,

You hawe quite a line about Nixon getting crime off
the streets--moving it into the White House. I hope things
go well with you--happy holidays...

Sincerely yours,

62LC:;f)g~Zuum,

Peter Kihss



