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Dear v, velly, 7

in your 5/3, not here until today, you say "I am not interecsted ih-oo
eny evidence of who night” have ldlled King "other than Ray." This represents
the p:r:econccpvtion of that issue of Cutleook and it misrepresents anything I
have wri*/'/ten., including in my iletter to by Doung.co

50, L have no uay of mzr;lr.::'.f:t{.ﬁdinﬁ what you meon in saying that "To date,

I have seen littiec or no such evidence.”

ITha almost &4 with mue’ else on wy mind and wy memory is not what it was,
but L believe that what ~ weot: Y. Younie raiced yuestion of the journalistic
Wonecty in wes nbing only one side and that from two with much to hide and MO
evidence that “gy was not and could not have beon th - ¢ ss0ssin, vhich - da,veloncd
and Tor the nost wLJvm Legar presented at the hearing of .scveral decades ago.

If by this vou mean what + think does not 'ntr*"' st thé Post, you'ld be
interested in proof that day was not the assassin, tha".: ifhave, wnder oath
and subject to cross examination. -

Jinm Lesar consulted my memory on a couple of ppints so * know he and you

have svoken. Fact is L urged hiy to liwit vhat he gives you to our work, and
that was witboult any pretense of sclving; the crime.

Iy dnterest was-in na )i,/ ing the unwilling system worke L regret that the
courts as vell as the vress ing J.,)tezf! on not working in thelr traditional waye

Sorry, Lwicread your letier. What you do notb uMderstand and what the

press sdssed-entirely ds-that neither the-JHC nor—+the ldng -casefy-vas-ever———
officially inveutipgated or infended to be. Bach was an effort to make o pre—
corf@ption appear Lo be reagsonable. 1f the Post{ had not decide.d that beginning with
the very first boolkr on the Warren Uo.r;.vza:i_., jon Wi weuld not revu,w any of mine
you mizght be awere of this in the JFK from the uocw;entatmn of it that is at the
Logidng of my HRVER AGALH! In the King case PBLI records I got in CA 75-1996
in which Jim wgsz my lawyer state that all it did was a fugitive investigation.
Yhere are audte ¢ fow cases such as e erap yoeu published of those seeldng
Tavors naking up what they thought couid get them favers, Jike Byers and Curtis,
in those FBL filzc. Yhere is also one rather provocative indicabtion of who did
the job. You are wvelcour to that if you wvant it. L have it from the FBI's

Tiles and 1 have it from the FBI's sourcy The PLL ig:xored it, Haturally.




l—v(ﬂf‘
/),«W
For you %o nmd\l, a sul ’r}imn to the crmw “fron e sar is not only Ul’]fdll‘,

b do wnprosessional whe A Yo published all that hdevigash from Diek B:‘Ll'_!.ings

and Priscilla Yolwson Helid 1 tan, Yhose husband anmounced his boole ag Presuming

Rey s guilt ond Lhen saying that nade the wri ting easier. That makes

her an

authority? & unotable gouece For Ly Fost? oy publishable as an guthority?

Dick Yillings lmew o from vhen he was at LIFE, Yo did not S'oealc to nme
N

abouk the Bing agan soination althoush I had bea o ay's investigator andxrote

the first book ean on it, 1l and ]1—\1 comui ttee began mth the preconc«?stlon

oL Noy's sudlt and never Losked at anythi 1 elge, Until the ﬁﬂ. palmez,/ Byers

el on theme Lou wight be in terested in what the v, lxomi.s Post Dispatch norgue
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You publish uhat + deseftile as lies, L

Ve

1.
N

oftered, with no demand og/ any
PR}
daud, to address ulnt ycu {mbd_,; uL/r:d That you publisl Led lies is not of ine-
4 ‘3/

tordst £ you or 1o L‘-(,ﬁ“t Ui that oiine in par Llcul w? And all you are
new interested in is That ti¢ Fost did not derignd of '1;}1e FBx,

a solution to the
: 5 7
crine by anyone othep than Yoy,

If you and the oyt regard ‘i‘lms as jeurnalism, I do.not,
;’amc.erc,ly

d’/f//é/ W °/

llarold Weisbery




