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George Lardner

Newsroon

¥Washington Post

1150 15 St., W

H“hcn D.C. m

Dear Eeorp.
Enclosed is the latest oritical silliness from soumeone calling himself "CFD."
like the earlier ones I've received this one was mailed in “enver.

Since we spoke lust I've obtained and begun to read and annotate Epstein's
Legepd,Because I am snnotating and will be making extensive notes my progress will be
glow. However, 1 have gone far enough to have no reluctance in speaking without any
hecitation or equivocation.

¥our comment, from what by then you'd read, is that he appears to have done his
homowork well, Not so. The few errors of fact, fact on vhich he builds his theorizing,
that T cited to you from the Pigest condensation are characteriaiic.

The Digoat and book are not idsntical on so=called fact. I might guess that a
belated effort was mads to rectify error in the Digest. As on when Oswald left
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England. The magawine switches to an entirely different scurce, one hot available ﬁ
Tor checking. But it is also impossible. %

Feeldng that I huve to let you kmow what I sec when you have expressed a different
view and 1 know you are deing a review or at leasi have had it assigned is awkvard
for me., 86 you can re-examine ky words if you =o d-sire is why I write rather than
phone, It is not just about the crudsness of the error and its recurrence.

There now is abaolutely no doubt at all that this whole business will figure
in at least one lawsuit and will hsve the poseibility of e thorough airing. 4s it
now locks this is probably going to be shem your review will be fresh in many minds.
Iz am reductant to carry this farthur or to be more specifie beocause it may appear
that I am tryving to influence your review. I ex note If you write & fuverable review
I will be able to vese it to my pereonal benefit.

Thers iz uo way I can dictinzuish between this book end an official black booi.
If you can it is because you do not kmow what 1 know.

While the text is remarkably dishonest, aside from the theorizing, th> so-called
notes are atrocities mgainst deconcy. 411 of the writing 4s dirty and angled in a way
that abuses the trust of the reader, including those who may be inclined to read
critically. Too much detailed knowledge is required of even the skeptical ruader.

Too much knowledge of what is omitted and ignored also is required, including the
testimony of the people he elaims to cite.

I'm sorry for the position in which I think you are, You are not alone in this.
With all the money Readers Digest has lavished on the project and all the help it has
1 can ses Tew not iakiag the bock &t face value., Reviewers will not even know which
face to look into. (If there are reviews I've not seen any, If you get copiea I'd
approciate them for their historicel value. I feel confident the Times will go for
thie pseudo-scholirship)

Meanwhile, if you think it would make a story for the Post to satch someone
systematically stealing the garbsge of a lawyer wo is handling many cases against
the government, including the DIA and the FBI, let me know, Please regard this as
confidentiel except for possible story needs and purposes.

Sincerely,
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