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V‘Pl'ﬂ' 20, 1969

The Editor, The New York Times ,
The Editor, The New York Times Magazine
New York, New York I

Sirs: : 7

Edward J. Epstein has become affluent and famous by equating
his ignorance with fact about the Kennedy ussassinabion and by ocom-
mercializing sysophancy.

It 15 regrottabls that a payer uith ‘the reputationAot tha Heu

York Timea helps him in all these self-seeking projects by publiahing |

(Sunday magazine, April 20) his canspiououaly unfactual plaa that we
heve now had "The Final Chapter in the Asaassinstion Controversy”.

e

Typical of Epstein, whe 1s careful to hedge, his hope - the only thing

that csn preserve what with him paasses for sﬁréputation“e is posed in .

the form of a question.

Without exception, overy statement he makes sbout me 1s either
folse, designed as libel or both. Those inferences, where hes lﬁmpa
we with others, are likewise falae and intended for defamation. The
influence of the New York Times makes this seriously danaging,r

Here gre & fow examples:

He says I "onoce worked for the lawyer Oswsld had asked for when
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he was spprebended”, This is totally false. It is a chesp pPlagiarism -

of the professional red-baltera, a pre-fabricated libel.
"ees Each of the aritics claims to have had agcoass to st least

part of Garrison's ‘'Secret evidence' ..." is an intended falsehood.

kpstein cltes none of my extensive writing and pretends to have had
acoeas to the transeripts of my rsdio and TV appearances (providsd by
whon, the government?). He well knows that I had completed my book on
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this aspect, OSWALD IN NEW _ORLEANS, before I was ever in New Orleans,

before I had even spoken to or had any personsal dealtngs of any nxture

with Jim Garrison, and that I went to testify betora the grand jury

The faot is that I hava never had acoess to any of Garrison's 'sacret
evidence * hava ‘never ssid I did, and have aluays and often aaid ex-'
aetly the oppoaite. Unlike Epstein, who waa unable to do the notes
for his own book, I do my own work. Thisz deliberate falsehood and
livel, which further Ihmps me with others sbout uhoﬁ he makes serious

charges, accomplishes additional and alse-intended defamation.

Evil animus is attributed to me by turthsr dishonesty 1n report-“,‘
'ing uith‘this initial refersnce:

“... Harold Weisberg who, after auing the govennmanb, >oe pri-
vately published the 'Hhitewaah' series of books ,.." &side truu
total irrelevance and the studied misrepresentation'or my competence
and experience (I have been a government investigator, editor and in-
telligenca analyst and was a syndicated writer before he was born),
there is willful defamation here. That suit, which I won and the
government refused to appeal, did go to tha'Suﬁremo Court in ths first
case oiting it as precedent, It was thus affirmed, Thiﬁ was followed
by a series of Congressional hearings addresased to the serious ques-
tions reised, still unresolved, It di1d establish a new'prinoiple of
law, extending the Property owner's right to his air-spsca.

This by no neana exhausts the scandaloua and egregious error and
1ibel of this shametul scrivening., I would welcome an offer to raspend
with fact, to present the still-unconsidered New Orleans evidence of
the Kennedy Assasaination to which, conspicuously, Epstein at no point
addresses himself, This, no doubt, derives from his ignorance of it
(for there is no mention of it in his "Inquest"), ér'trom his indebt-
edness to the man responsible, Wesley J. Lisbeler (without whose leak-
ing of carefully-tuisted representations of the then-secret files,
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Epatein would have had no book, noc bank aceouﬁt, no feme). :

Honerl think it appropriate to brﬁcket éna of Epstein's unénding
uiureprasentations with exaot lunguage knoun to hin. He a&ys, fIn
other words, to poait a conspiracy rcquired an sd hominum attack:cnr
the mewbers of the Commission.” What I actuslly wrote in the first
book on thn Hkrrsn Commission (VHITEH&SE. xiv ff.) are theae words
which reflect the thrust and doctrins of the "Introduction”s

The real work of the 1n¥aatigations is rarely perforuad
by the members of the commission or committee ... The members
are almost invariably men already too busy ... the complexi-
ties of the subjeoct, the exhauativeness with which it is looked
‘into, the sheer volume of doocumentation ... can render the com-
mission or committee members to a large degree the crestures,
almost the puppets, of their staffs ... It was to be sxpeocted -
. that the Prealdent's Commission on the Assassina tion of Presi-
dent John P, Kennedy would necessarily have toc lean heavily
upon its staff., Almozt without exception the Commission was
comprised of men already too deeply committed to ths public ...:
when they hsd to be in more than one place at the same time,
ths easisst place for them not to be was at the Commissiont's
hearings ... From the bsginning, the staff did almost all the
work ... Members conducted a minor part of the interrogations
... Only e very small percentage of the hearings was attended
members. Most hearings had no members present ... The
act f investigatIons in the field Were performed (by) the FBI
and Secret Service ..., It is asking too much to bellesve the
members of the Coumission could possibly have read even an
appreciasble portion of this tremendous masa of printed words
{in 27 volumes), millfons and millions of them ... & great
burden for men so deeply committed to the public's serviece.
The Commission had mo alternatives. The staff dild moat of the
work.  If the end product as represented in the Report is good,
most of the oredit should be thelrs. They lasbored mightily.
The eoin has two sides.

Here it can be seen that the first words I wrote on'thisrsubjcct
wWere exactly opposite Epstein's repreaantation; But eapecially for
the benefit of his intellectual aﬁpﬁortera; who atrangaly consider
him a "defender" of Earl Warren, what did he say about a conspiracy
by membora of the Commisaion, espaoidly the chairmanip;haif hea Hrota
originally of 1its inwestigation, the "aingleibullet theory" and the

"autopsy report of which it is the essence: |
In order to maintain the singls-hulleﬁ hypothesis it vsas

necessary to assume that other evidence was erronecus ... ths
FBI Summary and Supplementsl reports' stgtements on the autopsy
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were inaccurate ... that expert testimony which grecludeé'ths'
poaslbllity that the bullet found on ths stretcher wass the
bullet that wounded Connally was incorrect ... Connally himself
was wrong ... Connally's doctors wers miastaken in thsir conslu-
sion that Connally was not in a position to be hit. before film
trﬂm 231 cer (P.u9) L s ‘

If the FBI's statements are accurate, it uonld appear that

the autopsy find § were revised sometime subsequent to Janu-

ary 13, 1964 (p.ll6). ,

To»undarstandrthe'full magnitude of this charge, it is necessary
to recall that the sutopsy report was dated November 2l, 1963, and
that this evidence was adduced at a March 16, 196L, hearing in which
Chalrman Warren and Members John Sherman Cooper, Gerald R, Ford,
John J. McCloy and Allen W. Dulles participated (2H347ff.). Epstein's
own belief is clearly reflected by the fact that when hs publishgd
"Inquest™ it had but two apﬁsndiées - about 20 pereent of its voluhe

- excarpts from thess two FBI reports. Both wsere lsakad to him by

Liebeler,

Is there a more terrible conspiracy than rewriting and sltering
the autopsy of an American President?  Who, indaed, did "posit a
conspiracy” by "members of the commission"”, did say "the commission
had knowingly falsified evidensce”, its latter-day "defender", ths

comasrclalizer Epstein, or I, against whom he falaely makes the charge?

Bpstein’s Srick to avold any memtion of any of the evidence in
OSWALD IN NEW ORLEANS, the only sook inquiring intc the svidence sup-
pressed, distorted and misrepresented by his benefactor Lisbeler, is
to make unspecific and dishonest reférnnco to what he déacribed as
my “obi&seatory rhetoric” on equally unspecified and navor¥quoted
"talk-show appearances”. Particularly bsecauss you sarry & photograph
of the cover of this book in the table of contents is this a dubious
style, if style it 1s. With a book more than thrice the length of
his, had he not sufficlient target, 1f he could honestly make sﬁch &n

allegation? Would you not allot him space to quote these “talk-show
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appearances”? I3 1t for the aame reason he so steadfastly refused
to confront me on a single one of tha,many where he was invited?
{Here his is like the Commission lnwyars; who gave uﬁ;fh31£ own 1?
show rather than face me alone on 1t.) dr can it be bacaﬁzarha‘kﬁbw’
Oswald used the address of a GIA-qrgdnized and -financed cuban f£ont
in New Orleans? And this to tha,knoaiedgerot his béﬁhfictof'Liéielqr;,
Lisbeler also knew that David Perris (uho had threatensd to kill the
President - alsc suppressed} was known to hang out tharQlﬁnd‘uas & 7

oclose friend of the man who ran that front. He kept zll of thls out

‘of the Gomnissidn's Report and pﬁhlishéd-“evidense“. - ) ,
0f course, Liebeler did not:entiiell ignorsrit; The,wﬁrrqn Re-

# ' port does say, "The Cgmmission has not Been able ﬁo’tinﬁrang otho: :

indication that Qswald had rentéd an office Iin New Orléaﬁa* (émphasis

added). What a non sequiturl! What has "prenting an ctriqa“ tc do
with anything? (Photocopy, with‘soné‘at fhs huppresaad FBI reports,
enclosed for your convenience.) | 7 )
Wwho, indeed, uses "obfuscatory rhetoric”?t
Who imows and honestly reports the fact of the assassination and
its investigation? Who, in,thass worde from Zpsbeints subtitle, wanta
to "establish truth"? ) o
In your paper he says of the CBS reconstruction of the cfime that
it "renders the single-bullet theory irrelevant” because "the Presi-
dent and the Governor could have been hit by different bullets from .
e single assassin®”. | -
Because the evidence permits at most three shots, the Commission
theorizes that one bullet inflicged all non-fatal injnriés. It knew
the President was struck fatally in the head at least once. It alaoc
knew and acknowledges that at least one bullet missed thsvmotorcader
entirely, slightly wounding a bystander. The FBI and thes Commission
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ecould not associafa this with any bullet that could have struck the
Presidential car or any ef its ac&upanzs. - CBS and Epsteln do thus i
require & fourth shot: Oune to have caused the non-fatsl 1njuri§g on
the President and nothing else; a'aecend to hgve caused all the in-
Juriss to the governor (which CBS glsc proved“ was 1mpoas£blc) end

nothing else; the third to have caused death and,nothing else; and o

the fourth to wound the man a block away. With but thres bullets?
-It is possible to extend this {ndefinitely, merely respording to
the falsehood, misrepresentation, distortion and, @ay I ve permitted,

: obfuscatian, Epstein pelmed off on you and your trusting raedera as

"truth®. Por this soul and embodiment of 1ntegrity, ths man Hhc Hrcte
in your paper that "the eritics ... had books .., te advertisa ,rths
timing is remarkable. It exactly coincides with the deaperation of
his second "book", made of his "New Yorker"” article. It is & "bomb",
dédscounted at wholesale almost from its first appearance. And, having
made his megazine articld into a "book™, he sneers at "Thes New Ibik
Review" for having earlier dons the same thing with an article by
Richard Popkin.

Prudent in his self-—ealized ignorance, Epstein hedges his con-
clusiont "At present there are no leads outstanding, nor is there any

substantial evidenae that I know of that indicetes there was more then

ons rifleman firing” (emphasis added),

That he "knows of"? How would he lmew, having never condusted

any investigation, before or after publishing, and having assumed with-
out question the Commission's basic assumption of Oswsld's Built?
He was so reluctant to investigate that he wouldn't even halp his ouwnw
publisher with further inquiry at the Natienal Archives. 0f] the first
weekend of June 1966, his publisher so told me and asked this hslp of
me! (And, way I add, I did help him.)
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Bpstein is ome of the new-breed imtellsctual, "available” and

content with the reward of availability - and with the inevitable
protection without which he cannot survive. It is to be regretted

that The Mow York Timesz loaned itself te ac gquestionable a project
and that, in so dolng, 1% seriously damaged thp non-Bpateins who do
seek the truth, It damaged the gquest for truth, whether or not this
was 1ts purpose. The alleged "racss” in Epstein's demeaning of the
intellect and of writing was subject to almost inatantansous checking.
B&qguse,of the great reputation of your paper and endléss raprinting
unﬂtqueﬁatlon of it, this 1s & particuiérlyréerious danage,rincluéing”
to me. I ask you to do what you still can to alleviate it. And I
do st you to raﬁract and apologize for Epstein's error and libel,
paking it a matter of record in your paper. |

Should you eleect to print this letter and find it too long, you
may edit it in any way you require aé long as there 1s no change in
fact or substance. And if, belatedly, you do choose te offer the in-
fluentisl readers of the New York Times what Epstein did not, an under-

standing of the New Orleans evidence and suppression of evidence in
the inveatlgation of the murder of John F. Kennedy {which is wholly
separate from tne Shaw case), I will supply you with documentation -
not idle gossip and unsubstantiated allegations - officlsl docummnta-
tion and the recorded werds of Wesley Lisbeler himself,

I suggest it will be quite a rafelation to those “liberals" and
"inbellectuals” who think Epstein "defenda" the Chief Justice while
Ia“detams" him. |

Sincersly,

Harold Weisberg



