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5/27/66
fear Eylvwin,

Tour letrer ef 5/25 wes awveiting on my return from ‘rederieks, In ashington lster
Ledey T shsll madl this roply, »nd X' interrupting what + hed scheculed 1o r=51%.
L belizve your concern warrsnts ite

+ hove in the pnst made elesr oy rttituds to wpat 1 considered then sud stiil
consider nremsture use of the sresive, from the time Mamchester had ncness to it
“herc was po question in my mind I could alsos I steyed mway becsuse it -as then
#nd even mors in now my Bolief tict intersat in 1. would discoursse further dew
clasgifMeation, L hove dore further + dngs with restect to this I do not now huve
tiwe 42 2o inbo.

Tpu certainly imow thet I shere your mesic philosophy sbout h- zppreseh =11 ~Pf us
working on this heve. Remember, without lmowledge of wust you hod lesrmed, I znve
you scoews to mines Remarnber, 1ive you snd withoud doub: earlier, I oifered it to
souvege, This hanpenad last ¥» vben the “ashington correspondent of his prper
Pt us Sogether by phonee You hesrd me do 1% ngsin this winter from your own phona,

You 2ls» kmow tlat until I heard from you, 1 hed no 'mavle dge of anyona else now
working on this sabjiect, olher then lane, unless someons hsd earlier given re the
Muority of One, t= which T do net subscribe. You «lso inow that exie t for thcse
thinge you sugrested I add, nome besie but s1l helpful, this book is entirely my
oW work, & tremenduous effort thet was completed well before snyone elsats, .low
I find myeelf sccuaed by rnini #ith progerizing the sntire thing, und he hes

bed further uncomplimentery things of both a mersanel snd professionsl meture to
88y, 9 paply %o his 1:t er restricted itself entirely %o fact, and eventually gou
wil? lesmn, I hope fron hiw, exsetly how vile he wese o re- ponsa to my letiern,
which spswered his slenders from the record and with fact, under dete of sy 20

I received this letter vhich I will juote you in its entirety:

"ir, Harold Veisberg, Cooking Chemption ( and I h ve mo idea of the murfe of this,
for while it ie sc.urate, it is not on the letterheed I used) etcsesI wish to
snawer Lo each snd every peint you msde not enly in your letier to me bub in +hat
is slowly b come your notorious correspondence to cthers, All these snswers sre:
Sire, you sre mad.” That 1s the whodd lettsr, /hst he refers to as my "notorious
correspofite” I can only imogina, end I $megine 1% is ace, who hos b.cked down in
%W lette}s, one I enswered esrlier end one I received today. Lane hes left sll my
specifications of imsc-uwecy in his clesims end those of Holt stand unchellengefe I
told him I hed mors important and worthwhile things to do thafy eazoged in pamee
calling (vhich he 1nitisted snd to which I d1d not reply in idnd) sna I eertrinly
hore he did, I h 7@ not and do mot intend to reply to Arnini's letter. * med =
pretty broad hint thet he not print -he sorrespondencas, for thet sould Torcs me

%o defend myself in piblie, which would hurt hi '» 2nd even now this I de not desire.

i hove hed a  pleasant note from Selundria end answerad it in kind, rmeking no
reference to his trestment of the ¥EI report, which I have discussed with you. I
even mere regard this a = mejor blunder, and I belisve that is the kindest face



I cen put on 1t. You are aware of all of this, for I have gome into it at come
lergthe You kpow my belief is ruch worse.

You know I rejectcd the Norton offer because they demanded I chsrge conspiracy

e1d crganize the beok srousd thate This 1= not bacause I have auy doubt thers

was a consplracy to killl thers President, for thers is no doubt at 8ll, But I could
not, with integrity, charge this conspiracy without chsrgins the minimum of two
morce thad I am confident existed snd tha$ my berk proves, I need not tell you at
what e rsonsl cost I did this. Lykewise, I could not go into Selandrie's use of the
FBI report without ettacking him =ith 211 the strength I could muster for what

1 pelieve to be the completely dishonest way in which he hendled 1it. Instead, if
you will look at my postascrint sepin, you will find thet for no conceivable literary
regson 1 carefully included the dste on which I first saw the FEI resport, March 30,
L the record stonds, I kave seknowledged, Por whatever welue it has for hin, that
Sslandris had his use of the FEI report in print before I sew it. I submit 17 I

did snything dishonest, i: was only in not clo-ering him in the book. But I
certsinly hyve sckowlsdged, in the bonk, that he had 1t firsts I just do not ses
how he or Arncnl cennot see thet T hoad pn other purpose in giving the dste, for it
gerved none, mg own purposes belng accomplished by the use of the phrege that I saw
it well after tha book wz wrditbten. You will even find iu my letters to Hlol% disputing
Lone's claim I specificelly declared I waa not the firs4 to sse this repart.

Further on Telandris, I undertouk to introduce his merteriul to Hritain, snl sfter

I %0ld the correspofident of the London Sunday Telegraph about it he phomsd celasndria,
got copies of his articles, and sent them tc his psper, which wes then considsring
serislization of my booke This i3 the st of wmen who wents bo hurt Telandrial

Wy atzitude 1= the seme as yours. I this morning told you of sometiuing that is
importunt to me, especislly since I may scon be defanding mye alf sgulast God knows
what, yet t e suppression of the sutopsy papers in Pocument 371 1s om thiang, to

the best of my kmowledge, wes my "discovary”, to use Lane's wrd. I told you whet

I suspect of the f£ilus und zovnd yeu my esrbon on she lather 4 hive not yot delivered.
Certainly these things, if none oiher, establish my atiitudes, I evan told a paper
that iz doing sone thing about my book =bout Lpstein's, snd it mey hurt me sevarely.
fhey nod no knowledge of 16 untdl I Lold them, ~nd they h:va a 2CTV.

Agein on Sslsndri:, if you'il comrare our quotstions of the ¥BI report. I used what
be didn't, an' I uged #whet e 11 othar then =2p he Jld, Becauas Toth ha oad Liménd
apa your friends, possibly at some time you may find it coavenlont for the lawmer
to undertal® to explain to the editor the mening of libel sgnd slaader. It my save
his publicetion for kim 1f he sgssults others 1ith the venem sad irreepensibllity
he diracted at m=,

The eone uding sentesce io my letber or Yigy 13 1o ene is, "I will Mo entirel} setis~
fied 17 you will restrain the public inaccuracies.” His letter of ths 2C0rd. z2cknowledges
my lecture, alsc earlier in my letter. He says, "I fully accep? the spirit in

whlch yom close’ snd he sgzrees our effort snd “onsrgy be conswned ia thah effort

( to bring ou! the facta- HT) than in cluiming credit for thet which stil]l remsins
undone.” He also uaks that I esal asny inmeccurscles in his bonk te his at‘ention, a
roquest that relotes fo the future. I do net expect him %» behave ss he promises.

I do not plsn to smawer his latter, either, .

I do plap, =s =ooa 28 I esn, e send s oopy of my book tn “eClellaund, wlth o letter
asking sbout his left-temple stntement smd hig testimony. There are two sprays

of reddish materisl from the FPresident's none that could have landed in

the car, =nd omne foirly stroight to the front thet could have gome from the left
temple, I £ind the oxplosion antirely inconsistent with the Humes testimony, but
have no wey of dlsputing it with my owm knowledge, which is nonexistent, I just
cennot see how a bullet in the alleged trajectory could have done 1t,



