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Fremont-Smith,

Dgar “r,
Bafore sgain plunging inte my writing, I do want to raply to your
lottor of 4ay 2. = have just returned from Yew Orlemns, where 1 believe 1 was the
only writel'in the field called by the grend jury (which * believe will come %o be
regordsd as » fortunste mccident in our history, they are men of that celibar).
Before going there 1 finished the #raft of my omm book, CIA SHITEWASH: OSVALD IN

NEW DRIEANS, I am rot ashemed that 1 sm aheud of the hemalines egain, or that tie

beadlines of that city ere just bsginning to ecateh up with whet [ wrote more
than two years sgo - entirely elome of those published -and entirely without
crodit, There nre two more spocilslized ssvects of the cmse on which my work is
well elong that I would like to finish in ehoui two more iabenslve wmonths of
wori, other circumstances permitting.

Had yen dona whst you say you intended, I could ot quarrel with you.

“oviously, you esnnot read everfning, slthough on s subject like this one might expect

pact you'g vunt to resd the first, us others ou ths Hew York Limea did the previows
yeare My complsint is thet yon mede judremants without tesis snil aseried credit
withous knowledge. In its simplest form, you Judzed my firat and second bosks
unvorthy of even listing vherces tha “ew York Tymes with the first slons found
inter=st in 14 copies of which I knowv, b» fore Fvatein'a was outs Lour judgement
wu. bused cn ko knowledge. 1t was the result of prejudice, ss you have honegtly
econfessed, compounding the lsck of freedem of fhe press I suflered.

I5u heva sleo awarded credit to whot I earlier did more completely end
more definitively, to others. ‘nis did snd does hurt me, Such is the nuture of
the power you wield. You ere without qualificetion, ra you honwstly sclkncwledge,
for the judgements you did make of cther works, yet you msde them, Beceuse tbey
sre not factuslly ecctrete, mgein you hurt me, remerdless oi your intent or its
purity. Whils 1t ie true thet vov cammot reed everything, it is :lso true thet
unless you do you cennot feirly mske the stetements 8nd swerd the credits you did.

Tha essence of Enstain's work 18 10 wine. !ou may prefar hia enlarge-
ment of it, but 1t edds nothing relieble or essential or, in truth, dependabls,
becsuss 1t is flercely partisan, thether or not you detected it., Should yeu deslre,
sonetime when I'm in New York I'd be heopy to show 7ou this. He esswies the corceed
ness of the Commisgion's work without eveluating it, and lmows, setually, little of
the ovilence =nd cn the fow occasions on which he sludes to it is both remsskebly
wrong end remerkably unfeir. This you camaot know unless you know the subjoet, On
the sutopsy ho is particuslrly wrong, =ad what you hsd no wey of knowing is that

backstopped him with ais publisher. Were my work not behind his, his would have
durvived in herdbeck aven a shorter while, *t is not in {tsalf viadle.

Popkils i3 en aatounding concept, and I'm surprised you did not see fit
to commant on what he did, His acholarshin iz nonexiatent, Ua 'maows so littlo of
the #ubject Loren Lugene Hall, one of the men in th- story o my "False Osweld ",
comes out in hils trensparency es Mirs. Lorsen Hell! His is so divoreed from the resl
work his wife described as his greatest gmtification the gift to him of wy own
work tsksn from me and given to him by others! I cennot now go farthur wj\‘ out
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meking cherges %thet, on this subject, I heva nvoided making. However, bedsuse
your field is hooks snml the publishing {industry, should you went sn ofl the
record discusslon, I will be gald to have this with you some time when you are
aveilable and I sm in New York, snd * promise to give you the possibility

of checking things for"yourself, You will not have to depend upon my word,

Two of the things 1 huva scught to do + had hoped with find, 3t least
amonz the erivics end reviewers, syrvathetic understonding. 1t is no easy
thing for e writer to underteke a private printing, especinlly when he is
without funds or resources other thun his reput-m.ion'f”’ﬁfpecially on such a
subject. Yet I belleve you will ultimetely cone to radlizo ot it is my work
that resliy opened the field for others., % is, 8s you hevs honestly sdmitfed,
becausa you joined in the publishers’ boycott that you also boycotted it, In .
your position, yourjudsement should he of Aiffsrent origin. 1 de not think

this mukes Tfor 8 heelshy publishing industry or that it encourages other xriter

wiriters to shtempt whet I did.

I also hove sought to make books more present, more current, end it:
1z mors them possible. s can do this with ovher subjects than "Cendy". I '
hnd hopez(the men in your pesitien would welcemw this effort, This subject
adiresses the integrity of our society, ss you will lesrn iT vou 4n not row
belinve it. I hud o vieble nnd the mest ekhsustive bonk completed in mid=-
February 1965, The 26 volumes were then svsilable for byt three months. I
defy you t¢ shov me the squul in speed or scholership, =s of todey. Collsct-
ively 411 ths other bosks do no have huld the content of mine, meaning my
first. Collectively they hsve nothins impertant not in 14, Thay do have
dilffegrences in ewpavsie, Tpis, I Delieve, is & no% inconsidersble seansmpllshe
nient. ¥Vithout knowing whather or net 1t was so, y2u blithely credited othera
with vhat I hed dome, almply beceusa you did not know. I con underetsnd how
you d1d not know, Whst 1 hove difficulty understandine is how, without
Imowing, you made the sssu ptions you did and aworded the sredits you aid.

i1t 13 only because you exsrcise the powar you do, md 1 eannot
baliev2 you hove come into 1% without earning it, thet 1 have pddressed you
e#s bluntly ss © have -na% fhr tha urmnase of insult - for I canuot believe
you intended what hss resulted. If 1 bsd, I would have igmored you as I have
others, for I try to mestriet myself to constructive nurposes, There is only
so much time one man hes, 4+ heve nnderteken o largz teck, wsnd to the best of
my ebility I will scccmplish it. History will judge its integrity snd effect,
if reviawers do not, Whother or not I succeed, end L thiuk L h-ve wnd I will,

zsﬁspita the obstacloas, 1t is of & muguitude that nothing, pariicularly

amanaster's work, approeches. cuspend your judgement on thisz until you have
a8 chence to se2e for yourssalf, os 1 think b fore to: long you wills

Pleesa belisve me, 1 do rot sttribute mslicious intent to you. 3£
I did, agein I'd not take the time frow ny work {or correspondencs. Torhaps
it 1s thet I thin' you sre & tremenducusly powsrful wan, sven more pozariul
th=n you may concelve, and thet you do not use this important power as
well ns you mitht and sxe capnble of,

Sincarely,

Barold Veisberg \
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May 3, 1967

Mr. Harold Weisberg
Coq d'Or Press
Hyattstown, Md. 20734

Dear Mr. Weisberg:

I do understand what you are saying - and without rancor. And
I alse do appreciate your nice remarks. I would like to peint out,
however, that far from accepting Manchester's work on the assassin-
ation, I specifically criticized him in the r eview for being much
too sure that the case was closed. The whole emphasis of the review,
ingofar as it was positive, was that the book was of historical
value because of the Kennedys' testimony (whether right or wrong),
because it is the first instance of the family of a slain leader
making its thoughts and memories available to the public and to
current history. Whatever the inaccuracies, whatever the book's
irritating tone, etc., it is itself a unique document. :

As for the details of the assassination, of course I am net
an expert (as you point out) and have never claimed to be one. I
think I have made my (non-expert) doubts about the Warren Report
very plain, also that I would never take Manchester's word on it.
At the same time I am not - not yet anyway - persuaded to embrace
any alternative solution. This seems to me reasonable, certainly
while investigations are still going on. I was and am impressed by
Epystein's analysis of the pressures, conscious and unconscious,
on the Warren Commission - and believe I know enough about psychel-
ogy and government (or group) operations to make such a judgment -
but I would not confuse this with "proof" that the Report was or was
not accurate in its findings. Again, I am not an expert on that.

A curious thing, expertise on the assassination: all of us who
watched TV that weekend are experts of a sort; also, like many ethers,
I've read a good portion of the enormous amount of critical writing
about the assassination. But I haven't devoted myself to it, haven't
read the full Report, haven't studied the details in Mark Lane's or
your own work, haven't been to Dallas, etc. So I am not an expert.
But I do not think that this can preclude responsible commentary.

If it does, then no one can really comment on anything - on fictien
(I haven't read all novels), on Vietnam, on race relations, etc.

I think responsible commentary includes knowing and communicating
one's limits in expertise, and this I really have tried to do in
all my work.

**ALL THE NEWS THAT'S FIT TO PRINT'
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One final word. You say I have "harmed" you. Unless you mean
I have harmed you by not discussing your work - in which case you
have vast company and the active verb "harm" seems inappropriate
and gratuitous, implying an intention on my part that doesn't
exist - then I do not understand what you mean. As you knew, I
have reviewed only Epstein, Popkin and Manchester on the assassin-
ation, which leaves out a lot of possibly deserving writing, includ-
ing your own. My judgment in not doing more on this subject may be
wrong, and certainly may be critieized, but it is a judgment I have
to make and, please believe me, it is not malicious.

Sincerely, .
Y

EhsT Firmum - S2 3, |

Eliot Fremont-Smith

**ALL THE NEWS THAT'S FIT TO PRINT"?



