HAROLD WEISBERG

7627 Old Receiver Rd.
Frederick, MD 21702

5/10/94
ly, Stephen “mbrose
Rutgers Center for Historical Analyals »
88 College Svenue ’

Hew Prunswick, N7 08905 -
Dea Mr, Ambrose,

I suppose 1 should not be surprised at your refusal to asmwer my question,"what
basis you had for maldng the statements so widely used to sell and popularize a book
that to one who lmows those facts (referring to what precedes in my letter) is an overt
fruwd and deliberate fraud." I referred to Posner's gdmittedly mistitled Cgse Closed.

Your refusal to answer when you took the time for arrogant pontification to others
does speak for iiself,

%5 the degree possible L havo l;een devoting myself to perfecting the record on the
JFK aasassination and its investigetions to the degree now poszible for me., I'm 81 and
in impeired health,

Fy book of wlich I told you, rather severely reduced in size in the beliff +hat
vhat was not eliminated is more than enough to make the Egg_e_ Dpen point, m;-"éen in
the stores for some @m s more than a month. I have heard nothing from Posner about it.
He cannot fault it on fact. I regre? that it was rushed, the rushing having made a few
problems that do not influence the text at all.

Ly failing to respond you have made the record that will exist for history ancl..
as other than a professional historian, can be taken as your own reflection of :our
regard for your reputation, for all the honors you have wone.

That you would neither justify what you did express any regret for it was out
oi‘. my mini} until another jjistorian and a sociologist sent me a copy of your review of
Reeves' book in Foreiem Affairs, of which you are a book review editor. I was talken by
some of your words and with your silence when your own reputation was involved in your
grosely wrinfoimed and uninhibited praises of Pesner's who:ing with our history I do not
expect any reoponse. But 1 do ask you the basis for this lmg;g& from that review be-
cause I also studied these matters: . ;.-,'

"Kennedy botched the “ay of Pigs because of his inexperience, aggressiveoness and a

flaved decisiop-maling cpperatus. In the missile erisisp he took the gravest posaible risk

over a relatively small issue and then lucked through. He was the centvel American agent
in the plot apainet Diem, the point of which was to get on with thm winning the war. se.e
Did e miss a unique opportunity te get rid of Castro?"

You are on the fnc?lty a "Canter for Historical dnalysis," I am not. But * know
more than a mere sometling about what Posner did that you prﬁ.sed s0 highly and something '
about the metters you refer to in this review, where what you write is propaganda, not



history or historical analysis, so I ask you if you have solid support for what I quhte?

Kennedy inherited the Bay ofﬁ Pigs. It was not his concept. What alternatives
did he have once he inherited it, po: ‘ctical alternatives? And how did he, perdonally,
"poteh" it with unat hae‘\‘laenhmqer/lh.xon administration gave h:i.m to cope with?

The nio: 1lu erisis "small ispue" you do not identify was getting those USUR missiles
out of Cuba. That is "suall"? So small it was feared Lt could# incinerate the world?

“,.. he tool: the gPavest possible risk" in eliminating that problem, you{ say. ‘ou
do not say whether there were any alternatives o¥ whether, if there were, any were less
of a "poscible rislk,"

Tou scen to b saying that the Y ited States had a rifrh’c to invade Cuba. Where does
it or did it pet that right? From 't:he Yiited Nﬂ‘h ons? Our latin American treaties and
other arrangements vith those na‘hn.ons? Under any provision uﬁ internatignal law?

You also do not say what your "unique opportum.ty to get rid of Castro" is or was.
In a sonse berhaps that is wide becawe I am con,g]d‘.nt that you will not now saay what
{hat "unique opportunity" was, but I do ask it of yous

You gay 6 Viet Ham ihat Kennedy was what at the least is avbiguous, "the central
agent in’ the plot against Diem" and that this had "the point ... to get on with winning
the war," If the "central Fyent" the one who conceives the plot? The one pitho implE-
ments it? Or sees to its execution? Is this really any more thah hate-Kennedy propaganda?
And how were we f(;o:m.: to win that war with or without the end of Diem? %u sy it vas
for us to win that war but his record is the exact opposite, as reflected in the IISA.Ms
and as General g?:es b tolrl me when f intervieved him in 1967. And what that HSAAZ’ and
uhat General told me — and there is much else available on this, as you should know—
is the exact opposite-of "Kenncdy's goal was victory in Vietnam, that he had no inten-
tion of withdrawing."

You arc among those who make it clear that as war is too important to leave to
the generals, so is vur history too precious 1o leave to nrofessional hﬁtori.ana.

If the foregoins and your ignorant praises of Pgsner's fraud represent m
"historical analysis" we are in deep trouble and our young will be educaped To even
more imorance. - s

I suppome it is the prejudice and ignorance you reflect in this review that can in
a way explain your lusty endorsement of Posner's commercialization and exploitation of
that great tragedy that leads you to look forward to the "Kennedy revisionist school"
in your review. Is it thai you hate the man and all he stood for that drives you to
g5 self-defamations, to such impeachments of your own professiopal qualificationa
end character? lo prostitute your legitdimate qualifications so shamelessly?

I'm sorry, as I told you, that my typing Since ely,
camot be any better.

. - arold Weisberg



