1/3/69

Dear Steve,

Bave ycu ever notice the sbuse en old cat, even 8 tomcat, will tske
from 8 rembunctious kitten? If the tomeat doesn't, quite literslly, kill the
kitten directly there is slmost no limit to the punishment he'll thereafter
sccepts So it is with people. Those who sre older tend to be tolersnt of those
younger who they like, We mccept from youth what we would not from our peers.

You mede mistekes., A certsin smount of the reaponsibility is mine,
for I was sware thet you were msking mistskes, at least in pert. fnowing this,
I faceds decision: lean on you or not. Now one of the thirgs in my mind wuld
pot likely have been in the mind of one of your sge. Egg were in my mind, the
kind of men you will yet become, becsuse you are not yet as mature ss you will
be, are still in the formetive years, despite your maturity, which is beyond
that of most of your peers. ¥hat this means, very simply, is that you must make
o certsin amount of your own mistskes. This is an indispensible vart of 1life,
learning, meturing, growing.

my own judgement wes deficient, not about you. I underestimeted that
of which Jim wss capshle, snd you hzve an idea of my concept of his capebilities!
I seriously undefestimated this, not just by s little. Ditto for Boxley snd
Turner. + never reslized they could end largely did make him their creaturse,
nor, despite the low opinion of hist integrity, did I reslly fathom Turmer's
incompetence and jrresponsibility - end in using theze words 1 asm lesning over
very far backward to te fair.

Tmwas awsre thet there was such & thing 8s "The flot" in february, and
I then had misgivings. “verything 1 iesrned of it thereafter strengthened these
misgivings, but in every case 1 learn afterward, not be fore, snything heppened.
When finally 1 could try and undoe the inherent herm or should 1 say recapture
some of what it might cost, I did move rapidly. we may yet get some good of 1it,
in one form or sanother., I csmnot yet say of predict, I think perhsps we already
neve, and I cennot explsin. It nes, however, been the mesns ofnopening csritsin
closed doors, establishing whst may yet be a good snd en entirely new relation-
ship with those with whom, without it, estsblishing any kind of repport would
at best heve been aifficult. I was your yesrs in the days of the "united front"
in Zurope. For a8 whlle i txworked. Now we need sll the sllies we can get.

So, I can, to & large degree, g0 along without serious criticism or
dsisgreement when I read your letter Of 12/30/68. There are some tnings not in
it on which I will here comment t"it's for your own good!"), and some in -Lt.
You admit having misgivings ss far back as 2/18/68. But you never acted or thought
in these terms, carefully hid this from me when we discussed my kisgivings and
those msny relevent things, snd still, vlindly, failed to exercise independent
judgement, considering yourself, ss you phrsse it s junior member of the team,
yours not to question why, etc. This is the ettitude of the Judenrat, end L
hope this will be the only time in your life it is yours. As recently as this
last trip, + did not srgue with you when you did Xk Jjust this, in fact, in the
face of it interposed your judgement and blocked certain things I wented to do about
which, beceuse I did trust end depend upon you, 1 wrote you long in advence.
Agsin, I wsnt you to grow, if 1t meens making your own mistekes. As recently 8s
then you had faith in the Hepburn ploy. But because you did suspect things were
not as they should have been, your course of section sné thinking were wrong. From
that moment on, intellectuslly you hsve no defense in clsiming to be tut & junior
member of the tesm. May I add, like those very loyal Custer scouts?



I suggest you think this through for yourself, for, ss you have heard
me say, the ¥Warren Commission had no monopoly on error. Let us grant them &
monopoly on wrong motive. If you find, on really facing this, that you were
wrong, you will be better sble to live with it now than lster, sssuming as I
do that your motive was & good one, You e¢8n now look 8t a1l those older and
draw comfort. But if you Jaffe with it now, in a fow years you will have @
nagging conscience, perheps sooner, with the potentiel of tho coming trisl in
Yew Orleans (Thare is s non-office report there will be further délay becsuse
Percy Foremen is about to assume the defense). hat you tell me is not important;
what you tell yourself is. You are now old enough, experienced enough to make
and stand by the consequences of ynur own decisions snd judgements. These will
not be the first wrong ones you mske. But do not repeet the same kind, for this
meang abdication.

#hen 1 was out there this lest time you were both irresponsible &nd
less than honest. I do not know why. I essume this is not the "resl you", for + k
know it is not es I have known you. *ou did not do the things you said you hed,
you did not do the things you could hsvep you were enything btut orhsnizetion-
or tesm-minded. You, like all of us, have problems. At your sge I csn anticipste
‘a few not as common among older people. That whole Santa Bsrbars businzss was
an inexcuseable mess, I would like you to straighten it out with them, even if
1 am never out there sgéin., I say thls not bty wsy of complasint, for thst would
serve no purpose. + report it ss the basis for self-snalysis. It requires no
comnent. “one of the foregoing does. 1 tske this time I do not hsve in your
interest slone. 1 hope you csn understand =rd believe this, for in sll other
respects it it tno lete to have meaning,

Back to Hepburn: Can you mske me a photocopy of the cmedlts, etc.,
of the French edition? Cen vou give 2ny mesning to eny of the nimes? In it and
others, like Eswin Bergot? I reslize this may not be possible, but I think it
important not to overlook asnything.

On your friend in France, the snswer ig 2 very positive yss with s
very big "IF". Only if it presents no jeopardy to him. Thie can be important.
Yie must be ss prepared to the degree we cen for whstever can eventuate. ‘his
means we rmust know as muchse we can, try and snslyze its meaning, and then,
if necessary and possible, do what we cen. Perhaps during the trial. I have no
reason not to believe this is e CI. department of diminformstion job, if fot no
other reason because of their,Bhle connection, It may seem unlikely, but I can
not isolete snything more likely with the unlimited funds svsileble and used on
this, and with the self-defeating sttitudes, which sre no% those of the ususl
self-seeking publisher. Pleoase be slert to indications of this.

Gotta got back to other work., Plesse send me rifle, complete with sll
the clips and what smmo there i3, especially if 1t is dissrmed, to me c/o him so
it can be avsilable there for use in the trisl if necessesry or before it if
desiresble., Best regards to everyone, ami thenke for whet you hsve done sand sre m
doing. If you want to send “ouls copies, I think it is 8 good idea.

Sinecerely,

Hsrold Weisberg.
If yon have not hesrd from him, he 4i1d approve the Rose memo., It may bte necessary.
Ism convinced it is very, very desireable, Also, if there are sny picturs he mey
need on this you haven t sent uary, lease do it, azking him %o return whet you
want returned., e has other sources then the zirle snd is a2 very solid guy.
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30 December 1968

Dear Harold,

Yours of the 26th just arrived. I have not yet received .word

from Louie but will call hinm tomorrow morning, il the office is

opened.

T understand your observations on the non-New Orleans stuff and
the yes-man problem well. Any differences we may have had are = result
of our differing conceptions of the roles of each of us. Naturally,
my role is quite different from yours, and this leads to differing
actions.

I must be more specific, I know.

I have looked upon myself as a junior investigator, so to speak.
I see myself as part of a team. I am somewhat humble because I fully
realize what my inexperience means.

On the other hand, you were among the first to become really
active in this thing. That makes you very much a senior member of
the team. You have the experience to analyse what I can only report.

So, consequently, I have confined my activities to reporting
whatever I can that I know. Each memo contains a subjective analysis,
but I have always felt that Ivon, Garrison, Alcock, etc. were in a far
better position to do a really meaningful analysis. If for no other
reason than that they knew much evidence that I did not.

As for Rose, Bracdley, etc., I did not see it 'as my positisn in

the investigation to pronounce judgment. My jco was to report what I
knew, offer my opinions, and allow tle others to make the judgments.
And I can truthfully say the’ -Mzi I have personally known of Rose and
Bradley led me to believe that other evidemce would make them good
aspects of the investigation. Should I have demanded & complete copy
of the Bradley file befiore I consented to do anything on that case?
I think not. The best that I could do was to take that which I had
personal knowledge of, o”fer my honest oiinions, do the best work I
could, and rely upon the other's experience and belief in truth to
come to the correct conclusion. That is teamwork, 1 think.

So I have always said that what I know of the Bradley case I
believe to be solid. It is not sufficient to convict, by any means.

I have to rely upon the other members of the team for the rest and
presume that they are as cautious zs I.

On the otlier hand, you have a much broader view of the whole thing.
If you have seen the files while in New Orleans, you are in a position
to meke an evaluation and judgement, though the jury makes the final one.
I thirk zhis difference in conception of roles is a good part of our
differences.

Now, the gquestion obviously arises, what if the rest of the team
canrno® 2e relyed upon? What if they are wromg? I had thought of this
possibility many months ago, probably when I met Roger (raig and had
doubts about his credibility and more than just doubts about his publicity
tours. I was concerned on February 18, 1967 about <L possibility that
Jim was wrong and would pull all of us down with him. I concluded at that
time that (Roger Craig in L.A. Peb. '68) that, if Jim were wrong, there
was first of 2ll no way I could dissociate Lane, you, Sahl, and the other
influentials from the investigation. I have no influence. I did not
kriow that he was wrong, so I wouldn't have done this if I could. All

that I could do, I thought, was to be sure that whatever work I was infolved

in was 100% accurate.



When re-organizing my files last week, I had a chance fo review my
work. I believe that it is close o 100% accurate -- meaning an accurate
reflection of what someone said, not what is true. My subjective analyses
turned out to be more accurate than I would have expected. OSure, I
made mistskes -- I should have reslized what Broshears was the first time
I saw him, not th: second. Then I should have not been as lenient with
him. I shoudd not have relied upon the assurances of an irresponsible
and unreliable person as Jaffe, e.g. w1tn Hepburn. then, w could
I have knocked what I hadn't seen? &w M*M«

Are a2ll members of the team supposed to eecond guess all other
members of the team? N,. only a few senior members, in positions of
access, cen do that.

I have very few regrets over the work I have done. I have spent
exactly $15.00 of Jim's money (for Bradley photos). It is disappornting
that I have found nothing to use in court, though.

Regarding Bose, I will talk to Louie in the morning. Let me say that
your suspiciona of Rose in Feb. were more than justified. I told him
recently, when he called to tell me about Boxley, thatv everyone had
suspicions of him then and he said that he would have been appalled if
they hadn't. I felt that after his testing period working with Jaffe,
Turner, Boxley, and Garrison that he would be considzred o.k. by the
team and only objectionable actions in the future would raise the questions.
I do not know what he has done in major part since he went to NOLA in
late March, Now, I think, look at who passed the judgment of him.

I'm writing poorly, I know. Had a bad reaction to shots today.
Sorry.

Tour upset over Jaffe's use of Jim's noney is more than o.k.
I expressed my concern to Louie months ago, as did Rose.

I agree with your philosophy of agent charges. It is irrelevant.
The oniy question is does someone lielp or hurt? Irresponsibility can
be as dangerous as an agent.

You are now more explicit on what you want on Hepburn. Addenda to
nemos enclosed.

One other thing. I do agree that Jim should have stuck to NOLA
end not gone elsevhere. Always, the Shaw case is the decisive one.
But, once he made the decision to go elsewhere, and I'm in a position
to help, I will. Even if just to establishz what isn't.
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ADIEMDUM MFMORANDUM 30 December 1968
RE: JAMES HEPBURN, TIC.

BY: STLVEN J. BURTON

* X X’*‘K‘**************-K'****************

To my inowledge, LAMARRE saw the following persons when stated:

STEVE JAFTE, mid-Mey to July 1.

BENSKY of Remparts early Sept.? in Paris
BURTON, end of July

MAGIE PIELD, early Sept.

JAFTE, in August in Los Angeles and Las Vegas
JAFFE, early December ir. Maw Orleans, lew York, srd Los Angeles

MAGGIE FIPLD, early December in L.A.
Persons involved in the production of the HEPBURK junk are:

HIIPVE LAMARRE, variously known as a French agent, economist, and lawyer.
He is about 5'11", 155 1ls, dark hair and eyes, 32 years old but looks
younger. Spesks with thick French accent.

MAITRE MARCEL SOROQUERE, a lawyer at 34 Ave. Kleber, Paris. Hé is
about 6!'1"", 35 years old, dark hair, 160 1bs.,very clean cut and suave.

ERWIN BERGOT, a contact man for Lamarre in Paris.

The following credits appear in the back of the French edition of
"L'Amerique Brule":

In the United States, PAT, ANN, BERNARD, & MARY-ANK

In France, CHARLES LASQUIER, MARCEL SOROQUIRE, AOLARD T
12507, PIGRRE, & PHILIPPE.

In Belgium, ANWDEEZ GERARD

In Germany, PETER BOENISH

In Switzerland, JEAY SCHNEURING & ANDRE WAMNER

In England, DIANE KEYS

and RENE LAMAGRRE.

Jaffe also mentioned seeing an nnnamed bigwig at INTERPCL and
PHILIPPE (LNU), ostensibly the former head of French Intelligence in
the U.S5.
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MEMORANDUH

30 December 1268

TQ: HARCLD WEISBERG

PROM: STEVEN J. BUITCN
SUBJECT: JAMES HEPBURN, ETC.
SOURCE: MAGGIE FIELD.

*********************&*******%*******

On December 26, 1268 I interviewed MAGGIE PIELD at her home regarding
her personal knowledge of the JAMES HEEPBURN episodes.

MAGGIE was given the name of ERWAN BERGOT to contact HERVE LAMASRE
when she went to Paris in early September. When she arrived at her hotel,
she left 2 message for LiTiiRE to call her. When she returned later
in the evening, messages aweited her from LAMARRE and SUEVE JAFPE. She
phoned JAFFE first and he said that he had left no such message. To
this day, she does rot know who phoned her and used JAFFE'S nane.

The next afternoon, she and JOE FIZLD, IIT met with LAWMARRE for
drinks. She said tnat LAMARRE'S attitude was very superior. He spoke
disaprovingly of GARRISON'S investigation, gquestioning his use of such
"rids" as JAFPE and BURTON and an association with a "bearded hippie™
such as BENSKY. He tuought that not much would come of the investigation
and said that Garrison should "take" the Zapruder film from Life and
ghow it 211 over the country. He seemed contemptuous of all efforts
by the Americzan critis to expose the truth. He showed no interest in
MAGGIE or the work she had done.

JOB, III was preperiaz a paper on the French generals attenpted
coup and LAMAIRE spoke of this for a time. He kmew some of the generals
and arranged fcr JOE to interview some of them.

LAiMARRE wanted to see MAGGIE again and, although she didn't want
to becsuse there scemed no pdint to i%, IMAGGIE saw him for drinks.

This time, ERWAK BFRGOT accompeni=d him and they took MAGGIE and JOE,III

to "Lasserre", one of the finest and most expensive restaurants in Peris.

The Red Carpet was robled out as MAGGIE had never seen it before and

she still wonders why, since she is not a tourist and has been to "Lasserre"

before. They talked very little, if any, about the case. LAMARRE

did suggest that Maggie do a new book composed of a daily comparison of
zias of TW IDEVWSHILOT and LEE OSWALD from October, 1962,

to the asszssinationt

Turing all the talk, LAMARRE never revealed any evidence at all.
MAGGTE'S sub jective impression is that LAMARRE is imteresting, has a
sharp mind, is a nervous wreck, impolite, rno humor.

the activ

A footnote in the Bnglish version of TAREWEBLL AMERICA nighly
commends MAGGIE for her book and contains inaccuracies. E.g., MAGGIE
Bes not been t0 every publisher in the U.S. She is upset by such
high praise when he has not seen the book.

Tollowing the screening on December 13, LAMARRE was invited to
the Tield home so shat B, JR. could offer his oriylcre. LALTET
Te . véry-impolitely and lef* without much respect in the Field home.




