kse Joanne Heyerowitsz, editor 1U/7/UU
The Journal of american listory

1215 Bast Atwater Ave,,

Bloomington, Indiana 47401-560%

Dear lise lieyerowitsz,

The comeentary I told you I'd be writing is being retyped. When i get it
back I'll scnd it to youe dut in rereading it a Llittle wmore car-fully to
address it I got bre definite iupression that Luker was being used by some-
onc else and another and less cortain iwprossion of who that someone else id.

If this is frue then the JA is more damaged in this thun I'c}ltImught.

It encourages me to again urge that yuu press Luker for the sources not
zentioned in wiat he wrote for thero can be no authuntic sources for that
indecency.

When you learn thet you will be in a position to better understand what
I am calling to your atiention.

4dnd what you have permitted the JAH to have been misuded fore

That you have libelled Wroné :nd me is, for us and for history, %aserioua
wstter but whet you have done to history and in pseudo-scholarly support or
defenue of a de facto coup d'etat is a more serious matter to ue.

4s, I would have hoped, it would bo to the JAH and those on ite

Sincerely . _,/ ) T

‘I e
flia,rold. lieisberg
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lipw could buicor, obvicusly a subject-matter ignuraws, write with such
certainty about wlit he kmous so lit:le about? By velng fed by someonc he trugted?
fosner is someone witit cn obvious intorest in d faming Wrona, pu...‘t arly in
a bbﬂ ')‘D %}m .
deing that in -he Jduadl, out ho wade no effert to zetute vwh t i\ea;-s: uut nim '7

=~
o
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Louisiana proressor sdchcel wurts alse had an int rest in defaming \Wfone
becuuss he wou an crgun ot wiih wvrene vwhen wurtz insisted on dark Lane alone

’
gddrossing a haotordan'd convention in lLowisiuna but witldut any senior critic
oAl 4 Cowvn ’n;uur.

bedng inc A st tgvard Ao 1 was vitea to e the tile, vith
g *m nt, 4 Alorfman, A -..f&%ﬁ, , uit
Ap Lone and when Leme heard of a colluge student being tm.rujx.mt—i‘ spesk

it ¢.nspiracy theories, Lene chick.nad out. he gust _id not show up. Puat aid
cibarrass durtz who, despite his dendals of it, is an underinformed conspiracy

thoorist. Weffuan's Presumed Suiltyhas no thoories in ite. Kurtz's book is

louded with them, many iupos: .:Lble and e really foolish. surtz has also
*’.?

undertuoen So deny Weone pubii ’? W that

consigte almgst on ..1r'ti:y~a—1— ongspiracy theoriming frmtieduuglid
&>

Wisn LS~V tooc a poll after Posner's appear nce cu :‘: vty his Case
Closed getting all the sttention he and -4 got. That pobl re.leted thet nne
out 10 averdcans did nut ,Je.LlHVE' She Werren doport-ulich .L‘oonar endorsed.
The Lfliclal en.m.nu, .h:Lc.h Ly ti nm(ﬁia bean ouol:.shuu vas 11...1; us..ci in any o
'im‘dwr{ mcpumm profescional gunl:.catwn if it did not seem %o
_support the coneluxions of the feport or if it did prove tiere had becn a ..
frave-up, as moech does and by then had been puslished bug m’cnuutw WJM
attention. Sut not even after thi's proct was published, the Jual did the
U meet its obligation t& report on it to Aint) rigns and othors. lor did
it tell Li'ts readers thgt we had had a de facto coup d'etat and a cover up.

Ingtead, by ite silence, it protected both the coup snd the cover—up, the

framing of une of tho most signifocan cvents un our history.

oA Phe Frms }l/ﬂ-\' 2t~

Uan vou honestly say that the JUal or any othér history publication™t uﬂ]"

‘or vince then wet ite groiaﬂ'sn.oxml respoasivilitices to the people, to hictory
or to itself?

11'1 your uncritical publication of Luker's (detrive, do you net continue
the |olicy ¢f defendin; the officisl fabrications rolating to our political

assassinations of the 4uls?
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Dygd you ask yourselves 1f Luler made an, factual response to afEfesmzz
dofpdsedid wrone's criticisus? Lo fact Luker did not. Lid you then note that
“ylter did not and _notead libeled Wrone - and me, when Wione mnde no wention of
16 {3 substituting lies and libels for cuumentary on or refutation

of Wrone's Tactusl criticisgys ell _f which are factugl and true.

[}
When Wrone cited a spucific page in Whordng with nisto_z_y‘&mqﬁ.ukerﬂ’
| }
quoted that, why ¢id you then publishedpll of [uker's lies and defamations,
especially his obvious lie that Whoreing does not exdist .

Uo you believe that you have the obligation to publeshé¢ obvicus and
defamatyrg lies? Bspecially when in all that is defamatory and is intended %o be
defamatory there 3not a wora that even tries to refute what Lt(ﬁne wrote’

sefore uubllshing, these ouv:.fus#y unfactual e.nd obviously ueia.matory lies
fbout wrone and e, why did yoir m‘b{ wone e¢ither of :Ls? wWe are buth :n the
|iune boukie What if anvihing did you lmow of buker that led you not to
checlk ‘,ﬁmt he wrote, what you published L, that libels us both and lies about
out pre¢ious history to &ll the histirians, ﬁincludiug teachers‘?

Did ymi congider what the cost of defonding e libel suit gould bé or s
if on¢ was filed, what it would do to the JUuii's mputati:m!{

——

Po you reglly bvelicve that you wmtwm eliminate the hami done by o libel
oy L.,'J.V'J.Déz ftfpylctim 900 words to make full respense, full refutat.on, when
witih all M’ﬁ'w.om that has no relationship gnd is no refubytion of a single
word Wrone wrots. That slurt space is uamly enough for no more than a denial,
and thit alone eannot undp the haym yo us and hist.rye. However, you did
not even make such an ofler to we and Lflesrned about Luker, of whom I had

no knewliecge, and 4f his libels ealy when I was sunt a cozy Fmber

I thini you owe we and I zsk Tor a puslishoc apology and an admission
that Luker's all:gations ere’not true. I think you owe ne, youtselves snd your
read rs a real effort to learn whetlher —uker uas misusing you in the interest
of or at the instigation of anothier - which I {hink z.a the fact.

what g v .Wo’} A TOAHS réféjg pzérwléuﬁ



