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- Ootober 2, 1966

Honorable Theedore R. Kupferma
United States Oongress :
Washington, D. C.

Dear congreaéhan Kupfermans

Thank yeu'very much for your letter of the 29th and the enclosed

copy of your remarks from the Congressional Record. What you have
done is an important thing. But a careful reading of your speech
impeks me to cender, on your behelf and the country's, for this is
a8 subject like few others, one that should be as nonpartisan and
a8 nonsommercial as man can be,

There are many people posing as experts and, indeed, some who are.
There are very few with a broad knowledge of the entire work of
the Warren Commiasion, fewer still who have made a deep personal
study of its work and evidence, and quite a few who pretend an
authorlty and command of fact not warranted by their work or know-
ledge. It 1s further inevitable that, when commercial interests
become involved, these things are often blown up entirely out of
proportion. 1In one case it is certain claims have been and are
being made for an author that he does not himself make and on oc-
casion has disavowed, :

The antecedents of your material are clear and the uses to whioh
your speech may be put are both obvious and not impreper. Yet I
fear that before this is all over you may yourself regret the form
of your remarks and some of the uses to which they may be put.
They are not striotly asccurate, they are partisan, in context they
become unfair (certainly, I am sure, not your intent). I speak
without rancer for I have in the recent past learned to live with
my work being attributed to others and to heawing others olaim for
themselves credit for work I first aid.

When we address ourselvea to the assassination of a president and
to 1ts official investigation, we are addressing ourselves to the
national integrity. Restraints greater than we would normelly im-
Pose upon curselveas are therefore appropriate, if hard to apply,
especially when commerolal benefit is involved.
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What you have already said is beyond recall, should you ever de-
sire to recall it, and I do not presume to say that you should.

I would suggeat, however, that in the future, should you have oc-
casion to speak publicly, and especially on the floor of the House,
1t might be advisable to seek infermation from more than the single
source that stands to benefit most by its use. This epplies also to
me, should you ever accept my offer that I herewith expand te in-
¢lude opinion. Speaking for myself, I will also tell you thoss of
whom I know who disagree with me. It is only thus that the truth
can be esyahlished, to the degree that it is possible for man to
establish truth, and especlally on such a subject.

There 1s also a serious dootrinal flaw in gyour remarks readily
attributed to your sources, who may have seriously believed shat

I am certain {s not fact, that (although hedged in language that

"~ may be claimed net to say so) those books in what you call the :
"second wave" do not address themselves to the integrity of the
membera of the Commission. The truth is that at least two suthors,
although subtly, do exactly that and focus on the chairman in par-
ticulgr. In both cases I have the most serious misgivings about
motive and will be glad to cite you both the fact and motive should
you call upon me to do a0. I do believe you will be quite surprised.
In one case the unfortunate effect may have been the result of imma-
turity and lack of experience on the part of the author. This ocan-
not be sald of those who used him. In the other, no such interpre-
tation is posasible. Only dellberate intent can, to me at least,
explain what was done and has to date escaped the public exoceoria-
tion I believe 1%t warrants.

Your first complete paragraph on page 23204 is factually wrong.
There was anything but a reash-of critical writing about the Report
after its issuance and I question the motive of those who so 1in-
formed you. There was some, a small percentage of the comment,
immediately following the asssssination, My own mxperience 1is
amplse proof of the unwillingness of the press to sonsider writing
eritical of the Report or the Commission sfter issuance of the Re-
port. Thus, especlally as I interpret it to refer to me, your :
statement that "this first wave of critics ... played heavily on
insinuations and rhetorical questions ..."is wrong. Mine was the
first book written in this country, the first published, if in
limited edition, and is immune to this charge, whioch ocannot be
said of those that rfollowed and added litkle without approaching
its content, end specifically is this true of INQUEST, I have no
doubt that you here intended other than you achieved. This is

the unfobtunete concomitant of dependence efl vested interests.

Of this and everything else I say I am prepared to offer you proof
at your convenience.

It is quite wrong to say as you quote Epstein as saying that "only
three Commissioners heard more than half the testimony ..." This
error eppeers in the Introduction to the Lane book despite the fact
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that I called 1t to the attention of Mr. Arthur Cohen of Holt in
early.ﬂhy, months prior to publication. Only about a sixth of

the testimony was given in the presence of any Commissioner. Of
this fraction, what you say is true. But how much is even 71 per-
cent of a sixth? Here you have the expression of the evil doctrine
that the staff 1s without blame or responsibility and the members
alone have it. Need I tell a member of Congress how such bodies
function? v

Your conclusion that the ma jor question today is whether the people
belleve the Commission did its job is one with which I cannot agres.
It is obvious that what people believe is what they have been gon-
vinoced of. Until after the appearance of ny book, which is the :
first work to do so, there was mo major substantive questioning of
the burden of « the Commissien's work. Justice is not numerical,

and we cannot express truth and honor in percentages in an opindon
poll. The question is, was the job done, regardless of what people
believe. Mine i1s the single book to say it was not, to prove with

‘the Commission's own evidence that it was not, and to demend a full

and entirely public airing. There may be political reasons for your
formu¥ation. I can conaeive of no other to justify it. If this is
your' serious intent, I hope you will now abanden it before p you conm-
pound the harm already done by the Report and everything connected
with 1¢.

In lsaning on Epstein's work you have a straw crtbtech. It is tnoom-
plete, undependable, begins with the basic assumption of the esssen-
tial sccuracy of the Report (which it never questions, that Oswald
was the assassin) and 1s, quite likely with the author's unaware-
ness, & political expression not his own.

What you have started is a national need whose importance is beyond
exaggeration, 1f your purpose 1s impartisl and your intent therough-
ness. If 1t is less, I strongly urge you to asbandon it now, for you
will regret it if you do not.

I can speak for no one but myself, but for myself I assure you I
will tell you only what I belleve to be true and will offer you what-
ever proofs you may require. There are many among your constituents
who are aware of my inflexible position on this matter, for they have
seen public display of it and have bestowed upon me an extravagant
and appreclated benediction for 1t. My public appearances and what
I have sald and how I have sald it are matters of record. You may
be surprlsed at ths tests I have subjected myself and my work to,
both publicly in unrehearsed debate, including with some of the less
responsible segments of our sooiety, and privately, for I do not be-
lieve commerciel benefit, no matter how important, transcends other
interests in lmportance. If there is a single factual error in my
work, it has not been ocalled to my attention by any of that large
numbef of interested officilals to whom I sent coples soliciting

such complaint. While I cannot and do not olaim perfection, I can
claim I sought it.
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Most people read my book too hastily. Your speech indicates you
have not read it at all, A serious reading will show that, while
it is by far the strongest, it is the one that does not impeach

the integrity of the members of the Commission Personally, the one
that seeks neither herves nor witches.

Should you desire to speak with me, you need only phone me.
' Sincerely yours,

Harold Weisberg



