Harold Weisberg
Hyattstown, 1d. 20734
July 29, 1965

I‘Jl‘. RnBo Silverﬂ. editol‘.‘
The New York Review of Boolks
250 West 57th,. St-.

New York, N.Y. 10019

Dear Mr, Silvers,

Nothing has heppened sinee I v rote lirs, Silvers on the 22nd. tQ alter the high
opinion I heve of you for the spsce you dsvoted to the Jarren Report. L balieve
it 1s » major public service. I bhope 1% can bacous the beglnnifz of a dialogue,
You will notrthat I have not publicly assailed either you oF ths professor, for
fragmentation is the last thinz thoss of us anxious to right this monstrous
wrong can affords * hrve been without comnent in wany obi: cases of inj:dicioun
comnent in the thin disguise of literery criticiam and in the face of the moat
onvious suppression. Ix wrote llrs. Silvers because the pleca by the professor is

of s different character,
&ﬂrtt.&ﬁ?ﬁu )

And I do regret thet your letter, tha promptneas of which I do sddress, does not
in any way adiress itself to the fact. ¥

It 15 obvious thet people woridng on the some meteriel will find and use the name
things. In the professor's case, all the things I found ¢and used - a year snd

8 half ago, not two weeks ago - are suldenly his snd his alone, =nd hius inheremt
answer to this is a blatsnt falsehood, that my book wa- Just publi<h=d, wheoress

even the copyright reveals otherwise, Had he seen 1%t to comient on the Preface
(which, of course, he noed not; yot it is not ot o1l unrelzted to the entire subject),
he would have had ths exact dotes, Thers are ever places whare he excoristes me

for what he slsewhore uses himsalf, + repest, he hed nothinz of o nsequenc e, nor

has Epsteln, thet I did not have in one form or onother z year esrlisri;yet ipstein

is praised for it, snd to the pr&fessor 1t is his own,

There is no one working in this fisld who 4 have met or spoken to =iace the DpDOET-
ence of the piece who hes not volunteered what I have suide *t 15 that obxvious.

A8 I =id in my letter to lirs. Silvers, I hed until them v en able to divert corment
on the place but didn t think I eould indefinitely, sud I thousht and think fairneas
to you dictated I tak® the time t- write as I dids I hive made no comploint to th
prof-ssor. Yet the vory night I wrote I was confronted with this plses, and I am
heppy to report even my oponent found it so transperent a copy, especislly with
respoct to "The Folse Oswald", my chepbor 11, thet he so deelazed, and on the 2ir,
entirely without inspiration or suggestion from anyones I it not stronpge, especially
with the title of the piece, regurdless of who meds the selaction or whern, thet Bhore
is no reference to my "Pulse Uswald"y Is it possibls thet because of his treatment
of 1%, may I sugsest for reasons he found politically incorpatible, the professor
sew £it Yo edit the charscter, as I did noty

It 15 likewnise rather strnge that the professor saw unworthy of comment the & ct
that after his om tremenduous lobors, finolly selidiffied in type in July 6f 1866,

he hed nothing of any innortance not in VHITEVASH = ¥aor end a half earlisr ond didn®
have en awful lot of the most importent and signifieant atuff thet was - and that

he just ignored, snother xini or congorship, ‘

ﬂ'.t'mihlyr, 1 lwd expected batter of your publications I'd feel imch bottor if I
ould find even meant justifiestion for your lezat sunbonce,

Sinecar-1y,



