11/11/66

Dear Mr. Fremont-Cmith,

Gracious, how briliisnt you sre!(The Effect of Books). Dazzling! Illumineting es
the surcrs boresllis et the equetorl Your inte i lectusl Judo is abs-lutely brown=beltl

Much of 1% is clenr to me, like how the only book thst hes conclueicns hes nope y
("eslled for no speeific sction”) , how "truthfudness"is messured, what is hoceptable
("trustworthy, respectable, safe”, :lthough I concede this is s novel definite of
gtoolpldgeonry » le Tesley Lisheler), ond what ls "oflensive"., It is to your credlt
thet you spell it out, und in the peges of the New York Times.

So signiricent ig your snelysls thet 1 2m confident Corhell will not complein that its
masters theals wos »worded Heprvard. Belniz both unmentioneble rnd nenexistent, + h ve
difficulty understending whether you intend this for rlessification under "trustworthy,
respectible, safe” or "truthfulnese”.

There zre two things I believe the recders of the New York Times, 1f you will indulge
my assumption of the critic's prerogaetive of seli-oppointment, would find 1llumineting.
One is Jjust how gstting "=ome documents transferred to the Netionel Arehives", by
whhkeh I understond you to mean somatvhing more then moving them fro . the west o de of
SeWanth “treet tc the Fast slde, "secvms victory enough for = bosk" or for 2nything else.
Tell us, please, how ifaportant it ia thst the noticnsl heridsge 1s sugmented by the
addition of suhscriptions blsnks, unusad, to "Life", Morins 0sssld's sawing b aket,
ehild-core, conkery, embroldery, crocheting end sewing ("cimplicity") litersture, two
peperback editions of lan Fleming and @n sbsolutely eleveting collection of Christmas
end greeting cards, used and unussd, with =2nd without envelopes., Zxplein, ss only you
can, how emmobling 1t 1s thet lirs. Osweld's sewlng bmcket contsined o rcligious medal
(in parenthesis, medel, raligious), = iexiesn coin sud & nail file, Uhould yeour young
hero bs unvble %o supply you with the entire list (o situation less surprising than pu
might ofihsad o nsider), be my guost.

Then tell us how all this %remenduocus influence was brouzht Lo becr by a bonk so rapidly
ebandonad by its herdback publisher and readars that it wes being remsindersd About

two monthe aftes publicotion date end was mctuslly available in paperback withing three
months,

There ar: other jewels of knowledge you aould impart, like how "Incuest" was "ettacking
the Comtission's findings" whea it sscsumes all thelr basic assumptions snd in that
slight snd well-1ffad sres outslde thls basle premise, mecordine to the best expert,
the suthor, before your artlcles uppesred, 1s wrong.

A v fitting secuel to you articles on "The Elfect of Books™ may I =sugiest » series
on "The Effect of Reviawers"?

’

Sincerely yours,

Harold deizbarg
Hyattstown, Md. 20734



@he New Work Times

TIMES SQUARE NEW YORK N Y 10034

Nov, 1lli, 1966

Dear Mr, Weisberg:

Gracious, what a funny letterl! But let me try to clear
up & couple of points you raise, Judging from the letter,
I'm afraid the article was not as clear as I intended.

I wished only to show how, and to what small degrees,

one book was effective. A factor involved #ith the
Epstein book, it seemed to me, was that it came from
within the Establishment. I did not say that this

should be a factor involved, only that it was--and that
this explained in important part why that book was the
first to reach a powerful but hitherto silent and uncommitted
audience, In the same vein, when I said that what is
acceptable to that audience was what it considered
"trustworthy, respectable, safe," I was stating what I
believe to be fact, not endorsing it, That the sarcasm
here escaped you surprises me, Obviously, safety should
have little to do with book or news or anyk other kind

of eppraisal; obviously, it has all too much to do with it.
As for results--the point I was trying to make was not

how wonderfully effective this book had been, but how small
the effects are even of a particularly effective polemical
book: it was (has been credited so, at any rate) effective
in getting some documents transfered to the National
Archives, nothing more that is measurable. Books do of
course have effects; but the burden of the piece was that
the effects are specifically far more modest thah is
commonly supposed,

You are of course right about the non-Harvard thesis;
& stupid error on my part which I regret.

I think you are right, too, about the appropriateness
of a plece on the effect of reviewers, I have been planning
for some time to write such a piece, and hope to commplete
it shortly.

Sincerely,

Eliot Fremont-Smith

Mr, Harold Weisberg
Hyattstown, Md. 2073l

'""ALL THE NEWS THAT'S FIT TO PRINT"'
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Novegber 18, 1966

Dear Mr, Frenont-Smith,

At the risk of losing +hat benefit might meerue ton have diecoversd the
medium that does not give you offense ("funnr") I sbendon it fop reptition of
the question: plesse tell us, in the Times, nr sven just me, by latter, what
great benefit flows from the rlacing in tha archive of the pletures and Xrays
now seid to be those of the mssassination of three years ago'

You may, e you have, oresdit Epstein with thés sccomplishment, I would
suggest thet 1t came mbout despite the aidications of the printed press and because
of the pressures nut upon various paople by the electronic madia, especially by
Merk Lane ond me on it, and not as e national boon but @8 s combination continued
suppression and public-relstions nloy. Frenkly, I em astounded thet one of your
deep snd penatrating understending of this entire field, your totsl recall of the
fact of which you write with such foree and eloguence, mnd sbovae sll your clear
grapp of the politienl realities of our dey and this situstion, allowed this
possibility to escape you.

ol
In théd® event your refernce is exclusive of thet other great enncblement of
the nationel heritege, the transfer of certain deouments end objectsyrom the west
side of Ninth Street to its Esst, from the Department of Juatice to Archives,
fi-et let me Bive Epstein cefit for thet, too, for you ( ably assisted by your
graglous colleasgues ) have tought me 1t 1s better to give then %o receive snd I am

by now quite hapuy with the sttribution to others of what I first did (end often
did elone)s

S0 I would like to brosden the question, giving it two parts, end I humbly
lock forvard to the edifying explanstion thatbyou esnx no doubt summon,

Sincerely,

Harold ‘etbberg

For your piece on the effect of reviewers, I would ebcourage you to broaden
it elso from whet I had in mind end canvaes the wholesslers to compare the males of
Inquest in th» mepropadlitan New York srea with those of WHITEVASH the week Ipstein
en joyed Goodwin's review snd I Was, customarily,lignored in the papers. I will be honest
with you: I know ths snswer,



