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Sepfember.lo. 1968

Editor, The Times~Picayuns
Lafayetie Square
New Orlesns, Le. TO1L0

Sir:

If I, in a 200,000-word manuseript, were as inaceurate as you in a 10-
line squib, I would have trouble,

Your unending campaign to defame me and my book, the existence of which
you would not even acknowledge, manifests itself in the Times-Pisayune
of Septeuber 8 wherein you say %woc shings that are entirely false: that
"sse Carlos Bringuisr ... won a $5000 award .., egainst author Herold
Welsbergz ..." and "Judge David Gertler .., did not rule against Weisberg
for lack of jurisdiction"., - - - : - G

As you should have known and as I told Jou in a previous letter, to begin
with, although Bringuier had ample opporsunity to serve me, he did not;
and it is not for "lack of jurisdiction" bui only bescause I was not served,
henee, not in reality a defendant. '

This i1s no% the first ocsasion on which you have gleefully engaged in
libel behind judicisl skirts, When Cley Shaw's lawyer alleged, knowing
it was false, that I was part of a noneexistent conspiracy %o deny his
client his rights and with no limit on the number of witnesses he could
summon and take testimony from, he failed %o subpoena me - and sgein at
that time I was in New Orleans ~ and you never noted his failure to pro-
duce his so-called so-conspirator in soursg, ;

The reason there was obviouss he knew it was false,

The reason in the Bringuisr case is identical,

Again I must ask you to sease these endless defamations and, to the de-
gree possible, rectify them, - - ! : :

~ Yours truly,

Harold Weisberg
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September 1l, 1968

Mr. George W. Healy, Jr.
Exscubtive Editor

The Times-Picayunse

3800 Howard Avenus

New Orlsans, Loulsians T70LLO

bear Mr., Healy:

Your September 12 leiter 1s not responsive to most of the subject matter
of my letters of Septeuber 6 and 10. However, you offer this opinions
"I ... consider it a fair report of the action in the Civil Distrisct
Court ... you were a go-defendant with the Canyon interests ..." and
include a2 memorandum by your reperiter which, rather than resfuting or
responding to my complaint, establishes its velidity. From this I ean
better understand your papers, when their publisher finds insccuracy
"fair" reporting. ' '

It is and to the knowledge available to you was inaccurate te say that
I was "beyond the reach of his (Judge Gertler's) jurisdiction". I re-
peat, this was known to your reporter. Yet, aside from publishing it,
with ccnsequent damage to me, you send me a memo from your Mr., Howard

- Jacobs which reiterates it.

I was not in any real sense a defendant for the very simple reason that
Mr. Bringuier and his lawyers deliberately did not serve me, It must
be dwious to you, particularly with your own recent experience with
other such creatures, that this is a device to misuse the courts. You
made yourself part of 1t, Your own court reporters should have known
of the order by Federal Court to Bringuier that he must effect proper
service. My letter to you called this to your attention. You ignors
it. Had your reporting not been so biazed to bagin with, hed it not
had this obvious partisan intent, you would have rsported all the other
developments, Lknowladge of which was denied your readers - and those of
your staff who read: your papers and rewrite from them.

How dependable, how failr and dispassionate, a soures do you consider the
unopposad gttorney for cné litigant, and why was 1t necessary to quates
him on this subjeet at all? Mr. Jacobs' memo says, "Also, the quotse
That Judge Gertler 'did mot rule sgainst Weisberg for lack of jurisdice
tion'! came from Bringuisr's aktorneys, and not from Jud§e Gertler, It
was Quoted bacause that ssemed the logical explenation.

It is not "the logical explanation" at a2ll, for there is nothing logi-
cal about it. But what dld you expect the man who was responsible for
my not being in eourt to say, that he was responsible for 1t?

The reason, I repeet for emphasis, I waes not in court is because Bringuier
and his attorneys saw to it by not meking we part of it, by not making me
2 defendant rather than the victim of their endless anti-American propa-~
ganda, when it was repeatedly possible for them to have served me, to

the knowlsdge of your own staff, including your court reporters.
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Mr, Healy - 2

The serviece on Canyon is not legal, not a proper one, under Louisisna
law, as your papers should know., Had you not avoided all mention of
those decisions adverse %o Bringuier, you would have reported end your
rewrite men might have known this. However, you report that case only
when you can make it seem defamatory to me, but never when, as has hap-
pened in every decision, it has fone against Bringuier. Entirely asige
from the obvious reallties, did never strike you as at all peculiar
that there was "service" on Ganyon, a foreign corporation not doing any
business in Louisiana, whose officials have never been in the State,
whereas none was attempted on a man known %o you and to plaintiff to
have been repeatedly in the state and at a time when service was possiblet

The facts are other than Mr. Jacobs! assumption (which does disclose what
he really said in his story), "that the suthor was equally guilty". Is
this the basis of New Orleans reporting, New Orleans "justice", New Or-
leans "guilt", an uninformed assumption? Rather than in any way reliev-
ing the damage done me by your reporting, the memo from Mr., Jacobs %o

you mekes it clear that this was the intent. You and he just assumed
guilt and on this basis slone so published your damaging writing.

There are a few other things I hope you will note in Mr, Jacobs' memo.

He %ells you that I was not a defendant, that I was not sued, in this
language, "Bringuier brought suit against Weisberg's publishers", yet

he assumed that, not a defendant, not sued, I was nonetheless "guilty".
May I, at the same time, call to your attention that your own papers re-
peatedly did say that I was sued, was a defendant. The Times-Plcayuns
of June 1, in a sbtory that used ny name in the headline, says in its lead
that Bringuier "sued author Harold Weisberg and Canyon Books ..." The
September 5 story says Bringuier sued Canyon "and also author Harold
Weisberg". This kind of memo is hardly adequately described with Mr,
Jacobs! light-hearted designation, 'here are the facts". This same para-
graph, the first, also goes into whethsr or not I had been in New Orleans
and whether or not I could have been in court in New Orleans, Here Mr,
Jacobs atbtributes this false opinion to the men I think examination of
your papers and its reporting warrants calling your darling, none other
than the plaintiff, 8arlos Bringuier! .

In your columms, Mr, Jacobs has already established himself as an expert
in torbured language. He atbempts to extend this in the memo. In so
doing, he quite wrongly asserts that I quoted "out of context". I left
out certain words, and %o you indicated their omission, so I could make
more comprehensible to you what you published. That is that the decision
was "against author Harold Weisberg”, It is utter nonsense to give it

the only other possible interpretatiocn, that there was an anwarranted,
false, malicious and libelous attack' against the author, Harold Weisberg".
Come now, Mr, Healy, not even New Orleans journalism is capdle of thisl

It does not relieve the damage to me to suggest, as Mr. Jacobs does, the
ungrammatical change of a word. In any event, what you did publish, not
what you might have, is the issue. What you did publish is defamatory
to me. This intent 1s consistent with the most haphszard examination
of your papers, which have been partisan in this matter. HMr. Jacobs'
own memo, making elear he, and you through him, assumed my guilt, leaves
little doubt about it.

I therefore call upon you to make meaningful responss to all %he quss-
tions I have raised.
Yours truly,

Harold Weisbereg
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Cuhan exﬂe Carlos Bringuier, local business-

‘man and 2 figure in the Kennedy assassination it
,probe, won a $5000 award against Canyon Books.:_. :
"and Canyon Dlstnbutmg Co. of New York for al-

1eged “unwarranted, false, malicious and libelous
:attack” against author Harold Weisberg for his book
'“Oswald in New Orleans—Case for Conspiracy with
the C.LA” Judge David Gertler in Civil District
Court, in ruling for Bringuier, did not rule agalnst
:«Welsberg for lack. of jurisdiction. -
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