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Dear Lr, Raiford,

vitbout parhsps so intending, I think you todey rmade 14 lonk as though I fbar
8 gonfrontntion with liork Lune becsuss of your i ipreclse recollection of my discws slon
with Miss C1liftord about n-nearing on the seme programe I did not refuse to. I sald
I prefarred not to for two reasons: I thought it unfeir for him to fly down from New
York oniy to have to divide his time, ond I did not wont o get into 5 hassle with
him without sarving a ®nstruetive purpose.

The truth iz thst I heve appeared jointly with bhim om & TV program yet to be
eired, lepending on row the four =nd s half hours of taning sre ecited, you will ees
thet a) I do not feor him snd b) will cell him when he errs, which is not &8s uncomnon
as I'd 1ike 1t to b2, Un thet nrogram, Mr, Epstein declined 4o show, despits the
encoursgement of his friends, of which I heve parsoncl mowledza, of his rublisher,
where I overhesrd the rhone oll, =nd the pless o the proifcer %o Mr, Epstein, when
I hsppenzd to be {n the producerds office,

But so you will h=ve no doubt about 1t, I will aprear with either or both, end
at any time. I sumzest 1t will be unfair ¢o ir. Spcstein, vhoce knowledge of the sube
Ject hes becn inflsted cut of 811l proportion by skilled publicerelations work. His
knowladge of his own bocks is les: than 1t nigh% be for such a short work., He has, in
the past, declined to eppesr with me on saversl occesions, whick is his right snd
of which 4 h:ve mede ns use.

The purposes of my c¢2ll werc not to srgue bat %n sneswer, firat, I did not say,
88 be took your words to meon, thst ha wss influenced by my bonke 1 @n no- sorry I =
started tuot way, but I did becsuse I wonted to be feir. On the detes, which he is the
one who flrst reised, nc% I, WITEUASH ws- completed in February 1985, first published
dn August 18, 196%, revissd snd ropublished ray 9, 2966, index anc ad:itional photo-
grapha added 2nd republished July 85, 1966, snd tais l:st printing hes been reprinted
twice since then. Sc, my work wes published before his thesis was written, ily use of
the FBI report is dusl, +n the originsl work thore are eight or ten refersnces to 1%,
In the first revision, published almost two rmonths before his, desnite his @ d his
publisher's claim thet hs wes the first, I gquoted the December @ ¥RI report (psges
192-5). 1 was careful tc give the dste I firet sew the ¥8Y repnrt in order to make it
8 matter of record smon- the strange pe~ple working in this field that I was not
claiming to be the first who saw 1%, ar though thet mokes s difference. 11 was quoted
before Lpstein end dbefors me by Vincent Selsndris, 1 telieve both of them misuse it,
and the most cesnal exsminetion of my book shows + interpret it diffarently, for the
p2rts obout which the/ ond the other m-skem & big thing had, sctuslly, becn leaked by
the ¥BI esrlier, =nd I refer 4o these leasks.

This doss, however, sddrees itself tck his unscholsrly comment sbout his having
seen things 1'never in his (my) 1ife sew’, It is true that the reoportedly right-wing
member ol the fomer steff, 'esley Liebsler, slip ei thinz3 under the tnbls to Epstein
who used them uneritieslly. The major tuings i{s this FBI Reporte There are others, As
recently ss two weeks sgo Epstein cleimed to have first published pictures of the
President's garments in a letter to theSundsy msgazine of the New York Tymes. Tnis s



%9@39. The Comnigsion printed five such piztures in the first volume of ite exhibits,

electad not to use tham because, liks the one Zpstein u sed, they show nothing
without srtistic improvement (see his psge 56, ,.%hich shows nothing without the arrow
and, reallyl nothing with it. This is flackeryl However, I d» whot he did not, I use
all the testimony on this, snd it is extensive, on psge 185. He hes two other picturss
in his bosk (pp. 52-3) both of whieh are slso in mine and were regnrdless of what I
21legedly never in my life saw.

I never said the fragmentf of the bullets were not merked with the rifling of
the C2766 rifle, as he soid end as I wes unsble to rectify on the air, The answer to
this, of course, is what he let 8lip out, that he hsd not res: ny bo~k (which I
very much doubt), sctually, there i3 extensive dizcuzsion of these fragments snd in
8 moarer nobody else uses, ".4is begins of page 156 in the long chepter "The Number
of ~hots",

:lt w3 ant until «dr, Ingtoin wede this wvons acuusation of inscourey 2m inst m
thet * phoned, and it was fop that purposes But since we nre on the sbject of
gccuracy and inaccuracy, “r. idpstein's own schodarship, 1f that i3 what 1s invelved
in his mekeXx bonk, bscomes a legitimete question. Among those things *+ heard him say
thet are wronz =nd revesl inadequate or no scholsrship s®e thet the whole bullet was
found "en" Governor Comnolly's sirecthar. Thicz is the f2132 olaim of ihe Roport. It is
not the testimony o the man who plcked that bullet up, whio s»id he esul” not sleep 1f
he said this were tbhe csse. On Lhe elleged burning of the sutopay notss, this is alsgs
f21ss by the testimony of the men whe did the burddtz snd 18 in detsil in my subopsy
chepter. In comaon wita just 2bout £11 the others whose wnrk is ssoend-hand in this
field, he said the notos wers burne. bocause of tha inexvldeit lengusge ofxthe
doctox's ceartifisstion (WHITEWASH 187), Actuslly, the doctor swore { Volume 2, page
372) thet 1t 15 the first draf3 of the autopsy thet he burned, Fad Hr, Epstcin been
his own resesrcher, he would h:ve tnown het the spnendix to the Bantem editinn (pages
172-3) o ntainSproof that these notes existed after the biirning, »s doez slso the
testimony of this dnctor months loter,

Yishout Wasley Lisbul:r lir. Epatein had no book, It 1 thersfore comprehensible
that he believad “r, Liebeler, including Liebeler's delinesticn of his own field of
responsibility. However, in saying thiut Liebaler was respensible Tor Yaweld's history,
which 1 belisve s what I heard hin say, he was 10 no senss reflecting the areas in
‘hich iire Lisbeler worked on +ho Comriiasion, as L think I will scon yrove from my
sequel, which is now dohe., Thus ke 15 ac sense reflects Liebeler's responsibilities
on the Commiscion or whst ie really iwmportant, in its Report.

The redlo wes low when I ves @walting on the vhone snd 3% is vossible +that I aid
Bof Besr cleerly. licwever, 1 believe I hesr: lir, Ipptein ssy thst tha Commission disage
reed on vhether one bullet hit both the Zresideont =nd the “overnor or vhether they were
hit by two. Unless the Comission could oonclude without equivocation that 3 single
bullet did infliect 211 seven acn-fatal injuries, tith one bulles hnving exnloded in
the Fresident!s hend snd inflicted ha other injuries and obs bullet hevin~ missad the
cor entirely, =s %$ho Comis-ion u2dmits, more than 8 single bullet for &l +he non~-fatal
wounds meens st l2est annther asgessin and s conspirscy,

It I may make g peraonsl comment, it is that 1 seriously’questicn the morslity

of en suthor clawing his work is iatended for one purpose and for considersble profit
permitting 1%s use for enother, The cld ms made for =nd Yhe pretense under ~hich INQUES
is s0ld -re shocdnz in the light of iir, i“pstein's stotoment on jour progrsm that he
"never questioned whether Oswsld wes guilty”., The truth is he ¢idn't and ge-mingly
doesn't, on~ of the ressons his book could be published. Is be not, however, in the
same nosition as ha 2laims the Comale.ion is, hoving rede ne separate incuiry into the
Comnission's centrel conclusion em accepting it without question? An additional p rson:

coment nesds no pointing up: he hes written & review of “HITEWASH end other books for
Esquire but he hads not read /HITEWASH! Sincerely, Harold Wieisberg
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