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Assasslnatlon Inquiry Committee
-7 :NEWSLETTER .
vol.l,noc.3

- THE WAR OF 'I'HE _q"RITIcs

‘We are frankly disturbed when the critics. of the Warren
Report attack- ‘¢ach other. We would, thlnk that the important
thing is to find out the truth-- llke who killed President
Kennedy._But‘we have been confrzeonted: ‘lately with a spate
of attaqks oni'New Orleans' District. Attorney Jim Garrisona
Well, at*acks on Jim . Garrison are nethlng new, at least
when th_ cqme from defenders of the Warren Report. But

when. thg gtme from the critics themselves, it's rather
;unyerv1hg. If these critics are right, Garrison's whole
fﬂlpvestlgatlon is put in doubt; if they are wrong, =ne;
:wonders. why they do what txoy do. Either way we lose.
B HEré is an example. Sylvia Meagher, author of Sub-

IJI

ct I'_ to the Warwen Report and Accesscries After
the Fact, "r&c¢ently described Jim Garrison, in pfint, as
"an unscrupulous: and vindictive prosecutor who is Qre591ng
AR unlnforned drresponsible, and often.: lunatic. "investiga-
;19n “into the Kennedy: assassination which thredtens to
.cast’ lnto utter dlsrepute all chaliemn es to.the Warren
Regort .including thsse which ave legltlraté impartial
.and. scholarly.f.fFrom a letter to Mlnori_onf one, July—
‘August, 1¢68.) '

- Even more damaglng is the recent artlcle by Edward
Jay Epsteln, wrltﬁnq in the July 13, 1268, issue of The
_ig_Yb rker. Epstein, who is well jinown for his book _

.,IgggeSu, ‘a critical study of the inner workings of the
Warren Commission, attacks Garrison and his whole method
of investigation. The article is long and detalled and very
skillfully written. It is difficult for.the Ilayman ‘who
‘reads it all“to resist Epstein®s conclusion that Garrison
is so dangerocus it is perfectly right and prpper “for the
Federal Court to step in w1tn a restraining. oraer prevent-
ing thg" dlstrlct attorney’s trial. of Clay Snaw ‘in New
Orleans.‘

We.are not gozng to attempu a review of E stelﬂb
‘article here..We urge you to read it and judge. it for your-
self. But we also _nv1te you to read what follqws in these
pages. For in this newsletter, we in the AIC ﬁgéi very
-fo;;unate in being able to present to you: +the reactions of

cwtwo important critics. The first is a rebu al to Epstein
: by, ‘Harold Weisberyg, -author of Whitewashl.- &.11, Photographic

vahltewash and Oewald in New: Orleans. A ploneer critic, his
. ‘wWork has helped form a basis for Garrison's probe. The
.. second piece is an exclusive AIC interview.with Prdfessor

* - . Richard Popkin, author of The Second Oswald, editor¥ of the

journal Higtory of Philosophy, and Chairman of the Depart-

ment of Phllosophy at the Unlvev 1ty of Callfornxa in

San Diego. :
. 5*_¥4Sh' : P. b Nlchols
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:‘IEqulres time and effort to study and understand, Epstein

. each of whom had his own errors to hide. Most active of these

. WTOP radio in Washington and I phoned in to challenge him,
-He hysterlcally refused to confront me. He had begun by
;nsaylng ‘he had written a review of it for Esquire. Forgettlng

Jserivening, which is an obvious, contrived character assass-
=~ ination of Jim Garrison, the only publlc official to dare

page 2.
EPSTEIN: BSSASSIN _ |

Edward J. Epstein became a"critic" of the Warren Commission ;
by his unquestlonlng acceptance of its basic false conclusion:
Oswald- Assassin.

He became a "scholar” with the least scholarly work,
quiet 1anguage, ‘and the touting of a sycophant press. So
deficient is his own “"scholarship'™ that Sylvia Meagher’ d1d
hxs notes, by far the best thing in Inggest.

~Ignoring most of the Conmission’s "evidence”, whlch

used the journalistic approach, interviewing staff lawyers,

lawyers was Wesley J. Llebeler, who was in charge of "con-
spiracy”, which the commission never investigated. In feeding
Epstein the pablum of his Lkook, Liebeler converted the '’
“gscholar" into the vehicle for his own self-justification.
Liebeler was in charge of the llew Orleans apology for an
investigation (strnnge Epste+n failed to mention this“in his
7/13/68 New Yorker piece, imn't it?). As Liebeler put it,

his colleague, Albert Jenner, was too busy i unnlng for the
presidencyg of the American Bar Association. - = "m-

t.ovi Without Liebeler, no “"Inquest”.

' Epstein's writing on the autopsy was so wrong and so

weak his publisher welcomed backstspping help- from me,

Despite his pretense iif of having ransacked the Commission’s
files in the National Archives, Epstein had so little know-
ledge or interest that, on June 6, 1966, his publisher:-
asked my asgistance in getting into them.
S When the book was reprinted, after an amazlngly short
period in hardback, there was an appendix of Commission
documents on the autopsy which Epstein neither understood :
nor dug up for himself. They were from my work. They reached
him thirdhand. Thus, the success of his reprlnt. R

So brave and depenadble is Epstein as 'a‘'man and a
scholar that, when he lied about my first ‘book, Whitewash, on

this in his on-the-air torment, he asked how he could mis-
represent Whitewash when he had never read it? That “"review"
in Esgglre, nonetheless, was more honest than his New Yorker

test the findings of the Commission in open court.

- Garrison cannot win. The Epstein's defame him for not
having produced evidence that satisfies them. Were he to do

- 8 outside the courtroom, Fhey'd assail him because it is i

improper. If his case is as shallow as the Epsteins pretend,
why cannot.they and the Shaw defense (led by the:Federal
Government, which has openly intruded in a purely state

iz matter) let Garrison fall on his face in court, in publlc?
-;uff Shaw is so- innocent, why must his lawyers extend ‘the

"Phlladelphla“ practice, inventing devices so transparent
that Shaw's friends ncw decry them to me? The basic right of
a defendant is to a speedy trial. That has been denied Shaw
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by his counsel alone, for Garrison has opposed all the
delays, each of which, since September 15, 1967, the
-date- 'he set for the trial, :was an invention of the defense.

spensiw & Ithdg fiet® posglble to ‘review Epstein's 25,000 word

5,
LEy

-

'cﬂarticle in this- 11mited space. Thergfoxe, I take as a:toush-.
no-stone hi§ Yedson for saylng He considered "that Garrison
< might -just have stumbled on something”, the opening of his
, sarticle and-a hackneyed llterary device he cannot mean, for
-+t would prové him-wréhg. What He ‘theze presents, described
by -him as it ‘seemed €6 me", suggestlng that it is from his
--book, . is ‘entirely ‘of différent origin- my uﬁcredlted
Oswald in New Orleans. NONE of it is in his book! Here his
Iiteramw 11ghtf1nﬁer1nﬁ¥“s ‘weak 'and undergtat d, inaccurate
~-Aand:so 'inadequate ‘and “incgmplete that it zan :alxly be
.. degcribed as a nlsrepreQEﬂtatloﬂ of the evidénce.”” .
% 7 He concludes this distillztion of unrefrlgerat%gL
- overnight. milk-toast" with the statement, "All this infor-
¢ mation was in the Ksnds JSFf the CommlBSLcﬂ, vet none of these
a0 hree men was ‘guesticred bymuhe Commnission or its staff."
.ir Need I.recall that -this wdS the function of his unblamed
and- uncredited. benafactor, the man who made Epstein‘'s book,
wealth and career possibis, Weséév J. Liebeler- and no one
else~ not the "staff" or the memmers bf the Commission?

That all azsastination evifence relating to New Orleans
escaped Epsteim ifi-his own ook is not worth his ackngwledge-
-ment in-the New Yorker. Insteéad, he bribs it, pretends it is
. his,-and is merrily after” Garrlson, who cannot defend himself.
ﬁri' . 'Those who know the matérial can go through ‘Epstein's

glean—language diatribe and easmly spot h"}-un;qne and unend-
Jlﬂg blend of ignoramcd andivenom. His omriissions,are even

(50 wWoerse., Examples: The ~€tcused Davlid Ferrie was~known- to the

a+ ~g@vernment and to Eﬁwhelh' "benefactor, Liebeler- to have
~threatened the President's’ life.” The government, the Warren
=,‘Reﬁgrt?‘L1ebele& and Epstein” ;?l-guppress this.

. :The;Cuban Revolutlcnavy Council, 'whose address Oswald
~used.-and-with which Fertrie was 1nh1mate1y associated, was
organized, directed, and financed by the CIA- to Liebeler s
knowledge. Suppressed. Ferrie worked fof' the CIA. Suppressed.

-~ Instead the Report suys, strdightfacedly, as though it
had meaning, "The Commissicn has not been 'able to find any

'::“other indication that Oswald had rented an offlce in New

.;Orleans." (emphasis added) ‘What has "rent ting" ‘té 'do with it?
.He did use-that address, and it was a very spec1al CIia-
‘revanchist-Cuban address, .as I exposed for the ‘first thme
in Oswald in New Orlieans,:which Epstein has read. He, with-
out attribution, quotes: from it my having learned that.
Ferrie s hair loss was not romantic but from alopécia, a
prosazc disease. Oswald's CIA éonnections and’ ‘his connections
wzth those of the: FBI were unworthy’ of Epsteln'@‘llftlng.
Only the-tr1v1al-wqrranted that.” -

.Then. there are the lies. Samples: Wt HBUTER S

That Garrison tried to bribe Ferrids' former éompanlon
and heir, .Alvin Beauboeuf, and that a- tape-recording exists

.,ﬂand was played by NBC. Immediate investigation by* the &ntl—

~.Garrison police had proved this false. and that “the" tqpé was
,deceptzvely edited. This cannot ‘be accidental. Furthérﬁ

.-Beauboeuf voluntarily told repoi ter Bob Scott no effqrt was
@ade to bribe hlm. '
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. The Truth is opposite; NBC did ty to subvert a witnesd
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i i

*and seemin ly succeeded. I have statements from four people

involved, including a long, voluntary tape-recorded descrip-
tion 6f it by the man approached. He sat in my New Orleans’

- motel room nine months ago until 5 AM; turning the tape off
when he wanted, and spilled his guts. More recently, he

described in advance the frame-up prepared in m’swew the
event Garrison succeeds in his to-date fruétrgﬁed efforts to

.get this into court.

, Jack Martin, former associate of Ferrie and the ex-FBI
racist, intelligence helper and detective-agency operator,
Guy Banister, did not, as Epstein clamors, "admit” making &’
false report. The Secret Service simply lied to avoid the
early evidence of conspiracy. In fact, the Dallas? Secret

,r

-flﬁervice; within an hour of the assassination, asked the New
“Orleans Secret Service to make an immediate investigation of

one Jack Martin and his knowledge of the assassination- also
suppressed by the Warren Report, Liebeler, and Epstein. I
have. these reports. 5 23

~ Also not meriting Epstein's or the government's or

'Liebeler's or the Warren Report's interest is the fact that
.. Jack Martin arranged for the CRC's office space in the building
Banister was in. He confirms this to me. This was carefully

hidden by the FBI and everyone else, including Liebeler and
Epstein. But the Secret Service knew and reported it. Liebeler
knew it, and so did Epstein. The language of the December 9,
1963, report is more vague than it need be. It says that "Jack
S. Martin...had brought Sergio Arcacha Smith and Carlos Quiroga®

‘to the owner "and recommended them to him as prospective tenants”.
~Arcacha was then New Orleans' CRC chief. He participated in a
. .munitions heist for the Cubans. Texas Governor John:Connally

refuses to send him to testify before the New Orleans Grand

such trivialities.) . _ o o
& Lawyer Dean Andrews did not, as Epstein says, give the FBI

"Jufy, (With 25,000 words, Epstein, naturally, had no space for

'Hffééveral different descriptions” of Clay Bertrand. The:truth is-

that,. when they hounded him (like cancer, he said), ‘he told h=mx

" . them to say whatever pleased them, being unable to.get rid o
.them any, other way. He gave them only a single description. -

1

: And is it at all conceivable that the FBI could’ launch
a large-scale investigation of New Orleans'. homosexiials” named
"Clay" while avoiding the reputed queen bee, Clay Shaw?.Even

Leon D. Hubert, later district attorney and still lateér a
‘Warren Commission lawyer, in writing his Warren Easton High

School 1928 class predictions, crystal-balled Shaw into. arrest
as a female impersonator. That same vearbook reported the
class's two most popular' actresses: Clara Bow- and Shaw! Yet

. the Warren Commission ighores him, and the Attorney General
. says he was not investigated at all. = :

- Were Garrison td discuss any of his evidence in-public,

;:thg.gnggwould~bE'thrown out of court. This ds proper. What

is not proper is the ceaseless flagellating by the begowned
finks, the unended slanders and partisanship of the govern-
ment-apoligizing press, the refusal of the major media to
present what they can of the New Orleans® evidence. A month
before publication of Epstein's scatology, I asked the New
Yorker for the same opportunity provided him and promised

to restrict myself to the dvidence, so its readers might have
some glimmer of what it is. The request is unanswered. I have .
hurdrminxs
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hundreds “of.pages .of .the suppresse&;'énce—éecret documents
they can uge. The New Yorker doesn't want:ithem, and its readers

“fiay “flot.see them. . . LT Hiswer . _

© 7 Is'it not past time for theé first judicial determina-
tion of fact relating to the murder of an>American President?

v . Is the public also not entitled to a fxree and fair trial,

“ncéntaminated by defense propaganda and offimial and un-

_'official intrusions?. - Ioi ey
e - Should not:the.inhibitions imposed on the prosecution

‘be imposed -on the defense? If it is wrong for the prosecution
to engage in pre-trial propaganda, how can it be right for the
other side? If the trial cannot be free or fair if the. pro-
secution or those associated with it speak out, how.can it be
if the other side is permitted to, without restraint? .
...+ Epstein sells bile, ignorance, and error:for tainted
“iilpersonal -profit. He is a cowaxrd who will not' face.me in any
forumiof his choosing for a debate on the evidenge of. the
New Orleans' aspect of the assassination, as I herewjth.

‘ehallengei him .to do. He is a literary nightésneakﬁlyhg;fiﬁs

“ii'and runs, but will not face. He dare not. - .., G s B
¢ - There’is no piblic official with whom it is not pgssible
;77 Jgordisagree. Garrison is no exception. He, like the others, is
* ' "human; and, like all of us, fallible. But he is dedicated, sin-
. “'“cere, and hardworking to the jeopardy of his health. Hejiis
"~ risking his life with no possibility of personal profit. -And
he is, I believe, quite right. He is the victim of an enormous
- campaign, of a. magnitude never before leveled against a. local
‘" official. From the President down, the might, majesty and
awesome power of .the Federal Government is arrayed against him-
and that of the lickspittle press and its pen prostitutes.
© U+ up/This, and such dishonest writing as Epstein's; will ul-
- timatiely convince thinking people there has to-be 8o - reason
for theiceasetess campaign against Garrison and the steadfast
i vefusakref.any major néwspaper or magazine to print a ;story
rwithoany @fthe available evidence showing the official account
20f the Pyesident's mudder is false. - ,, ;
wiznzinTheireason.is clear: the government cannot tolerate any |
‘Jjudicial.determination of fact. There can be none that does
‘3 not-destroy the Warren Report.’ . e
> av. “ ~fo destroy the Warren Report is to re-write Macbeth, for
? there was federal. involvement in John Kennedy's murder. Its
whitewash also is federal. - L
PR ‘* Epstein is only one of the well-paid and easily~bought
sycophants. T B '

=
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PG F e o S ey L “ooiiJuly 14, 1968

- For books.on.the assassination:of President Kennedy, we suggest ;

. yourtry;Blue,Dgor .Books at 3823 5th Ave..in Hillcrest, San Diego, |

©5* nmext.to'the Guild Theater. They now have in stock such important |

- #aworks. as.8ix .Seconds in Dallas by Josiah Thompson, The. Second Oswald

7 Yby Richard Popkin, and A Citizen's Dissent, Mark Lane's latest f

- "book, which will be reviewed ina later newsletter. The Blue Door '

¢ is also ordering some of the books that are harder to come by=-- |

i+ like Weisberg's Oswald- in New Orleans and Ray Marcus® The i
Bastard Bullet. For a free bibliography of all books on the !
subject, pro and con, write the AIC: s o '

thay 7

[ #n g &




page 6.
TRANSCRIPT OF TAPED INTERVIEW WITH PROF. RICHARD POPKIN, 7/20/68

Q.: The flrst questlon, Dl. Popkin, concerns one of Epstein's.
claims that if Oswald is lnnocent, as Garrison alleges, then
this "creates compllcatlons in the case of Clay Shaw, who was,
after all, indicted for a conspiracy that lnvolved Lee Harvey
Oswald.. " Is, this so?

A, My.: 1mpressmon -is that Garrison has been.holdlng the theory
all along that Oswald is innocent of the shooting but not:in-
nocent of the conspiracy. I think two things are belng mixed
up here: that Garrison has held that Oswald's role is ‘that of

‘a decoy.to get the police to follow hlm, -and Garrison.has been

follow1ng the trail of two-Oswalds. He 'seéems to have found a
fair amount of .evidence that there was a second Oswald flgure
in New Orleans as faﬁ back as 1961. -

Q. How reliable are Epstein’'s sources of information? For ex-
ample, ‘Thomas Be:hell and Iilfe correspondent Richard Billings?
A. The sources vary a great deal. Bethell has been a‘very hard
working ;member:of Garrigons staff, and I've always found him
extremely "ellable. Billings I'ye never met; but-- I think I
did meet him once in New Orleans-- and he was with Garrison-for

;@ long time and knows a gcod deal of information. Some of the

other sources I think ave fairly unreliable, like Mr. Gurvich,

:;who was once an investigator for. Garrison and who has testified

agalnst -Garrison before’ .Fa_ﬂew Orleans Grand Jury, which didn't
‘choose to bélieve him. He testified at Dean Andrews trial and

~his testimony was not taken seriouslythere, so I don't think he's
..shown up as a particularly reliable source. Epstein also uses

some of the pzople who zre used on the NBC program, who seem

~ . to have been thoroughly discreditedk by the New Orleans’ news-

pPapers and by the New Orlcans' Grand Jury.

Q. Epstein says that Richard Nagell, who became a Garrlson
witness through your assistance, suffered brain damage in an
airplane crash in 1957 and was rejected as a court witness.
Is this true, and do you counsider Nagell reliable?

. A. Nagell, as far as I know, has never been a witness for Gar-

rison. Garrison has met him once, but Nagell has never come

. and testified before the Grand Jury in New Orleans. He was in an

airplane crash back around 1957, which caused him extensive
brain damage. Thereazafter, he was on active service for the

- United States’ Mll%tary Intelligence, so he seems to have been

quite functional. Ifve never met him, but people who have claim
he's quite rational and seems to know what he's doing. As far

;a8 I know, the only twrial in which he's been involved was his

own, so I don‘t know where Epstein gets the 1nformatlon that
the court refused to have him as a witness. i

Q. Do you think Epstein has changed his opinion and is now a
defender of the conclusions reached by the Warren Report?

A, From my knowledge of Epstein, he's had very cautious views
in public and somewhat different views in prlvate. -I"haven't

.. 8een him since March or April, 1967, at which timé what he. was
- willing to say in public was that there are difficulties with
- the Warren Commission, that there are unanswered questions.

But he was unwllllng to go as far as others of us who say that

. other theories are more llkely or that something else was true.

I think that he's, even in the New Yorker article, still about
in.'that position of indicating that there are certain things
that seem dubious about’ the Warren Commission; but he's very
much against the proposed solution of Garrison's. :

Q
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..+ Q. According to Epstein, Garrison issudd a warrant for the ar-
rest of Edgar Eugene Bradley solely on the basis of an anon-
oo oymous “létteéralleging that "Bradley had once made imflammatory
.. . comments - 6n ‘President’ Kennedy." Do-you consider 'this to be true?
e oBie T just don't know what the sequence ‘of events was prior to
- -ordering -the-indictment .of Bradley. I know ‘subsequently Ive
. ¢z niheard §f and ‘seen ‘other evidence which gives reasonable grounds’
. ¢ . forisuspecting Bradley. I, myself, have doubts that he was in-
' volved; but I think there's much more evidence than Epstein
indicates in the article. - . ' :
Q. Would you comment on the apparent schism involving Mark ?ﬂ
.. -:Lane;-Harold Weisberg and Garrison on the one hand; and Sylvia ey
.. - :Mpagher, :Bpstein, and David.Lifton, who have-all, in their own :
. .-Way, ‘recently attacked Garrison's inquiry? - E s
. .. -A.-I.don't know what each persorn’s reason is for the atand they're|.:.
... ... taking. Since Garrison®s come to the fore, some people like e
v .o -y -Sylvia Meagher have been exztremely skeptical; and some of Garrise| .
. .- -Son's public statements have disturbed her, made her feel he was
T _not taking dccount of the facts, that he was mixing them up.
... .And as a result she's been extrvemely critical of the develop-
... .. ment of. Garrison's case. She has spoken out at wvarious stages
1 . .:.©f this, at things she found were very dubious; and I gather
... 7 it's her position that one has to .stick to.just the facts and
"0 ;... not do.any speculating, and make sure that the facts are kept

_-pure and pristing. I know that Mark Lane and Weisberg have been
! working with Garrison and have apparently found what he's doing
- -:er - cuite .convincing and along the lines which they previously
- thought would be productive. In the case of Lifton, as far as
I know, he's friendly with one of the people Garrison suspects,
Mr. Thornley, and seems convinced that Garrison is trying to
railroad Thornley and force him into the case, when Lifton
believes he's innocent. So I think there are all sorts of rea-
sons depending on one's own investigation, onefs own standards,
one's own outlook as to where one fits into all this.
Q. Are the critics concerned about finding the truth, or do
they just like to be critical?
A. I think I would have to say-- I haven't met all the critics-
All of us probably hopefully want to bring the truth out about
this. Each person has his own way of doing it and gets very
attached to the particular interests that started him, the par-
ticular line of development he goes into. I think there's a lot
of petty jealousies involved in the group, and I think that un-
fortunately the financial rewards involved in being a critic haw
led some people astrvy and have led them to do certain things
which they might not have done otherwise.
Q. Finally, Dr. Popkin, would you give us your opinions i
generally regarding Epstein's attack? 7
A. I found it's a queer mix of facts, half facts, rumors and
very dubious information from people hostile to Garrison.
Epstein has compressed all this to make it look like every-
thing's on the same level. I think it would take an awful lot
of work to disentangle what hefs saying en almost any page
as to how much of it has a factual base, how much of it is
rumor that he has heard from people, how much of it are charges
that have been made by people like Gurvich against Garrison,
which haven't been substantiated anywhere except by Gurvich's
statement of them. And also that he tends to take facts and
information and rumors and so on, that occured over a year and
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i;a half's perlod ‘and” compresses them -all. into simultaneous
'events, so: that-a. staeemone made Dby - Garxlson at oné. tlme is
poundediupon on the ba51 oi 1nformatmema ‘or statements he
madé a'year and a. half’ later in a ‘totally different context.

. So I think it's a. quite unfair presentat1en, which hae some
_factual base, but which also has a lot of. very dubleus elements
,1n ¢t.fr {end.o; lnLeVVLew) e B g ‘ _

CLOSING NOTE ! : t '
”Prevmo&s issgues oF thiz AIC Neweleeter were mailed at reduced

_frate using a bulk mailing permit generously provided to us by
“the' Peace and Fresdom Pgrty. Postal regulations required their
8 x,:name on the outek.cavee, this explains why your. lagt newsletter
k. .may ‘have had "Pea ce;nqd Frzedom" juxtaposed with our return
address.: We have had =2 few complaints based on an erronepus im-
= pr9551on of a tie to;,P&F stwonger than monetery. c ons;deratlons
' and Post Office- vegueetl ﬁqr We wisih to acknowledge: the gen-
erosity of P&F in letfing us use their stamp, and. alep note
that theirs is the only pdiitigal party calling. for a fe—lnves- i
‘tigation. We Hape other p011L¢Cﬂl groups will follew su1te.. i
' Nevertheless, we wanrt fto remain 1neependent ‘of even the ‘weakest i
.. ."sorts of ties,-and therefore we are obtaingng.our. own bulk stamp, |
“_at cons lderabln expense to us. Support us:by sending’ checks to: |
- : MquIhr ION INQUIRY: COMMITTEE ’
g e T 4/@8 Szratoga Avenue, San Diego, Cale1 92107 ;
-fidetore of nems .ettets:, A. George Abbott, M.D. - e
, i : - Prescott S Hichols
'-I_'.' i i @ 1'30}1"—".{‘ """‘1311 é.y(’ M.D.
8 e F Jon Olson” r; P
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