9/27/67
Dear Sylvia,

Gl=é vou ere getting better. L have slowed dowa %o tie point tiet I sleep
fomctimes ss much ss 5¢ heurs. There is too muoch 4o do sru I Teel it shouic sl have
heen done hefors this,

49 Lene {nforsmation is frow dal Vers, sho saw nim end bugust. Loo-kc
snrrosedly or press snd this subject. An honest job on that could bYe 4mnortant. 1've
bern asked to do 1t but canniot. ...l8ne is lo-kig. for putlicity. On this sspect, where
his public position is otaarwise, he caz e 1t only Lrom 148 TLOWee..four commenta
on the W.G., «2re reslly undersiagement s. The only reason L 0t any mention thore ut all
iz beeaus=e thar hed tn Lizten %o Pglfrase then, His daugatar sant nim 2 copy @7 iy
banke Tha H.G@. 4id not anovwer a latter I wrote tasm, #s Arncni sod other, b fore
prizting, You eould adl o your comient on Lage how ostentaclouzly he omits :unt
perticuler footnove. I wonder if tais incident is Aot typiesl of the men, whose othar
charantar dofac%e we 211 have o live withv Magzies comiznt remands mo of Fuwah lwnve
Loag 2alt: with Epstaein nobt wers of our "gwoayp', sside from Lans, whe is there whia
counes "schisms”s Are 3ll of us to accept his various houses in zilence %o avond
"achiame": I rather shinlc the rush o us CooODeIave ratier walld Serndps you explzin
1er silanee, which I hsd ettribated to aac pravccupation wisa asee duok, plag = wrip
out there fr, smng nther things, a resl eflort o bsard Lisbelos and Fli, foo aom
I'm 1naded. She hee been =1lant, i asked for tus naee of Bar baok s0 = 2ould include
A rtaferaies 5 4t in the an2 1've just finished drafting and she b8s=n_t responded, Hor
has Zteve Burtan, I elao wmder if they are oul out wt my ettituds toward toe OB
thing., I zen* ttem copies At the lengz commentary I prepared as a first sten o doing
semethine, aeking har sud their comment vrior to doing suytbing with i. wcd ths voply
has been siisnge from them snd Sill. = have sonpalial counsel sug ay pesition gaputra
To be dilferant beceust there scoms o bLe o prime Tascie crua of wetusl plagierisn snd
8 vi#blz cuestion of shet *ho lacyels o911 ‘cobLlisob” $4 tie® - had cecposad to ihem what
thev did (ssve for doctring nd, they seid they wouldn © do Lo, There lore, 1 mae what
L 724 perzeral. T belisve I didn ¢ send veu £ coly Hectusw JOU were go cusy and 1o ois
75 veges longs without iriroductiBn or conclusion. This st% %ude soward him enn bs most
hurtful to tho-s Who hold it., + asd to declise a Tlugooy o0ler to elobter him for what
he d1d to m= In tvheir interview whon they Llanoned 1% sac dicued nms, Zor “us", net e
hime. Therz will ©e no end %o tness things end I regord a:z the wmost scrious extans
threet what he ssid in “'ew Urlssns, I ras wlth Richurd Towiley uhen Lzme told us *he
LA ber grovn h- ad:resces thet doy rac enjeine’ him L writing foom acimert con +ho N.O.
cese-ar” he o lewyerl I think o rhops vou kaow of 1ittle o2 @y feelin; whea there ig
tcetal silenece sbout the things he did to wa wien, o8 with the Floyboy piece efd *‘he
Zapruder film, there was such silence from ell.

I do ro* beliebe, o= vou imply, tiet Carriscn belicsvee or hes said tlet
Csweld wes & member of s conspireey to killi Zemnecy, * thiuk he beliives othervi ee,
althourh I slso think he believes all the Uswelds who neve apreared msy be the rsal
one. Ur did before I went dewn. I wish you could see 81> of my etuff on thig, incdefen-
dent of Gerrison's as it is, I heerd from the ¥imes of “ondon, which resd the ms, just
yesterdsy. They feund it "very persussive", My greest fearshis thet the cesse will be
thrown out of court or thet parte of 1t will be hecaucs of whet hes happened,

I did not responc to the Playboy letter Tor Aiff:rent r2gscns, T heve Deen
in touch since befors they did the Lane interview, I think it will do ne geod to tell
them I do not reuse the condoms of others, and whet else can I cay?



Your own strong teelings ars very clear. However, I reelly do not think it
is rign© to call ilsggie uuprineipled, and I do noc think she ie. Aside from Lene,
where thers ilc an old personsl relaticnship and perheps the justified feelins thet
he zlone reised his Woice et the beginning, regardless of motive an | whether or nct
Le wae respenzible -znd for thet 1 believs he daserves cradit and I slmeys seek %o
give it to hime= 187 1s belween you sndhor end you and cthers is reglly vour
cettituGe tomexrl Carriscr, As I 4ried to tell you, 1 believe veu should let history
ret yussicr wride ithe spover. Yore of us hows whait he rezlly has or doesn't heve.
I know what * heve E‘.ud heve tried to asssure you thet I sincerely helisve it is
ercrglk teo establiceh in the nminds of resscnzdle non the Tset thet he 1g on the
Suproze it furms cul ths%t you heve besn wrong because thare ie= @o mmien

. + ~»
of 1T thet you do not krsis 1 sdcourages yuu zct o break 2 long frisndship $hai had
o heve o sbrons btosisg to exists

Thiz zowsy af thing czn b: vary hurtful tco sll of us. I Aam prihzps mors
azeutely awsrs of it Wmosiaias of the "1"11'1 i'ﬂ eriges with wa»ich it helns confront me
=i R wondiz 3§ $oinsd : whizh I rogsrdi &3 very inportant,
r 1 h 4%, but 1 neave seen no
byelepig 8 b2an toll is important, thouegh
I recell oo ’*3'3*-~0'*3t M At =ad I rok o ragpone? whed T onsgked if ths bookstoras out
thers eoull he check:d,

B orzsamser thad pea 2oall, afthopt e d o you 2onscisnss, 2ocoperste
with the docotrine of The Zoatedn nonk, Azide from %b- rerssnal feselins, can you not
g3 eerily heve 2 similor sttisuda Sowspd Mepcis:

(U

B o

T'm@e of u=2 w‘u Toles A 3apions attiteods bowvard thie should aow Peaciion
curselvas, Jfortunstely 1z %2¢ anly where (I de mot sey "smongz us"). Thnere mist
y niilferances of i tacen indepandant twaple wha hav: thsir odn atiltudss sand
i sfrom ynu mar kivs osezlsted this, =1 L encoursigs you
whathsr 1% 12 2os2ivls,

Thzvra 229 thoze shout whom L foine L aAnre rey »n fov guestion. Aogut hem
rezain silsacs, Tharsfara, L have z3kzd vou 327 Megels 5o wake no geniisn of #asl

1 YMays sant 7o $mn alone. This i8 not the agme, hewever, @3 Tishting -or netvinz.

The sitoathsr ta mot rond. There are $3o np=y ~dovls 9o vhon & ews 2ot

vime, evin cffar I pave wrissan. Toom Ghls 1 ease 1t wa8T vaey

i hove donc or enid or Lave pleques of which I an not couacious.
12t woer, kvevringe I iave intendad nothing what could justidy this.

I hepe it can he %ept to & minimem end te the degree com*\"’ $ibls with good conacience,

gubEimeted. Towover, I 2m troudled by it Berore L plen for thi- »-zteccust 521ip, 1'11

write Bil: agrin, heve no ‘maviedrn of the pub dute ~f Caweld Tu sew Urlacns. £t will

be ahout Hwa wacoke afiar Shed,

Board in Soo iong o
isqrn e of thing
I must lasw 2+ tas
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T
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Yasterasr I Tinelly hoera 2rom Penne. Thney nsve tro.bles, tosce I nsa ruferred
@ magezi-a to Lim, fzeling » story in the "mysterin'as deztihs’ shoulu ue hke. “@ has
sirned & contract with Award, srd Award hes Tumer doins a book én Garrison....Just got
a cell from the peinter whc is to do scme %ouching up at our nem home end i must get
thers %o let him in....%2'l]l soon move cur bodies then drag the rest. I'll lies. you

kncw when. We'll have privete space for visitors then. J put it this wey because 1t
will be some time beiore we cen afford to furnish it decently. Chin upl

Begt regerds,



23 September 1907
Dear Harold,

Your letters of the 9th and 22nd both arrived today to find me convalescing from
a siege of acute bronchial asthma, for which I had to have nurses around the cleck
earlier this week. I am much betier now, but of course have little energy as yet
and a mood of gloom and irritatiou. I won't make this a very loug letter but I did
want to thank you for writing., Your own fatigue is evident awd I would like to urge
you very seriously not to push yourself into illness, with all the attendaut problems
and loss of time. You must force yourself to slow down.

I am not clear on your references to Lape and his book. What is the subject of
hks book—the New Orleans affair? or (as I had heard earlier) the detention camps
on the West Coast? Did Lane actually write a book by himself? And has CBS purchased
Holt Rinehart and Winston? That I did wot know., Fraukly, I canuot unddrstand why
Lane is willing to be Garrison's resident-critic. It is not like him to wish to share
headlines or glory with a man who is no less a publicity-hunter than he himself; and it
is inconceivable to me that Lane should be willing to risk his own reputation in a cause
that seems to be in ever greater trouble. His view of Garrison these days seems to be
far less confident than when he made his 3/29/67 promouncement to the world about how
he had been allowed to see all aund how Garrison would turn the country on its ear. I
hear from a reliable source that before leaving Californmia, Lane said that Heaven should
help Jim if all he has is Russo, and that Russo is all he has, so far as he (Lane) knows.
To reconcile this with his earlier proclamatioa T3 beyoud my feeble powers; nor can my
imagination cope with the possibilities inherent in a situation where two men with as
little concern for accuracy, consistency, or ethics as these two, Garrison and Lane,
decide to travel in tandem.

I had a very serious run-in with Lane. I did not have enmough copies to be able to
send you an exchaunge of letters with him. He had long ago volunteered a jacket gquote
for my book but of course he did not send it in time (in my opinion, he did not mail it
at all but pretended it went lost, ultimately sending me the original on which he had
written "copy"). Ockeue had to get it at the 1lth hour by phone. And it was a very
generous comment, for which I was gemwinely grateful. But when I finally received the
"eopy" of the "lost" letter, it contained not only the jacket quote but a very nasty
and wholly unjustified attack on me, for uot having mentioned in my book (in an appendix
on the news media and the WR) the National Guardian. Lane very sarcastically accused me
of deliberately making no refereuce to the NG because of political cowardice or disaffection.
He had uo basis whatever for assuming that the omission was either deliberate (in fact it
was a mers oversight, largely because the NG did little or nothing after the WR came out,
aud it was that period with which my appendix dealt) or for the nas®y reasons he implied.
This would have been enough to outrage and disgust me, in itselfw~=but, what is far worse,
Laue himself, in his own book, had carefully systematically and deliberately avoided all
mention of the NG, on the jacket, in the acknowledgements, in the text and in the footnotesl

My reply was, as you can imagine, a real blast, in which I reminded him, inter alia,
that T was not obliged to be holier than the Pope and cited chapter and verse from his
book showing how meticuleusly he had avoided identifying the NG as the only publicatien
willing to print his brief for IHO and as the sponsor of his public lectures. I emphasized
that I expected him to reconsider what he had written me and to betract it. lNo one who
saw or heard about this exchange could find one atom of excuse for lLane's stupidity,
hypocrisy, or unfairnese in attacking me on an issue totally unrelated to me or my book
but on which he himself is vulnerable, not to say contemptible (I happen to know that the
then-editor of the NG is bitter at Lane's studious disassociation from the publication
the moment he no longer needed its help). "No one" is not quite accurate, though-=I am
sorry to say that Maggie, whose immediate and full support I must admit I expected and
even took for granted, was quite sympathetic to Lane (who was theu her house-guest) and

when I asked her her reaction to my exchange of letters with him, she merely made some
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pious sounds of distress about how guful it was that so many schisms were developing in
our small group. (I have never considered myself part of a group that included Lane,
except in the broadest sense--I have never worked with him, entertained him, confided in
him, consulted him, or sent him copies of my correspondence.) When I pressed her, she
did acknowledge, as laconically as possible, that I was "right" in that Laue himself had
not mentioned the NG (if she could have found some excuse for him, I suspect she would
have), but again she tended to equate his position and mine, or to consider the merits
irrelevant, out of concern for the so-called schisms.

Franily, I was very disappointed to know that she not taken a strong pesition with
Lane, and offended by her double standard in re: "schisms." Some months age she ifvolved
Several of us in a "schism" she was having with Iifton. I am never wailliag to take
a position where the merits are crystal-clear aud I did feel that Lifton was dead wroug.
I vetoed her suggestion of a letter to Lifton to be signed by all the critics, excommunicati
him (so to speak), on the grounds that it would wind up in the press and overjoy the Liebele
Schiller/Specter axis--and she agreed at once that her idea should be dropped. However, I
did stick my neck out by writing to one of our colleagues to warn him against Lifton, purely
on the basis of what Maggie had related of his activities at that time, on the understanding
that Maggie would also write personally to the same colleagus. Well, she failed to do that
so in the end an exhortation not to be a "caunibalistic paranoid" was addressed, by our
colleague in question, to me-—for something in which I was not even involved except in
my suport of Magziel Well, Laue's attack on me was if anything even worse than the
earlier Lifton incident; but instead of getting support from Maggie, I got a kind of
disapproving or distressed neutrality, and Lane got wined and dined together with his
cheap sidekick Mort Sahl-—appareuntly their names are so dagzling in Beverly Hills as
to cover a multitude of their sins against lesser friends.

I don't think that this in itself would have caused any fatal rupture between Maggie
and me, although it would have cast a very serious shadow over our relationship. But
there has been a fatal rupture, the other day, on the issue of Garrison. This is not
persoual, in the sense that the Lane incident was personal as between Maggie and me, but
it is far more importaut. She was aud perhaps still is in New York and when she called
me the other day we had words about Carrison, brief but bitter words, which have left me
without willingness to comtinue my relationship with Maggie. As I understand her
position, something that is a dishonest and rotten fraud when Specter does it is only
a "mistake" wheu Garrison does it (or when Lane does); and when I asked, not unnatwrally,
why Specter too cannot be indulged his "mistakes" her answer was that they (the WC gang)
made 80 many more 'mistakes" than Garrison and that she did not wish to discuss it. I said
that if we could not discuss that, then there was nothing for us to discuss at all; and she
agreed, and that was that. What I did not have the courage to tell her until after this
painful and trawmatic conversation, when I did say it in a letter, is that I have been
very shocked and very reseutful for some months about the way in which Maggie smoothly and
complacently chauged from being the most ferocious of the advocates (among the eritics) of
Oswald's complete innocence to resignation to his guilt as a member of the conspiracy to
assassinate JFK---purely on the story of that rather sordid Russo, unsupported even by the
kind of facade of circumstantial and physical evidence that the WR indicted Oswald with.
When I recall Maggie's vehement feelings against certain critics, because they thought
Oswald was implicated, or even because it took them too long to come to the realization
that he mkght have been nothing more than a fall-guy and wholly innocent, when I remember
her scorn and intolerance toward someone who has done very sound work and made a real
contribution, merely because he was late in understanding that Oswald was the vietim of
a monstrons injustice, and compare her subsequeut easy faith in Russo's confabulations
and her instant couversion to the thesis of Oswald's guilt (in the planning, at least,
of the murder), I have to say that I am angered beyond words and disgusted and ashamed.

I think our whole "fiiendship" was a horrible mistake and a momment to my own stupidity.

T have no friendship with ANYONE nor will I ever have a friendship sufficieut te
reconcile me to the lies and fabricastions against Oswald, whether by the WC or by the
DA, or sufficiemt to persuade me to keep silent when my conscience and my convictions

tell me to speak out loud aud clear, Bubt uow I must really stop, time for my next pills,etc
ATl the best,

b



