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Jeor Sylvi-,

To 211 ssve Urehon, of Mom until your litter af +ie ota I hoa't hewrd, I'11
b2 mendin” or hrva sent indexes,

I've hard froa 0'Oonrel ly Flelds, Liften, farcus, Ccstellsmo na Verb,

T1Eh reeard to ‘opting I hive neither the 11w ner dissosition to go dnto 14
2t lemobhe 1L £4 15 apeesEnry to voint out te you tlae dishopesty, then in this you
e ilann, far evrn ired s urswfard, emtir-ly =l 4hiont 1oigp disenssisn op Jromzting,
Nl ouY At ks Y OO oadinl 3% outk,

I aid writs th: 'l=vw Yark “eview, nd I responded Lo 4 L rowtn but ewssive
resvonse. Dt In my Jirsh letter I pecifles i we =« privats l=tter, nenee I thinl:
L zheul’ net bDe aieins 2avies. Beesusn I n ove Intsnded 1t Zor publie uge = I have
nEde @Oy wositloan alacr an tha Tslly of internecine warfnres, ¢lt.oush it WUld seem
thet Yo dote I on itz enlv Tiotim =1 do not *4uine i+ nropar fc mend © cony. In iy
Hrst Lstter I ol tpa nraf hodn't dene his Bomework ond hed usedl - nonye llg slso
misrapresanted the mublicstian drta, 07 4n tha 13 sht of shirt ng ifd, this eap hordly
be ragarded si zarid 2t:le 0 Ho  the torid kmowa ho's ¢ graay H87s 41d 01l these
thinges hs nratands he =lon= aug out of the 28 volumas Duor hizh ve =21l co4 our data
2Ts beratn L1y eraodited %o him, despite the faet *hot tn his kaowmledze but a0¢ )
hle v2Wovlnedrem nt this 1e no% he oases There Juot 4s n fehee the nor point o ceing
iote She “hnl. Lhins how.

a7y I corrant you on tha "first meation™ of W Fup Rapord thet gou =t ribute
to Vinoa: lot mo. Tiret 0dreat wnd unlezked Mrsct cuctati-n. There aps dozen relope
e MOT »eqerd 4n “HI™H AR, '
“he 1ast comaent on opkdn: There 1s no mijor ineidest in his story thed did not
FoTesr 40 his Imewlsise 4 Year peplier 41 HITm G 124 ho Enknaets zed none af i,
Cor in tke eatire immthy revisw is t ers the sligtitest dezoription af s e book er
She contents of the Bosk he ~rotended te review or, for 41+ -<itep, its hi torye
oy this iz not o auestion ot all of us findine the =olc Yhing, hetr in any sense. His
nriiele 15 pressakec as n reviaw, st least in pert. Dut thic oo ATd ba true vhatew r
ita s2iasthes,

ind nerd I telld Pou the cu mlntive efieset Ao cuch thinee, shother or not 111
intended, ‘uen 2s whet Vince snu «~rnoni dids Can you think oo - elogle libarel or
liberel-peteniin - wubli ‘atlon thed has paviewed HITEVA"H, or one thet . iantt et
3 COoPY: LT even uneticned ity I ¥no of 3ily the | atisnal Guerdian, snl they dii not
do thet in resyonse to the revies cony I sam them, but moen 14, ry tfber mmopla
Storted soldas thenm questiona,
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30 July 1966

Dear Harold,

Thanks for yow letters of the 20th and the 29th and particularly
for the index to Whitewash, which 1s a valuable addition to the book
and which T am glad to have. I assume that you have retained records
of mail orders for your book and would be able to send copies of the
index to Maggie (Mrs. Joseph A.) Field in Beverly Hills; ILillian Castellano
in Hollywood, Calif; David Lifton in Los ingeles; William Crehan at 7 west 96
Street, NYC; those are the friends a.d colleagues who come to my mind as
having indicated that they had ordered or received your book and I am sure
they will appreciate having the index no less than I do.

Yhen you send the index to ¥illiam Crehan, who incidentally is one of
those who was most enthusiastic about your Alsn Burke appearance, you might
ask Bill about tapes of that and of the Long Jokhn. If anmyone has them, 1
believe Bill is the person. It will be simpler for all concerned not to
rely on me as middleman, since I have been too busy always to give prompt
attention to such requests.

I am glad that things are going well for you and that you have sold
serialization rights. I believe that Rantam is doing 2d's book in paperbaclk
125,000 printing—I may be mistaicen because I was half-asleep when he called
one might and mentioned that. TWhich of my Califormia friends did you hear
from? I have about six contacts there, all splendid human beings so far as
my contacts with them revemal.

My opinion of the Goodwin review is that it was cautious and caleulated;
the NY Times story was more exciting because it expanded his views on the
bpasis of personzal interview. I toc have known about the Coodwin review for
some months. As for the Popkin piece, I am amazed at the suggestion that
any plagiarism was involved. What do you refer to? I am very careful
always to take into consideration paraliel discovery amd reasoning, which is
widespread among critics of the WR and almost inevitable. If you recall, I
felt impelled the very momemt I looked at your ms (on loan from Oscar——-his
second name was Collier, I believe) to send you a copy of my long chapter
on the Odio affair, so that you would have no grounds ever to suspect that
I had taken advantage of the opportunity to read your work. Those items
in your ganuscript which were new to me--the wet-tape dispenser, eitc.--I
wrote you indicating that they were new; and in my own ms, I incorporated

the wet-tape dispenser, with specific credit to you. I am not saying this



in order to boast of how ebthical I am; rather, I take it for granted, unless
and until there is proof to the contrary, that every critic operates on that
same basis. Of course, when I get a trochure from Holt Rinehart ete. in
which Mark Léue has the unblushing gall o claim first publication of the
12/9/63 FBI Sumary Report—-which was first mentioned as you well know by
Salandria in TMO--I consider that "proof to the contrary." Otherwise, I
would hesitate to charge or to believe plagiarism. Poplin seems to have
made an intensive study of the 26 volumes. Yor example, he is the first
one to publish a reference to the alleged encoubter of Tippit and IHO at
Dobbs bHouse restaurant—--an incident on which I have done a chapter in my
ms long, long ago——-I know he didn't 1ift it from me because he did not see
my ms; I don't believe that you have mentioned thatk incident in your book;
so T assume that he fournd the document by himself and is an honest student
of the H & E.

I should mention that I have heard rumors, and I am sure that they are
inaccurate rumors, about a letter of complaint you sent to the NY Review of
Books. Should you feel able to do so, I suggest that you send me a copy
or a summary of your letter to them, so that I am in a position to refute
any unfounded remaris about what you did or did not write. But that is up
to you; Just forget it, if you feel unable to circulate your lebter to the
¥ R of B.

I hope I have coversd all the points raised in your two letters. This
is the first opportunity I've had in weeks to type a letter—a real luxury.

oo

Best, as ever.



