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Dear Dick, 12/30/91

At supper last night at Hana's I had a second transitory oéhem:l.a. misspelled. I recog-
nized it by how I felt, Lil by how I loovked. This time I sat still until it passed off amd
I've been OK since. Even got ulmost 7 hours sleep last night. I decided to reduce my morning
walking to w)ﬁ( I cun do in the lab building when I get thei e eurly for the blood tes,timd
then will go for the physical therapy, which has tired me. I do not want to get too tired.
I've also delayed going out for the papers. As I snt and just thought instead of reading
with considerable sutisfection my mind returned to a NiTimes story I wus sent and got Sat.
It is not easy to copy but the part that is important to me was easy to copy. 1t is en-
closed or if I wréte more than this jage, will be én the other side of that.

I am in the very satisfying position or having said eurly on, as soon as : knew that
Stone wan basing his movie on Garrison's book = aund I said it to him - in different words
precisely what I've highlighted in the one paragraph I've marked. The Times quotes "several
studio chiefe" as saying, in different words, exactly what I told Stone and exactly what
I wrote him in my second letter to him the day after his very wrong self-defense of what
I launched through Lardner uppeared in the Post.

f;_a'lso drew a line between fiction and what he said would be non-fiction when he
cdaimed a first-amendment right not to be criticized for what he was floing until it
appeared und was then evaluated. He had said enough so this was not the casef from his
bases for his movie.He represented as truthful, the words the executves use aﬁd is only
one that I applied to his exploitation and commercialization. I used his words, "history"

and "who" killed JFK, A "why" abd "how," |

My point in this is not to represent myself as ﬂurlin.remember:l.zw the future, a high
compliment once paid me by a temporary chief counsel of the former House Select Bouwd ttee
on Assassinationj who was there when I warned his eminent and prominent px-edecaasor, Dick
Spregue, exactly what was going to happen to him if he proceeded as he disclosed to me that
he would the first time we met. Nor is it an "I told you so0." '

Rather is it an indictment of the publishing industry that duplicates my eurly history
with the first Whitewas), the first book on the Warren Commission. It would have been a run-
away best seller if brough out by a publisher which the incoupetent Ivan “bolensky had plan-
ned to do hy 3/15/65 before he broke the contract.

I had more than a hundred rejections igternationally for the first book on the sublect,
signifigant ss the subject was then and since. The only publisher who expressed any ex-
citement over it was Poclet Books. The editor who read it could not stop and read it over—
night although he was ill. He told me that with that bsok, my background, their public-
relations lmow-how it would be "another Green Pelt Jungle" and that I would be one of the

best- known prévate persons in the country in 1Y64. Green E.slt Jungle was the best-selling
book of 1964, hs I think I told you, it was approved all the way to the top. There Boris



T S R A R FAL L il il

Shimiin klled it. The edieﬂ;' Bugene Prakapis, was honest enough to tell me the reason. It
was a good reason. I've never used it against them They had just published a fraudulent
book, Calories Yon't Coult, there had been I thonk six indictments in federal daui@ot
gourt in Brooklyn, and with regard to his unindicted self he saw Whitewaghas "a red flag
before the charging bull."He did not want to be added to the indictments and he had at

the 1§ ast a chance of that happening if he had pu.'blished ¥Whitewash, They tried to get
Doubleday to publish it, in my presence. Doubleday s rejection also was honeat:"Our
decidion was not editorial and not easily arrived at." They had a high-leWel conferencesm
on it. For the rest, there was not a single editorial rejection or critifism. They were
just afraid and they were afraid when they could see a very profitable book, too.

When I started what has already been a succees, exposing Stone and what he was up to,
Lardner's story got great national attention. But he did not get any call from any agent
of/publisher and neither did I, and he credited me as his sourcey.

I have not stopped to try to analyze this but in th:l.nld.yof it as I write you now I
believe it was the same fear and more, fear of Time-Warnmer and their wealth and influence
and power in addithon to fear of government reaction against the book.

My w::k to a very prescient book I read before you wers born, Road of Ages,
by ‘obert XMEKZHX Nathan. You can see if I recall that far back with all the books I've
read that it impressed me. +n telling of the forced enigrationiof the Jews of the world to
a remote part of Siberia, and this about the time Hitler had just begun to attruct attention,
he postulated that a Jew is primarily something else, a banker, a union organixer, etc.

Sometimes publishers are something other than publishers, on some issues and subjects.

Then they do not meet their objigations, to our society, e the :;ole in 4f in which
they cas% themselves and to their stdckholders, who are entitled tg'xpact the business in
which they have invested to make as much money for them as ft can.

I published a very limited edition of Wjite.ash 8/65 and for general distribution
5/7/66. The only real attenthin it got before the annual American Fookseklers convention
sas, along with Epetein's, then not yet publishdd, wes a Post story. it the 4Bi convention
I can't begin to remember all the cowardly pubidhers who praised me for dalng vhat they had
feared doing, or the great number whomdmitted they'd have made quite af bit of profit from
it. wuite a't fev. Iﬁ not one asked me about a sequel or a .econd book. This told me they
saw me as cursed.

The only one with what it regarded and had a right to regard as a good reason for
rejecting the bouvk. which you may not remember, was Paralla®, then quartered with Grove.
When she wans reading Oswald in New Orleans ann Weingarten (?) told me she or thdy had
used a former Negsweek corrdspondent name Newman as & reader and that he had &I‘iﬁ.ud it
as inaccurate and bad. Newmmn then had one of the worst of the maxyhad agsassination books
partly or completely written, of a non-existing red plot based on Oswald getting messages



by radio from Castro on a very ordinary, very cheap radio he had gotten tﬁ:f the USSR, a
radio that was like all other house¢hold radios except that it was not as good. 4ny radio
would have picked up broadcasts ;frox*uba mmlbﬂ Hewman had a thing about thias
particular one because it vwags made in the USiHR. He built a book around it - and the damned
thing was broken, didn't work. Fﬂ.‘_/uwwfl

So this is how inndcent Parallax could have followed The Autobiograbhy of Malcolm X
this another best-seller and didn't.

How I am convinced that it any publisher had spoken to me when seven months ago
they had reason to at least suspect that Stone wan producing a very bad movie that
could then have been aborted before birth, the book I then visualized as Hoax: thm
Vliver Stone's Murdi (ras Solution to the JFK hssassination could have been a.other
best-seller and would have had a rare history that would have given it a second life.

I not disturbed by this and while I am and have been disappointed I note that I
had the bes| night's aleep in %nths last night and that when I suppose for most people
the experience of the trunsitory eechemia would have been enough to interfefewith sleep.

Having lived the life I've lead I've learned and I think adjusted to the realities
of my life. Not quite Nichevo! and I do not begin any profject unticipating its failure.
Not one would have been. But as the past is prologue vhen it re itself I'ye already
lived through it and survived it.

The latest report on how what could have been expected to be the movie with the
prospect of bei,ng the one with the best attendance record the weekend of its appearance
is that it wae ;nl?; fifth,eveluated by the experts as only "soso." [ r’ “ A7 '.'..ﬁ’("“17 ad

doaf;"' )

It also did g,et four nominations for the December Hollywood ua.ndidataa for honors.

If the copies of reviews I've gotten from a few areas 4“:%" typical, and I have no
way of knowing, it is severely criticized, even condemned, more than praised.

I have the satisfaction of knowing that in the course of my main objective, maldng
a record for history, enfeebled at 78 I did it. !

I hope I've succeeded in a second objective, discouraging the whoresand commercial-
izers and exploiters and indicating to those who put up the money from investing large

ol d ﬁ,ua" #
sums like Warner's $40 million in such pro.]ects(w ﬂu" check : H L

Now I'll go get the papers! With perhaps more satisfaction than disappointment.
But first I add that whether from instinct or Fagr, /VM

reasoninji you appear to have estimated publishers
on this book or subject correctly. If you had not,
one would have been touch with either Lerdner

_ Or ma. Al mqgm J,dr '
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- sage of a film maker like Oliver
: Stone?

Warner Brothers is plainly delight-

 ed at Mr. Stone's promotion of the

movie in the press, which he also
attacks for acéepting the report of the

- Warren Commission,the official in-

vestigation that concluded that Os-
wald acted on his own in the assassi-

. pation. On the other hand, the studio

————

was caught off guard by the firesturm
over the film.

Robert A. Daly, the chairman of
Warner Brothers, and Terry Semel,
the president, did not respond to
phone calls about the studio's respon-
sibilities. Neither did John Schulman,
the senior vice president and general
counsel. But Mr. Semel 10ld The Los
Angeles Times before the film was
released that when Mr. Stone made
his proposal, .._sw_n immediate reac-
tion was ‘Wow! What a powerful and
great idea for a movie."”

Over the weekend, the film grossed
$5.1 million, a bit disappointing, ac-
cording 10
fipures, released by the Exhibitor Re-
lations Company, which monitors
film releases for theater chains, said
«], F. K.” was tied for fifth with Dis-
ney's “‘Beauty and the Beast.” The
top box-office films were Steven
Spielberg's *'Hook,"” followed by “The
Father of the Bride,” *“The Last Boy

And few major

.Eo:%éooa Wonders About the Mess

- fact, like

»Gandhi” or “Lawrence of :
Arabia” or “All the President’s
Men,"” have altered fact in shaping a
coherent drama. But the historical
basis of the story remained intact.
films have, like
«],F.K.," involved such a diver-
gence of opinion from the official
record.

Dawn Steel, a former president of
Columbia Pictures, said: ““An artist ,
paints a picture the way he or she '
sees it. Film makers are artists. But
when it comes 1o historical accuracy
there may be a moral question here. 1
don't know what the answer 10 this is, |

. We're making fiction here, we're not

_wa_:wwuon:anuﬁg >Bu&~
can't be judged by the same stand- ’

. ards that journalists judge & newspa-

exhibitors. Preliminary .

Scout,” and “Star Trek V1" Warner
Brothers officials said that the three- -

hour length of the film diminished the
number of shows at movie houses,
and that audience exit polls had
proved highly favorabie.

Time Warner said the issue of a
studio’s responsibility was up to War-
ner Brothers. “Our operating divi-
sions have total creative freedom,”
said Tod Hullin, the senior vice presi-
dent for communications at Time
Warner, in & statement. “This movie
is a creative product and we do not
interfere or comment on the results
of the creative process.”

‘A Lot of Debate’

And Robert G. Friedman, the presi-
dent of Warner Brothers advertising
and publicity, said in a statement that

per story. It's Oliver Stone's vision. '
It's called freedom of speech.”
Frank Price, a motion picture €x-

Atissue: How
much a studio
should control a
film, if at all.

ecutive who was also formerly a pres-
idenmt of Columbia Pictures, said: "'l
don't think you as a studio have to be
in agreement with the statement the
artist is making. You're just backing
the artist. But if a statement is one
you find so unacceptable, that's
Where the dividing line comes. Here
you're dealing with a respected film
maker and you certainly give him
every benefil of the doubt. Let's face
it; everyone know’s it's only a movie.
He has actors and there's a premise.
If you start lo censor people's politi-
cal point of view it's a real swamp.”

in defense of Mr. Stone, Bert
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ageof K.

Fields, one of the most vosnr—._ en-

tertainment lawyers in Los Angeles,
whose law firm represents the direc-
tor, said: “If you are doing” what
purports 1o be a book or fitm about
history, it's hardly rare for an author
or film maker to take a position. Look
at 'Richard 111" There was a, violent
controversy between those who be-
lieved Richard was a tyrant who
murdered his two nephews. And those
who think he was a wonderful king.

‘Shakespeare represented One view,

the view that was acceptable to his
Queen. Nobody faulted Shakespeare.
One has a right to take a view and
present it as fact.”

But several studio chiefs, who
wauld speak only on condition of ano-
nwﬂzw. said they were disturbed
about the way Warner was dealing
with the film. “There is a difference
between Oliver Stone presenting this
as truth, and the studio presenting
this as truth; it's a fine line but it's
there and the studio has made no
differentiation,’” said the head of one
major studio. “In this case they're
not presenting it as Oliver Stone's
version of the truth, as one man dar-
ing to tell his version, or something
like that. They're saying, this movie
i the truth. It's not irresponsible to
make the movie, it's irresponsible to
say, this is the truth.”

Because the film deals with one of
the most traumatic moments of Unit-
ed States history — the Kennedy as-
sassination — some producers say
the studio bears a special responsibil-
ity in releasing a movie that makes
such sweeping allegations.

“The First Amendment, which is
often cited in these circumstances,
has nothing to do with the relation-
ship of the studio and the film mak-
er,” said Thomas Baer, a movie pro-
ducer and formerly a United States
Atiorney in Manhattan who was ap-
pointed by Robert F, Kennedy, then
Attorney General. "1t relates only to
the relationship between the govern-
ment and individuals. Accordingly,
there is greater opportunity for stu-
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dios to control film makers than there
is for the government to control citi-
zens. In this particular instance, since
a living family's nightmare and a
nation's torment are perceived by
one person’s skewed imagination, 1

_ would have hoped more control sﬁjﬁ

have been exercised.” . )
Statement of the Studio gr

Warner Brothers strongly de-
fended its decision to produce the

film. In its statement, the studio said
in part: .
<«warner Brothers takes great

pride in its history of presenting seri-
ous Issue-oriented drama over the
years, including ‘All the President's
Men,' ‘The Killing Fields,’ ‘Guilty by
Suspicion' and the upcoming ‘Mal-
colm X" ’
“We accept that controversial
films raise a lot of guestions and

What are the
artistic and ethical
implications for

Warner Brothers?™

stimulate a lot of debate. We believe '
debate is healthy. One of the most
important foundations of our country
is its defense of the right to free
speech.” Warner Brothers added that
the movie “is a suspense drama that
will cause audiences everywhere to
ask fundamental questions about
American institutions and the role
that private and public citizens play
in history.

*We endorse and will always con-
tinue to endorse the right of responsi-
ble film makers to make their ideas
heard and we are proud to be part of
such an outstanding motion picture.”



