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Dear Ned,

» I swimmed your outline after you were here and decided to postpone a more thorough
examination until your return so it would be fresher in my mind.

Often, and in this case in particular it uay be true, doctrine and approach can
not be determined by a reading of a proposed outline, so to a degrec I may not clearly
detect what you have in mind, Therefore, some general co:rents.

I think what seems to be an Oswald focus is wronge But in that context, it is more
than just could he have been a lone assassin, it is could he have been an agsassin?

It seems to me that we arc well past this point and that one of the things that
can discourage commercial publishing interest is anything that can be teken as repetition
of what is generally known. Thercfore, we need new foci, and they should be handléd like
stereoscopic split-image viewfinders.

As you will understand better after finishing the new third part, my central focus
is on the character of the investigation, the non-accidental sharacter of that character,
who was involved in it and for what purposes. Here the cul bono becomes more important,
and one of the new elements you will see has added significance after the Pentagon Paperse
Tt is not that new with me. It wa intended to be my second work, TIGER TO RIDE. There is
not a factusl rather than a doctrinal focus on the military, the obvious beneficiary.
Juxtayosed with this is tha: for which you will not have space and for which I have teken
little, intunding that for TIGER, is the pro-peace (thus in a sense anti-military} chang ed
positions of t e iemmedys, esp JFK, {The Pent, Papaers are grossly jnadequate in their i
treatment of his changed policies, which included liquidation of SVN and its actual begi.rming.)
So, what I do not see in the outline, for this and other reasons becomes enormously
important, in a sense more in the abridgement than in the unabridged work, the monolithic
effort to pin respongibility for everything on the family, eap. Bobbye from this should
emerge, and perhaps in the shorter work in a concentraied form, more like a deliberate
Kennedy defense than in the more diffuse longer one, & congcious defense of the Kennedys
contrasted with LBJ and hangers—on, Hoover and FBI, Comuission in the sense of stafr but
not without the defecencies of members (abd I'd go into the members' pretense that in

ki1 ghunndng “the * best  evidence’ they were-doing it in' the: interest: of- the feelings of the familye- ::
" If I feel the family was unsmnly, I also feel it was innocent of any of these responsibilities.
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Whenre there is less space, mmch more has to be explicit or it will be eleiminated
of not clear to the perceptive reader and hidden from the unperceptive. Thus onc of the
problems you face is that you cau't enjoy the subtleties, can't use tre ellipsis I use,
You will have to spit it out or leave it out, and here we get into one of your najor
problems, the differences in our characters. You address the passion I feel and with which
- I writé in the preface but purge it from the outline, If you a&re schizo you will fal. It
has to be one way or the other, and I think the explicit passion, if in calmer words, is
at this juncture necessary., I think this should be not a calm dissertation but a slashing,
cutting attack, coldly, perhaps, but vigorous. The only books that have achieved any
success on this subject are of this character. A1l the others fell flat. You =may not
realize it, but despite the enormous advertising and p.re effort behind Epstein, 1 bombed
him out of hardback in 10 weeks! And I had not a cent to spend. A pseudo-scholarly approach
may achieve literary plaudits but iw ill have less salee If I think the new content can
overcome some of this, we also have to ovecfme the feeling that nothing ic new. And the
ch racter of what is new will make any too-cool an approach seem out of character. it is
the kind of things where men's blood should boil, for it address the eintgeity of society,
the total corruption of all the organs of government and in the covering-up, which is not
to be confused with the actusl conspiracy, large numbers of peoplc who knew better were .
silent, then and until now,

o e < oens What I am saying in part is that the outline seems to reflect not a cotl approachs,



which is excellent and overcomes one of my defects, but a too=cool approach, vhich it out
of character and may come throurh as an emasculation. “utting it another way, it should
not be a defense of criticism of the Report but a fierce attack, yet cool, as an expert
swordsman, c.rtain of his skill, could be cold and calculating in a duel,

So the approach should be onc of cool heat, bubbling but not burst passione

I think it a nistake to indicate any number of shots. Perhaps the organization
is other than I interpret, but I think assessment in %erms of the number of shots as
officially postulated is wrong unless with an opening statement that it is arrant nonsense
and is addregsed only because the Commission addressed it this ways Then it should be
explicit that the Commission inew better and lied to reach a predetermined conclugion. The
procf need not be explicit, kmx for it will be overwhelming, but the doctrine must be.
As of today tkere is wlittle we can, honorably anc definitively say, about the number of
shots or when they occurred., Even Z313 is less definitive than you say, onc of the ellipsis
where 1 have deliberately left it fuzzy, feeling more specificity is irresponsible,
being the suggestion that a shot before 313, as possibly at 284, may have really been
the fatal one. Tjis I frequestly call 3le the so-called fatal shot, cnough, I think, to
let the reader know that graphic as the explosion in the head is, we still knou too lit<le
of it. One of the relevant things omitted, for example, is the still unanswered possibilities
of a shot to the left temple, which I do address. It can be but a couple of paragrpahs,
but it should not be eliminated,

Gradually, as I do this off the top if my head, the unfortunate necessity with
everything thing I do, sonc of my own ideas are coming into clearer perspective, It is
apparent Yo me that we have a combination of problems nome too great, but in part because
of the differences in out metbal processcs and attitudes, in part because I can't communicate
the pkmx greater knowledge 1 have accumulated gnd caunot and should not make explicit
in the writing, for the cost would be a seeming overstatement.

. There is always the serious problemx of emphasis and excigions in condensation.
This is sowething on which there will always be disagreement, and you know my belicf thas
for the most part the judgement should not be mine, for various reasons, one being my
closeness to the work., But I think there should be two things in the approach, a personaligzed
investigatio and what it discloses, a conscious, deliberate, calculated covering-up that
involved large numbers of people, including the most eminent. Now there are a number of
non~ego reasons for the personalized ap.roach, and I am not unaware of the real ego ones,
It is not only that I seek credit for my own work, which I do. It is for a variety of
reasons. I think you might benefit from a conference with a friend, one of the senior
editors at Bantam, Walter Glanze (765-6500, 666 Fifth Ave.). He tells me that style
preferences have changed, and there today is a positive value in the personaliged ap,roach
where it is legit, 1t makes for dramatic impacte *t lends authenticity., it can be much more
exciting, and this is the woy to make books atiractive to the mass audiefice, and it gives
what has always sold my books, the quality of a non~fiction detective story. ‘his is not
what attracts scholars, who rarely think of it, but it is what attracts most people., While
you have not eliminated this, as for example, in including the suits, you have sublimated it,

Now there arc other values not iuvediately aporarant, but they can be of comnercial
value in the subsidiary rights. They can h.ve a great walue if any of the personsges turn
on, for then their turning-on is focusud, and not on Garrison, or Lane or Epstein but on
me and tids worke The kind of unlikely but not impossible potential I think you have not
considered 1s that vwhich reaches the greatest audiences, film, which is here meant to be
movie but does not eliminate TV, Back in carly 1967 I had a solid approach from Columbia
Pictures, and the peopde who made the approach went so fer as to say that of Columbia
didn t go for it, they would organize a group that would. Garrison and the reaction to
him 8i11cd that, 4t about the same time, I had a hard apyroach from a man who represents

British film money, “e said the time had come. The man who produces for him felt the
time had not come, Now, suppose the time does come? What do we want to be the center of
atcention, who do we want sought out, what kind of ap roach do we want them to take, how



.
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do we want them to think and of whom? Mark, whose overall effect has been bad, but who is
best know? Epstein, who was and is a fink? You will find that although many people came
up with the same thing, in almost all cases it is a reiteration of my original worke. ‘his
can be commericalized, and there is no reason to deliver cither the benefit or the work

to another, and the importance here is not at all who gets the loot. It is the importance
of approach and eredibility, the control over vhat gets atiention. Sylvia;s, for example,
is a truly great work. But it did almost no good and it was largely repetitious. This is
in no sense an unfavorable criticism of her work, but it is fixed and static and added
little to public kmowledge or understanding, That she is a great person, with a spectacular
mind, is irrelevant. ler book had no impacte *t was not her faulg, as it is not her fault
that she is locked into a situation where she can now do little but relive the past, as
she is doing with such things as her essentially vorthless exposure of Balin, which almost
nobody knows about and is a redundancy at best.The one thing it can do is hurry hius to

the couch,

S0, because I am the only writer who is pushing shead, who has new leads, enormous
amounts of u published imformation, all of which hag great literary and historical potential,
there is the added constfuctive value of de—emphasizing the de-personalization of the worke
At the risk of seeming ego-ridden, I think that there should be the element of a crusade
against overwhelming odds in the abridgement. Thus, aside from the values it can have for
imrediate literary snd commercial purposes, it has the overtone of this is where to look
for the nextm what is coming, and that iz the notion we want to leave in the mind of even
those publishers who rejecte I do not want to ober-emphasize this, but I regard it as :
an important clement that does not emerge frou the outline, _ ‘

The feeling I get from it is that it is too scholarly, which is inconsistent with
an abridgement designed for popular epyealsThis comes not from the content, which cen
be the same for a thesis as for a sensationalized potboiled or crassest com:ercial focus.
Here we have to guard against over-emphasis of my personal feelings. But I do think that
we should be explicit in beginning by sgying the vhole official mythology is that, is
unvworthy of the consideration of honest and honorable men, had a purpose, served it, to
the detriment of the world since, and that our purpose is to destroy &t so that the wokld
can recapture igs prospects, so that we can recapture our notional honor. This need not
boil, but it should be articulated and explicit, This is part of what I mecant above in
referring to attacking, not defending or even giving the semblance of being on the defengive.
I am not talking about wild slashing with a sword, but I am saying that the scapkt and
the sword are both cuttin.: instruments and each serves a special purpose, with the
Eeclesiastes view of each. To mix the figures more, we mme the scappel, but after we
use the sword. The analysis should be surgical, but the attack should also be present,
4And, as with all honorable batiles, somcthing is being defended. We are not just cutting
up a lousy RBeport, we have constructive PUrposes.

I have used all this space to try and @lluminete a feeling that may be invalid,
but one I have gotten, and that is that you have chilled it too much, nade it too much
the dissertation, too little the book., Let me try and illustrate this from a different
formulation of the first sentence of the first chapter (which will turn off the nass audience),
Instead of saying "This chapter is dry and factual" (and a minor point is that for a
popular bock 1'd not use "chpater"), you might have a betier chance of capturing the
attention of non-scholars by Rim saying "This chupter nay seem dry and factual, bat" and
then say why it isn't. “on't even suggest that any american should be dispassionate on
thiis subject or have no fecling but that.f of having to sit through a dull recitation
of dry things, Don't even sug est that facts are dry, for these facts are note What
you seek to do here is esscntial. Why not consider adding it to the end of the preface,
which begins niore excitingly and wili carry the reader over the bareest restatement of
the basis of the official fiction, which does have to be staterd. Then the tuxt of the
nook proper can start more excitingly, and that is the vay we attract both readers and
potential publishers, However, I don't want to over-emphasize keeping thig short, for I T
did too little of this in my own reweitten intro and am making notes as I edit for things :
to be added. The diference in apiroach may be one in which you tell the reader frankly
that for him to understand the exciting disclosures to follow, it is necessary for him to
have an elemental graps of the basic allegations of the fiction, which are much simpley



that the nead for 900 p-ges would indicate and that, in turn, is where there were 900
p.ges and all the tremenduous propaganda campiagn, that those 26 tomes were not published
becanse they prove the correctness of the 900 pages but to convince the world of a lie,
that the 900 pages set forth thc truth to the degree man is capable, This can lead into
what the book does, go beyond these 26 voluges and those 800 pages, take the reader on
a real Perry liason, step by agonizing step, and let the reader become part of how the
ople want to kgow the truth about the assassination of their popular fresident, ctce
-a{mepainot.-the many oaths that make the truth, but the plain, simple vow that is vow'd
true." All's Well, Act IV.) ‘

As with readers, so with editors and pubkishers. You have to grab the mind with
the first words, wore so with popularization.

A few specific things: to most the Comrission'’s case doesn't and never seemed
obvious. It has ncver becn widely believed, despite the enormity of the canpaign behind it.
It was designed to secem obvious, but it failed. I think the real:ty is better than the
straw mane Abd throughout, "alleged". Uon't ever sugyest that any of it is true. Or was ever
really beloeved to be true by those who said it. I can blow your mind by what they really
believed, from what Russell told me.

If I.C d includes only news rcporting, it should be expanded in include official
investigation, ¥BI and SS :and DPD, Perhaps you'd prefer under be Ce should be held down
if only because most editors are likely to regard it as old stuff, morc likely most readers
to whom ms's go prior to editors. Here, however, we wmay be able to introduce what is new,
blown-up frame os Z never seen. There is some risk of a fight with ik, but I doubt it
end if it came to pass, if the publisher did not fear it, it would makc the bouke LIFE has
never threatened me, and I sued the 2 film before anyone else and unlike Tink, on IV,

repeatedly. The difference is in how I used it What might well come in here and what
would even where not new seem new is the editing of the 4 film, which I did not use...

If what goes before D is made part of the preface, which I thivk better, D beconmes
a very good opening for the first chapter, esps with that being the subject of the book.
There should be a general statement of the purposes of autopsies and while it nay be
good to begin by limiting to the SBI as an illustration, it should be made very clear that I
this is not the sicgle defect or the single-even major-question. The rest can be inherent i
as the book develops. i

In C a, I think there difierence in concept between necessary and vital is what
you really mean, Without it no Report and admission of conspiracy. That is vital, not
just a need. And. under c, the broader iuportances of the Z film ought be indicated, unless
this becomes part of the preface.

Dc is an examplc of what I mcan by excess chilling. This relates to repeated eriminality, ,g
but just simple, human error, Why keep it secret uutil a later chapter? Why not use quiet o
words to inflame and excite the reader so he can't waint until he gets to the promise of d?

II illustrates one of the problems of locking in on the WC appreach. 1¢ is their
third shot. I recommend retitled to alleged non-fatal and alleged fatal to describe shotse
There is an amditted third one you ignore, but it is what makes the need of the SBT. A is
a reasonable presumption with two shots at least, B b is a good point to lirm the character
of the alleged investigation, with Happer. For C you should consider uhat I haven't used,
pictures Al Chapman took for me, And is L too understated? Again, in the scnse of a book
and not a dissertation. e

Chapter 23 2 % ¢, "discoverin." is wrong word. They knew all along, before body
got there. Rather than as jfb in next chaoter, where then it is not ex.licit, I think the
tight militart control should be in this chapter, with ¥inck but confirmation. You will
understand this better after you finish the new materiale 3B. this is the least significant
omisgion. Are you handling as a sample of lack of care? It is covered by the covering
letters and, if not on its face dated, is by other things, 3¢ I go into this more in new




materiale 4~which doctors and when? Do you want to limit to night ll/ 227 b, should

be expanded, for therc was nothing they could not have seen. I+ should include what they
refused to see, and that is worc tian film. What they should have insisted upon and
didn't have to. They just avoided,

Ch 3. I think you visualize contracting the panel too much and cefuzing too much,
You may want to read my correspondence Tile on thise .nd the most important part if not
in, the exit alleged, the gross mislocation of this large blasted-out hole. 34 is the
legt significant formulation, Refusal to trace path is more important. Go back to WW
and include I'inck I,0. Also in new stuff, which you didn't have when you did this.

Until you've finished the new material, there isn't nuch you ca:project for Ched.

I thigk it would be betier to visuelize thesc chapters as parts and the subchupters
as chapters in each part. There is a state against long chapters. If 4 have often ignored
it, that is because of the material in the larger work, but then 1 tend to break them down,
Lane's book is an excellent illustration of the popular form. The editor, Sonnenberg,
is onc of the world's best. e did it that way. It also makcs for faster and egsier reading.

Subtitle: consider Secrets of the Suppressed Kennedy Agtopsy. And now wc have
to distinguish between Kennedys.

Une of the other important things not provided for in the cutline is the inherent
and somctimes explicit detense of the nmembers of the Commission,  herc that is possibles
As with the héunedys, 1 do nit exculpate., But there is aX legitimate basis for some
defense, and I think it belongs. This is why I laid TIGER aside in 1965, thc evil doctrine
of te Lane and Epstein writing, that Warren(alone) was to bleme, with others, like Rankin,
have slight responsibilities. Lane even edited all the transcripts which he then
pretended to quote verbatim to eliminute the identification of every assistant counsel.

If my basic reasoh is historical accuracy, it is also impirtant in terms of acceptability.
Prue of Kennedys also, And if it is not addressed throughout the book, the fault ol the
¥BI is hidden. They and Rankin, in my view, are those most responsible. whichmeans

loover and Rankin, Logether with the military omission, I think this becomes a major flaw,
eapecially today and particularly in the context of the cui bono which we must never !
forget, wost of all in the JFK case.

I think it would be butter if we discuss this after you read the new material.

The mail has come and there are some things in it 4 ust read before Lil continues
vhat she is typing.

The laways haste,



