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Dear Hed, = . : o

I have awalted your letter of the 2nd bvefore writing youe It has just come and I lay
all other things aside to make immediate response. I had involved but one othhr cricis in
any of these matters, Uary, and that only after you dide I have no complaing about that and,
in fact, think it was & good idea. I had just assumed you would. Beceus: you involved Jerry
and lioward, and becaus: you sent them copies, I also will, I will address no other critics
and I think you should not for a number of reasons, one of the more obvious reasons being
they all have enouljg trouble and not enough tine.

Rather than tie peranoia you seen to find in nme, my fault lies in the opposite
directicon, a willingness to truat almost anybody and, except where I have basis not to,
the unquestioning acceptance of i he word of those I trust. One of the consequences is a
keen dipappobntment when I find the word breached. I have no objection to your styling
this as an iusaturity, especially considering my years and experlence, but it iz th way I
am and if it leads to puin it also leads to good with some people.

I have lived so long with futilities so numerous and difrerent that what would have

' depressed me at your age has virtually no efiect on ze today. The one I find difficult to

accept 1a that which wastes any of iy time, especielly if it accwmlstes to an amount of
time I could heve put to a constructive purpose.

shere are several thinge about your self-disclosures that did surprisc me. I attempted
to address some of thes: when you were here. Jou are also hard to get through to, and i think
you not only didu't understand but wore, didan t want to.
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Uver the years ~ have detucted and have had specific coampiaints aude about what in

“one of its more charitable representations is described as a sort of fatherly attitude on . .

my part in ny relations to other critics. There is validity to this, if I think there is not
to its being a couplaint. My years alone have afiorded me the opjortunity to sec and learn
what others heve not, as has my experience, which is unique among the critics. This does not
nean that 1 know what others camnot, sec what they cammot, ctce *t does mean that while ve
are all the cr:atures of our own experiscnces, 1 have been provided with the opportunity to
have more experienges ani of these, a higher percentage that are relevant in this work. Une
of the few coupensations of years 1s the understanding they make possible. They also wear us,
both ways. Une of the rcsulta of ny experiences is that it is a futility for you to try and
convince e that your preconceptions, what you learned in coliege, or what you profer to
believe, especislly after the least amount of time in the ciled of anyone who might presuce
to call himself a critic, has more validity than my experience alone. When you got to this
point in our discussion, I was satisfied that what had begun to dawn on me was the facts &t
that point I realige thit your continuing chnages in your own positlon and formulations nade
the project a futility and, as you may recall, my concern, wltimately made explioit‘ switched
to you and how you may uitimately come to thing of yourself in ail of tiise It hesn t changed,
and I would like you to think of it a bit. It makes no difference to ue whoether or not you do,
and it certainly can't have any efiect on either my decisions or ny prospects.

As 1 address your letter, which I shall doe psragrpah by perugrpah, wore of this will
becone explicit, but net all of it,

Lot me begin with our original understending. It was sigple and acceptablc to ze. In
fect, the only changes in it I recall making were in your interest, not mine. You fould finance
the printing of a private edition of the full Post iortem in return fo. the ight to condense
it into uore popular form., ¥our role is tiat ,ou dsscribed as that of editor, and jyou were
80 self-efiacing - to begin with- thet you wondered whether it would be proper to include
your nace in that condensation as editor. It is I who as:ured you you should, remember?

Now in all of this, jncludins your letter of 11/2, you make no reference to any of &Y
feclings, reactions or attitudes. To this mmoment I can think of no single one. What I am



saying would lose no validity if there wers one or two instances I have forgotten, for I

am saying that in all of this you have be:n remarkably selfish and sefl-centered, souethinng

I say not to criticize you but so that, perhaps, you will think about it, in the sense of
physician.‘ heal thyself. You refer to your emotions whon we hed that long discussion without .4
any reference to uine or, in fact, with no recognition of the fact that I gould havs felt any.

In your thinking, why not switch roles an. then think?

Let me cite a few examppes. You confesced feeling anger at having becn "pur down". If
i understand this new slang, it :meens not that I insulted your but thaet after this part
of our discussion was over, you had no answcer to whet I haa argued. ¥y response was that
you ask yourself if you had Dot becn a bit arrogant, and you agreed you had becn, What was
it about? Your insistence that your ungique intelligence and your experience that you
deseribed as of not more than eix months in which under undefined circumstances you had
discussed whatever your discussed with at rost 200 people in but two cities had grester
validity in permitting apyraisal of the political, nmedia (broad sense) and popular attitudes
toward the subject. (I note in pas.ing that Howard undertook a limited aspect of this, from
his own expericnce, which is considerabl; greater than yours under any repress,ntation) To
describe this as no cort than arrogance is charitable, I have hed contact with wore than
that many people in publishing alonee I have had contsct with more than that meny people
in the press alone. 1 have, as 1 remember tolling you, hed contact with more than that meny .
people on a single night and on numerous occasions. In fact, * have had contact with more
people by far on this subject that you in your own city, inneapolis. I have had about ten
times as much an expression of opinion as you claim in letters from strangers alone (a
rather remarkable outpouring in the context of other opinions you also sxpressed, based not
on fact but on preconceptions that are invalid). One of the things of future value to any
archive, in fact, willXbe just this, som thig I an surprised did not su: est itself ot a
scholar. ¥y firat iV confrontation was sired to end at 2:20 a.m. on a Sunday mOITAI, 225
miles awaye From a minute of two thereafter I did not get a chance to return to sleep because
of the calls from strengers who first had to learn where I lived by calling the stayion and
then hed to learn my phone nunmber, which the station did not at that tiuwe of the morning
have the ability to maike availaeble, Or, they had to have recalled thi: one reference to my
ad.ress on that show. There is much after the foregoing that + just ignoree You ask me to
forget uy experience and assume the validity of your nalevete? Your experience, less by far
than that of any critic, has greater validity then mine, whicn has be:n intense, longer than
that of any other, anl at least as diversifiea as anyones? To add irrational to arrogance '
is not to exa werate. Sut whai you should consider is whether you .oula have even dared
take such a position if you were not a uan of wealth holding a carrot out toward me and I
not a pauper begause of the work 1 have elected to do. You way not have hed this in your
conscious awareness, but is it not time to aak 1f it was in your subconscioua?

You seem not to have 1 alized it, but your abandonment of it in your letier indicates
you now do, but your insistence that nothing couid hup en until you had & $10,000 advance
from a p blisher and that is escrow {I've never hearu of any agreeing to that-that just
oy it) was either an astounding ignorancy of that to ulxkch you oretend knowludge or a
mechanism for kiliing our agreement while pretending not toe. As I then told you, this meant,
in real terms, that a publisher would have to expect a sale of not les. than 40,000 copies,
a rarity on gny subject. That a neM precondition, Ned? So, elther, despote your long and
ingistent protestation of media attitudes, this reans you are astoundingly ignorsat or werse
stipulating what you knew had to xkmXXk kill the desl or what ls worse, had designed a .
mechanism to permanently sup ress this worke

You gave me to understand the great sacrifice you were sasing in laying your thesis
aside {your great dedication on this ig the latest change, asdded after your letter was written
and retyped)e it is, indeed, a sacrifice. But compare it with what not + but my wife alone
has sacrificed and be ashamed! All your xoney can't buy what she had done, what she has lived
through .nd stilli does! But you alone were sufZering t is great sacrifice, huh? lg arrogence
the right or an uniind word? Or selfishness? Have you, while ppotesting your anger, asked
yourself how I felt? What had you, what do you still propose? ihat for your noney I change
oy belicfs, what uy fairly extensive work has led me to believe? You have asked .e, for moneys
to change and to permit the change of what I have writtem. In fact, you persist in that in
your leiter, It did not, but cou’d goundo more to himiliate me? I made =y choice belore you



T ere b mTI suspect. Ch:.rk.'ysi’ex" tried
theme If I am today irpoverished, it is not because I could uot have accwmlated & fair

amount of pelf., But my p tint here is, adk yourself it I gave you more ofiense than tou gave e,

And who made the changes in our agr.ement that cade tidle i any way an issue? Have + in
the slightest departed from my word or even 8.z eatec it?

11 that was in your wind is your o.n great sacrifice in delaying your thesds, and
you have now changed ou that, I think thig is wise, When I sug:ested you hac required a
fair amount of work and tine o ue, you passed thav of! as soetiing I would have done anye
WaYe Truee With the first part of the booic, just the copyrighting I delayed for more than &
year. Byt I ventire to suy that “41 and I have spent more {time on the wechanical ne.ds of
this book since your offer than you have an all you've done, snd with the_book now mot going
to apsear at this time, I may not only be wasted but uay, in the end, cause even more work,
and an enormous auount is possible, nings, includin: our understendings, do change. If I
have to make any changk in the pagi.n?xtim., have you any idea the amount of work that alone
can mean? Vo you realize that becauss of you “il has reindexed tnis thing? Have you any
concept of the work that reguired of her? ur what we both gave up to do it, to keep our
part of the bargain? Or to limit this much morc, wiat wo had to &€ive up in our own interests
in our own litigation? You displayed mn unsesmly .nd rather callous selfishness. fou have,
in fact, as yet shown no signs of realizing ite iluve you not thought yet that the only
- reason I had to copyright the new last Part is becuuse you have parts of it and had oy
Permission to show them® wherc you had reason to feel it vight do the joint project some
good? We did discuss this on your previous tripe. You then offered to -8y the cost of the
xeroming of sim copies. When you upoke to kartin, this secmed to require a seventh, as I
wrote you without response. I wade. and ~#ld for the sevenths & trip to Washington is a najor
cost for me now, but I made it. The six dollars Tor the copyright fee is about a third of
hkat 1 had after the grocery-shopping when you wer. last hepe. These terms are strange and
foreign to you, fortunately for you, wut they are the reality for use I sugeest again that
you engage in a l.tile sclf-examination in this entire matter. ind on a very simplo basis,
onw where ego and reotions might not as readily involve themsslves, on Yyour not sending ne
the cost of xeroxing {where your arithmetic when you were hwere was faulty) on your return
hoze, as you said you would; or when I wrote and told you what I had done end what it had
cost;y or after I hinted when you were here last.

Then there was the motter of t e Eenredys and your own buliefs, which we explored at
some length, At the end all you could say that could reasonably be expected is precisely
what “obuy did and 1g in the book. ot a solitary thing wore., 1 rather surpsied you by
telling you to just drop it all, but you, not I, rifuse to. Uught you not be avkdng yourself
why? Or, as an ehtics major in particular, how you can at one and the same time 80 to leday's
of.ice as a friend and fight with me, without mothing more than an entirely unsupported
BaBpicion, to ¢ngage in a childish efiort to pin a bum rap of them which, vere it at all
material, would be irrelevant in this book except as an indulgence of your preconceptions
and possibly prejudices. :thow me anothor relevances vhat I huve sedd of thhcbonsigsion and
the executive branch reusing true even if your suspicion could be proven 10U correct. Again,
I challenge rational dispute, not com. whim, uhich is all you have to date advenced.

This is not tc say that the passages you do not like are not subject to criticism. as
I told you, I could have, with plenty of cause, teed ofi on your fellow board member Katzen-
bach, He should have tol. Willens to enguget in sexusl self-gratification at the first
suggestion dobby would be called as & witness, A witness to what? The ripoles in tie water
at Hickory lidll at the woment the chots were fired? But why did I not £0 efter your as:oc-
late, not hine imowing he was? Slaply because that also inu context would be imnoral, it
not unethical, But you are the ethics expert, Ask yourself as I began above, how you can
ethically hav. done both, or wanted to.

Have you asgked yoursclf is any writ. - who does not dwell in ox long to live in a
literary bordello could accept youl terms? iow can an honeut writer agre., as a condition
of any publication or his .ork, to ac.ept~ anc that without juestion or the possivility of
question - the imposing of & doctrine no® idis on his work? Could you, rwslly, have any
respect for onc who would? and could you, on the basis of anything btut your weaslth, ask it?

%o buy me 1 the swier of 1936, when I was investigating



""" How many hours, how much bloood, what significant part of your 1ife have you out into
bringing new materlal to light? low much has this great effort taught you that can't be
taught in the finest colleges or to the best minds? Is :there a econd fortunate ucoident in
your birth that, in adsition to wealth, endowed you with a perception and an wndertsanding
denied mere mortals, the drones :ho do the endless and dirty work? Do you jrescnt yourself

&s having thbs inordinate an intelligence, one thet requires no fact, no experience, no
knowledge to reach the ultimate and unquestionable truth? If I am not mistaken in uy recollectioy
even Howard was rather foreceful in urging you to abandon one of your whims. Yet you.:persist
in it even after I sug.est it could X1l me. fou do not argue that pijt. You merely izmore

it. Is such your conept of your sublime undcessta .ding? Now before cousoling . yourself with
the false notion thal I an again trying to put you down, a purpose for which I would not,

&s you should known take this time, face the reality, thet I am trying to get you to think
yourself and your wmotive through, to the end that sometime hence Yyou may not find what you =
have done and what you now propose difificuly o live with, '

And examine that ego a bit. You phoned Howard. Save for the posaiblle embarrassment
that zay have caused him, I have no concern or objection. But what did you auk of him? Do
you not reslize that he has read the two earlier perts of this boak twice that 1 kuow of,
each tine making sucgestions, and then came here and went over the new part with care with
which you have not yet read it (for you do not yet begin to underssand 1t)7 What did you
azk of him? That he confess to an intellectual dishonesty, writing one thing in his own
work and agree to something entirely different in his criticism of mine? 0 what other use
gould you .ut his book? Aside froun this, you do not und:rstand the intellectual relationship
between Lioward and me. We do not argue in fancy words, we hold and express opinions vigorously,
and we each change them. Except for 5y bones and joints, at my age I am much uore flexible
than you in all other ways. and on the question of inteliectual honesty, you wili find my
few mistakes carefully preserved in ny files, Did you for a monent stop to cousider the . . e

T position inTwhich you "tried to put Howard? What could he fell you? Other than he did. Putting
‘ this another way, were you not, really, anicing him to become part of an assault on the
integrity of his friend in which rothing but your wealth was a weapon? How could he think of
hinself if he had ac:eeded to your request? You do not really undertand those of us who have
been in this a long time. When Viking came to me for help with Epstein's book because he

is a lazy and underinformed whore, I took time and I did offer ite I did what he refused to
do - for hig book, which wa: in competetion with mine when all the odds were his way. When
Sylvia's and Maggle Fields' book were under contract, I offered to the p.r. staffs of both
publishers (both of whom, by the way, had for frivolous reasons earlier declined mine), to
engaged in promoting their works in compettition to mine without ever referring to mine, We
old ones are such people, Howard's is the sume at itudes S0, ask yoursclf what you were
really asking that he do, what ou were esking of him,

I have MWeex interrupted often, and I am again. is you imew, I will not have or take
time to rercad this. *t is srelude to specific response to your lctger, to which I shall retmm
after talcing Lil where + -ust, Wt Bleieve ze, to this ooind all I Lmve suid is in the hox
it can make you think and thine dispassionately, for it had long been clear to me tim t almost
as soon as you uade your ofifer you regretted it and sought ax weans of withdrawing while not
losing your self-respect. Otherwise, for exanple, you'd not have stipulated that the whole thing
was conditional upon the gimultaneoug appearance of your condensation which you now, ag L
shall point out, conceive entirely differently. K can understand such rressurese They can be
from your eife and she can be faultless, Ur from your friends and associates of various kinds,
or from your conern for Katzembach and othors, But iwth me 211 you had to do was say you
had changed you wmind, It is that simple. This elaborate structure demeans you and insults
my intelligences If one of us does not understand it it ig youe 20 stili again, I ask you
tl thing, and for your own selfish reasons only, I thin: and I heve thought this is entirely
unlike the real you, otherwisc, when you phoned me with what is totally unacceptable to me
I'd have told you to stay home. I couldn't sleep that night. I spent only two hours in bede
It was not over concern for uyself, for wy recent life has been full of such things.
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Later. Sorry about the ribbone In the natural light in which I was typing I didn't
lcalize it had heen kuiocked iuto the worn-out section (I hopt‘zl) siow for your letter. If you
reread it you wmay find it a little schizo. For example, your first peragrpah says "abridge-
ment" and "along the lines originelly propo.ed", which cont adicts or is contradicted by
what follows. There is, I rupeat, no chenge in the original proposal uade by me and 1 nede
it in full trust, assuwadng you meant what you said aid would not later, dream up other
stipulations and conditionse I agree it is impos.iblece I was certain it was unlikcly as soon
as you phoned mc vefors your last trip.

agreed on your secoud graphe it is not the crux. Under the origimud propos.l, howe
ever, it iu the only thing that could have raised any problem(s). I suggest you rercad the
last sentence, one oi the minor clues in your choice of words in this 1l.tter.

sach of t e threw points you list has a legitimacy. Each is elso entdirely inadequate
Insofar as each goes, we have no conflict. it is because you go farthur than these points
anu because they are entirely inadequate that we.hsve come to a disagreement. The fortify
my belief that you have not, despitc your repre.entation of your intelligence, comprehended
either the fact or tie doctrine of Phelhe slternative amskes me shudders

The variables in your second ought to .aw. you thinke 1t says notudn.e 1s one solid
point a winimun? Kinioum to whom? logical and irrefutabl. to whom? Tou ougnt to fry and
talk to Licbelr, for example, someuime und se« what he cousiders "irrefutable". Or some of
the whore reporters and writers, wherec you should, from your limited esperlence, sec hhat
this is a naive, meaningless descriptions and if three points arc the uinimum necessary,
why not do = magazine picce of say 2,000 sords? Who decides these meaningless things, we/us.
a publisher, the mcdia, the public? and under three you find destruction unworthy of mention?
Or faking? 8y this time in what I can hope you can agree is Qut state of knowledge, is as
far as you can o saying that it was essentially and remains essentially the WC? To the
point where you mention no other? I know you uean more than the WCe I am adiress ing the
reflection of what I take to be your thiiking and understanding.

lext graphs, last on peld It is not just neClelland, nor him plus Stomert plus
#f, “uber, but also two other doctors who can't be questioncd anc wheo were thgre.low

much wore 4 might want to include aan t be clear since I don't kuow your plans and cpuldnte
vYonsistent with this is your omission of any consideration of any areas of doubte iAnd I

see¢ no conflict in even your formulation of what you consider more convincing, 1 see nothing
muruslly exclusionary except in your minde lict as a maiter of space or literary or factua} .. ...
need, which does make me wonder, As does your persistence with ricC, where the entirc thing '
can be covercd, as I told you in a graphe Jy the way. you ruised this with Howard and his
Judgement is other than yourse : _

I think you get to the sceret uub in the last words of the first linc of the second
page, "attention in any bouk I want to writee " I leave it here. it is that obvious, and
that utterly unlike your ropr-senbation to me without which we would not have wasted the
large amount of tlu. we both have. liot at this juncture witia the many other important things
that press on use. You coue back to this differently.

First ful. graph, pa. 2¢ We discussed the organization of the work as it now stands,
the problems that prusents, many as they are, and there is no disagrecment that it is in its
least desriable forme I kuow tiat at least as well as you. On tihis much there is no disagree-
mente Unprompted, because of Ly realities, I go iato this in the Introduction you wuy not
have read or wey have sicimmed it 30 fast, looking for only what you wanted in auvence, that
it didn't register, Regardless of whose criteria, if you recgard a bouk or th: purposes of
a work of non-fiction as no more than "a loglcal ergument", we certainly have a dissgreement,
I think, tor example, that fact can be presented without argurent end without the asutor
graving conclusionse

I take violent exception to your slef-indulgence in descriving the things about which
we have disagreed as your "desirc for precision"., there is no usingle thing that can be
so describeu, not reasonably, that came betwecn use and I think just avout a&ll thc other
critics plus some editors I kmow well .ill disagrec with you snd say that this is one of
the flaws in zy work, ®svaluated com. .rcial.y, that I do include much that they consider could
be left out for precisione the major dissgreemunt between us, insofar as you said what is
in youg uind, is one of politics or propaganda, hot precision, your dusire-let ae be blunte
to pin a bun rap on the kemiedys, Which to me, necessarily, includes exculpating just about
everyone else, whother or not this is your inteud, anc I do not infer that it ice 1t is
the present-day reality, the inevitable consequence.




If I do not say anyone isn_ 1 at some point imprecise, I can say that this is one
complaint I do not pemember ever geing made against any of my worke I have, rather, been
called a nit-picker because of my concentration on it. Howard and Bernabei read this pert
as well as the others. I recall no such coamplaint, and 1 hope you wil: not takc ofiense
if I sug est their intelligenc: coipares favorably with yours and your factual knowledge
unfavorably wity theirs. “ mean no orrense., dut you shoudl be facing things, not inventing
them, These people have spent more time in this, have considerable original work and inquiry
to their credit, and have read more than you, with at least adequate powers of comprehensione

You are correct in quoting me as sayiug that there are those who will not permit
themselves to be convinced, but not in saying it is nitpicking to be factual and precise.

You ar: correct in interpreting uy position on the role and limitations and responsi-
bilities of an editor or an abridger, but you mispepresent uy position on tie subject in
generale 1 made no precondition in this area except fidelity. “uis put you in the position
of wanting infidelity to my work or disagreeing on what fidelity ise. But on the one yuestion
that is substantial, ricC, which can be disposed of in no space or time not being, before
you had a chunc: to even argue your position, I iwreulately said, "take it out", it flomred
you, as you a:no-ledged, and I do not for a uinute, for reazons only sous of whiich I then
zace you, told you 1 thought it wrong and counter—productive, But I did even then agree
to the total elimination. lou would not accept it because for some reason I can't fathom
.you are after the Kennedys. ~0, this is an unfaithful representation.

Second full parpgrpahe I do not tuink you originally misrepresented to me. I thinl:
you changed without consulting or informing we, But if you should claim that you hacen't
chnaged, then 1 all a very gross and to us costly umisrepresentation, 1 did offer you sll the
leeway in the world, subject only to fidelity to the work, The use of :uch phrases as
"logical arguments" are really propaganda here. Ve never got to that. Where we adcrcssed
specific fact, you were without a leg to stand on, as with the seriedys, when you were
finished you admitted no more could be reasonably acked or sobuy than what the bock says
he did, consubt his advisers and have them fami,iar with the llterature. The problem here
is tha you now want and entirely new and an entircly different book, fact and docirine.

Third full graph, Showing why anc how the Warren “omuission failed at this late date
is suddenly a major objective of the stature you here gdve it? Even its derenders admit
it falled. They says that although it failed, by accident i$ is also right. Unworthy of youe

How much pleasure do you think 1 got out of the discussion you found disagreeable?
Was there any new element 1 introduced that would make it or did wake i disagrecgble?

Don't blame me, ied, Uf course I express ay views in an outspoken menner. -hat the hell do
you went, that I should kid you? 1'llargue the points I argued with you with azgone, and,
insofar as 1 have had a chance to test them, which + have to admit is not enough to be &

real test, 1 have no disagreement with my position. But &f you thins you are some kind of
great guy for restraining your anger, again I ask you to ewiich positionss iou are the one
who changed the agreement, and that without even a clue about it until you phoned, I spent

an awful lot of time for nothig, and the nominal expenses are for me great. You make & switch
and I'm not supposed to get angry but it is a great dispensation that you don't? What kind

of thinkin; is this. When you pratc the wind or thing you will come to kuow &g nousense,
what I an I suppsosed to do, roll over and thank God for your great wisdom? Uon t patronize
me and don't deceive yourself,. sieither gcconplishes anything. lou are in a nan? s, not a boy's
league when you work with this, and don t expect kindergarten trt_atmant. A man argues his own
position, you are capable of it, and if~you lacked arguments, don't blame it an a:ything else,
Sich discusasions do and can lead to the resolution od #ifrerences if the p.rties discussing
have any such intention. But compare two things, which should be comprehensible. On the
first expression of your dislike of the Kennedy bit, I say out with it. But you argued and
argued and argued about a single lousy paragrphe L1 this illustration shows anytidng it is
that you are determined that you will convert this into your work, with uo thought to your
limitations or who did the work, and no willing to change on even a peragraph. Let 1 said
without arguing thow out much more than an entire chuapter ehich, but the wayy LiJ has just
reaffirued for me in his book, not the condensations wo, I record disagreement witia this
graph, toce

Une page three you make an of.er under 1 and withdraw it under 8. How can we be
even talsing? You wind up saying that under the best of conditions I have to hold this
enormjus labor in total supgression until some unspecified time next year anc then may learn
that you are backing out entirely, “eread yourself, man, ¥Would you accent thig? Even broke?.



Examine your own vaccilation on a single page! The con¥lict between tho beginning
-and the end of this page is irreconcilable, and if you doubt my interpretation, consult the
others to whou you have sent copies,

But strip.ed to essuntials, you in 1 are ofiering to buy me. I am not for ssle, 4ind
80 far as byying that work is concerned, it cost me, in even oy desparate condition, much
more than 310,000, I also sug est it represents a work the entire eritical com, und ty,
coliectively, did not could and i also believe coulu not, This, to:, is not for asle,

But I think you should examine your formulation and your motive as disclosea here, not

for wv but for you, When I saw this I knew you couldn t ve serious even if you really

think you are ‘axnd agaiu I invite you to solicit the other three opiniona/s I repeat this

in an effort to make you cousider, whether or not you believe it, that my purposes in
writing you at thiu great length are not selfish but an efrort to serve what 1 regard as
your intereste 1 think Gary knew epough betore you wrate this to be able to tell you whether
or not he belicves this, and I dou + doubt tuat with this he will. :

In this connection, why do you not ask yourself, if your motives are pure, why you
didnnt Buke me this siuple offer: you would pay for the printing of the entire work in
return for which you would nake a condensation that can be more acreptable in the narketplace
snd ca reach more poople? Lo you rcalize there is but on. dil, erence between this formulation
and the ons you originally made, that the unabdirdged cowsd not be wwekishamoy printed until
the adridged is? Do you realize that this at the very least means sup.ression of information
of this kind for at beast close to a year? If you are reslly lucky? Is this purity of
motive, unselfishness, dedication to gettin,, le fact about the assassination out? I agreed
to your original term.., which I would jot now do, but ought you not be askin, yourself vhy
you stipulated suppression beforc you sturted addkingother unagreed to conditions? You
were careful not to tell Howerd this, or in his representation of what you told hin he
omitted it. sut I gather from doward's call that hie understood what is utterly false, that
you imposed no limitation on tie appearance of the entire work. Thus he had to think I was
nuts, sut why not ask him now if he would agree to your conditions? Op Jerry or Gary, were
they in wy position or in their own?

In 3 you repeat supyression, this time stipulating a year, Examine yourself, your
dedication sand your ~urposes, not what you think you represent them to be to yourself,

tell me any writer you know who would accept sither four or your representation of
Wkt I did as no more than investigation, .

« is of no consequence., sut ask yourself what you would be doing to me, to us, %o
the discoviry and acceptance of further truth, to the posuibilities of even this work if you
show this stuff to those who can be ruined by it while holding me back for a minimum of a
year? ind, can you not conceive that it can subject me to some Jeopardy? How can you even
think of this and not question your won wmotives in all of this?

«iYou gotta be some kinda nut to think that there can today, without some stroke of
unlikely good furtune, to think there can be either 10,000 profit or anything thereafter,
Or rabid to think there with a very large cash rcturn therc cen be any real profit frou the
unabridged version. Bu% what you are saying is that you arc covering yourself, not what
you sedd to begin with, vhat you woulu put the nouey oute You began with 10 to show your
00d faith, then sudvenly you developed real lofty principle, mh?

Un the next poge yoi tals about giving up a year of your tiie. If it requires that
to do a complete rewrite, then you are in the wrong fivlde and if taer. were any rational
way of calling the couplete work that I'd like to sec abridged, simpliried and sade more
acceptable to mor: people "some comu reial form", wh .t the 4.ll are we talxing about to
vegin with?

I simply haven't time to carry tids wuch further., ihere ig nothing vyt fact that can
versuade xe to chunge anything I ever saye Under no other conaitions would I ever permit
use of daything I do tha- I ean't agree withe You are taliding about your book, not wine,
when you talk about what you think, “rankly, I think you ought not be considering any kind
od a deal for when you look back ou all or this with some detachment you are going to be
les: than completely satisfied with yourself or 1 seriously underestimate, or shoul:d I
say overestiiiate you? Your slel-rvpreventation in all o thiz id deplorable, and I encourage
you to give it no wider circwlation than you have, I certainly won'te It will be ruinous to
you, an¢ that, as I begen by saylits and as i've taken all this wagted tize to try and show
you is no& what I want for youe



7)))for the time Ned has already wasted for ue is enough to have fi_ ished AGENT OSHAD Aand
at least an aporeciable part of Tiger. That-is an enormous coste Lil,spent a month Just typing
corrections, and 1 spent that much time posting them. ¥lus othe. things, including his wasted
time here. This has been a scrilus emotional drein to me, more than I think is here reflected,

Don't be kidding yourself about me and editing, either. “ary can tell you how long
a0 L made what efforts I could. It is, to his knowleage, either kid-1967 or closc to it.
be also kmows how I tried to arrange i =to havesomcone here, living wkth me at my expense
when I can take c.re of iyself without going into debt, so tha. the editing could be
continuous, so thut any disagreeuents could be ironed out juuediately, etc. and 1 set no
preconditions on who would do the editing except that it be someone of either sex who had =
done well in college and wac reasonable lucide ask hime

and don t kind yourself on another piut: I have always submitted ny work as soon as
possible to the critical analysis and comment of ali thc other eritics who could take the
time and who . considered even remotely qualified to liave an opinion,

So, 1 repeat, cych as I'd like.to get this book you, not only do I find your
conditions intolerable, but I think the last thing you want to do with what you have
reflected is to cnfer into any kind of an agreements Not to tell you this honestly and :
openly would be an act not of frisndship. <uit beiore you hurt yourself worse. Ly loss, fop ~-wusd
me, is much greater, and 1'll just have to accept it :

I tidnk the P.S. wworthy of secious comient,

©0, L tuinic The thing to do now is for your to return the documents I save you without
keeping any 89§ff’ return the HUR copy of the new last part 1 loanea you, the xcrox, snd
destroy any/notés you have made of any kind. I expect you without an agreement I accept to
make no reference to tie content of this work, to any of the fact in any of ite If you
have sufiicent inte est to rofer me to anyone you mey thing may be interested, I wouldww
welcome that. o ' ‘

dince beginuing this, I have asked Wil the amount on the check L1 is ued for the xeroxing
you saic you'd pay for and required not only so you could have a correctec copy to work with
but to protect tie work because you were showing it to peoplo. 1t is $56470. I may have
remebered it a bit ofi, but taat is closve if you don't .ant %o Y ity don'te

I an depending upon you to preserve confidcnce on sll of this, It was one of my
original stipulations,&s I as sure you will recalle. I have euough worries without the potential
of what you can atiract to me, begides, you have no remaining legltimate purposc.

lou have piven me another problem you are, apparently, unaware of, Do I stop

in the midule of what you caused me to do or do I continue? If I continue, 1 give other
things up, and if 1 do not, I waste a rather large amount of work as anyone at all familiar
with comiercial art will tell youe iiot counting slecp aud other tlingse snd, because
i took your word, oihers tock uine, anu they went to sowe cost anc spent som timg® There
is nothding I can do about this, as they will knowe

I can't waste tice thiniding of diplomatic formulations. Believe what you wili,
my purpos¢ here is not to insult or ofiend you but to try and ge. you to think, to undertand
what you have done, to understand yourself., Were I not of this intent, I'd zerely have
writien you no deal, please return cverytidng. all tuat went before can serve no purpose
if you do not at least think svout it, long, sraight and hard.

Begt wishes,

£5 to GRU,HIt and JP: I put no rsstrictions on your internal com.ecnts, if any, on this, of

to Hed, but I specifically aask you you do .ot uiscus: thic or aiyy aspect with anyouc else
for the reavons explicit enough above. If any of you feels impelled to wed, you might aduress
in your own way what { have largely avoidud, his proposal, in any af its forms, and my integrity,
a consideration not only not wmuntioned but I think ot ever, in sny way, considered, GRus 1
aw not asking you to rush the NCR cepy you have back. I'd lixe ¥ou to read it, sut if there
will be long dilay, I'd like ite I no. huve but four copies, uot nearly enougi for any effort
to do anything with it, as in some way I should try. gue will go imediately to an editor
known to on¢ o1 you, not becsuse his house will consider publicsning but so he can nake sug-
gestionse WYBen there 11 bo three, and L ueud one to work withe I shwould have another one for
a lesal reacing, anc then there is one. ‘his is how 1t goes.

bee for wRie. I think Ned heeds help, is in some kinf of emotional trouble. I hope you can

find time to satisfy yourself on this score, Tor I am not expert, but begin.ing with his call
to me I have becn concerned about it, seriously concerned. “e dia misrepresent, grossly, to HR,
what his offer really was, and 1 think noen of t.4ig is the guy W& really is. So 1 have to ask
myself why, hence my concern. I'll not engaged in long corresuondence on this, if anyitop)



