4/27/89 1 have not kep rt you closely posted cn nmy corres—> 3
pndence with Sylvie over PN III, besed on which she wanted

to do 8 megezine piece.

I sugzested instead thet she do a riece making such references
to 1% ss would not Jeoperdize its chances emd cite it as sn

exemple of theproblemq of publicstiorn &xkxk in the lield,
intending the New York Review as @& market. Her pesponse, in
effect, 1 that there ere and have been no such problems.
Her letter to tze Times is en excellent one. 1t is my opinion
thet in referring to those Bhings sne hed to know she did not
learn of from %echt's testirony , she was not intending help
for me. They are not essential 40 .the point she efrfectively
made, .
I do ot believA this i~ proof for. your point., 1 do believe
it can be so interpreted. Therefore, I let you know .ebout it.
My opinion remains unchenged. = . .
It 1s only technically true that he” ms wes not campleted until
July 1968, for * know she had w® ‘she regarded 2s s completed
book 1ong before then. I suspectwthat she was addine things she
leerned, as from resding mins, which ghe diﬂ in limited editicn.
I heve a latter fro- her, one of the first il not the very
first, in which she presised it so she ®aid if thers wes.s choice
between publication of it snd bars, she much prefered publicatia
of FHITEWASH, -
In writing the Times ss she has, uhe is meking & public record
she hes to know is false, Eiving Wecht credit for discovering
this vitsl informstion she knows everyone, including hereelf,
feiled to She is, I think, subconsciously trying to fent me.
Wefht hes used this seme knowledge In public sppesrances, as in
New York, without ever indiceting it wes not bis own diligent
investigation bty whick he obteined this kanowledge. *his, slas,
is but one of ths prices we pey, &nd we hzve to get used to 1%,

*his 1s the wey people sre mede. .
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