
Dear George, 	 • 	1/3/92 

Sitting and thinking this early morning, with a cup of coffee and of what I could not 

get to doing yesterday and what I should start on before going out for the papers and then 

my walking therapy, after which the days can be unpredictable, as yesterday's was, I remem-

bered your ambivalence over being at the head table when "liver 'otone speaks at the National 

Press Ulyb. By inference you asked my opinion and my instant reaction was "be there." In 

part this as I think now was for two reasons, to show the monster you are not afraid of 

him or his slanders and lies and not to lose face among your peeets, who might misinter-

pret your absence. 

Hy mind went back to a comparable experience, not situation, for me, when I had a 

little but not much time to think. It was my first TV experience, at WIEN-TV in 1'O. The 

taping was running late. They asked me i1I1 d. like to go to the sponsor's booth above the 

studio and watch until it was time for the segment I was to be on. I did. knd I saw four 

well-dressople who were out of place in that working9claes audience, all lawyers, the 

three men at least Jews, who were disputing with hohammed Mehti, a professio4i Arab. he 

was outrageous and provocative. Of what he said I remember, "There is no such thing as 

anti4emitism. There is only anti-gentilism by Jews." I asked myself what those erudite 

lawyers, which they all were, were doing in that studio audience. I told myself they were 

there for me,and that I'd best be prepared for an onslaught from them. Later I le4vd more, 

that holt, Reihhart's p.r. man had arranged for them to be there after it contracted for 

Lane's first book. Then I learned that the station had actually first asked the NBI to sic 

send SAs to clobber me. I have the FBI's reports. They declined byrdid help. They provided 

what those four hagl.bo ill I asked myself how to face this and instinctively I decided to 

be calm and polite at least for a while but to begin at the first possible moment by getting 

said what I could politely go after them with. I decided on a facsiiile in Whitewash, Dr. 

Humes' certification that he had brune burned some autopsy papers. 37:t turned out that they 

could not face this when I kept returning to it to ask ]cow can you as lawyers justify this, 

how can you trust anything after knowing tbis about the official &ccount of the assassi-

nation. In time I was less polite and it made so great a show the station got its highest 

ratinesand when ik was aired on a Saturday night I never got back to bed, the phone rang 

that constantly. and my/did it open the subje4 up and did it sell books! 

As the reporter who broke the story that led to the continuing furors you should be 

there,silently.2)Lt prepared. If I sine phis unscrupulous, amoral, egomaniacal but quote 
em.1/11,Pori 

ab le man up he may well inyended to defend himself gy attacking youi  your story or both. 

he will without reasonable question be promoting his movie. He will, of course, be asked 

questions, one of the reasons I suggested that you have at least my first letter to him 

and Rusconi's to me. I thihk he will bait you, even if you are not there, more possibly 
./iti 	'

n
'ot  

if you are not. But he is, I think, going to try his cage ontyou, not his movie. So, 



4Ut hsi is as straight as a side-winding snake so I suggest that while you may hppe 

that there is no occasion for you to say anything ydni be prepted to go farthur- and not 

to be diverted. 

94r. Stone, I'm not going to be diverted. Before thid audience you have to defend your 

movie, not try to attack those who criticize it. 

"You have said in various waysthat in making it you drew on everything that was 

available, all the information 4at had come to light. You were not talking about facte- 

about informAtion- you were talking about theories, and they are not information. 

"Weisberg offered you, as he does all =Ito.= who write on the subject, access to 

the quarter of a million pages of once-dithheld offi41 reiCords he got by a series of 

Freedom of Information lawsuits.  

He tells me you had no interest at all in all this information that you at the 

last liferred on a 'umber of occasions was withheld until the year 2039, that you did 

not ask him for as much as a single page of them. 

"So I ask you, hoe could you tell the nation that you were drawing on Jall the in- 

formation available when you re*ected access to a quarter of a billion pages of them and 

instead presented theories that range from irrational to unproved as a truthful account 

of this great tragedy and of our nation's history?" 

lie is done before that audience if you do this. 

He cannot address ither thing I suggest and the more he sneaks and slides and Exit& 

evades the more that audience will recognize that he is a faker, a commercializer and an 

expld'ter. 

And will it make one helluva story! 

I suggest that you have the copies I gave you of all the letters just in case. 

Remember, don't play his game- don't respond to his tricky questions or insults. 

he will attack, not defend. lou be prepared to do the same, attack, not defend. 

'n the many controversies in which I was involved, first with the first book on the 

Warren Commission and then when the decks got stacked even more I remembered not quote 

-clearly and perhaps not 100A correctly something I learned in high-school history, what 

a French general said in World War I, perhaps Foch at the Marne, I'm not sure. But I am 

sure of the essence of what he said:"My left flank is turned, my right flank has collapsed, 

my center is retreating. Good! I attack." and he won! 

Don't let `stone do this to you and be-prepared to do it to him. It will be child's 

play. He cant face these two simple things I suggest you have written out in the event 

he does attack you, as I think he will want to do and perhaps Mankiewicz and his other 

flacks, seeing the promotional advantages of it, will encoutage. 

If re refers to his Post piece as definitive, remember I sent him a refutation of it 

the next day. He had his "research coordinator" write me ajriotty letter concluding with 



more instinctively than as the result of long and deep thought - it isn't much after 

2 a.m. - I have this suggestion; be a boy scout-be prepared. knd by this I mean think 
qr-9g- 

this theough and then I hope agree with me in what I suggest - urger, really, because 

of the impact I think it can have. 

"e is hung up and Viet Nam and he has made out best in his responses when he was 

used and misused that. What you originally proposed on this that I agreed with and still 

do is what you should restrict yourself to, and Ill/come to that. I think you should 

write out what you will say and say you anticipated from the way in which he had been 

promoting his movie that he does it by attacking because he cant defend what he did, 

so you want there to be no question about your response and so ther4will not be you are 

reading it: 

There have been and there will be conflicting records and oilions about what each 
\ 

President planned but events take control and there is no way of know whether either 

could have as President done what he wanted to do. 

But this is not the basis of the criticism of your movie and I will not be diverted 

by your pitense that it is. The objection to your movie is that xt you represented it as 

a factual, historical document when it was not and could not be - and You knew fit. 

As recently as the day before Xmas the New York Times carried a story from Bollywood 

in wldeh it quoted high studio executives as criticizing Warn bee 	es as irresponsible 

for presenting your movie as truth when it is not truth. 

It is because you made this representation that Harold Weisberg wrote you in some 

detail on February 8, about two months before you started shooting, giving you reason to 

believe that in basing your movie on 'im Larrison's book you would be producing a"faaud 

and a travesty." When some time passed and you did not respond he got in touch with me, 

and I ;mote the story of which you are aware. 

Now in that story I encapsulated one of the reasons Weisberd gave you so you would 

know that you would be producing a fraud and a travesty. I note that there has not been 

any denial from either you e?;;;:Garrison. 

Garrison was going to commemorate the fifth JFK assassination anniversary by mxkiagx 

charging new assassins. One of these, Robert Perrin/had to Garrison's knolgedee, killed 

himself in New Orleans in 1962. Obviously, he could not have been as assassin from the grave. 

You did not dispute this. You did not ask for more proof. You igaored it entirely in 

the oped-page article you asked the Post to publish, and it did. 

6Q, how could you, with your expressed desire to be regarded as a "cinematic historian," 

a man who repeatedly referred to his movie as a trthful accountaof this great tragedy that 

befell the nation and the man you describe as the "godfather" of your generation,/proceed 
teftit 

to make your movie in any degree based on aftiyung 'at all Jim Garrison wrote or said? 

After this it will make no difference what he says. 



4 

what if not unreaoonably interpreted as an offer of a a]® bribe, that jag about the 
.744' 

non-existing relationship and how it can be made "consttive." She did Got address any 

one of my factual refutations of his article and he htd not responded to anything. 

George, you can ruin this bastard who so deserves it, and it will be historic. 

How I wish I were up to it! Would I be there! 

Lay on, Maauff! 

My, George, what you can do if you just sit silently and say something only if he 

smidli criticizes you or your story. 

be can't appear before that audience without expecting at least a question about it. 

I think he'll be prepared in his own disi4est but clever way. 

If you are not there you may look bad, especially among your peers. 

So, to mix eras, truth is a shield and a buckler, and put your white hat on! 

With envy at the opportunity, and best wishes, 

Thinking about this and what else you may find use for as Stone himself perpetuates 

the controversy, I thought about what 1 have alleged from the first, that he has not 

denied and that has been entirely ignored: hes movie is a brazen, unhidden commercialization 
of 

of the assassination. In thinking.of this I remember/something that caused me to cut my 

walking short so I could copy and mail it with this when 1  leave for the physg6Cal 

therapy at 7:30. Then, even if today is like yesterday and I cant really get to anythi4g. 

I'ildt least have mailed this. If I have some time I'll make and mail other copies. 

According to Stone's own Viet Nan consultant and character in his movie, Fletch, 

Stone was working on still another Viet Nam movie when he tigA(to*-1E1 Ltarrison as a 

veh e for it! 

Good stray? I think 221 

If I may suggest it, because I'd like if possible not to involve Wrone, why do you 

not phone Fletch and ease into this as he does in the utter, saying that I told you that 

Stone heard about Fletch and his work when in the course of researching a planned movie on 

Viet Nam he read your 1985-6 series In Freedom magazine. 

he may or may not chat about tbis and if he does you may find it interesting. 

Then tell him that I told you (which I am, of course, right now) th,t this is where 

Stone got the idea for his movie. If he wants to chz,t about that he again may have inter-

esting things to say. 

Then you can say that I told you that Fletch's articles gat() Stone theXea of using 

Garriosn as the vehicle for leading up to what he wanted to say in the movie that he gbt 

from Fletch's series of articles. 

I think this makes one helluva story, particularly if it were to appeared before 

his NPR speech! If you cankt do it this way, use his enclosed letter as a last resort. 

But with Syone's holinerss and purity as he presents himself and his movie, WOW! 



fr. 

4201 Peachtree Place, Alexandria, VA 22304 	June 22, 1991 
Tel: (703) 751-9080 	FAX (703) 751-3243 

Prof. David R. Wrone 
Dept of History 7100 
Univ Wisc-Stevens Point 
Stevens Point, WI 54481-3897 

Dear Dave, 

I am not certain: but I can not recall whether they have ever 
settled the old argument that the power of coincidence is 
stronger than that of nuclear power. I'm inclined to vote for the 
former.,..at least this month. 

I have spent the past several days at the annual convention of 
the Society of Historians for American Foreign Relations held 
this year at The George Washington University. It was well worth 
the time...but somewhat discouraging on one count that I'll 
mention later. 

A day or two before I began that series of meetings...all day-
long meetings...I cleared up some correspondence. I am working 
with Oliver Stone on his "JFK" movie. I had received a FAX from 
his office asking if I could "come up with names of 'experts in 
their fields' who have good credentials and don't follow the 
party line on the assassination." In my response, I included your 
name, even though we had not met for several years I felt certain 
that you continue to fit the parameters. 

I have no idea whether or not they will contact you or what they 
may want if/when they do. What is amazing is that we have not 
corresponded since "Who's The Savage" days and all of a sudden 
something arises from two sources to bring us back together. 

I have never forgotten my visit to your campus. We were having a 
dinner before the event, in a dining room across the road from 
where I was to speak. The dining room had big windows and one of 
the biggest blizzards I have ever witnessed was taking place 
right outside. The snow was flying by horizontally and I was sure 
the meeting would be called off. 

Not in Wisconsin! We crossed the street in the aale and there was 
a line of buses full of townspeople and as we went into the 
building they were wiring UP extra rooms so that the over-flow 
crowd could hear the speeches. That's Stevens Point. Much has 
taken place since those days. 

I'm pleased to find that you were with Harold and sorry that I 
did not know you were here. He may have told you that we have 
been in touch with each other quite a bit recently. 

I am pleased to find that more and more people are beginning to 
see that the JFK assassination requires a study of his times and 
of the pressures on him and his administration. I wrote rather 
extensively about this in a twenty-article series I did for a 
small magazine called FREEDOM in 1985-1986. I have been quite 
surprised to find that the series has been copied and re-copied 
by people everywhere and it has helped to stir up interest in 
this way of looking at that event. 



In the course of things Oliver Stone came across that series back 
in 1985-1986 and it gave him the idea for his new movie. He would 
use the stereotyped data from the Garrison trial to bring the 
viewer up to date on all the lore. Then he would use my material 
to work up the climax. I believe it is working out fine. 

I am not aware of the new Beschloss book and would not have 
picked it up. I do not have much regard for his "party line" 
approach to his work. I can't imagine him doing a good job with 

Kennedy at all. 

I'd be pleased to discuss that work with you. This is an area I 
know from first hand experience. As you may recall, I was in the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense at the end of the Eisenhower 
era and was there when Kennedy and McNamara arrived. I stayed 
there. and with the JCS until after JFK's death. T know that 
Period well...perhaps as well as anyone. 

To open cur work: 	send you the more pertinent articles from 
my 20 piece work. At least they will serve to open the subject. I 
am at work right now in converting these 20 articles into a 
manuscript...now that I have them in the computer where I can aet 
to them. 

I can't imagine Beschloss doing the U-2 properly. I'd like to see 
what he did with that. I'll send one of my articles on that too. 
You may have noted that Allen Dulles in his May '60 testimony 
before the Fulbright Committee said that the plane was not shot 
down by the Soviets from its cruising altitude (any other 
altitude would not matter). At lower altitude they just circled 
it and forced it to the ground. Eisenhower's story, in his own 
book, of how it came down, i.e. emphasis on "not shot down" gives 
much more detail. In that event the agency had nothing, I'll 
repeat for emphasis, nothing to do with sending that plane out 
that day. 

Just for today, as openers...among the most important JFK 
directives on foreign policy were his National Security Action 
Memo #55 and'one in Oct 1963, NSAM #263. The latter was most 
important, and was--most likely--the reason he had to be killed. 
Weisberg and Livingstone have been writing me almost daily about 
NSAM 263 (I did much of the actual writing on that document). I 
have been amazed haw they have all of a sudden realized that 
things like that are crucial to understanding that murder whereas 
in all their prior writing they never mentioned such things. 

If I may add a suggestion? I would not so much be concerned -with 
"the mechanism of control of the investigation" as I would be 
with "the method and world-wide power of the cover story that was 
created before JFK was killed and that persists in full strength 
even today." That is the real control and it gives the whole 
story. Newspapers and radio broadcasts nave the Oswald story. 
around the world, even before the police had charged him with any 
crime in Dallas. (Oliver Stone has recreated a newspaper I 
purchased in New Zealand on Nov 23, 1963--across the date-line--
that was printed as an EXTRA and had the Oswald story in detail 
on the streets, before the police had charged LHO. It will appear 
in the movie.) 


