14 July 1968
Bro Hdward Jay apmtein
49% Harvard street
Combridge, Habse

Paar Bd,

Shan you t&lepb&mﬂa@ on Fridey nsight, you hed not yob received =y letter of the
itk but you nevertheless volunteored thatl you would elsborate on the quention of the
palnprint on the rifle erd siatlor evidesclary points which I had raised with you, iu
praparing your book on Gerrison. 1 was plenced to hear you say this, of course.

But tha asat day, thivking abuut L4 Marther end ro-xeading your Hew Yorier artiole,
I found wyself etill disquieted and deeided that I should express nyself, for the
racord, with lese diffidence and with bluntiwen, 1T aecessary.

Until I rend yowr Now Yorker article or wedneaday, [ snticdpated thet you would
have wodified the eaclior memwmoript that I road in Podbruary oo ae to wmaie it clear
that you do not aceept the Yarren Report or its cowsolusions and that you adveoate &
new, gunpetent and fnpartisl investigaticn. I had wrdltfen you on M4 February 1968
“Yore sarious 18 the cainnion of the very cowpslling argusent whieh you yourself
have aade iu conversation: that the lunatic Hew Orleasnns investigation of the
aosassination inersaver the wrgensy of setbing into sotion & Xevponelible,
profennional inveatipation...ths article ag 4t now ptands way wncourege the
fupreusion (hat the ¥arven Repory is probably all right end that all erivicien
of the Commiemion i Gurrison-ifke asd to b disslesed ae wore of the sawe
erack~potiery."”

I did not gxpect you to sdjunt your article norely in cxder %o satiasly sy polal
of view Wat I did expect you to reflepct your ownm viewpodnt, as expressed iun lotierz
and converpation. FHothlse In the published article sxpresses your own argusent thal
the "Garrison inveatigation” in itself im & cogent srd Cospelling ergusent for a now
exastnation of the eventas of Lallms. Nothing 1n the published articls oxprogsesn
yous oonclusion that £t is “extremely unlikely, wvon inconcelvable, thet o single
masssein vas responsitle” (your letter of L leocomber 1967).  hothing io tia
publistiod article indlcates that critics of the Warren Heport like lLeo Jauvage
ond myeslf have bwen repudiating Oarrison vigorvwaly, and ou the record, Yor wore
thae & yoar, o we bave bosn ropudisting the Warren Keport $rom the outust and as
ve continue to do without the swallaest backaliding, On the contrary, your nriicle
deplicitly sod explicitly defends the Warren Hoport, disparegos that part of the
genoral pubiie which rejects the Report an belig wither “chronic doublery” oy
galled by the proypostercus Garrison, euidely disndsses wll oriticse as "desonologlats,”
and defsults on the intellectual and soral ebligmtion te apply to Uhe Warren Commisaion
the seame rigoroms and uncowpromiuing teiterin as you did apply to Garrison. Ho wonder
even The Hew Yorker thought thet your srilcle was too soft on the Warres Heport!

Lot mo make 1t very clear that I as not asking you to write suyihing that
violaten your vwn convictions, sarely to ploase me. But what aze youwr convietlonn?
1 am no longer sure LCf they sxe to be Tousd in Ipguept end in your letters asd
converoation, or in the long obulsence to the Warren Roport shich ia $he leltsmotif
of your Uarsison srilcle.  ho cooporetion or edslstaces I have extended to you,
a8 to others, hes slways been predicsbod on the goswaption of gunulre commiiment
to the deterolmation of the truth, withoud regard $o giving offense to lapurtant
peruons or any other considexation. 1 would rot inmowlngly ocopsrate vith anyone



2.

who conseiously or uncomscloualy seeke to rehabilitate the conlenptible Narren Report
any @ore than 1 would ccoperate wnowingly with mny other vhably exervisse in {rnud,
like Garrimon®sz. That suab bo ovident rom my vreoking off all contacts with
forrpy oollengunn and veluwd frisnde 1ike Jsalandsis, Morous, Flold, rson Jorws,

wd others, notwithstendlng the palaful sadoess wwl the isclaticn 1t cost. 1 as
rasdy to do the snwe thing at avny tisme that 4t bacouss obvious that ay eiforts,
oxbendad in good felth, are serviag e perverse asd Anleical purposs.

it ehould hardly be necenssry bo say this, but let we onphasise agale that the
fact that Garrison's “Llovestipgation” hes mwo sheed of velidity in no way confors the
slightent logitlancy or resjwetdddlity en the Warren Report. When the ssoe aingle
criterion i applied, both “fnvestigntions* wre soen to be dishonest, deforsed, and
insupportable. Tou share my disesy at the spectasle of respected crities of the
KR dloventing belief and trust in Coarvison becouse he too disuisved the W8 end
dospite hls risdeg sountaln of wlostatonents, distortions, and cutright fioiiones
& crdvic who rightly dencunces Garrinon DOCOEOS-=Or APPOArs 30 booous=-ud apuloglist
for the ¥R s nothing wore then the wivror image of the pro-Garsison erivics, If
the rule do to bo that the Werren Keport i excoristed for ite sbuse of faet, truih,
aod Justice, but that Gerrison's ploye and imventivons ave condoned, 0ff that Carriaon
is cenmuved for misave of power aml okarlstasies, Wt the Warven Comsission ia
condoned and devdorised, then §t will be & complete triusph for opportunium,
eyndolus, and oorruption. ‘

1 nave boen grateful that leo fouvags, first and loresost, consigned Guirlaocn
to the swse wyly odohe inm hisfory as the Warren Heport apd the Droyfue case; s §
have been grateful and relleved that the endrepronour Xark lane opted for Garrison's
tanp, not Sauvage’s or wdne.  And 1 would now like to kwow, bd, just wlere Jhu
gtand, veosuse your Hew Yorker acticle loaves we in ths most seriocus doubt and
I dissescciato myself completely from 1t posture toward Che Warres Heport sad
from ito ncinuations se b the deucuolopleal orharactey of all eritheiss nmd
sl) conspiracy nLypothenes, 1 hope thet 3% hes cocwrred o you that fanneh
Avond¥'e provmanelscento, that the lier 16 ueually wore porsunidve than the
truthteller, applles no less to the Waveen Cosmission with {te prestiglous
front-nen than 1% epplice Vo Carrison.

If we are in buolo disegrueawnt on the Warren Neport, deapite various
unaquivogal statenonte you have ande over the yesrw in personsal cosmversations
or letters and at times in publie, X hope that you will eny no unenblmpucusly,
1L wo o290 oot 4n basle disagrecnont, thes { an at & loes to uwdevstand how your
Lew Yorker srticle could have sequired vo strong a stasp of sn syolopist Yor
the Report, I I can be helpful to you in expanding the sriiele to book
length, 1 wiil gledly do so but only if I am absolutely certain that I will
ot b contributing so such as o send-oolen W avy subtle or overt effert to
sacoursge obardty towerd or ovedenes in the Werren Huport.

Tours aincevaly,

Gylvia reaghor
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