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oi letter from Syivia feagher to Hdward

vhen you telephoned me on Fridey night, you bad not yebt received wy lettexr of the 1lth
but you nevertheless volunteered thai you would elaborate om the question of the palmprint

1 the rifle and similar evidencisry points which I had raised with you, in prepering your
boow on Gavrison. I was pleased to hear you asy this, of course. it the next day,
thinking about it further and re-reading your Mew Yorker srticle, I found myself still
c¢isguieted snd decided that 1 should express uyself, for the record, with less diffidence
aod with vluntness if necessaxry.

Until 1 read your Hew Yorker srticle on Wednesday, I anticipated thal you would have
motilicd the carlier mamuscript that I read in February so as fo make it clear that

you do net zccept the Warren lleport or its conclusions, and that youw advocate = new,
corpetent and impartial invesbtigation. 1 had written you on 14 Febriary 19683

"Hore seriocus is the omission of the vary compelling argument wilch you yourself

huive wade in conversation: that the lunatic Xew Orlesns investigation of the

assassinatlon increzses the urgency of setting into molion a responsible,
professional 1‘vesulgatlﬁn...§ne article as it now stauds may eicourage the
inpression that the Warren Repori is probably‘gll right end that all erivied

of the Commission is Garriscn-iike anc ub be digmissed as more 3f the same
ura03~pottery.

I ¢id not oxpect you to adjust your article merely in order to satisly wy point of view
but I did expect you to reflact your own viewpoint, as czpressed in letters and con-
versation.  Nothing in the nublishoc erbicle expresses vour own argiment that the

"Garrison investigation' in itself is iling argument for a new
exapination of the events of Dallas. Wotling in the  ublished article indicates

thel critice of the Varren leport like Leo Jsuvape and wyself have bhen,reluuzatlng
Garrison vigorously, and on the record, for more than & year, as we iave been
diating the ¥R from the outeel and as we coutinue to do, without the swalleat
bacicgiiding.  Hdothing in the published article expresses your conclasicn that it
is "extremely unlake;v, even mmm inconceivable, that a single ascassin was responsible”
{your letter of 12/1/47;. On the contrary, your article lmplicitly anc expliedltly
defends the Wk, disparages that part of the peneral nublic which rejzets the WR

& being either "chronic doubters” or guiled by e preposterous Garrison, snidely
Gimuisses all critics as ™a -auiorlots,‘ and defaults on the intellociual and moral
obligation to apply to the Wi the sawe ripgorous anc uncompromisivg criteria as you
Gid apply to Garrison. w0 wonder oven the Sew Yorker tngu it that yyur article was
toe soft on the wH!

Let me wnake it very clear that 1 net asking you o write anvihing that viclates

your own convictions, merely to please me. Bub viel Al your convictions? I oam

no ionger syrce 1f they are to be found in fnguest and in your letters and conversation,
or in the long obeisance to ths HR which i the le tif of your Garrison article.

the coopergtion or assistance I hove extended To you, as to ctliers, 1as always been
vredicated on the assumptlon of gemuine commdtient to the d terﬁlﬁ3u~0n of the truth,
vithout regerd to ithe offense giVen to important persons cr to any cther conoiderabtion.

I would uot knowingly ccoperate with snycone whoe seeks, consclously or unconsciously, to
rehabiiitate the contempiible . aiy moye than 1 would cooperate knowinsly with any
other Qhwbby exercise in fzaug like Uarricon’s. et st be evident from my

aking off of ail contacts with former Cci‘eﬂrﬁu ang voiued fricnls like o landria,
Earcus, Field, Pemn Jones, etc., notwithotanding the painful sadness and tne isclation
it cost. I smoready Yo oo the same thdng a+ sny time thaet it bﬁCom‘s sbvious that
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uy efforts, exbended in goou faith, are serving alvecverse and ininizal vurpose.
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L oshould 1o say this, wut lel me enpuasize agalc inat the fact
hail varrison's has no shrod
ul.t_;;:casc legitinacy or respectasility on the Wi,  «hen the save giigie criterioi
is asplied, BULH "investigailons” are seen to be dishonest, deformed, snd insupporiable.
iou siiare my dlomay at the speciacle of respected critics oi the whk lovesting velied

© trust in Garrison because he too dimmisses the WH and desplte tho rising mouatain
ol Lis mbhsstatements, distoriions, ans outright fictions: a critic vho righily
denvunces Garrison bu‘t becoes—or appears t0 become—an apologlst for the Wk
ie nothing wore than the sdrror-inage of the pro-lerrison crifie.  I7 the 1ule
KRR e that tho iz excoriaied for its souse of druth, facl, and jusitice,
but that Gayrison's pioys end invenbions sre coudened, UR that Garrison is
conourad for misuse of powsy snd charlateuisu, bub the WR is conuonei ang
Jeodorimed, then it will be a coaplete itriumph for oppertunmism, cyndcisam, and
cerruntion, ' '
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I nave been greteful thaot Lec u.«.u'mgm first and foremost, consigned Garrison to the
e uely niche in hn”forv a8 tir Uarren Report and the Erﬁyfuu tase; wnd I hove
bpeen crebeivl snc relieveu thel whe entreprencur Herk Lane ooted for Geridson's

not Sawvage's or mine. ind l would 1ike bo know, #d, Just where IOU stand,

| g your Hew Yorker article lesves me in tie most serious doubt and T
dis ociate wysell oo T i

mmletely Trom 1te posturs ’so*w’arci the Wi and its insinualticns
as to the desonclosicel charscter of criticism and il conspiracy
i hope that it h,f‘ sceursed o you that larnab Avendt’s yromucianents, thet the

o i
llar is Uil iLy ¢ persuacive then the truthteller, applies no lect o the Ul
with 3te prestigious front-wen then it cpplice to Garris cn. ) S
If we are in baslc di <‘1agreen€,.r_:t onn the ¥H despite virious unequivecal oot

sonal conversation oF lelters and % times in

you have zade over the yeacs

miblic, I hope that you will sey £o wnawbiguously. If we are not in hasic
uagreement, then I an gt s loss 1o unrerstand how your }Iew Yorker articlec could
strong stavay of the apologist for ) '.‘{' I camn be helpful
sanaing fdcl book length, 1 so bot only it I

ve orﬁ‘unwtih& 80 'n}c,h as 2 ceui-colon

A aorduto_._y certsin :
curage charity toward or croderce in the

to ary sublle or over

Yours sincerely, ctce.



