
20 October 1967 

Mr. Maxwell Gelsmar 
Winfield Avenue 27 
Harrison, New York f° 

Dear Mr. Geismar, 

how very kind of you to write me such a friendly long letter. I will, with 
pleasure, send you an inscribed copy of the book, within a matter of days, I 
hope. 

i feel real satisfaction te learn that you found some merit and some grounds 
for reconsideration of Garrison in the copies of my letters te The New York Review 
of Books and Playboy (neither publication has acknowledged the letter nor indicated 
whether it will be printed}. But I dontt know what has led you to believe that 

I have not favored Penn's books-—-[I have great respect for Penn's courage and for 
the tenacity with which he has turned up invaluable information, especially about 
the deaths of witnesses, andi for his unfaltering effort to alert the public to 
the fraudulent version of history written by the Warren Commission. I think his 
work is more reportorial than scholarly or analytic, but as such his books and 
editorials have singular value (certainly they are more readable than my rather 
massive and laborious exposition of the evidence). I am unhappy that Penn (and 
many other good friends among the critics and students of the ease} differ with 
me so fundamentally and in some instances so bitterly on the question of Garrison 
that we can scarcely converse any loner. 

I did not start with any mistrust of Garrison. On the contrary, between January 
and April I was his ardent admirer and supporter and sent him unsolicited whatever 
material or information I had that could possibly be useful to him, including 
extensive excerpts from my book. Hy misgivings began with the preliminary hearing 
in the Shaw arrest, and multiplied rapidly thereafter, as Garrison's liberties with 
fact and logic were followed by distortion, quoting out of context, gross and 
careless error, ami even invention=-—the identical techniques employed by the 
Comission, for which my colleagues and I had been excoriating the Warren Report, 
and with the identical effect of incriminating Oswald in the conspiracy (although 
absolving him of the actual shooting, which is only a technical absolution), on 
the most fragmentary and suspect "evidence." It is not enough to sceuse the CIA, 
especially when, in Garrison's case, the accusations are part of a stream of 
transparently irresponsible and unsubstantiated charces, The ultimate effect 
may well be to create for the CIA an immunity from suspicion which it does not 
merit. In my book, I have postulated (and lone before Carrison's belated interest 
in the assassination) a conspiracy in which the CIA had the central or at least an 
important role--~but I idemtitied this as a theory, and documented such evidence 
as there is to support the theory. Merely to shriek accusations, as Garrison has 
done, against the CIA, tho Dallas police, the White Russians, the oil millionaires, 
atc., indiscriminately and without a shred of substantiabion, merely gives ammunition 
to apologists for the Warren Report and creates resistance to all criticism, whether 
it is responsible or not. 

i camot see why the pro-uarrison critics overlook or ignore this: even less do 
Tt understand their sometimes pathetic and embarrassing rationalizations and attempts 
to justify on Garrison's part the very same sordid methods which we have all 
denounced on the part of the Commission and its tame lawyers. I suspect that in 
the case of some of the critics, they are not opposed to dishonesty as such, or 
miscarriage of justice as such, but only when the victim is a progressive, or when 
the fraud is against the interests of the progressive movement. But why is it 
Okay to use such methods in one's own cause? Isn't that in essence what Warren 
and his confreres did? I do not intend to play kettle to their pot.
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