26 October 1977

Myddear Pean,

This will reply to your letter of 21 October 1977 im which you say:
"I didn't kmow umntil recently that you comvimced Tom Bethell to give
Jim's plams to Shaw attormeys. If You care to, I would love to have
the story for The Comtimuing Imquiry.”

I have always f;lt proud that I was among the first of the crities to
realize that Garrisom was a dangerous charlatan and that I demsunced hin
publicly at every possible opportumity. I have also felt proud that I

¢

played some small part ia prévemting the kimd of ismjustice to Clay Shaw

¢

that‘was‘anfféxgéf'y’hog Barvey Oswald--the stigma of "assassin™ pladed

UPOR & imNocent .mam..

My opposition to Garrisom, which .omly a few of my fellow-critics have
ackmowledged. in. retrospect was wholly justified, was based om exactly the
Same comsideratioms that caused me to demounce the Warrem Commission, That
is, the systematic frumimg of an imnocent man by a powsrful authority on
the basis of feeble evidence, inventions, distortions, and perjurious
testimomy. I gave as much credemce to Perry Raymond Russe as I gave
to Heler Markham, ss much credesmce to Vernom Bundy as to Charles Givens,
and as muck credence to Charles Speisel as to Marima Oswald. On the
strength of prepostercus testimeny from such witnesses, Garrisom like
the Warren Commissiom implicated Oswald in the assassipation of JFK-—a crige
of which I have always comsidered Oswald to be totally imnocemt——as he also
tried to implicate Clay Shaw. '

Naturally I saw it as my duty to do everything in my power to prevent
another flagrant miscarriage of justice. My voecal repudiation of Garrisonm
caused me the loss of eeveral valued friendships with other erities, who
persisted im justifying im Garrison the very same kind of outrages that
had animated their attacks or the Warren Commission. Indeed, while Re one
had ever tried to silemee my criticism of the Warren Commizsion, I now found
to my shock amd borrer that my fellow-crivies tried to silemee my eriticiem
of Garrisom. They ddid mbt sucéssd. :

Quite a f@w_yegr%ﬂhgge‘ggsggé-s&ggeﬁhhg»phgmeﬁulga@ﬁ}&e@t@fying?t;ixl of
Clay Shaw. My recollection: is o longer vivid. ‘But I @o ‘Temeuber’ that Tom
BethsllfWas.eeg?inée#‘thgt ﬁhnwiwasLbeiﬁggruth1e331y'and'¢ynieglly framed and
that the detailed svidence he' nesded in order to build his defence was: being
wrongfully withheld from his attormeys. I had every sympathy with Bethell's
moral dilemma and orisis of comscience and I strongly encouraged him to give
to Shaw's attorneys the imformation to which they were clearly entitlsd but
which Garrison was denyinmg them. I am deeply gratified that Bethell's actiom
led to the exposure of Charles Speisel &s a plair lunatic—a "witmess" clearly
peramoic, deranged, and hallucinating. The very fact that Garrison attempted
to mse such a witness vimdicates all my charges against him.

Therefore, I have no apology whatseever for having influemced Bethell to
reveal to Shaw's attormeys the information to which they were morally and
legally entitled.



2.

Garrison did emermous harm not alome to Clay Shaw and others but te the
credibility and stanrding of all the critics of the Warream Report. It was
Garrison's comtemptible amtics that put the whole case imto cold storage
for many years. That some eritics still believe and defend him simply
astounds me. “ ‘ .

I would like to end this letter by quoting what I wrots many years ago
to the editors of & magazine, in addressing myself to Garrisorn amd the
Warren Commission. I said is that letter, "One is not obliged to take
sides ir a gang war in which both sides have only comtempt for truth."

I take great satisfaction in the fact that I repudiated amnd demounced
both the Warren Commission amd Gsrrison. I only wish that all my
fellow-critics had dome the same amd thereby testified to their
integrity amd their unfaltering commitsent to truth amd justics,

Yours sincersly,

Sylvia Meagher



