3 September 1967

The Lditors
The Hew York Review of Dooks
Kew York, N.Y, 10019

Dear Sirs,

As my friend and colleasgue Professor Richad H. Popkin saye in hiz article,
“Oarrison's Case,” in the September 1hth issue, we must indeed wait for the
trigl of Clagy Shaw to find out if the district attorney really has credible
or conclusive evidense to sustain his charges—ageinnt lee Rarvey Oswmld, as
wall as Clay Shaw snd Duvid Ferrde. Prefessor Poplkdn seems to acknowledge,
at lesst implieitly, that ¥r, Garrison's February pronvuncements—-ihat he had
igolved the case weeks ago” and that he had "evidence beyond the shadow of &
doubt¥—wore (and still are) premature. If newspspers"seem Tixated on
Gerrison's esrly public clsims," perhape it i= becasuse the clalus were never
retracted, while such evidence as the district attormey has thus far made
public is dubious, if not foolish.

A eritic of the Warrenm Report, it seems to me, is obliged to apply to
Garrison's evidenee the same striect and objective tests which he applied to
the Commission's evidence. Ry that yardstick, I find 1ittle merit in the
testimeny of iesrs. Fusse and Bundy, although for reasons obher than those
against which Professor Popkin argues. FRusso's story, quite spart from
questions raised about resort to lypnomis and sodiur penbothal to elicit
story, seems to me inherently bereft of creditdility. I can scarcely be
that three conspirators discussed the logistics of a2 plan to assassinate
Presidemt Henmedy in the presance of a fourth perscm, whom they left at
liberty to inform on them whensver the spirit moved him-—before or after
the sssassinstion was ascomplished. (Other objections to Iusso's Testimony
may or msy not be werranted; forexample, Professor Popiin concades that the
notes of the {irst interview with Ausso writben by Cagrrison's zide Andrew
Seiembra do not inelude this episode, but he does mot explazin why it was
amitted if, as Sciembra insists, it was discussed. I heve heard a mmber
of different explanations from Uarrison's supportars among the critics, none |
of wideh provided plausible reasons for the omission of what was undenisbly .
the central part of Russo's story.)

As for Bunsdy's allegatioms, 1 an skeptical not because of his drug addietion
in ths past but because I reject an identification by any witmess, however
wpright, ef a persom or persons viewed on one oecasion, from a distance,
almost fouwr years sarlier.

kr. Garrison has not yet revealed the basis for his zllegation that Clay
Shaw met with and passed monsy te Oswald and Jack Ruby ab Beton Rouge on
September 3, 1963. Ferhaps his evidence for the Baton Rouge remdezvous
will be more substantial than kis evidence for the neeting in Ferriels
spartment. Dut T must remind Professor Popkin that lap before the Baten
Rouge meeling was mentioned, Mr. Carrison elsimed that he had established
& link between Shaw, Oswald, and Ruby by desoding identical cryptograms
("P.0.Box 19106") in Oswald's and Shaw's address books, whish, when decoded,
proved to be Fuby's umpublished 1963 telephone mmber, Professor Popicin's
article does not mention this claim by Garrison. Perhsps he shares my view that
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¥r. Garrisen's cryptogresbic “evidence" ip an ambarresspent, prediceted on &
pisveading of the Dsweld entyy and a felse assueption about the Shew eniry.
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of the othsr evidence he has mentioned as indieating that Garrison is on the
right tracik, Put even if he does not accept the “code,¥ Professor Fopkin
ghould still have mentiomed it in bie imventory of Carrison's evidence, since
14 ie kighly relevent %o sn ovaluntion of the distrist sttorney's forensic
aixill and scruples.

Turning to the defection of William Cuwrvich, I mote {hat Professer Popicdn
fesls that "some explasmution seeme required of kis change of heart” but I do
not find the exsplenation snywhere in the ariicle. Certaizly Ourvich's
statements to Professor Popkin in April contradict his public stetements
in June. But it seems unfeir to tex him with self-contradiciion while
abeolving others, including the district ettorney himself, of tie idenmtical
failing. Pilgrims retwrming from New Orlesns before the defeetion repeatedly
arel conzistenmtly idemtifiod Gapwich as Carrison's "chlef lwvestigstor” and
voioed the highest praise for his persomsl and professiomal qualities.

Bot Lhe least astomishing aspect of his defection was his retroactive demotion
to little wore than ax messenger. lsas gled that Prefessor Fopkin, unlike
mmﬂoﬂnﬁf&ﬁwﬁmwwmguammﬁ

Professor Popkin asks i "darrison's theory" that the ssssssinstion was
planned and carried out by a growp of amti-Castro Cuben exiles, based in lew
Jrilesns and imvolwed with the CIA, is plauwsible. | must point out that this
hypothesis was elaborsted by erities of the Warren Report lomg before lir.
Ssrrison ecxperionced & revival of interest im the assassinstion. (For exmmple,
1 set forth ihis very hypothesis in & chepter of my forthooming Look wiich wes
writbor in Jemaary 1966, and found tle same theary in Hzrold Welsberg's
Fid which: [ reed in Fobwuary 19663 and, of comrse, 1t ig in Frofessor
2 ® own work, ané thst of other critics.) That a muber ef critics
independently arrived at similar or identical comclumions—thet the asmessination
wes the work of accommpirmey wideh originated in Fow Orlesmp--is understandeble:
the testimony and exidbits of the Warren Commission simost compel sush an

asgumplion.

The question is, can Garrison prove the theory correct and sustsin his
charges that the persons he has agcused wers indeed pariles to Lhe assssgination?
T s not so impressed as Professor Popidn with Barrison's procedurzl successes
to date, nor do I regard the camviction of Dean Andrews as af triumph, singe it
lesves unresolved the exact natuwre of the perjury. Was it that indrews,
knowing that Shaw was Bertramd, failed to make s pomitive identification? Or
was it that, knowing that Shaw was mot Bertramd, sndrews failed to make am
explicit denial? And shat of AndreWs? allegstisn that the district sbtornmey
asiged him over dinmer not to make am explicit denial that Show wus Sertrand?

I do not find this necessarily inconmelvable; nor do I forget that Dean Andrews
ingisted, loud and clear, im July 1964, thetl Oswld did vot cosmit the
assaegination--—-olmost three years before ir. Jarrison's mublic statement
thgt there wasz no evidence that Cswald had shot amyome on lovember 22, 1963,

As Lo Garrison's other cowrtroom viztories thus far, familiarity with the
Judgment and conclusioms reached by the Chlef Justice of the H.5. Supreme
Court aznd 'is emiment enlleagues after iheir isvestigation of the assassination
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leswes me without the smellest tendency to assume thel jisdels are neessearily
just, er Lhat thelr rulings me necessexily correct.

I e wiliing %o weit with frefessor Pepikin for the unfolding of the
evidence—by the defense, a5 well as by the district sttormey--al the Shaw
trisl. But I refuse to suspemd all Judgment while we wedt, ard I certeinly
refuse to deny Clay Shaw the benefit of dowbt to wideh he is entitled and
to give it, instead, to kis accuser.

Hary of us hove labored painstakincly for yesrs to expose the insvhstantlslity
anl fravdulence of the so-called evidence ssainst Osweld in the Varrven Report.
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arxl uncompromisingly defended the thesis of Oswald's inmocence of any
complicity whatever, ware ready on the basis of Russo¥e umsuported (and in my
apimion insupportable} stery momelslently smd complacently to agrea, afber all,
that Omwald was a party t0 the assassiration. (Professor Popldn has wmot, I
hasten to adf, perfommed sueh an about-fese, gince he heg elways taken the
thmwm implicetad. )

I as willing to walt with Professor Popicn for tie trdial, but since the
known evidence on Nr. Jarrison's side (the fusso/Zundy testimony, the "code,™
e The Gmton Rouge rendezvous) is, at best, vulnersble, I fimd no baziz for
asssuning that the #till-subtaoerped evidence will be comwvincing or conclusive,
Om the coniprary, there is more reason to fegr that it will be as contrived
and insubstamtisl ne the so-called code of Rulyw's phone mmber.

Finally, I have te reject the imputation that anyone who disavows Garrison
is %o be lumped with NiC er the sther news nediz who are notorious for their
hyeterical and umashemed comuitment to the Hgprrenm Zeport, even after it has
callapsed with a malodorous thud. The press-agentry of the news medis om
bahslf of the Warren Report styxdips them of credentiala for sitting in Judgnent
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cCane.
mroves mothing in he fever, ino and of itself. One im wot obliged to take
sides in a gang war in which both sides heve onily combespt for truth.

Yours zincerely,

Sylvia Hezgher



