June 17, 1971

, Thank you for your letter ot June 14 You are welcome to keep
' thc."Prdmwap" file, and I will send you copies of anything I obtain

"  which misht supplement it.

I must admit some disappointment in your decision not to write
a separate item on Kaplan's review, as 1 believe that there are sev-

”f  eral points which distinguish it irom other Times axe-jobs,

For one thing, Weisberg's book is not a novel or a literary es-
. say, but the only docurented study ot the government framne-up of James
- Earl Ray. I wish you would read"Frame-Up" begause I think you will see
that it is exhaustively documented, and its conclusions are difficult
- to dispute on a factual basis. By suppressing "FramemUp" the Times is
~not merely smearing a book and an suthor, but in effect it is saying,

.ﬂ  that despite its eloguant editorial demanding the truth, the Times
“. . really does not want it, and they will do what they can to bury any-

one who seeks to reveal it. The Times review has all but kitled
"Frame~-Upi" It you read it, I think that you will agree that it is

- a book which raises some irightenlﬂp questions, not on a platonic lev- |

.el, but on an cvidentiary level, baring ihec disparity between our

;{“j Conetitutlon and our Governuent. lr. Wecisberg's point is that it Ray's -
- rights can be systematically denied him, then the. rights ot all of us
~.hang on a olﬂnder thread. Ray's tredtmﬂnt was in every sense ot the

word a Lynching. g
.In the case otf Brossard's book thﬂ Tlmes did publish his letter
and several others, in etftect acknowledging what it had done. In Weis-
. berg's case only Geottrey Wolff's libclous and untrue letter ( dealing
~with an admitedly tangential subject ) was printed. Thus rather than
acknowledge their bias or 81mp1y 1gnoring it, they added to it. Nei-
ther Woltf's letter nor Kaplan's review dealt with the contents of
"Frame-Up.™ Rather, each was an attempt to discredit Weisberg as a.
credible reporter ot tacts. If Weisberg truiy lacks credibitity, why
did Kaplan choosc in both the 1967 Arierican Scholar article and the

ﬁ_,ngmFs review not to challenge a single Weisberg point? Instead Kap-

- lan chose to-'make personal attacks upon Wclqbcrg rather thdn to dlspute.
" the evidence Veisberg had precented.-

. While I &grce that Weisberg's stiyle or writing. 1eaves much to bhe
desired, the Times could have edlbed portions ot the May 2 letter or

w1t could have solicited one more suitable tor publication ( indeea,
“ . Leonard told me that he was much disturbed by the lay 2 letter, and
o in addition to qulFltlng a letter trom me, he indicated that at least
" part of Weisberg's would be published as weli Y. When I spcoke to Lieonard
ﬁ‘“atter the publication of Wolft's letter he told me that it had been
;- in type Tor some tine. Why then, did Lhcy not communicate with Weisberg?

- In addition, 1t Weisberg's lettcr was too long and intempers te, I don't

" believe that the same can be said of my letter ot May 10, or Carol'

.li'Jankoon s letter of May 14 ( you should have copies of both ), yet
'm_they printed neither.

You might be interested in somc Iaotq behind Woltff's Lettcr. e

;ffls a triend of oae ot Weisberg's publishers, Harris Deinsttrey. He had
© read “"Frame-Up ond was planning to review it for Newsweek, It he objected

to that tootnote when he read the book hi# did not mention it to Harris.

L AYter Kaplan's review dppearcd he told Harris that the appearance of
,*“‘Tthat Tootnote in Kaplan's review hud caused him " considerable embar—

‘ ‘rasumnnt ".und that he vas wrlting to thc Times denylng it. He aisovudld
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I have no%hing to gain trom the success of this bhook except a

- feeling of :dLludetlon tor my part in helping it to happen. I mat

Mr., hclsbexg as a sult of my intercst in his writing and that of
Lane, Bauvage, Popkln, Meagher, and others. I have come to regard

 both Harold and his wife with deep attection, eand I have come to

respect Harold as 2 man of sincere conscisnce who is as dedicated to

- his task as one can possibly be. I also have come to believe that as

a meticulous rescarcher he is probably without equal. ;

" Please consider what I have written in this letter. The Times
has been doing this with total impunity ror far too long, and thcy
have yet to be taken {to task for it. .

Thank you tor your interest,

Slnccrcly,fﬂw

oz a// /‘j,,,(‘” . ,”/)f//

Jerry P)llcoii
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