May 30, 1971

Mr, John Leonard

Editor, Sunday Book Review Seotion
The Hew York Times

New York, New York

Dear Mr, Lecnard:

When newspapers become adjunots of and spokesmen for overnment in

& coun like ours, they abdicate their responsibili ies, betray
the trust of their readers and, in the genuine .anw{n”
subversive, In countries we consider Suthoritarian, people

the press is controlled by and speaks for the government. In ours,
the opposite is sssumed, '

It is not alone by their behavior prior to the Bay of Pligs, when
and W Post yielded to federal im-

were silent, kn an enormous breach of interna-
tional law impended - one that could have triggered World War I11 -
thet these two papera hsve been and are ad juncts ¢f government, In
reporting of and reviews of Dooks on - and cutright suppression
about - political assassinations, perticularly my work, which hap-
pena to have been first, most numerous and most extensive, they
serve the same funotion. :

3 FRAME-UP is the book eritical of and destructive to the
fiolal mythol a the Martin Luther King sssaséination,

When you assigned it for review, you had, on the steff of the %
alone, a number of qualified experts, including the men who repo

the Memphis mimiory of justice., These did not satisfy you. Instead,
You resched ascross the uutr{.tor & viclent partissn, a men so
unmanly he failed to respond uy ohallenge over his earlier vent-
ing of personal spleen sand blind bies, a man more u-phm{ dis-
qualified ﬁdnst uq you could have selected for what it ia
now oleer the Times' intent to destroy my book and damage me.

Ramsey Clark was Attorney General during the entire period covered
by FRAME-UP, The officilal misdeeds therein exposed, oulminating
in uy successful lawsuit against the Depertment of Justice under
the Freedom of Informetion" law (not "news fit to print" to
W. are those of the Criminal Division. So, you select
plsn, desoribing him as a professor of lsw, and hide from
Jour readers the irreconcilable conflicts with which he is saddled.
He was law clerk to Justice Tom Clark, Ramsey's father. Ne was in

this Criminal Division. He has been an uncritisal partisen of the
Warren Commission, is eritical, without knowledge or basis in faot,
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of those who wrote the Commission did less thsn scoiety had a right
to expect of it. And on blacks, he serves as an offioclal propagand-
ist, recently having done a pseudoscholarly analysis of the Angels
Davis case for the USIA. This is %’:ﬂp‘m. acoess to
which is denied only to the people o ted States.

All these things you hid from your resders snd more. When you,
personally, wrote s review of Jim Gerrison's "Heritage of Stome,"
the editors of the exoised the concluding and only favorable
paregraphs from edi following the first on the basis you prove
spurious with we, that the Times does not permit "editorializing” in
book reviews, There has never 2 any other kind snywhere about
any of my books.

It 1s not unfeir to say you disguised these things, for if you were
in eny way innocent on ass t of this “review” (to call Xaplan's
personal which disclose nothing of the contents of the
only book en s subject a "review" is to speak of love as does a
whore), you knew them immediately on publication. I then wrote you
of then length and in detail. When you were telephoned by an
inoredulous reader who had read nm-o; before you published USIA's
Kaplan, you agonized aloud to him, cleiming innocence snd saying you
wore troubled, having just received and read my letter. You had to
do something, you sald, protesting your own purity of soul and in-
tellest. You even solicited from him a Btter to 1p rectify this
shameful thing that had been done in your name in what you edit,

His 1s not the only such letter of which I have been informed.

Having all of thess faots, and having assuaged your grief and alleged

your personal chastity, instead of rectification, you today publish

what oan, with kindness, be desoribed as malicious falsehood by

Geoffrey Wolff, a men I once respected for his honesty and for this

Kurl:lnl eheltersd in the footnote of which he wrote you. That reads,
:

I know that its /The Washington Post's/ book reviewer was
ordared not to review afteyr bhad read it and
deoided on a favorable review.

Neither here nor anywhere did I identify Wolff, It is he who exposes
his professional nakedness in your today's newest defametion., How
he can open it with a defense of Kaplan's bletsnt dishonesties and
propaganda reading PRAME-UP, which he has, slthough his letter
doss not so state, I leave to mocturnal confrontations with con-
;ohao which, if they are not spontansous, I recommend to end wish
or M,

He lies about the four "falsehoods” he sttridutes to me:

(1) I did not decide on a "favorable review of "Whitewash,"
(2) I did mot plan any reviow of "Whitewash" beceuse (3) I
never read more then a few pages of the thing, Thus, (L)

I m n-v;r "ordered not to review it.,” (Non sequitur in
or nal,
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It happens, although Wolff had no way of knowing it, that I planned
a book on the non-publishability of serious eriticism of the of-
fioial fiotion about the John Kennedy sssassination, with the title,
“Dick Daring in the Hellbox, or How I Got Rioh in 3ix Months." To
this end, I kept detalled notes end coples of all letters. Aside
from the faot that all are dated, the typewriter I used, long since
retired, and the unusual paper, further time these notes and letters
beyond any possibility of serious questioning. They are contempo-
raneous,

Begioning before the May 9, 1966, gensral sppearsnce of WHITEWASH as
uwhat I believe was the original underground book (it was published
in limited edition the previous August and had been completed in mid-
February 1965), I had a long series of negotiations and ultimetely
an arrangsment with W o8t, all included in these let-
ters end notes. This 8 od by hasty consultation with
2 file-drawer full of material for "Dick Daring.” I have no doubt
that closer examination will preduce more, particularly as it relates
to the .!_ﬁ”_ and its review poliecy. (For example, the 8 wrote me
that &o a private printing has no offioial exiastence, If your
files will not yield that letter, mine will,)

One of my proposals to the which was then being considered was
serialization of WHITEWASH, the afternoon of May 9, I left four
copies there, in sddition to the earlier coples of the manuscript,
one to the then national editor snd one to a reporter also assigned
to read it, Of these four, one was for Wolff, to whom I had spoken
earlier. In that conversation I had expressed misgivings ebout the
lack of independent and professional editing and apprehsnsions be-
cause what I published myself was the retyped first draft.

The last of my nime s of notes for the periocd ending 5/15/66

discloses I wade two visits to Wolff's office the Friday mo

of that period. Om the first, he was not in, On the second, "it
developed he had no copy of the book but had just been told about
it by Beadlee."” (Ben Bradlee, then as now an exeoutive.) He'll

do a review if the Post doesn't syndicate, for they never review

books they syndicate."

Sp, there 1s a single truth in Wolff's malice., I did "hend-deliver"
2 copy o him when someone at the Post did not give him the copy I
had left for him, (This 1s not excepticnal., It wes not until the
14th copy that I asked the Fimes to pay for eny.) But with this
elear recollection of & minor ident, is i% not odd that, on all
major points, Wolff's recall is so wrong?

My notes dated 5/24/66 include this:
Bumped into Wolff 23 a.m. Hs has read the book, impreseed,
bl.:;;rutgﬂ, and "much better written than you had led me to
ave,

There is subsonscious confession of guilt in wWolff's letter, s in
"I decided, in agreement with my editora, to leave the comsideration
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of books about the Kennedy assassination to reviewers better quali-
fled to judge their merits. I disqualified myself ,..."

It was not this way and, fortunately, I wrote Wolff on this August
28, 1966, original carbon enclosed for your assuransce,

Book reviews are ass d, where the editor deems necessary, to "ex-
perta.” It wes Wolff's funotion to decide whether WHITEWASH should
be reviewed and then to assign the review. Moat cannot be done by
the book-review sditor, Customarily, staffers are emong the first
considered, 3o, it is no answer to say "I decided ... to leave the
sonsideration of" sush books to "eaperts.” And more, at that time,
there was but one, mine,

Wolff, personally, was my source on his being directed not o review.
The footnote to which he objects is completely accurate, ﬂl‘l{ a
sontrection, What Wolff told me is not thet unnamed "editors," but
THE editor, then J, Russell Wiggins, gave Wolff this eop-out in
directing him to review books oritical of the Werren Report.
(This, of courss, did not preclude later review or serialization of
a{oophmua work, to which different concepts and standards were ap-
plied,) Wolff agonized in telling me this; and, in his seemingly
genuine unhappiness at having to retain professiocnal integrity under
these sircumstances and hias decency in telling me at all, I formed
the apparently false impression of him es a men that led to my not
identifying him in that footnote, '

If you for ons minute doubt anything I tell you, you are welcome to
asoess to Shis entire fils, It contains much more than I can indi-
cate in a letter, including the scid test to which ths Post sub-
Jeoted the book, with my assent, giving a copy to the Department of
Justice for response, Official evasiveness and non-responsivensss
Wes then declsive in turning on the Post - or one faction - for s

a short period, ' ;

Here I think it sufficient to quote a single sentence from Wy unan-
swered August 20, 1966, letter to Wolff:

When I spoke to you a mounth ago and told me the poliey
was Go review none of the books, I told you this meant you
would review zll but mine thuvugh BOOK WEEK,

My forecast was precisely acourate, That letter coincided with re-
view of the third of these books, the second so reviewed.

Were I in error - which I am not, not in any detall, no matter how
slight - the fault would still be Wolff's, for he never responded to
this letter. His own integrity demeanded response if this sentence
alone is in any way misrepresentative.

Coming on top of Xsplan's wretched debasement of the intelleet, his
defense of the FBI and the total collapse of all the protestive in-
stitutions of soclety, fobbed off as a "review” on your readers,

Plus other undenied 1ibels I do not here repeat but offer you should
Jou desire them, I submit Wolff's new libels are msliclous. This is
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particularly true when, from what was in your pessession showing
Kaplan's complicating comnections snd the naturs of his writing,
Jou seleot 1ibel alone for publication and suppress relevant fact.

Let us vreturn to Kaplan for a moment for, as I said, I daid and do
keep files, His partisenship was first displayed in "The Trial of
Jack Ruby," in which he laments the failure of the sdversa system
only to oriticize me for dooumenting it., (You might read with in-
terest the T ' news story upon its appearance for it is perti-
nent.) As 1t cltes the alleged evidencs and econclusions of the
Warren Gommission, Kaplan's book, in words I did not then use, is
loaded with permeating error on the most bssic snd uncontested fact.
After read only the prologue and discovering this, in an effort
to be helpful to Maomillan and the authors, on December L, 1965, I
wrots Executive Editor Peter V, Ritner, oit some of these errors.
1 slso said, "I shall keep a record of aedditional errors/ I

t find /In the body of the book/ until T hear from you or the
euthors,”

There were such errors. I did make extensive notes I still have,

I d1d and do regard a book showing Jack Ruby 4id not get Justloce as
important. When there is denial of justice to one, it is denied
all, the dootrine of my own writing that Kaplan now abuses.

Wolff-like, Kaplan did not respond. That he reserved for what has
begome his method, the ikmife in the back, Shen exemplified in the
Spring 1967 issue of "The American Scholsr.” Then as now, ascurady
and Xaplan are strangers.

Howsver, with his unique "qualifications” for reviewing my dcou-
mented and unrefuted oriticlsm of the Department of Justice end the
FBI, intimate mssooistions with both, one of ny 1965 comments on
Kaplan's writ is today timely. It "prettied up" the police., If
consistency in this regard iz a virtue, it is Kaplan's single virtue.

Perhaps the most ironic aspeot of all of this is the designed and
repeated abuse of me the Times for doing cisely what called
for in its excellent March 1T, 9 nduor& 1&!- was day
after Ray was salted sway for the rest of his life by the invidious
deel through which eny trial was avoided, ‘

Under the title, "Tongwe-Tied Justice,” you will find these among
many pertinent comments and opinions (ocopy marked and enclosed):

ess shooking breach of faith with the Awerican people,
black and white ...
see By No mesns, legal or pragmatic, should the doors of
the courtroom and the jsil be slammed shut on the facts
Hothing but ocutrage and suspieion can follow the handling
of this long-delayed and instantly snuffed-out trial ...
Why should this assassination csmse be tried by statements
instead of formel legal procedures, subject %o exsmination
m oron;onnimtion, the presentation of all the evi-

® oo
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see the question still eries for snswer: Was there a
conspiracy...? /You now like 1t when Wolff Jjokes sbout
- "conspiracy-hobbyists,

The state'a cese ... 1% hardly enec in a ocase of this

magnitude ... a racist or quasi-political assassination,

Ho ons was demanding b } everyone is demending facts,
T Williem Bredford Huis/ What a mookery of justice for

faots to emerge in marksted Justiocsl

Ehe Times walled in agony in the moment of peesion, but its tesrs
dried overnight. Mow that I have done that which it should have,
that for whioh it called so eloquently, firet it hires a hagk to
chop me and kill the book - thas only sueh book - then stabs me
with Wolff's shiv,

I do not have Wolff'as address, I ask that you send him a copy of
this letter and the one I wrote him and solicit his defense or a
retraction and apology. His (at least subconscious) awareness of
his 1t in this entire self-defeming affair is diselosed in his

words, "My editorz were as 81..'04 te nli; me off the hook
88 I was pleased to be off it." "Off the hook?" Can it be that
there is any book that sannot be adequately and honestly reviewed?
How eould s have besn done by the syndicated reviews the Post
gought :nd not by 1t, through Book-Fditer Wolff or any surrogate

expert?” : ;

Prom "alipping” off nhis own "hook," Wolff hes progressed to holsting
on his own petard, taking you and ths Times up with him, .

Collectively, you, he and Kaplan have engasged in "a shocking bresach
of faith with the American people.i No doors ought be "slammed shut
on the fasts, ths motives snd the doubts of this horrible murder"
(to which you sdd the attempted assassination of the only book doing
What the Times demmnded), "Nothing but outrage and suspicion san
follow the handling" Jou gave this book and me., "The question still
eries out for answer, '

I am not "donnnding blood; everyone is demanding fasts. Are we going
tolg:: the faotas" W you three horsemen, the Times, Eaplan and
Wo

You see, snother part of that vast Times bureaucrscy asked 1t all
tb: :a. @2 1t cherged me es a writeF wibh the obligations it abdi-
eated,

If your personal integrity cen survive a record like this, can g
free sooclety, any kind of genuinely fres press? Dare other writers
or publishers attempt whet I felt it inoumbent upon me to do when
they ocan anticipate your literary ascassination?

Sincerely,

Harold Welisberg
Enolosures



