¥ay 2, 1971

The Editor

The New York Times Sunday Book Review
The Now York Times .

Now York, ¥ew York

8ir:

Essigning John Kaplan to "review" any of my writing is like glving
Spiro Agnew Senator Fulbright's proxy. When the Sunday Times Book
Revievw (May 2) 4id this, typleally, Kaplen vented a personsl spleen
ho has always deen too sowerdly to indulge in any other way - slways
from behind the back. 1In it there s no posaibiiity of recognizing
wy FRAME-UP, its oontent, what it discloses of the srumbling of the
banic institutions of our soctety in time of stress, or the total
abdication of their slemsntsl responsibilities by lawyers on both
£ides 1n the Ray trial, their viclation of the bar's canons snd the
Judge's abuse of sveryome's rigats but the prosecutor's snd his por-
sonal violation of the bar's stendards.

This Kaplan, as you say, "tesohes at Stanford Law School." Csn it
be that he teaches the lawt

Every lawyer knéua that when he has a confliect of interest he may
not participate. Irreconsilable confliots qualify Keplsn for this
back-knifing styled “review”,

Pirst, he 1s a dlind partisan of the Warren Commission end to dis-
egroe with 1t on & fastual basis 1s te him "silly". HEis shameful
ebandonment of all standards of thoughtful law or honest raviewing
in the Spring 1967 issus of the American Sohelar prompted s letter
that even for me was forceful. soed W words I have never as-
sopted from anyone, he was silent, preferring to lurk in ambush for
such en oppertunity ss you offered. My personal oriticiem was true,
hence Xaplan's unmanly silence. Hias comment on my work then wes that
it was "ocharity” to ignore it, valideted, mo doudbt, by its half-
million sale es of the time of that "peview".

Tour identifioation of Kaplsn as a law teacher 1s insdequats for the
review you essigned to him. (No doubt the reporters who covered the
case for the Times were incompetent?) He was also law slerk to Asso-
olste Supreme Court Justioe Tom Clerk, whose son was Astornsy Genersl
when I began pressing the National Archives and the Depsrtment of
Justice to relesse suppressed evidence in the JFK assassinstion,
Ksplan served in the Criminsl Division of the Department of Justics.
Prom it and hia former ocollesgues I won by sult this confiscated and
suppresaed evidences, getting even a rere summary judgment sgainst the
Department in which Ksplan served, sgainst his former collecgues.
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With a long chapter devoted to thls end to thet suppressed evidence

in the book, with some of it reproduced in facsinmile in the text

and a 50-page doocumentary appendix, c¢an Kaplan bave better reascn

for making no mention in his "review", falsely alleging instead

that I rely on "neuspaper stories"”? He can - and should - choke

::i:holoonaidorable atack of court papers I have, 200 from this
8il0Ne., '

Kaplan also co~authored "The Triasl of Jack Ruby", in which he al-
leged Ruby was inesdequately defended, What better proof thsn that
Ruby won on appeal? And with Keplen's niggling comments about my
not being a lawyer (with him as a sample, I rejoice), on what point
did Ruby win? The testimony (perjurious) of one Sergeant Patrick
Dean - precisely ths point I oalled to the attention of Rubyls law-~
yers end exfactly the point lawyer Eaplan missed in his own master-
plece. Not because he didn't disouss Dean's testimony before the
Warren Commiasion, for he &id (pp.166ff,). It is simply because
Kaplan 1s such a legal whiz kid,

¥With his spurious complaints about my writing (inacouracy being
one he failed to make), hasty examination of his is not inappropri-
ate, After 2ll, you do preasent him as an expert on both law and
politicel assassinations.

Discusaing whether or not thare existed a plcture of ths President
taken shortly sfter his aassassination (p.25), Kaplan uses the words
"even if 1t existed”. Can he be so unfamilisr with sutopsles? 1Is

he unswars that his former esscoiates atill suppreas theses in the

National Archives? Whether or not clandestine ones were made in

g-%lasdia irrelevant. Offiocial ones were made, within hours, in
ethesda. '

Kaplan's undeviating devetion to precleion snd acouracy, his mezsure
o{ his expertise, is found om page 142 in this advice he deigned to
give:

. A1l he hsd to do wes eall to the stand the sgent in charge
of the Dallss office of the Secret 3erviece, Forrest Sorrels.
Sorrgls was the laat person who asked the last guestion of
Qswald.

Forrest Sorrels wes not there., It was then-Inspector Tom Kellsey,

88 Yo thereon is reproduced in facaimile in the Warren Re-
port (p.zgo). Which 1llustrates another point: It 1s easisr to
defend the Warren Report if one is not femiliar with it.

Illustrative of Kaplen's grest oare with fact end detail (p.115)

48 "..edim Zimmerwsn, s thirty-one-year-old former Office of

Strategic Investigation agent ..." {emphasis added), I was in the
Office of Sfrafcgio Services (end honorsd for that service). If
it i3 herse that Zlwmerwman served, Rha surely is one of ths youngest
agents on resord in any intelligense service, fdw: it cesased to ex-
ist by Zimmerman's 16§h yesr. ‘
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Kaplan knew of my honored war-time intelligonse service. HNe knew
of my years as a 3Senate investigator, of my exposure of Nazi ocar-
tels and their penstretion of and espionage in Aserican industry.
So, bhaving falsely criticised my work for depending on newspsper
stories, hs describes me and uy qualifications thus: "(he is de-
seribed elsewhere as a chiscken farmer)'.

This is precsded by the gratulty that my "grasp of the lew is, to
say the least, somewhat shaky,” There was a recent test of this
in New York, Peroy Foremsn, the man who without false modesty
oalls himself a greater oriminal lawyer than Clarence Darrow, had
his weake-up half on when he learned he was to oconfront me on TV,
He fled, half made up. So fast the New York Times March 20, 1971,
1isting eould not be gorrected, It reads, "Talk Show: Harold
Weisberg, Percy Forsman, guesta.”

Bou "shaky" can I be? Or could it be that Foremsn, unlike Kaplsn,
would not be behind my back and hsd read FRAME-UP other thsn Kap-
lan did, discovering, smong many obther things, the facsimils repro-
dustion of Ray's contracta with his lauyers, from which Ray got not
a penny (pp.489-504), including two lstters in which Poremsn bribed
Ray to keep his mouth closed for 2l hours (his threats that Ray
would be killed having worn thin),

"Newspaper stories”, Lawyer XKaplan, New York Times editor?

Indeed, I am not a lswyer, and Kaplan teaches it (perish the

thought, with what he oan keep down). "Shaky" or not, lawyer or

not, I would welcome a chance to face this back-knifer who defends

oorruption of the law and sbuse of rights, say in Carnegie Hall,

with & jury from the trial lawyers' sssociation. Let us see who
;-hggna“, who imows the fact, who correctly reflects the law - who
8 nest.

Kaplen's is not e review. It 1s a vicious and knowingly dishonsst
personal attack on me bscauss EKnplan does not like wmy writing, my
contempt for him so luoldly expressed, and beceuse he cannot on
fact feult FRAME-UP. There thus is little to whioch to respond.

He in no way reflects the book or its ocontents and deliberalely
misrepresents its dootrine,

I do not say Ray was not involved., I do say there was a comnspir-
soy. Rey said this in open court, Could Kaplan have better reason
for misrepresenting 1t? Enf this piller of the law, this upholder
of the decent soclety, finds unimportant "whather or not Ray fimd
the fatal bullet”. If Kaplan prefers political aassaséins roaming
the land free, put me down as one who does not.

Keplan finds "exigilous" redundant proofs that the shooting could
not in any way be connected with Ray. He deprecates the two things
he scknowledges in my direct quotation from the suppressed evi-
dence: false swearing by an FBI agent who said he examined s b
"bullet" when that bullet exploded and he had but a fragment; anu
the faot that the FBI oould not connect that misrepresented Ifrag-
ment with the rifle,
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There was once a time when Innocence was assumed until guilt was
proven, "beyond reasonable doubt and to a moral certainty” - un-
til the Ksplans atarted practicing in the Department of Justice
end tesoching the law.

He i3 not, however, without an arcane description of the confiseca-
tion of the court record of the public trial of an American and
its suppresslion by the Department of Justice - his Department of
Justice. That and the faot that Ray's court-appanted lawyer in
London said he would have to "oheck me out" with the FBI before
letting me see the evidence agsinst the man he "defended" are, to
Kaplan, no more than "inconvenlence, bureaucrstic bumbling."”

NHor is balance one of Kaplan's faults. To him, "Williem Bradford
Huie, Arthur Hanes, Percy Foreman and a host of others are treated
savagely” (the falas-swesring FBI agent is his single example).
Hule declded thers could be no "justice" unless he bought it, =zo
buy it he did, in six figurea, Ray mever got a penny. Bought
Arthur Henes, having made his deal with Hule, contracoted no more
than two things with Ray: e thorough milking snd to act as his
literary agent, The Hanes contrsot does not provide for Rey's
legel defense, Keed I say more of Foreman who sent Ray up the
river? When I expose this, it is "savagery”.

What is it then when a Kaplan concludes as thoroughgoingly dis-
honest a writing as Department of Justice apprenticeship can pro-
vide (ohm yes, even today he objects to exposure of what he cannot
refute because it makes FBI "look badl) about a book a2 grossly
miarppresented as skilled and practiced deceptimn can evolve by
asking "why ons might wish to resd ... or devote newspaper spece

to the book. Aaide of course from its interest to those in the
healing profession.”

If Kaplan consideras himself equal to the "healing”, there is
still Carnegle Hall,

One reason such newspaper space might bs devoted to_the baook is .
an effort to kill it. : . '

One reason some may care to read FRAME-UP is the reason I wrote
it: So that, when the protections of society fail, notably the
lawyers and the courts, society and its members may st11ll be de-
fended; en effort may atill be made to mske government work; and
to restore viability to its Jeopardized institutions.

And so political assasdns may not roam the lsnd, free to assaszsi-
nate others who seok to lead toward peace and to get for those so
long denied it their fair share of the fruit of our national 1ife.

Sincerely,

Harolé Weisberg



