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May 2, 1971

The Rditor

The Wew York Times Sunday Book Review
The New York Times :

Naw York, New York

Sir

Essigning John Ksplan to "review® any of wy writing is like giving
Spiro W Senator Fulbright's proxy. When the Sundey Times Book
Review (May 2) 41d this, typieslly, Kaplen vented s personal spleen
he has slwsys deen too sowsrdly %o indulge in any other way -~ always
from bBohind the baok. Im it there is no possibility of recegnizing
ny FRAME-UP, its comtent, what it discloses of the srusbling of the
basie institutions of our sosiety in time of stress, or the total
abdication of their elementel responsibilities by lawyers on beth
;i.du‘in mtl}: nng trisl, tk.\aiv x:i:h:i:n t;f the har;: ?am:; snd the
udge's sbuse of everyons's rights prossautor's and nhis per-
sonal violation of the bar's atandards.

This Xaplsn, as you ssy, "tesches st Stunford Law Sohool." Can 1t
be that he teaches the law?

Every lawyer knows that when he has a aonflict of interest he may
not participate. Irreconsilabls conflicts qualify Kaplan for thias
beok-knifing styled "review®.

Pirst, he 15 » b2ind partisan of the Warren Commiasion and teo 4is-
agres with it on a faetunl bdasis is to hiwm "silly". HNie shameful
abandonment of all standards of thewghtful law or honest reviswing
in the Spring 1967 fssus of the riean 3sholer prompted a lstter
that sven for me was forceful. Fseed ¥ uords I have naver sc-
septed from anyons, he uas silent, preferring to lurk in ambush for
sush sn opportunity ss you offered. My perscoal oriticism was true,
henos Xaplan's uwamenly silsnce. His e¢omaent on my work then was that
it was "oharity" to ignore it, valldeted, no doubt, by its halr-
willion ssle as of the time of that "review”.

Your identification of Kaplun as a law tescher is insdequate for the
roview you assigned to him. (No doubt the reporters whe covered the
case for the Times were insompetent?) He was slso law elerk to Asso-
eiate Suprews Court Justice Tow Clark, whose son was Attorney Genersl
when I degan pressing the Nationsl Archives and the Department of
Justice to release suppressed ovidenss in the JFK asssssination.
Keplan served in the Criminal Division of the Department of Justioe.
Pron it and his former ocllesgues I won by suit this confiseated and
suppressed evidence, getting even a rare summary judgment sgainst the
Department in which Ksplan served, sgeinst his former collesgues.
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¥With a long chapter devoted to this and to thet suppressed svidence

in ths book, with some of it reproduced in faosimile in the text

end a 50-page documentary sppendix, can Ksplan have better reason

for making no mention in his "peview”, falsely alleging instead

that I rely on "mewspaper stories”? He ocan - and should - choke

§:1 :halcona:ldorabh staok of esourt papers I have, 200 from this
aione.,

Kaplan als¢ co-authored ®The Trial of Jsok Ruby”, in whieh hs al-
lsged Ruby was inadequatesly defended, What better proof than that
Ruby won on appesl? And with Ksplen's niggling comments abocut my
not being a lawyer (with him as a sample, I rejoloe), om what point
41d Ruby win? The teatimeo (porjm'iouns of oms Sergeant Patrick
Dean - preclsely ths point I called tc the stitention of Hubyls law-
yera end exfactly the point lswyer Kaplan missed in his own mmster-
plece. Hot beocauss he didn't dlscuss Desn's testimony before the
Warrven Commission, for he d4id (pp.lééff.). It is simply because
Kaplan 1s such a legal whiz kid,

With his spurious eomplaints about my writing (inscouracy being
one he failed to make), hasty exsminstion of his is not inappropri-
ate, Afer all, you do present him as sn expert on both law snd
political assassinations,

Discussing whether or not there existsd a pleture of the President

taken asbhortly after hils assassination (p.25), Ksplan uses the words

Yeven 1f it existed”. Can he be sc unfamilisr with autopsies? Is

he unswers that his former esassceliates still suppress thess in the

Nationsl Archives? Whether or net clandestine ones were made in

g:ua:d is irrelevant. Official ones wers made, within heurs, in
thesds,

Kaplan's undeviating devotion tc precision snd scocuracy, his measure
:{ his expertise, is found on pege 142 in this advice deigned to
ves

All he had to do was eall to the stand the sgent in charge
of the Dallsz effioce of the Seoret Servics, Forrest Sorrels.
Sorrgs was the last person who asked the last guestion of
Qawald. .

ﬁnnt Sorrels wes not there., It was then-Inspector Tom Kslley,
86 repow reon 13 reproduced in facsimile in the Warren Re-
port (p.630). Which 1llustrates another point: It 1s easier to
defend the Warren Report if one 1s not familier with 1.

Illustrative of Ksplan's great care with faot and detail (p.l1S)
i3 ".cudinm Zimmermen, a thirty-one-yesr-old former Offlce of
Strategic Invut;ig_tion agent ..." (emphasis added). I waa in the
Office of Strategle Services (and honored for that servise). If
it is here that Zimmerman served, he surely is one of the youngest
sgents on record in any intelligense service, fb@: it cezsed to ex-
1at by Zimmerman's 16§h yesr.
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Kaplan knew of wy hounored wer-time intelligensce service. He knew
of my yesars as & Senate inveastigstor, of my exposure of Hezi car-
tels snd their penstretion of sad esplomage in Americsn induatry,
So, baving falsely oriticized my werk for depending on newspaper
stories, he deserides me and wy qualifiocstions thus: "(he is de-
ssrided slsewhers an a echicken farmer)".

This is preceded by ths gratulty that my "grasp of the law is, to
say the least, somewhat shaky.” There was s rescent test of this
in New York. Percy Poremn, the man who without false modesty
¢3lls himnelfl a grester oriminal lawyer than Clarense Derrow, had
his wake-up half on when he lesrned he was to sonfront me on 7TV.
Ne fled, half made up. Se fast the New York Times March 20, 1971,
disting could not be corrected., It resds, "Talk Show: Harold
Weisberg, Perey Poremsn, gussts.”

How “"shaky” oan I be? Or ocould it Le thst FPoremsn, unlike Kaplan,
would not be behind my back and had resd FRAME-UP other than Ksp-
lan did, discevering, samong many o things, the feesimils repre-
duction of Ray's contracts with his lewyers, from which Ray got not
& penny (rp-d‘)-soh), including two letters in which Poreman bribed
Ray to keep his mouth olosed for 2 hours (his threats that Ray
would be killed having wornm thin). ‘ :

"Neuwspsper stories”, Lewyer Xaplen, New York Times editor?

Indeed, I am not a lawyer, and Kzplen teaches it {perish the

thought, with what he can keep down). "Sheky" or mot, lawyer or

not, I would weloome = chanee to fmee this Dack-knifer who defends

corruption of the lsw and sbuse of rights, say in Cernegie Hall,

with s from the trial lawyers' sssoclation. Let us see who

;:haku » Who knows the fact, who correctly reflects the law - whe
honest.

Ksplan's 1s not a review. It is = visious and knowingly dishonest
personal sttack on me besause Kaplen does not like wy writing, my
eontewpt for him so lwoldly expressed, and Decsuss he cannot on
fact fault FRAME-U?. There thus is little to which to respond.
He in no wey reflects the book or its cmntents and delibsralely
nisrepresents its dootrine.

I do not say Ray was not invelved., I do say thers was a conspir-
asy. Hey saild this in open court. Gould Ksplan have better reason
for misrepreaenting 1E¥ But this pillar of the law, this upholdsr
of the decsat scciety, finds unimportant “whether or not Ray fimd
the fetal bullet”. If Kaplan prefers political sssaskins roaming
ths land free, put me down as one who does not.

Keaplan finds “sxigious” redundant proofs that the ahooting could
not in any way be conneocted with Ray. He depresates the two things
he aoknowlsdges in uy direct quotsation from the suppressed evl-
dence: fulse swssring by an FBI sgent who ssid he examined a ":
"bullet” when that bullet exploded and he had but a fragment; anc
the faet that the FBI could not conneet that misrspresented freg-
ment with the rifle. ,
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There was ones a time when innocense was sssumed until guilt was
proven, "deyond resscnadle doubt snd to a woral certainty” - un-
£11 the Kaplans started practicing in ths Department of Justioce
snd tesching the law. , '

He 18 not, howsver, without an arcens deseription of the confiscs-
tion of the court record of the publiec trisl of an American and
its suppression by the Department of Justiee - his Depertment of
Justice. That and the faot that Ray's court-appdnted lawyer in
London ssid he would have to "cheok me out” with the FBI before
letting me szee the evidencs against the man he "defended” are, to
Ksplen, no more thsn "inconvenlence, buresuoratic bumbling."

Nor is balsnoce one of XKaplan's faults. To him, "William Bradford
Huie, Arthur Henes, Psray Forsmen snd s host of others sre treated
savagely” (the felse-swearing FBI agent is his single sxsmple).
HMule declded there sould be no "justice” unless he bought it, so
buy it he did, in six figures. Ray never got a penny. Bought
Arthur Hanes, having mede his deal with e, contreaoted no mors
than two things with Rays =« thorough milking and to sct as his
literary agent. The Hanes sontrast doea ggghgrovldn for Ray's
degel dofenss, LHeed I say more of Foremen who sent Ray up the
river? When I expose this, it is "savagery”. :

What is it then when a Xaplan concludes as thoroughgoingly dis-
honest a writing as Department of Justlce appreanticeship csmn pro-
vids (ohm yes, even to he objects to exposure of what he eannot
refute becsuss it makes FBI "look badl}) about s book as grossly
misrppresented as skilled and practiced deceptinn can evolve by
asking "why one might wizh to reséd ... or devote newapaper space

to the book. A3lde of ecurse from its interest to those 1in the
hesling profession.”

If Ksplan conaiders himself equal to the "healing”, there ia
still Carnegle Hell. ’

9ns resson 2uch nowapsper space might be devoted to the book is
an effort to kill it,

One resson some may care to resd FRAME-UP is the reason I urote
it: 30 thst, when the protections of scoiety fail, notably the
lawyers and the ocourts, soolety snd its members mey still be de-
fended; an affort may still be made to make government work; and
to restore viability to its Jeopardized institutions.

And so political sssasdns may not roam the land, free to asssssi-
nate othera who seek to lead towerd pesce and to get for those so
long denied it their fair ahare of ths fruit of our national life.

sihaorely,

Harold Welisberg



