. ' . 69-01 35th Avenue
e Jacikson Heights, NY

11377

Mr. John Leonard
Bditor -~ New York Times Book Review
Times Squars, New York 10036
August 16, 1971

Dear Mr. Leonard:

I meant to write this letter on July 6, the Llast time I called
you. You may recall that you were too busy to speak to me on that
occasion, but you were kind enough to relay a message to me througn
Jour secretary. That message wuas that the rull page round-up of
letters on Jchn Kaplan's reviéw of Harold Weisberg's book. "Frane~Up"
was still planned. Untortunately, I was preparing to go on vacation
at that time, snd events prevented me trom writing wnitil now. Pere
haps 1t is just as well that I did not write yow -soorier, howevar,
because by now it is evident thet you are either a liar, or that
you have no eosntrol over the Times Book Review despite the tact that
you are its editor. I do not care to speculate whether the tormer
or the latter is the case, for eilther way, the results are the same.

I send this letver certitied bzcause you and the Times have been
completely unresponsive Lo all letters on this matter — even to the
point of rstusing to acknowltedge any letters received, and ignering
requests to return certain itens atter you had inspected them. If I
?ere not witness Lo this entire arrair I would trind it difficult +o
believe,

o

On March 11, 1969 the Times published a tine editorial ent
-
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Tor the assagssinatiosn or Dr, Martin Luther Ying Jr. is a shockl:
b
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"Tongue Tied Justice.” It began: "The abortsd trial of Janes Parl Kav
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breach of raith with the Anmerican people, black and white." It soes
on: "Nothing bubt outrage and suspicion can #sllow the handling of
this g-delayed aznd instanily snutfed-out trial." ..."In the ghetto
and in world outside .the ghetto, the auestion still orizs tor angwer:
Was there a conspiracy to kill Dr. King and who was in it%"..."Ko on

was denanding blood; everyone is demanding racts."..."There should
no Warren Commission negessary — a month or a year from now -~ 4o
still our doubts and do what a Tennessee court has railed to do. ¥

Its conscience apparently eased, the Times went about its 3
iness arter that memorable editorial. It sousht no further tacts and
roised no rurtner outery. a T o

Harold Weisberg's "Prame~Up" is the tirst and only book to date
to address itself the demsnd tor tacts that the Times made S0 €lo-
quently. Its docunentation is exhaustive, and its inplications frighte
ening. This book proves beyond any doudbt that James Larl Ray was ths
victem of a monstrous frame-up. Contrary to publid belief; Ray did
net voluntarily enter into his negotisted gullty ples, He was tlhiresten

%nd wherl that tailed to work he was bribed by nis lowyer Dercy Poren
rorenan's letters to Ray in which e first lowered his Lee on the ool
lon that "the plea is entered and the sentance accepted und no enbarp
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assing circuwastances tuke place in the court room, " and then leut
rmoney to Ray's brother, also "eontbirngzent upan the wlen ot Fullty and

sentance going thr. ush on karch 10, 19863, without anv unues
on your pori in court," are both reprinted in "PFrame-Up,!
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atso produces PBI firearms expert Robert Frazier's artidavit in which
e etated that "I could draw rno conclusion as to whether cor not

the submnitted “buttet was Iired trom the submitted ritle.™ Despite

thise dneredible revelation, the prosecution represented the bultlet

ag heing "congistent" with having been fired from Ray's ritfle -
meening only that 1t was fired from a riifle ot similar calilbre, This

L Lat an intinitesmal sample of documented evidence whiéh can be

townd in Mr. Weisberg's book. uch ot it was suppressed by ths Justice
Department, and HMr. Weisberg won access to it by sueing under ths
Fresdem of Information Act. Months of setalling and otrficial obtus-
cation tinally led an angry and frustrated judge to issue a Summary
Judgement against the Justice Departument atter patiént prodding brought
only Turthsr excuses and procrastination.

The Tines reacted to this bhook which supplied the tacts it hed

Youvnd so wanting by ignoring it as a news story and assigning John
Koptlan as its reviewer., Prom 1957 to 1961 Nr. Kaplan served the

Justice Dezpartment in three capacities: tirst as a lawyer with the
Criminal Division ( the very same division which Mr. Yeisberg had

to sue 1o obtain suppressed evidencs); then as a special prosecutor

in Chicago, and tinally as an Assistant U.S. Attorney in San Francisco.

Irn the Syring 16067 American Beholar, Jolm Kaplan authored a lengthy
article entitled "The sassins. ' Yhe article, which was latér reprinted
ih the Staniord Law Reviey a detfense .or the Warren Report and

a bhitter attacl uvon 1ts 5 whorl he characterized as "'revisionists,'
"perverse," and "silly." Life Magazinc and the lew York Times were alsgo
targets ot Kaplan's criticism, Tor as he put it, they "added to the
confusion by sditorially calling for & new orficial inquiry. On the
most crucial suppressed evidences, the autopsy photos and X-rays, Kaplun
said that their release "would accomplish very little." Then as in his
revicw of "Prame-Up," Kadlan made no crrort to objectively challenge

M. Welsberg's work: "We may pass over 'Whitewash'® by Hadold Weis-

berg, in just a sentance., It is the most strident, bitter and gensrally
irrationally biased of all the attacks on the Commission., Qut or charity,
we shall mention it no further.” lr. Kaplan's tinal bit of handiwork
betore reviewing "Mrame-Up" was to write a 2500 word, twowpart article
for the United States Intermation Agency .( the orricial propaganda

arm ot the government ) entitled "The Case of Angela Davis - The Pro-
cesses ot American Justice." The Times could hardly have been more sel-
ective i1 they had called on Jolm Hitchell to review this - -book.
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Kaplan's review, which began: "The silly season apparently is over
s0 far as critics of the Warren Commission are concerned,., Now Harold
Weisberg, the author of no Ltess than six books on the assassination
ot Jom I, Kennedy hopes to repeat the triumph ot his !Whitewash' series
with ‘Frame-Up'," was intentionally editorial and misrepresentative
from besginning to end. He dageribes Weisherg's svidence as "exiguous,"
yet he makes no attenpt to cite it or rerute it. When Welsberg exposes
The incredibly unethical conduct ot Fercy Foreman in this case ( or
which the previously quoted letters are only a sample ) Kaplan suggests
that Foreman is "treated savagely." He describes lir. Weisberg as a
"chicken farmer;" ignoring the fact that he served as an intellegence
analyst vith 033 durings WWII, and subseouently was a respected Sen-~
ate Investizator. Kaplan sees nothing inpropristous in the compro-
nise that prevented a trial and the coning to light o evidence of
consplracy, it any, because Ray is technically a murderer Yyhether or
notl" Nhe "rired the tatzl bullet or merely acted an a decoy." Kaplon
wonders aloud "why one misht wish to read or, ror that natter, to de-
vote newspaper-review space ta the boolk." He wisrepresents the source
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of WMr. Welsberg's evidence asg "newspaper stories." It is ditticuld
to conceive of a more dishonest review or a worse choice of review-

ers.

Iir., RKaplan's statement that "Frame-Up" does not deserve newspaper
review space takes on added sipgniticance when one observes what was
said about the book in the few reviews it received berors the Times.effec
tively discouraged others trom reviewing it:

Barry farber: ! The next time anybody tries to aismiss Harold Weis-~
verg as a chicken racmer I will renmind him that Paul Revere was
g .
a coppersmith."

Saturday Review: " Weisberg is an indeistipgable researcher... when all
has been said, Weisberg renains invaluable. He has pursued the
facts... And they are racts that lay claim to the conscience or
Anerica," : ‘ .

Publishers! Veekly: " This review can barcly suggest ti.e detailed
nwiber of WVelsberg's charges, speculations, treshly documented
evidence and revelations about the XKing muvrder. In two areas

A he is pure THT: his attack on Ray's Lawyer, Percy Foreman, and
Bradrord Huie... and his sensational head-on assault on J. Edgsr
Hoover, the FELI and the government itselt ror what he claims was
the suppressing of ofricial evidence indicating Ray was not alone
in the King assassinetion. Crank or supersleuth, Weisberg, tor
&ll his turgid writing has brought torth a blistering book."

>

Chicago Sun-Times: "Weisherg has dug up wmuch materizl, some ot it
properly desienated as suppressed, that must give any reasonable
and unprejudiced person pause.! .

As a student of assassination literature I was familiay with-John
Kaplan's purtisan background, and I was shocxed to sece that he was
the man chosen %o review MPrame-Up." I phoned vou on.lday 5 to make
known ny distress. You were good enough to speak to ms. You seemed
greatly disturbed about what you had leerned about kir. Keplan. You
told me that you had just received o letter trom Mr. YVeisbers de~
tailing Mr. Kaplan's complex conilicts of interest, and this was the
first you had learned ot them. You told me that you had not assigned
the book, but rather that it had been assigned by Manother editor.™
At that time you personally solicited a letter from me. You assured
me that youa would personally see to it that it arrived in the hands
or the editor of the letters section. When I asked you i1 there was
still *Yime to write a letter in ~rder to have it printed you replied
that there was because "we'll have to dn something with the author's
letter," Iy letter was mailed on llay 10, 1971. It was addressed to
the Bditor ot the Times 3Book Review, and it was acconpanied with a
covering letter to you. In that ecovering letter I thanked you- =~ | .
for your corcern in asking me to write it., I nesver received s reply
or an aciknowledgement, Heither did . Welsberg receive a reoly ov
an acknowledgenent to his first letter or April 30, 1971. He wrote
you apain on May 2%, puzzled by your silence - no reply. He asked
that you return to him the copy ot the Kaplan article on Angela Davis
which had been sent you —no reply, ard it was not returned. On May
3, 1971 Hr. Veisberg's publisher =znt a letter obivcting to XKaplan's
review —No renly, no acknowledgenent., You received many othar—Letters,
many ot which 1 have copiss, Fone were replied to0. lone were acknowledzged

O May 30, 1571 the resson ror your sillence hocanme apparent. On
b}
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that date the Times ran its f“'t and only letter in res ponnﬂ to

Kaplun's revisw., It was trom Geoffrey Voltt, and it took issue with
a f00+r\+% fpow "Frone-Up" whic ? Kaplan had mentioned in his review.
That ¥orotrote, referring to the Washington Post, said "I mnow that
ils VLoox 2 vimwer was ordered not to review wnltLdeh' arter he

hod read it ond decided on a favorable revisw." Said Woltf of this
footnote dealing with an admittedly "tangentiai™ subject: "I was the
Yozt's bock reviewer when 'Whitewash'... was publisned. The above-
guoted sentance — which contains tfour falschoods ~— goes a long way
toward explaining why Welsberg's serial revelations and zealous cer-
titudes have b:en so skeptically received by serious nen. (1) I did
not decide on a "tavorable review" of "Whitewash," (2) I Qld not plan
any rTeview ot "Whitewash" because (3) I never resd more than a few
pages of the thwnc. Thus (4) I was never "orderéd not to review it. "
LU nete, '

When hetore in the history ot the Times Book Review has a letter
such as this one been printed without sending a copy to the accused
party first so that he can reply? Had you sent that letter to ilr.
Welsbhbarg in advance of publication you would have known that it was
Woltt, notw isberg, who was being less than completely itruthtul. For

"ﬂg the period wqen Wr. Welsberg was negotiating possible syndic-
i of "Whitewash" with the Vost he took detailed notes. They are
or paper which is unguestionably. seversl years old they are typed on

a typewriter that no longer exists., On the morning ot May 14, 1966
Kr. Weisber& payed two visits to ”olft'u oftfice, On the tirst he was
rot in. On the second: "it aevelopcd he had no copy or the book hut
had just been uolﬂ about it by Bradlee. He'll do a review it the Posi

doesn't syndicate, ror they never rcv1ew books they syndicate." Other
noi > continue: "Bumped into Wolff 2% a.rm. He has resd +the hool, ime
izd, interested, and L "much betier written than you had ied me
to oel 4mv“ 2/ VWoltt never reviewed "Whitewash" because J..Russell
Wigging, then BEditor, ordered him to review no books on the JPFK as-
saswination because hc was noit a lawyer. Mr. Weisberg argued with
Wolrt! that this ammounted to a policy decigsion apainst "Whitewash"
since subgequent bhooks would doubtless be reviewed through Book Vizek.
WolXf agreed, but was helpless to do anything. On August 28, 1966,
following the Book Veel review of "Rush to Judgement" Mr. uelbbﬁ””
wrote to Woltf., The lelter began: When I spoke to Hr. Wigglno'lnmhay,
I told him the one I had a right to cxpect or the washington Post is
tairness. Waen I spoks to you z month opo and you told me the policy
wag to review none oif the books, I told you you would review ail dbut
mine, through Book Week." Hr. Weisberg's third letter to you dated
liay )C included ﬁ11 o' this. Included wasg an original carbon or his
August 28, 1966 lLetter to Wolrf, He offerzd you COﬂplCt@ access to
his tiles so that you could determine the authent Jc1tj or his notes,

CHe weked that you send MNr. Woltf a copy of the 1966 Lletter ror comment,

and that you w=turn the original, He received no reply, and the carbon
was not returned. Two subsequent letlers to you, one r»Lt#ruqng the
request for the return or the carbon and the Kaplan USIA plece, were
Simlldlly ignored.

Had you tzken Mr. Weisbéerg up on his offer to examine his 11Lv‘
you HL”hb 2ave gainsd some insisht into why Geotftrey Woltt wrote that
letter. Wolrt had planned to review "Framnz-Up" for F:w:'cekg When lr.
Welchzrg heard a rumor that some tunny buv1neu“ was going on et
Wewaweek he wrote to his publisher inguiring about it. Ths response

-
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dated May 27, 1971 stated that the "funny businesss" might refer to

Geolfrey Wolff, According to the publisher, Wolrf had informed them
that the pubtication ot that footnete in Kaplen's review had caused
him considerable embarrassment’at Newsweel, and that he no longer .
wlanned a review,

On the morning of June T, I phoned you Ir the second time, and
again you werez good encugh %to speak to me. I asked you at that tine
if the publication ot the Woltt letter was the tinal word on the Kaplan
review as far as the Pinmes was concerned. You reptlied that it was not.
You told me that the Wolrf letter was printed at this time sinmply be-
cause it had been set in type rfor some time. You told me that as soon
as svace allowed, "probably in about three weeks," a "tull page round-
up" >t tetters on MPrame-Up" would be published. You reiterated that
statement through your secretary on July 6. It never happened.

Thio is not the first time that the Times has conducted-a deliber-
ate axz-job on a book, althousgh it is undoubtedly the most blatent and
viscious. Especially in the arca of books advancing conspiracy theories
in the zrena ot political assassinations, the Times seems to have its
own queer morality with which they can Jjustify to themselves this
nolicy ol suppression. You may recall it hoppened to you when your
remariks critical of the Warren Report were edlted out of but t
tirst sdition ot the Decenber 1. 1970 Times review of "Heritage of
Stone.”™ What is most disappointing is that thic epparent Time
continues while you are the Lditor or the Book Review.
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