69-01 35th Avsnue
Jacikson Heights, NY
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Mr, John Leonard
Editor - New York Times Book Review
Tipes Sqguars, New York 10036

Iy

Avgust 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 husy to speak to me on that
occasion, but you were kind enough to relay a message to me through
your secre=tary. That message wis +that the 1ull rage round-up of
letters on John Xaplan's reviéw oif Harold Weisberg's book "Frane-Up"
wes still planned. Untfortunately, I was preparing to go on vacation
at that time, ond events prevented me from writing uwitil now. Per-
haps 1t is just as well that I did not write you sgooner, howevar,
because by now it is evident that you are either a liar, or +that
you have no control over the Times Book Review despite the ract that
you are 1ts editor. I do not care to speculate whether the rormer
or the latter is the cassz, tor either way, the resuits are the same,

I send this letter certitied brecause you and the Tines have heen
completely unresponsive to all Letters on this natter -— even 4o the
point of retusing to acimowledge any letters received, and ignoring
requests to return certain items arter you had inspected them. If 1
?e§¢ not witness to this entire arrair I wouid rind it dirficult o
delieve,

On March 11, 1969 the Times published a tine editorial entitled
"Tongue Tied Justice.™ It began: "The abortsd trial of Janss Darl Ray
tor the assassination or Dr, Lartin Luther King Jdr. is a shocking
breasch of ¥raith with the American people, black and white.”" I goes
on: "Nothing but outrage and suspicion can follow the handling of
this long-delayed aznd instantly snutfed-out trial." e« "In the ghetto
artd in the world outside .the ghetto, the auestion still 2riss for ancwer:
Was there a conspiracy to kill Dr. King and who was in it?"..."No one
was denanding blood; everyone is demanding facts."..."There should be
no Warren Comuicsion necessary — & month or a year from now - 1o
gtill our doubts and do what a Tennessee court has railed 4o do.%

Its conscience apparently eased, the Times went about its bus-
iness arter that nmemorable editorial. It gousht no turther tacis and
raised no furtner outecry. h v LT

Harold Weisberg's Merame~Up" is the tirst and only book to date
to address itselt the demand tor facts that the Times made so elo-
quently. Its documentation is exhanstive, and its implications Trighte
ening. This book proves beyond any doubt that James Lurl Ray was the
victen of & monstrous frame-up. Contrary to publid belief, Ray dic
net voluntarily enter into his negotiated guilty ples. He was dhre:
and when that tailed to work he was bribed by nis towyer Dercy Mor
Horenav's letters to Ray in woich he rirst Llowered his Tee on the condite—
ion.thut "the plea is entered and the sentance accepted und no enmbar-
assing circunstances take place in the court rocm," and fthen Llent
aorey €0 Ray's bLrother, also "eontingent upon tlhe nles ot g
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scntan§@4go%ng throush on Mareh 10, 19569, without o
on your pzri in court," are Loth reprinted in "Frame-Up, ®
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also prodiuces TBI tirearms expert Robert Frazier's artidavit in which
e stated that "I could draw no conclusion as to whether cr not

the subnmitied buttet was rired 1rom the submitted rifle." Despite
thie incredible revelation, the prosecution represented the bulletl
wing "congistent" with having been tired trom Ray's ritle ~—
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seening only that it was fired from a rifle ot similar calibre. This

ig Lut an intiniteemal cample of documented evidence whiéh can be

rfond in Mr. Weisberg's book. Much ot it was suppressed by the Justice
Department, and Mr., Weisberg won access to it by sueing under the
Freedom of Intormation Act. Months of stalling and orficial obtus-
gation rinally led an angry and frustrated judge to issus a Summary
Judgement against the Justice Depgrituent atter patieéent prodding bHrought
only further excuses and procrastination.

The Times reacted to this book which sUpplied the racts it had .
Yound so wanting by ignoring it as a news story and assigning John
Kaplan as its reviewer. From 1957 to 1961 lr. Kaplan served the
Justice Department in three capacities: tirst as a lawyer with the
Criminal Division ( the very same division which Hr. Veisberg had
to sue to obtain suppressed evidence); then as a special prosscutor
in Chicago, =nd rinally ase an Assistant U.5., Attorney in Sen Prancisco.
Ir the Sering 1967 Americuan Scholar, Joln Kaplan authored a lengthy
article entitled "The Assassins.' Whe article, which was latér reprinted
ih the Staniord Law Review was a derense.or the Warren Report and
a bitter attack upon 1ts critics whom he characterized as "revisionists,?
"perverse," and "silly." Lire WMagazine and the New York Times were slso
targets of Kaplan's criticisnm, tor as he put it, they "sdded to the
contusion" by sditoerially caliing for a new orficial inquiry. On the
most crucial suppressed evidence, the autopsy photos and Z-rays, xaplan
said that their release "would accomplish very Little." Then as in his
revicw ot "Frame-Up," Kablan made no errort to objectively challenge
Mr. Weisberg's work: "We may pass over 'Whitewash' by Haitold Weib-
berg, in just a sentance, It is the most strident, biiter and generally
irrationally biased of all the attacks on the Commission. Out of charity,
we shall mention it no turther." Mr. Kaplan's tinal bit of handiwork
betore reviewing "Frane-Up" was to write a 2500 word, two=part article
Yor the United States Intormation Agency .( the orricial propagandsa
arm ot the government ) entitlesd "The Case of 4Angela Davis - The Pro-
cesses of American Justice." The Times could hardly have been more sel-
ective it they had called on John Mitchell to review this book.

Kaplan's review, which began: "The silly season apparently is over
so far as critics of the Warren Commlssion are concerned..., Now Harold
Weisberg, the author of no Less than six books on the assassination
of John F. Kennedy hopes to repeat the triumph ot his !Whitewash' series
with 'Frame-Up'," was intentionally editorial and misrepresentative
from beginning to end. He describes Weisberg's evidence as "exiguous, "
yel he makes no attenpt to cite it or rerute it, When Welsbherg exposes
the incredibly unethical conduct of Fercy Foreman in this case ( or
which the previously quoted letters are only a sample ) Kaplan suggests
that Foreman is "treated savagely.,”" le desccribes lir, Welsbherg as a
"chicken rarmer," ignoring the fact that he served as an intellesence
analyst vith OS5 during WWII, and subseauently was a respected Sen—
ate Investigator. Kaplan sees nothing impropristous in the compro-
mise that prevented a trial ond the coning to Light o evidence of
conspiracy, 1r any, because Ray is tecnnically a murderer "whether or
not™ Ne "tived the total bullet or merely acted as a decoy." Kaplan
voriders oloud "why one misht wish to read or, ror that natter, to de-

vote newspaper-review space to the hoolk." He micrepresents the source
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of Mr. Weisberg's evidence as "newspaper stories.” It is ditftviecult
to conceive of a more dishonest review or a worse choice of review-
ers,

IIr, Kapian's statement that "Frame-Up" does not deserve newspaper
review space taxes on added signitricance when one obgerves what was
said about the book in the few reviews it received betrore the Times.efifec
tively discouraged others from reviewing it:

Barry farber: ! The next time anybody tries to aismiass Harold Weis-
verg as a chicken tarcmer I will renind him that Paul Revere was
a coppersnith.”

Saturdsy neVwa- " Jeisberg is an inderntigabie researcher... when all
has been said, Weisberg renains invaluable. He has pursued the
facts... ﬁnd tnej are Iacto that lay c Lalm to the conscience or

Anerica,!

Pubiishers!' VWeekly: ® This review can bharely suggest tue detailed
number of Veilsberg's charges, speculations, treshly documented
evidence and revelntions about the King murder. In two areas

™ he is pure TNT: his attack on Ray's lawyer, Percoy Foreman, and

Bradrord Huie... and his sensaticonal head-on assault on J. Edgar
Hoover, the FBI and the government itselt for what he claims was
the suppr CUSLH, ot ofricial evidence indicating Ray was not alone
in the King assassination. Crank or supersleuth, Weisberg, for
2ll his turgid writing has brouzht forth a ollutcrlng book."

Chicago Sun-Times: "Weisherg has dug up nuch mﬁterluh, some of it
properly desismated as su uppressed, that must give any reasonable
and unprejudiced person pause.!

As a student ot assassination literature I was familiar with John

Kaplan's partis an bacgground, and I was shocked to see that he was

the man chosen %o review MPranme-Up." I phoned you on May 5 to make
known ny distress. You wers good cnough to speak to me. You seemed
greatly disturbed about what you had learned about ir. }ukl

told me that you had just received a letter trom lMr. Weisbe 3o
tailing Mr. Kaplan's conplex conilicts of interest, and th 15 was the
first you had learned ofr them. You told me that you had not assigned
the book, but rather that it had been assigned by "another e&lto“.
At that time you personally solicited a Lletter from ne. You assured
me that you 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 time to write a letter in »rder to have it printed you replied
that there was because "we'll have to do something with the author's
letter." iy lotiter was nailed on an 10, 1971. It was addressed to

he Editor of the Times 3Book Review, and it woas acconpanied with a
covering letter to you. In tﬂat covering letter I thanked you | .
for your owv€rn in asxing me to write 1¥. I never received a reply

or an acknowledgement, Neither aid Lr. welsberg receive a resly or
an ac&nowledgc nt to his tirst letier or “WTL] 30, 1971, He wrote
you zgain on lay 2%, puzzled by your Siiencu ~ 1o reply. e asked

that you return to him the copy of the Kaplan article on Angela Davis

which had been sent you —no reply, ard il was not returned. On Lay

3y 1971 lr. Wels berg's publisher zent a letter objecting to Kaplan's

reviow --19 reply, no acknowledgenent. You received many other letters,

many ot which I have copies, Tone viere replied to. NHone were aclknowledsed
.

Cr May 30, 1971 the reason for your silence beczne apparent., Om
)
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e Times ran its first and only letter in response to
.LVl?W. It wos trom Geclrrcy Violtt, and it toolk issue with
frow "Frawne-Up" which Kaplan had mentioned in his review.
inote, referring to the Washington Fost, said "I Xnow that
its book r:v‘~wer wos ordered not to review 'Whitewash' atter he
had read it and decided on a favorable reviaw," Said Wolfrf of this
footnote dealing with an admittedly "tangentiai”™ subject: "I was the
Pozt's bock reviewer when 'Whitewash'... was publisned. The above-
q@utﬂn sentance —which contains four falschoods — goes a long way
voward explaining why Weisboerg's serial revelations and zealous cer-
titudes have bien so skcpticaLlJ received by serious nen. (1) I dia
not 601de on a "tavorable review" ot "Whitewash," (2) I did not plan
any view of "Whitewash" becausez (3) I never read more than a few
pagcs of the thing. Thus (4) I was never "orderéd not to review it."

YWhen 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 Mr.
Welsbarg in advance of publication you would have known that it was
Wolrt, not Weisberg, who was being less than completely truthtul. For
g the period wqen Ir. Welsberg was negotiating possible syndic-
ation of "Waitewash" with the Yost he took detailed notes. They are
on paper which is unguestionably several years old they are typed on
a typewriter that no longer exists. On the morning ot May 14, 1966
Mr. Weisherg payed two visits to ”oLit's oftfice., On the tirst he was
rot in. On t second: "it developed he had no copy ot the book but
told about it by Bradlee. He'll do & review it the Post

had just been
dossn't syndicate, ror they nsver review books they syndicate." Oiher
continue: "Bumvocd into Woltt 2% a.m. He has read +the Hnr.\l{g i Mem
23y 1nu:vv“ued and A "much betier written than you hud iea ne
to owjieve.n/;” Wolrl never reviewed "Wihitewash" because J..Russell
Jldvlnq, then Ddltor ordered him to review no books on the JFK as
aszination because hL was not a lawyer. lir. Meluneru arsgued with
nolli that this amwount@d %o & policy decisgion against "Jhitewash"
since subzequent books would doubtless be reviewed through Book Vizek.
Wolxt agreed but was helpless to do anything. On August 28, 1 196b,
following the Boox Veek review ot "Rush to Judgement' Nr. Weilsberg
wrote to Wollrf, The lelter began: When I spoke to lr. Wigginsg in May,
I told hinm the one I had a right to exnect of the udShlh »ton Post is
fairness. When I spoke to you a month ago and you told ne the policy
wag 1o reviev none of the books, I told you you would review all but
mine, through Book Veek,! lr. Veisberg's third letter to you dated
llay ;O inelucded 2ll ot this. Included was an original carbon ofr his
Hugust 28, 1966 letter to Wolrf, He o*lnrﬂd you comblete access to
his tiles so that you could deternmine the authent lcltj 0r nis notes

‘He aeked that you send Mr. Woltf a copy of the 19866 letter tor omn@nt,

and toat you retwrn the original, He recoived no reply, and the carbon
was not returned. Two subsequent lethLers +to yow, ocne reiterating the
request for the return of the carbon and +the Kaplast USIA piece, were
sinilarly ignored.

Had you talken el Welsbérg up on his offer to examine his triles
you ML"Wb QLve gainsd some insight into why Geoffrey Wolftt wrote that
Letter, Wolrit had pL%nhba to revisw "Frams-Up" for Newswee ko When lr.
Velche:rg heard a ruamor that som funny buziness was going on at
Hewsweal he wrote to his publisher inguiring about it. The respon

*




- . ' * 5%

dated WMoy 27, 1971 stated that the "funny businezss'" might retfer to

ool frey Woltt, According to the publisher, Wolff had informnmed themn
that the publication of that footnete in Kaplan's review had caused
1 - & ; h
him“considerable embarrassnent at Newsweek, 'and that he no longer .

nlannsd a review, :

Or: the morning otf June T, I phoned you Ioyr the second time, and
again you were ghod encugh *o speak to me., I asked you at that tine
if the publication ot the Wolftr letter was the tfinal word on the Kaplan
review as far as the Tines was concerned. You replied that it was not.
You told me that the Volftf letter was printed at this time simply be-
couse it had been set in type Tor some time. You told me that as soon
as swnace allowed, "probtably in about thres weeks," g "tull page round-
up" st tetters on MPrane-Up™ would be published. You reiterated that
statement through your secretary on July 6. It never happened,

Thig is not the first time that the Times has conducted a deliber-
ate axe-Job on a book, althoush it is undoubtedly the most blatent and
viscious, Especially in the arca of books advaneing conspiracy theories
in the zrena ot political assassinations, the Tinmes seens te have its
own queer morality with which they can justity to themselves this
nolicy or suppression. You may recall it happened to you when your
remorks critical of the Warren Report were edited out ot but tha
tirst adition ol the December 1. 1970 Times review of "Heritage of
Stone.™ What is most disappoiniting is that this epparent Times policy
continues while you are the Zditor or the Book Review,

Sincerely,

PR
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S Jerry Policoft

cc: Jemes Regton
Tom Wicker



