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of Mr. Weisberg's 2vidence as "newspaper stories." It is diftieult
to conceive of & rore dishonest review or 2 worse choice of review—

CI’S.

Hr. Kapiran's statement that "Prame-Up" does not deserve newspaper
review space takes on added signiticance when one observes what was
sz2id about the book in the tew reviews it received betore the Times.edfec
tively discouraged others from reviewing it:

Barry farber: ! The next time anybody tries to aismiss Herold Weio-
berg as a chicken tarmer I will renind him that Paul Revere was
a cooperemith." . :

Saturcday Review: " Weisberg is an indetstigable researcher... when all
has been said, Weisberg renmains invaluable. He has pursued the
facts.., And they are tracts that lay claim to the conscience orf
America." ' .

Publishers*® Weelkly: " This review can barely suggest ti.e detailed
nunber ot Veisberg's charses, speculations, tTreshly documented
evidence and revelations about the King murder, In two areas

he is pure THT: hie attack on Ray's lawyer, Percy Foreman, and
Bradtord Huie... and his sensational head-on assault on J. Bdgar
Hoover, the FBI and the government itselr for what he claims was
the suppressing ot oiricial evidence indicating Ray was not alone
in the Xing assassination. Crank or supersleuth, Weisberg, for
ali his turgid writing has brought frorth a blistering book."

Chicago Sun--Times: "Weisherg has dug up much materizl, scme of it
properly desisrnated as suppressed, that must give any reasonable
and wiprejudiced perscn pausec.

As a student or assassination literature I was familiar with John
Kaplan's partisan background, and I was shocied to see that he was
the man chosen 4o review MPrane~Up." I phoned you on May 5 to maks
known my distress. You were mood enough %o speak to me, You seenad
greatly disturbed about what you had learned about Kr. Kaplan. You
told me that you had just received a letter trom Mr. Welisherg de-
tailing Mr. Kaplan's conplex contlicts of interest, and this was the
first you had learncd of them. You told me that you had not assigned
the book, but rather that it had been assigned by M"another editor."
At that time you personally solicited a letter from me. You assured
me that you would personatly see to it that it arrived in the hands
of the editor ot the letters section. When I aslked you il there was
still *ime to write a letter in »rder to have it printed you replied
that thsre was bhecauss "we'll have to dn something with the author's
letter," Iy letier was nmailed on lay 10, 1971. It was addressed to
the Bditor of the Times Zook Review, and it was acconpanied with a
covering letter to you. In that govering Letter I thanked you: .
for your concern in asxing me to write it., I never received a reply
or an acinowledgement, leither did ¥r. Weisberg receive a reply or
an acknowledgement to his first letter ot April 30, 1971. He wrote
you again on May 2%, puzzled by your silence — no renly. He asked
that you return to nim the copy of the Xaplan article on Anzela Davis
which had been g=2nt you ——1io reply, and it was not resturned. On lay
3, 1971 Ur. Veisherg's publisher sent a letter objecling to Kaplan's
review —mno reply, no acknowledgenont. You received many other letters,
many ot which I have copies, Jone were replicd to. Hone were acknowledsec

(&

Cn May 30, 1971 the resson tror your siiﬁnce becuane apparent, On



