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Whitewash 

To the Editor: 
In his review of Harold Weis-

berg's "Frame-Up," John 'Cap-
lan quotes the author on a 
tangential subject ... the treat-
ment of Weisberg's-  previous 
book ("Whitewash") in The 
Washington Post: 

"T know," said Weisberg, 
"that ifs hook reviewer was 
ordored not to review 'White-
wash' after he had read it and 

,ciceiderl on a favorable review." 
. I was the Post's book re-
viewer when "Whitewash" 
(about the Warren Commis-
sion's investigation of the Ken-
n^dy assassination) was pub- 
lished. 	The 	above -quoted 
sentence—which contains four 
folsehoeds---goes a long way 
toward explaining why Weis-
berg's serial revelations and 
zealous certitudes have been so 
siceptically received by serious 
men. 

(1) I did not decide on a 
"favorable re-View" of "White-
wash," (2) I did not plan any 
review of "Whitewash" because 
(1) I never read more than a 
few pages of the thing. Thus, 
(1) I was never "ordered not 
to review it." In fact, during 
the five years I worked for The 
Post, I was never "ordered not 
to r2view" any hook. 

If is tiresome to have to re-
mind Mr. Web:berg in print of 
‘,..,bat I told him in person— 
when 	he 	hand - delivered 
"Whitewash" to my office, 
during the season when conspir-
acy-hobbyists wmre in full cry. 

I decide;!, in agreement 
wilb my editors, to leave the 
consideration of hooks about 
the ,ICcnocdy assassination to 
revirwers hett.'r qualified to 
jrult:e their merits. I disqualified 
nrrrlf because I am ignorant 
of the fine points of criminal 

(as ignorant as is Mr. Weis-
berg, in your reviewer's opin- 
ion of him). 	 -- 

I here were many commenta-
tors willing and chin to attend 

h hool!:1---eitiler in The Post's 
daily columns or in its Sunday 
boolc supplement. My editors 
were es pleased to slip me off 
the hook as I was pleased to 
be off if. 

GI:OrFREY WOLFF 
Princeton, N. J. 

InO 


