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Palse Clalms - 4lan Burke

The knowinzly false claims by Mark end his publisher nsvsn
andad, salthough more Shan four moaths later, the vice prssidents
promissd thsy would b2. He reclenad withous Hark, howsvrasr, and ths
attractivansss and profitability of misreprcseatation and deception.
This was not Docsuse they wers not callsd to atbtention, and not
because there was no Lime to correct the insceuracy in ths wrifilug
or %tha sdvartising 2and public relations. &11 ware called to Holt's
and Lane's attention thrse months before publication, four months
bafore ths schzdulsd publication date, wall before other changoes woere
mada in ths book.

The corraespondence is unique in thaet neither Lane nor Holt was
at any time responsive., Lane's contribution was to ignore completsly
all ths proof of his cwn dishonssty and bo “hreaten me with & libel
sult, never filsd, for saying what hs simultansously acknowledzed %o
be trus, that he had besen helped. This letter in itsell enda Forsver
the current lie about how "alone" he'was, and 1t further mekss clesr
the faldity of the new book which makes this pretense, for i% scknowl-
ed3zsd that the income ¢f the Citizens! Committese of Inquiry wes snsnt
on nis behalf, ie "alone” had such help - which is s fine way of
beinz "alone”,

When Mark did not sddress himself to these lies and falss
again wrote Holt to tell them he had not in any
thor did Holt, until thers w & neow and fleszrant
8 ud Mark and Holt apperently felt essential to
ne 3uccesas of RTJ, On Septembsr 1, 1966, I az
whose non sequitur ia classic.
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He passed off their fraudulsnt advsrtising as "the intrarural
competition of the experts", promissd to be an honest man thencaforth
{while acknowledzing, inherently, that he had rsceived maximum benefit
from the fraud), and offered an entirsly frivolous non-sxplanstion of
the apperent plagiarism he did not even bother %o deny.

Ona of the mecre Interesting aspscits of this exchangse, ag it 1is
one of the more fascinating mixed representations snd suppressions
from Mark's new opus, is his non-response to the somewhat unusual
effort by Holt to ruin me and defend the Commission prior to the ap-
pearance of RTJ. It was on the Alan Burke Show, In New York. Deppits
all of Mark's many references to it, including the allegation that in
some way he there was on the heroic order, he Ffound no spacs for the
simple truth.

Now, what reslly happsned is that the station asked the Ameri-
can Trizl Lawysrs Assccistion to send lawyer audienss-psrticipants to
oppose me. Its theon prssident, Jseck Fuchsburyg, ssvsral months latsr
agsurad me he had decllinsd any particlpation, sven unofficial, Thus,
a motley of lozal esgles, led by a man clalmed as Holt's laugsr oy
its director of publiz relations, lay in ambush, whils rspresenting
to the station that they were from the Trial Lawyers Association.

FPor their ignorance, conspicubus bad maaners, scientific in-
competsance, efforts at browbeating and general stupidity, I confess
indebtedness, for thess made that show the sensation it was and perhaps’
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the major single contribution to opening up the subject and celling
to public ettention the inabilisy of any cowbinstion of lewyers to
defend the Report. It ran for wmore then twoe hours and wes, I am told,
the first one-man spscisl of thet kind in TV history. This, too, you

will nct find in A Citizen's Dissent, for to it Merk cannot dissent.
nustesc, he pretends it didn't happen.

On September 1, 1966, I ssked Holt vice president Arthur Cohsn

for his assuranse thet "none of these leuyers has or had any kind of

en escociation vhatsoever with your cowpeny". His reply - this tims

he did enswer - was, with the emphesis his, to "essure” meethat "thers
i= sbsolutely no connection between Holt Rinshsrt and Winston snd eny
television station, end in perticular nec connection between Holt, fiine-

hart and Winston end Alan Burke or WNEW-TV in New York." He solicited
my further sssurcnce thet "eny sllegstion tc the contrery" or any
inference of pressurs on the staticn "weuld be mslicious and untrue
egnd would undcubtedly be defended by cur counsel.

One can only hope thet his counsel performs better in court
than on TV.

Whet this non-response, so reminiccsnt of some of Mark's tcuted
footnotes - reteiled by the thousand ss they &sre - does nct do is
enswer what Hr. Gchen could not deny: Thet his own lswyer tock the
lead in this sttempted literary assessination. I do not think it wes
his intention tc stend by his men in the moment of his greetest defest,
where he and his numerous colleagues were simulteneously and eh so
publicly bested by the men who to Merk is mercly & goose farmer (A
Citizen's Dissent 12%5),

This was not responsive and nct by sccident. Thrse deys leater %
I so wrote Holt. In 21 months they hsve not answered, and their stele X
wert counsel has aimod no "defenses" in uy direction.
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Thet is not unique. It is now slmost four months since my
letter suggesting thet perhaps Mark hsd not discovered sex, invented
the wheel, harnessed the awesome power of neture in bridling elec-
tritity and splitting the atom, ancé slone snc unasssisted bested the
Warren Report, a&s clzimed in the January 29, 1$68, front-cover sd in
Publishors' Weckly. I am no less surprissd st his silence then et
Mark's, for Mark hss established himself ss & men content to hervest
his reward in the till. ‘




