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Mr. Arthur A. Cohsn

Vice~President and xecutive Zditor
Holt, Rinehart snd wWinston

383 Madlson Ave.,

New York, N.Y, 10017

Desr Mr. Cohen,

Your covsr advertisémeat in thes January 29 issus of Publishsrs! Waakly is
8 model of modesty such as one does not sxpact from publishers. In your
humbla commentsry on "A Cltizen's Dissent" you fall to claim f or Mark Lane

what 1s ea much his dus ag those noble sccomplishments Jou do sttribute to
him,

How sould you posalibly forget that it is he who discovered America, iaventad
the wheel, tamed the wild forces of naturs ia hsrnessing slectricity and
bridling the atom?

You are, of courss, right, es Jou know, in not clalaing iavention of the
printing press for him, for Holt, Rinshart did that, did they not?

What Mark Lene did "alons" is wcrthg of noting, He is the single American
lewyer (by no mesns the only person) who eaid of the early mishandling of
the investigation thet it was wreng and hs opposed it. For this he daserves
to ba honored and rememberad,

And what Holt, Rinshart did 1s the ma jor consribution of the merriaze. wWitn
Just the rizht blond of uascrupulousness and aggressivenass you launched a
very succeasful public~-ralations campalgn, enough to maks a succoess of sny
book, even one less worthy.

But without you and without Lane ths sama tiing would have happenwsd, per-
haps more succesafully, for ths error of ths work provided & ready target
for rstaliation from which other works suffsred.

It is not demsauning to Hark to say wnat is true: that he did not and could
not do hls own work, his own writing. The history of the revisions of the
book does not dsfame 1t, for that is the bhistory of other bocks, even ir
fow have that mich and thats high-powersd sttention lavished upon them {or
nead it}. It is not degrading to him to say tha% his work is erronsous
where it nesdn't have been, for thst was the official design {slthouzh one
might have hoped thnt with all the auxilisry talont more wight have been
avoldad. '

What 1y despicsble 1z the falsehood without which you seem unable to market
what bears his neme, the false claims that needlessly hurt others, particu-
larly thoss who did the work for which your wealth alone swards him credit.
Once I asked you if there were not snough that you could honestly sttribute
to him. This ed 1s alcquent snswer.

The unfortunate fact 1z that thers is ne ma jor contribution to the rovela-
tion of eithsr the evidence or ke suppressed fact of the sssassination for
which Merk is responsible, aad of those doing genuins, original work in
the fleld, which is your cluim, here in hes is closs to "alone".

He i3 also "alone" among thoss of us doing the work 1n having hed ths con-
siderable menpowsr snd filnancial support of othsr concerned citizens.

He is "alone" in having spent time ut the Archives and dredged nothing of
real value fron toats literary quicksand except the misinterpretation of



thet file so basic to the Gerrison investigation. Your book declares
wronz what Garrison now proclaims pight. With modesty almost the equsl
of yours, Msrk announced in Europe hs was goinz to give sll he had about
the New Orleans part of ths case -~ sctually less than nocthing, for it
was in error where he had anything - to Garrison. Aside from his cava-
liar dismissal of the essentisl Fils 1553, what wes Mark going to zive
Garrlson, hia "evidencs" that Clay Bertrand wses an "attorney"? (p.390)

while he is not alone in having teken the work of othsrs, without permis-
sion or credit, he was the first. One cen understend your reluctance in
noting this among hils solitary achisvements.

Witih his history of having so totally avoided the New Orleans snd of the
sssagsination story, except for a brush with error, he is alsec "alona®

in being the cne working in the fiald to teks credit for 1t when it wssa't
his, and then to have gona to New Crleans and laid the bassis for the
acquittal of tho defesndant,

I find it interesting that you allegs that "the U.8, government and thas
commnications industry attempted to suppress his inveatigstion (your
word) of the Xonnedy assassinetion ..." Mark snent so little time in
goverament rlles that total success at "suppression” would have cost him
little (hers, too, he 1s "alone™, for almost everyone who spent any tims
there at all discoversd something of value). There is no resson to ba-
lieve that he suffered any governmenteal suppression, unlike others, who
really did the work you sttribute to him.

If the communicetions Iindustry attempted to "supprass” him, what of the
others of us? Thanks to you, he got more time than everyons else togethen,
Supprsssion, !Ir. Cohen? Real indictments can honestly be levsled agalnat
all the madia, but not by you snd not on bshalf of Merk. In nhis relstlons
witn them, he distinguishsd himself as hs alone could bring himsel® to do.
Remeumber those thousands of footnotes, the number of wa ich you toBether
30 skilfully slevated by repetition, lile ths first one ten times? Remem-
ber how competently you adverbtised them? Wsll, in sll those thousands of
footnotes, the one clting the one paper that gave him voice is missing.
Could this be becsuse it iz & "laftist" paper?

Thanks to jyou, Mark iz now & wealthy men. He should be. And ha should
snjoy hls wealth. He has earned 1t. Howevsr, and 3hils is consistent with
his fcotnote omission, he is reluctant to pey.the price one would expect
of the man pou so boldly and expensively sdvertise. You and I, Mr. Cohen,
have risked mowe than wealth (I cannot, for I do not have it), to zeau-
inely opposs the government. If nowhere else, we are togsther in tas
Writers and Zditors protsat. Again "alone", Merk 1s missing. If it ia

on principle, how can you Jjustify your ad? If it is not, how dare you
publish 1it7?

Aslde from hls wratchsd ethics, his totelity of unscrupulousnsss, tasre
i3 one way in which Mark iz absoluéaly alone: ke is the one with a ma jor
ook who was not aloae in its researching, writing, editing or publish-
ing. wWith what I have obuerved of your company on this subject - and wa
heve had enough previous sorrespondsnce to Jjustlify the belief that there
we undersatand esch other - this is snough to warrent the wording of the
8d.

Contemptuously youras,
Harold wWeisbery



