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‘s Response

To Jack Anderson

The following telegram,
In response to Jack An-
derson’s syndicated col-
umn on Page 39 of to-
day‘s Chronicle, was re-
ceived last night from
Robert H. Sykes, director
of public relations, Inter-
national Telephone and
Telegraph Co., New York:

. “In his column for Novem-
ber 6, Jack Anderson im-
plies he has information
from the special prosecu-
tor’s office about their views
and the results of their in-
vestigation of testimony be-
fore the Senate Judiciary
Committee in  the Klein-
dienst hearings. We are cer-
tain that is completely false,
and that no information
from the special prosecu-
tor’s office has been given to
Mr. Anderson. It is their
stated firm policy not tore-
lease such information nor
to make statements to the
press on the progress of
their investigations,

“Mr. Anderson’s column

is unworthy of belief in other
respects. The testimony giv-
en by ITT officers in the
hearings before the Senate
Judiciary Committee was
truthful, responsive and ac-
curate. There is no basis for
any charges of perjury
against ITT officers or their
counsel. - o
‘A1l of the factual informa-
tion stated in the column as
to the company has been
public knowledge for a num-
ber of months and there is
‘nothing ‘new involved, Ap-
parently, Mr. Anderson is

own unfounded specula-

tions to the special prosecu-

tor’s office.

“We are at a loss to un-
derstand how Mr. Anderson
can accept in this column
that the antitrust settlement
was entirely proper, as has
also been publicly stated by
Mr. Cox, Elliot Richardson,
former Solicitor General Er-
win Griswold and federal
judge Richard McLaren, and
at the same time imply that
it represents a scandal. We
are unable -to comprehend
the unfairness of this appar-
ent complete inconsistency
in his reporting of the settle-
ment and the company’s !
role in it.”
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