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The Joe Dolan show 
Telephone interview with Mark Lane 
KNEW, Oakland, 30 June 1967 
7:30 a.m. 
Taped and transcribed; commercials, 
newscasts etc. edited out. 

Q 	Hello, is this Mark Lane ? 
A -- It is. 
Q -- Good morning. 
A -- Good morning to you, Joe. 
Q -- Now Mr. Lane, I've got to -- first of all, please, let's get over 
a little hurdle: that some people seem to be bugged by the color of your 
eyes, whether you have corns on your feet, and what color of socks you 
wear, so let's get this over first. 	mid you, or did you not, make money 
on the book ? How much did you make ? 	mid you write it for orofit ? 
Are you broke ? Are you rich ? Please let's get over that right now 
and get down to substantive arguments. 
A -- All right. It doesn't sound to me like the most important question, 
but of course I'll go into it. First of all, it took me more than two 
years to write the book. During that period we had no income at all. 
And when we concluded, we had no publisher. 	I went to fifteen of the 
leading 'Publishers in the United States. Each one agreed to publish the 
book, and then within a week or ten days each one refused to, saying, 
sorry, they could not publish it. 	One of them said -- well, I sighed 
a coetract with one, and then they cancelled the contract and said they 
could not publish it because it would not sell enough topies to break 
even. 	At that time we were completely broke. 	4e had no income, well, 
at that time for two and a half years. 	And there were actually tines 
when ny  viife and I could not afford dinner during that period. But we 
did this because this was an important thing; we thought eventuelly the 

book might be published and we would say mimming our children one day will 
make a financial profit out of the book, but we probably will not. I ended 
up getting a publisher in England. I could not find a publisher in 
America. We went to England. An old conservative firm celled The Bodley 
Head agreed to publish the book. They gave me an advance for the book. 
Teus far, although I've earned much more I'm sure, all I have received is the 
advance which they gave me, which was E1,000, which is 62,800. Now eventually, 
Holt, Rinehart & Winston, an American publisher, contacted the English 
company, The Bodley Head, and said they wanted to purchase from the English 
company the rights to publish the book in America. They agreed to do that, 
they signed a contract, and I can tell you this: 	the assistant director 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the assistant to J. Edgar hoover, 
Deke DeLoach, called Frank Clote (?) who is an executive at Holt, Rinehart 
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& Winston, summoned him into the New York office of the FBI on 69th St., 
and gave him a message from J. Edgar Hoover; and the message was: J. 
Edgar Hoover, and I, and the bureau, do not want you to publish Mark Lane's 
book. 	This was relayed back to the Holt executives, and they said it 
would be a very unhappy day for this country when the government can 
interfere with a publisher, especially when the publisher wants to present 
a book which dissents from the government's position, and they went ahead 
and they published the book. 

Now this is the financial situation at the present time. The book has 
sold very well. It sold almost a quarter of a million copies in hardcover 
and was the Humber 1 best sellirg book for many, many, many weeks. In 
paperback, it was the Number 1 paperback when it came out last February, 
and it's very hard to tell how many paperback, books have been sold because 
they're sold at newstands and candy stores and there's just no/ way to make 
an inventory. I can tell you that 875,000 copies have been printed, many 
o± them have been sold, with three printings -- they don't ieo into three 
until the first ones are pretty much exhausted. 
Q 	Hm, fourth printing now. 
A -- Yes. So it's very hard to know exactly how many have been sold, or 
how much money we've made. I can tell you this: the English company owns 
the world rights to the book. They sold the American rights to the 
American company. The American company, Holt, Rinehart & iYinston, sold 
its rights for paperback to Fawcett. Half of every -- half of my royalties 
for the paperback book, imeiediately go to the hardcover company. They 
keep half of the royalties, and then they send a check to my English 
publisher, who owns the world rights, and he keeps a good portion and sends 
me the rest. 	So I really don't know how much has been made by now, but I 
would guess that I've already earned from sales in the United States (and 
I've no idea how many have been sold elsewhere) -- but in the United estates 
I would guess that we've probably earned, although we've not received anything 
other than that original 2.1,000, probebly upwards of, in the neiLhborhood 
of $50,000, for what has now been almost four years of solid work. dhich is 
about half of what I would have/made had I retained my normal practice of 
the law. Prior to that time my income was approximately twice that for that 
period, before. But then of course you have to add to that sales of books 
in other countries. 

Q -- Okay. Now, Mr. Lane. I've got to put you on a hold for just a moment. 
But I want you to reiterate somethieg for me, please. 	I may sound like a 
crossexaminer here, but I'm frankly incredulous at soeething that you said. 



This is brand new to 	Did you say that J. ILdgar aeover, through his 
second in command, tried to get the book publisher, Holt, Rinehart & 
Winston, not to publish your book ? 
A -- Yes. Precisely. 
Q -- Did -- You know this to be true so far as you cen ascertain it ? 
A -- I know it to be true. I talked to the gentlemen at Holt, £tinehart 
& ginston9  I've talked to the editor in chief, Arthur Cohn, at Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston, who told me the story. There's no question -- every 
executive at Holt, Rinehart & Anston knows/it. There's no question 
about it, because when the message was brought back it was discussed. 
Q -- Well Mr. Lane, I wouldn't care whether You were the chief dragon of 
the Ku Klux Klan, or *hether you were aerbert Apilteker's grandfather, or 
Karl Larx. I find that appalling. I find that perfectly appalling. 
Will you hold on for just a moment, please ? 
A -- Yes. 
	commercial ..... 

Q -- We have Mark Lane, the author, on the line. Hello Mr.Lane. 
A 	Yes. 
Q -- Now Mr. Lane, one quick one please. Let's not spend more than just 
a few seconds on this. Are you -- do you sha:e in the royalties or the 
orofits from a game, or a scenario, distributed in Tngland showing 
Dealey Plaza ? 
A -- No. That was done by -- Jonathan Cape pdblished it. It's called 
the Jackdaw. It's a very serious and very good work. I know it's attacked 

/3 -6-16(470n4 in the press, but it's a very good work, and Len Daight 	the fiction 
mystery writer first became -- who wrote a good portion of it -- first 
became interested when he reviewed my book in England, when it came out, 
for the London -livening Standard. He said he was offended that the Warren 
Commission had moved into his area, which is fiction. And I think he 
reciprocated by putting together this piece of work. But the Jackdaw 
publications are not understood or appreciated here. They're -- they deal 
with historic events, with the signing of the Magna Charta, with the life 
of Joan of Arc, and they're used as educational tools throughout England. 
Q 	Well, this has nothing to do with you ? 
A -- No. 3ut they're very well respected. No, it has nothing to do 
with me. And I think it's an exeellent work. I had nothing whatever to do 
with it, I have no royalties, I was not consulted. The publisher sent me 
a copy when it was published. That's why I herve one. You know 'bat they 
have been siezed by the -United States Customs ? 
Q -- No, I didn't know that. 
A -- Not allowed anywhere in the United States. 



Q -- Why is that ? 

A -- 'dell at first they said because it had the ereidential seal on the 

back, as it has. But since a number of books which afe now bAnE sold also 

have tzle cresidential seal and have not been siezed, it's difficult to 

understand the basis. Nobody knows. All we know is that a batch that was 
sent here -- Dial Press is the American distributor -- and they've been 

siezed in Customs, and no one can get them in. I brought a couple in 

myself in my luggage -- I didn't know it was against the law at that time, 

like Cuban cigars or something; you're not allowed to bring in eductional 

tools from other countries now. 

Q -- Well, some people called this morning and very domatically asserted 
that you were making scandalous profits on this game. 

A -- It hasn't been sold here at all, so no one's made any profits. 

6econdly I have absolutely no relationship and I have no intereet other than 

an academic one. I'm interested in the subject but I have no financial 
interest *a at all in it. 

Q -- Mr. Lane would you hold on just a moment please. 

.....traffic report, commercials . 	 

Q -- Mr. Lane, because I want to go into the CBS report, and then Mr. 

Garrison, and a couple of other oddments, would you mind holding on through 
the news, please ? 

A -- I'll be happy to do that. 

Q -- If you will. And as soon as we come back we'll spend about four or 

five minutes and then we'll take our leave of you. 

A -- Certainly. 

Q -- We had to get over tAs initial hurdle of what color socksyou wore, 

and what kind of a bank roll you've got. Okay ? Hold on please, 
A -- Righto. 

Q -- Thank you. Because we really didn't get into some of the issues, now 

a lot of peole are hung up on this busihess of how much money Lark I,ne is 

making. I don't know how this bears upon his criticisms of the jarren 

Oomdssion Report. And as I've said b efore, even i.f kiark Lane is absolutely 

wrong, and the darren Commisssion is absolutely right -- as a subsequent 

commission will prove -- we are all the wiser and the better. But to say 

that someone is stirring up trouble in this country by exercizinu, his 

of free speech, and poking holes or showing up shortcomiegs in the 
government report, tai;; to me is coL: -indalous and a dreadful ignorance 
our style of government ..... 

	news, commercials ...... 

right 

of 
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Q -- Ir. Lane, let's get down, please -- I think we've got a2ound this 
'business about your profits and whether you're going to join the plutocracy, 
in fine style. Now about the -- 
A -- I'm not against it 

-- Pardon me ? 

A -- I'm not against that. 

Q -- Joining the plutocracY 

A -- Not at all. 

Q 	Neither am I. How, about the CBS report, would you mind giving us 
your appraisal of it, please ? 

A -- Yeah. I think it was a sort of a Mickey Mouse version of the Waxren 

Report. And I know how CBS puts its programs together -- you know this 

is not the first CBS documentary on the Warren Report. Back in September, 

1964 when the Report was released, the commission (CBS ?) that very day 

had a documentary called "The 26 Witnesses." Now when we were making our 

film, a documentary film* called Rush to Judgment, also, more than a year 

ago, we contacted CBS. We talked to Virginia Dillard (?) who is the chief 

librarian of the film library at CBS, and we asked if we might see the 

out—takes from that other film. We knew we couldn't buy anything which 

they had to use on television, but of course in order to wind up with a 

onepour film you may have a hundred hours of interviewing, and then you 

edit it. And they gave us permission to look at it, and Emile de Antonio, 

the film director and a rather famous documentary film maker, and I, went 

over to CBS, and we spend many hours locking at their out—takes. And we 

saw this -- absolutely the most shocking thing that I've ever seen done by 

any television station. The out—takes were all contrary to that which they 

had on the air. For example: a witness would be standing in Dealey Plaza, 

and they would ask the witness, "Where did you think the shots came from ?" 

And the witness might say, "I thought from behind the grassy knoll area.' 

Cut. And then they would ask the queation again: "Well maybe from the 
i-assy knoll area and around maybe the book depository building ?" Out. 

And they went over it and over it, and then what ended up on the program 
was: "Where did you think the shots came from ?" 	"From the book depository 
building." 	In other words they out out everything , veLLing that fir;:Jt 
program together, which was contrary to the Warren Comission's findings. 

Jr. Lane, this may strike you as a bit of phony dramatics, but it's 

imperative that I do this. Would you right now raise your right hand, Dlease ? 
A -- Yes, I'm -- 

Q -- Raise your right hand. 4)c, you swear that that's true, thet that is a 
true statement ? 

A -- Yes, I've made that statement to Variety, which has published it. 
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Emile de Antonio, who/ was present during the entire thing, has made that 
statement. We have an exchange of letters with CBS, and the final statement 
that CBS made was that they would not sell us any of the out—takes, and 
they charge $10 a foot if you're going to use it in a film for commercial 
purposes, which may go on television at $20 a foot -- you know how fast a 
foot runs through a camera. It would have cost a fortune, Out we were 
borrowing money because we thought this would be a very important thing 
to document. OBS's final position was: 	they were going to burn all of that 
footage, and that they would not sell any of it. And we said, but my God, 
you have some witnesses who are now dead, you have interviews with them 
-- that's the raw material of history and you're the custodians of it. 
You cannot destroy it. Thefr final position was: they were going to destroy 
all of the out—takes. None of it would ever be seen by anyone again. And 
that's the story of CBS's original documentary. 
Q -- Mr. Lane, I'm juet -- I'm simply appalled if thet story is true, and 
you give us your direct affirmation that it is true. 'Tow look, let me ask 
you a specific, please ... 
A -- I'll testify before it 
Q 	Hla. Now Mr. Lane, I've only got time for one more question, unhappily. 
That is this: Now in the long six —gage AP piece that was published 
recently in the Examiner -- 
A -- Yes. 
Q -- A listener celled in this morning and with ereat perturbetion said 
that on -- you mey not have it -- but on the second page it says that you 
said Commander Humes burned his notes. Incidentally one of the serious 
deficiencies of the CBS report was when they had Humes on. All he did was 
reaffirm what he said before. They didn't ask him about burning his notes. 
Now it says you said that he burned his notes, whereas in the Warren 
Commission Report, page 373, Volume II, he cells it a draft. Do you 
think this is a substantive inconsistency ? 
A -- Why of course not. Of course he didn't burn the final document, which 
was submitted. Anyway, what page did they say that was on ? 
Q -- Page 373, Volume II. 

A -- Well, that's a little less important that Volume XVII, Page 48, which 
I'm now getting. Page 48, and I'll read it to you. 
Q -- Okay. 

A -- This is a certificate on the United States Naval Eedical 'school, 
National Naval Medical Center, stationery, dated Nov. 24, 1963, certificate: 
"I, James J. Humes, certify that I have destroyed by burning certain 
preliminary draft notes relating to Naval medical autopsy report" et cetera, 
and he goes on. These are his origi4a1 notes. That's all I've ever said. 
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In fact, in my book I refer to that as his draft notes, as his preliminary 

notes. 

Q -- Yeah, let's see; they've got down here, on page 385 Lane says 

"destroyed x 	evidence included the original notes prepared and then 

burned by Commander Humes after the autopsy." 

A -- Wht is -- what are original notes other than yougoriginal statement ? 

"nd youroriginal statement is your first statement, which is a draft, of 

course. I mean the two terms are interchangeable. 

Q -- Well I don't see anything myself tremendously sinister or significant 

to it -- 

A -- Is a draft not the first document ? And is not the first document the 

original document ? The original notes have been burned, and they are the 

draft, and that's exactly the point. Those -- that's the raw material of 

history. That's the materi-1 that we're entitled to see -- not the final 

typed-uo slick co ;ay, which is given in after the government's position 

as to how many shots there were and where they came from is satisfied. 

lifter :al that is set, then we have the final version by Dr. Humes, which 

of course we're now allowed to look at. 
Q 	Lane, if tht's the only thing that they c,:n hang you up on, it 

seems to me th.:.t's pretty picayune. Now look, I don't have time for 

any farther discussion. 	 thank you very much .......That was Mark 

Lane, and I think it only fair to say that while we didn't seem to cover too 

much, actually what was covered was of very great sinificante, At least I 

believe it was. Now I can hardly credit what he had to say aOpout CBS and 

the so-called out-takes. You heard his direct attestation. I can hardly 

believe that Mr. J. Edgar Hoover and the FBI would intrude itself into the 

free publication in this country of a book. But again, you heald his 

deposition to that effect, and you must make up your 	mind. There's 
much more to be discussed, but this is simply not the foram. 	 

cAT 


