
Dear Mr. Liebs-Benke: 
  
Thank you for your letter of this date. 
  
I appreciate your desire to position yourself strongly in front of your cc: 
audience, but there is nothing I “must” do to conform to the demands of an 
antagonistic and adversarial lawyer. I will speak with or write to whomever 
I choose. 
  
That said, it is likely we will have to communicate through counsel, since 
my best efforts (and most see them as sterling) to communicate on this 
issue have met with acute dullness, if such a condition can be imagined. 
  
First, let me assure you this is no contract issue. You will not meet a 
stronger proponent of free-market capitalism than myself. Every supplier 
that is inclined to advertise should be free to advertise with whomever he 
chooses at any frequency he likes. For example, I never raised advertising 
as an issue; I am concerned about standards. 
  
The issue, of course, becomes more clouded when the issue is not 
freedom to advertise, but commercial interests trying to control the editorial 
content of a free and independent press. If I can establish that an outside 
interest is trying to force the media to conform to its idea of what 
constitutes valid editorial information, then it becomes an item of interest to 
the market. And, for that matter, the professional news associations listed 
on my website and their standards. In this instance, I seriously doubt 
Canadian manufacturers will mistake Blum’s meaning when warning me 
that the editors at Charlie Hebdo got what they had coming, or Juergen 
Schweigkofler’s musing: “It would be a shame for all of us if this escalates 
to become a more serious situation.” 
  
In fact, your own letter has done little to mitigate or resolve the situation, as 
it appears to aim at the legal concept known as “prior restraint.” I was 
adamant that Blum should seek counsel that had a minimal understanding 
of media law, and just look what has happened. 
  
I am at a loss to suggest how to advance a reasonable resolution to this 
matter. I have a duty to report issues that I believe will have an effect on 
my readers. My obligation, as we learn in media law, is to tell the truth. 
Since I provided a substantial body of material to support my concerns, 
and since not a one of those facts has been raised as an issue of 
falseness, I have to consider that I am right in my assessment and that I 
must go forward with my duty to report. 



  
Since you seem anxious to have a conflict instead of a resolution, and 
since your client wishes to associate itself with such deviations from 
professional standards as I have noted elsewhere, it appears your next 
best option is to try for a restraining order. Good Luck. There is little time. 
  
In the interim, I have cc:ed Michael J. Luchenski on this response. 
Luchenski is our legal counsel, and is with Lawrences in Brampton. Now 
that I have listed his contact information, you MUST restrict your future 
communications to me through him. Look it up. 
  
Sincerely, 
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