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ki, David Marwell, Executive Director " " > Harold Weisberg
Assassination Records Yeview Board 7527 Old Recaiver Rd,
600 E 5t., IW, #208.  Fredeiick, MD 21702
Washington, DC 20004 b

Dear Hr, Harwell,

Please excuse my typing. I'N'81, umwell and limited iff what I can do. My typing

o

can be no better.
As a result I depend on others for information and I was miginﬁormed abduf which
member of your board spoke to the COPA meeting in Washington sevef?él months ago. 4s.

al result I urote/qr. Graff, who I was told, mz was that sheaker. I wrote him twice,
without even an acknowledgement. I enc}ose those letters. &nd 1 fear'that.for the address
my wife was given for me for your office she was tald the wrong zip eede.

My letters to “r..Graff will speak for h&mse}f: L pelieve his total silence about
them speaks for him, (

!

As you may know, I've had much experience with the executive agencies and their
determined non-compliance with FOIA, I filed about a dozen lawsuits. FBI corruption in

ope of my earliest suits led to the 1974 amending of the investigatory files exemption.

In form it was that, In fact it was to return the exemgtion to the C\pngress1onal intent
when FOIA was enﬁated in 1966. d

The third of a million pages I got have been dﬁé&ed to local ﬁ%od “ollege, where they
will be a permanent public archive, In addition, all my work and our broperty are included.
There was no guid pro quo.

liy experience with the agencies convinces me, and I believe their record bears this
out, that they treated FOIA as a withholding law. This experience with gr. raff persuades
wme that is his attitude. I believe that dlsquallfles blm from his position on this board
under ‘the 1992 Act. I request that you call this to the attention of all the board. I be-
lpeve that the course of honor requéree him to ;esigno Otherwise, given the nature of what
1/401d nim, would have required some response, some action - if only to communlcate it

to you..énd in my not inconsiderablesexperience thls, aside from all else that is urong
with it, is one of the greatest causes of dlsenchantment w1th the government, Aside from
innumerable phone calls and, when 1 yas able to travel, innumerable public apprarances,
vwhat I say is reflected in more than 20,000 letters I have gonﬁ from §$trangers, for
whom it was not easy to learn how to address me. % hagf to become a publisher t&\pen

the JFK assassination subject up. Most §tores did not carry my books..

i $o you and the board can evaluate what + say, I am a former reporter, investigative
reporter, Senate investigator and editor and I was an intelligence analyst in Wbrid War
IT and for several kears after it. And q@%ther than the media and perhaps the attitude
o| soie of your board, that all who do not agree with the official assassination "solu—
tions" are nuts, in my C.A. 78-0%22/0420 the Uepartment of Hustice told that court that



I{know mor:: aboutﬂthe JFK assassination and its 1nVest1gat10nsvthan anyone vworking for
the FBI. Heaning, of course, as of the time of that filing,

I have eight publlshed books on the assassinations, one inexplicably delayed in
whig being published, two more in rough draft and a third additional one larg gely
completed.s I have yet to get a call or a letter from anyong, I “mentioned complalnlng
that I treated him unfairly or with inaccuracy. : e

nllke others writing in the field, I am not a theorist. “y!Work is entlrely factual.
It comes a%pst entirely from the official evidence. _

Where I refer to "solutions" in the plural above, that is because the "solutions"

of the PBI and theSecret Service are not those of the Warren Commissione

In addwtdon, beginning in 1968 and until he died, I had a relationship with

Senator Russell and until he died he eﬁcouraged my work. He and Senator cooper both
refused to agree with the_Uommission's single&éullet theory that is basic to its con-
clusions. I have this from their arbhives, so it does not depend on my work. Senator
Russell forced an executive session on September 18, 1964, to make af record for history
off his dissgreement and Uooperﬁ!é. (He also told me that Boggs was less firm in his dis-
agrecment with that thetry.) When * put in his hands the official proof that, contrary to
rly decision, there was no ooﬂrtAreporter present to tdike it all down and that a fake
"{ranscript" was phonied up and then nottfistributed, if it ever was, until after the
port ﬁas out, he broke his long friendship woth IBJ and never spoke to him again, He
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and Cooper were misled into believing that an alleged "compromise" incorporated their
objections,

In this I ai trying to indicate to you that I have a different backrgound and approach
frop most working and writing in the field, And that, with only a few exceptions, my books

are different. This difference is true also of what I did in the FOIA lltlgatlon.

I have read lists of records tmea transferred by the agencies to the Acchlve. I am
certain, if these lists are close to accurate, that a very colisiderable volume of rele-
vant records remain withheld. I am sorry it is not possible for me to go'to your office
to discuss this with you or your staff. What remains withheld ranges from the FBI‘sLﬁarren
Comnission records other than its "liaison" file, 52—109090, ﬁE%n most of the agency re—

cords relating to mﬁfBOIA litigations In them I took a difficult approachyof not limiting
yself to my lawyer's pleadings. Most by volume, I believe, are my affidavits. I did in—

tend, among other things, making a record for our history. In some areas I believe I did.

For example, 1 was confranted by non-stop false swggfing some of which without any

Q

nestion at all was perjury. I made myself subject to the charge of perjury by stating
and proving this under oath myself, I believe that an important part of our history and
that of th- governments after the assassination 1s\1€/’dellberate v1olat10no of the law
to| deny nonexempt information and doing that with the felamy(%{;ergury, in some instances

an confident with the subornation of peraury.

—




Then there is the tolerance of the courts of all of thls, 1nc$udlng ‘repeatedly
proven pcrgurj éﬁaﬁ in not a single instance was there any seme sworn—to denial of
refutation. One judge actumlly threatened my lawyer, iim %esar, and me!

While my writing is about the assassinations,its thrust ;g a rather large study of
how our basic & institutions functioned in those times of éreat streS° and since then, -
Libelicve this is a vital part of the overall that should be avallable for scholars

and so that we can learn from ite. &nd, hopefully, never have anythlng like this 28&:
happen to usd again. (The title of the delayed book is NEVER AGAIN!)

As my letter to Y. Woolsey indicétes, the CIA hss records it has not diisclosed.
There has been no response. This is not surprising. To the best of my recollection it
has not complied with any of my JFK assassination requests. When I took it to court

it still got away with non-compliance.But that Yir. Graff did not respond, which means
that your board did ignore, my allegations that it interfered with my publishing and
monitored what I said is shbcking. One of the reasons we fought World War II was not %o

live in any society that interferes with publishing or monitors what citizens think

and say.
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But then there is at least one persoh at this archive who spﬁés on what researthers
are worldng on and interested in, That should be enough to get him fired. é
If* the agencies have any proper interest in knowing what those of us researching
the assassinations think or write they can ask use

This reminds me of what I believe the uepartment of Hustice should have tvansferred,

=

1y lengthy, detailed and dbcumented appeals. The theyappeals director asked me to be
definitive in them and at great cost to me I was and I documented those appeals. Uy
syspicion is that those records, close to two file cabinets of them, have been disposed
of. This also included the King assassination. .
When I raised with the FBI, af%er the first reports of its transferringfof records,
deiivering to me what it had withheld improperly, its first response was to.tell me that

it had tiansferred nothing I did not have. lts second was to refer me to the Archives,
Before the 1992 law when + proved the existence ofiwhat was withheld and in some instances
even where that iunformation was, that was ignoréd,?the information was withheld, and then
it vas transierred to the Aechives. I had a fee waiver from the Dﬂpartment, not from the
X&ChiVOS. When I raised this question with the Archives it got no response,

Tricks there were without end, all not to comply with the Act.

I do believe that if you really want to have all the relevant records disclosed I

€an tell you how some are hidden to frustrate normal searches,

n 1y enclosed letters I refer to the deliberate denial to me of my rights under the

Privacy Act. Those who have used the archive recently tell me that the deliberate dig—
tortion of some of what agency records say about me does make defamation of me patt of




the assassination arvchive now. I believe this is opposed to all 4yaditipnal american

o

elief as well 2 possibly violating that lawe. I want very much to have all those defa-
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ations and 4o (er01se the right I had under that Act as passed to file correcting

gtatemonts. Without that the official effort to undermine my work &fficialdom does not
like succeeds. I think your board has the right to see to .it that such corrections are
I

ade and that the record for our history not be so successfhlly corrupted by those who .

e

nad nuch to hide,
I believe, too, that those records iuproperly denied me shodid be discloséd and in
the archive and delivered to me without cost to me. They were to have been delivered to
g vhen * hod a full fee waiver. 4s a relatively minor illustration.of this, my FOIA
requests of the Hew Orleans FBI office included all records & on or about Clay Shaw and
David Yerrie. Poe uere disclosed and it was claimed that none exist, That New Orleans
did have relevant records is reflectr/ﬁroven, by the enclosed 62-109060-4720 reford.
Likewise in that case the FBI Jenied having any records on Jim éérrison. Ye and Bhaw arc
both dead. Shaw was at the time of uy request. 4nd both offices denied having and
relevant tiééers. They did. The%frequired them, Snd they do hide information in their
ticidlers. 1 lemrned that in C.A.75-1996, for King assassination records. %hat request
included all records on all su;éillances of named per%ibns of whg7f am one. The FBI
denied having any such records but I found in a tickler + did with great effort get

in that case inforration about me that could have come only from akelephone tap per-
mission for which was denied by the tﬂﬂh &ttorney aeneral. Who was lied to by the FBL
with regard to Clay Shaw.

FBI leaks are important in both assassination cases. You will not find most records
of them in the main files. I am confident Lean tell you where you can fimd them. ThlS is

also true about what * believe is impidrtant, the files it kept on the media, Uhether

i
4

u will pant to do what may be rquired to have them disgorged is another matter. But
do have proof of how and where they are flled.

=

I could ramble on and tell you more but I do not want +o take all the:fime from you
or from the work * fear L have but little time %o bompleye as mucths L an complete it.
not only believe that cverything should be dlsclosed I practlse this by making all

I |have available to all working in the field even though I Ahow almost all will write #
what I do not agree with. %11 those people have also unsupervised access to our copier,

I continue with this practise even after proof of thievery from me, We practise what w
bedieve if we do believe.

L hope you will please see to it that this is available to all your board and to any
others on your staff you think should know what I say and offer.

arold Weisberg
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This Bureau received allegations as early 28 -
1954 that Clay Shaw, former managing director:of the Intere
national Trade Mart in New Orleans, Loulsiana, was a -
honosexual, One source informed this Bureau on March A9, .
1964, that he has had relations of a honosexual nature - ~. -
with Cla ay Shawv. The source described Shaw as a brilliesnt
and powerful man, given to sadism and nasochism in his
horosexual activities, On February 24, 1967, we received
information from twvo other sources that infornntion available
to then led them to kelieve Clay Shaw has honosexual

. tendencies,
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On February 24, 1967, we receiVed 1nzornat$on"f’
from tvo sources that Clay Shay reportedly is identical
with an individual by the nane of Clay Bartrand, who :
ellegedly was in contact with PDean Andreus, a New Orleanns -
attorney, in connection with Lee Harvey Osnald, the facts
of which are as tollows° .

-

-

. On Novenber 25, 1963, Andrevs 1nforned Agents of .
this Bureau that he had met Lee Illarvey Oswald in late .
"June, 1963, at which time Oswald appeared at his office
with several individuals who impressed him as being homo-
sexuals, Andrews cloinad that Oswald requested assistonce
in naking inquiries concerning Ocwald's bad conduct discharge
from the United States liarine Corps. Andrevs further stated -
that Oswald ssked hin quevtions concexrning the citizens hip -~
status of Cswald and his wife, ’

w Andrevs further stated that on the’ eveﬂing or .
Novenber 23, 1063, at vhich tine he was in a hospital in
New Orlezus uncer heavy sedn ntion, he received a telephorne
call froa on indivicuxl vho snid his nane vwa3s Clay Eertrand,
He ndded that Bartrand aslked him if he vould bz interesied
" in Lkandling the cafensc of Lee Harvey Oswvald in Dallws,
" Texas, for the nardnr of President Yennedy.

(2-1060 /»c) *lv’7')-0
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the ngencles operated Hlegally. The prob-
lem s that in the quest for lnw and order,
enso after cnse nfter case after case has
been thrown out becnuse the law en-
forcement and Intelligenco communities
acted Illegally. So I do not think we at-
tain any particular status of accomplish-
plent in conquering organized crhmsg, or
nny crime whatsoever for that matter,
with Hegal activitles resulllng In cases
elhg thrown out of court.

T would suggest tha} the record speaks

for itself. Frankly, I tever thought the :

}'écord of former Attorney General Ram-
sey Clark was that good. But, comparing
his record with that achieved by succeed-
ing Attorneys Genernl, he looks iike Tom
Dewey in his prosecutorlal heyday.
| Mr. HRUSKA. That record Is bad, but
lo we want to make 1t worse by adopting
this amendment which threntens to tle
ll;he hands of the FBI and dry up thelr
sources of Informalion? I say, with that,
the soup or the broth is spolled, and I
see no use in adding a few dosages of
polson.
The pending amendment should be
rejected.
] Mr.KENNEDY. Mr, President, I do not
ecoghize the amendment, as It has been
gescrlbed by the Senator from Nebraska,
s the mendment we are now conslder-
ing. I feel there has been a gross misin-
Ferprel;atlon of the actual words of the
mendment and its intentlon, as well ag
hat it would actunily nchieve and se-
complish. So'I think it is Important for
the recotd to be extremely clear about

his. .
T If we nccept the amendment of the
Senntor from Michigan, we will not open
1p the community to rapists, mugegers,
and killers, as the Senator from Nebraska
llms almost suggested by his direct com-
ments and statements on the amend-
ment. What I am trying to do, as I un-
derstand the thrust of the amendment,
s that it be specific nbout safeguarding
the leglthnate investigations that would
pe conducted by the Federal agencles and
also the InvesUgative files of the FBI.
| As » mntter of fact, looking back over
the development of legislation under the
1966 ach and Jooking at the Senate report
llmlguuge from that legislation, it was
tlearly the interpretation in the Senate’s
development of that legisiation that the
l'lnvest.igntory file” exemption would be
pxtremely narrowly deflned. It was so
until recent times—really, until about
the past few months, 1t Is to remedy that
different Interpretation that the amend-
xﬁlent of the Senator from Michigan which
e are now considering was proposed.
I;I should like to ask the Senator from
Ichigan a couple of questions.
‘ Does the Senator’s amendment in ef-
fect override the court decisions in the
eourt of appeals on the Weisberg against
.I|Jnl|;ed States, Aspin against Department
ef Delense; Ditlow against Brinegar; and
National Center against Welnberger?
As I understand 1it, the holdings in
those partieular cases are of the greatest
- eoncern to the Senator from Michigan,
s I interpret it, the Impact and effect
of his amendment would be to override
‘those particular decislons. Is thab not
correch?

7
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- CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

- These are the flles prepared by Government

- Of course, that Interpretation in the -

-like to point out that the amendment -

- Rt

May' 30, 197};

Mr. HART. The Senator from Mich- former. It is careful to preserve the idé et
fgan Is correct. That is Its purpose. That of protecting the investigative techniques::A
was the purpose of Congress in 1966, we and procedures, and so forth. But what:
thought, when ‘we enacted this, Untll about the names of those persond tha
about 9 or 12 months ngo, the courts are contained in the file who are not in
consistently had approached it on o bal- .
ancing basls, which Is exactly what this
amendment seeks to do.

Mr. President, while several Senators
are In the Chamber, I should like to ask

whose names will be in there, together
) Véitgh information having to do with'}%
for the yeas and nays on my amendment.” them? will they be protected? It Is a renl -
The yeas and nays were ordered.” question, and It would bé of great inter-.
Mr. KENNEDY. Furthermore, Mr. < est to people who will be named by in-:
President, the Senate report language formers somewhere along the line of the .
that refers to exemption 7 In the 196¢ Investigation and whose name presuine
report on the Freedom of Information bly would stay in the file, : '
Act—and that seventh exemption Is the Mr. President, by way of summary, I
target of the Senator from Michlgan’s .would like fo say that it would distort™
amendment—reads as follows: - the purposes of the FBI, imposing on:
Exemptlon No. 7 denls with “lnvestigatory them the added burden, in addition to %3
ftles complled for law enforcement purposes.” - Investigating cases and gelting evidence,
of serving as a vesearch source for every
writer or.curious person, or for thos
who - may wish to find a basis for sult’
elther against the Government o
against someone else who might be men
tioned in the file. -

agencies to prosecute law violators. Their
disclosure of such files, except to tho ex-
tent they are-avnilable by law to a private
party, could harm the Government's caze in
court, -

1t seems to me that the Interpretation,
the definition,

page and each docuinent contained In5}
many of thelr investigatory files to make 3
an independent judgment as to whethe
or not any part thereof should be re
1966 gporg vlv;zwkeglbr”vcf!d by & unanl- jegc04 Some of these flles are very ex
mous Senate back then. ‘ - tensive, particularly In organized -crime %
Mr. HART. I think the Senntor from ' ./ o that are semetimes under consid-*
Massachusetts is correct. One could argue eration for a year, s year and & half, o
that tl;g aglentggxent v;g tlll‘e nog collgsld- 2 years, a4 s i
ering, if adopted, would leave the Free- o
dom of Tnformatioh Act less avellable ol TR, Mr. President, will th
2 concerned citizen that was the case _ 3
with the 1966 language Initially. o I,It'llm IQRESJ)DIETG OI;{‘I?%ER- All time:
Again, however, the development Inre- 9% 1€ Senator has expired. 3
cent cases requires that we respond in . Mr. KENNEDY. I yield the Senator 5 ke
some fashion, even though we may not minutes on the bill. C -5
achieve the same breadth of opporfunity ~ Mr. HART. Mr. President, T hsk unan- iy
for the availabliity of documents that 1imous consent that a memorandum let- 3
may arguably be sald to apply under the tér, reference te which.has been made’ ¥
original 1967 act. In the debate emd which has been dis-:5
Mr. KENNEDY. That would certainly tributed to each Bemnator, be printed In”

of amendment the Senator from Michi-
gan ab this time iIs attempting to achieve.

X3

be my umderstanding. Furthermore, it . the Recoro, . :
seems to me that the amendment Itself - There being .no objection, the lette

has considerable sensitivity bullt in to was ordered o be printed in the Reconp,’
protect against the invasion of privacy, “as follows: - " .

and to protect the identitles of infor- " MBMORANDUM LETTER "2 )
mants, and most generdily to protect the A question has been ralsed as to whether 3

agency to conduct an investigation Into Burenu of Investigation in the performance
any one of these crimes which have been of its Investigatory dutles, The * Bureau ;
outlined in such wonderful verbiage here :nmssas gﬁo ﬂe;dngf:;r :g;f;::?:ll;ﬂxl l:)l‘ lut:

s vestigations, e . ;
g}::t %ﬁﬁg%%n trpfason' esfp,lona.ge, or recognize ‘the erucial law enforcement role-

of the Bureau's unparalleled -investigating b4
So I Just want to express that on these capabllities, e

points the amendment s precise and However, my amendment would not hinde
cleor and Is an extremely positive and the Bureau's performance in any way. The :
constructive development to meet.legitl- Administrative Law Sectioh of the Amerlcan
mnate law enforcement concerns. These BPar Association language, which my amend
are some of the reasons why I will sup- 3";';;;2"’5’:’e';’q"“:’;;;’;:g%’;‘:‘;’:g 6:'1":1'1“
port the amendment, and T urge my col- Burenu might have for resisting disclosure =
lengues to'do so. : N of material in an investigative file:

The PRESIDING OFFICER  (Mr. If informants’ anonymity—whether pald
Downericr). The Senator from Nebraska Informers or cliizen volunteers—would .be
hos 6 minutes remalning, : thr:aie}:-led, there would be tllml dtl::lljoslures; :

. X e Bureau’s confidentia) niques

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr, Plesldent, I should . and procedures would ‘be threatened, there

would be no disclosure; . -

"If_disclosure 1s an unwarranted invasion
of privacy, there would be no disclosure %
(contrary to the Bureaw's letter, this is a &
"determination courts make all the time; in-

proposed by the Senator from Miehigan,
preserves the right of people to a falr
trlal or hmpartial adjudication. It is -
careful o preserve the identity of an in-

 Fall te;;.ir:mofmag;g;es.ai—bﬁéi.Reé;;i? of
vhich this is part in-top draver; of ==y vy
JFK appeals file cabinet. Ul s
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