Dear Jin, 4/15/83

Here is the affidavit. Remember, you agreed to use it to move that the LeHaje
motion be expunged and in alleging, in more polise but nonctheless pointed lawyer's
language because e lied. 4s I show, about everything, missing nothing at all.

Ther: is, as K'm sure you realise, nothing that he will not object to nothing
that Smith will not find unwelcome. Smoth wil. do whatever he can to damage us and
what we seek and the adct. So how he feels about us we do not have to ask. Ve
know. We know he will not like what we file, whatever it is. So, if we are to get
anything out of this, it must be in spire of his prejudice and opposition and inso-
far as it can effect him, it must be something about which he can't come up with
soie hokuspokus that secms reasonable to his peers. Whatever the judicial attftude
toward, or should I say acceptance of official mendacity ray be, I don't think there
is a judge who will want to take a posibion endorsing it. Or tolerating it whenidt
is made the issue. So please don't puasyfoot.

I thinic this should be accospanied by what gives it meaning and context, that
it should not be an oversimplified, out~of-context intellectualimed apvroach that is
lirdted to law texts on narrow issues. With not much efTort you can turn out a
polite lecture in the form of a legal essay on the nature of the crime and the
purposes of the dct and point out that not usking seayches when that is required
is spposlte the purposes of the 4dct. Taking more time to present untruths about such
things as the police tapes, ticklers, oritiocis, etc., takes more tiwe, costs more
money, &han maiing the searches and that if the FII has notving to hide it ought
certainly make the searches and dieclose the results,

When you arc finished the end produce shduld b: something that glves perspective
to this litigation and the mendacity and has other possible uses, besides Rmith's
possibly not liking his friends and peers to see it because if he tolerates all
thislying it makes hin look bad. The mendacity is total, ommipresent and basic. What
you do should be of soie use to others whg hsve an intirest i the act snd possibly
to the Congpess with regerd to the Act. Jhaving things not spellad out is Tutility.
While I don t expect much to influence Smith, 1 think it was & needles eyror for
you to expufige the paragraph of explanation I had for the record in mhich the Dallas
FBI ordained the day of the c#ime and before Oswald was charged that there were not
to be an: other suspects and those reported would not bs investignbed “as true
suapect located." Almost nobody resdins this exhibit alone will understand what it
days =nd means so Smith can pretend, as can leHalr., and others cay genuinely,
wonder why it is there. (I didn't go intc it because of timo and space, but not o that
ther: iz 2 handwritten note with o lone to Jim.y Robinson saying "see 3x5 cardse..e"
rest ullegible. This can bs . tickler. One does not refer to an index this way.)

If the question cores uo, ther were threats against JFK attributed to Robdnson's
(and Stoner's) gang, three published by the Commission snd at the approxinate time
of the assasuination. I have it in the matorial edited out of the xerox copies of
earlier writing,.

I'm sending George a copy of the affidavit and of his Dullas 11/22/63 record.

Gird your loins!



