sr. Michael Bhaheen 5/18/90
Ulfice of “rofessional denponsidiiity

Jzpartiient of Justice

Washington, P.C. 20550

vvar lir. Sh:heen,

Ve have a cormunication swroolem and it is 1y Tault. Iou imow wbout old dog: aud
new tricis. I's an old dog und I haven't adjusted to words not having their dictionary
nesnings to our recent governnents. HEven familiurity with Orwell has not helped pe over-—
couwe this falling with vords liie "professional and “resvonsibility.¥ I just can't seen
to understand that when the tuo are put together, as in the name of Your couponent,
that they really nean cover-up and whitewish. So suffering this learning disability, I
enclose copies of OIP's .ichard Huff's letter to ne of the 14th and ny reply of tuwo days
later, If I thought it rnight neun anything I'd locate an eariier erchunge with the ¥3Its
sril soschella. They apgear to have broien the silence with vhich they usualiy greet
what I write because I ruised a question with you about whether the r3I violated a Crivrii-—
nal provision of the rrivacy act in disclosing records about ne, when I was not the sub-
Juet of the rSi's investigative intevest to a third party. You dad not acknolw.:dge re—
celving uy letter but thut is your norm and part of my learning disability with the new
mesnings of vords.

Iir, lioschella is the beneficiary of the I'.I's Llong expericnce in obfuscating. lis
1:tter to ne relates to what was not relevant. Il as I assuwe he favored vou with a copy
he put you in 4 position to observe what retired ML rgents have told me are the Tirst
two law. First, cover the Bureau's ass. Second, cover your owne. 411 you have to do is
believe his goobledegook and all is coverad. Uoubleduckspeak again triumphant! See, I
Go renenber Orwell. iHe talks persuasively avout souething else and that is all you need,

assuming that you really need anything. The record does not Persaude that you doe.
after all, when allegstions of perjury recuire nothing of you, does anything?
rrofessional responsibility does not even requirs: that you acknowledge receipt
of a complaint relating to the possibiiity of & crindnsl offense.
It is not even a felony, and vhen oJrofessional responsibility does not include
a Telony, hou can it include souething less?
S0, in writing vou, I recognize that the probability is a waste of tine.

L do it nmerely for the record.

1 have this old man's silly notion that sonmetimes in the future it is useful to
have a record. “hen history can be served and people can know who did and did not do

vhat. and what "professional responsibility" really neans to the Department of Justice
and to you.

I don't think you will have any questions about ny telling Mr. Huff that he lied
frou beginning to end of his lotter.

Why should you when lying is insignificant in your interpretation of Mprofessional
responsibility"?

But in the remote and improbable event that you do. please ask.
sincerely,
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Harold Leisberg



