entirely secret from the Commission and the world - and that Director Hoover
praised Hosty for what was known to be perjurious, his false Commission testi-
‘mony, that Oswald, fhe self-proclaimed bomber, was a flower boy - may appear to
be incredible, but it is confirmed, as is the existence of relevant information
withheld in this case; yet without hearing, without finding of fact, in opposi-
tion to all of the evidence in the case record, Weisberg and his_fdrmer counsel
in this litigation are to be punished because of the FBI's knowing and deliberate
untruthful representations to the district court and to this court.

Only a few days before this panel issued its decision, which ignores all
Weisberg's unrefuted attestations to FBI falsification, a member of that panel

wrote a decision (Liberty LObby v Anderson) stating that "It is shameful that

Benedict Arnold was a traitor; but he was not a shoplifter to booT; and one should
not have been able to make that charge while knowing its falsity with impunity," "
Benedict Arnold is long dead but the FBI agents who swore falsely not'on1y did
so with "impunity" but with acceptance and rewarding by the district court and
the nanel. Indeed, it 1s-the very same panel which only two days earlier, in the
previously cited §h§y.case (No. 84-5084), held the very same SA Phillips not
competent to provide first-person attestations because he "did not claim any
personal participation in the investigation," the 1denticaT JFK assassination
investigation involved in Weisberg's litigation, yet acﬁepted all of his attesta-
tions in Weisberg's litigation even after, without refutation, Weisberg under
oath described them\as in varying degrees unfactual and péssib]y perjurious.

The panel thus is inconsistent with itself in the Shaw case and with

Liberty Lobby, which was written by a member of the panel.

The FBI records withheld from Weisberg in this 1itigation and only now
are disclosed to Allen are of historical importance that cannot be exaggerated.
This is true of their content and in what they reveal about the FBI in that time

of great crisis and thereafter; of the FBI in its investigation of that most

Y



subversive of crimes, the assassination of a President; of the FBI's instant
preconception and what it did and was willing to do to have its preconception
accepted as the official solution; of its domination of even a Presidential Com-
mission and its ability to control who would - and who would not - run the Com-
mission's investigation; of the FBI's policy of defaming those who did not agree
with its instant preconception, its “"sex dossiers" on the critics and even its

preparation of dossiers, after the Commission's Report was published, on the

eminent members and on its staff. What the attached records, the FBI's own reveal
about the FBI completely supports what Weisberg attested to based upon other
records which likewise provide it with motive for stonewalling. noncompliance,
any and every false pretense necessary to suppress what is embarrassing to it,
up to and including perjury.

This previously secret FBIF information is so utterly destructive of all. ~
its representations under oath and by its counsel thatzofficiaily withholding it
and representing the opposite of what it says and meaﬁs undeérmines the constitu-
tional independence of the judiciary. This new informatidn is pungent confirma-
tion of what Weisberg had alleged under oath and under pena?ty of pe;juky. It
was not refuted yet was not credited by the panel, which depended instead upon
what the case record disclosed is untrue. In the panel's acceptance of and
dependence upon what Weisberg characterized as deliberate lies, the integr%ty of
this court itself is involved even more by this new information.

For these additional reasons and proofs in this new information that was
improperly withheld from him and was not avajlable earlier, Weisberg prays that
his pétition Be granted and that it lead to a full and impartial judicial inquiry

into the abuses documented with the FBI's own to now secret records.

Rj;;Z;th]]y submitted,

Hdrold Weisberg, [pro se
7627 .01d Receiver Road
Frederick, MD 21701

/.
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Ext Affuifs ——

ldent

. Inspectiod ———
Director, FBI (PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL) Batz: 10/24[78: -

1eboratitV ———-

. Plas. & Eval -
SA JAMES P. @TY, IR, Bpes 1uv. —

In compliance with your instructions following our
conversation in Kansas City on 10/19/73, I am setting forth the
basic facts that we discussed. I am convinced that the adminis-
trative action taken against me in December, 1963, and again in
October, 1964, was unjustified for the following.reasons:

(1) The letter of censure in December, 1963, and the
gsuspension in October, 1964, were based upon answers to
questions telephonically furnished by former Assistant Director
James Gale on 12/5/63. I answered these questions by memo to
the SAC in Dallas dated 12/6/63. :

About four years ago I had an opportunity to review
my field onnel file in the Kansas Cj ice and noted that
=72l 157 of the Dallas section of this file contains answers dated
12/8/63, which are not the same answers I submitted on 12/6/63.
Most particularly I object to the answers to Questions 5 and 6
that appear in my personnel file. Iam enclosing a copy of my

\ memo to the SAC, Dallas, dated 12/6/63, which you will note is

different from the one appearing in my rsonnel file

Ber V994002 =/ )
1 am aware, however, er Supervigor Kenneth g/ -
Bowe did make alterations to my answers without 3oy, agviesg 4573 !
c onsert, but with my knowledge. I am enclosing a copy of my _——

| memo to the SAC, Dallas, dated 12/6/63, with his corrections, and

)

BN — e - o

a copy of a routing slip from Howe to me furnishing me with the

. oorrections. However, the answers appearing in my persomnel

file are not these answers either. It appears my answers were
changed a second time, probably on 12/8/63, without my knowledge.
The most obvious change is the false answer to Que stions 5.and 6,
in which I am falsely quoted as saying, 'Perhaps I ghould have
potified the Bureau earlier,” This constitutes an admission of
.guilt, which I did not at any time. : .

i ;- \_05\\“'
JPH:mifd (enc. & -
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As to the motive for the above and the
I believe the third paragraph of e s s e
letter dateds = = pretty well pinpoints the responsi-

ility. 1 am enclosing a copy of this letter. :

~ ok

(2) The letter of censure and suspension dated October,
1964, constitutes double jeopardy based upon the letter of censure
dated December, 1963. The only thing added to the letter of October,
1964, was the statement that I made inappropriate remarks before a
Hearing Board. Yet former Director Hoover personally advised me
on 5/6/64, and SAC Gordon Shanklin of the Dallas Office in June, P
1964, that my testimony before the Warren Commission was excellent. !
The Bureau had a2 summary of my testimony on 5/6/64, and the full
test of my testimony one week later, five months before my letter of
censure in October, 1964, and no mention was made at any time con-
cerning my inappropriate remarks until October, 1964. Mr. Hoover
also assured me-on 5/6/64, that the Warren Commission would com-

‘pletely clear the FBI. The unexpected failure of the Warren Com-

mission to do this, I believe, was the principal reason for my second
letter of censure and suspension in October, 1964. '

(3) The matters covered in both letters of censure
had nq bearing whatsoever on the outcome of the case; namely, the
prevention of the assassination of President Kemnedy.

In accordance with your specific request on 10/19/73, the
following should be noted regarding the failure to place Lee Harvey
Oswald on the Security Index:

Oswald was not on the Security Index because he did not fit
the criteria in existence as of 11/22/63. The criteria was later
changed to include Oswald. It should be noted, however, even if be
had been on the Security Index, no specific action would have been
taken regarding him or any other Security Index subject at the time of
President Kennedy 's visit to Dallas.

The FBI as of 11/22/63, had only one responsibility regard-
ing presidential protection, at the insistence of the U. 8. Becret
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Service. The responsibility was to furnish the Secret Service any
information on persons making direct threats against the President,
in possible violation of Title 18, USC, Section 871. 1 personally
participated in two such referrals immediately prior to 11/22/63.

In conclusion, &S
letter dated g

g SOEF cums up my attitude in this matter

s L

that be-

cause of the action taken by the Bureau in October, 1964, the
Bureau in effect told the world I was the person responsible for

President Kemnedy 's death.

On 10/19/73, you asked me what I think should be done. 1
believe that it first must be determined if I was derelict in my duty
in any manner, and was responsible for President Kennedy's death.

we can discuss the third point - what action should be taken.

”Atter that it should be determined what damages I suffered, and then

‘1 can state with a perfectly clear conscience that I in Do
way failed to do what was required of me prior to 11/22/63, and
based upon information available to me, which was not all the infor-
mation available to the U. 8. Government on 11/22/63. I had sb-
solutely no reason to believe that Oswald was a potential assassin or

dangerous in any way-.

1 have no desire to blame anyone elgse or to seek an
alternate scapegoat. Iam firmly convinced, despite the totally
unjustified conclusion of the Warren Commission, that the FBI was

pot in any way at fault.

In accordance with your instructions, 1 will not discuss the
contents of this letter with anyone. In the event you want further

clarification ca any point, I will gladly
to you. '

furnish additional information




