Editor, llew York Times Magazine Harold Weisberg

229 West 43 St., 7627 01d Receiver Road
New York, NY 100%6 6/24/93
Dear Editor,

In the past I was a source for a number of Times reporters. I remember Wendell Rawls,
John Crewdson and Martin Waldron, who spent time here, and Peter Kihss. After peading the
manuscript of my second book in 1966 Harrison Saulsbury had Kihss and three others spend
an afternoon questioning me. Tom VWicker had introduced the manuscript of my first book and
me to Saulsbury. For Rawls I was his source ofN stories raising questions about the House
select coumittee on political assassinations. I was the only one of those generhlly and I
think less than accurately lum;ﬂéd together as "ecritics" of the official accounts of the
JI'K assagsination. I alone refused to have anything to do with that committee. After my
first contacts with it I informed a number of reporters of what I regarded as its im-
proprieties. I am also alone in never having espbdused any conspiracy theories. MMy work
is limited entirely to factudl reporting and analysis. In this it is unique. From time to
time I debunlk the commercializing of these unproven conspiracies and other exploitations.

I do not want to mislead you: with the official evidence itself I have proven that
there was a conspiracy¥ to kill, without any whodunit conjectures. On the evidence only,
the official evidence. And in my new book, for which I do not have any pub date, 1 not
only carry that forward, with official documents I show there was a de facto cobspiracy
not to investigate the crime itself. I got about a third of a million pages of such records
by a dozen FOIA lawsuits. Some were g8es and one congributed to the 1974 FOIA amend-
ing to open FBI, CIA and similar fik@= files. I enclose the page of the Congressional Record.
I am supprised that with my suit fof suppressed records in his brother's assassination no
paper reported that it is he who saw tc?it that the legislative history would be as clear
asg it is.

I apologize for my typing. It cannot be any better. I am now past 80 and in impaired
health.

Because I am the only one worldng in the field with an appropriate background and with
no commercial or sareer interests I have, more since I started using FOIA, considered that
my primary obligation is, to the degree possible for me, to perfect the record for histoi'y.
Consistent with this I have given all my papers, with no quid pro quo, to local Hood College,
a fine small one, and work closely with threa/profassors who teach courses #n the'-ﬁolitics
of assassinations, not as a whodunit. If you would like their independent and perhaps not
entirely impartial opinions they are Yr. David Wrone, University of Wisconsin,T15/344~
8148; Dr. Cerald McKnight, Hood, 301/473-5639; Ahd Dr. Gerald Ginoechip, Wofford College,
591 Lucerne Drive, Spartanburg, SC.

Because I consider that FOIA gives me no preert property right to the records I obtain
I make them freely available, along with our copier, to all writers who want to use them. I
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know in mLat virtually all who do will write what I do not agree with because I
know in advance that they either espouse conspiracy theories ofi-support the official
mythologies. (There are two because the FBI and the Secret Ser{jlice, if not publicly, in
their internal records, do not agree with the conclusions of the Warren Commission.)

I hope you will consider the enclosed article for publiecation. If you do, feel free
to edit or cut it in any way you may libke, as long as there is no change in fact. If you
have any questions, please feel free to call me (301/473-6186) but before 6 p.m. I must
be abed by T becaus;@'a;vg/everal medical problems I am awake and cannot return to sleep
beginning not long after midnighte )

If anyone at the Times wants to be able to consult someone with a real knowledge of
the subject about the coming flood of cé'mf‘ﬂializations and exploitations of the Z30th
anniversary of the JFK assassination I will be as helpful as I cane I do not know of one
of them that will bring to light any new fact about the assassinfion and I know about more
than Publishers Weelkly rep:rted on last month. No matter how carefully and seemingly
effectively they and their pu'blishersjfpncstmat their books as factual, they are in fact
theories, some absolutely impossible. For example, the one Publisherd Weekly said will
prove that Oswald was a lone assassin because the Zapruder film proves its That one began
as an emtirely different book, by the way.

Should you be interested, I believe that there now ought be no problem in getting for
use & clear picture of the tie. Not]’ after all that has been disclosed officia]f], with all
the blood on it. There is none on the tie where it has evidentiary value. It was, without
any question at ell, not struck by any bullet.

If you are not interested, please let me know as soon as you can. I would then submit
it elsewhere.

Sincerely, \
gl 10

Harold Weisberg
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for Itsell. Frankly, I never thought the .
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the agencles m:eruled {llegally. The prob-
lem Is that in the guest for Inw and order,
enso nfler case nfter case alter case has
been thrown out becnuse the Inw en-
foreement and Intelligenco communities
acted Illegally. Bo 1 do not thlnk we nt-
tnin oy pnrticulor stntus of accomplish-
ment In conruering organlzed crlime, or
any crlme whalsoever for that mnbter,
with fllegal nolivitles resulting fn coases
beilig thrown oub of court.

I would suppest thed the record spenks

record of former Allorney Genernl Ram-

sty Clnrk wng thal good, But, comparing

l
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lls record wilth that achieved by succeed-
Ing Altormeys General, he looks ke Tom
Dewey In his prosccutorinl heyday.

Mr. IUSICA. That record Is had, but
tdo we wont Lo make It worse by adopling
this nmendiment which threntens to e
the hands of the FBI and dry up Lhelr
sourees of Informntllon? I say, with that,
the soup or the broth Is spolled, and I
see no use In addipg a few dosages of
1elson,

The pending
rejecled.

Mr. KENHEDY, Mr, Dresldent, I do nob
recognize the nmendment, ns 16 hns been
teserlbed by Hie Sennbor [rom Nebraska,
a8 the amendment we are now conslder-
Ing. 1 feel there hns been n gross misin-
terpretation of the nctunl words of Lhe
amendment and Ils Intentlon, as well ng
what 1t would actunlly achleve nand ne-
complish, So I think 1t Is lmportant for
the retold lo be extremely clear nbout
thls,

I we nccept the r\meudn-lent of the
Sennlor fromn Michlgan, we will not open
up the community to raplsts, muggers,
nnd killers, ng Lhe Benator from Nebraska
has nimost suggested by hls direct com-
menta and statements on the mmend-
ment, Whnt I am trylng to do, as I un-
derstand Lhe hrust of the amendment,
Is that 1t be specilie about saleguarding
the legllimnle Invesligntions that would
be conducted by the Federal agencles and
also Lhe Investigative files of the FBI,

As o mntler of Iact, looking back over
the development of legislation under the
1900 nct and looking at the Senate report
language from that legislation, It was
tlenrly the Interpretation In the Senate's
developiient of that leglslntlon that the
“Investigntory file" exemption would be
extremely narrowly deflned. 16 was so
untll recent times—-really, until about
the post few monlbs, 16 1s Lo remedy bhak
diferent Interpretation that the amend-
ment of Lhe Senator [rom Michigan which
we are now consldering was propesed,

I should like to nsk the SBenator from
Michlgan a couple of guestions.

Does Lhe Senntor's nmendment In ef-
fect override Lhe court cdeclslons In the
courk of nppents on the Welsberg against
United States, Aspin pgalnst Department
of Deflense; Ditlow ngalnst Brinegar; nnd
Nnllonnl Center ngninst Welnberger?

An I understand 1t, the holdings in
those pnrllculnr enres nre of the greatest
concern o the Senntor from Michigan,
As T Interpret It, the Impnet and effect
of hls smendment would be to override
 those partleular deeisions. Is that not
correch?

amendment should be

e
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Mr. HART. The Benalor from Mlch-
fgan is correct. That Is Ibs purpose. That
was the purpose of Congress in 1906, we
thought, when we enncted thls, Until
about 9 or 12 months ago, the courls

conslstently had approached It on n bal- .

ancing basls, which is exactly what this
amendment seeks Lo do.

Mr. Presldent, while several Senalors
are In the Chamber, I should like Lo nsk
for the yens and noys on iny amendiment.

The yens and nays were ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Furthermore, Mr.
Presldent, the Senate report languoge
Lhnt refers to exempllon T In the 1060
report on the Freedom of Information
Act—and that seventh exemptlon Is the
tnrget of the Benator from Mlichlgan's
nmendment—reads ns [ollows:

Fxemptlon No. T denls with “luvestigatory
filea complled for law enforcement purposes,”™

~These nra the files prepnred by Government

ngoncles to prosecuto law violalors. Thelr
disclosura of such fles, except to tho ex-
tent they nro-avallable by Iaw to a private
party, could harm the Uovernmenl’s caso m
court.

1t seems to me that the Inlerpretation,
the definlllon, In that report lnnguage
Is much more resirictive than the kind
of nmendment the Senator from Mlchl-
gan nt this time Js attempting to achleve.
OI course, that interpretalion In the
1966 report was embraced by a unanl-
mous Senate back then.

Mr. HART. I think the Bennlor from

Massaclhiusells ls correct, One could argue
that the nmendment we are now consld-
ering, I ndopted, would leave Lhe Free-
dom of Informatioh Act less avallable
to a concerned citizen that was the case
with the 1066 lJanguage Initlally.

Agaln, however, the development in re-
cent cases requlres that we respond In
some fashion, even though we may not
achleve the smnme breadth of opportunily
for the nvailabllity of documents thatb
may arguably be sald to apply under the
orlginal 1967 nct.

Mr. KENNEDY. ‘That would certalnly
be my understanding, IMurthermore, It
seems to me that the amendment ltsell
has comsidernbls sensitivity bullt in to
protect against the invaslon of privacy,
and to protect the identitles of infor-
mants, and most generally to protect the
legitimate interests of n Inw enforcement
ngency to conduct an Investignllon into
any ono of these erimes which hnve been
otitlined In such wonderful verbinge hero
Lhis afternoon—trenson, esplonnge, or
what hinve you.

So I Just want Lo express that on these
points the amendment Is preclse and
clear and Is an extremely positive and
constructive development to meet legitl-
mnte Inw enforcement concerns. These
nre some of the rensons why I will sup-
port the amendment, and I urge my col-
lengues to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICERR (Mr,
Domenrcr). The Senalor from Nebraska
has 0 minutes remaining,

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. Presldent, I should
like to point out that the mnendmcut
proposed by the Benator from Michlgan,
preserves the right of people to a falr
trinl or impartinl adjudieation. It is

- careful to preserve the identity of an in- -
Full text of Uongressional Record of

which this is part in-top dra.ua;- of‘—'w' ¥
JFK apperf.'l_a f:l.le cabinet. vk

"former. It s careful to preserve the idea

would like to say that it would distort 'S

of protecting the Investigative technlques
and procedures, and so forth, But what
about the names of those persond that
are contalned in the flle who are not In-

with information having to do with’
them? W1l they be protected? 1t 1s a real =
questlon, and 1t would bé of great Inter-.
est to people who will be named by In-
formers somewhere along the line of the
lnvestigation and whose name presume-
bly would stay in the flle. ;

Mr, President, by way of summary, I >

the purposes of the FBI, imposlng on -
them the added burden, ln addltion to °
Investigating cases and getting evidence
ol serving as a research source for every
writer or curlous person, or for those 34
who may wish to find a basls for sult,
elther agalnst the Qovernment or.’W4
agninst someone else who might be men-
tloned In the nle. "

Second, 1t would impose upon the FBI
the tremendous task of reviewing each A3
page and each document contained ini5g
many of thelr Investigatory flles to make :
an Independent judgment as to whether
or not any part thereof should be re-- il
leased. Some of these flles are very ex- .3
tenslve, particularly In organized ‘erime
cases that are sometimes under consld-
eratlon for a year, o year and a hal!, or
2 yenrs.

Mr. HART. Mr. Presldent will tha
Senalor yleld? 5

of the Benntor hns exnired
Mr. KENNEDY, I yleld the Senntor 5: 45
minutes on the bill. ;
Mr. HART. Mr. Presldent, T nsk unan-2:8
Imous consent that a memorandum leb- ';'
ter, reference to which has been made 3
in the debate amd which lins been dis-~
tributed to each Senator, be printed in
the Reconv.

Ihere bedmg no objection, the letler:%
was ordered to be printed in the Rl:corrn. i
‘as Tollows: - 3

MEMORANDUYM LETTER

A question hnes been ralsed as to whether
my amoeudment might hinder the Federn
Burenu of Iavestigation In the performanc
of its investigatory dutles. The Bureau 3
stresses tho meed for confidentlallty In jts P8
Investigntlons, I sgreo completaly. All of us ‘
recognize ‘the crucinl law enforcement role
of tho Burepu's unparalleled mvestl:utﬁngi )
capabllities. 7]

tho Burenu's performance in any way, 'rh-' 3
Administrative Law Sectlon of the Amerlean 7y
Bar Associntion langunge, which my amend
ment ndopta verbatlm, was onrefully drawn
to preservo every concelveable remson the .
Bureau tnight have for resisting dbclnlurl 3ul
of materinl In an Investigntive flle: o
If Informants’ noonymity—whether paid %4
inforiners or cltizen voluntesrs—would be 2
threatened, there would be no disclosures;
If tho Bureau's confidential techniques
and procedures would be threntened, thun‘i
would be no disclosuro; .

Ir disclosure is an unwuuntad invaslon
of privacy, there mnld bo no disclosure
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