Skipping to the more jmiediste, to Shattuck ana othors:

Until “aryland passed its dublous znd deceptive gun lew I could walk sefely inly
by carrying a gan. The Stato Police aveuslly tolé me¢ to when I roperted atcks on
by dogs vunndug loosc in vicletion of local ordinunces. Vieilouo dogs, the runhood symbols
of the local radical right.

With the passing of the law, I applied for a permit. I do qualify. Byt But the FBI's
files arc "consulted." There is not only a complete nefting of the quslifications but there
is also nothing ian my rccord that says T ghoulc not get a permit, &f I asked for it To
carry money 1'd get it. I was turned dewn. Y hearing. I appealed and got a rubber-stamp
rejection. Ho due process, notv even the, pretense. 1 then asked ACLU help. They refused
because they sre against guns. They can t be more ageinst thew than I am. But because they
don;t like guns they have no interest in such arcene matters as due process. And they huve
also become part f a cruel hoax, that the gun law mesas enytning.

I saw Shattuck last liay. In earlier correspondence he had not been encoursging. I
dropped into his office early one nmornirg, before he got thers, and hi saw mee At the end
of the mesting he was encouraging end souewhat excited. 4s I left he introduced me tc Wulff
end told Wulff that he had asked me to write s long memo on vhet I esked of them, taldng
the ca§e of which you know, of federel intrusion into sy ighis. And I had spelled out
that it held the possibility of talkding We-related depositions. When 1 say spelled out ) ¢
mean coupletely enough, with names and detes.

Sonething happened between that nectling and his response to the long letter I wrote
as soon es I got home. He then complained that it wes long and said no.

Thegthey take cases like Yeorge Metillen's?

My long history tells me that when snyone connected with the ACLU leaderships sees
me mfx or if he doesn't kmow of me learns, the collective conscience is offended and in
order for then to justify themeselves, I have to be villainous.

To put this another wey, where I an concerned, there is little prospect they will do
anything. Their helpl could use, There is a clear history of polife and proper appr@ches
never worldng with fhen, The alternative to the methed I have need is doing nothing
with thea. So, I apike the rough effort, not expeeting anything end with nothing to lose if
it does not vork.

And with the sdventage of leaving & record when it doesn' ta.

Maybe, some day, one of them will be emb,rrossed enough.

Minor aspect:

I knew Al Wirin in tle mid 30s. He was then with the NLRB and worked es an inveati-
gator for the comittes for which T vorked. He got a little activist when he was investl~
gating RCA for us. e was part of the investigation. H. 34 the one who went to their offices.
He leaked some of what he got for t§p Senate to Jim Carey of the union. Y¢ got in trouble
for it. I don't recall how but I was of minor help fo him. The fact, regardless of this,
ig that we were friendly and did know each others

After he retired I wrote him aslking if he would undertake to try to get me,some money
owed me in Los Angeles. He hasn't had the simple decency to respond. Aud he cau t live in
Los Angeles and not heve heard of the work 1 have been doing, my :ppearances thére have’
been that nunerous on radio and TV.

In swuesry, I know an ACLU thet is not consistent with ita public images.



Dear Jim, Re ACLU 3/26/74

It had been my intention to give you an explanation of the pointed letters I have
written ACLU pgople before geitting into anything after yesterday's meil. Interruptions
prevented it, I do not now have time for a full explanation but in the time bebore I
awaken Lil, a partisl explanation.

It is not merely that I resent the role in which + have been cast. Nor, personal as
it may seem, is it really personal.

Their silence in and after Dallas is like a topic sentence.

1 had deslings with the ACLU beginning in the middle 30s. They did some guod work
then. This good work was then and too often since has been a mask for not good, inclduing
sone very anti-deomeratic things. The top hierarchy has been Establishmentarian, in its
ey spaciel vaye

Back in the 308 it was part of the red hunt, not leading the fight against it. Even
if on: assumes thut red mmting was a proper endeavor what the ACLU did was very wrong M=
because, as always hapoens, most viotdms are not red. Howover, I consideres and consider
it wrong under any circunstances. I then worked with two menbers of the board who fought
a loging fight against what smounted to the ACLU's support of the Mes comzittee. That
business got so bad, so vicious, that one of these men, a very able and exceedingly
effective lawyer, was disbarred.

The man with whom I was involved in the fight with ldes, a fight Dies picked, not 1,
had been an ACLUer snd was eo clost to its top legdership that on their vacations togather
Roger Baldwin did what even today would bo regarded as unseemly, displayed himpelf to this
friend's wife. I was writing a book on DUies and that was my orime. When & law was actunlly
passed %o got this friend and me, the ACLU was silent. When we at worst were Going no more
than exercising first~amendment rights and were hailed before a grand Jury for it, there
was no ACLU lawyer who would represant us. In fact, we had a helluva job getting a lewyer,
even though wy friend could pay.

s was one of the pre-eminent redweiters of that day, Gardner "Pat" Jackson, then
lobbyist for Labor's lon-Partisan League, earlier public relations dircctor of the Sacco-
Vanzetti comuittee. e then knew Frankfurther., I met ‘renkfurter and others through him.
Including quite a list of the prominent lawyers of that day, & number luter federal Judges,
some still ypominent in law schools. One was “ean Achsson. The first peloe we went for a
lawyer was Acheson's law firm. Drew fearson finally fot his firm, Swx senior partner
naued Roberts, to represent us. Bdgar Turlington, a fine conservative gentleman, did the
worke He was with me at one of tho series of Dies executive sessions before wnich 1 was,
Itiahaumoamwhmthemlodm:wi.nitaofﬁmi'nmdforttogetmtosma
false, inoriminating statesent. (That was the beginning of my education in saying "no"
and not changing!) When the overt Dies sttacic on us was brecketed with blackmeiling the
USAttorney by helding up his appointuent to a federsl juigeshdp (Dave Pine) and came upon
some speeches on the {loor of Congress and the ACLU divorced itself and I vas reletively
young, 1 saw a different face than the ACEU presents in public.

Sidppdng to the swuwr of 1966, I took David Isbell, of the Coving/SSREBgling,
again hoheson's , to the Archives suveral tines. With what I had by then learned of the -
Gaprudor film, it shook him. I asked for 4CLU represcntetion in secldng supressed evidence
withneld from re. FOI had beon passeds I was told to write Nonroe Freemen & letter, To date
there had been no response. What Isbell then did reflects the impression he took from the
Archives and my work: he scnt me to another #CLU lawyer named Rockefeller, on 19th St.,

I think perhaps the Associations Bldg., sv he would know me end pepresent me if sand when the
Feohies came after me! Peranoid they could be, principled they were not.

In ny view all the history of the FOI law would have been different if it had been
tested boore liixon started reordering the courts. I hold the ACLU responsible. it copped oute.

You know that Bud nade an eflort with me, as I recall at least twice with him and
Speiser. (nce he tock us to lunch at Chez Francois. Bud correctly anticipsted that they
would not ‘ouch any principled case that dealt with assassinstions. They are anc were hungup
on thise I an sure this is the r.ason they would not touch FOI cases for me.



