banaging i tor +/15/87
The Village Voice newspaper
New York, .Y,

Dear Kditor,

This is really for dnt Hentoff but I hope you will tuke the time to read it
before giving it to him. It is proupted by a copy of his 4/7/87 column just received.

How about felonies by the 1:‘]31, proven in court and undenied, felonies that are
unreported, including by Hat lentoff, who was informed?

I am & 74 yeur old former reporter, investigative reporter, Senate (Civil
Liberties Comidttee) investigator and editor, wartime \0SS) intelligence anaylst
and the author of seven books exposing the IBI. I have probably made more use of the
Freedom of Ififormation fct than any other private citizen. In 1974 the Congress
amended FOIA over one of my lawsuits in which th: FUI corrupted the courts and thus
opened its, CIA and other such files for the exposure of such subversions as Cointel-
pro, Operation Chaos and other similar abuses. The 'l dees not love me and it has
gdefamed ne for yeurs. Like telling LBJ in 1966 vhen he was intercsted in my first
book that my vife amgd I annually celebrated the Russian revolution with a guthering
for 35 strangers at our home. (Our home was a fv;m? and the gathering was after the
Jewish high holidays and was by the Jewish Velfare Board.) luch more lilie this that
1 have and I can only wonder whuat more ther: is still kept secret.

Under Hoover the I'UI conspired to "stop" me and my writing by filing a spurious
- libel suit against we. The agent who was to front for it chickened out but Hoover
and “olson approved that neat little first- amendwent contpirney. Under Webster, to
"stop" me and my writing - "stop" is the word setually used by two ugents - they
have again corrupted the courts. This time they crossed the line into felonies by
perjury, fraud and misrepresentation. They have not denied and they now eannot deny
per]}ptrating these felonies because they disclosced the proof to a friend who gave me
copies und I've filedl those mmux copies in federal district court and now the
appeals court.

In order to "stop" me they employ tle uusual stonewulling in FOILa cases only I
think that with me they are a bit more diligent, daring and imaginative. In civil
actions 78/0320-—0420 combined, which is for the records of the Dullas and Wew Orleuns
field off'ices related to the investigation of the JIK agsagsination, a massive
accunulation of records that are enmbarrassing to them, when they could stall no more
by their usual meuns they demanded and got "discovery." They wepe before a judge with
a long record of favoring #he FBL, Iy responses include that in this case it was
inappropriate (it was hhe first time discovery was ever demanded in a IOI4 case, which
puts the burden of proof on the govermment), that it was excessive (it demanded not
only information indicatin,; the existence of withheld records, it demanded "each
and every" relevant record and piece of infornation I huave scattered through about
60 file cabinets), that it was beyond my physicul capubilities, and I attached a
couplete surgical and contemporaneous medical history, incluling a great stack of
bills, all indicating my severe phycial limitations, and that in any event I had already
and voluntarily provided all thut was demunded. (This was because the appeals ofticer
was a history buff, this is a historical case, and the relevant amount I'd provided
fills at least two file druwersof the enormity of two full file cubinets I had provided.

When, and tlds is under Webster, I just iymored the fink judge’s rubberstamping;
of the FBl's mendacities, its Department of Justice lavyer phoned my luwyer to
threaten to seek a conteupt citution. liy response was to dare them and that they
did not have the balls to risk a trial. So, becuuse I was right and they would not
risk a trial, theg demeinded instead a poney juugenent, uhich, when they got it, meant
fraud to bilk me of about three montéi of ny Sociul Security checks. Mink Judge
Yohn Levis Smith rubberstauped that, tov, the case w.nt up on uppeal, the aCLU



r¢ resentesl we on appeal, usth considerable tinidity waul without nuking tie justified
allegntions of iuproprieties, and there was a remund becuause, incrediblg as it may
seem that it was dured and unreported, they also got a judgesent uguinst my lauyer.
(Imagine the iwmpact on lavyers — they got a Jjudgeuent against him “keEEx bHecause I
refused to take his advice, wliich was to make a gesture at compliance, With that as
precedent, how could lawyers risk representing clients who might not agree with them?)

In order to got the Judpement the FUI and its lavyers, the 1'dl under oath,
told the court that the demanded discovery fron me would enable it to prove that it
had conplied \with the cuse record showing that they have yet to make tie reyuired
initial seuarches) or, in the alternative, wi reguired because of wy unique subject—
matter e.pertise, to locute records not providel.

While the aCLU represcnted me the FBI disclosed its own records to a friend,
rocords that leave it without guestion that in these representutions to the court
it was lying and knmevw it was lying and thus the perjury, misrepresentation and
fraud. 1t happens that one of VWiebsters agent is supervisor in my litipgatio as
well as in the other alwsuit where, undew corpulsion of court, he per.onally
uisclosed the proof of his personal felonies. The ABLU promised to use this new
evidence after remagd mnd didn't. I had no ohjec‘f‘f\{-}hen it stopped represcnting me
af‘ter romand. Without :thi.bition I represcnted uyself and I attached more than
enough of the FBI's own documentation of its felonics, The fink judge didnpt bother
reading anyting I filed, whiech is not that unusual, lic had so little knowledge of
the litigation before him he stated that the lawsuit was for records of the King
assassination anl of t e Yeuw luven office, repegting these flauntings of his igmorance
several times. Yo, the case want up on appeal and when even bul'ore that Heapganized
court Judpe Webster's honchos could not relute wmy briefing they suitched to demanding
summary affirmance. Hot a lawyer, I understand this to be like sunmory judgement
befors the distriet courts. and I responded. They have the right to reply to the
Upposition I filed and they have been silent, as that court also has becn. What
they filed goes automatical.y to the court's counscl and this gets it out of' the
greaged ways and introduces a hazard to the coungel whichever way counsel decides.
I think this is why there is total silence montidh after oral argument hadl been
scheduled.

So, the erdnent Judge Webster and those 1 regard as his stormtroopers, faced
with well=proven charges of these felonies, do not bother even to deny them. Perhnps
"bother" is the wrong word. Better "dare." Beoause they do not dare join isoud and
make their felonies 4 ¢ matter before any court. Obviously, if I were not truthful,
having mysel%em'ﬁde,' the only issue before the courts and thus the "material" issue,

I am subjedt to perjury charges and they are the grosecutors. They don't even.}imve to
try to talk anytne into fi&ing gharges.,

In my reporting: youtl} this recap, off the top of the head, vould have been neus,
and not only "man bites dog news, cither.y There hao been no mention off it anywhere v ¥
*iis is not because, with my income now escalated to uW5T04a month and a little /é ocs/Jeeur ”’
less then, I did not undertake to inform the media. Until this second trip to the
appeals court I sent copies of all filings of both sides to about 30 in print and
electronic press. Npbody was interested. It is like [Howuweller said, they'll learn,
if I do not prevail, because the precedent estublish througzh me will be used to
stifle them. a«nd if I do not prevail against such odds and with the appeals court
so thorowgshly Heaganized, I'1L then have to decide whother I cun survive jail, such
igs the stute of my health.

I did not send copies of these filings to “r, Hentoff. I wrote him after reading
a column the Washinston Post printed. \I kept about a half-dozen at the Post iut'ormed
and one of these people suid there was no nevs in any ol this, one of the only two
responsien I pot foow all those unilings.) I'm sorry that lir. dentoff was not interested —

vhen it might have made some difference in the pI"BTgnt situation, with Webster to be
tonfirmed to take the concepts of law and justice this retlects to the CIa.



It seems also that ou¥ diligent press did not explore Vebster's recordg as a
federal district court judge. I know of only one case on which he sat, that of
Jame:;  Barl Ray's bother John. John refused to talk to the VM5I, then Hoover's. It
ssuumed that he could have told it much, as he could not have. #e had not seen Yames
for sone tinme and they nover pgot alongr and never had much to do with each other.
There is a prima facie case thut the I'DT firumed John in vengeance. lle was charged
with driving the switch car for a bank robber. Only the bk robbe r was acquitted.
,go. John has been languishime in jail under an 18-year sentence lor driving the car
of an innocent man. Vebster alse permitted the use of the alleged loot in the case

agnint Yohn when it was not in any way comnected with Juim vhen in the case of the
accused robber the court had relused to let the alleged loot be used. But that was
not Judpge Webster in that case.

If you recall the first ltem:ﬂn/ leese press conference on the Irvan/contra ness,
vecse wus asked why the FBL did not investigate. lis reply was that when they saw
no law violation the ¥BI could not properly investipate. (The adTuaJity is that the
TBI iy specifiecally empowered to maoke invejtigations for the Prauident) Heese said
that \lebster agreed with him, \lebster has never denied it. Weli, J. Bdgar Hoover
himself tentified tg the Warren Commission as 1 state above. It is in Volume 5 of
their hearings, pagd Y8, If any president needed an FBL investigation, assuming he
did not need to protect himself, Heagan certsinly did and Webster is empowered to
conduct presidential invautigutions;ﬁ'l‘imt was before the adnittedly aborted
Sputhern Air investigation. Uha¥ liecse lied about, with liebster's concurrence, is

what provided the tine tor the llorth shredding.
::irzzr,

Hurold Weisberg
1627 0ld lteceiver boad
Froederick, bd. 21701
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Pouwer, like a desolating pestilence,
Pollutes whate'er it touches.

—Percy Bysshe Shelley, Queen Mab

umn, It was a hopeless undertak-
ing. The public veneration of Wil-
liam Webster is irreversible.
When he was nominated to lead the CIA,
hosannas and trumpet fanfares filled the
air from sea to shining sea.

“Webster Restgred FBI's Image"” was
the headline in The Washington Post. In

I had decided not to write this col-

Congress, members on both sides of the

aisle reacted to the news as if Sir Thomas |

More lived again in Judge Webster. The
American Civil Liberties Union was si-
lent. Surely, if Webster had habitually
violated the Bill of Rights as Director of
the FBI, the ACLU would speak—espe-
cially now, so that his successor would
not believe the ACLU condoned such vio-
lations, But there was not a word from
the ACLU.

A very high-ranking official of that or-
ganization explained the silence of the
ACLU. “I figure Webster reined in the
kinds of excesses that were committed
under J. Edgar Hoover.” Oddly enough,
this same full-time civil libertarian had
been jumping up and down in indignation
during Abscam—Judge Webster's pride
and joy. And this same person had a lot
to do with strengthening the ACLU’s
highly critical report on the FBI's gamy

. excesses in Abscam.

But that was then. In the years since,
the ACLU, like most of the rest of the
citizenry has been lulled by the press into
believing that Webster is indeed so differ-
ent from the dread J. Edgar Hoover that
there is nothing to fear from the FBI—
unless, of course, you're a perpetrator of
one kind or another. Why, it came out
that as soon as he was in office, Judge
Webster commanded that the bust of his
bulldog predecessor be removed from the
office of the director and put into the
tourist section of the FBI building.

Doesn’t that tell you something about
Judge Webster’s reverence for the Consti-
tution? And that exemplifies why we
have—as the headline writers like to
say—a “‘new” .FBI. .

OFF: Sdinz

The only tolks who are not thanking
their lucky stars that William Webster is
ascending to even more power at the CIA
are those Americans his covert agents
have been spying on. And there are a lot
of them, as we shall see. Also futilely
urging the Congress to take a look at

. %bste::'n actual record—not his serap-
hqok—ts the Center for Constitutional
Rights. It has been compiling extensive
records of the “new” FBI's secret surveil-
lance of political dissenters in the
stealthy tradition of J. Edgar Hoover,

_What' changed my mind about doing
this series was a statement in the March
15 New York Times by Richard Gid Pow-
ers, professor of history at City College

;,nd aut;z;:r szthe new book Secrecy and

ower: The Life of J. Edear Hoo,

Press). Said Powers: “ 0 s
. “Judge Webster has done a fabulous
job in restoring morale and a public sense
of integrity in the bureau. Now I feel the
bureau is at a point where it can again
really assert a leadership role,”

If an expert on the history of the FBI
can come to that mythological a conely-
sion, then William Webster's real history
at the Bureau ought to be illuminated,

The sources for this series include FBI
files; interviews with FBI targets; court
papers (including transeripts of FBI un-

ercover operations); my own files on the

Bureau; statements and anaylses by Wil-

liam Webster and some of his associates;
and a devastating, meticulously detailed
report on FBI undercover operations re-
leased_ in April 1984 by the House Sub-
aoi;lr?;.ttee on Civil and Constitutional

One of the conclusions of that 1984
report was that the FBI's undercover

Jor Our Time



techniques pose “a very real threat to our .

liberties. Many of the values reflected in
our Constitution are directly threatened
by these operations.” Particularly endan-/
gered, said the report, are our First,
Fourth, and Fifth Amendment rights.

As will be shown, while there are obvi- .

ous differences in personal and profes-
sional style between Webster and J. Ed-
gar Hoover—for instance, I do not
believe blagk bag jobs (illegal entries) are
now performed by FBI agents them-
selves—they have much more in common
than is good for the country.

et us begin with the enthusiasms
Webster and Hoover share for
keeping files on people who think
wrong,

On the night of January 2, 1920, J.
Edgar Hoover, special assistant to Attor-
ney General A. Mitchell Palmer, orches-
trated what came to he known as the
Palmer Raids. The Attorney General had
finally figured out how to save the nation
from the peril of hordes of aliens coming
in by the boatload and infected with what
he called “a disease of evil thinking.”

That night, Hoover, who had industri-
ously compiled more than 200,000 index
cards with the names of evil thinkers,
directed dragnet raids in which more
than 4000 “radicals” in more than 33
cities were hauled in. Some were bagged
by mistake—similar last names to some-
one on a list—and the others were guilty
of belonging to associations, or reading
periodicals, on Mr. Hoover's index cards.
Hoover, by the way, was also running the
Bureau of Investigation (later know as
the FBI), which actually conducted the
raids along with the Immigration Service.

But that was the “old” FBI. Judge
Webster would never countenance such
crude and ignorant contempt of the First
Amendment by agents of the Govern-
ment. Not the Judge Webster who has
said: “We are doing the work the Ameri-
can people expect of us, and we are doing
it the way the Constitution demands of
us."”

Well, early in the morning of January
26, 1987, agents of the FBI, in tandem
with agents of the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service (just like on the night
of the Palmer Raids 66 years ago) round-
ed up a number of Palestinian aliens in
Los Angeles.

A_mjad_ Mustafa Obeid, a fourth-year
rngneering student at California State
University, told the Lgs Angeles Times
how her husband was taken away. Ten
agents banged into their home, some with
guns drawn, and when she asked them
about her hushand’s Constitutional
r:gtlzuts. they laughed ag they dragged him
ou

What had these Palestinians done.
ti
?e luggegl—shackied hand and foot—be?
Oré an immigration judge and initiall
denied bail? Most are university studentz
.in Southern California and some have
N permanent resident aliens ag long as
15 years. But they are charged with the
seditious offense of reading and distribut-
Ing “magazines that, according to the
'I“JcCanap-W@:Jter Act, advocate or teach
economic, international, and govern-
mental doctrines of world communism."”
orl_d. communism? No further
definition,
They are also accused of being mem- -

bers of the Popular Front for the Libera-
tion of Palestine, which has bothL;lae:g—
cated_a_nd engaged in violence. The

alestinians deny they are members of
the PFLP; and in any case, a 10-month

mventig:_llion by the FBI prior t
Iy—mormng raids on theirphome: ggﬁz? tl;
come up with any evidence at al] that
ey have committed or conspired to
co:amltda.ny kind of criminal act,
ccording to a story by Ronald
of the LogAn'ge!es Times, at the dapi?gf'
tion hearing in April the Government is
Boing to present what it considers to be
one hell of 4 big smoking gun. The Gov-

tional Airport pickin i i
! E Up air freigh
packages. Do you know what was in t.hfz:vxsmt



William Webster: “We are doing the work
the American people expect of us.”

packages? Guess—before you read on.
Magazines.
That's it, folks. The Government will
be presenting no evidence of any crimes
or plans for crimes, violent or otherwise.
A Los Angeles Times editorial was ti-
tled: “Is This Case for Real?”
As for the 10 months of FBI surveil-
lance of the Palestinians—including their
| families, friends, neighbors, and asso-
ciates—Dan Stormer, the lead attorney
for their defense team, points out:
“Grass-roots surveillance is the most hei-
nous form of invasion of privacy that any
government can participate in. It has to
simg into its broad net all manner of
innocent people.”
Iz the “new” FBI for real?
What about the claim that Judge Web-
ster has restored the integrity of the
Bureau? ¢
In the early 1980s, the FBI set up a
scam in North Carolina called Operation
Colcor. Investigating the possibility of
political corruption, the agents them-
selves, as we shall see next week, corrupt-
| ed the entire electoral process in a coun-
ty—an exercise in utter contempt for the
American system of government that is
unmatched in FBI annals, including the
Hoover years. But this week’s story has
to do with a preliminary to the main

RICK REINHARD

event.,

One of the locals whom the FBI was
manipulating and who, unbeknownst to
him, was also one of the FBI's targets,
had heen receiving monthly bribe pay-
ments from the Bureau.

In the report, “FBI Undercover Opera-
tions,” by the House Subcommittee on
Civil and Constitutiqnal Rights, it is dis-
closed that this man, on the FBI payroll,
“told agents of his intention to unleash a
‘terror campaign’ -against his business
competitor. FBI ag~nts soon learned that
this included plans to burn down the
competitor’s warehouse. In fact, $300 of
the $10,000 he paid to have the job done
was in bills whose serial numbers had
been recorded by the FBL

“Moreover, by offering to assist in the
target’s plans, agents may have further
spurred the subsequent violence. Thus,
not only did the Bureau fail to notify the
warehouse owner or take steps to protect
his property, but the arson was encour-
aged and in part financed by the FBI.
(Emphasis added.)

There's a footnote, further showing
how thoroughly Judge Webster has
purged the FBI of its bad old ways:

“The loss suffered by the owner of the
warehouse was set at $1.2 million, with
the owner collecting only $400,000 in in-
surance money. The FBI now claims the
information on the arson which they had
obtained beforehand ‘was not specific
enough to compromise the investigation,'
and that is why no preventative measures
ware taken. However, details of the plan
(including when, where, and what would
burn) were surreptitiously recorded by
the FBI two days before the fire.”

When Judge Webster, on whose watch
the . fire took place, was nominated to
take charge of the CIA, he told reporters
that his successor should be ‘someone
who will continue the principles of pro-
fessionalism of the FBI...and someone
who has deep devotion to the rule of law.”

Some coming attractions;

The bugging and wiretapping of de-
fense attorneys. (This was done for the
first time not by J. Edgar Hoover's FBI
but by the “new” FBI of William
Webster.)

A living tableau of how very high offi-
cinls of the FBI engaged in a cover-up in
testimony before a 1981 Senate Commit-
tee that was deciding whether to confirm
Raymond Donovan as Secretary of La-
bor. A later savage Senate report on the
performance of the FBI in this matter
emphasized that the Bureau “withheld
‘pertinent,’ ‘significant’ and ‘important’
information"” on Donovan's alleged ties to
organized crime. That's how he got
confirmed.

Could William Wehster not have
known what was being said—and what
was not being said—in the name of the
FBI before the United States Senate!

One answer was given by Edwin Meese
during his own confirmation hearing for
the post of Attorney General:

“Director Wehster responded to me
that he had checked with the background
investigators, and there was nothing that
would reflect on Mr. Donovan, or any
reason for the President to hold up on
the announcement of his potential
nomination.”

We have several possibilities here.
Webster approved of the FBI cover-up of
the damaging information on Donovan
and withheld that information from
Meese. Or Webster approved of the cov-
er-up before the Senate committee but
felt he had to tell Meese about it and
Meese then kept the cover on. Or, to he
. kindest to the judge, Webster's subordi-

nates never told him what was going on
at any point.
" This is the man who is about to take
over the CIA and restore its integrity,
credibility, and professionalism. Just as
he did at the FBL Hell, he's a lifelong
Republican. Why not run him for
President? ]



