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' % of May 3. 1did have the copy that Olney sent to me. "I told Rogers that Ol
1% --had called me late Thursday and wanted to see me in the ‘morning.’ I told hisU"H
- - 1had an outside intment. -He then asked that I call him when T camedin. *3
Bg&i . .. 1told Rogers that r {o my being able to tall Olney, ‘Diney had called mmg Pisius
w5 - that within approxinmtely a half hour I had returned the call and Olney :
k  -Inthe meantime, Giney had sent the memorandum to the Bureau. = . ..
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g & - Ui E s - T peniinded Rogers of the 3/6/58, ‘memorandum which he Bad
¥ - 'recalled. I told Rogers that Oloey's reference to this memorandum mow pu} us’ S
"*- ".in a rather unténpble position and madeds wonder whether we were doing the " #§
. right thing in to play square with the Department when Olney would turn 754
. “.around after the 2/6/56, “memorandum had been recalled and then refes %o it *24 %

"% " | and that we were undecided as to whether we should go ahead and answer the °-=
.~ 13/8/566, memorandum at this time. “Rogers stated that there was no need to dc
77" this; that Olney should not have written his 5/3/56, memorandum; that he coulc
: -, mot understand why petple would do such things. 1 told Rogers that as he would - 5>
; l see in the memorandum of 5/4/56, we were putting the matter squarely up t0 &%
- < ! the Attorney General; that we, ‘of course, were willing to go out and investigate ;2.
%7 the Damman, Hartley and De Galindez cases but we were not going to do it until -
3" - | the Attorney General had specifically said so becausé of the involvements and
A - "] ramifications apd that we had succeeded in keeping the responsibility of these :
s three cases not poly away from the Bureau but away from the Department; that &
in the De z case, there were international ramifications and if the Attornay -
“3General wanted 1o invite additional headaches, then, of course, that was his FaEuis?
3l prerogative and that the matter was squarely up to the Department although we ° 3

4 {elt rather badly over the manner in which we were being treated and we simply -
¥ eould not reconcile Olney's memorandum of 5/3/56, with the results of the -, - &
conference in the Attorney General's Office that if Olney had "
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