The 044 Cemp St. sddress 1/s/

FEI suppressioR .r..1 Hoch's 69 letter Harold Weiasber
Is the FGI currently annatiegt ng the JFK murder? *

Peul disegress with my interpretation of the stetement of the
Depertment of Justice. I cuote from hia letter:

".s.There 18 one point I diegree with very strongly, sni urge you
to reconsider, The Justice lepartment did noi sey, nor, I think, did it imply
that it 1s currently cerrying on en investigation of this mstter. There is ondy
the one referance by Devine to the fact that 8 'record copy! of tke Quigley pemphlet
ie in their "Investigstive f1le'. I tske thi:r to meen simply the filem releting
to investigntione = past or present, end, in this cese, their investigetion of
Oswald before (end/or after the essassinetion, Any reeson for thinking otherwise?
Fhet else would you calll thome old files?

"Tou moted correctly ons of the rescons for withholding this item was
thet it waes in the investigetive files. I don't think this would stend up, since
(1f my memory 1s correct) ¥he Freedom of lnformation Bill wes mesnt to cover
investigative reports. The other resson cited (which your memo does not mentiof)
is "the fect tha. the document ie svellsble et xim Archives'.(Sic) I intend to pur~
sue this after 1 get clurificstion on the addrese which L heve ssked for since a
deoument which the Archivist cenrot find is hardly *sveilable! st the Archives...
the people I wes corresponding with wers probsbly getting their infowmmtiwx

fm the FBI.- U"

Thie i most of 1t. Becsuse this point mey becore significsnt, I take
time Yo enswer 1t in some deteil, Fml's argument im sound, btut I think it Aoes not
preveil when considered sgainst the other side.

“Ynor point, in scknowledging thet the IJ hse e continuing inwestigstion,
except for the context, J:vine seid nothing new. Hodwer testified to tiin. Paul
¢oes not doubt "the Justice Department is certeinly re-investigeting thoe mssossine~
tion (and Gerrison)..." to which 1 think we een feirly edd perheps soms of those
not in aecerd with the Report. There hes to be some legel ssnetion for thie. The IJ
is frreonlosed from investigeting Dietriet Attorneys or writers es such. Ve know thay
hisve recently interviewed people in the esse. The only spparent legsl justifieation
is & continuing investigetion already snnounced by Hoover, The significent thing in
:ounva etetement of the ssme t2ing 1s his epparent use of i1t 8s en excuse for
continuing supprescion. No partix of the Department of Justice has devisted from
this msic policy from the outeet,

Thera is one thing thet distinguished this psrticuler psmpllet from ell
other coples, and thet 1e the fect thet FOI Agent quigley got it from Lee Harvey
Opweld. Therefore, eny murking on 1t is evidence, snd & top officiel of tke Justics

ertment understends thie very well, “e ®uld nev:r seriocud+have szid, certeinly
never oo r-mtﬁ. thet the Yepsrtment we: suprrescing 1t beceuse on exact duplicate
wes slresdy avel lable, Az s matter of fect, the Comnission wse still trying to get
8 copy of thie particulsr pemphlet as lote as well efter 1ts Faport wee writ ten,
I have distributed emong thos of yeu who will get this a copy ofjithe Secret Bervice
report so etating., (Perhape, I do not now recell, I got it from Feul,)

1f the point wers the content of the pemphlet, there would be no point
in Justice golng to sll this trouble to ke:p from supplying Peul those fow pages
for waich be ssked. Fhe poknt i1s whet he had slreedy zeroed in on, thet the FEI
kmew, in sdvence of ths msseseinetion, thet Oegweld hed used the sddreas 544 Csmp St.
snd d4id nothing ebout it, te fore or efter the assmsuinetion, except hide it and its
poesible or probable meinings, including hiding this, to the degree possible (one
1'd never hsve daréd try) from the Commission snd the rest of the government, To
begin with, st the very leest, this certsainly included Justice lewyers, including ,
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préinently, those sdvising snd informing the them Atiorney General. This wes an
EEI operetinn, at the outset. If no lawyer in the Department of Justice, including
Ugvine, never had the coursge thereaft<r to be homef, that ie but en edditionsl
ainmce snd is in no way emcus@eble.

I also think it is e feir seesuaption to te lieve that Justice lepsrtment
lowyers know@ both the lenguage wnd the law, Theycen be expected to understend the
meening of what they write., I do not here exempt' Devine in his lstter to loch.

Teking the questicn of "investigstive files”, the interpretation offered
is thereby werrant for withhelding everything, for there is herdly anything wumore
innoeuous thu¥\ e published pemphlet, wkre the content the issue, Everything dealing
in sny wey with the seesesination of iis investigetion would thereby be subject to
eutometic suppression. “his hss not besn the coee. The fact that the vgpertment
dees not d ngle out this single item te withhold, in my opininn, eliminstes eg @
poosible reason for the withholding the fact thst 4t 18 in the investigetdve files,
The fact that it is offered oz B reason, I belleve, is suffieient to Justify the
interpretation I put upon it.

1f we d14 not know what we have so pelnfully leerned about the FCI end
the rest of the Yepertment, sec ® scholarly ep rosch, I could agree with fsul's
ochjection, In view of their record, which extends upward from the me rest office
elerk, througzh the head of the TDI end ineludss the Attorney Gamersl, I toinkmk
thet the erdinery scholerly precepb do not, in this caes, really spply.

S0, I do mot, in thie cese, agrea with Faul. He is ovarly-cheritable
to the UDepertment. ily own experience with them does not encoursge ms to regard
eny of them ss inncecent in thiz metter.

Thet pert of Tsul's letter releting to this is stteched to the
fopy Tor Moo.
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