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FEL suppression .pey) foch's 69 letter Herold Welsber
Is the FEI currently aneotigls{t ng the JFK murder? £

Peul dissgress with my interpretation of the statement of the
Depertment of Juetice. I cuote from hia letter:

".esThere 18 one peint I disgree with very strongly, sad urge you
to remonsider, The Justice lepartment 4id nei sey, nor, I think, aid it imply
that 1t is currently cerrying on en investigetion of this wmntter., There is ondy
the one referance by Devine to the fact thet 8 'record copy! of the Quigley pemphlet
12 in their "investigntive file'. I teke thir to meen simply the filem releting
to investigstione - psst or present, and, in thie ceee, their investigetion of
Oewald before (#nd/or after the essassinetion. Any resson for thinking otherwise?
%het else wenld you ecdlll thoze old filea?

“You noted correctly one of the remcons for withholding this item was
thet it was in the investigetive files, 1 don't think this would stend up, since
(1f my memory 1z correct) ¥hs Freedom of lnformation Bill wse mesnt to cever
investigative reports. The other reeson cited (which your memo does not mentiog)
is "the fact tha. the document ie sveilsble et xiw Archives'.(Sic) I intend to pure
sue this after I get clerificstion on the address which { heve ssked for since a
deoument which the Archivist cennot find is hardly *swveilsble' at the Archives...
the people I wes corresponding with were probasbly getting their infoxmwtiwax

from the FBl,.e"

Thie is most of it. Becsuse thiz point mey bascome significsnt, I tske
time to enswer it in some detsil, *Ymul's argument is sound, btut I think it dces not
prevsil when considered sgainet the other side.

“Ynor point, in scknowledging thet the IU hae e continuing investigetion,
except for the context, Pcvine seid nothing new. Hodwer testified to tiin. Paul
does not doubt "the Juetice Department is certeinly re-investigesting the mssassine-
tion (#nd Oarrison)..." te which 1 think we een fsirly sadd perheps scme of those
not in aevord with the Report. Thers hes to be some legel sanction for this. The IU
is Tirecalosed from investigeting Dietriet Attorneys or writers es such. Ve know thay
hisve recently interviewed people in the eese. The only apparent legel justification
ie & continuing investigetion alreedy ennounced by Hoover, Tha significsnt thing in
:aﬂn.'a Btotement of the ssme toing 1s his spparent use of it sg¢ sn excuse for
continuing supprescion. No portéw of the Department of Justice hes devisted from
this meic policy from the outset,

There 1z one thing thet distinguiehed this psrticular psmpklet from all
other coples, and thet 1¢ the fact thet FEI Agamt Quigley got it from lLee Harvey
Cgweld. Therefore, eny murking on it 1s evidence, snd & top officiel of tke Justics

ertment wnderstends thie very well, He o uld never seriocussheve said, certeinly
never ¢o rmtﬁ. that the Yepertment we- suprressing 1t beceuse en exsct duplicate
wes slresdy avél lable. A= s matter of fact, the Comuission weme etill trying to get
8 copy of thie porticulsr pemphlet as late as well efter 1ts Rapert wee writ tenm.
I have distributed emong thes of you who will get this & copy ofjithe Secret Bervice
report so stating, (Perhape, I do not now recell, I got it from Peul,)

If the point were the content of the pemphlet, there would be no point
in Justica going to sll thie trouble to ke:p from supplying Peul those fow pages
for wnich he asked. fhe pokint 15 whet he had slresdy zeroced in on, thet the FEI
Imew, in sdvence of ths msseseinetion, thet Czweld hed used the sddress 544 Cemp St.
and did nothing sbout it, bte fore or after the sasassinstion, except hide it and its
poesible or probeble mesnings, including hiding this, to the degree possible (one
1'd never heve daréd try) from the Commiszion end the rest of the government. To
begin with, et the very leest, this certninly included Juetice lewyers, including ,

T T S



2

prc%lnently, those sdvieing snd informing the them Aticrney General. This wes en
FBI operstion, st the cutset. If no lawyer in the Department of Justice, including
Dgvine, never had the coursge thereaft:r to be homeh, thet ie but en ediiticnsl
d1sgrace snd it in ne wey excusgtble,

I elso think 1t 1s e felr sesumption to @ lleve thet Justice lepertment
lewyers knov both the lenguage swnd the law, Tbe({cen be expeeted to understend the
meaning of whet they write, 1 do not here exempt’' Devine in bhis letter to Hoch.

Taking the questicn of "investigative files”, the interpretetion offered
18 thereby werrant for withhelding everything, for there is herdly snything wmore
innneuous thu$) & published pesmphlet, wkre the centent the issue. Lverything desling
in sny wey with the sesmesinstion of iis investigetion would thereby be subject to
sutomstic suppression. “his has not besn the case. The fact that the “epertment
desse not dngle out this single item te withhold, in my opinion, eliminmtes o2& ®
possible resson for the withholding the fact thet 1t 1s in the investigetdve files.
The fect that it is offered == & reason, I believe, is suffiecient to justify the
interpretation 1 put upon it.

1f we di4 not know whst we hove so psinfully lsarned sbout the FLI end
the rest of the “epsrtment, cs e scholarly ep roeech, I could agree with Ymul's
ohjection. In view of their record, which extends upwerd from the me rest office
clerk, through the hesd of the FOI and inecludes the Attorney Gemerel, I thinkumx
thet the ordinsry schelsrly pnccpu do not, in this csse, really spply.

So, 1 do mot, in tbis cese, agres with Feul. éo 18 overly-cheriteble
to the Depsrtment. ily own experience with them doss not encoursge ma to regard
eny of them ss innccent in thls motter.

Thet pert of Fuul'es letter releting to this is stieched to the
topy for Moo
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