Cong. IRobert u. Wise, Jr. 7627 01d keceiver Road
House of Representutives Frederick, ld. 21701
Washington, D.C. 20515 2/13/90

Dear Congressnan wise,

George Lardner's redent story reporting Justice Department inflating of FOIA
costs prompts this létter. I've had much such expericnce and am mon? than pleased that
the Congress is getting interested.

Please forgive my typing. I'm almost 77, an in impaired health, and must sit and
type with ny legs elevated.

I was on: of th: earlier users of IM0Ia. I've beun forced %o file innumerable
suits not one of which should have had %o be litigated. The duliberately wasted costs to
the govermnent nust be, and I meun this literally, in the millions. i'rom the first the
agencies from which I sought records forced litigation for two quite apnarent purposes:
to frustrate the will of Vongress, the éct, and to inflate FOIA's costs to the govern-
ment. As part of the rirst reason, there was the clear intent to frustrate use of the
act and conpliance under it.

I am a writer. 4s a young man I was a reporter, investigative reporter, Senate
investigator and editor, and a wartine intelligence analyst. I've written seven boouks
on the political assassinations and they are regarded by scholars as the basic books
on the assassinations of President kemnedy and #r. “ing, I an not a conspirucy theorist.
hine is a rather large study of how the busic institutions of our society worked in
those times of great stress and since. I have always taken 0IA literally, regarding
requesters as surroagate for the people, and all I‘)(e obtiiine! has always been freely
available to anyone. For the nost part, those using my naterials are those whose views
L do not agree with. 4ll I have will be a public archive at local lood “ollege.

Longress anended the investigatoﬁiles exenption because of the Justice “epart-
ment’s dishonesty in one of my earlie: suits. I do not have that issue of the “ongression-
al record now but I enclose a story Lardner wrote in which L judge recalled that. There-
after the vepartment, its FUI and the CIa stonewalled rne even nore, as is reflected in
the enclosed pages of the Senate subconmittee's 1977 he.rings.I did not call that to the
subcomnittee's attention and did not l:u.owjahout the hecrings until after they ended.

Those who called this to the subcomuittee s attentfon picked the infor..ation up from a
lawsuit I file. in 1975 and is still, on the natter of counsel fees, S%21 before the
cour$s. Both the Je ent and the FBI decided to ignore ny requests, in smull part
reflected in the heﬁﬁ%ﬁéﬁﬁosed.

On page 140 you will read the assurunce to the Longress by the then head of the
Uivil Division that "we in the Civil Vivision ar: going to do something..." “e didn't
lie but what they did was not vhat would ordinarily be taken frou his words. First they
organized a "get W.disberg" ceew of six lawyers and then they proceeded to continue to
ignore those 25 requests that had until then been ignored. Nod€ one has been processed
since, although by other means *+ did obtain soue of that inrormation.

Even on the counsel fees in the King case that L filed in 1975 they are spending
more money contesting the award than paying it would have cost. This, of course, is a
prohibitive cost for most litigants while it inflates the hovernment's costs that are
then used to get "relief" from all.ged burdensoneness.

(“He "Hr. Shea" in the hesrings is wwinlan Y. Shea, then head of appeals.)

There is nothing too petty ror these stonewallers if it delays or frustrates
compliance and builds their dishonest statistics. I'nm not abie to do much but because
so much defanatory misintormation was compiled and misused to defqume me and thus to

undermine the credibility of uy vork,L've been trying to bet beluted compliance with
Ly roegyests tar re:zords on or about me. Some of these old records are being processed



for another. I had thought this was illegal under the Privacy act. The copies sunt to
me state that I an the subject of the request, “n any event, the FiI and the De riment
are disclosing to soueone else :'%06'153:5 Jwithheld fron me since 1975, despite frequent
renewals of the request and appeals. What I receives uost recently is two Department
memoranda based on 17 large envelopes of materials * had given the FBI, There was a
trial and Congressional hearings afterward in which all became public, us in fuct it
had earlier in the press - 50 ycars ago. Yet now, 50 years later, they withhold from
me some of the infornation L yuve them, all the numes. aside Trom the absurdity and un-
reasonableness of this I cite it as illustrative that nothing is too petty to limit
disclosure and ififlate costs.

The FII sent those records to me without including the number it had assigned.
I noted this in my appeal but &id give the date 4 received those records, vhich efrective-
1y and specifically identifies the disclosure to the FBI, The appeuls office wrote me
that it had conferred with the #3I and hadn't the slighfest idea what } was talking
about. It asked for the case number, which the FBI had not included, and for the date
of disclosure, which I had provided. and then seid that if *+ provided this infornation
they would assign G nevw apneals number to ite Yr, would put ny 1335 reyuest, still not
complied with, at the bottom of the stdcke /n /%2 ?}fe’ enclesed lc“f“"’

during the King case, Judge June Ureen asked ne to cooperate with the sppeals office,

then #r, Shea's office. He glso asked ne for help in my JFK assassination request, 4s a
result I provided, as the Department latex acknowledged, more infornation than any
requester had ever provided. iy coples, which include some duplications becsuse sone
appeals dealt with several nattery, are so veluminous they take up most of two full file
cabinets, salmost all of this considerable eff'ort, a considerable cost to me, was entirely
wasted bec.use it was and renains ignored.

it is ny experience, and 1 can:t think of any case in which this was not true,
that misrcpresenting to the courts is standard procedure. Lies are commonplace, and by
this I uean knowing lies, and pergury is not eschewed, By verjury i mean swore untruths
about what is material and by onc with personal knowledge.

They prer'erred to avoid perjury and if they hud not reserted to using affiants
without personal knowledge instead of those who were available and had personal knowi-
ledge perjury, too, would huve been comrionplace in all my litigation. What they dared
do voried with the judges. They lmev pretty well where they would be immune, where they
-had to be a little more careful, etc.

+ have no way of knowing how typicul my experiences are because ny requests were
for inforuation the agencies wauld find could embarrass them. Howuver, there are nany
inforiiations requests 1ie this so + believe that in much FOXa litigation pretty rmuch
what 1 tell you was government practise. It was in case records I've read,

I believe that FOIA bespeuks what is unique in our political system, formalizing
the right ol the people to know what their government does. I think, too, that it can be
a means for government to iuprove itself. But it does not wunt to. It would rather keep
the closet itssoiled linens firmly locked. :

I can't think o a single request I made that was not for inforuation that should
have been processed for disclosure, without any litigation. I also can/t think of any
that was complied with without litigation, and then was stonewalled and frustrated to
the degree possible. The costs, the costs in government funds alone, vere considerable,
They are also unjustified. They were expended for improper purposes becuuse the executive
brangh does not like and opposes the law as nuch as it can and because it wents to make
use of the law difficult and overly costly to t_he people.

: Z hope you will pursue the cbuses indicated in “urilner's story and perhaps n: ke
use of th: lau less difficult and less costly. Lf I have any inforuation that vou can
use, you are umoru: than welcone to ite I you werc to get sone ol tht_z FBT ag.nts to repeut
under oath What they have sworn to in court you could charge them with perjury. Sincerely

Harold Veisberg \" i H [ ;
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Critie to Get
Free FBI Set
Of JFK Files

By George La;dner Jr.
‘Washington Post Staff Writer
U.S. District Court Judge Gerhard
Gesell refused yesterday to delay the
FBI's impending release of thousands

of additional documents bearing on - :

the .assassination of President Ken-
nedy, but agreed that author-critic Ha-
rold Weisberg should get a free set
“with all reasonable dispatch.”

The FBI plans to make public on
‘Wednesday some 40,000 pages of head-
quarters documents on the 1963 assas-
sination at a cost of 10 cents a page
for those who want their own copies.
The bureau released an initial 40,000
pages last month on a similar basis.

An outspoken critic of the Warren
Commission and author of six books
on the JFK murder, Welsberg noted
that he has had freedom-of-informa-
tion reguests for such documents
pending for years and that he had
asked for a waiver of fees in mid-No-
vember. He filed for a federal court
dinjunction in late December, arguing
that he was entitled fo a free set.at
least by the time the final batch was
made publie.

Charging that such voluminous FBI
releases amounted to “media events”
that effectively camouflage unjustifia-
ble deletions and ‘paper over “a very
‘careful job of sifting and concealing,”
Weisberg said the Justice Department
and the FBI had completely ignored
his request for a waiver of the fees,
which he said he could not afford.

Announcing his decision from the
bench after an hour-long hearing, Ge-
sell was sharply critical of the govern-
‘ment's delay in responding to Weis-
berg’s request for more than 50 days.
The Justice Department offered him a
reduced rate of 6 cents a page last
‘week, but Gesell said “it is apparent
no consideration whatever” was given
to Weisberg's claims of poor health
and indigency.

“The equities are very substant.ia:lly
and overwhelmingly in plaintiff's fa-
vor,™Gesell said. He said that the ree-
ords would not be coming to light now
were it not for earlier freedom-of-in-
formation litigation by Weisberg. This
led to & congressional change in the
law, opening the door to FBIl investi-
gatooy records.

The judge, however, declined to
hold up the Wednesday release, on
grounds that the disclosure of the doe-
uments was the “pre-eminent consid-
eration.” Weisberg's 1awyer, James H.
Lesar, said later that he understood
the FBI would mail Weisberg copies
of the furthcoming 40,000 pages the
same day.
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Mr. Sura. I still would not exclude the possibility of

Senator Anourszk. 1f you think the implementation of the new
policy took & while let’s consider the September 30, 1977, supple-
mentary response to my request. That was several months after your
memo and the same policy was being espoused hy the FBI in June,

Are you saying that the Justice Department cannot control one of
its components, namely the FBI?

Mr. Suga. No, sir; I am not going to say that.

| am going to say 1 would hope that would indicate that at the
time they mude the second release, there was a judgment made that
was in compliance with the policy directive on May 25.

Senator Apourezk. The same arguments are advanced in the
September 30 response as in the June 17 response. ' There obviously
was no change in FBL policy. .

Mr. Suea, Then [ am going to have to say I can only assure you
tlmt we will look very hard at these questions when we are processing
the appeal.

Senntor Anourezk. Documents released by the FBT to Mr. Harold
Weisberg under the Freedom of Information Act indicate an attitude
rearding the act that is, at & minimum, very disturbing.? The FBI
memorandum indicates that requests from Mr. Weisberg under the
act were totally ignored.

f.et me read a sentence or two from the document. This is a memo-
randum dated October 20, 1969, to Mr. Deloch from Mr. Rosen.

By letter in April 1960, Weisberg requested information on the King murder
ca~t: for o forthcoming hook, It was approved that his letier not be acknowledged.

‘I'he subject of another memorandum ® to Mr. Deloch from Mr.
Bishop of the FBI, dated June 24, 1970, was the assassination of Dr.
Murtin Luther King. The memo reads in part:

Acvondingly, copics of these documents were furnished to Weisberg. King
ardvised that, in view of the fact that the Department had released the documents
to Weishurg, the Department did not wish Weisherg to make a profit from his
jar=ession of the documents and accordingly has decided to make similar copies
available to the press and others who might desire it. King stated that the docu-
wents to be released consisted of approximately 200 pages of copics, or aflidavils,
autopay 1eports, affiduvits with regud to fingerprint examinations, and ballisties
t. t. and copies of other documents which served to link Ray with the assassina-
twn of Murtin Luther King.

So, there was an eventual shift in position by the FBIL.
Mr. Suga. That was 1969?

senator Anourezk. And 1970, yes. )
\Mr. SigA. From o strictly legal point of view on what was and

wis not relensed in that timeframe, I point out that, first, that was

the time that the investigatory file exemption existed. As I had
orension to comment yesterday in front of the Civil Service Com-
im.~~ion training seminar, the Department of Justice expired in the
lHalls of Congress in 1974 when you overruled the court decisions
that approved our withholding of that sort of materinl. We died in
the IHalls with the words on our lips, “We were legally right.” We
were stupid, but we were legally right.

4 See exhibits 119, 122, pp. 878, 880 of the appendix.
i see exhibit 13835, p. 41 of the appendix.
1 see wxhibits 134, 183, pp. H 1, M2 of the appendix.
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So, that was our position.

Beyond that, about not acknowledging letiers and that sort of
thing, Mr. Chairman, if you are looking for o Department of Justice
representative to defend that sort of practice in 1969, 1970, or any
other time, | am not woing to do it.

Senator Anourrzk. | wndderstand thal yon would not want to, bul
we nre informed that Mr. Weisherg still has 25 FOIA reguests that
to date hnve not been answered.

Mr. Sciarrer. Mr. Chairman, 1 enn res yond 1o that in part.

We had a meeting in my office with Mrs, Zusman, the Chiel of
the Information and Privacy Section in the Civil Division, Mr.
Waeisberg, and his attorney. (ases like Mr. Weisberg's are not. the
rontine freedom of informution requests. 1 eniL assure you that the
Department is poing to try to do something about his requests as i
whole rather than treating them pi(-'-pmm.f' anil processing them in
strict ehronological order, nnd this =ort ol thing.

1t is a unique reguest. 1t is 0 case of unique historieal importanee.
Mr. Weisberg loes have reason to complain about the way he was
treated in the past. We in the Civil Division are aoing to try to do
comething Lo straighten out all of those eases.

Myps., Zusman., Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to expand on Mr.
Sehnfler’s comments. 1 am Chiel of the litigating section that you
referred to and have been in charge of the section for approximately
7 weeks. 1 would like to explain a little bit of the background of that
meeting so that you can understund how importantly we in the Civil
Division tuke our responsibilities under the Attorney Gieneral's
cuidelines sent to the Federnl ageneies as a memoratdum on May 5.
I am sure you and your staff are familiar with this decument.

Mr. Weisherg has had for some time & number of la wenits pending.
1 beeame aequainted with him in the late spring-—early summer when
T was asked to assist the assistant U5, attorney who was primarily
responsible for one of the pending Weishere lawsuits. 1 did meet in
my ollice with Mr. Weisherg and his attorney, Mr. Lesar, arul repre-
sentatives of the FBI. We hud covernl sessions, lixeuse me; r.
Woeisherg dlid not come. 1t was his counsel, Mr. Lesar who met with
us, Then we had o cubsequent meeting involving n number of hours
where we drmfted a stipulation by the parties setting forth a variety
of tasks and how they would be performed by the client ageney, the
Bureau, in trying to ~atisfy the types of information and the timing
of the relense of the informution, and o forth, in Mr. Weisberg's
very voluminous request,

This fall Mr, Lesar and Mr. Weisherg contacted me and said that
they had some problems in regard to the 5-'l.i|m\nl-ion—--\\'hich is heing
carried ont and is being fulfilled by the FBL as well as other questions.
1 invited them to my office. At that time 1 discussed with them 8
number of problems. I picked up the phone anid enlled Mr. Schaffer’s
socretary. 1 =nid, [ Mr, Schaffer is in now, we are coming Jdownstairs.
Tioll him there. 1 think there is somcbody that he should meet.”

AMr. Sehaffer did make the time to see Mr. Weisberg aned Mr. Tesar.
We spent quite a bit of time discussing the problems. This is the type
of effort that we are Now putting forth. We are o little bit hampered
beenuse, of course, primarily the Civil Division is in the litigation

business. But, m this particular area of the law, we have to also put a
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s, Miriam M. Nisbet, Deputy Director 2/10/90
oIp

Departuent of Justice

Washington, D.C. 20530

Deur lis. Nisbet, ; ' AG/89-R028T -appeal

Your yesterday's mailing reminds me still again that in dealing with your office
and your Yepartment patience - INFINITE patience — is required and is helped by an apyrecia-
tion of% the ridiculous. In this instance, redlly ridiculous.

You sent me two iwemoranda to ¥r. y&dnan) Figher, who I'd met earlier, dated in 1940,
February 9 and March 6, and assert two privacy claims for the names you withheld. The
one legislated for this outensible purpose, of protecting privacy, (b)(7)(c), was not
enough. You had to invoke (b)(6), which as legisluted was not for this putpose. But the
Departument was able, over the yeprs, to edtend i¥s meuning,

Now what did you find it necessary to.withhold from me, after 50 years? as the
second puragraph of the first memo gﬁatea you withheld these names - that I gave you!
Names that were nationally 11 over the front pages. Names that figured in public and
thoroushly reported Yongressional hearings thiut in trunscript vere themselves published.
The names of people who there, in public, testified, and of their organization, which
hasn't existed for almost 50 years. (Do organizations have frivacy rights, t00?) and the
names of people who figured prominently, particularly one as a flefendant, in a public
trial in the federal district “Yourt in Washington. There also was a grand jury, with
news accounts almost daily.

So, assuming that David Y. hHayne and William Dudley _Pelley, whose names you with-
hold, are still alive, which 1 believe they have not been for years, and assuming that
Pelley's native-nazi Silver Shirts of america vere extant, as for five decades it has not
been, and forgetting for the moment that you are withholding from me inforuatif-+ gave
gou, what "privacy" ws there to be protected?

i have no clear recollection of all that was in those 12 large envelopes I loaned
the P8I but I have a clear picture in ny mind still of the carton that had held whiskey
I got to put all those vicious, racist, pro-nazi pamphlets in. I guve then to the Univ-
ersity of Wisconsin in the same box 10 years or mbre ago

W2 AL Ca vl
I hope you widé not disagree with my referrinz—to—shis $hat ufortunately is so
tyPical of what is referred to as your appeals function. You shovld not, reglly, be

surprised that what you now withhold the FBI disclosed only recently. Not ridiculous?

You have in this also underscored the Uepartment's great concern for living with
both the vord and the spirit of two lawy, freedo I of information and privacy, the latter
act as it pertains to m: and my requests ﬂ:ar it and under FOIA,

;”’gr first request for all records on or about me, nade of all Dppartment components,
including the FBI, was made shortly after the act was smended. You should recall that the
investigatoryofiled exembtion was anended over the Department's and the MBI's -permit me
to be exeessively polite = misrepresentutions to the courts of one of my earlier FOI4
requests and the nature of -he information sought. Over the years + renewed this request
often and filed & number of detailed and thoroughly documented appeals, all of which were
ignored - by vour office. What I state above is in considerable detail in those appeals.
I spent a considerable amount of time conferring with the FBI and your office about this.
If hs. ‘hyllis hitbbell isstill there, she should remember at least some of that.

at one point, when - had counsel, ny counsel wrote the attorney general and the
FBI director, both without any response at all. uith regard to this particular matter,
the same request was made of the United States Attorney for t. e District of VYoluubia,
without any response, as was true also of the office of all the Ynited States Kttorneys.



I describe soue of the information that did exist and in some form should still exist
$o you can understand the determination with which all couponents vio&ﬁted both dcts,

The then House Committee on Un—american activities, known as the Dies comriittee,
got liayne, then Washington represcntative of Pelley and his gang, to entrap me with
forgeries he fubricated when he was in their pay. llalher than, as the second neno states,
being "various pepers which also were purportedly taken (my emphasis) from the files of
(obliterated) b Weisbary (sic)# thegy vere voluntarily, as part of his conspiracy with
the Dies commitfee, given to me by Mayhe. It wasn't ny idea ®ven. The Dies committee
sent hin to me. They kneu I was researching d book about them,

However, and neither the Ful nor any Yepartument couponent has produced its copy,
I required layne to attest to his truthfulness and to the authentieity of the records
he and the Dies gang thoyght they could use to hurt me. He sat in my apartment, before a
eegxvyrzpalsbdal court reporter, I asked yuestions, he answered them msrrrmriireroncamiss
knowing he'd be under oath, and we then went to a notary and he did attest to his truth-
fulness and the authenticity of the docunents he'd given me.

I believed then and still believe that I was not “he primary target of those who
cooked up and engaged in this conspiracy and that their prinary target was the unio
labor movement. I was associated with the lute Gardner Jackson and he was the legsigl-
tive represent. tive of Labor's tlon-Partisan ﬁeague. which was the political arm of Tomn
L. Lewis' “Ynited i1ine Workers.

But even had we been gtﬁ.ltﬁ' f anytbing at all, as we were not, there was no law
to cover what would be alleged against uslS » Dies et al, got one 1zas:z.ed. It is still
on tie books and it is the law cited by Senator Weicher when he thry r. Nixon's Charles
“olson out of his office. It is a law to neke it a crime to interfere with the proper
functioning of a Congressional committee. (Those charucters considered conspiring and
entrapping and uttering and forging and false pretense to be the proper functioning of a
“ongressional committee, apparcntly.)

The late dudge Vavid ﬁne was then USa und, given the disgusting deuand made of
hin, was reluctant to prosecute .Iackaon and me. He also knew me well because + had helped
him and his office when I worked for the Senate. So, Dies et al delayed consideration of
his norminationifor the judgeship until there was a prosccution., Pine did not handle the
grand jury. The one assistgnt I recall clearly in that rolé wus the Laté %B Ed Fihelly,

* think he was later war—crimes prosecutor in “ckyoe. Ee had me before the grand gury

pretty often, for quite some time, and we had quite a tussle, But in the end L took his
grand jury away frow him, it retused to indiet Jackson and me and it did indict Dies®
creature, layne, for false pretense and for forgery. To keep Mayne's mouth closed, Dies
appeared in person and copped a plea for him - two years suspended. (Jfiad obtuined docu~
mentary proof that layne was in his pay and did present it to the grand jury, only it

did not get public because it wus befor: the gr.nd jury only so Dies was somewhat protected.)

43 I'n sure you can inmagine, this was all very, very public yet you now, after S0
yeurs, withhold it.

Despite the historical n.ture of the ﬁﬁoms involved, depite my nany repetitions
of the requests and of the appeals, I receibes nothing, after all these many years,
except what the FSI iﬁ:sclased recently with the false assurance that it has nothing nore
about me than it ha.sudisclosed. “hy the very records it just processed identifies some it
still withholdsand are not imuune. If yourof.ice paid any attention to my appeals it would
have seen to it that those portinent records were brocessed for disclosure. Instemd i%
wrote me that after consulting with the FBI it and the FiLl hadn't the slightest idea what
I was talking about. It rxjuested the date of disclosure, which I had already provided,..
and tHe Ful's case nuuber, which it did not provide with the records.fE& as 1% told it.

aside froum *he dutermination to corrupt the acts into withholding rather than
disclening laws there seenms to be the determination to nake ne appear as anti-governuent,




I1'd known 0. John “ogge and several other aals in charge of Uriminal and other Divisbons
in tjose days and did make nany efforts to help them, Tbe late Lrien kellahon borrowed me
frou tHe Senate less than three years earlier, to help with the prosecution in the

"Bloody Harlan" case, U.S. V. hiary Helen et alf, and I lived with lim and his assistants
amd with the FEL detail in Harlan and “ondon, Kentucicy, and worked with them for four
months without a single penny in pay frow the Dedartuent. I knew theue auGs slightly or
very well. Later I ;ave the Bepartnept a greaf amount of documentation when I was exposing
Hazi cartels. 4 little later I gave George wclifflty, who was a friend and with whon I'd
worked in the Senate, documentagion for a Nazi putsch in Chile, for the FBI. I'm sure
there were other efforts on  sart to help the}ﬁﬁeparﬁnent ‘then, ‘n any event, the FBI has
coue up with but a single refrence to me in the Parlan case and no couponent has provided
any record relating to the rest. (FUR used those “hile docuuents in s fireside chat.)

Before the FBI succeeded in easing Guin Shee out he got interested in the ﬁazi—c.ar—-
tel part and concluded that “Yoe Borkin had taken all I'd given &ntipTrust with hik when
he heft the Department.

[ )

In what - 3 p as the layne case, which you seen to have obliterated in the
Swiss—cheesed pages you sent, the FBI Washington field office was involved., I filed
FOIPA requests of each und every field office and Washington did not find and disclose
any of' the records it has, including the few FUTHY sent me rolatively recenly.

You people sure are the models of diligence in handling appeals! You see, none of
what I tell you is new to your office., + provided it and much more. I still got no
records and your office still ignores the ireefutable proof I've provided with regard
to the recent disclosures of the existence oy relevant records that are referred to in
_the disclosures. Instead I got the §hn::&ul, the shabby false pretencsé that you and the
FBI hadn't the slightest i.ea what I was talking about when I identiried those records by
date of disclosure, then only a few days earlier.

Of cou rse it did offer to enter a new appeal, with a still luter date, for my
request of a decade and a half earlier. Hight on! In two months I'1l be 77 and vou offer
to put e on the botton of the stack once azaine

As I vrote on:*)f your co-directors recently, we are nonc of us Merlins and we can't
renember the future. But the political assassinations and their inveatigations will for-
ever be of interest, as the apgeals court ituelf has stated, and in addition to my copies,
which will be a permanent archive, and any copies the Uegartnent and its components do
not destroy, 1've provided copies to others that will be availhble and, I tfink, will bo
studied and used. I am not a conspirqey theorist and there is nothing like that in any
of wy seven booits. lMine has been a study of how our institutions worked in those tines
of great stress and since and official stonewalling and other iuproprieties are illustra-
tive and informative. “hose involved also characterize therselves for our history. all
of you write your own histories. in the dishonesties with which my rejquests and appeuals
are and have been treated you attenpt also to write my history by defaming me with select-
ive disclosures and withholdings. This concept of American belief does not coincide
with mine.

I amtﬁogize for my typing,vhich can't be better under my limitations. énd now
that you are involved in the processing of Layne-case records, I ask again that they
all be processed and dii:closed in accord with my 1975 and subsequent requests under
both &cts. .

Singerely .

L ),
s d ol e
Harold Wuisberg



