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2 
P R 0 C E E D I N G S -----------

AT'.j:'ORNEY GENERAL LEVI·: * * find out ~ore about 
3 

it. 
4 

QUESTION: You will honor his request?' 
5 

ATTORNEY GENERAt LEVI: We certainly will honor 
6 

7 
it to the extent of trying to find out what it is about, and 

I suppose that is, in a sense_, a pre-investigation, to 
8 

determine whether you're going to ••• 
9 

QUESTION: Are you conce·rned that there \-/ere 
10 

criminal violations of the law? 

11 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I never liked criminal 

12u violations of the law. 

13.. QUESTION: Well, you have 

14 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: You cannot tell fro:n that 

15 11 letter, obviously. 

16 
QUESTION: -- you have an acknowledgement from 

17 II Senator Sparkman, that he did in·tercede with federal agencie 

1811 on behalf of a constituent company to--

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: 19 
There's nothing wrong wit 

2011 a Congressman-talking to a federal agency; it's a question o 

21 II what he says. 

22 QUESTION: Do you think you \-IOUld look into that 

23 II facet of the case, since there \-/ere federal price 

24 II and the issuance of these export licenses enabled 

25 11 company to circumvent these controls? 
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2 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I think we \'lill look into 

the matter and see \vhat \ole find. 
3 

QUESTION: 'what are you going to do about this 
.4 

5 
Court of Appeals decision the other day on wiretapping? 

ATTORNEY GENER.i'\L LEVI: Hell, the first thing I'm 
6 

going to do is re-read it many times. 
7 

QUESTION: The report yesterday of 140 or so \vire-
8 

taps last year, \·lere all those with court order or some were 
9 

with court order and some Hithout? N~re they broken down? 
10 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: The letter \'lhich I gave to 
11 

Senator Kennerly, and Hhich he made public, and 't--lhich I really 
12 

asked him to make public ·-- and th~? same letter, I want to 
13 

say, went to Chairman Rodino and to Senator Church and to 
14 

Senator Eastland; those \lere all either "t-liretaps or micro-
15 

phones which \vere 'Vlarrantless. 

16 
Ne had previously sent a letter to Senator Kennedy 

17 
on the -- on describing those that were under -v1arrant;. these 

18 were all warrantless. 

19 
And if you take· the holding of the Court of Appeals 

20 
decision, all of these -- ""ell, the. letter describes, tries 

21 
to give the numbers over the years, but if you take the . 

22 warrantless taps and microphones that have been authorized 

23 
since I've been Attorney General, all of them come within --

24 to put it the other \.,ay, are not banned by the 

25 the Court of Appeals.decision. 
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QUESTION: Hould you care to m~ke the same 

comments on, one way or the other, about the • 7 4 vliretaps, 

the 1974 wiretaps? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Well, I have to assume 

they were, but the only thing that you can do is to -- would 

be to take up each one and look at it, and that \-lOuld be an 

incredible revie\'1. The l.U tchell case arose prior to the 

Keith decision. So it really -- when the statement is made 

in some newspaper that we were asserting a broadening of 

the power, I don't -- that seems to me kind of a strange 

vie\., because I suppose actually there's been a narrm·Ting of 

our assertion of the power. That is, we have tried to 

adhere very carefully to the guidelines of the decisions. 

And, as I say, if you take this de.cision and you 

take the holding rather than the remarks thro\-m out by 

what's his name? 

QUESTION: Skelly Hright. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Skelly Hright, \-lhich 

19 II he's very careful to say. are remarks that are not intended 

20 II as a holding of the case; if you take the holding, why 
1 

\-le 

21 have been in conformity \lith that holding. And I've written 

22 a little letter to -- I thought that was clear any\-lay 
1 

but 

23 now I'm making it clear. I mentioned the holding to Senator 

24 Kennedy and to each one of the 

25 II that I spoke to yesterday. I thought it was 
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1 

but I have sent another little letter to Kennedy and the 
2 

rest of t~em today, just stating that. 

3 
QUESTION: Are you going to appeal that decision? 

0 4 
ATTCRNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, I don't kno._., 1:1hethcr. 

s 
,..,e \-Jill or not, because the Department of Justice is only 

6 
in that decision -- in that case as the la~~er for the 

7 
nine FBI agents and Hr. Hi tchell, in their official capaci t. 

8 
and in their personal capacity. So you have a problem of 

9 
-- and I don't knoH \·lhat our decisiqn will be, nor do I, 

10 
I must say, do I know \V'hat the decision of the clients l'lill 

11 be. 

12 
So it's conceivable that they might say, well, 

13 they are protected because what they didfuey did in good 

14 faith, and so they don't want to appeal. 

15 On the other handJ I think the Department of 

16 Justice position really is -- I doubt if we would \·Jish to 

17 argue with the holding of the case. 

18 No'", ,..,hat you do \·Ti th an opinion written by a j udg 

19 that roams all over the map and discusses hm-1 a s·tatute of 

20 the Congress can be reHri tten by the -- I don • t kno.,.., by \~Thorn 

21 by the court or by the practice ~f the Department or 

22 

0 
23 

something, I really don't know what. That represents a very 

interesting problem, whether He should try to get -- whether 

24 

25 

. ·-iolfb" there's any \-lay that \-le can get that clarified. ., ' <), 

And I'm not at all convinced that an ap~ 
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be the way to do it. 
2 

QUESTION: Nhat \-las the point of the holding 
3 

that permits \<rarrantless \<Tiretapping in this case, in these 
4 

cases? 

5 
ATTORNEY GENERJ\L LEVI: ~'lell 1 what it does is to 

6 
restrict the area of national security, taps or foreign 

7 
affairs taps, to those cases 't'lhere the foreign government 

8 
or its agency, or collaboration with that agency, is 

9 
involved. 

10 
And that is the "'ray the Department has been 

11 proceeding. 

12 QUESTION: General, could I take you back to t~e 
13 oil matter for a moment, please? 

14 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: By the way, I may say, 
15 

if you think of that case, which -- I'm not defending it 

16 
one way or the other, but it's a kind of a paradox, and 

17 
it's sort of entertaining in some aspects because -- and 

18 
that's a bad word -- but here is a case -- that was a case 

19 
where the United States Government, after there had been a 

20 resolution in the U.N. condemning the government for not 

21 protecting the Russian representatives from the attacks of 

22 the Jewish Defense League, felt that it had to do something 

'23 n to try to stop these bombings of foreign diplomats. So 
• 

2411 that the United States Government \'las trying to protect the 

25 
,._, 
'\'!: ,.\ 

"< .. ;; 
........ ~"'~···· 
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Russian representatives, and try to make to have a 
2 

certain kind of security for the U.N. 

3 
QUESTION: ~·That makes it embarrassing for the 

0 4 
government to go to court to get that protection, to get 

s court approval? 

6 
ATTOIDlEY GENERAL LEVI: There was no protection, 

7 
there \'lasn' t any federal lav1 at that time \'lhich authorized 

8 
the federal government to protect the foreign diplonats. 

9 That was passed aft~rwards. 

to QUESTION: Unh-hunh. 

11 
ATTOrumY GENERAL LEVI: So that there vrould have 

1211 been no '!tray, presumably, to go under Title III, for the 

13 II federal government to go under Title III, and secure a 

14 11 warrant. 

15 QUESTION: General, on this --

16 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: They could rewrite the 

1711 Act and say, \'Tell, anybody can do, you knot-r, why not 

1811 go into creativity here and you get to all other kinds of 

19 II problems. 

2011 And you have to just sort of imagine how that's 

21 going to operate. NoH, Skelly t·lright says, if I read his 

0 
22 opinion correctly, that there isn't anything a judge can't 

23 do. 

24 I like people who have strong vim'ls as to their 

25 abilities, but • 

·. ' .. ~) 

............... 
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1 [Laughter. J 

2 QUESTION: On the oil transaqtions, has any 

3 question occurred to you about this matter, independent of 

G 4 Governor Carey's request? Before he had made his request, 

5 had you given this matter any thought? 

6 ATTORNEY GENERZ\L LEVI: No, I had not. 

7 You mean in connection \tli th that particular 

8 thing? No • 

., QUESTION: Yes, sir; yes, sir. 

~-

_.,-· 10 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: No. As a matter of fact, 

11 I hadn't seen the letter, and knew nothing about it. I 

12 just heard· about it. ., .. ·-~ 
13 QUESTION: Had you seen any publicity about the 

14 transaction at all? 

15 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I don't think so. 

"· 16 QUESTION: vJhat have you been doing 1 or have 

1711 you gotten the Rockefeller Commission stuff that the 

1811 President said he was turning over to you? What-- how 

19 11 have you been handling it? 

20 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: There is a -- it's being 

2111 handled in the Criminal Division as a regular investigation 
1 

22 11 which has, nevertheless, high priority; and, in addition, 

2311 since I feel, as I know the Deputy also feels, a sense of 

24 11 ·special responsibility. And I feel it because the President 

25 said he Has turning it over to me. 
~- t.J ; 

; ,. • ·1 () ('l' ,_ 
f J ; 

\___
.: \ 

! 
,.. .. 
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1 
I have taken it upon myself to read a conside-rable 

2 
amount of the material. 

3 
QUESTION: Hr. Colby ·said he didn't expect. any 

4 
criminal prosecutions to come out of that, do you think 

5 
there's any likelihood any \'Till? 

6 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I don't think I ought to 

7 comment on that, because I think the only way to come to 

8 
that conclusion is when one has really seen the results c£ 

9 
examining all the considerable amount of mab-Jrial \'Thich has 

10 been given to us. 

11 QUES'L'ION: Hell now, in most instances 1 the Rockefeller 

12 report did not fix responsibility. Your investigation at 

13 least will go that far, \lOn't it? Fix the responsibili~y, 

14 at least in your own minds, where it actually belo~gs --

15 whether you decide that you've got grounds to prosecute or 

16 not? 

17 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: t'Jell, there are various 

18 stages in any investigation which -- where the question is 

19 whether you're going to prosecute or not. And if you 

2011 decide for example that-- and this is just an example 

21 II that whatever is charged and whoever did it was barred by 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the statute of limitations. I mean, if you \"/ere to 

decide that, it would -- but that's the answer. 

If you decide that it is not, then it may be ~~at 
.• Hl/f · 

;''~· l)A 
the nature of the possible offenses, as they start ~~ appea~) 

\¢ :bf 
·~ .:t>B 
\~ )l 

'--~......--
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are such that the defenses are overvthelming. In \-Thich cane, 

2 
if that's 17eally true, you -- and it's conceivable that t!1e 

3 
defenses might be defenses that ·would exist even though you 

4 
weren't quite sure how to fi'c the particular responsibility. 

s 
I think in any investigation of this kind you move 

6 along several lines at once. I have asked various parts 

7 of the Criminal Division to draft legal memoranda on the 

8 issues as I see them, from what I've read, and I arn sure 

9 there are others tl~at t..~ey have thought of a~ so and, at the 

10 same time, there's a problem of piecing together which is ~-

11 what appears from the material, and then you have to decide, 
..-:.....--~----- .......... 

1211 really, at some juncture, whether this is the kind of thing 
---~"-'~~·-18"·W. ........... "" •. ,-, • ...-. .... ~ -· 

13 II which, in order to get more information or whatever, you 

14 II have to go to a grand jury and so on • 
..• ,.,,. -~ ,..,_ '-'*~-~"1'· "0\o;;., '"'"' ~- ~ '~ ~-,.,__ • .., .. ...,.. ··- .... , 

15 These are decisions that have not been made. 
~-~""' ·------------------------·~--.... ,,....,_ ... __ ,.,_~----. ,._ .. _.,.,. 

16 QUESTION: Can I pose a set of hypothetical 

1711 .circumstances, on this point? 

18 QUESTION: Hell, that \vould suggest, though, that 

1911 you have no specific timetable or deadline, is that right? 

20 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: t·7ell, I feel hhat \ole have 

21 II to act quickly, and I wouldn't want us to -- I have asked 

22 II for one memorandum \•Thich t.-muld relate to the statute of 

2311 limitations, because I would hate to have the situation 

24 II occur that \'lhile \·le were studying the matter, suddenly the 

25 II statute ran out. ·.:·. 
" ·t. 

·-~ :k· 

'c'SI ~ ·. '\- / . ,......._ /·' 
_.,_.. ........... 
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QUESTIOU: Can you tell us v:hat area that is? 

2 
ATTORNEY GTmERAL LEVI: No, I'm not gcing to do 

3 
that. 

0 4 
QUESTION: Can you take it from the other 

s direction? President Ford was asked at his ne\'lS conference 

6 II vlhat lm.,r would have been violated by such activities, --

7 ATTOmmY GENERAL LEVI: Right. 

8 
QUESTION: -- and he mentioned only the 19 4 7 CI.Z\ 

9 11 law. Is t.here a lav1 against -- federal law against doing 

10 II what 
1 
s alleged to have heen done? o"ther than that CIA 

11 II charging la\.,r? 

12 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: You have a set of terribly 

13 II interesting questions, if you're 

14 QUESTION: Let me call it neutrality, then. 

15 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: if you're interested 

16 II in jurisprudence. And one problem is vlhether we are only 

17 II looking at federal offenses \vhich don't involve, let 1 s say, 

18 II the District of Columbia. If you look at the District of -19 «•n•t\'!4lC#4 ., .. ~u.-..~.--~--,~--~~-... --"". 
Columbia you have to treat that -- that is a federal 
•w-~~--··---..,- _,, 0 ...,...,.,.,.,~:c"'"''"·c·•·''''"» . ..,.. • ..,. • ..., .. ~·-<T.•. 

20 jurisdiction. -----._,., .. ...._ .. 
21 And so then the question is I v7ell I \-That is the 

0 22 II District of Columbia lavr on the subject, and then another 

2311 question is, What other law might be involved? And it may 

24 II he that we 1 
11 discover that we think that there's been a 

....., lli:alt * 4 l UZ - $_.£ ... IQ.IJL!fl'!!!t f'"·,;r;-·~-~.._~,~· _,_ .. _ . .., .. ,-",_._,_ 

25 crime -- I mean it's conceivable that we might -- but ... tJ}atf.'j.t' 
i ,( __ , "~· ~;\ 

.. i .. ~ .......... :U;t.~..........._.----~ ............... "" ..... ~~--.. ... r~:..-..-~--~'- ........ ...,; ....... -~4 
·~~~l -·~> 

';· I 

··--
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not a federal crime, but it is a -- that it raises the ..... 
2 -~---~~------~ 

3 5lH'1Mi5'UfitB?t c•at *"'~~~~::;.r;o~;,;;_-~,,~,.;_-- ,. .. .,. 

QUESTION: In that case would you turn it over to 
4 

a local 

s 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I think if we were 

6 
convinced of that \·te would -- maybe we could turn it over. 

7 
And so one of the memoranda that I -- among ~~e ~emoranda tha 

8 
I've asked for is one which discusses Hhat the state of the 

9 
la\'T could be said to be in jurisdictions which l"l1ight be 

10 applicable. 

11 
So you have both a -- you have a complicated set 

12ll of problems there, whether it's the federal -- whether it is 

13u the-- if it's a federal jurisdiction matter, then what kind 

14 II of statute are you thinking of? What does it require? 

15 And if it's a State or District· of Colurhia thing, 

16 how do you interpret it? 

17 And it's a very interestin~ area, either on. 

18 QUESTION: Let me just ask: Before \'lhat year 

19n would anything be ruled out by the statute of limitations? 

20 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Well, it depends -- it's 

2111 hard for me to go into that because you'd have to ask-- the 

2211 statute of limitations depends on what kind of a cri~e it is 

23 II you 1 re investigating. 

24 QUEST:X:ON: t·lell, what are the possibilities there? 

25 ATTORNEY GEUERAL LEVI: Well, one 
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timelessness, and another possibility is a five-year statute, 

2 something of that sort. 

3 QU:CSTION: Are you becoming --

4 
••• QUESTION: lfuat about perjury? 

5 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I think perjury has to be 

6 looked at, too. 

7 QUESTION: Let me pose a hypothetical set of 

8 circumstances: supposing you were to find, 'lli thout any 

9 
question of doubt in your mm mind, that an illegal act \'las 

10 committed by a subordinate on orders of a deceased President; 

11 \..rould you recormnend prosecution in that set of circumstances 

12 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: t'lell 1 I don 1 t kn0\'1 what 

13 I would do, but that the recommepdation \'lOuld be based on 

14 what -- my judgment as to what the la'i'r was. . And I 'ITOuld 

15 ~ry to have as informed a judgment on that as I possibly 

16 could have. 

17 It's a very interesting question. 

18 QUESTION: Hhich of these -- which of the 

19 .... ~ ... ~~~--~-..... ,.~"'-·· ---..- , . .,_.-.-

possibilities here are timeless? I mean, I'm not familiar 
. ,.., .. ~.~ ..... -~.,...~-·~·•jlw ttt lilf ·r • oo ••~·*"""~·'."1\·-'if·-t"~" ~ 

20 with -- are there certain areas of law where --

21 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, if we \-Tere talking 
·- ..,. .... "" ·--,.~. -" ~~.'i3.f.Pff!?'7C,.;;:':':-·:,;:e...,.;-~~: . .;"-

22 about assassinations, I guess \ole really don't have a statute 

2311 of limitations. 
.._, , '"" Ill! ·--· 

1 ·-~~ ... ·-~-...._..,.....,~ ..... .oc.·""='"'-ee.•.~ .. ··~·"'·"'''"""' .-.~., .... ., . ...., .. .,.,.._.,.,. .. ,., ........ "'·"""'·-""' .., 

- t I'Wiltl -~~:1 
24 QUESTION: So that that you would look into, no 

25 II matter how far back it goes? 

....... 
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1 
ATTORllEY GENERAL LEVI: t~ell, I don 1 t want to be 

2 I 

too sure about that, because the -- it might relate to ·the 

3 question as to \·That particular federal law we • re talking 

4 about as being applicable; and it's really complicated. 

s And it • s \'lrong for me to say more about that, on any basis, 

6 because it's a set of very difficult questions and I don't 

7 think one gives anS\-lers before one is as enlightened as one 

8 can be. 

9 QUESTION: Is the statute of lir:.i tations, this 

10 timeless thing, conspiracy to murder, as it is in the 

11 
•••• substantive criminal? 

12 ATTORNEY GEnERAL LEVI: 'Hell, that \oTOuldn • t --

13 that's one of the problens I was referring to. But I --

14 QUESTION: Is that a question, really? 

15 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Yes, I think so. 

16 QUESTION: Is the Church committee --

17 ATTORNEY GENERl\L LEVI: Because there \'TOuld be a 

18 problem of how one gets the federal jurisdiction. One reall 

19 has to-- it's really complicated. 

20 QUESTION: Well, no,.,, if I may pursue that, if 

21 there are federal officials -- again hypothetically --

22 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: First you have to ask 

23 what law it's violated. Is it,a conspiracy to commit 

24 murder, a federal offense? 

25 QUESTION: If the conspiracy 
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property. 
2 

ATTORNEY GEi'JERAL LEVI: l'lell, then we have to 
3 

ask -- find out what the District of Columhia law is, perhapq. 
4 

A VOICE: Or the Virginia la"VT. 
5 

QUESTION: Or Florida law. 

6 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, it's just too 

7 
complicated for me to give the -- I mean, I don't think this 

8 is the kind of thing \'lhere 

9 
QUESTION: l'lell, there's an abstract question on 

10 conspiracy, plotting a murder is 

11 II limitations on that, is there? 

there's no statute of 

12 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Well, I don't think it 

13 
would come up quite that -- I don!t think it would come up 

14 
in that simple form, and that 1 s -v1hy I'm resisting in giving 

15 an ans,.;er. 

16 QUESTION: 
. 

Is the Church comMittee helping or 

17 hindering or has no impact on your work? I mean, are they 

18n bringing out evidence that is useful to you? Are you getting 

19n any of it from them? 

20 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: v7ell, I'm not a"VTare of --

21 II they may have given us material, but I 1 m not m-rare of 

2211 material which they have given to the Department. If they 

2311 have, it would be the Criminal Division that would have it. 

24 I'm not ·aware of that. I'm aware that-- I mean, 
'; f f\ • 

,~~· \'.. "'"l:i~{) 

25 II I believe that material has been given to them, but i':~fu not (.. 

:,. 

\.~.: 
', 

'-...,.. 
"" ' •t-'' 



16 
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aware of material going the other "laY at this point on this. 
2 

QUESTION: To folloi..,r up on Paul's question 
3 

earlier 

4 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: By the 't·ray, I haven't seen 

s 
all the material. One reason I'm hesitant in ans\'lering is 

6 
.that, while I made it my business to read a considerable 

7 
amount of the material myself, there is a lot of material 

8 
which I have not read. And there's nothing so foolish as 

9 
making a co~~ent and then finding [inaudible; noises 

10 drowning out vrords] 

11 QUESTION: l,7ere you shocked to find this? 

12 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I guess it's a question 

13 
11 

of -- a very personal question of how one reacts, and that's 

14 II what you're asking me. I'm shocked by some of the material, 

1511 but --- li- Wllti..:-1'1%':.; -16 QUESTION: Is that on assassinations? 
·~~;'•-','c'.,<'\:!0~~--..'.~"; 'o, ....... ~'llt<';~~-"-''-...,,;.r~;;,-~,~~..,;-~·.-· ... ""''• r",• • •• ,•T . .,. . ..,, 

17 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I'm just shocked by 

"'""-· -- ····-·----... ------····-~""'"-"--"·"'<•~•••--...,.. .... .,..,.,~,<>.'<''·"'-''<'"'C.>c .CC,."-o• 

1911 on that -- but I do think we all have to try to remember, · 

18 ·~re- atJ .. ,-~ 

some of the material, but-- and I'm not going to go !.urfner 

___________________ ,_..,. .. ....,t.'tli.<~;aii!!';'NiJ'il£1!111 ;;;.-,·..-,...,~*""' !iiCII't 1 .• '·"'"'''••llfll;<rf•r?,- ·01';:~-<i!"'•'f'"··~"-~- ~--- -~-""'~ ,,.-... ""'"'·"'--•.-! 

20 II which is very difficult to do, hO\'l things may have looked 
'l..---.-~:;,.;;;.~~£c.-o-:.:r:.__;._ ,._, ,. __ ..., ·-·· ;:... -~,. ,.,.. .. _,.. ~k -· ----'¥". " ~--,"' 

2111 at a prior time. That doesn't mean that that's a defense, 
rn em -tWn~-.w -~~~-... ~~"-- ~-

2211 but you asked if I was shocked. I mean, that's like asking 

23 II me, perhaps, 11\•lere you shocked at the Bay of Pigs?" 

24 QUESTION: Ho"' soon "'ould you expect that 

25 
you shocked by/~fh·~~t;--~ 

/ '•' ("' 
loq: -

\

'n• t'O 
~ ;,;, 

~-· .~:'',: '-..... \··· 

QUESTION: Excuse me. ~'lere 
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[Laughter. J 
2 

3 
ATTORNEY GENEPAL LEVI : t-7ell, I don't know that. I 

4 
can reconstruct how one felt. ±t seems to ne that the Day of 

5 
Pigs revelation cane out in degrees over the years, and I do 

recall the -- President Kennedy saying that he took 
6 

responsibility for it; bu·t I've forgo-t;:.ten \'lhcther he took 
7 

responsibility for its failure, or for having the idea. 
8 

9 
So I'm not -- I think it's very hard for us to put 

10 
ourselves back into hm·r \'le felt then. In any event, I'm 

11 
not sure that's relevant, because it was a different time, 

and • • • 
12 

QUESTION: No, it's just that it's a -- if I can 
13 

14 
just follm·T up for one minute there -- it's just a thought. 

The President has several times indicated his \'lOrry about one 
15 

generation sitting in judgment on a previous one. 
16 

Does that in any way inhibit you as to the question 
17 

whether lm·rs have been violated here? 

18 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: No, I don't think it 

19 should. I think that but I do think that it becomes a 
20 

factor when one asks: on \-lhat basis \-Tere people acting? 

21 
Did they believe they had authority to act? And so on. 

22 

0 23 
And obviously that is one of the legal questions 

which has to be faced up to. 

24 

25 

QUESTIOn: Hould that mitigate any criminal ··" ;o"" 
l/t-• .. 

~ 
. 

". 
'--· 

culpability? 
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ATTORNEY GP.NERAT.J LEVI: I'm just not prepared at 
2 

3 
·this point· to ansvmr that. I thirtk -- I've tried to say 

., 
that the ltay you have to approach it is on as professional 

4 
basis as you possibly can. 

5 
QUESTION: May I follm'>' up on that: Do you think, 

6 
today, the legal authority exists for a President of the 

7 
United States to launch another Bay of Pigs operation? 

8 
ATTORNEY GErlERAL LEVI: Nell, there is a statute 

9 
which talks about what the President has to do if he feels 

10 
that he is required to have military intervention; and I 

11 
assume that he would follmr the statute. 

12 
I think that there is an inherent pm·ter \'lhich the 

13 
President has to safeguard ~merican citizens. Therefore, my 

14 
view \V'as that he \·muld have had the power, did have the pm·:er 

15 
to \V'i thdraw and to help the wi thdra't-'lal of American citizens 

16 from Vietnam. 

17 
So I think there is that area of presidential 

18 pm'ler. 

19 
But, again, to ask a general question as to the 

20 Bay of Pigs is a --

21 QUESTION: It's not general, it's very specific: 

2211 does the President have--

23 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, it's a very specific 

24" question, but it assumes that I kn0\'1 at least, and I don't, 

25 
all ·the facts about the Bay of Pigs; which I don't -.) ~ FO,fJ~ k!.4i: ~~·,/i·. ~ 

:'-r ::0 

' ,.. 
~ .;:;~ 

'""--....,.·---~ 
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QUESTION: Let me try to be more precise. Does 
2 

3 
the President, in your judgment, have the authority under 

.... 
4 

the present la,., to call for mili.tary operation by proxy? 

s 
."TTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I could imagine pressing 

circumstances 'v'lhich, as I say, .,.,ould be-- and I'm sure he 
6 

,.,ould follm-t the statute -- which I don't have in front of 
7 

me -- where the President, in order to safeguard the 
8 

interest of the United States, might have to engage in sorae 
9 

kind of military intervention. nut I'm sure he .,.,ould follow 
10 

the congressional statute on the point. 
11 

QUESTION: I give up! 
12 

[Laughter.] 

13 
QUESTION: I'd like to try to pin down this time-

14 
table a little bit more. How soon do you expect that 

15 

16 
• 

people ,.,i thin the Justice Department would be making 
lil·••wr;, t<nrr a.••• .-, •••liAIIi&Jti ••n srM • .,,, r 

1 
,~~...,~~;~ 1:;. __ ~"'" 

recommendations on the CIA material? I mean, two or three 
171t 2 

, •. "* ': .. ·• I••" ····e n rtr ···~~-_,.,~...,...,,_,.,.,,,~,,_."""='·'~'--
months, or less time than that? r_ ·~-~';, ~:;;1:.~ .~.,;,~~?;."~~ <4•:::__: 

• . • . • . - ~ • •<li1"¥t·}-";-<' . .,. 

18 

19 ·-·· 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: ~lell, I certainly hope it 

me·· -·I wrz ·e-&rt -w-r ··tr.Mi!tt rr~· .. ~-iWII'i*~~~- &•••••Utiji' • fY~'I!..:.l~~ · sii:~Y ••:r.-~'f.<'~-.. - --'.;...-. 
\1ill be less time than that • 

20 
., m ·a "#ik*f~~'!...~~:-.:::-·~~~~,.._- -~~.:!".f'f' .. '$~-~.-m'~-~--~:-~- '~ ~""'-: __ _ 

One of the hardest things in the world is to 
21 

predict the amount of time that people have to take on this 

q 
22 

23 

kind of an investigation, and, as I said to you before, I 

have not, myself, looked at all the materials. The nature 
24 

of the materials has something to be -- will tell you somet.'l-ti 
25 x:~'·F 0 ~c · 

(;·.~ (.. 
...: Ol 
;::,~ .::, 

l y,:. 4 
\ ,;) -i>' 
\ \--' 

...... ,'""" 

about how long it takes. 
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I have looked at that material which is better 
2 

3 
organized •. Haterial which is not as well organized is lik~ly 

4 
to be the material which is going to raise questions, which 

5 
may take a lot more time. And \-Te haven't had :much time, you 

know; we haven't had the material very long. 
6 

QUESTION: Is.that the assassination material 
7 

that's not as well organized? 
8 

ATTORNEY GENEPAL LEVI: I'm not going to go into 
9 

that. 

10 
QUESTION: ~~ell, you knm..r, you seem to be more 

11 
troubled, though, by the whole question of the assassination 

12 
investigation than anything else. Is that true? I mean, is 

13 that \·lhat 

14 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: No, I '"ell, I think 

-·--15 

16 

17 

... 
t8 I i!Jl s=·p •.• ~>;); .. , 

that that's a natural reaction, in terms of the order of 
.._,"'"' ___ 11 rn an •-· J n r 11 ur 1 J rs wru e•,m lA --~· . . .. ,w,.~·: .. 

~-....,.._ . t / offenses. I regard :murder as something which is much more 
., u ,. r nsr rm e · ·srtr•iWioiPiliU aT an HiiiC'ln•wnwow··r llillt"'lilll!l 

1 
• _ ..• 

~~'\.,<,j serious than lesser acts. 

18 
I~ il 11!11 ---~~~-~... lf&ISW'"'~ ~?~:<'1--: 

QUESTION: no you 

19 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: And that's the only thing 
20 that I've -- I really haven't I have not meant to suggest 

2111 that·-- you've been asking me about assassinations and things 

22u of that sort. It doesn't mean that I think that there aren't 

23u other possible offenses, and it doesn't mean that I-- it 

24u might turn out that there are otl1er offenses that are 

25 11 prosecutable, and the more serious ones are not. I'm 

,·,.>.l 

,) 
.,_ '"'b 

\-/: 
•' ... ..,~ 
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1 
not in a position to say on that. 

2 
QUESTION: Do you approach this kind of issue or 

3 
this particular issue strictly from a legal point of vie\-T, or 

4 
do you have to look at other policy considerations? 

5 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I have to -- 't'lhat I 1 m 

6 trying to say is that I think that I have to approach it 

7 from a strictly legal point of view. 

8 
I don 1 t knm'l t-that you think a strictly legal point 

9 
of view is, but --

10 QUESTION: Well, what the law is, as opposed to 

11 interests of policy. 

12 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I don't -- I think t~at 

13 on a matter of this kind, vthen there's referencErl to the 

14 Department of Justice and the Attorney General for the 

15 purpose of determining wheth~r there should be a prosecution, 

16 that is \'That the -- that is vrhat \'7e have been asked to <'lo, 

17 and that is our duty. 

18 I'm not foreclosing, as I tried to say before, 

19 because I think it's complicated, t.~e kind of factors that 

20 one \'Jill have to take into account vlhich might determine 

2111 whether there is a violation or not. nut I think it is to 

22 be handled on a professional on t;at professional basis. 

2311 QUESTION: Does that mean, General, that you would 

24 II not expect to discuss vti th the President beforehand any 

decision on \11hether or not to proceed with 25 
a prosecutio(n?~ 

<;) 

" -

~-t.~ 
....___./ 
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1 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I think in a situation of 
2 

this kind, the -- one would -- that the Department would have 
3 

to formulate its position, and I cannot, myself, think of 
4 

I don • t knm;r how to put it. I' rn not unm-Tare of the 
s 

,.,4·-but there are all kinds of policy and humane considerations, 
6 .....,,~'-' I 

\"lhich are on both sides of the issue on that thing, I think. 
7 ,j" 

·r l • ft l Ill . _ t L ~~ol!'t..*""·,..._~~.l'!,· .. --,., 

But my m·m vie\'1 of the matter is that the Departmen 
8 

of Justice's functir· 

of lav1, and,if there are violations 

there are violations 
9 

to prosecute 
10 them. 

11 
In the -- I suppose it t be conceivable for the 

12 

13 

14 

............. . • .L. 
"Aa! - ............ ~- ~ ... ~;.#o'>.~ ....... ..,.;-....,.~~*'·"'..., .. _.- . ..,.~ ... .......,_~•l""""'-.:-_...-._~+...,. '-'''..,...:·.-~----":.;. .. 

Department to conclude th ere \'lere violations and, if·, fo 
•~-~ ····•··~--·~ .. ~ .•. ·-·'···s •. '-+<-"""'·'"'-··~~......,''"''" , ... ,.r::' .... c .• •.:.-.-... : .. "'~···~--~· ... ~... ..,..~· .... '-'"'"'"·~·i··>"•··· • . . 

some reason, -- which ~bably in .fact vrould go to -- \'rould ---- .,.,_ 
be an interpretation of whether it thought the prosecutions 

-·-15 
would succeed, or \-rhether it really thought that there \'Tere 

16 good defenses. 
. 

So I think what it comes to, really, is 

17 the question of the prose,cution itself. 

18 There might be those factors. 

19 n In the event that it \-ras extremely close on 

2011 matters of that kind, and the Department decided not to go 

2111 ahead, I thinJ;. we \-Tould have to make a public explanation as 

22 II to \'lhy ,.,e would not. 

23 11 QUESTion: If I could ·--

24 II QUESTION: Nait a minute; he didn't answer 

25 II question. -:; 

... 
-----·· 
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2-
QUESTION: But is that a judgme:nt which you will 

3 
make independently, or on one which you \oTOuld feel obligated 

in this area to discuss with the President? 
4 

5 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: ;/{would feel obligated to ·· 

tell the President that -- that is, to communicate the position 
6 

of the Department; but I would not expect the Pr~sident to 
7 

8 

tell the Department what to do~ 

QUESTION: Yes, but that doesn't rule out the 
9 

possibility of consultation. 

10 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Well, if the question is 

11 
-- \oTOuld be the nature of the consultation, I'm quite 

12 
\'lilling to consult with a nwnber of legal experts on \·lhether 

13 
these are crimes, or '"hether they .are good defenses to the 

14 crimes. 

15 
In a situation of this kind, one has to -- which is 

16 
ve~J complicated -- one reaily has to ask for all kinds of 

17 
help, in the sense that you want to see a memorandum, for 

18 example, which explores all the defenses. And this , then, 
19 

becomes, if you really get down to that point, very specific. 

20 
I think you have to know. what you're doing. That's really 

21 all I'm saying. 

22 
And I think the question of policy -- I don't want 

23 to rule out the policy questions,· because all the policy 

24 questions \-lhich you will raise, that I think are relevant, 

25 \-tould become relevant in terms of an . """'~· f6il'c 

interpretation c~ the ~.' 
~ .:a-. 
6'> ~ 

. '"' 
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2 
law. So they are a needed part of the approach to the legal 

question. 
3 

4 
t'lhat I think you 1 re asking me is something 

5 
different. I think you're saying if the Department were to 

decide that there 'tlas a good prosecution, prosecutable as a 
6 

prosecutable offense, not·barred by statute, and wi~~ no 
7 

good defense, ~rould it then say, \'lell, \'le will not go ahead. 
8 

9 
And I do not think the Department would say that. 

QUESTION: How would you ask the President on 
10 

whether he thinks you should go ahead? 
11 

ATTOlli~EY GENERAL LEVI: No, I don't think that 
12 

would be a fair way to approach the President, and I would 
13 

not propose to do it. 

14 
Now, if you read the Rockefeller Commission report, 

15 
there's a curious sentence in it as I recall \•rhich says that 

16 
-- a recommendation which says that, something to the effect 

17 
--.I ~lish I had the report here Hith me~ but I don't, so I 

18 
could cite it accurately. It says something about ti1at it 

19 
was \oTrong for the Department of Justice to have more or less 

20 
left it to the CIA to determine the legality of its own 

21 conduct; ·something of ti1C s9rt. 

22 
And it says that in the future this should not be 

23 
the case, and that the -- but it has some sentence in there .. 

24 II about the Department should, on its O\'Tn
1 

determine the 

25 legality, but it says something about _, 
should ask til~ CIA 

l v.) 

\~ 
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1 

for its views as to the effect of. the pros_ecution on the CI.l\ 
2· 

I may not have the exact words, but that's more 
3 

or less what it says .• 
4 

I do not think that in this kind of a situation, 
5 

if we decided that it is a prosecutable offense, that there 
6 

is not a good defense, I do not think we vmuld ask the Cil\ 

7 
what they think the effect of the prosecution \·muld be. 

8 
QUESTION: In this case or other cases, then? 

9 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: But I don't think 

10 
really one should in any. But I have faced up to it in this 

11 
particular situation, in my own opinion. 

12 
QUESTION: Is that ignoring a section of the lav1, 

13 
then? I mean, if it says that, -7 

14 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: That's not the law, just 

15 the report. 

16 QUESTION: 
. 

That's just the -- but there's nothing 
17 in the statute which indicates that, then? 

18 ATTORNEY GENRRAI~ LEVI : No. 

19 QUESTION: Ri.ght. 

QUESTION: General, do you know if the pardon 

r-1r. Nixon covers only his term of service as President, 

does it cover his entire service in the Executive Branch? 

23 ATTORNEY GENERl\L LEVI: ' I think it -- I 1 m not an 

24 II authority on that, and I don't want to shoot from the hip 

25 on that; I think that I must· say 1 it seems to me that 
0
-.-

·.• r t'fiJ'' 
' <',... 

• 
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didn't it speak in terms of time? 
2 

QUESTION: Yes. Discrepancy. 
3 

4 
QUESTION: Mr. Levi, hasn't it also been essentialLLy 

an understanding between the Justice Department and the FBI 
5 

that the FBI would determine any criminal conduct by members 
6 

of its organization? 
7 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Not that I'm aware of. 
8 

QUESTION: Well, ma,ybe not \>Tri tten, but do we 
9 .. 

II know of any FBI agents who have been prosecuted by the 
10 

Justice Department? 

11 
Ever? 

12 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Well, I don't knol'r the 

13 
ans\'ler to that, but I certainly knO\v that that's not our 

14 attitude. 

15 QUESTION: Now. 
16 

Are you concerned at all that --
17 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I don't think it's the 
18 Bureau's attitude, either. 

19 QUESTION: Now. 

20 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: t"lell, I can only --
21 QUESTION: l'1ell, are you concerned at all \-lith 

22 
the past abuses of the FBI, like the CIA, are going to start 

23 coming out pretty soon and it's going to·tar the Bureau 

24 
very much the way it has the CIA? Even though maybe they're 

25 I not going on now. 

. . ' 
:...'\ 

·,_ 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL T .. EVI: Certainly I would be 

concerned i.f I know what that means, if that's true, I 

wouldn't be happy about it, if that's what you mean. I'm 

not happy about the CIA. 
···~rt 1-mer·· m•T"riMl J 'II IMP 

;"""'~- QUESTION: But aren't you a\'rare of some past 

6 
abuses in the FBI that have not corne out yet? 

7 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Any abuse that we are 

8 
aware of, we have always investigated, so far as I know, 

9 
in terms of \'lhether it is a prosecutable offE:!nse. And, so 

10 
far as I kno,.,, one goes through the same kind of procedure 

11 that I described before. 

12 
QUESTION: Well, weren't there FBI vagaries of 

13 Embassies, for example? 

14 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: N0\'1 you' re leading me 

15 in to a -- I don 1 t knov1. \'That you' re referring to, and you' re 

1611 leading me into a different field. You seem to be asking 

17 11 me. some kind of a legal judgment. 

if 
18 n But let me just say that we think that/there 1 s a 

1911 possible offense, then the way it's handled is to have it 

2011 investigated through the exact same kind of stages that I 

21 II have referred to in terms of the CIA. 

22 II And one has to look at the possible defenses, has 

23 II to look at the authority; one has to look at the -- \'that the 

24 H law is. 

25 And it's not always a simple question. 
') 

·.f 
.r.: 
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QUESTION: Hell, that's. what troubles me about 
2 

something you said earlier. I l-7as going to try to drat'l you 
3 

out a bit more on it, 
4 

Doesn't a prosecutor normally go beyond considera-
5 

tion of the violation of the letter of the la\-7 in a deterrnin;o-

6 
tion on whether to prosecute? 

7 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: That is an area of 

8 
prosecutorial discussion. And prosecutors have that 

9 
discretion, and I suppose the adninistration of law would be 

10 
impossible without it. 

11 QUESTION: · Right. 

12 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: But when I think that :..,_ 

13 
I know there may be a certain harshness involved. And I 

14 think in a situation \vhere of the kind we 1 re nm-T talking 

15 
ab~ut -- I don't think the discretion can be used not to go 

16 . 
ahead. But, as I said before, tried to say before, if 

17 that discretion is used, then I think it would be used reall 

18 with a consideration of the likelihood and the justification 

1911 of what would be a legal defense. And I suppose-- the 

20 11 prosecutor doesn't always know hm-1 a case is going to come 

21 II out, after all. But if the prosecutor were to decide that 

22 II he ought not to go ahead in his discretion, I think it \'lOUld 

2311 be based really on a consideration of the persuasiveness of 

24 II what would be legal defenses. 

25 II And if that were a close question, and one in 

.) 
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the g-overnment decided not to the Department of Justice 
2 

the government decided not to go ahead, then I think, at the 
3 

very least, a puhlic explanation as to that kind of a 
4 

decision would be called for. 
5 

QUESTION: You don't find the other -- that this 
6 

is a case Hhere if it's remotely in doubt you ought to go 
7 

ahead in order to somehow restore public confidence in the 
8 process? 

9 
ATTORHEY GLNERAL LEVI: I don't knm<~ what you 

10 
mean by "remotely in doubt" 

11 QUESTION: Hell, if you thought there \-las a case 
12 but --

13 ATTORNEY GENERAL LE~I: If you said "even 
14 remotely in doubt" 

15 QUESTION: Nell, that the chances \-Tere that they 
16 probably -- [end of side 1 bf tape] 

17 
* * * 

side 2 18 QUESTION: the relations between the Justice 

19 Department and the vlhite House now, for example; on what 

20 kind of matters would you discuss, 't'TOuld you confer with 

21 Hhite House counsel in his office? 

22 

23 

24 

with Phil 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI :/"··-<--WellL.,~I would consult 
. ? '• .. 

Buchen or Rod Hills _(o"r Rod · Ar~ta _·, on a variety ,, 
--~·~--~" where I thought there \'Tere -- I would of issues 

25 with them as one lawyer to another, really. And on 
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basis. 

I think it's importnnt to that's because I 

respect their legal judgment, and I'm-- and I would like to 

get their vie,..,s. 

I don't \olant to give a wrong impression, I haven't 

consulted them ti1at much. But if I thought that this was a 

kind of problem that I ..,.,ould like to talk out, in terms of 

\>that the la\'1 was, I \>lOUld -- I might well talk to them. 

I think he~ring myself talk sometimes helps a grea 

deal, and talking to somebody that, where you can -- \vhere 

you don't have to be \'lOrried about revealing all the factual 

data and so on, \'lhich is always a problem, is a help. 

And so I have discussed some legal issues on many 

also discussed appointments with Buchen 

I was deliberating as to -- as I also 

em with the Depu~y, after there was a Deputy, 

what kind of a person ought to be appointed for this 

particular job. 

But it \<las always on that basis, that I \<las trying 

to make up my own Mind of what \>las the best way to go. 

Now, what was going on in their minds, I wouldn't 

know. 

23u QUESTION: Do any FBI investigative reports go to 

24 II the Hhi te House without coming through your office? 

25 II ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I don't think -- I think 

·.,..~~ ... 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9· 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 . 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

any -- I don't know the answer to that, frankly, and I 

let me go off the record on tha~ for a moment. 

[Discussion off the record.) 

31 

Qi'"ESTION: Something like your gun control speech 

would have been cleared with the Hhite House, wouldn't it? 

ATTORUEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, that's very interes~irg· 

I discussed the gun control speech with -- at 

the very, sort of just before I gave the address -- with 

Phil Buchen, and I sent it over to him to, so he could read 

it. I certainly \'las not asking that it be cleared, and 

no, I was glad to get \·rhatever kinds of thoughts people 

might have; but I \'las not clearing it, I was ·not making an 

official proposal for the 

QUESTION: For the AdMinistration. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: -- for the Administration. 

QUESTION: Did you go much further than the 

President's recommendation on gun control? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Did I go much further? 

QUESTION: Yes. Or do you? 

ATTQRNEY GENERAL LEVI: Well, there's an 

interesting development there, and I suppose an interesting 

development in my own thinking. The President's 

recommendations are the recommendations that the Department 

of Justice made to him. 

As you know, the President proceeds through 
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and there's lots of people that are consul~ed, and then 

there's sort of a voting on the option, the President 

decides the -- the proposal that the Department of Justice 

and therefore that I made to the President on gun control is 

that-- are the proposals that are in the President's message 

Now, I knew from the very beginning, I discussed 

in my first meetings with the President, after I was Attorney 

General, I discussed gun control with him. I knew the 

President was opposed to registration. I felt that it \vas 

important to see if something couldn't be done on gun control •• 

And I knew there was the difficult problem of \'lhat 

is up to the States to do and \'lhat is up to the federal 

government to do, what is up to the cities to do, and so 

forth. 

It was at that neeting that I said to the 

President, I just \-10nder whether something can be done 

we talked about "Saturday night specials", and I said I was 

wondering whether there \'las something more that could be dond 

on a regional basis. 

And he said, "Where did that idea come from?" 

And I ~aid, "It came froM me, and it probably 

won ' t work • " 

And he said, "t'lell, \·rhy don't you work on it and 

see what you come up with?" 

And it was really an attempt to get 
' ' ~ .. I( 

people /tJ'finki 
l .,,.?) 
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1 

as to what might be involved and what might be possible, 
2 

that I gave ·the talk that I gave on gun control. 
3 . 

It \/as a funny place to give the talk, I might 
4 

say, because it was a meeting of -- well, it was all right, 
5 

it was police chiefs and so on, but it was for drug 
6 

enforcement. And they might have expected me to be talking 
7 

about drug enforcenent, instead here I was talking about 
8 

gun control. 
9 

I was trying to get a discussion going, and I 
10 

wanted to set the basis for conferences \'lhich followed, with 
11 

States' Attorneys General, and u. s. Attorneys, and State's 

12 Attorneys. 

13 
QUESTION: Can I -- excuse me -- can I come .at 

14 
my question another \'1ay? 

15 
Can the l·7hi te House, for any executive purpose, 

16 
request inforMation from the FBI files without going through 

17 your office? 

18 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I think not. I think 

19 11 not. t'lliat I -- the reason I hesitated for a moment is that 

20 II I don't know \'lhether there's some kind of a quick check, 

21 11 name check, that might be possible; but any real request 

22 11 of the nureau would 

23 

24 

25 

QUESTION: Is there something on paper that 

you're responsible for·which establishes this procedure~.to~b 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: 
~ 
~ 

Well, I don't know ~f 
~ 

·I 
' I 
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is or not. It is the understanding, and it is the thing 

we've been ~orking on in terms of the guidelines, and every. 

time anything has come up, it has always been understood 

that it was to go through me or --

QUESTION: Through the Deputy? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI': That's right. 

QUESTION: I'm not clear what the development 

was on the gun control. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, the problem that 

one runs into if one tries the geographic approach or tries 

-- well, I wanted to come up with something that I had 

thought \orould have the possibility of Administration 

support. 

I remember Representative Conyers saying to me 

that he would like to have me come up and testify -- this 

was in the very early days, when I 'tV'as trying to "t-rork out 

something -- and I said, "Do you "t-lant me to come up and 

testify individually, and say just that it had the support 

of the Administration, but just some bright ideas, you know, 

or would you rather have me wait and he able to say that 

this is the. Administration proposal?" 

And, to my humiliation, he said, "No, I'd like to 

wait till you can say this is the Administration proposal." 

[Laughter. ] · 

So I --my whole approach to it, really, 
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1 

to see what was possible, because, obviously, people want to 
2 

go off on their O\'m 1 they really don't need my technical 
3 

skill on that. 
4 

QUESTION: Hell, why (?) from the 
5 

President on gun control? 

6 
ATTORNEY GENEML LEVI: Nell, I really don't. 

7 
As I said, I made these recommendations at this point, 

8 
because I think this is the way to go. 

9 
Nm·r, \'that :r was going to say is that what \-le ran 

10 
into was, when I tried the geographic approach, \'rhile the 

11 u. s. Attorneys, many of them said it would be helpful, and. 

12 some of them said, "Look, \-le've got a touch law in this 

13 
city, or in this State, and what is the point of adding on 

14 top of that a federal laH?" 

15 
And, "Are you going to" -- and this is a terrible 

16 problem -- "Are you going td make all crimes of violence in 

17 this city or in this State a federal offense: Is that 

18 what you're going to do?" 

19 Well, that was the last thing in the world I wanted 

20 to do. That would completely put into the u. s. Attorneys' 

21 II office the whole urban crime in the streets problem, vrhere 

22 II it certainly doesn't belong; it would crm-rd the federal 

23 II courts, it would be an impossible. situation. 

24 n So they said, "~-Tell, what are you adding?" 

is. /tp.e: 0 •'ft:; ·~ 
/·:'.) ~ 

f ~'~I Ol 
I.. .::u. 
! ··- .:, 
~.':~ ~' 
\'i) " ...... ......___._. 

25 ~'Tell, of course, what one \'lants to add 
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1 
shipment of guns into the area, into a prohibited area. 

2 
So the preble~ was: to what extent could the 

3 
cheap handguns be eliminated? That's the "Saturday night 

4 
special". 

5 
And that seemed possibly to be do-able. 

6 
And then: to Hhat extent could one add on to rnakin 

7 
the interstate shipment of guns live up to certain 

8 restrictions? 

9 
And that took us to the present law. And I raust 

10 
say that it \'las some embarrassment to me as I got into this, 

11 
to have various people say to me: t-7ell, that's in the 

12 present lm·1. 

13 
And so as one looked at the present la-~:.1, one $avl 

14 
that here are dealers, dealers are licensed, dealers are 

15 not supposed to sell a gun to a person \-Tho lives in another 

16 State; a dealer is not supposed to sell a gun to a person 

·17 who lives in the same State but in an area where the sale 

18 or possession or other disposition I think that's the 

19 language of the statute -- \'lOuld be illegal. 

20 And quite clearly that has not been effectively 

21 enforced. 

22 QUESTION: But your -- but that's '"hat bothers me 

23 about your position, sir. That, you know, I still don't see 

24 

25 

how you get at it from where it's coming in; it seems toh~Fo:,, 

/···~ ., , ,. ~ 

you have to get at it from \.rhere it's coming out of. 
~ ·-r.: 
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ATTORNEY GEUERl\L LEVI: That's right. 
2· 

QUESTION: And South Carolina 
3 

ATTORNEY G~NERA.L LEVI: Well, you're not going 
4 

to 

5 
QUESTION: is not going to enforce its law, 

6 
that you just quoted; 4,000 agents in New York City or 

7 
Detroit aren't going to --

8 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: It isn't a qu~stion of 

9 
South Carolina not enforcing its la\'1. If you ban the 

10 
"Saturday night specials", that's a federal ban, and that 

11 will be effective. 

12 
But I think what you're asking me is why not 

13 11 
· ban other handguns. l'lell, I don't think that's -- I don't 

14 II think you get that -- I don't think the -- I don't think tha 

1511 CQngress would go for that, and I don't think-- and I think 

1611 you might get very -- might 'get nothing. 

17 QUESTION: Hould you favor --

18 QUESTION: What about getting some leadership 

19 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Not on this system. 

20 QUESTION: ~·fuat about some real leadership on 

21 II this issue from the Justice Department and 

22 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I think you've gotten it. 

23 QUESTION: -- the Hhite House, because 

24 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I think you've gotten !t~Dl\ 

25 II This is the first time that a proposal of this kind 

·,. 
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advanced. I think they are -- I think that for them to take 

the ten major urban areas, to double the enforcement po'<ler 

of the Treasury on it -- and not only double it but to add 

500 agents \'lho have no other duties -- certainly i~ 

worth trying. 

And that ought to be quite effective, I think, in 

seeing that illegal guns are -- guns that, \'There the sales 

are illegal, do not come into the area. 

Now, that is the regional approach, as it has come 

out in this document. 

QUESTION: In your last briefing you psed a phras 

which sounds like good University of Chicago doctrine, '<lhich 

was "to do t.."le minimum that \'las effective". Hhy isn't 

this an area where you can do the maximum that's effective? 

ATTOillJEY GENERAL LEVI : I'm not --

QUESTION: Are the klerican people ready in 

this area, because all the polls keep sho'l.'ling 75 or 80 

percent of the American people do favor --

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I'm not an authority on 

that. 

QUESTION: -- top measures. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I know that -- well, 

that's a political pattern; I don't know the answer to that. • 

effective. 

I think you should do the minimum that would b~~N 
<(>• ••I) 

• .:;) <' 
And I don't -- I don't like seeing the f~eral 

\~ 
\"' 



• 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

government take over the local law enforcement. 

39 

And t.l-tat' s 

another reason why I I realize that consistency is a 

problem for all of us. I couldn't help but keep asking 

myself, when I \'las taking the position that I \-ras on no

fault insurance 1 \'lhere I don't like to see the federal 

government swamp the States 1 Hhat \'Tas I saying about gun 

control. 

NO\/, you know 1 human nature is such that when one 

can concoct distinctions and one can say this is important 

or that isn't important, and so on; but certainly that is, 

if you \·lish to call it a University of Chicago approach, 

I don't really think -- I think that also -- I don't 

think the University of Chicago ap~roach should be encapsulated 

in --

[Laughter. J 

QUESTION: 

[Laughter.] 

QUESTION: 

See, you hit a nerve with that questio 

Have you heard anything on the border 

wars going on, involving _a real struggle betHeen 

Immigration and Customs at the borders of California and 

Texas? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, I --

QUESTION: Where some Customs people supposedly 

actually dragged some Immigration agents out of their 

and beat them up and so on? 
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2 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: You mean recently? 

No, I've not heard anything about any recent 
3 

4 
events of that kind. nave you heard of any recently? 

QUESTION: How long ago? 
5 

QUESTION: Nhen was the last one? 
6 

[r .. augh ter. J 
7 

ATTORNEY GEUERAL LEVI: Hell, before I came down 
8 

here, I gather there were all kinds of stories and whatnot, 
9 

but my understanding is that the relationships \vith the 
10 

Treasury have vastly improved, and that General Chapman 
11 

has \'lOrked out much better arrangements, so that I don't 

12 that's a problem. 

13 QUESTION: You don't think tl1at's a problem? 
14 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: No. 

15 QUESTION: On the issue of prosecutorial 
16 

discretion and a kind of a general question cf hov1 you view 

17 
your role as Attorney General, there is -- I guess the 

18 
obvious case \"las the Department's position on -- or is it 

19 the DepartMent's position on the -- in defense of the '74 

20 Campaign Act, where the Department perhaps did not 

21 100 percent has chosen not to 100 percent defend the 

22 
point could position on tl1e client agency; perhaps a similar 

23 
the be made with respect to no-fault, where probably 

24 

25 
~-·T~ ··~ 

than /;./ ~. 
; e;;: ::>;! 

'· tcJ :to I 
\a ·'i>t ''---- ':/ ~·· 

Justice DepartMent has ~aken a different position 

the client agency on a legislative matter. 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, but that's very 

difficult tq apply. I mean, you really believe in kept 

lawyers, don't you? 

QUESTION: lt7ell, how -- to \'lhat extent -- if 

you want to defer -- obviously there's a difference between 

the two cases. Dut to what extent do you view your role as 

Attorney General with respect to the other agencies, as one 

of simply -- how far can you go beyond simply representing 

them fron a legal -- how nuch can you put po:icy into this 

position? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Well, in the first 

place, they are quite different, because the no-fault 

insurance really is a question of policy, but-- and I 

don't see any reason why an Attorney General shouldn't have 

views on policy, even though he's a la"tyer -- or hopes he's 

a laHyer. 

l-'lhen he speaks, though, about the constitutionalit 

of the proposed law, he's obviously doing the -- making the 

best judgment e1at he can1 and when he speaks about federali 

which is related to constitutionality, it seems to me that's 

appropriate for an Attorney General and for a lawyer. 

That \'las involved in the no-fault. 

When it comes to the client agency kind of a 

concept, that's a very different thing. That's where the 

client is in litigation. As far as the Federal Electi~~t~~ 
i ~~' 

\, 
('\ ..... \ 

(!:1\ 
;:;:,! 

\

<o.·; . ..,; 
·<-'~ 

..l:l' 
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2 
is concerned, I'm a defendant, when they keep referring to 

3 
the Attorney General and his brief, I found that very 

4 
humorous, because I ~rasn' t the la\"Yer, I was the client; 

I'm being sued. 
5 

And the Department, at the moment, is kindly 
6 

representing me, hut somebody I couldn't go out and hire 
7 

another la"'Yer. 

8 
QUESTION: Mr. Levi, it wouldn't give us any 

9 
sensitive information to tell us how many assassinations 

10 
were under investigation, or at least how many allegations 

11 of different --

12 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I don't know whether it 

13 
would or not, but I'm not going to discuss it. 

14 [Laughter. 1 

15 QUESTION: Can't you-- well, you know, we've 
16 

had so many figures, though, can't you just give us a rough 

17 estimate of hmV' many are --

18 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, why don't you let 
19 

me finish this federal election thing, because I really think 

20 it's misunderstood. 

21 
The -- it was ah-1ays clear from the beginning that 

22 the Department of Justice, even ti1ough it was as a matter 
23 of fact, it \V'as not officially at that point, or technically, 

24 representing the Commission, but it would represent the 

25 Commission if the Commission wanted to be represented. 
•:(.• .. , .. 

. ~ -~) 1$ ~ 
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the Commission said it was relying on the pepartment. 

It was always known from the very beginning that 

the Department was npt going to nefend the authority of 

the Commission to bring prosecutions. 

QUESTION: And this argunent 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: And that \-TaS -- that's a 

question as between the Executive Branch and the Congress, 

and the Commission recognized that, and it \-las for that 

reason -- and I think Congress really did, too -- for that 

reason that e1e Commission had, for that purpose at least, 

its O\'ln lawyers. 

So that \-las never -- that was really never an issue 

Now, it happens that the Department made t."le argument against 

the prosecutorial enforcement authority of the Commission. 

As a matter of convenience, they made it in t."le brief Hhich 
. 

they filed for me. They could have filed some kind of a 

separate thing, or come in as an intervenor or been an 

amicus, or something of the sort; but that \-Tas just to 

simplify the papers, really, that the arguMent \-las made 

there. And that was ahvays knmm that that was going to be 

the case. 

NO\'l, the real problem \'las that I think and the 

Solicitor General thinks that there are grave constitutional 

take .... ''·' rl.)'2"~· if../ (_ t c.: t:O 

and\~e E. 
questions in that law. And, as I've said before, I 

very seriously the position of the Attorney General 

"/ ~#< 
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Solicitor General as officers accountable in some sense, some 
2 

special sense, to the Suprene Court. 
3 

The only wc;:>bbling or question '"as this: Should "'e 
4 

file an amicus brief? 1\nd we discussed that. He filed an 
5 

amicus brief in the Court of 1\ppeals, hut this curious 
6 

business of the conbined District Court/Court of 1\ppeals 
7 

case, \'Thich is l'lhat I first thought 'VTe should do. 
8 

Hhen that \'las -- we didn't knmV' \-lhether \·Te would 
9 

do it. He said, "Vrell, \ve '11 try it and see \'lhat an amicus 
10 

brief looks like. And immediately it was all over the 

11 
ne,.,rspapers, \'Thich is sort of interesting. 

12 
But, any\-1ay 1 the Cornnission said, in effect, "you' 

13 
let us dm-1n, you've given us no time at all; \·Te were relying 

14 
on you" 1 even though 1 as I say, "Vle \'lere never officially 

15 
their lawyers at that point; but, any\·my we \vere -- "and . . 

16 
that puts us in a difficult position if you do that right 

17 away in the Court of 1\ppeals." 

18 
So, in order to avoid any appearance, because I 

19 didn 1 t "Vrant it to look as though we were being less than 

20 helpful or deceptive or anything of that sort, I don't 

2111 think that \vas involved, we said: Hell, all right, we won't 

2211 do it in b~e Court of Appeals, but we will do it in the 
-

23n Supreme Court. 

24 

25 

Then there was a snafu on the press release --_;~· F 
' !0 

( . ...., 
which you can discuss with Bob Havel, if you want to -- f~~ 

~~ ~;..l 

\•;) .,_ 
::q 
~ ... 

,"'!-;/ 
... ~,·--· 
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(r.,augh ter. ] 
2 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: there really was, it 
3 

was just a snafu1 that I didn't see the release -- I can't 
4 

see everything -- there might have been a \>IOrse snafu if I 
5 

had seen it, probably. But I didn't see it. 

6 
What really happened was that Hr. Tyler said to me 

7 
at a cocktail party that he had seen the release, that he 

8 
thought \>las g-arbled, and so he cut out everything except the 

9 
first sentence. 

10 
And then, I guess I was standing there drinking, an 

11 
it didn't occur to JT\e to say, "l·1ell, \<lhat was the first 

12 sentence?" 

13 
The next morning, \>lhen I saw it, I was shocked! 

14 
And so \'le immediately issued a release which said 

15 
what we were going to do, which we said we were going to do; 

16 
namely, to file an amicus brief in the Supreme Court. 

17 
N0\'1, what -- the amicus brief that we \'lere talking 

18 
about, we ahmys described as a true amicus brief; it is 

1911 occasionally done. It is not a brief \tlhich takes sides. 

20 II It is a brief \'thich is filed as a friend of the court, to 

21 II make sure the issues are explored in depth. 

2211 There was such a brief filed, for example, in the 
? 

23 II saboteur case, the Department \>lent out and hired Nil lard 

24 Hearst, a professor, to write the ·constitutional his tory and ... 
. ·(. • t 1 li i) "'\ 

I ,~ <'~ \. 25 so on. 
·.-.; 
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And it seemed to us that this bill involved 
2 

serious que~tions about the structure of our government, 
3 

and its way of working and so on~ so that we "VI anted to be 
4 

sure that there would be what we called a true amicus brief 
5 

filed. It's not a brief which is going to say: these are 
6 

the arguments for; these a·re the argunents. against. It's 
7 

not going to come in in that t;1ay at all, what it is going 
8 

to do is to try toexplore in as much depth as we can what 
9 

the issues are. 

10 
And we felt that \ve owed that to the Court, and 

11 
at the same time we will defend, and \"le will file a brief 

. 12 
as we said we would, and I'm sure it will be an excellent 

13 
brief; we will defend the client agency. 

14 
QUESTION: If I can just pursue that one more 

15 point: Does this \v'hole case really make an argument for 

16 
Congress to have, I guess what's been called a public 

17 
attorney; I nean, for better or \vorse, Congress passed this 

18 law, Congress thought it was constitutional and thought 

1911 it was good policy. And now that Congress is having 

2011 trouble, or the agency and some others are having 
defended 

21 II trouble getting/under the federal· law. 

22 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: No, they're having 

23 11 no trouble at all; we are defending them. And if they \'rant 

24 to have their own counsel defend it, that's provided for. 

25 1"-' fC lt I) (l, 
!3 ' ''"" \ ~c -H 
~~ I . _.) . 
~" ... : : 

'\.. • I . 
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QUESTIOH: For Congress or for the Commission? 

ATTORNEY GEUEW\L LEVI: Oh, the Commission has 

the authority, so there's no problem. There's really no 

problem. ~he preble~ is you can't have it both ways. 

The reason the Department of Justice may be 

effective 'VIi th the Court is -- ,.,hen '"e are -- is not only 

because the cases, I hopP., are on the right side; hut because 
that 

we do understand/there is a position of special obligation 

to the Court. And we are going to -- and I'm sure that our 

defense of ~;e Commission will profit from that, sense about 

the Department of Justice. 

Dut if the Commission \•dshes to have its 0\"n 

attorneys and not have us defend them -- but if I have to 

be defended, I hope -- but as far as -- that's quite all 

right ,.,i th us, but I don't see how they -vrould gain anything 

'from it. 

QUESTION: General, to t'lhat extent, if any, do you 

1811 get involved in national security council matters? 

19 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I'm not a member of the 

2011 National Security Council, and--

2111 QUESTION: ~7ell, neither was Hitchell, but he sat 

22 II there. 

23 

24 II there. 

25 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Nell, he -- I don't sit 

QUESTION: You don't get involved in any of 
~· 

l~ 

the.!;.' 
\

rG 

""' -~ 
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? 

grants? 
2 

ATTORNEY GEtlERJ\L LEVI : Well, no, I can't tell 
3 

you, since I don 1 t kno\-T what goes on there. I don 1 t want to 
4 

5 
QUESTION: ~'Tell, '\Jere you consul ted at all, for 

6 
••••• example, on the ; any. aspect of it? 

7 
ATTORNEY GEUERAL LEVI: No, I was not. But we 

8 
were consulted in ti1e -- and I think it covered it -- on the 

9 
legal authority for what could be done in th~ withdrawal fro 

10 Vietnam. 

11 \fuen the particular case came up, I '\·las in Vienna, 

12 so I wasn't consulted, although it would have been very 

13 dramatic if I had been 

14 [Laughter] 

15 QUESTION: A number of dramatic things might 

16 have happened. 

17 QUESTION: Hay I ask one other thing about these 

18 FBI abuses? Do you noH know of any past abuses by the 

19 FDI? 

20 ATTORHEY GENERAL LEVI: Nell 1 everything that 

21 I think more or less everything that I knm-1, except in 

22 terms of details, I've tried to kind of make public. And 

23 so that I've repeatedly said I don't know what turns up, you 

24 

25 
~' •• ·J fir·· a '' '\ 

I~~ ('\ 
attempt.~ over . ..,.~\ 

;,~ ~~ 
',~ ~: 

\ "/ 
' -··<'< ' 

know, from --

QUESTION: But isn't there still the 
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in the nureau, though, to conceal things that went on 

simply because of the people \'tho are still over there who 

were J. Edgar Hoover's supporters? 

I mean the people \'tho were in control when Hoover 

was there are still pretty much in control, with the 

exception of Hr. l~elley7 isn't that true? Callahan, 

Jenkins, and there were a fe\·1 --

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I have never run a name 

check on theM. I dOli' t have a list of the people that tells 

=- I do not sense that. Haybe I'm naive, but I don't 

sense t.'lat. 

QUESTION: Back to the : Do you think, 
? 

in light of the history of the Forty Committee and the CIA 

operations and v1hatnot, do you think it \vould be sound 

public policy generally to have the Attorney General a 

member of that committee? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: I don't even know what 

these committees did, so I'm not going to ansHer that • 

QUESTION: Bu~ they are the executive oversight 

authority for clandestine operations, intelligence operationq. 

In light of what you nO\V' knm'l, as a result of the Rockefelle 
. 

Commission report, do you think it would be sound public 

policy to have the Attorney General represented on this 

oversight body? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: 

__..~·";;. ~ 
' \1.• d)if 

··<;, 0 \ 
• ,· '>) ("' \ 

Well, ~t s~ms to~~ 
, .. 
" \ 

'· ., ........ ____ .. 
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.b,' 
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Attorney General has got his hands full with the that so 
2 

far as any surveillance nf an electronic type is concerned, 
3 

the Attorney General has grave responsibilities now under 
4 

the present situation. 

5 
The CIA apparently told Hr. Saxbe, and has told 

6 
me again that so far as any surveillance of that kind 

7 
abroad, it would be subject to the· approval of the -- of 

8 
an American citizen, it \<lOuld be subject to the approval 

? 
of the Attorney General and so on. So that nm·r 1 the 

10 President has asked for the recommendations of the 

11 Department in response to the recommendations made by the 

1211 Rockefeller Commission. Ne haven't made those recommendations 

13 yet. 

14 QUESTION: Is it conceivable you might get ~nto 

1511 this area in your organization? 

16 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, I don't knov1. 

17 QUESTION: Sir, before you have to take off, 

18 I'll try one more quick area. Have you gotten very far in 

1911 making up your mind \·lhere justice lies in the Drug 

20 II Enforcement Agency? 

21 ATTOffi·lEY GENERAL LEVI: I'm not sure I understand 

22 II the implications of that question. 

23 

24 

25 

QUESTION: ~·1ell, I mean there are very grammatic 
? 

differences of the stories being told by Inspector Rrosm~p 
,<"'-"": .- •;, . 

and so forth, and Mr. Bartels and his people, and it(s hard'" 

\.·\ ~-.1 
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for nie from the outside to knm·r \-rhether nrosnan and the 
2 

gentleman with the Italian name -- I don't remember it --
3 

are just dissatisfied eMployees trying to grind their oHn 
4 

axes 1 or \V'hether they have a very real basic difference 
5 

there, --

6 ATTORHEY GENERAL LEVI: I think it's --
7 QUESTION: -- behV'een Hr. Dartels and 

8 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: i'7ell, I don 1 t really 
9 

think I want to get ~nto that. 

10 
? 

A VOICE: Tortalino. 

11 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: The nepartment of 

12 II Justice has the Drug Enforcement Agency, it's our job to 

13 strengthen it and to run it effect~vely. I thought that 

14 " new leadership \<Tas required, to have it run most 

15 effectively. And 

16 QUESTIOn: nut the charges of b~e --

17 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: -- that 1 s the direction 

18 we're going in. There is a -- the Department of Justice 

19 II has had its own revie"Vr of -- which has not heen completed 

20 II of the DEA, and that is --

21 QUESTION: Hell, I mean, the charges --

22 ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: And I don't -- I'm not --

23 II I don't '\V'ant to sit in judgment as bcb..reen --

24 QUESTION: nut you seem to be saying that it 

25 II really \V'as maladministration, or ineffective; whereas, even 
'·;;~.)~ 
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Mr. Da\'Tes and Hr. Tortalino -- or however you pronounce his 
2 

name -- seem to he charging actuall illegalities and 

3 
cover-up. 

4 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI: Hell, of course, anybody 

5 
can make whatever charges they want to make, I think that 

6 it's terribly tough runnin·g a good Drug Enforcement 

7' 
Administration, and I think a -- this isn't an excu::;e, Steve 

8 -- but I think any Drug Enforcement Agency is always, by 

9 the very nature of the thing, ah~ays going to be subject 

10 to various charges. It • s the area in \'lhich it operates 

11 that this is inevitable. 

12 I'm not passing judgment on the charges. I'm 

13 really not in a po::;ition to do that. 

14 I looked at that operation, as I looked at other 

15 operations ~n the Department, after I became Attorn·ey 

16 General. I \'laited till the Deputy was appointed, confirmed, 

1711 and on the job. And he and I and Bartels consulted, and 

1811 it seemed clear to me, and I think to them, that we had to 

1911 make a change in order to get a more effective administra-

20 II tion. 

21 It was on that basis that we acted. And we acted. 

2211 It's true that it's a Hhite House af'pOintr.lent, and 

23 II therefore, when we act.ed, I \'!anted to be sure that the lihi te 

24 II House would support me. 

25 II But the responsibility was mine, and it \'las:baseif~ 
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1 
on, just on that, really. 

2 
HODERATOR: General, thank you very much for 

3 
being here. 

4 
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