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wfermmmwmuafmuptmmum
since 1968 I got my second muprise’ getting it. The other was the Archives' inter-
_ception of it when the Secxet Sexvics gave it to me. We discuseed only some of what I
spetted in the one resding, vhen I was with you. I had plamned to go over it with
cxre when I got bome but that has been iumpossitle and tenight will be. Therefore,
subject to exroneous recollection, thds from recollisotion and wneeorrelated comment,

First of all the form. it is not even on & letterbead. Nor is it well dene in
any way, in forumlation or in typing. One posaible explanation is that it was dons
net by laiyers who dictated (MIMMM’li&M)M&pan.
like the Secyet Service.

matMsuunlmﬂhdamtmmmmmm
Service, regardless of Admixul Buriley and not the Secret Serwvice signing i%. Also
,Mum%mmmwmd&mthruua’nmtww‘um

, Koue of this was given to a Kennedy nor does the nane Kannedy appesr in it.
¥uch of it was not and oould not have been Kennedy preperty. (Of course even the film
mm)mrwzmmmtmmmnm«m.mmmu
. thammdinballu.lknwaboutiio

nxumnuh»upmmwmlmmm(m
you look at this list again, mote the mmall black mark in the left mergin. It divides
the type of information,)

It includes what on many occasions the Archivist virtuslly assx swore the Archives
did not havee I bave msny lotters, some sven denying the very existengs of some of
what is listed and you should undersband was in his phwysical possession as well as
I thin legal. It includes what the Secret Service finally gave ms, telling me it was
zade directly fron the originals. I have their covering lattew cotensidly giving 1t
to Rhoads to give to me. 411 this is in Pogt Norigs and has been for years.

Evelyn Linooln was at the Srchdves to perfosm funckions for the Kenedy 1ibrary,
not the fanily. The library is under the Archives. All such are. 88 the astual transe
tw.myueemmmnmm.mummmtmmm
was %o the Avedives as I see i,

ﬁdlommwﬂaiumtmdyfdhformmm:
_ wllepedly in effect stoaling it from the Archives, in the seuse of the files of the
7 building in Vashington, that selfessaking hut Gyril has nissed scew of the more
importent indications of posaidly sigaifioatit evidence, a mugch large number of tissue
samples and slides than is anywhere even indioated. (There remains no indication of
the making of what I regard as the nost important mingle cne in any legitimate

. forensis endeavor and ceriainly not unrecognised by the police agenciss and not #me .. ..

. nowm to Burkley or to the autopay dacthors from the extranecus matter they
 4ncluded in the proatocal. :

The deseription of the “complete™ proctocol is provecative. I think it slso mays
original. Well, I've hald the holograph in my hands at a time when Rheas was denying
me this, 1 have oolor plotures of it as well as s merox, again all in Jogt Mortgy, with
the asignificance. Thers ia the ebvious contrediction whem Rhoads tells me ke does not
bhave thiz stuff and bas the originals, frem this memo.

There is the obwicus contradiction betwesen giving me medical papers net in the
Varren materials (againet see Pugh Nortem) and demying a mere list on this ground
If with regard to thewe cases of the past you would that he feared I'd file,
for I oertaintly had established s willingness to sos {and this is the real Yessm
the Secret Serice delivered -~ I made s deal on their initistion, they give and I do

" not sue the), thatdnnnetoxpldndthholdingthl-botm. I*13 come %o
.diffmtpc-uhhuplmﬂon.
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Thars is a parallel here uith the CHi= eamtate letter.of sgreement. They refused

1% %o ne on griunds not subject to change and then actually solicited Fred Graham to

askc for 1%, telling him (Rhoads, perscnally) that he'd bave to give it to Grehem,
Grshem 414 net even bave in mind asking for it, and be is my sowrce and my record
not subject to question (beaides wiich Eoward was here and on an extensiom, I think).
It was faidy ecftain that Graham would go for the obvioms cheap short. Any veporter,
whether or not a lawyer, would have. Moreover, no lawyer Xney much about the facte

Oxrhhen's story faulted the Kennedy family or Bebby, I've forgottes which, for suppression.

Thnis leads to the odd and unprecedented languege of the explanation of discloswre.
Not in response %o xy (and I have resson to Belisve sxclusive) FOI requests But to
maks it public, If this is true wmder the regulations with whioh I was familiar thds
is sctionable and I would sant yeu #0 fils vexy fest, for o large sume To give thom a
chance to make the kind of mistake possible I asked you to tell mobody. I'wve told
Tom Summen only, fivst with a phone messsge and now with a cerbon of this.

In this connection I want you to remember that prior to the enagtment of the
amendments to the law, vheneves Bhoads was around he signed all letisrs. Sinoce I
lesned on kim (mmsnswered) wver the 4/27 transeript he bas ot siged a glugls 7
letter to mo, (They cuce made a mistake and sent me s wrong copy. Their coples have
.tmwuhwmmmwmmnanm.m
that case it was %o OGB4 genernl comeel, a lawyer named Jmxding, whose office and
phone numbers were included.)

With what does this relesss voincide? And what are the faoks, factual sud legal?

There is inchuded records (that is, 1isted) that are not mentiomed in the autopsy
papers of any ssture and pre-dste the sssaasinstion, Or, records that do, lsgitimabely,
fall within Mae exemption. They have no% even masiced this. These can bave no relatiome
ship to what is in eny autopsy peper of which I know.

xwhn-m&mthtmnmammmwmdmmdh
assured me that as of the end of that hassle I had every medicsl paper they had, which
now clsarly is at least false if not actionable.dn writng.}

~ They bave in this case yushed a kit They eould, for example, have asked if
I'd sgree $0 a masking of what had no relationship to the autopsy or the crime.
Unless the regulations have beeb changed, there wes still another administrative
step, to GSA. They 4id not make me take it. :

We den'§ kmow why they rushed, but at least ¥8% factors ought be kept in mind,
There has been a large campaign %o Whime the suppreesions on the Kennady family,
mmmwewmm'w.mmtmnxmaumm
Congressicnal investigations, for the firet time in years there is a ohance iimiihole
svful mess can come apart. Considsr this last posaibility when you remenber the other
things I have obtained recently after persistent refusals over many years sad without

" having (again) to exhaust ny edministrative remedies. (The possibility there are

fesding a bock more likely o ba fongenial to them ought not ba ignored.jot & book

bty me, that is.) Selective use and misuse of what I have now obtained can be siguiw

ficsat in stdll another whitewash, O worse, And in exculpating as well as inculpating
those I believe imncosmt/ en suppressicus. All the nutty stuff helps this much and 1%
is getting ensrmous attention.

Ifllomtpntondtohothlatoptmmwofothuolﬁomtyon
to besr in mind the politicel possitdlitdes for g President and an administration in
such serious troudble if they can blames all the misdecds en citber Pemocratas or Keunedys.
1 do not ignore this possibility. X suggest you read FPord's recent statement with oll
its svasions and qualifications so clearly s pessible preparstion for the future.

e covering lettar, as you kuow, says there is no vritten recerd of any statememt
by the "Kemnedy fasily represeatative” along the lines of their previous written re-

presemtation,
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. Po you think they would say Marshell had refuscd to let this cut with no record
-they could later produce? If they did, did he and they them not run the risk thet )

" he would be called to testify in cowrt? Would he run this yisk vith widdon? &t i 3
- foolish at dest, Yt there i3 no proof it i1s not teue, I think this represents an’ '
vausual relationsidip, one an experienced lawyer by this time could recognize as ad
lenst o ptential confliot of interest. Why should Kershall not =ant to proteat
hinself with & letter even if he Lad been phoned? (Guo alternative is that ho was
not then censultad a$ all, in any way.) : ‘

Kor doea this letter say they had eny idnd of consultation on disclosure to me. ,
Ragher in falling to say it the letters says there was nons to mosk reasonable interw H
_protaticds. The actually say they have dacided to viclste what they have always ,
reprassnted to be the law, on their own. And not because of ny years-old request but ;
to uaie public disclosure. ' !

i

. Forhaps none of these things is relevent. Parhaps there are factors I've not
“thought of in trying %o get this en papsr before I f£all saleep. But of one thing I
am pbsilutely certains this is the most atypical case yet, And there have been ;
soms farout onest Wiatever turns out to be the case, if we every leamn fully, the i
possibvdlity of part of s rigging to hurt Teddy end his party snd 1iberals can't : j
be ignored and I think it vesl, whether or not it ever bappens. '

... One axamplet can you plodure Cyxil the next time the red light on om & TV wwrressmmsuims 3
i

Qaiers and what he can do with that stainless steel box and all the specimens lw'll
say he had withbeld fyom Ma? And when they have the Cyrils, the Gregorys and Schoenmans
“gnd the lenew and the Funsterwalds; do they need others? Yeah, that but Nichols, o€l -

A%t some point I'll have to go over this with real care. At this mement and for
the immediate future, without more need, it is impossiblae,

Borry about the typos. It is bed¥ime, I've far behind in everytning, including
madl and exdars (two domen books 3o paskags over those I did as scoh as I got hows)
ard it is more smeentisl Mtlmmfmmwmmamiglamhform.

Besot,

. Harold Weisberg
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