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2/10/72 

1 	.senator .Ldward N. 1Cenaedy 
Jenate Office Aldg. 
Jashington, D.C. 

Dear er. 

Busy as I must presume you are, you may find the enclosed letter to the director of 
information of Lail). longer than you may want to tako the time to read. However, I think 
it is one you should road. I do hope you will do t Is ann give the contents some thought. 
If I do not anticipate that you will accept the offer, I do offer to send you prove of 
every statement in it or to make it available to anyone you elect. 

I am sorry the quality of the carbon copy is so poor. It is one of the waces-of 
what some have elected to categorize as "scavengiag." 

I must keep as clear a copy as I can for cry own files. here I to send that one to 
you any ask its return, I mint embarrass you, for it io clear you elect no communication, 
no matter hoe indrect, with me. That is your right and a decision you alone can meIrc...  but 
if you wore aot to return my better copy, I'd not be able to i.lake usable copies in the 
future should I have th,.. need. 

I do regret that I have every reason to expect thin matter to become more painful 
to you and others. I also regret that I have no reason to e:4.14:t what I 1,ave a;:;empted 
to succeed in frustratin_; it. 

disco rely, 

Harold Weisberg 



2/10/72 

LAd durlburt, AA 
Jenator Charles rzthias 
crenate Office adg. 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear aid, 

Apologies for the length of the enclosed 1:ter to GSA, but I feel that if I can 
do no think ,ase I must make as full a record au I can. £.lao enclosed it my covering 
letter to i.artin. 

If I have not disclosed the next steps in this propaganda campaign to them, it in not 
because I have not long been fully informed about it. I would 	to think that with the 
passing of time I may, perhaps, have su=eedod in frustrating it. 

There are other things that lead me to believe there will soon be similar exploits 
with other elements of the .evidence that have been denied me for close to four years. 

On a leuu unplea2aat subject, I en glad to note in kiac's mailing o= t'de 7th that he 
has introduced the described mass-transit meanure. It =rely io a step toward muting 
one of the urgent national needs. 

I also feel the propirty tax, but I hope any change will not be one that places 
a burden on those least able to smocrt it. If some of the more .Merin;; inequities, like 
the oil-depletion allowance, were eliminated.... 

Best regards, 

Harold Weisberg 
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2/10/72 

Achard. 	Vawterm Director of Information 
eeneral Services Administration 
eashington, D.C. 20405 

Dear er. Vawter, 

Your letter of February 8, which has just arrived, says it is in answer to .ac two 
letters of January 6. This eykes it one of the more erompt responses. It is not uucoeuon 
for six months to elapse before I eet acknowledgement or response, one of the factors 
buildine  the size of the correspondence of which you complain. however, if for nothing 
else, I do thank you for what I must, in context, recoenize as promptness.. 

Xedical limitations on the use of one hand, which will continue for at least three 
weeks, when I have a consultation with an orthopaedic surgeon, preclude consultation with 
the filee, the only way I can make adequate response. I will th us have to rely on memory. 
If I err, you will have a prompt apology. 

First of all, I wrote four, not two, lettee on January 6. Your letter refers to 
consultation with your set of my correspondence. You therefore have to know that these 
have not boon fully responded to. I thine  the same is true of your letter. Again, this is 
how tee volume of the correspondence Brows. 

One of the easier ways for you to write what you did is to have the Arehivee be in 
its "review" of our correspondence for you with the arbitrary dato of July 24, 9971. 
eo, the abominable record of the Archives, presumably an aeency of and for scholarship, has 
been such that certain special measures have been forced upon me. One is to make a card—file 
index of the correspondence. dithout this there in no way for mu to know when they more 
a request entirely, as has been a core,on practise. In order to aseure that this is a 
dispassionate index, i have had it done 100e by another. I have also been forced to untie 
a card file iedet of the documents I receive, and I have thi s arranged both by the archives' 
identification of the material and by my own firm, of it. From these I can tell you 
without equivocation that I did not ever get those things I have just received. I also 
tell you without equivocation that I have no letter from the archives coverine either 
alleged ate-Mine& Perhaps 12 you get the Archives to send you my letter of July 24 this 
will b. helpful to you. and while it is, of course, not necessary that a covering letter 
accompany nelliegs, I do tell you that I have no letter from the Archives dated either 
august 10 or July 15, 1971. 

Your next paragrpah refers to denials of my request for withheld copies of the executive 
sessions. It is entirely, I may say grossly, inadequate in making date reference beginning 
June 21, 1971. My card file discloses my first appeal is dated May 4, 1968, more than three 
Dears earlier. However, your reference to "recent developments in the state oe the law" 
intriguers me because one of the subjects of extensive correspondence has been my efforts 
to obtain precisely this from the .archives, copies of all laws, decisions, regulations and 
interpretation of any kind controlling thin archive. 1 invite your personal examination of 
the file anu your denial of Jeer statement. I also ask for copies of that to which you make 
specific reference, for I as not aware of any amendment to the law. I we aware ofamendeent 
of regulations to cover violation oe the law ant- regulations when I have ease requests and 
to cover other violations of which I am also aware and, I believe, have charged, without response. 
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Next you favor me with a complaint about the volume of correspondence. So that my 
resentment and objection may be clear, I will answer this both generally and specifically. 
If you intend your 1-tter to be a self-serving record to be misused in the future, as has 
been the case in the past, I think that improper. first of all, you and all those at the 
national Archives, as I should not have to remind you, work for ma, not the converse. I pay 
your salsraies, not the converse. You owe obligations to all citizens, of whom I am one. 
If is the function and obligation of the Archives to make public information available on 
an im,artial basis and in conformity with law and regulations. sow, when they with dis-
graceful frequency requiredas long as six month to respond to requests, how can the file 
of correspondence be other than large, how can my work be other than needlessly burdensome, 
and has can you regard this as compliance with any standard of public service or with the 
spirit or the letter of the laws aad reeulations? You will find in this correspondence 
letters froe no specifying the dates of unanswered requests and the lapses of time. I assure 
you six months is not uncommon. egain, I welcome a documented denial or, on the other 
hand, a challenge to ee to prove this when it is within my physical capability. And in 
this connection, let me remind you of one of my unaswered requests, for the time within 
requests and inquiries are to be responded to. I have asked and I have had no answer. hy 
request was sufficiently far in the past for this to amount to a refusal to supey that 
information. I go further and say this information is my right as it is that of all citizens. 

Now I will give you some specific illustrations of why anti how this file got so large, 
and bean with an unanswered request for an explanation that is at least three years old. Un 
the day the transfer of certain materials, including what is and what is not part of the 
estate of the late President, was announced, I appeared ie person in the office of the 
Archivist to request access to all of it and to the contract by which the transfer was made. 
I was denied it, and it was suggested that I write a leteer requesting access to part of it 
for forwarding to hr. Burke kLarshalai. You will find, if not the Archivists notes, letters 
confirmine this. That request was denied by er. earshall and I was informed of it by the 
Archivist. Later, under the most dubious circumstances, the irchivos arranged for a propa-
ganda misuse of thi_ contract in what was deliberately contrived as a leak to a reporter 
shose predisposition to favor the government in this anu related matters was well known, as 
was his lack of knowledge of the subject. Under the regulation, I was required to have equal 
access. However, you will find a covering letter with which I was sent a cosy of this contract, 
about a week after he had printed it, angled and emphasized in a way congenial to official 
desires. The reasons given me for refusing it to me are that it would result in sensational 
and undienifieu publicity. These reasons are not subject to change. They are true or they 
are untrue. If they were true for me they were true for everyone. The reason is a lie, and 
I since no words is saying it. I challenge'yoe to show me any legitimate reason under the 
law for de:vine that contract to me. moreover, it is obvious that the most sensational 
treatment is in newspapers, not books, for in newspapers there is never space for adequate 
treatment of such matters. The fact is that the resultant newspaper treatment was sensational, 
but the nature of the sensation was the object of the government. l think  you will fine this 

the cause of my longest letters, if not the subject of more correspondence then anything else. 
and I still, after all this time, await a reaseeable explanation or answer. 

Another that comes to mind imeediately is my request for what is called the memo of 
transfer. Under the Ame_icaa Lail v. Gulick decision, as you must know, once this was used 
in agy way by the government, as it was in the so-called Clark rental Report, hatever immun-

ity it nay have enjoyed under the law ended. It took an inordinate time to tell me what I 
categorize as a lie, that this is a "private paper".Were it, that would have been known im-
mediately. The file on this also is taick, aau especially because of your unbecoming lecture 
invite your personal reading of it. In fact, I dare it. eow when this cheap trick was 

pulleu on me, I avoided direct confrontation with that which could have resulteu in cheap 
publicity and asked for the government's copy oe this alleged transfer to the alleged rep-
resentative of the kennedy family land I use these words because I believe the official 
representation to be inaccurate). I was denied in on the sane spurious ground. So, I went 
to what the law reeards as the agency of primary interest, the Secret Service, and asked it 
for a copy. It gave it to me, routine it through the hational Archives, which never told me, 



I knew because the Jecret jervice did tell me, and it told me at the time. I waited a lone 
time and then asked the archives why I did not have it. I was told that its aener 1 counsel 
was considering whether to let me have it. Now this is an impropriety. The law clearly vests 
the decision in the agency of primary concern. The Secret Service was si,iatory to that memo. 
2nd all rights, if they ever existed, to withhold, vaporized on use-public use, although under 
the decision my, use id sufficient to end the right to withhold. Of course, I could have 
gone to court. But the consequences of this would not have been to my liking, if I tuna 
they were the deliberate intent of the government, or someone in high authority in it. It 
would first of all have resulted in a defamation of the :.secret service, which was guiltless, 
and perhaps by inference of those brave men in the escort that tragic day, who had already 
been defamed the much - never at all by me. Next it woule have falsely made it appear that 
the fsmily of the President was responsible for the sup.xessions. This would have been an 
awful added suffering for them, and I would not permit myself to be manipulated into this 
position. It is as miserable a maneuver on the part of any government as I can conceive. how-
ever, if you have any doubt, I invite you to consult the files. You will see that I did exhaust 
my aeministrative remedies as the necessary prerequisite to suit but did not file what would 
have been a very simple suit with a virtually automatic decision in my favor because I came 
to realize what the government was contriving, and I will be party to no such thing. 1  have, 
instead, elected, as the record will show, to forgo my undoubted right. k,hen I went back 
to the 'Secret Service, against which I could have filed, and told those with whom I was 
dealing what had happened and that if I were to eet this paper to which I an entitled, they 
would have to give it to me or I would have to sue, which means do it all in public, they 
consulted the Attorney General, who told them to tell me to sue. This makes it clear enough 
for me. The Department of Justice, it would appear, is not at all reluctant to make it apeear, 
no matter how falsely, that the sup ressions of evidence pertinent/ to the assassination of 
the President are the doing of his survivors, a frightful defamation as it is a raeehood. 
Are you beginning to see how the file growl 

Let me give you another illustration, in a case where I did go to court. I sought 
pictures of the evidentiary parts of the .resident's clothing. My requests, to your personal 
knowledge, were specific and limited to the very small areas of damage, in some cases for 
pictures of as little as a half-inch of a garment. Pirst of all, I was lied to. Only after 
the end of the last working day before my papers were due in court was the lie admitted, after 
all my papers had been prepared and when it was too late to change them. Next, the archivist 
comltted what I have charged without even jam forma denial is perjury to deny me this official 
evidence, as it is not only in fact by by specific description in the contract. he told the 
court that the contract prohibited his showing this clothing to anyone, in addition to his 
false sweariag. What did he then do? lie voluntarily showed it to a man who is as little 
qualified under this same contract as a ilotentot who is unaware of the invention of paper, 
a man whose preconceptions were well know, whose statements could be predicted with the certainty 
that one can forecast the rising of the sun. ETemtne the file and tell yourself, if not me, 
what percentage of the bulk tale representseend my s4cond charge of renewed perjury is without 
response. Now it is obvious that one of us has comeitted a crime, he who swore falsely or 
he who in alleging it slandered. 1 have only official silence on this, which is adequate answer. Should these not be enough examples of why the files of correspondence is as large as 
it is, please complain again and I will provide an abundance of similar illustrations. The 
rest of the statements in this paragraph are self-serving falsehoods to which there in inherent 
response in the foregoing. 

Your exaggerate in saying that the archive, staff has "often gone beyond normal limits" 
in filling my requests, but it is true that when I first started to use the i,.rchives the staff 
was helpful and followed the letter and the spirit of the regulations. Changes came when I 
began to locate is that literary morass that which the executive branch did not want used 
and understood. at that tiee, when others, seeking to comercialize cheap publicity, mane 
what were then false charges against the erchives, I alone defended it, as its record then 
justified, and I did this on coast-to-coast TV. You ,:may not know it, but I also ended a phoney 
petition campaign aimed et the exchives when someone sought to sell a book by that device.The 
change was in the erchives, got in me. I owe it no obligation, but I felt that justice required 
this of me, especially on such a subject. Fairmese to oth.r researchers, your words, is not in 
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way or sense a factor. They are your inappropriate words. I 
have net asked the Archives to 

do my research for me. The Archives did theQomeission's filing during the
 Uomeission's life. 

It is supposed to have a copy of every document on ever parson in a separ
ate file. If you 

do not tend your own vinyards, do not charge me with rape. Jor is manpowe
r a factor. dhen I 

pyitested inadequate, part—tine staffing of this archive, the Archivist p
ersonally assured 

me there was no manpower shortage. do, unless he lied, or unless the gove
rnment is niggardly, 

in even the sense you use those words they are false and entirely inapsro
priate. hore, when 

documents have disappeared, the erchives has without dev
iation refused to request copies 

free those agencies that can supely them, notoriously the 	
and the simplest and most 

obvious way to reduce the size of the correspondence is to answer ay requ
ests promptly and 

to fill them when they are made. When this is not none, expect me to try 
alai hold you to 

your responsibilities, and to the degree I can keep them in mine, to repe
at my requests 

until they are filled. end there is a simple method of aiding shat you m
ay regard as 

intemperate or passionate li2aters from me, and that is not to lie to me, 
not to play the 

kind of dirty tricks I have not begin to document to the degree I caa, and
 not to MPt:0 

file° charges against me, for I will make a written defense if only to ke
ep you from creating 

a fuse record. enother way would be to cease the political misuse of this 
archive. In no 

other case can it be as inaperopriate. I regret I do not believe you will
 and I regret 1 am 

aware of further pending inappropriateness. 

This leads to your concludine earaereph. One false eUtement in it i have
 already 

addressed, that "concerning the clothing of President eenuedy...Accesu...
ie basedpu the 

terms of the agreement..." In addition to what I have said on this, I add
 that in response 

to ey letter of January 6, 1972, but only after violation, that having be
en comaitted on 

January 7, your regulations were altered in an ex ;lost  feet° effort to sa
nction the violation. 

This is the second time of which I know that the regulations were alte
red to sanction or 

pretend to sanction violations. My recollection is that the previous one 
was last 4uly. In 

esur next sentence you refer to "qualified person". I believe I have aske
d how under the 

agreement a urologist can qualify for access. 1 would appreciate en answe
r, for obviously, 

what you regard as qualification is essential. 4 own view is that if 
a urologist is 

qualified, nobody can be disqualified, but that is not the sense of the c
ontract, whether 

or not it* legality is questioned. 1 do question it. 

You then refer to "aperoval" by hr. aarshall and refer to him not quite p
recisely as 

"the Kennedy family representative". ee is, rather, the representative if
 the executors of 

the estate. The two are not identical. Your "error" is consistent with po
litical intent. 

However, I had what amounts to the aperoval of Er. Marshall in two letter
s when I sought 

access to the clothing in a way that permittea atudy and analysis by a cri
ninaliat of may 

choice and permitted my own examination of it in comparison with other ev
idence in ray 

poseesaion. The archivist refused it, to the point of violating existing 
regulations and 

compaundine this with repetitive perjury. What purpose, then, is served by
 obtOnin, .0a7. 

Aarshall's approval, except political misuse by the government? :especiall
y when there is 

nothing to stop the Archivist from doing what he then aid. arst he sithh
ele from me the 

relevant regulations. Ahen I obtainee them from another source and asked a
nother to .obtain 

a copy for mu from the Archives,  he was told they do not exist. rhea, whe
n I exposed the 

overt violation of these regulations in refusing mu what I requested, the
 regulations were 

promptly altered to make them consistent with the violation. I do have da
ted copies. :Zit 

happened here is both incredible to to and a reflection of the oLicial uncon
cern eau attitude. 

I was asked if the archives had correctly guessed my source! by when I re
quested all regulations 

in writiae, this, the one most apelicable, was withheld, as I can prove. 

It is not only you who the Archivist informed that I might apply to bave 
a pathologist 

or other "qualified" Jerson examine this material for me. eo also inforee
d we of it. I did 

not dignify this transparent proprgsnda device and clear violation of the 
spirit anti intent 

of the agreement with any response. It in arty event is not what i request
ed. There are things 

I do not know eboue pathology, radiology and photogrpphy, but there is no
body in the world 

of whom I know, possessed or any or all these nkills, who has a knowledge
 of all of tho 

evidence, most particularly the uedical evidence, equal to nine. There is
 therefore nobody 



0c114PPed to make the only kind of study I am interested in, one in context.If you dispute 
my representation of my credentials, I welcome any confrontation in any forum of your selection 
bith those already designated as "experts" by the government, including the eminent teacher 
of forensic pathology, Dr. Ruseell Asher. I will not be party to what I regard as propaganda 
on such a subject and with thu potential unavoidable inn. this. Nor will I in any way lend 
myself to any further deceptions or misrepresentations on this subject such as those the 
government has already contrived. I know of no provision of the contract which says that a 
writer may noe a substitute in obtaining access to this eaterial. If there is ono which 
says this, please cite it to me. If there is any unpublishee letter sanctioning;  this on 
behalf of the estate, I would apereciate a copy. hisis a cheap device concocted for 
°Peep publicity. It iu inconsistent with every provision of that aereement you pretend to 
honor. If I err or exaeeerate, I will welcome citation of = provision vieuslizine this 
newest in the unending shameful executive-branch manipulations to make it seem that the 
family of the President is responsible for the superessions of evidence that are fact. 

You hove already violated I(2)(b) with me and ey requests, and you are mow doing; 
exactly what I anticipated, violating IIt.2)(b). This language is, in my reading, specific 
enough in denying= access to, say, newspaper reporters. It roads: "Access to the epeendix 
B materials shall be permitted Bale ,emphasis added] tomeny recognized expert in the 
field of pathology or related areas of science or technology, for serious purposes relatint 
to the investigation of matters relating to the death of the into President..." If you know 
a single newspaper reporter who has even begun to make this kind of "serious" personal 
investigation, please inform me. This language seams to me to be deeigeed to preclude what 
you are now doing and above all would it seem to preclude any newspaper access, by whatever 
ruse of you r manufacture. I do not think you can hold the agreement to be legal and binding 
and simultaneously and repeatedly violate it to contrive#aecess to propagandists and 
scientific nincompoops. 

In any event, your offer, like Dr. Rhoads' before it, is not the request I made. 

I tell you frankly that I cannot find language: adequate to condemn enough that which 
has been done and is still being cooked up to add to the suffering of the survivors and to 
make it appear that they ars responsible for the :suppression of evidence that was exclusively 
a federal responsibility. You must be aware - and if you arc not I remind you - that long 
ago I went through the process of exhausting my administrative remedies in a manner that I 
felt could avpid so stigmatizing the survivors and one who has not survived. I have not 
carried this further, as I will if the situation changes, simply because I feared that, 
unable to afford ekilled counsel, the government sight exploit me for this despicable end, 

Oiler and above all of this, which is more than aeoueh, there remains the question of 
authntioity and completeness of this and other relevant evidence, a subject on which I have 
a well-fixed and well-confirmed oninion. What Dr. Lattimer said on one point, if true, means 
that this eatorial is not authentic. This has nothing to do with his incredible stateeent 
that the pictures and brays show 	fired what shots pine with what. (And you recoenized 
hla as a "qualified" export?) 

j'a other respects, I believe your letter violates the language of The attorney eeneral's 
eemorendum I cited in my letter relating to "bureaucratic" obstacles. 

Meanwhile, I can look forward to nothing better then the next shame you will inflict 
upon the country and the next abuse of the bereaved. 

eincerely, 

Nevoid deisberg 


