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Marion Williams sffidevit sthached te the govermment's
dismiss, I repest my epemies are mucik more helpful than -
$ais briefly with Bill and Jim in your offide $oday

t more on the wsy bome, write this memo for you so I can

Wednesday arrivel. There is notiing in it tust inspires

part snd, unless the speaking engsgement ig firmed, whiech
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ey I Dope you csn be persuaded o Im press upon the court,
1 net be sble to refer back tn files, but I ask that

nd thie one in tioe light of whet = had correctly guessed
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cne of tie misrepresenied =nd out-of-context citetionss
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ents not "receovered Buring the imvestigatinn“,

thesda and Perkland, dsurdng medical snd eutopsy wWork,

» miner part of whset we see, There ie the examination

t, CE399, the crubstone and windsnleld Tracss, and
bere limits it to fragments only end only | diagse the

letively miner part and percentege of wihat is sought

complsint, Even the reference to the correct pesragrapis

int here is limited to tha "bullet fragments receovered aurinq e

investigetien” .
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n hove been for law-enforcement purpeses. s do not
Eev& Honver the sssignment. %o know only *nan it wee within
& no federsl lew-enforeement purpese, there belng no
ariens be able to clsim that they did this initisel and
lice. Bub no mere,
he FBI investigetion into the sssass sinetion.” From the
Jerren Uommission until it expired, %here wes no "FBI
sination” except es an edjunct of the Warren Commission,
thls purpose.
as "part of the investigetive flle, which wes compiled
is not sufficlent under the lew. There iz the further
ion omitted by everyome in DI, a proximstely “such as
litigent other tosnm an agemey” . Tale lest clsuse
%, for it without doubt would tave been avellsble %o o
Dewald, But it wes not compiled Inr law-enforcement
r now files it. It was deme for toe Varren Commbesicne
va hed %his kind of cheraecter lest it in two weys: in
and in use not probibited by the Dellse Police. I kmow
4 gave you from Hdoover's tes immny on this point, where
oreement role or purposes, but I tmdnk it important that
furtber sné bo aiscuss in some detell why. L am con-
et further then this suit, =nd ws must therefore, tooe
sbing conclusions, %neet sueh a file on the Xennedy
exact words, "is msiaﬁaiﬁaﬁ by the Federal muﬁeau of
szmassination of President John F. Kennedy.F “hie is
n sny file they wen% too but taad uaea not meke it the
foreement purposes. L they here cleim this fail is
ose tagy aeknelwﬁgs et ieast doubt sbout the Reporte
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If this gebs to be srgued, they mey cite “oover's testimony io the Warren Commission,
that the FBI would slways meintzin en open file. That, héwever, slso falls far short
of the legsl recguirement. &g csn, snd probebly properly, have #ne for historical
purposes, vunless they allegpe-as tis lew requires - law-enforcemeni purpcses, there

is no veligity in this srgupent, 4md if taeyaillege such purpose, the most undersbated
interpreta icn is thet thoey| usve reasom to -uspect there may bsve beesn a conspiracy.
Let them articulate that, in court!

[ E

| "Concsrnimg” tap sssassinstion? What the el 1 does thet meen? It does
not mean end it does not say whst it must vo heve sny relevance to the issue a%
Band, thet| tais “concern” is for law-enforeement, which mesns tie sssassinstion is,
within the legai,law;enforcmn=ni authority of the FBI, unsolvedesnd thst in terms
of the old||lsw, which geve no federsl jurisdietion, Phis emownt to Mo mers thep I
can as hon stly gay end with ss much rslevence, tist 1 maintain files on the JFK
assassinstiion, It is tricky|lsnguege inserted to beguile the court, It is witiout
sny real meaning in sny other way.

4.Compounds the|perjury in 3, saying thet thies "investigstiveX file

referrsed tx;~n peragraph '3% above was compiled solely for the officisl use of
UsSsGovernment porsonnel,” Before continuing, led's tske this spart, for ne part

of it ie t,ie, it i¢ under geth, =znd last first, on the face of 1t the opinion
offered %%,éncam@etgnx end |the lawyers wio prepared or, perden tht expression,
subormed if, bad to know tils, Assuming Williems is 2 big wheel in the lsbs, how
does he know tue purposes of the lnvestizsbtion of which the 1szb work was go mmsll a
part? Yherp sre the qualification thet even mkix entitle the elliciting of such
opinion? I¥ i= propsgsnds snd en imposition upon the judges Tou will not thet Le is
nbt referry g Lere to the s aetro fils but bite aatira EFK:aasasainaﬁian fila. I would

cheap tricl4 It this ware the truth a8 it is not apnd cannct be, with ell those
lawysrs ic| the DJ end a1l tgjose big-shots in tiae FRBI, coul: not the s:propriste _
rerson with the proper compgtence mske & statement tust could heve mesning, instesd
of having t come, whether gr nmot true, for = men who clesrly cazn have no personal
knowledge pf what he swears to? And I suggest thet, like most FBI agente, he msy
well be & awye himgel?f snd kuow and understend these thinge. I think it msy be
worth lesrning before thehesring.,

Aside from Willisms' lack of knowledge of wuy the file wes compiledy the
public rec rd proves tuls %o be at lemst fulse snd I suggest, in céntext, both perjury
end fraud. ETha file wes used by the Dallas police and wes ziven to taem for use by

the FBI, or et lesst the finst part wee (I don't recell whether tuey got any Ruby

In addition, it wes leeked, snd I cen prove by the FBI, I nsve taeproof
in my possgseion snd, if you get to ¢ point where tials ie meterisl in court, you

can subpeng an srpropriste afd guite presentesble witness, 2 former csbinet member,
read nim ofley paregreph o [wBst he seid, taoat + nsve (stencgraphic trenseript/, ask
gid it, ond BINGE
T his leads to Hbe next lie-perjurye-frsud on the ssmeperagraph (nothing
amitted) "Bpis file is not disclosed by the Federal Buresu of *nvastigatian to
persons otider then U.S.Govermment esployees on & "need-to-know' basis.

Thus ws hsve the following "need-to-know" federsl enployess:

Jeésse Curry, Fack Anderson snd Drew Pesrson, Allem & Scott column, Hugh
Aynesworth, George Kardmer, Jr (Shaw case) snd s lomg list we csn compiles ;
In the more genersl sense, spsctrogrephic snslyses ere regulmrly dome
lice, o recent cese being tnat of Rep Brown, where the bombing besting
‘the FBI, the full spectro report given to ke Commendant of the Md. Stete
olice, ang Hoover sent him g summary telsgram, relessed to the press (I heve two
Reroxes, from $wo different sources). OB, yes, tiis "federsl employee” ststus slso
wes extended to the Weshington Ster, -bBose nesd-to-knew deriwed from Hooverds
unhsppine: s et the mild rebuke in the Werrem Heport, whersfore there Wes fed to the
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msterial).,
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peble, in |context, for the pgency, ihe agm snd the lawyem o pull this ome, They
know bettzd.e..

: "$o sny and sll| persons whe request them" Thelr complsint is to “ongx’ess,
bot the ¢ ﬁm:e, if it is a legitimete comment, which it is not. But thelengusge of
the Senate Tepors wuld not|be more in point every Ameriecen is entitled; snd Johnson
said "4nly considsrations of natieaal security..." Tpis is, snyyey, 2nd srgument, not
an offer of proofy .

"would seriously interfere with the mpmwrakiws effecient operstion of
the FBIL... How, By exposing thst they lied, misrapresan%ed distorted, feked? How
zan the release of e simple) scientific test -snd despite 211 the wverbiasge, nothing
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®and with the proper discherge of i%s impertant law enforcement raspensi»
" were this true, snd it cemnot bem becouse I heve not ssked for "raw

é to argue thet The FBI aes s license to lie, misrepresent, distert and
ess 1t can do tuis is csnnet bs effecient in "its important law enforece-
bilities™. Bu% this is mualiﬁ.aé is sn .tneredibla way.
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LY le abuses by pmxzs seexking infcmatian f‘rmn such filas."
Tuis is whet he |learsn from bim being sh expert in his 1lab?
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where nobod
Touat of &

the
iz fthat o
or other

agalnst me

meterisl, [t
alleged mi

a pro forms

ireclevanst

respect thg

ai sa'ppear«e ?
sundsrg

IL tary reconrd, by

's heme iz proper, except as sn addressee or siatary‘? Thet of CE3e9T
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Of the cut tie¥ The windshiled screpings, of the mute concrete? Perheps
& fregments of bullet or bulleis? The only priwscy subect to invesion lere
hose who heve tg heve seid béher than the truth in composins this report

fisn the truth ig presenting whet it dmww represented ss ite evidence,
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yer to seek proper redress of so great s slesnder?

this grest federsl concern for thelssking of defamatory
se to be looked into: the lesking of Jim Gerrisonts

the seme government. Or whst “oover hes yet to make even
his egents were defeming me. The concern for privsey,
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they do neot like,
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srvious FBI wells,

o the only relevent question: how letting mehave the spectrogrsphic ehejsii
uld "expose" any "confidemtiszl informsnts"® This is pure freud snd, if the
rjury, for he knows there csnnot be sny confidentisl

sientific test performed on the inenimste and in complete privscy, inside

"the disclosue out of mnbext of the nemes of innocenmt parties, sueh

2s witnesses:" Ditto, but if this cen hsve eny relevence, then there were witnesses

to the test

s who have to be rliéidenc #hy, Note thet 1% is not ke disclosure thet is
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o, but the "eut pf context" disclosure/ Whet is that, pray? And how

BI have witnesses? It is not e court of lav. +t hes informante, but

of witnesses, despites doover conce .t of Hoover and his
r soclety, yet i vested in tbe courts, bot the FBI. But if the only
perfies” over wihom there is this officisl FBI coneern sre "wilthesses”,
no "ignocent parties” for sny cfficisl consern.

| "tue disclosurg of nsmes of suspected persoms on whom criminal Justice
ot yet wmplstey ;" ‘ _
- I this is not| fraud, then the FBI us. prepsring & case asgainst comeom
sasein, and that, too, I'@ like to bave declered in

s HoWw else can this heve any contamet

& competent witness, With o specire
ty?
"possible blackmeil", “gainst CE399% The costo shirt, tie, rielfe- what
1 be blackmeiled | by meking a public record within the lsw svsilsble under
@ by order of a curt of lew? If this is %o infer thet T am capable of or
n act, lswyer, have I a remedy? :
. "™nd in genersl, do irreparsble damsge", Now here we do need
on:

some

eport? The FBI because of the charscter of its investigetiien!
demsged snd how by letiing me heve the report on a siaple,

ou to decide what is mesnt by"tails regerd" in the =

- "Aequisscence to Plaintiff's request in instent litigation would creste
a:a%arws precedent in this regard."
believe this is designed as fraud against the o urt and to defraud m

s by misinforming e court, by deliberste misrepresentation emi open

tink thet if 1Y is % 11 possible, the first thing should be to demend
before the wurt and thet he Justify snd mthenticste each

one of these stetements in the only relevent snd very simple o ntext, that

st for ithe report on the spectrogrephic anslyses, He should be asked to

bence, esch clsuse, relstes to thst, beginning, of mursre,

own definition of the process and, since he hes read i%, the menner of

o of tie report(s)s Thet should be the endp 1f it ecan be done. And would

lso would stiract some sttention,

- There is nothing wrong in esking any man who swesrs to sn affidsvit %o

te it. He should lock forwsrd to that-especislly if he is & law snd order

lew and order sdministretion end, let me %el you, before 2 lsw and order

eould be refuse? ,

I think it woulf be s very wise forethoight to hsve someone who is

to deseribe s spectrogrpehic anslysis to the judge and, feiling in toaty

stenderd text frop which fo resd to him %o show him how he ic befing sbused

8bviously, none|of this is relevant or re
misrepresentetion,
Lowever, plesse aslso bear in mind thet evem if some of this hed eny
srea for the FBI is its informen¥s, end even there they .
blenket immunity, They loose that once they use thelr informents (Jemeks)e
To Was used, meny times, in peraphrese (Americen Meil), by meny pe ple,
in copies by the thousends, etc, Ever informents sve no total imanity,
om diesclosurs of |identity. ' :
| I've don- tai: in greet heste. 1t is Bedbtime and I've reed nciiber the
toe meil, I'1l heve to leave 1% umcorrected in your office tomorrows. I

n affer your return if you desire. Ur, there is s o untry supper near

gay night if you like couniry turkey emd oyster suppers {hard on the

sponsive. It is all prejudieisl,

s 8asy on tihe pecketbook)s But I do tuink we should prepere ss much ss we

ean befors

and irrel

'hmring. 1 slso ghink thgy heve telegraphed their hend in their extraneous
ant allegations. They srs worried sbout what the law cen de to them, nek
Peetro but with other things, end they very mich fear this ss a precedent,

ky 1 gave 1% %o you first., 1% wes predictables
‘The D7 recordis unblemished, They have yet to give me o single docmment
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