August 26, 1970

. James B, Rhosds

Archivist of the United Statss
Rational Archives and Reoords Sarvige
Washington, D. C. 20408

Deer Dr. Rhoads:

The pisture of the base of CE 399, taken "fér Dr. John Nichols in
duplication of the one Jou had earlier tskenm for me, hea arrived,
with 8 rether extensive asaumlastion of orsases, wrinkles, orimps
and minor punches, the more readily socomplished by omitting all
bgoking and not sealing the envelope. It is ons of the more origi-
nal, if petty, ventings of spleen. Fortunately, the negative seoms .
undamaged so I esn, if Decessary, have a batter print mads locally
ahould I require it, thus relisving the enorwmous burden the ordinaxry
housekesping ohores of tonding an archive to an assassinated preai-
dent imposes upon Jour overtazed and spparently understaffed agenoy,
83 Dr. Angel's letter of August 19 makes so apparent.

Were it not that I have for so long had your perscnal assurance that
there was and is no manpower shortage, 1 would start s sampalign to
sea that Congress end the Buresu of the Budget treat you better. Of
sourse, your assursances are not entirely consistsnt with the time re-
quired for simple responses o norwel inquiries. However, is it not
rather sxtrecrdinery, for an agensy not suffering s menpower shortage,
to begin an August 25 1970, letter with the statement that it is in
Fsaponse to seven letters, the first four uritten five wmonths sarliep
in Mareh, one In April, ons in May, and the most recent a month and

& half old?» a

It does, of sourse, require a slight smount of time %o read a letter,

. But doea 1t not. Saks »-80 write & letter than to resd it?

Therefore, it is meet to sddress why I have to writa sush long letters.
The firat thing in your letter provides a sonvenisnt and appropriste
case in point., In passing, I note the falsehood inheprent in it, whioch
is one of the additicnal reasons I have had to write so often and st
suehk length, and the known and total departure from the law snd the
08t pertinent, establlished preeedent (Awerican Mail Lins, Ltd. v,
Oulick, 411 Ped. 696 (1969)). It has bscoms nedessary to resssrch

the law to resesrch your Precicus archive on the sssassination of a =
president sand the officisl investigation of 1it, such is the tender
fasling with which the purity of the archive is preserved, the dedi-
cation with whieh you sdhere to the sxeoutive order finding that the
"nationsl interesat requires that everything be in your custody and
avallable. Here iz s true Teflestion of an official policy that noth-
ing be suppressed. But to the point that is most relevent, the nesed
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for writing letters: It required about s hundred days for Jou to
"answer" my first request for this "memorendum of transfer", Surely,
it d14 not take s0 long a time for the lawyers to read snd resssroh
the lsw, 1f that is whet tho; did prior to your respomse. Could it
have taken them 100 days -to "lesrn” that this is 2 "private peper",
whioh it is not?

Noed I tell you how long thereafter it required for you te *’anau.n“.‘f
wy request for the federsl sopy of this seme paper?

¥ho, then, 1is .rosponsihle for thes extent of this corroapondonéa, and
who causes waste of time, for whom? ‘ :

You resturn to this at ths top of pege 2 snd below the middle of pegs
3. There you repsat the falaehood about "private" pepsrs, for the
foedersl scopy csnnot, by even so flexible an imsgination es you are,
on sccasion, abls to draw upon, be 80 described. (Mey I ask e descrip~
tion and identification of the two other papers?) whers you refer to
my baving "ecopies of all the covering lettersY, {f this is the casse,
soms of the papers would sppeer to have besn sent you sithout any.
But whet is of greater interest, would you please, since your letter
seeus to be designed for the wmking of the kind of record you or your
lawyers desire, tell me when you informed me that the Secret Service
sent you a copy of this memorandum in February for you to provide me
with a copy thareof? That wes in Peb. and your letter is dsted
August 19, more than & half-year later. )

I ceuse your steff to uﬁ:se! time in letter-writing? With this record?
- a _
It is & year and & half since you informed me, face-to-face, that you

““had ordered a study mede (unsolicitedly) to see if ell my inguiries

had been responded to. Then and there€fter, I informed you they had
not besn.  With the chsracter of the material of interest snd the
questlion bsing one of suppression (the pseudc-scholarly "withhald"

~that you prefer is not sppropriate), lat me reming you of ons, in-

volving 2 violetion of your own regulations, an explanation of how
you "leaked" a copy of the G3A-family contrsct sxclusive to one

- whose ignorance of ths meterisl you could depsend upon and whoss ayco-

phantic predisposition was a safs sssumption, sfter telling me it wes
impossible for this contract to be used in other than & "sensstionel
or undignified menner”, and then delayed sending me a copy uatil after

‘his story, so congenial to official desires, appeared in print. I=

1t that you cennot explain this transperént propegsnda activity - and
not the only one, at that? ,

How many lstters did I write in the futility of seeking an explans-
tion? I can understand that you may find such letters uncongenisl,
but I asked neither you nor those who preceded you to take ths re-
sponsibilities you hold or to viclate the regulstions under which you
are supposed to discharge them. It should be obvious, even to you,
that the abuse here, and real weste of time, is by Fou and of wms,.

Your next psragraph is in answer to sn inquiry by me to put me in a
sition, as Congress intended and ordered, to use the “"PFreedom of
orsasion Act” (how appropriste that you, too, use quotes!). The
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slear purpcse of this law and its language requires reasonable spesd
in response. Did you comply with thiet Yet if I depart from the
regulations, would you not ask a sourt to throw out my sult? Hefe
again, who is responsible for the waste of whoss time? And ths de-
nilal of whose rights under the law?

Noxt you come to David Ferrie and slthough, to your knowledge, 1
have seught every paper availadle on Ferrie for almost four 3
you hers repor existence of some for ths first time. Ror, as
you ssy slsewhsre, wes it possible for me to have learned of them by
u¢ing your assarch room, for this knowledge comes from matarisls you
have a dy refused to lst mw exsmine, I asked ysars ago. DBelow
the nidd of psge 3, you return to this to repesat & falsehood this
correspondence long ago established as e/falsehood. Your frivolity
of suggesting I search the files in person i{s egsin limned. "Nothing
was removed from the name file for Ferrie sxcapt the pages of the

- file that are withheld under the guidelines ..." Rubbiash} I went
and saw, s you asked, and I reportzd to you that the file wes gutted.

For even those pages allegedly withheld under the guldelines, there
was not ons of your customary green slips recording and sxplsining
the removal. There were, &s I then, immediataly, Told you, sither

or two items only, and a separete folder, identifled ss of file

one
75, as I now recall, was sither -ewpty or closs to it. My letter wmakes

ell of this clear. You did not refute it or invite me Baok in %o ssee

& reconstituted file. Whereas your first page rettles off a long list

of Seoret Service documents, the files I saw did not contsin them. I

believe this 1s not becsuse the 3e¢oret Service did not supply them nor

becsuse it refused to replace them, for ths Seorest Service 1s the one
- agenoy that seems disposed o halp you have what you do not uwant to
have, a ocomplete arahive. : v

I am not responding pearsgraph by parsgraph for, in just shout every
csse, there oxists an sdequete record snd reading my latters is, of
course, so uncomfortable for you, s=c time-consuming.

However, the sesond parsgraph on page 2 opens with a fine sample of
federsl semantiocs, elevated to & new high state by the Presidential
aassssination end federal writing {(not restricted to lestters) on it.
I note tha intrusion of an unreality, ths word "numerical". We will
face that in due time and proper placs. Ths reat of it hes bsen re-
"sponded to. Having appealed through your so-cslled chennels of ap-
peals, complatsely without response, I haves no need to duplisats. the
experience.

The Perrie cese slready cited is enough to respond to your third para-~

graph on pago 2. PFirst you gut the files (and, although I shall not

now go into it, deliderately misfile}; you hold me respensible for not
giving you information you make it iazpossible for me to have; and then,

when I ask, you tell me what iz not so, that the documents sre avail-
able. Making & gutted file availabls toc me is o give ms nothing but
ths need to writs you further. :
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The last psragraph also offers me nothing. But, since you seom intsat
upon making a record, it would have been nice if you had set forth
your photographer "thinks that 8x10 prints would not be satisfaotory’.
Can it be because these are not photographic negatives, that you de
not have 2 normel photograph in the entirs flle and om the sniire sub-
jact that i¢ & normsl photograph and is susceptible of ordinary en-
largsment, save for thoss this eondition forssd you to meke, the sems
ones you refuse, in depsrture from your own prastice and the law, to
copy fopr me? T S

Page 3 begins with a fins representation of the condition of an ar-
chive to an assesasinsted president and an exsellsnt reflection of the
official attitude towsrd that orime and the archive. You de not hsve
sertain files. You know how to resplace m. You simply refuse to
do this. How great a “task" is this? Does it require mors thsn ths
~1ifting of a telephons? 1Is it, indeed, the "task” thst you shun? 1Is
it that laboriocus? And is this your own characterizetion of your own
- and official concern for this archive, on this subjeoct? If you are
not to do this, who is? 1If not to you, to whom, thsn, does the execu-
tive order relate? As I have earlier asked, if this 1s not done, is
this sxecutive order any better than the most unseemly propaganda?

Do you here treat it as anything other than propagenda?

The regret™ you allege feeling over the "error” by which you so long
withheld from me the picture you took for Dr. John Nichols ia dupli-
cation of that you earlier took for me explains nothing, even if it
is "regret” you feel and "error" that this was. So that we csn have
8 complets record where you seem to be intent upon making one to which
you might latser refer in s menner that you mey find suitable for spe-
slal purposes, why do you not record when thiz "error" was disoovered
and how long it toock for you to inform me of it and provide ths pilo-
"~ turs as 1t just a few days ago, as the misinformed reader of your

letter might assume or, what is more in point, might by it be mislad
into sssuming? ,

This instance also relstss to who is abusing whom, who s responsible
for the time consumed 1n reading - and writing - letters. For how
long 4id you deny you had taken any such piotures for me, seversl .
members of your staff knowing bstter? Por jow long did you deny I
had sent you an electrostatic sopy when you requested that? For how
long d1d you just refuse to duplicate the picturs for me? And how
aptly this addresses a asparate matter, how well you tend your respon-
sibilities, bow carefully you do that with which a child could be en-
trusted.  You invoke the need for preserving these materials as a
disguise for suppressing them, yet you cannot do so simple a &hlng as
keeping them £iled? 1Ia this how you "preservs” your archive? You
here scknowledge that, in Desember 1969, you did have this really un-
Degessary electrostatic copy of the plsture you took for me )Jthe nega-
tive was clesrly marked as baving been mede for me, whsther or not you
haé a print in the file), How 214 it come to tnka‘iggt months to
correct this "regretted”, as you descoribe it, "error”

And what kind of research do you make possible with this kind of files-
keeping? What good does it do s careful ressarcher to use your search
room when you provide him with fncompljete snd uisrepressnted filea?
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You say that "ths memorandum of Januery 15, 1964, had been rewoved
from the file of memoranda concurninﬁ stafl meetings and conferences
bsfore your examination of the file." I note there was no rseord of
this in the file, when your practice is to insert a slip-sheet, end

I ocould not have been auwere of the existence of more such documents
without having seen them. This would not be the first cass where
somathing was denied me efter I saw 1t, sither. I ssk you now if,

to the knowledge ol your staff, this is a complete fils, if 211 such
records are now in it or accounted for in it. And I also ask you what
you do) not say, why 1t wes removed. Ths subject 1s one on which thare
is fsdersl sensitivity, Oswald's federsl connestions. This is not

aub jact to wilthholding under existing regulations. Wwhy, I repeat,
wes it removed? And if ths file is not now complete, why ia it moé
now complete? Here I also nots that your/agency provided this house=-
keesping service to the Commission, so you should have all the reogqui-
site knowledge. o - ‘

I have earlier alluded tc your grest desire for "fairness to other
~ researchars”, the compsssionate concern so nobly expressed on page k.
As I have reported your expression of this lofty sentiment in giving
non-researchers, exclusively, whet you have denled me, I also use -

&8 appropriasts point record the considerabls troubls toc which
you go to call to the attention of my competlitors what my work slons
hes produced. If thia 1s not olsar te you, psrsomally, without fur-
ther explanation, there are thoses in your agency who cen explslin it
to you., There 13 alsc the prospect that, in time, 1t mey beocome
olsar to you bY other means,

Hed you discharged, or sven intended to discharge, ths oblligstions
cu voluntarily sssumed in accepting your high office, nsithsr ths
stter of August 19 nor this response would have been required.

Where that letter is not false, it is deceptive. Where it does not

openly misrepreasnt, 1t is sarefully ssloulated to accomplish thie

purpozs, And 1%t is contrived to impose upon others who might ab
some tims read it. Would it be wrong to anticipate that you might

regard a federal Judge ss ons such psraon? : v

So that you wmay ba in ths same posltion as I am to evaluate the
federal word ss I must, I encourags you to examins my correspondence
uith ths Department of Jusilce relating to what was withheld from me
concerning James Earl Ray. A portion of ths sarlier part oaly ia
attached $o Civil Aetion No. 718-70, in Federsl District Court in
Washington. In that case, you will also find a summary Jjudzmmbé en-
terad a week sago. I1f you reed ths entire file of this correspondsence,
you will find that thsre is no single truthful latter addressed to

me -~ not & single ons - aside from ths quite proper inquirles that
were ignored. The existensce of thae fils thet ths Justice Department
originatad was denied., Possession of the sopy it had confiscated

was denied. I was also sssured this flls was rsquired to be denied
me undsr the provisions of 5 U,3.C. 552, snothar deliberate falsehood.
And once I filed suls, there was no singles one of the papers the De-
partment filed in oourt that wes not false and known to be false, the
last one of which I have a copy being, in addition, perjurious.
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This is not the only csse of fadersl perjury on this subject.

Ner is the record of the correspondence you have sddressed to wme
inoconsistent with this olted record. I can only hops that, at soms
point, 1ts character will change.

Bincarely,

/ Harold Weisberg



