AERRERS,

. August 26, 1970

Dr. James B, Rhoada

Archiviat of the United Statas
Hational Archives and Rscords Sapviss
Washington, D. C. ZOLOS

Dear Dr. Rhoadss

The picsturs of the bese of OF 399, Saken for Dr., Joha Hichols ia
duplication of the one you hed esrlier Saken for ms, hes arrived, .

‘with & rathor sxtenaive acoumulation of sresses, wriankles, orimps
- and minor punches, the more readily sccomplished by omitting a _

bgcking and not sealing ths envelope. It is one of the mors origl-
nal, if petty, ventings of spleen, Portunately, the nagative secms :
undamaged a0 I can, if mecessary, have » batter print mede loecslly =
should I require it, thus relieving the enorwous burdsu the ordinsry -

' houseXeeping chorss of tending an srchive to an ssesssineted presi-

dent imposas upon your overtaxed and apperently understaffsd ageney,
es Dp. Angel's lstter of August 19 mskes so appersat. :

Wers 1t not that I heve for so long hed your perscnal sssursnce that
thers was and i{a no msnpowsr shorisage, I would start 2 campaign to

ses that Congress esnd She Bureau of the Budget $reet you detter. OF
sourse, your sssurances sre not entirely consisztent with the tims re-
quired for simple responsss o normel inquivies, However, is 1t not

rather extraordinary, for an agency not suffering s manpowsr shortage,

to begin an gggu_tlla:m, letter v the statement thet i% iz in
response to seven latters, the first four writtem five mfhn Fr%r.
in » one in 4pril, one in May, and the most recent & an

e half ¢ld? : _ ] &

I3 does, of sourse, requirs 2 slight smwount of time to read & lotter.
But does i% not take muel longsr to write & letter thaz to resd i1%? :
Therefore, 1% iz meet to address why I have to write such long letters.
Ths first thing in your lettar provides a convealent end appropriste
szse in point. In passing, I nots the falsshood inherent in i%, whieh
is one of the additicnal resscas I have had to write se eften and at
such length, and the known end total deperture from the law and She
mo3t partinent, estadlished precedent (American Meil Line, L%d. v.
Gulick, L1l Ped. 696 (1969))., It has bocome necesssry o research

the law to researek your praecicus archivs on the sssassination of »
president snd the official investigstion of 1%, such is the tender
feeling with which the purity of the archive 1s preserved, the cedi-
eation with whish you sdhere to the executive order finding thet the
"national inSerest” requires that everything be in your custedy snd
avallsble. Hare is a true reflsstion of an offiscisl poliey thet noth-
ing be suppressed. But to ths point that is most relsavant, the need
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for writing lettera: It roquired about & hundred dsys for  Jou to
"ansner” my first rsquest for this."memorandum of trsasfer”, Surely,
i% €13 not teke so long a tims for the lawyers to read snd rassesrobh
the lsw, if that is whad mx dté pricr teo your response. Could i.t
bave taken tham 100 days to "learn” that this is a "private paper”,
whioh 1t is not?

Heesd I tell you how long thereafter it required for you to "mur"
my request for the federsl sopy of this same paper? i

iho, then, is responsible for the extent of this correspendsnce, snd
who csuses waste of time, for llhnll?

Tou return to this st the top of page 2 snd Delow the middle of page

3. There you repsat the falsshood sbout "priwvate” pepers, for ths
foderal copy cenuos, by even so flexiblo en imagination as you are,

on ecozezion, ables to draw upon, be o described, (May I ssk & desorip-
sicn and idenSificatlen of the two other papers?) Where you refar to

ny heving "coples of sll the suvering letters?, if this la the sase,
some of the papers would sppesr to have been sent you without sny.

But whet 1s of greater interest, would you please, sinmce your lstter g
gaems t0 be designed for the meking of the kind of recerd you or your
lawyers desirs, tall me when you informed me that the Secret Service
sent you & sopy of this memorsndum in Fehmu for you %o provide me
with a copy thereof? That wes in February, and your letter 1s dated
August 19, more than e half-yser latar.

X ssuse your steff to wasts time in lettar-ﬂritina! With this record? .

It 1s a year and 2 half since you inforwed me, faeu-tonrnt, that m
had ordered s atudy made (unsolicitedly) to see if all my ingquiries
bad been responded %o, Then and thereffter, I informed you they had
not besn, With ths chsracter ¢f ths material of interest snd ths
gquesticn bdeing one of suppresaion (the paeudo-soholarly "withheld™
that you prefar is not sppropriste), lst ws remind you of cone, in-
volving a viclation of your ouwun regulstions, an explenstion of how
you “leaked”™ a copy of ths G3A-family contrast sxslusively te cme
whose igncrance eof ths waterisl you could depsand upon and whose s3yco=
phantis prodisposition uss a2 safe sssumption, alfter tolling me it was
imposzible for this contract to be used in other then a “"ssussationzl
or undignified menner”, and then delayed ssnding ms & sopy uatil sfster
his story, so congenisl to offlcisl desires, appesred in print. 1Is
it that you cannot axplaim this mmpnmt propegands sctivity - and
not the only one, at that?

How many leiters 41d I write $a ths futility of nukins &n explana-
tion? I ean underatand that you mey find such lettsrs unsongenial,
but I asked neither you nor those wio preceded you to taks the ve-
sponsibilities you hold or to viclate the regulations under whish you
are supposad toc discharge them. It should de obvious, even to you,
that the sbuse here, sncd resl wazte of tims, is by gou #nd of me.

Your nsxt persgraph is in snswsr %o an inguiry by me t¢ put ms ina
positicn, as Congrass intanded and ordered, to use the "Fresdom of
Informadion Act” (how appropriaste tha$ you, too, use guotesl). The
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slsar purpcose of this law and i%s lsngusge regquires reasonable speed
{a response, Did you somply with this? Yet if I depart from the
vogulztions, would you not ask a sourt to throw ocut my sult? Hefe
again, who is responsidles for the waste of whose tims? And ths de-

nilal of whoze rights under the lawi = war : ' '

Naxt you some %o David Perris snd slthough, to you' knowledge, I

have sought ev paper svailsble on Farrie for almoat four years Ry
you hare repor existence of soms for . or, as
you sy slsewhers, wes 1% Possible for me to have lsamed of them by

using your ssarch rocm, for this knowledge comos from maSorisls you
have a dy refused S0 let me examine, I asked ysers age. Below
the midd of psge 3, you return to this to repeat a felashood thia
correspondsence long agc esteblished s» » falasshood. Your frivolity
of suggzesting I search ths files in persom is sgsin limned, "Nothing

. was pemoved from the neme file for Ferrie exesept the pages of thas
" £1ls thal sre witbhsld under ths guidelines ..." Rubbishl I weat
‘and ®e¥, @8 you asked, and I reportsd to you that the file was guited, -

Por even thoze psges allegedly withheld under the guldelines, thers
wes not one of your customary green slips recording and explaining

. the pemcval, There were, sz I then, immediataly, %old you, sither

one or two items only, and a separate folder, Ldemtifiad as of file -

75, as I now resall, wes sither empty or cleoss to 1t. My letier nakes
gll of this elear. You éid nod vrefute it or invite ms back in te see
s reconstitutad fils. Whereas your first page rattles off a long liat
of Sscret Servise documents, the files I saw dld not contain them. I
believe this 1s not because the Seorst Service d1é mot supply them nor

. beeauss it refused to replase thew, for ths Secret lsrvice iz the ons -

sgency that seems disposed to help you have what you de net went %o

- have, s complete arshive. _

T am not vesponding persgreph by psragraph for, ia Jjuss edout avery.

' gsse, there exists an sdequads regcord snd reading my letiers 1s, of -

sourse, so uncomfortable for you, so time-consuming.

- Howaver, the sesond pand;nph on page 2 opsns with a fine sample of

federal semsntiocs, slevated tc a new high state by the Presidentisl
sssessination and federal writing (not restristasd e lstters) em it.
I note the intruslon of an unreslity, the word “"mumerical”. Ve will
fooe that in due time sand proper place. The rest of it has been re-
sponded %to. Having appesled through your so-cselled chsansle of ap-

puhi somplately without response, I have no need to duplicate the
experienss. ; oo R g

The Ferriec case alresdy cited is encuzh to respond to your third para-
graph on page 2. First you gut the files (and, although I shall mot
now go into 1%, deliberately misfila); you hold ws responsible for mot
giviag you informstion you make 1t lmpo2sible for me to Dave; anl then, -
when I ask, you tell me what is not so, that the documenss are avail-
abls. Meking & gutted file available to me is %o give us nothing but

the need So writs you further,
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The lest peragraph alse offers me nothing, But, since you ssem inSsat
upon meking & record, it would havs Deen nice if you had set forth
your photographer "thinks that 8210 priants would not de satisfactory’.
Cen 1% be because thess srs nod photographic negatives, that you do
Bot have & normal photograph in the sntire file smd on the sntire aub-
Ject that is a normal photogreph and 1s suacepiible of eordinary on-
largemensy, save for those thiz eondition forced you %o meks, the sams
onss. you refuss, in departure from your own practice and the law, to
sopy for ma? T 7

Pege 3 begins with & fins representation of the sondition of 21 ar-
chive t© an assessinsted president snd sn excellant raflastion of the
official attitude touard that orime and the archive. You de not Dave
ssrtain files. You know how to replesce them. You simply rofusze to

do this. How great & "task" is this? Doss it require more thean ths
1ifting of a telephone? Is 1%, indesed, the "task™ that you shun? Is
it that lsborious? 4And is this your own charseterizetion of your own

~and offlcial soncern for thiz archive, on this subject? If you are

ot So do this, who 187 If not %o you, to whom, then, does the exeou=
tive order relate? As I heve sarlier asked, if this is not dons, iz

- this exscutive order» sny detter than the most unsecaly propaganda?

Do you here treet it as anything other than propagsnda?

The ‘regret” you sllege feeling over the “eprer” by which you se long
withheld from ms the picture you took for Dr. John Nichols ia dupli-
eation of that you sarlier took for me explains nothing, even if 1%
1z "regrot” you feel and "error" that this was., S0 that we can have
8 complets record uhers you sesem to bs intent upon making ons to whish
you might later refer in a manner that you msy find suitsble for apa-
cial purposes, why do you not record shen this "error" was discovered
end how }_o% 1%t took for you to inform ms of it and provide the pie-
ture a8 1t just a fow daye age, ss the misinformed readsr ef your
letter might essume or, what is more in point, aight by 1t be mislsd
into sssuming? _

This instance slso relates %o who iz sbusing whom, whe is responsible
for the time consumed in reading - and writing - letters. For how
long did you deny you had taken any sush picturss for me, several _
members of your staff kncwiag better: For jow long did you deay I -
bad zent you an slsctrostatic copy when you requested that? For how
long did you just refuse to duplicate the pleture for me? And how
aptly thiz addiressss s separate mattsr, how well you tend your respon~
sibilitiss, how esrefully you do that with which s child sould de sn-
trusted. You invoke the need for preserving thess metorisls es e
disguise for suppressing them, yet you camnot do se sinple & $hling az
keeping them filed? Is this how you "pressrve’ your archive? You
hers acknowledge that, in December 1969, you did have this reslly un-
nesesssry slectrostatisc copy of thes piscture you took for me )the negs-
tive was clsarly marked as having been made for me, whether or not you
had e priat in the file). How did 1% come $o take cigﬁ months to
sorrect thia "regretted”, ams you deseribe 18, "error

And what kind of resesrsh do you mske possidls with this kind ef files-
keeping? What good does it do a sareful resssrcher %o use your sssreh

. Moom uhen you provids him with incompliets snd nisrepresented files?
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You say that "the memorandum of Janusry 15, 1964, hed been rsmoved
from the file of memorsnds conserning staff moetings and conferences

-‘pefors your sxaminstion of the fila. I note there wes no rscord of

this in the file, when your prectice iz to insert a slip-sheet, and

I could not have been sawars of the existense of more sush documents
without having sesen them. This would not be the Pfirst sase where
somdthing wes denisd me after I saw 1%, sither. I ask you now if,

to tds kaowledge of your staff, this is & somplete fila, if 21l such
records ars now in 1t or sccounted for in 1%. And I also ask you what
Jou do not say, why 1t was removed. Tho subject is one on which there
is federsl sensitivity, Oswsld's federsl connsctions, This is not
subjoot to withholding under existing regulatioms. Why, I repest,
was 18 removed? And If ths file is not now complets, why iz 1t aod-
now somplste? Hers I also mote that your ageney provided this houss=
keeping service to ths Commission, o you should have 31l the rogqul-
sits kaouledgs. e _

I have sarlier slluded o your greet desirs fop "falrness t& other

ressarchars”, the gcompasslonate sonssrn so nobly expressed on page 4. :
As I bave reported your sxpression of this lofty sentimsnt in giving
non-rogsssrohers, exclusive what you have denled me, I also use -
this sppropriste po record the soasidersble troubls o whish -
you go to call to the atbtention of my competitors what my work aleons
hes prodused. If this 1s not slsar to you, personslly, without fur-

ther saplenstion, there are those in your sgeoncy who ean sxplain it

tc you. Thars is alsc ths prospect that, in time, 1t may dogome

clsar te you by other mesns,

Had you discharged, or even intended to dlscherge, the obligstions
ou voluntarily ssaumed in accepting your high offise, neithsr Shs
{ltm of August 19 nor this responss would have besn reguired. '
#hers that letter l= not falss, 1% is deceptivs. Whers it does not
openly misrepresent, 1t is sarsfully caloulsted %o accomplish this

purpose. And it is sontrived to impese upon others who night st
soms time read it. Would 1% be wrong to antisipets that you might
regard s federal judgs as ens sush person? . - .

So that you msy be In the same positicn 2s I am to svaluase She
federal word zs I must, I encoursge you %o sxamins Wy correspendencs
with the Department of Juatics relsting to what was withheld from me
sonseralag James Zarl Ray. A portion of the sarlier part oaly is
aStached to Clvil Action Ho. 718-70, is Pedersl District Court in
Washington. In that esse, you will slse find a summary judgemibt en~
Sorsd & week sgo. If you read the entire file of this correspondenses,
you will find thet thare is no single truthful letter addrsssed to

ms - Dot & single ons - aside from ths quite proper inguiries that
sers ignored. The existence of the flle thet the Justics Department
originated was denied. Possession of the copy it had conflscated

was denled. I was alac assured this file was required tc be denied
ms undsr She provisions of 5 U.3.0. 552, snother deliderete falashood.
And onse I filad suit, thers was ne single ons of the papers the Dee
pertment filed in court thet was not fslze and known to be false, ths
lazt ons of whloh I havs & copy being, in addisien, perjurious.
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This is not the only sass of federsl parjury on this subjsct,

Nor iz the rscord of the sorrespondencs you have addressad to ms
inconsistent with this cited record. I can only hope that, &t soms
point, its chsrascter will changs,

 Bincarely,

Herold Welsberg




