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April 23, 1968

., James 3. Naseds
Asting dvists of the United StatSes
Waakington, 8.

Dear Br. Fhouldes | _
% wish I eouwld regard your letter of April 17 sa respensive.

@ the simpless Basis, "Copies of resords {::'h‘ln requestasd have been
miled te you,” it is wntvwe. Whem I can the added Sime, I will
go ever mmnnmtu-utm-m. The Jaek Rudy ad-
dress comes to mind fLwmediately. It has been quite some time simse
I requested thia, spesifying which versiea, Bxhibis S20L4.

As so ofSen happens, here umwmgmmwuotm
investigation of how Shat $ eame inks pover
jospardised, and here 1s a case where wha 1 re

. Yorom the $ime I first met yeu, I have not, watil resemtly, feld
that I had $So chesk elese um-m. T bate %o feel mow Vha$
this is nesesssry. But sert of , in varieus forms, has been
s feagilar securrence. :
Sen !:: seriowsly suggest that when the exesutive sessiems of the few-
miagion were Yop seored I Mot oy n wers deslassifying? r

) Pey och, any, you were @e0.iass arrenge-
ment of sesret files is known to tL government, not te researchers.
% is mot am explanation to say that you distinguish between secred
files on the same subject, files of whieh I have no knowlsdge, when yeu
have an snsirely arbitrary breskdown of those files. This should be
slear in the sentense you quete from my letter of almoat & Year age,
whieh I here euphasize:

I weuld slsc like some assurance that, with the sddision ef these
twe documents totaling four pages, I now bave % satire autopsy,
shatever it was originally des sed by the oh.
Preais besause you have kept all these things seeret there is and
was Do other way for me to request 100 percent of everything relating

%o the autopay.

Your files sontain a number of records of my requests for everything
et the autopay and what relates te it. I am, for example, after Swa

s still wals for the or notes of the aulepsy, re
cl:n your possession a8 part of 6D 371 and as part of Exhibit 397.
fhey may not be in your possession in any of the replicated rthai put
shey mos$ assuredly are %o be and they are, I sell you with
no {on sertainty, in the possession of the govermmsut.
Yeur files also eonsain the written assurense that uhen I nqu:l; -

£ the lists
serial that 1s tomporarily restristed, :.“u.:t‘or neyifieat that

sain I will sutomstisally recseive what
is :u bpesome available. I have grusted this assuranss and have ne%
nagged yeu and your staff.
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Yot I now find, snd not for the [first time, that you heve violated

sssurance snd your own proesdures. In this case, you have denled
- and I resmphasize, not for the first time - cne who 2ss, by any
standards, engaged in long-standing and thorough scholarship what he
wes entitled to and given them to & writsr of recent and unscholarly
interest what bhes then used as propegands, sa apology for the govern-~
mant and its suppreasions.

Obviocusly, I heve ne way of knowing the naturs and extent of the in-
terast of others, but I seriously doubt if anyome else hasz expressed
to you anghing 1like the intereat in this that I have or has ordered
every single sorap of peper on the subjest, inecluding countless copiles
o{‘m same thing from esch of the duplicating files in whish each was
placed.

In this sonnection, there can be ne such representatlon about your
denisl of my prior rightes with regerd to ths sgroemeat betwsen the
General Services Adminidtration, of which you srs part, and the Ken-
nedy family. My last letter on this is entirely unsnswerecd.

In this cese, my long- sanding requeost was specific and rejsctad.
With no sonditions shanging, jou thereupon arbitrerily mede it avail-
sbls to & newspeper writer the government knows 1s an apologist for
it sand, predictebly, he ussd 1t in sxectly this way.

There is more relating to the auteopay file thet I do not burden you
with ot this peint, but there i3 a prime fasle cass of someons alss -
still egsin, a goverament apologist - being given what I was danled,
snd in advance of relesse.

In {ou- next paragraph, the key words are thesse: “owr staff is too
small®, How much smallar can your assigned ataff be and still be any
kind of # staff at all? PFirst the govemnment arranges an orgsnlzed
chacs of slmost insenceivable sxtent, then 1t assigns and sontinues

te asaign en entirely inedequate staff, and thenm 1t insista thet those
seoking toc maks proper use of the files have kaowledge of bobth govera-
ment secrets and 1ts strangs methods of filing and organizing. <uite
chviously, thiz impozes impossible conditions on those seeking to bave
ascess to what they ars properly entitled %o access. In aany eveat,
you oan herdly hold me responsible for sither tha chacs or Hudget,
whioh you, Yyourselfl, have rupouihmt{ for. If your ataff is Seo
small, as it is, that is your responaibility and doing, not wmine.

This adds up to a very unpleasant thing: supprsssion. Without doubdt,
you can find a less disagreseble word, dut I doudt a more appropriste
one.

The rest of your letter is adout an inexcusable anarchy for whish
your sgency must assume some degree of responsalbility. By speeific
order of the Attorney General, but, I belisve, nct for r.hL reason
alone, everything considered by the Commission is required to be in
your sustody and availsble under the ususl conditicns. It can prop-
erly be said that you may heve no way of knowing what is required to
be in gour sustody and is not. I% cannot properly bs claimed that
once you know of this you have no responsibilifies. In each and every
case where I have requested of you what you say you do not have, I
have specific knowledge of its exiatence, in every csse I&n nou re-
call, first-hand knowledge.

If the order of the Attorney Genersl is to bs snythiag dut the cheapest
kind of publicity stunt and nothing else, there must be some means af
gotting into your custody what is so clesrly required to de there. It
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certalnly ias not the obligation of anyone eutside of government to
scoomplish this, It seems to me to be your obligation at lsast to
attempt te effect this. Is there anyone else with this responsibility?

I repeat, it is not the responsibility of the researcher, whe, in any
evant, is entirely powerleas. As I heve already informed your sgency,
letters to the originating agenciess sre without scknowledgment.

Let me be specific and cits your letier.

The Hismi pelice did supply the 3scret Service with a tape rescrding
and a trensoRipt of a threat to kill the President, meds Hovember 9,
1563. The umrren Repors s that the Seeret Service made ¢ study of
ita Ilies of threats - for the period up to and imeluding November 3,
1963 - and for the "entire" (whet 2 device!) Dallas-Fort Weorth srea
(a2 though airplencs were not yet invented). It must be alesr to you
that I did not organize the governmert's files, and thet I do not
have access to what 1 secret. If this is not insluded where the
file chert indicetes 1t must be, where am I %o tell you to lock or

to look myselr?

Mr. Davis perscnally told me he hed been intsrviewed by the FBI and
that e Lad signed 2 statement for the FPBI, Thus, I have spscifis
knowledge. If you do not heve this file, you are requirsd to. I
think you could ssk the PBI for it. Re ¢ 1t is the Departzent
of Justice that issued the crder requiring that everything be in your
mt—o‘, 8

Mr. Dpylo and the men who wes wih him sre my sources on that motion
picturs.

Mr. Dean 12 my sourcs on FBI laterrogaticns of him skout Loran Hall.
The interviewing agent was named, in two cases, Rapp or Repp.

With regurd %o the spesctrographiec analysis, I have made repsated re-
quasts for this. It wss considered by the Commission, the testimony
showas 1% was to be preserved a2 part of tha file, in its originsl
form, and in my gzum the FBI wmisinformed your staff sbout shis in
ssrly November 1966. This does not mean ths insdequate paraphresing
you refer to. It aeans the originel analysis, whish is clsarly cove
sréed Ly the testimony I bawe previcusly clted 8o your steff and prede-
cessor. Only by the raw sasrcise of power can this be denied me. I
have ssited the goverrment for it for two years. My requsat to Mr.
Hoover, like my cther letters te him, has besn unanswered. However,
it is and not Mr. Hoover whe heads the Netional Archives. Prop-
erly, belisve, I address you.

Again, I knew without queation that Dsyshn Caliztas (also known as
Dicne Turasr), Pnﬂ!.y Gersed III sand Raul Havas, also known as
hmus‘(;gm-uiuu » Ware interviewed. I know where, whsn and
whom,. interviews are required to be in your ocustody snd avail.
sble to me except undsr certain stipulated conditions, none of whieh
properly apply this case. One - bui not the only - intarrogation
is reported in Sxhibit 3119.

This raises an sdditional point I have discussed with ¥r. Johnson.

He tells me that there are nc wemoranda by ths Commission lsuyer who
alsc interviewsd these people, one of whom bBecams s witness, and thet
there are no {iles of the pre-interviews or projected questions by
the staff lawyers.
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1 do mot doubt Mr. Johnson's word, but I most assuredly do doubt tha
the Commission could function in Shis manner. Yitnesses were inter-
ﬂnnd)rmtnmﬂ:ﬂhmmtutmtm. The

The lawger in thls csse was Mp, Wesley J. Lisbaler, who undoubtedly
dsposed more witnesses then suy ether. PFarticularly because of the
extent of his work is it entirely inconceivadls thet he operated
without sny nctes or memoranda. Yet thess, I aa told, are 100 peresnt

non-gxis t.

Frow my own experience, I know government practice. The needs of the
Comulssion and its counsel are quite odvious, and these required notes
snd wemorenda. In the case of one lawyer, irlen Specter, end the
celebritiss whose testimony he tcok, the prepared lists of questions
do exist. 1In the case of two of the sutopsy surgecns, his memorendum
of interview exista. In most other ceses, notes of sowe kind at one
time had to have existed. If they do mot today, they have been de-
stroyed, removed or suppreased.

When the investigaticn was of She murdsr of a President and of Low the
uv-n’:g-uu government ceme iato powsr, notiaing ceuld be more inap-
propriate.

I accept with apprecistéen {:u offer of ths typesoript of the testi-
mony of Muilip Gerac! III, 25 pages. I would e2lse sppreciate
that of Vance Blalock, which {s relased.

If my account is getting low, please Bojify me a0 I can keep a auf-
flslent sum on deposit.

It 1s because from our weeting in early 1966 I s0 elearly recall your
eacellent sxposition of the cencepts of scholarshlp and of ths rights
of reacarchers and of your responsibilities that I write you so sandidly.

xrmmammxmmmwm.mmm.
If the ¢ J.w.mtm i: io any wey deficient, plsase lot me
koow whst addit nowledge or proof you reguire.

1 oo My, I S e pes srentes 1o 1w mesuing slee
n our . ses on nt s n
those of cne:zr‘s wife. Even more is this ths case becsuses this ar-
chive 1s required to contain the official svidense on how the govera-
ment sdministering it ceme into dominion.

Espec becauss I have alleged the involvement of the sxecutive
agsncisa the t tregedy do I think you beer a spscial responzi.
bility to me. l’mdwuﬁt I s=m properly entitled to havs,
there will always remsin the inference that it is bBeocsuse of bow I have
uritten or, worse, thet it is in itself additiomal confirmstion of what
I have writton. PFor gownmsnt So retaliate ageinst & writer or ve-
ssercher is unperdonsble. For it $o deny him whet he seeks that is
inccnsistent with whét the goveranment 2lleges is sulpsble, walesas there
i:‘::gceinc applicable law or regulation. In this case, no such things
o .



in slosing, please permit me the observation that whet you ssy has the
effest of denying those Americens living in, say, Hawail or Alasks zo-
gass So the files on the murder of their President. 1 asincerely hops
this is not the intent of the govermment. If it is eostly and burden-

seme for me %0 go to your offlces and seek what I properly dessribe to
ya:; how much more ilmpossibdle is 1t for thosze 1living at more distant
pointa?

Sinserely,

Harold Weisderg
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