
August 26, 1970 

Jr. James S. Rhoads 
Arehivist of the United totes 
National Archives end Reeords Service 
asabington, D. C. 20408 

Dear Dr. Rboade: 

The picture of the bee. of Cr 399, taken for Dr. JiRhri Nicbols in 
duplioatien of the one you had earlier taken for me, has arrived, 
with a rather extensive aocumulation of ereases, wrinkles, crimps 
and minor punabes, the more readily a000mplisbed by omitting all 
bgeking and not seeling tha envelope. It is one of the more origi-
nal, if petty, ventings of spleen. Fortunately, the negative seems 
undamaged so I oars, if nooessary, have a better print made locally 
should I require it, thus relieving the enormous burden the ordinery 
housekeeping snores of tending an archive to an assassinates presi-
dent imposes upon your overtaxed OM4 apparently understaffed agony, 
as Dr. Angel's letter of August 19 makes so apparent. 

acre it not that I have for so long bad your peracnal assurance that 
there wits and is no manpower shortage, I would start s campaign to 
see that Congress end the Bureau of the Budget tree t you better. Of 
ecurse, your easurences are not entirely consistent with the time re-
quired for simple responses to normal inquiries. However. in it not 
rather extraordinary, for an agency tt suffering a manpower ebortage, 
to begin an Avast llp 1970,  letter ++T the statement that it is in response to seven le tors, the first four written five months earlier, 
in Harsh, one in 	one in May, and the most recent a month ana 
half old? 	 a 

It does, of eourse, require e slight amount of time to read e letter. 
But does it not take much longer to write r4 letter than to mac, it? 
Therefore, it is meet to selcress why I have to write such long letters. 
The first thing in your letter provides a convenient and appropriate 
case in point. In passing, I note the faleabooe inherent in it, which 
is one of the additional reesons I have had to write so often and at 
sueh length, and the known and total departure from the law ens the 
most pertinent, established precedent (Amerieen Men Lino, Ltd. v. 
Ouliek, 411 Fed. 696 (1969)). It has become necessery to researen 
the law to reseireh your precious archive on the seasseinetion of e 
president and the official investigation of it, such is the tender 
feelimg with which the purity of the archive is preserved, the dedi-
eation with whisk you adhere to the executive order finding tbet the 
"national interest" requires that everything be in your custody and 
available. Hers is e true reflection of an official policy that noth-
ing be suppressed. But to the point that is most relevant, the need 
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for writing Utters: It required about s hundred days for you to 
"anesfte my first request for this "memoraneum of tronsfer". Surely, 
it did not take so long a time for the lawyers to read and rotoaroh 
the law, if that is what they did prior to your response. Gould it 
nave taken them 100 dayo to "-learn" that this it s 'private poPee, 
%blob it is nott 

Need I tell you bow long thereafter it required for you to "answer' 
my request for tut tedorel 'loopy of this same paper? 

Wbo, than, is responsible for the extent of this aorrespondenoe, and 
Woo eaasaa waste of time, ior whom? 

You return to this et the top of page 2 and below the middle of pegs 
3. There you ropoat the falsehood about "private' pepare, for the 
federal copy cannot, by even so flexible an imagination s you are, 
on eseasion, sbio to draw upon, be so described. (may I ask a descrip-
tion too identifiostion of the two other papers?) dbere you refer to 
my baying "copies of all the catering lottere, if this is the arras, 
34111, of the papers would appear to have been sent you without any. 
but whet is of greater interest, would you please, sines your letter 
avow to be designed for the making of tho kind of record you or your 
lawyers dallarf,., tell ate *bon you informod me that the ileoret Service 
sent you a copy of this memorancum in February for you to provide me 
with a copy thereof? That was in February, and your latter it dated 
August 19, more than c half-year la tor. 

I cause your staff to waste time in letter-writing pith thio record? 

It is a year and a ball aim, you informed no, face-to-face, that you 
had ordered a stuoy made (unsolleitedly) to 5es it all my inquiries 
had beset responded to. Than and thereOfter, I Wormed you they had 
not been. With the character of the material of interest and the 
emotion being one of suppression (the pseudo-aoholarly "withheld" 
that you prefer is not appropriate), lot are remind you of one, in-
volving a violation of your own regulations, an explanation of how 
you "loakod" a copy of the Geo-family contract exclusivoly to one 
whoa. i000ranoe of the material you could depend upon ono WAOSG sy0o-
phantio prooloposition was a safe asaumption, atter telling me it wee 
impossiblt for this contract to be Used in other then a "sometional 
or undighitied manner", and then delayed sending me s copy until after 
Isla story, so congenial to official desires, appeared in print. Is 
it that you aannat explain this treneparSnt propaganda activity - and 
not the only on*, at that? 

BOW many letters did I write in the futility of seeking an explana-
tion? I can undorotan4 that you msy find aush letters uneoogenlal, 
but I asked neither you nor those echo preesded you to take the re-
sponsibilities you bold or to violate the regulations under beach you 
are &apposed to dioeharge them. It should be obvious, even to you, 
that the souse hare, and real waste of tino, is by mond of me. 

Your mot paragraph is in answer to an inquiry by me to put me in a 
poeition, as Congress intended and ordered, to Ute the "Froodom of 
Information Act" (haw appropriate thot you, too, uoe quotes1), The 
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cleer purpose of this law and its language requires reasonable speed 
in response. Did you oomply with this? let if I depart from the 
reguletions, would you not sek s eourt tc throw out my putt? Heft 
again, mho is responsible for the west* of whose time, And the de-
nial of whose rights under the law? 

Next you Qom. to Devid Perris end elthougn, to your anowledge, I 
have eougnt ever paper evailable on ramie or el t four ears,  
you bere report u existenoe of toms for 	rst 	* or, ea 
you sty elseweere, wee it possible for Ma 	have learned of them by 
using your search room, for this knowledge comes from materials you 
bays airesdy refused to let me examine, I asked years ego. Belau 
the middAbg-of page 3, you return to this to repeat a falsehood this 
correspondence long ago eststaithed vs e falwehood. Tour frivolity 
of suggesting I aearch the tiles in person le again limned. /Nothiog 
was removed from Oa name file for Ferris except the pages of the 
tile that am withhelA under the guidelines ...- Rubblehl I went 
ape P6W, es you saked, and I reports.* to you tbet the file was gusted. 
For even those page ellegedly vita-meld uneer toe guidelines, there 
was not one of your customary green slips recoruing are explaining 
the remove'. There were, ec I then, immediately, told you, either 
one or two item only, and e eepersee foleer, identified es of file 
75, es I now recall, was either empty er close to it. My letter makes 
all of this eleer. Yeu did not refute it or invite ma back in to see 
• reconetituted file* whereas your first page nettle', off a long list 
of Secret service eocumente, the files I sew did not oontsin them* 
believe this is not because the Secret Service did not supply them mar 
becauee it refused to replsee them, for the Secret ervice it the o 
agency that *some oisposed to help you have what you do not wont to 
have, e complete erenive. 

1 am not raspoeding paragraph by paregroph for, in just about every 
+wise, there exists an adequate reeord mod reading my letters le, of 
eourse, ec uncomfortable for you, so time-consuming. 

dowever, the second paragraph on page :a opens with a fine sample of 
federal eementies, elevated to a new Weigh state by the Presidential 
asseseinstion enc (emeriti writing (not restricted to letters) on it 
I note the intrueion or an unreelity, the word "numerioal". v-41 will 
face that IL due time end proper place. The rest of it has been re-
sponded to. Hsving appealed through your so-called channels of ap-
peale, compl.tely without response, I have no need to euplicaes the 
emperlanee. 

• Jerrie ease elreedy eited is enough to respond to your third pare- 
OraPh on Page 2. First you gut the files (and, althouen I shell not 
now go into it, deliberetely misfile); you hold me responsible for not 
giving you information you make it impossible for me to have; and taen@ 
when I ask: you toll m what is not so, that  the  dotAlments Lre aveil-
able. Making a gutted file available to me is to give me nothing but 
the need to write you further. 
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The last paragraph also offers mo nothing,. But, slooe you rise intent upon making a raoord, it would have been nios if you hod set forth ley your photogrsphar °thinks the t BxlO prints would not be sotiafactory". Can it be because these are not photographic negativos, thot you do not have o normal photograph in they satire file and on the entire meib-jaet that is a normal photograph and is suoceptiblo of ordinary en-largement, sevo for those this conditioa forced you to mako, the same ones you refuse, in Ceporture from your on practice znd the law, to copy for me? 

Page 3 begins with a this representation of the condition of en ar-ohive to an assassinated president ,and an caosllent reflection of the official ettitude toward that crime and the arohive. You do not have Gartman files. You know how to roplsce them. You simply refuse to do this. How great • "task" is this? Does it require more than the lifting of a telephone? Io it, inete6, the - teak' that you shun? Is it that laborious? And le this your own charsoterizetion of your own ond official oonzern for this archive, on this subjoct? If you are not to do this, who is? If not to you, to whom, then, does the axecu-tive order relaoe? As I have earlier osktd, if thin is not done, le this executive order nervy better than tn.s most unroemly propegands1 Do you here treat it as anything other thigi41 propegonc0 
rho regrot .  you allege feeling over the 'arroe by which you so long withhold from as the picture you took for Dr. John Nichols in dupli-eation of that  you earlier took for me explains nothing, oven it It is "regret" you feel and "error" that this woo. So that we can mole a eoaplete record where you seem to be intent upon making 04E to wnioh you might later refer in a manner that you may find suitable for epe-eist' purposes, why 6o you not record when chi o "error`' was tiscovered and how 	it took for you to inform me of it and provide the pie- tuee ' as it just a few days ago, as the misinformed reader of your letter might assume or, what is more in point, might by it be misled into assuming? 

This instance also relates to who is, abusing whom, who is responsible for the time consuhoo in reading - and writing - lettere. For boo long did you deny you had taken any such pictures for me, several members of your staff knowing better: For Itow  long did you otny I had sent you an electrostatic copy when you requested that? For how long did you just refuse to duplioate the: picture for me? And how raptly this adartissas a separate matter, bow well you term your respon-sibilities, how oorefully you do that with which a child could be en-trusted. You invoke the need for preserving these materials ao disguise for suppressing them, yet you cannot do so simple a Malang as keeping them filed? Is this how you "preserve" your archive? You here acknowledge that, in Deoember 1969, you did have this really un-necessary electrostatic copy of the picture you took for me )tbo nega-tive was olosrly marked as having been made for me, whether or not you had e print in the file). How did it come to talcs eight montna  to correct thin regretted", as you desoribe it, "errorl 

And whet king of research do you make possible with this kind of also-beeping? bat gooe does it do a careful resfterober to use your search room when you provide him with inoomphete and misrepresented files? 
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You gay that the memorandum of January 15, 196.4, bad been removed 
from the file of memoranda ooneerning staff moetinga one: conferences 
before your examination of tna file." I note there was no raaord of 
this in the tile, wawa your practice is to insert a slip-ohoet, and 
I could cot have been aware of the existence of more such documents 
without booing seen them. This would not be the fire t case wire 
aomothing was donied me after I saw it, cithiter. I ook you now if, 
to the knowledge of your staff, this is a complete file, if all rush 
records are now in it or secountod for in it. And I also ask you whet 
you do not say, 	it was removed. The eubjoot is ono on which there 
is federal eensitiVity, Osweldlo federal connections. This is not 
subject to withholding under existing rogniatione. Way, I repeat, 
was it removed? And if the file is not now complete, why is it eat 
now oomplets? Hera I also note that your agency provided this house-
keeping service to the Commission, so you should have all the requi-
site knowledge. 

I nare earlier alluded to your groat cieslre for "foirness to ottor 
researobtrs", the compassionate concern so nobly expressed on page 4. 
As I haevc reported your expression of this lofty aentimont in giving 
non-researchers, excluoivelyo  what you have denied ass, I also use 
this appropriate point to record the considerable trouble to which 
you go to call to than attention of my competitoro whet my work alone 
has produced. If this is not eloor to you, personally, without fur-
ther explanation, there are those in your agency who can explain it 
to you. There is also the prospect that, in timo, it may become 
oleos% to you by other aeons. 

Zoo you disobargeo, or even intended to discharge, trio obligations 
you voluntarily ossumto in accepting your nigh office, neither the 
letter of August 19 nor this response would have been required. 
W'hore that letter iE not false, it is deceptive. Whore it does not 
openly misrepresent, it is carefully calculated to accomplish this 
purpose. And it is contrived to imposo upon others who might at 
some time read it. Would it be wrong to anticipate that you sight 
regard E federal judge 8S one such personl 

So that you may be in the enno position ao I am to evaluate the 
fedoral word et 1 must, I enoourage you to examine my correspondence 
with the Departmont of Justice relating to what mass withholo from me 
concerning Janos Earl Ray. A portion of the earlier part only is 
atteshed to Civil Action So. 715-70, in Feceral District $-dourt in 
Washington. In that case, you will aloe find a summary ju4gmmMt en-
tared a mask ago. If you read the entire rile of this correopondence, 
you will find that there is no single truthful letter addressed to 
me - not a single one - vesicle from the quite proper inquiries that 
were ignored. This exiatenoo of the file that the Justice Dopartment 
originates was oenied. Posaestion of the copy it had oonfislcoted 
was denies. I was also assured this tile as 	required to be denied 
oe under taa provisions of 5 U.s.c. 552, another deliboreto falsabood. 
And ono& I filed suit, there was no single 0110 of the papers the De-
partment tiled in court that wee not felse and known to be foloo, the 
loft one of which I /novo o copy being, in addition, perjurious. 
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hale is not tha only case of federal perjury on teas subject. 

Nor is th.k record of the correspondence you aeir$ addressed to me 
inconsistent with this cited record. I can only hope Oast. at some 
point, its character will change. 

wince rely, 

Harold Weisberg 


