August 26, 1970

Pr. Jomes B. Rhoads

Arshivist of the Unltsd ZStatss
Hationel Archives end Reeords Service
Washington, D. C. 20408

Dear Dr. Rboads:

The pleturs of the base of OF 399, takenm for Dr. John Nichols in
Guplicstion of ths one you hed esrlier taken for me, has srrived,
with & rether extensive socumulstion of oresses, wrinkles, erimps
and miner punohes, the more resdily socomplished by omitting sll

end not sesling the savelope. It is one of the mors origi-
nal, if petty, veatings of epleen. Fortunstely, the negative seems
undemaged 3¢ I can, if neeessary, have s better print made losally
should I require it, thus relieving the enormous burden the ordinary
housskesping chores of tending sn erchive to su ssssssinsted presi-
dent imposes upon your overstazed snd spperently understaffsd agenoy,
as Dr. Angsl's letter of August 19 makes so spparent.

Were 1t not thet I have for so long hed your psrscnel sssursnce that
there wes and i: no manpower shorssge, I would start s campaign to

see that Congress snd the Buresu of the Budget trest you better. Of
eouree, your sssurences are not entirely consistent with the tims pre-
quired for simple responses So normel inguiries. However. is it not

rather extreordinery, for sn agsncy n suffering = manpowsr shortage,
hmhnm_t;{%#,hmru the statement thet it is in
8 _

response to » the firs$ four u&tmw
ia Marech, one April, ono in Mey, and the most recent & month &
8 hall ola? e

It does, of ecurse, requirs 2 slight smount of time to read = lstter,
But does it not take mueh longer to write e lotter then to resd is?
Therefore, it is meet to adéress why I heve to writs sush long letters.
The first thing in your letter provides & convenient aad approprie te
c¢zse in peint. In pessing, I note the falsshood inhsrent in it, whaich
is one of the additioms) recsons I have hed to writs so often and gt
such length, snd the known snd totel depsrture from the lsw and the
Wost pertinent, estadblished precedent (americen Meil Line, Lté. v.
Gulick, 411 Ped. 696 (1969)). It hes become necessary to resesrsh
ths law te resesreh your precicus srohive on the ssssessinetion of &
prezident and the offieisl investigstion of it, such is the tender
feeling with which the purity of the srehive is preserved, the dedi-
eation with whiesh you adhers to the sxsoutive order finding thet the
"mationsl interest” reguires that everything be in your custody snd
evaillable. Here is s true reflecticn of an officisl poliey thst noth-
ing bs suppressed. But to the point thet is mest relevent, the need
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for writing letters: It required sbout a2 hundred days for you to
"answer” my first reguest for this: "memorendum of trensfer”., Surely,
it did not tske =0 long & time for thes lswyers tc¢ read and resesrch
the lew, if thet is what they did gﬂm- to your res e. Gould it
have taken thom 100 deyz So "learn” thet this iz & “private paper”,
whish 1t i= not¥

Hesé I tell you how long thersafter it required for you to "enswer”
my request for the federsl copy of this zame paper?

Who, then, is responsible for the extent of this sorrespondence, end
whe geuses weste of time, for whowm?

You return te this st the top of pege 2 snd below the wmiddle of pege
3. There you repsat the felsehood sbout "privete” pepers, for the
federal sopy csnoct, by even so flexibie sn imeginetien ee you sre,
oa essasion, sble o draw upon, be so deseribed. (May I ssk s desorip~
tion and identification of the two other pspers?) Where you refer to
my beving "coples of £ll the covering letters?, if this is the esse,
some of the papers would sppear to have been sent you without any.
But whet is of grester imterest, would you please; sinmse your letter
seem: to be designed for the meking of the kind of record you or your
lawyers desire, tell me whem you informsd me that the Secret Service
sent you & copy of this memorendum in Februery for you to provide me
with & copy thereoft That wes in Pe » end your letter is dated
August 19, more than ¢ half-yesr later.

1 cause your staff to waste time ia letter-writing? With thls record?

d
It is & yesr end ¢ balf since you informed me, fuce-to-feoe, that you
had ordered 2 study made (unsolicitedly) to see if 2ll my iaguiries
bad been responded $o. Than and therefifter, I informed you they had
not been. With the chsracter of the meterial of interest end she
questicn being one of suppresasion (the pseudo-scholarly "withhsld”
that you prefer is not sppropriste), let me remind you of ons, in-
volving & violstion of your own reguletions, an ex tion of how
you "lssked” a copy of the GSA-family contrzot vely to one
whese ignorance of the meterial you could éGspend upon whoss syco=-
phantic predisposition wes & safe sssumption, after telling me it wes
impossible for this contract to be used in other then s "sensationsl
or undignified menner”, and then delayed ssnding me s copy until after
his ssory, so congenisl to official desires, sppesred in print. I=
it that you cennet explain this transperent propagsnds ectivity - and
not the oanly one, et that?

How many letters did I write im ths futility of sesking an explans-
tion? I csn understand that you may find sueh letters unsongenisl,
but I ssked neither you ner those who preceded you to take the re-
sponaibilities you hold er to viclate the regulstions under ubich you
are suppossd to diszcharge them. It should be obvicus, even to you,
thet the sbuse here, and real weste of time, 1s by gou and of me.

Your next persgreph is in answer to en inguiry by me to put ms in &
itien, ss Congress intended and ordered, %o use the "Freedom of
ion Ast”™ (how appropriste thst you, tco, use guotesl). The
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cleer purpose of thls lew and 1ts lsnguege requires ressonsble speed
in response. Did you somply with thiz? Yet il I depert from the
reguletions, would you not ask & sourt to throw out my suit? Hefe
again, who is respon=ible for the waste of whose tims? And the de-
nisl of whose rights under the lew?

Next you come to Devid Perris end slthough, to rm i:naulcdp, I
have sought sy paper sveilsebls on Ferrie for :

yeu here repo existence of sow= for ¢k L. 0
you say elsewhsre, waa 1t possible for me % ; pRed ef thes by
ue ing search room, for thic knowledge comes tn- nurhla yan
heve & ¥ refused te let me exsmine, Itanafo

the widdihg-of page 3. you return $o this to repest » fe
sorrespondsnce long sgo esteblished us ¢ felsehood. Your h-!.vnuty

of suggesting I search the files in person is egsin limned. "Hothing
wes removed from the nems flle for Fesrrie except the peges of the

file thst are withheld under the guidelines ..." Rubbishi I weas
and se¥, 88 you ssked, and I preported to you that the file wae gutsed.
For even those pages sllegedly withheld under the guldelinss, there
wae not cne of your cuztomary green slipe receprding end explaining

the removel. There were, ae I then, lmmsdiataly, told you, cither
one or twe lteme only, snd 2 sepsrets folder, identifled 28 of file
75, as I now recall, wes sither empty or close to it. Ny letter meies
2ll of this cleer. ¥ou did not refute it or invite me back im to esee
& revccnstisutsd file. Whereas your first page retitles off = long list
of Secret Service documente, the flles I spw did not contuin them. I
believe thisz ls not beczuse tho Secret Service did not supply thsm nop
becsuse 1t refused to replsce thsm, for the Seeret ‘orvige is= the one
egency thet sseme disposed to belp you have whet you do not want to
heve, & complete arehive.

I = not responding persgrsph by paregrsph for, nsztcu;
ease;, there exists sn sdequate pPocord snd read q latiers 1s,
sourss, s¢ uncomfertabls for you, so time-

However, the second paregraph o page 2 open: with a fine sampls of
federsl czementics, slevated $o s nevw high state by the Fresidentisl
stsessine tion end federal writing {not restricted to letters) on it.
I note the intrusion of sn umreslity, the word "numerical". We will
feoce that in due time and proper plsee. The rest of it hes besen re-
sponded So. Hsving appealed through your so-cslled chsnnels of ep-
Psale, completely without response, I bave no besed te duplicate the
axperience.

The Perric ocese slresdy elited is emough to respond to your third pare~
graph on pegc 2. Pirset you gut the files (and, slthough I =hsll not
now ge inse it, delibesrately miafils); you hold me respousible for not
giving you informstion you maks it impos=sible for me to heve; snd then,
when I esk, you tell me what is not so, thet the documents ere aveil-
sble. Msking s gutted file svellable to me is Bo glve ms mothing but
the need So write you further.
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The last persgraph also offers me nothing., But, since you seem inteut
upon meking & record, it woulé hsve been nice if you had sst furth
Jour photogrepher "thinks thet 8x10 prints would not be satisfactory’ .
Can it be bescsuse thess sre not photographic negstlves, thet ¥you do

Jeot thet is 2 normsl photogrsph end 1is susgeptible of erdinary sn-
largement, seve for those this conditlon foresd Jou to meke, the same
onas you refuse, ia deperture from your own prectice snd the lsw, teo
copy for ms?

Page 3 begine with e fins representation of the condition of en er-
shive to sn assessinsted president end an exssllent reflscticn of the
official ettitude towerd that erime and the archive. You do not have
Sertain files. You know how to replace them. You simply refuse to
do this., How great s "tesk" is this? Doece it require more then the
lifting of 2 telephons? Is 1%, indeed, the "tesk" thet you shun?t Is
it shat lsborious? And is this your own charssterizetion of your own
end offleizl soncerm for this aerchive, on this subject? If you ere
oot Co do this, who 1s? If not to you, to whom, then, does the sxecu-
tive order relass? 4s I have seplier ésked, i this i= net dons, is
this executive order eny better than the most unseemly propegundst

Do you here treet it as enything other then propagsnds?

The regrot’ you sllege feeling over the "srror" by which you so leng
withheld from me the picturs you took for Dr. Jehn Nichols in dupli~
cation of thet you sarlier tock for me explains nothing, evem if it
1z "regret” you feel and "error" thet this wes. 5o thet we can have
& somplete recerd where you seem to be intent upon meking on: to whish
you wight later refer in & msnner thet you mey find suiteble for spee
eial purposes, why do you not record uben this "error” wes discovered
and it sock for you to inforw ms of it end provide the pie-
turs & 1% Just s few days ago, as the misinformed resder of your
letter might assume or, what is more in point, might by it be misled

into szssuming?

This instance clso relates to who is sbusing whom, who is responzible
for the time consumed in resding - and writing - letters. For how
long did you deny you hed taken eny such pictures for me, seversl
members of your staff knowing bstter! For pow long dic¢ you demy I
had sent you an slectrostatic S0Py when you requestsd that? For how
long did you just refuss to duplicste the ploturs for me? And how
#ptly this sddresses & sepurate metter, how well you tend youp respon-
sibilitles, how csrefully you do that with which & child sould be en-
trusted. You invoke the need for Preserving these meterials as =
disguise for suppressing them, yet you eamnot do so simple & &hhng as
keeping them £iled? Is this how you "pressrve” your srchive? You
here scknowledge that, in Decembsr 1969, you éid have this rezlly un-
Desessary electrostatic copy of the picture you took for me )the nege-
tive was clssrly merked as hs been made for ms, whether or not you
hed & print in the file). Bow did it come to nkoww
sorrect this "regretted”, ss you desoribe it, "error

And what kind of ressarch do you meke possible with this kind of files-
kesping? Whet good does it do s careful ressercher toc use your sserch
room when you provide him with incomphete and misrepresented files?
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You esy that "the memgrandum of Jemuery 15, 1964, had been removed
from the file of memorands unonmi.nﬁ staflfl weetings and conferences
befors your exsmination of the flle.” I note there wes no rsecrd of
this in the file, when your prectice iz to insert a slip-sheet, end

I could not heve been aware of the sxissence of more such documsnts
without heving seen them. This would not be the first case where
something was denled we after I ssw it, either. I ask you now if,

to the knowledgs of your staff, thisz is = complete file, if &ll such
records are now in it or sccounted for in it. 4nd I also ask you what
you do mot say, it was removed. The subject 1s ons on which there
iz federsl sensitivity, Oswald's federsl conmections. This is %5
subject to withholding under existing regulatioms. Why, I repeat,

wes it removed? And 1f the file is not now complste, iz iv «ob
now semplete? Hers I slso note that your sgency previded this houss~
keeping service to the Commission, so you should have sll the regui-
site knewledge.

I bave earlisr alluded te your grest Gesire for "fsirmess to other
resssrchers”, the compesslonate consern so nokly sxpreessed on page K.
At I heve reported your expression of this lof'ty zentiment in giving

~PeQ PS exi%lvo;ﬂ what you heve denled me, I also use
%s amo%aﬁ po © record the considerable trouble to which
you go to csll to the sttention of my competitors whst my werk slone
hes produced. If this 1s not elear to you, perscnslly, without fur-
ther explenstion, there sre those in your sgency who can sxplain it
¢ you. There is also the prospect thet, in time, it may become
clear to you by othsr mesns.

Had you discharged, or even intended to dlacharge, the obligstiens
{eu volunterily sssumed in soccepting your high offics, msither She
eter of August 19 nor this responss would have been required.
Where that letter is= not false, it is deceptive. where it does nos
openly misrepresent, it is carefully caloulsted to soccomplish this
purpese. And it is contrived te impess upen other: who might at
some time pead it. Would it be wrong to anticipets that you might
regaréd s federsl judge as one such psrson?

S0 thet you may be in the same position =s I am to eveluste Shs
federal word ss I must, I encowrsge you to sxamine my correspondense
with the Department of Justico relsting to what wes withheld frowm me
ccnserning James Eerl Ray. A portion of the sarlier part only is
ettashed %o Civil Actiom Ne., Ti8-70, in Federsl District Court in
Washington. In thet csse, you will elso find = summary Judgwmitt en-
tared & week ago. If you read ths entire file of this ccrrespondence,
you will find thet there is no eingle truthful lstter sddressed to

me - ROt & single ome - aside from the quite proper inguiries that
were ignovred. The existenmece of the file thet the Justice Department
origineted wes denied, Possestion of the copy it had comfisceted

was denled. I wes 2180 essured this file wes required tc be denied
®me under the provisioms of 5 U,5.C. 552, snother dsliberate falsehood.
And enes I filed suit, there was no single one of the pepers the De-
pertment filed in court thet wes not felss and known to be false, the
laet one of whioh I have 2 ecpy being, in sdéition, perjuriocus.
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This 1s not the only cass of federsl perjury on this subject.

Hor is the reccrd of the correspondence you have sddressed to me
inconsistent with this elted reccrd. I can only hope thst, st soms
point, its chsrecter will change.

Bincerely,

Harold Weisberg



