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Tho picture of the base of C.,:; 399, takeiTTOT-tr aLT:lial=t1---- 
duplication of tho one you had earlier taken for mo, has orrivee, 
with a rather e2;tensive accumulation of creases, wrinkles, crimpy 
and minor punches, the more readily accomplished by maitting all 
backing .ana not sealing the envelope. It is on, of tie more origi-
nal, if potty, ventings of spleen. Fortunately, the native 5:3= 
undamaged so I can, if necessary, have a better print made locally 
should I require it, thin relieving the enormous burden the ordinary 
housekeeping chores of tending an archive to an assassinated presi-
dent imposes upon your overtaxed and apparently understaffed agoacy, 
as Dr. Angel's letter of August 19 makes so apparent. 

Were it not that I have for so long had your personal acsurenee that 
there was and is no manpower shortage, I would start a campaign to 
sec that Conzreso and the .dureau of the Budg:tt treat you bettor. Of 
course, your assurances are not entirely consistent with the ti.do, r 
quired for simple responses to normal inquiries. However, is it not 
rather e:ctraordincry, for an agency not suffering a. manpower :hortage, 
to begin an August 19  1970, letter with the statem_nu that it 	in 
response to coven  1 tsi , the first four written five months ofoli,,r,  
in March, one in lopril, one in May, and the most recent a month nd 
a half old? 

It does, of course, require. a slight amount of Limo to read a L.tter. 
But does it not take much longer to write a letter than to road it? 
Therefore, it is mot to address why I have to writo ouch long lottors. 
The first thing in your letter provides a convenient and approprieto 
case in point. In passing, I note the falsehood inherent in it, naich 
is one of the additional recson I have had to write so often nd at 
such length, and the known and total departure from the law ono th3 
most portinont, established precedent (American ic.i1 Lino, Ltd. r. 
Gulick, 411 Pod. 696 (1969)). , It has become nocessory to rosesreh 
the law to research your precious archive on the assassination of 
president and the official investigation of it, such is the tender 
feeling with which the purity of the archive is preserved, the 6o6i-
cation with which you adhere to the e2ecutiv..,,  order finding thrt the 
"national interest" requires that everything be in your cuotody end. 
available. Here is a true reflection of en official policy that noth-
ing be suppressed. But to the point that is most relevant, th,, la-1d 
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for writin„; letters:. It require:: bout 	hundrou usyo for you to 
'cnsr: wj first requost for tni, 'momorandum of transfer'. surely, 
it did not toko so long a timo for the lawyrs to reao and research 
thL law, if that is what they did prior to your response. Gould it 
h&ve taken them 100 clays to 1 loi71-1" that this is a Thrivato paper, 
which it is not? 

Need I toll you how long tirsreaftbr it required for you to "answri" 
my request for the federal copy of this same paper? 

th3n, ie. responsible for the extent of this corresponaonce, and 
who causes wsete of time, for whom? 

You return to this et the top of paL;a 2 and below ths middlo of p000 
3. There you repeat the falsehood about "private' papers, for the 
federal copy cannot, by even cc fleziblo an imagination as you ;:ro, 
on occasion, able to drew upon, be so described. (;cly I ask c cscrip-
tion and identification of the two other papors?) .1hore you refer to 
my having 'copies of all the covering letters'', if this is the G'3Z, 
EDMe of the papers would appear to have been sent you without any. 
3ut whet is of greeter interest, woulC you ploos.e, since your Lttar 
seems to be designed for the making of the kind of record you ox • your 
lawyers desire, tell me whon you informed me that the Secret dervice 
sent you a copy of this memorandum in February for you to provido ma; 
with a copy theroof? That was in Fobruori, and your letter is deted 
Aut,:ust 19, more then a half-year later. 

I cause your  staff to waste time in letter-writing? Cith this rcord? 

It is a year end e half since you informea mo, foco-to-fr-:co, that you 
had ordered a study made (unsolicitedly) to see if all my inquiries 
had been respondod to. Then and thereafter, I informed you they n.:(1 
act been. pith the character of the matorial of interest and the 
question being one of suppression (the pseudo-scholarly 'oithheld' 
that you prefer is not appropriate), lot me remind you of one, in-
volving a violation of your own regulations, an explanation of how 
you leakod" a copy of the GSA-family contract uxcluivoly to one 
whose ignorance of the material you could depend upon eau whose ,yoo-
phantic predisposition LjVL.1a safe assumption, after telling mo iG WS 
impossible for this contract to be used in other than a "sons:tonal 
or undinified manner', and then delayed sending m, a copy until dftor 
his story, ,.?() congenial to offiaial desires, Eppoorod in print. Ic 
it that you cannot explain this transparent propagando activity - ond 
not the only one, at that? 

How many letters did I write in the futility of esoking an oo:plana-
tion? I can understand that you may find, such letters unconseninl, 
but I .asked neither you nor those who preceded you to tak.F; the ro 
sponsibilities you hold or to violate the regulations un:orwhioh you 
are supposed to discharge them. It should be obvious, even to you, 
that the abuse hero, and real waste of timc, is by 7oo ::!no of 

Your ne:;t paragraph is in answer to an inquiry by mo to put mo in a 
position, as Congress intended End ordered, to use the ''?roodom of 
Information Act' (how appropriate that you, too, use quotes 1 ) • . 
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cls,ar purpose of thif law and its languae requires reosonable t:peed 
in rosponae. Did you.comply with this? Yet if I depart from th:2 
reulations, would you not ask a court to throw out my suit? Here 
again, who 57, responsible for th.: waste of whose time? Arid the do- , 	 nial of whose rights under the ltw? 

Next you cone to David. Ferrie an& although, to your knowledge, I 
have sought every paper available on Ferric for lmot four ye, 
you here report the existence of some for . the fir r;t tizi:e. Nor, -:s. you ;ay elsewhere, was it possible for me to have learned of the by 
using your search room, for this knowledge comes from materiels you 

.t.. 
have elr4i y refuso& to let me examine. I asksd years ago. Bslow 
the mid dliA-of page 3, you return to this to repeat a falsehood this 
correspondence long ago established as a falsehood. Your frivolity 
of suggesting I seeTch the files in person is again limned. 'Nothing 
was removed from the name file for Ferrie except the pages of th.; 
file that are withheld under the guidelines ... 	Rubbish! I went 
and sew, as you asked, and I reported to you that the file was gutted. 
For even those pages allegedly withheld under tho guideline's, thre 
was not one of your customary green slips recordinr:: and explaining 
the removal. There were, as I then, immediately, told you, eithor 
one or two items only, end a separate folder, identified as of file 
75, as I now recall, was either empty,or close to it. iiy letter makes 
all of this clear. You did not refute it or invite me beck in tu see •. 
a reconstituted file. Whereas your first page rattles off a long list 
of Secret Service documents, the files I saw did not contain then. I 
belicVe this is not because the Secret Service did not supply them nor 
because it refused to replace them, for the Secret ....ervice is the one 
agoncY that seems disposed to help you have what you do not wont to 
have, a complete archive. 

I am not responding paragraph by paragraph for, in jur-A; about every 
case, there exists an adequate record and reading my letters ie, of 
course, so uncomfortable for you, so time-consuming. 

However, the second paragraph on page 2 opens with El fine sampl., of 
federal semantics, elevated to a new high state by the Presidential 
assyssinstion and federal writing (not restricted to letters) on it. 
I note the intrusion of an unreality, the word I numtrical'. -;:e. .111 
face that in due time end proper place. The rest of it has been re-
sponded to. Having appealed through your so-celled channels of Hy-- 
peals, completely without respome, I have no need to duplicate the 
experience. 

The Ferric case already cited le enough to respond to your. third . ar;.- 
Lsr.aph on page 2. First you gut the files (and, although I shall dot 
now go into it, deliberately misfile); you hold me responeibl:: for nob 
giving you information you make it impoeeible for mL to have; eacthJn, 
when I ask, you tell me what is not so, that the documents ere 

i..iaking a gutted file available to mc is to giv me nothin. but 
the need to write you further. 
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The last paragraph also offers La. nothing. But, since you Loom intent. upon making a...record, it would have bean nice if you had set forth ;,hy your photographer "thinks that 3,:10 prints would not be satisfactory''. 
Can it be because these are not photographic nogatives, that you do not have a normal photograph in tha entire filo and on the entire sub-joct.that is a noraml photograph and is suscoptiblo of ordinary on-.largement, ocvo for those this condition forceu you to woke, the saw: ones you refuse, in departure from your own proetico end the copy for we? 

Pago 3 begins with a fine representation of th,1 condition of on 
chive to an assassinated president and on ezcoll,:nt reflection of tha official attitude toward that crime and tho archive. You do not have 
certain files. You know how to replace them. You rimply refuse to do this. How groat a "task" is this? Does it require more than the 
lifting of a telephone? Is it, indeed, the "task" that you shun? Is it that, laborious? And is this your own characterization of your own and official concern for this archive, on this subject? If you ore 
not to do this, who is? If not to you, to whom, then, does the oy,ocu-tive order relate? As I have earlier asked, if this is not done is 
this executive order any better than the most unseemly props,;ond? 
Do you hare treat it as anything other than propaganda? 

The regret' you alleRe feeling over the "error" by which you so long withheld from me the picture you took for Dr. John Nichols in dupli-cation of that you earlier took for me e:gelains nothing, oven if it is "regret' you feel and "error" that this was. 	o that we.cen liave a complote record where you seem to be intent upon making one to which. 
you might later refer in a mannor that you may find suitable for spe-cial purposes, why do you riot record when this ''error" wa s discov.Lroo and hON lonr,_  it took for you. to inform me of it end provide the pic-
ture? "Jos it just e Cow days ago, as the misinfor.nod reader of your 
letter might assume or, what is more in point, might by it be miolod 
into assuming? 

This instance also relates to who is abusing whom, who is responsible for the time consumed in reading - and writing - letters. For how 
long did you deny you had taken any such pictures for me, several members of your staff knowing better? For how long did you deny 1 
had sent you an electrostatic copy when you requested that? For now 
long did you just refuse to duplicate the picture for mo? And how 
aptly this addresses a separate matter, how well you tend your roopon-
sibilities, how carefully you do that with which a child could bo en-
trusted. You invoke the need for preserving those materials ,:o.2 
disguise for suppressing them, yet you connot do so simple 	thing aL 
keeping them filed? Is this how you 'preserve' your archive? You 
here acknowledge that, in Dece..aber 1969, you did have this roolly un-
nooessary electrostatic copy of the picture you took for me )the nogL-
tive was clearly mark 3d as having been made for ma, whether or not you 
had a print in tho file). How did it come to tae` eight months  to 
correct this 're:srett,:d", as you describe it, "error"? 

And what kind of research do you mke ,pos:Abl:: with this kind of fil:-- 
k;i:eping? ;that good does it do a careful ros-Jrcher to we your .,;rch 
room when you provide him with incompte and misrepresented 
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You say that "the memorandum of ,1 -nuary 15, 1964, had been r'emoved 
■ f 

from the file of memorand: concarain.:.ataff meetings and confernce! 
beforo your eamination of tn..) fi1e:1  1 note there was no record.  of 
this in the file, when your practice is to insert c slip-sheet, 2-n, 

'J 	 I could not have been aware of the uzistence of more such docum,nts 
i 	 without having seen them. This would not be the first ceso where f 

something was denied me after I saw it, either. I ask-you now if, 
to the knowledge of your staff, this is a complete file, if all such 
records ure now in it or accounted for in it. And I Else ask you what 

i 	 you do no say, why it Was removed. The sUbject is one on, which there L , 	 is federal sensitivity, Oswsld's federal connections. This is not 

i 	 subject to withholdin„; under existing regulations. .,-ny, 1 repeat, 
i 	 was it removed? And if the file is not now complete, why is it not 

now complete? Here I also note that your agency provided this heue- 
keeping service to the Commission, so you should have all the' rociui- , 

1 	site knowledge. 

I have earlier alluded to your great desire for 'fairness to othor 
researchers", the compassionate concern so nobly 0;,pressod on pf.ge 4. 
As I have reported your opression of this lofty sentiment in giving 
non-researchers, e;:clusivel:t, what you have denied me, I also ur:e 
this appropriate point, to record the considerable trouble to which 
you go to call to the attention of ray competitors what my work clone 
has produced. If bhis, is not clear to you, personally, without fur-
ther e:;planotion, there are those in your agency who can e.1qplain it 
to you.. There is also the prospect that, in time, it may becom, 
clear to you by other means. 

Had you discharged, or even intended to discharge, the obligrtions 
you voluntarily assumed in accepting your hih office, n,ither the 
letter of August 19 nor this response would have been required. 
Where that letter is not false, it is deceptive. Jhere it does not 
openly misrepresent, it is carefully calculated to accomplish this 
purpose. And it is contrived to impose upon others who might 
soma time road it. Would it be wrong to anticipate that you might 
regard a federal judge as one such person? 

So that you may be in the same position as I am to evaluate the 

federal word as .I inuat,,I.  encourage you to eIemine :my correspondence 
with the Department of Justice relating to what was withheld from me 
concerning James Earl Ray. A portion of the erlier part only io 
attached to Civil Action No. 713-70, in Federal District Court in 
-dashington. In that case, you will also find a summary judgment en-
tered a week ago. If you reed tne entire file of this correspondence, 
you will find that there is no single truthful letter addressed to 
me - not .a single one - aside from the quite proper inquiries tht; 
were ignored. The e:iistence of the file that the Justice Department 
originated was denied. Possession of the copy it had confiscated 
was denied. I was also assured this file was required to be denied 
me under the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 55a, another deliberate falehood. 
And .once I filed suit, there was no single one of the papers the De-
partment filed in court that was not false and known to be fals, th„; 
last one of which I have a copy being, in addition, perjuriouL. 
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This is not thf3 only case of fed,.,.rai perjury on this subjct... 

Nor is the record of the correspondence you hay.; addressed to me 
inconsistent with this citkA record. I can only hope that, at som point, its character will change. 

7(!,t-1(  
iarold Weisberi; 

iJ 


