w

1)::ve Wrone,haszsemmzmm recently retired 1uS.tory profcCssor at the

Oniversity of Wisconsin tSt‑vens r'oint;, has been my close friend for more

than two dec.‑des. lie is trot ;;he only or the first profes6or of history who

has consulted me or asked me to read a manuscript and mane any suggestions

that could interest him. When he has been in this area he has made the same

unsupervised use pof my records and has had the &;..me acces3,y to our copier. the

same kind of use that was available to Kurtz if he were no so convinced that

he was born brighter than anyone else with an interest in the subject, did not

see and understand shat others did not or could riot, ex.ra bright and so

extra perceptive that he did not neod or want a advic or an s"

l

suggestions of anyone else, from his book, Los of all he did not wcint

,a+ uw" q' y j h e~  i h  4

any authentic experts richer than the :e:: one Kurtz (is. And, of course his book sho,,:s :L1 of this <nd more.

.hut Wrone, who taught a course on the assassination, not as wa whodunit one of but as one teachels government asrthe most significant of recent developments in our history, had no intrest in whodunits or in prRtendinfto solve the crime whL;ih, depite his denials of it and of conjecturing, i:> what &urtz thinks

he did and based on which, from his record, he looks down on all others. Especially those who restrict theirLselves to to act of the crime and eschew conjectaMing and regard themselves as teachsrs or writers and not as super‑detectites.

This, of cours~r‑, means that Kurtz is critical of those who restrict themselves to the esta~lished.Pi official fact of the assassination, the official

fact he wrote a book without really underst ding it and in which hr; flaunts his  ce igaorani"of that established official fact tha ' s basic in any book written

J~i3'( on the subject. With the small sample of hi.j bo‑k that we have examined, Kurtz n is really a subject‑matter ignoramus and he really do;.s not have and cannot have a reasonable understanding of what is basic. The simplest of the well‑known fact

,Z'

comes out of Kurtz as what he would ;refer that it be or Usas what he remembers,
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with the frai lities of all memories, from something he read. And what was available for him to read and what rorediminates in his bibliography is some of the most

sttrocious of assassination trash and what, if of any value, has nothing to do

~h with the assassination‑ cluc*ing thz‑;t obnoxious variant of the hash with which his bibliography is overloaded is another Kurtz sel&isclosure, and it is not a scholarly disclosure.

If ~'urtz had any intenhtion of living within the accepted standards of

authentic scholarshio rather than of pretending to solve the insmluble crime

and that with the grossest i&morance of well‑known recent history ?.e w.Iould

have i.nforuuid the Kansas fniversiry tress that there were two reasons he

might not be considered impartial, the usual requirement of an honest peer

review. `1 'he first, reported above, was his'*‑' controversy with Wrune over

who could and could not address the cc_‑wention of the Southern Haatammix

story Association and because of Wrone's adverse rewview of Kurtz's book in

~~he Journal of Southern liiLtory for its Very, 1983 issue (in volume 49). .:ome

of what Wrone wrote about Kurtz could be offensive to any hiotorian because

Wrone i::ade it clear that Kurtz did not know what he was talking about and

GwY' nx 4,(htf

made factual errors as well as errors of judgemen fie &urtz Wrone's

criticisms(‑less that the'‑, uld rive been. It is not in any sense any unfair al

review and it is not in any sense in any way exaggerated.

There is no indication that Kurtz informed Kansas d:LiverSily ArPress of either of these professionaldiscqualifications for him to review anything written by Wrone. Tbere is no indication of which j know that Kansas was in a‑W way aware of teas professional and ethical disquaiification of lWrtz as a peer review._Jf there had been any su;:h knowledge or even suspicion at the Kansas joress ordinarily it would have replaced Kurtz. The ap=rent reason he was selected is that he wrote this bok boek, a nook Kansas had no way of knowing is in every way an atrocity.for a history professor in particular.

If Kurtz's improper agreementp to do a "review," what he did is
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,~ hardily a typical and normal review, had any motive other than greed for what was paid for that`‑~s review, only vengeance seems z likely expre motive for his professional and ethical departure from what is exrected of reviewers, .

so Ce.

of scholars in particul"r. U./

Kurtz is an accepted scholar‑ only not on the assassination, as we have seen in some detail but in les‑, enormously less than would have been apparent i, w~ urea 14 4‑‑‑m~ l i iMd f the first three of his t,:elve chapters

Only one who doels really know the subject, not merely makd it up as he

A/ / ( t.~1  ~~°'

goesx get At all wron;~ , <twiJrt and distort the eutablished fact, the official

evidence that 'ts stack, and not not *' + a '' °+^r* ~:o '^~ :.o of

bees without any real laiowled~;e of to make it seem to rj support the impossible

conjecture he wade ul) as his ticket to , fort,Juie or both

Kurtz's work is so ver$ wrong in so'iiwW areas , that alone can raise questions al&,ut what work he did in those areas of his flaunted i6mor;,nee. Even the wonder about what wor,he really did and wehether what he represents as his work was really his.. It is not easy to believe that a real professor of history,

which Kurtz is, could be soabout developments that received enormous a

pretty well, gtcisn up.

attention er a wa . Like the uukLu Xdssile crisis of 1962. He knows​

cannot help kmowing ‑ J;be solution to that crisis Which could have incinerated

the word. Yet he conjecturees that the assassination was a Cuban job when that

solution gave Castro and Cuba insurance that not even their then frier4, Khruschchev

could a&% give the, It is more, worse than insane, for a professional historian to

conjecture when liee1‑3te"t‑Itlis that (;a stro or Cuba would assassinate the only

real and meaningful insurance possibe for it.

'The Soviets could lave provided military opposition to any United DStates in 'vasion but that could not and would not proected (guba from an armed invasion.

~t Which, with any military defense of '‑uba, would have decimated that island.

Even if what was highly itaprobable, the United °taes were dAven out of Cuba;
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The damage, the cost, the loses in lives and in all else, would have begin so severe they are beyond calculating.

Yet Kurtz, authentic expert on history that a ‑, did not know this? Did not or could not understand it?

Of course lie did, he had to, anal that he could conjecture tint as the only

claimed new thing in his book does not come from his expertise in or his

knowledge of history. It is in his book because without i t he has only the most

d,A of e::ceptionally poor and entirely untrustworthy rehashes of what had

long been public. Isis book was not published unt‑.il two decades after the

"crime of th., en century " ,_ of

b

e~'1n4c~ ao M of i‑hc ncr~.~m ~

L

Thee may be a mystery about why Kurtz aLree~to write a peer revieli, which

is hardly when he sent Xansas.There may be a mystery about the exception ignorance the and the edtraor dinary ,d volume of factual errors in what Kurtz submitted. O(x how he could poviblg V"conjecture ._" that Ath the United ‑Rates the sole real and meaningful insurer of Cuba against any invenst invasion, Castro or Uuna would want that uniq‑ ue c~rotector assassinat‑Pd ‑ and in assassinating him invi*o t1U‑1 i:_os= t deva :;rating destruction and the greates loss of lives imaginable in the certain United States retaliation.

There is l~o question about Kurtz's professional and ethical disqualifications for beinc a peer reviewer but there ir a question, there are reasons to wonder why, when he lmew he should disqualify himself, he did not do that. But of what

might be considered to be re:asvnable conjectures, the most prominent and the

v~,c, most obvious of ttmt possibilities is that, in ethical violation and in violation of professional standards and practise, he used t?~t opportunity to ruin the possibilities of publication of Wrone book. W~

Throwing in a fear praises to hide this unconscionable misconduct.
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Kurtz bwgins hma poorly‑hidien diatrbie against what ~~' wrote with

_  or

st:i'll another demonstration of his professional care#lessnesi his .,rofessionnl

.,.

ignorance of the simplest and least questionable facts. Ne says that in his

firrst paragraph that the %apruder fil~t!begins on the morning of the ssassination. ~.

e.ns immediately before the President was within the view of Zp~ruder's camera. The aatox& motorcade was not due t:0 be in Dealey plaza until twenty‑five minutes after noon, and it was five minutes late getting here. That film does not begin "in the morning.

But after covering his genuine evil by saying a few nice things about the book. Kurtz goes to work to assassinate it on his first page xh5 where he

states that"in some placesh Wrones "wcholarship" is ."quite weak." W

Next he claims that x‑'.ne "omits numerable sources from hi:: footnotes and

bibliography" The criticism is from the mind of the man who regarded the slck

and irrational, ugly and dij3ting . 1  he

• `' as suitable work for his readers

and himself to depends on. as well as known fakes, like the French intelligence L'hmerigue Bruley peti the America edition of which used the title suggested by Jim Garrison, Forewell America.

Kurtz's sixth point nn his fi_stlo,_ge is,tktI I strongly urges UFK to en​

dourage Wrone to make the neeessf dry chan‑‑~es to zxkmx put it uipublishable form."

What  urtz would consider ""Publishable farm " re<<ired Kirtzian changes that

would make a fine scholarly study arrera spy .Iwith ignorance, errors, bad judgement

prejudice abd overwhelming error, the kind of book Kurtz book

t<~M4 L  /„Z

:• ha

;:IEXI~C 11101244‑M‑419 But, still pretend4*g

that he ii ould like the Wrone booms published when what he grges'l Would make it

Lv /LMT

at the least inaccurate and unscholarly. tart if tx a fine worlo

is ruinedt to Kurtz that would give it "lufiicient potential"‑but only after

converted th into the kind of personal clisgrafe and professional, atrocity
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gurtz i ~~t inflicted on history.

Pretending judgement and knowledge that, as ve have seen, Kurtz does not have,

he continues with this point predicting that fb3rone will not do what I:urtZ

regards as essential to make the book what Kurtz does nit say but clearly means,

the kind of intellectual trash he produced. What Kurtz says is, "I am not sure that

he can be persuaded because of his "fixed views"] to make the chanLres. OE

ATTACHED for my eecommended revisisns~hich I have separated into essential

and discretionary."  4 )4J

His next point, the seventh, says that without "the recommended revisions,

"I•Vecommend reljection$." That is the rjection Kurtz wanted and recocGmended

' 1

unless the inforlled Wrone did that the subject‑matter ignoramus Kurtz demands

of hits‑ making ~an accurate book into an inaccurate and unscholarly work.

Like Kurtz's, as we have seen onto a ditraceful tent without exaid n? ng

most of it‑ by far.

So anxious was Kurtz get his licks in that he states iii what he filed

i

in writing that he haa~a ~fia~tthis toy tbx:kUP editor ‑in‑chief.

What Kurtz had "attached" is what he titled "General Commentary on

[_ic for retyping

Zapruder's The *at iaorld's I‑lost Famous Amateur Bovie '1y i‑T.id_Vroae'

A eight unnumbered pages mostly of criticism agd entirely on Kurtx pretending to

the tpbe the authority and expert he is~..~his first point alone illustrates this.

I2/N

His next point ends by Grit' ‑ ing Wrone for "failing to address the works of

Warren Commission defenders" wheJ4 that is also not within the :>cope of the Wrone

book and is far from necessary in a book on the movie. Ply, with what °urtz wants

a

to mqke a god work into an interminable work, so much having been made up by those Commission "defenders", whether or not Kurtz lbws that.

Wrone has written a scholarhly book on the value and irportanue of the

.~apruder film, which is the most famous of all amateur films, not any  or Y

arL‑wnent, which ' #Kurtz is a prerequisite for publi$hability.

Air

Kurtz's third paragraph here is a further disclosure of both pie

114.4,

Forurtz, who has no knowledge of the relationship betweem Drone and me, his concept of seholax~ hip and impartiality is indicated by his _qtte of the ,wA

LG „."infatuated." This but one of many indications that what is really in t Kurtz' s mind is that the drone bookQ~relpoorly on his own bok book.

It is obvious that Aurtz cannot be t4 well aware" of,e what he lmows nothing

about and nothing to justify his use of ‑ord in a supposed peer review.
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and what is a basically unscholarly *e Position‑‑and demands

I am well. aware of Wrone's infatuation with the works of Harold6# i

Weisberg, but since the manuscript concerns tile Zapruder film he needs to demonstrate a thorough_lawwledge of the literature that discusses the film in

s/7

o e detail. For examplo, there are ccuntless sources on Phe World Wibe Web that

V,

are omitted from his citations. I have attached a sample of the works i

P. that he does not discuss."

He titles that attachment as a "Partial list of the treks that Discuss

~r

the Zapruder Film in Sime Detail that drone bas From His Footnotes and

6'!' l rt

Bibliography." Aside from ibis own Crime of the Uentury, which, as we have seen, 0~46 carmot be used as a source in an honest and accurate ‑irk there are eleven others and most of them are the uc2~ t kind o rash. Not all but almost all.

thz.s s rs~:a‑eeg to docwmet a cr~icism that would require an

9ntirely different book than the one Wro4e wrote y, a book that iTlique in many

ways in the reputable and dependable works on the assassinationb w~h are

. al?

remarkau aside from those‑ that are potboilers or based on plagiaeiszr~)

some are not even on the assassination anu some are bY the certifiably irrational..

Reading a doze n bo‑ks that do not address what the wrone book addeesses ‑ and

chat Wrone addresses has not been attempted in ot~ book or in

any of the

five '.4 "Articles" that f liow it or of the seven "1Kultimedia" that ta..llow that, to some c of which thc; same general criticismA, apply.

Fprtunately for him. Kurtz was not asked to justify all this wasted time in

~u,‑,‑cn~a, reading what is not relevant to` actual book, as distinguished from the book Kurtz would prefer.

His ~commendation i:: largely of assassination commercializations, aside frZmlike his, less no value at all.

Kurtz is so #removed from the actualities, the realiglies of the subject

of which he p;‑etends he is a master, he even lists as a necessity for _ZWrone's boo‑ one in which the outrageous and indecent libel is so obvious, so gross
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and so inhuman the publisher settled a libel suit out of court.

The Narrs book, Crossfire, is not even about the His sassinations. It is

about the so‑called mysterious depth not one of which is i:;ysterious and ~t~‑s

~,t of whzmh ttarrs

41 own a characterization, rathP:r that uhat

he retitled lto avxid the obvious plagiarism from Penn Jones) as "convenientl;14T/A

‑0 c&440

deaths" all those he#tatos‑ig‑tare from natural causes, especially heart failures

in older raen© , .... ,

In writirug, about the so‑called c"convenient" meaning mysterious deaths,Marrs

J  b

distinguished himself by not being able to get most of them straight and makng

the most incredible errors in many of the.

w~(

nnewest wet& is on flying saucers.

Groden is so utterly undependable he can't ever steal straight. And he does steal because he is real‑,_y CstoundinG ignorant of the established fact.

lie also sa::ms to have stolen c~ppses of the sutoi)sy film and to have sold them to a supermarket tabloi4 for a rer~orte4' 0‑50,000. ~~

Moore is an obvious attempted commercializer and his book is as impossible

as its title, A Constxiracv of One. The most distinguishing impossibafy;

wh~3h is also foolishooe, is his statement th~:t after he g‑ot permission to take the

new floor up he found the ~s~ the cardboand boxes that are said to

have been made into a snipe 's den,. fixed ono the aged and very hard hardwood

„~Lct~ .`'I,~‑t‑ cw~f fh~r~ l~'~ 14 it WO, .Nt'° dl krrko * at4j a .4&,W Moore wrote when he :#was in high school that he was going to skip his

senior year to get into college earlier ‑so that he could run for Pre:aident after

he graduated college. This eminent scholar Kprtz cricicizes Wrone for not using was

going to run for president before he knew‑,t .what the constitution sc‑jys about that.

His g‑‑•eat accomplismcnt, naturally the kind of proof and evidence that Kurtz

2 M oV

urge4 Wrone to use hear, is his repo whwn 'took the new floor up he foun

the impersihable marks of those cartons of books used for that totally imagied

"sniper's nest." V 4ls ~

Or. urtz on Kurtz,, with only a few sample
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I think it is no exaggeration to~ay that my F03A litigation anti in the other

five hocks of the ldhitedash series I abb was .1fistt to bung to

light *most of what is known of the official evidence of which Kuiktz is

so ignorant and of which he lacks such understanding. So much of it was so

aimple. so easy to understand if one knew the evidence related to it, it

was not complicated enough for the Kurtzes who, *it~ no ju~Pification at al,

regarded themselves as the best informed because of what they regarded as

their professional qualifications.

Kurt*z remains that Kurtz a decade after he should have had some

r of the profundity of his subjectztter ingcTrance, of his rampant ego and

the erroyC it led him into and his less than honest use of the work of others

who inpayment he 9fiought to condemn ~ was , critical, and of the just plain

stupidity of jig as ire have seen,  ..

He is still that s,‑.me Kurtz, the u~Iearning Kurtz. t

14

llb

Kurtz also give a dependable of what to him, professional

,~ 4'1 S ____y historian tha he is and expert on the assassination that he is not, and perhaps a notion of the incredible pap and ignorant and gross errors in his book whet he criticizes .01rone for not I using kr. the countjss sources o4he World wide got9that, natjhty, nauty drone"; omitte from his citations."

CTakin time for those thousands and thousands of what is imagined, what

clime from sick minds ‑ #ihat there is no tesane reason even to suspect can

include anything, at all about the Za ruder film that was unknown ~to those wh&

p

did ,‑like .Wrone make a scholarly examination

of all the fact that was avail~le .

o‑‑n bth drone and

NOW‑W:‑t432tkurtz invention, intended as a slut _!  ,that

Wrone is "infaactuatedyaith ne.Of hat is a strange if seriously intended

criticism for a real scholar, that when two people work in the s,.:ame field and

J ~dt. . _ . 'T'~,l . :.'~c:~o

hel. ,each. other y one gets ~, "infatuated .z s first, but no rnly slur once

scholars who become friends.

But in griticizing Wrone for his ' "infatuation" with me and for

Kurtz's other intended insults or me, solar that Kurtz wants it understood that

y

he is, what he does not menti‑_,n is that my book ~f which he is most 91

t ~ •'~lu W h t'

critical the Warren UoLaaission, It also is the; first to address the Zapruder

iom and the one which brought to late the damage to it that just hajpened,

entirely by accident, Time, Inc. d us, at preciselty the point where the

GoLmLission lh conjectured the first shot was fired. Now the destruction of

those frames of the original ‑acruder filMalso destroyed the twenty to twenty‑

five ~ ‑ p~ percent Af the exploded film tl):t is not seen on projections because it

holds the sprocket holes by of which tile film 4‑s projected in taking ictures

and by which the film i5~ advanced when it is projected for view

Aside from the fact that I published more books than anyone else, filed

moreFOIa 4M. s anyone else tdtring to light what the goveriuuent was

t ~rj w~'N

suppressing about the assassination, when i charged the FBI with li~,l and t

11'$

it was perjuryr~because that perjury was wi th :,ut question and I had already

proved i t with myself under oath, or when the.•e was no posAble real defense,

the Fi and Justice Dc:‑, r tmen , 'defens::f; ", which Airked, was that z could make

cuch 'C~f series; fc:lonie~;,* th AIq the with s qch a serious felony

ad infinitim because y pe knew more abut the assassination and surroundin

events than anyone working for tire i13I.

Of course none of this was worth Kurtz's knowledge or consideration when he could slip in his needeqdIuuse he knew his shabby pretense of scholarship. could not survive a real and an informed o‑'an»nati.on.

Simplified' chat rurtz says here i u t=at throne should not have used the

.x~ CA ab c , th:: if thattbutes meaning to it;

f it stiact work on the Za_)r er I the first worms to eaposc the unreported

damage to it that was kept secret; s'v secret that the fumes ruined and torn out

iM

are still nuubeix:ci i n the vi1m in .:lich they do not e::ci.st> and that also i

0  3

and 1 alone: brought to light' all this and more does not be=long in a scholarslty8~_"Y

1 of tt:g

12‑apruder film and. of its maLming (not the hopto;pry of it oily tha~urtz says

I 1, but all the plagiarisms, all the d4uplica tions, all the baseless and of ten ,~° izapos;‑ible(Improvisations on it do require that grey:t waste of tic::e i t ent~:iled.

tUn thin; it is worthy of not‑o c:ithouth Kurtz does refer often to the

~7,, o  ,;

viork of JUJi~11 `lhmpson in Us book, he does z_ut,,i~lud:: lhompson's book in

those he criticizes Wrone for not using in his text. W:mt be=tter r .easons could

this cazef ul and dilio:zit scholgrr, 4artz,i corm. have $had that that 1'homspon

risd the lawsuit he had to defend to oft afrists drawings of those of the

films of the Za,)ruc&r fi4m that he w.:nted t:)_ use and did ~fi use in his book??

`lhornpson, ,:hen working for e T.‑ ~ magazine on the film, did make his own study

froia tl‑ze best and mos~Cflearest frames of it, enlarged frames for viewing rather tha::

to be printed.'

chat Kurtz says it is "imperative" for Wrone to add to tf his fine and i definitive manuscript includes the work of pas plagiarist, a m rho published what he knew was wrong just to embar°ass th.: govezunent, a plagiarist
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and a man who seas in corre4spondence with me until I Caned to his attention that he was mala.ng up .chat he made up while he knew nothing at&ut the context which eliminates hiy: 4eculation.The work of the other tyro is so important, at least as Kurtz sees it, that of all the many,nany thousands who have been in touch with me, I do not recall a single reference to their work, if work it is. What is ima?~.ned, what is made up, is not j$uthentic worI: on the assassination.

Of all those Kurtz names, if he iqr asked to validate their uorkwith other than'~‑‑sspeculations or their congeniality to what he did, I doubt lie can. Not with fact and truthq both of which are us "‑:y absent in what Kurtz published anti writes.

Havi rZ‑~‑‑‑j&‑sKid, fi test mentioned in the fir‑t sentence Kurtz wrote a~t~ 1)4 undor organization that the prone book has as its :,"ceftrak focus ‑ the history of the LZapruder film" he implies strongly that it io not i:hat he has already said it is, saying in hi.,; fir‑st paragraph under "General Recommendations" that it is not that at an and that "a full‑length hi::>tory of th=: film is needed viand it would make a valuable contAbution to the literature on the assassination."

'4hat 4rtz is doiii‑ i*ll this unwarranted, unscholarly and untrue efforto to

prevent publication of the Wrone boot: is to insist4 that he include in it all the

u AJ Wttinea‑, all the conjectures, man4factures, outright fabricatioaj' and other impossibilities of the works he wants included ~ th, same d0a efects as permeate his own. book. While Wrone's boo4l'is not bnly the only :ful‑length"

history of the film, it is . of 'c~h:4‑ only G E41 I,, I,, I" Mup am i 'what the

' IL  _

assassination z#ts want not ed but is tbCe and factual, as their output, often *very conspircuously, is not and ca.:not be.

He folows this with tlAutterly gourious and selfC,servi.

ng only allegation of

f

per~iry of which he includes several, none with any basis in fact. There is no libel in the film and if Kurtz 'is too i giofnt 4‑ of the actual fact to know %#hat what Wrone wrote is the test truth.inat is not a decent, an honorable, an ethical Or a professional and historians reason for saying that because of the
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the nonexisting libel th:? book should not be published t

C&."4WWt KM

until what thsQdumdamI who is also a certified histofIrian wants eliminated is

thrown out of the book.

Any allegation of libel or w6thing else that can mean a problem for a potential publisher ought, at the absolute lea¢t as the very, miniraam, be accompanied by proof that what 4Jrone said is not,#torreet because, unless it 0 L6/1.(n~!

‑ ^+, i t is an unprincipbled effort to prevent publicatio4fN4*z‑book.

Kurtz threatens, saying that "There are too many statements that border

on the libelous." he icludes no proof of any one of those cooked‑up libels and,tV./YWVr;I~ d m the only re4son for that is that he cannot,

What R~rtz r 'n says in made‑ups criticism of the Wrone book, which, 4

course, undersepr~oth the ignorance, and thti error of what~i~tz wrote, that

on Page 6, second paragrepi, 1' k'he language is too strong. r Wrone xmlft

issues a blanket de~nation of the various bodies that have investigated the

assassination and decl;;res t‑at they ' perr.:anently h dishonored the nation. "'

There is neither exaggeration ::or libel in this. it is the truth and it applies

to every part of the government, erecutilve, legis1 ative al/d judicial. This

is more tha/namp~y documented in mt publishei d work, whic4 repeat still again,

that tKurtz is familiar with it and used it as his oisn work without even asking

permission, which l have always gie&n sutoma".AlSr. The fact is that proof of what

Kurt*z wants eliminated or Zoderated is in all my books, and I have had no ke

complaint of infairness or of inac furacies from any one of the very many of

whom I wrote citicialiy, an actuality t:iat is beyo, comprehension, as

we Ot to.

r

Kurtz's r~ext nit‑pickijt is also as ridicuAous as the rest of them. Ile cites

"P. 7, 1, 6" Woti~, the blossoms truth in the hinterlands. << Wro::.e' s hero

harold ;,eisberg, lied (sic] in Frederick, Maryland, hardly the 'Ihinterlands.4 tt

As is hardly seeret,ecept to some city slickers, rural mail also ‑40OW
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often does to those cities. z live, nt li", on post` r ~a1 route 12 of

the Frederick post office. That.is outside the city of Frederick /i;; near

U

the base of Gambrill mountaIm. OuV five acres are isolated and y ri~ate and

pleasantly stocked with animals like the white‑tailed deer who

population come to the house to find what they can eat ~wit possums, akq:iks,

:‑: .:s  ,.

gro'#dhogs squirrels and 8roundcaquirrels, ‑,rabfts, skunks, Canadian

geese, hallard ducks, f brown heron and blue :i eon iiand probqbly a few othxts ~~''~

~~.~.^ho do not one to mind hat i.:~ not ~~ tone: finds in the averago city,

This is t oe of the many Kurtz bastesx‑.and . . , . . ,. !v

unznfonaed assumptions that he has no basis for even an opinion on that he preset presents as unquesticGAalble fact.

Kurtz again displays his subjec ::fit ter iP;norz‑.Ence in criticising Wroo for SaYing that the Oommission said "The second shot missed." WKurtz si4ply straight‑out lies when he then says that "T:e Warren Commission nev..:r said that the second shot missed.‑The evidence is ‑inconclusive as to whether i*!t w..as

the ~,~, the second of the third shot which missed"'Warrenetwbrt "

gage 111.

Witi: this self‑exposure, kfu_•tz again makes out the case that college pro​fessor that he is, he still does not understand plain and simple English and that I+an be and was c;gulled by semantics

If there is one fact about the film and about the assassination that $s

beyond any question at all, as the film makes so gruesomely clear, is that the

S FIVident's head was exploded, with much o= it blasted out and scattered widely, in wliyt the givernment numbered as frame 313.

T°_here also is no quvastion that is possible about the fact that the first shot i~:, unequivocally, said by the Commissid n and its iiepor'the cause of

all seven nonfatal wounds Li 4tboth men. for the missed shot

All that is left, in the official story of the assassintion is the second

of th only three shots the report says were fired, thres shot, no more and mn less.

So~:.on there is "y. 43 ‑ If @overnor Connally is stilIclutching his Stetson at
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faame 255, as i1rone contends, the yo‑rone needs 4o explain exactltt when he was

~i atruck in the wrist.‑ aupeeicially this is a reasonable criticism but for it

'4r o'uC

really to be that Kurtz need also *9'that when people of hit bulletd, even in

the wrist, they automatically drop lihat they been Poldine t ~Rti#t3m *es not

do that for several reasons. One is that lie attack e s no proof 4of anything he cl"'f1c. Izr~

says or suggests. ~e offerf no proof, not any kind of cittion, for what he made

up and seems reaso~d is neither reasonable nor factual. kiirspicuouslyl)

in his book, Kurtz does not roe criticize ~e commission for not offe~'ring

`v

o G the same explanati6. ssification or proof b4au se iu the Commi.soion' ;;s

Iversion, K~4tzas struck in ';he wriE4 before Frame 255 and was stillholding his

'n*$etson on the game.

What Kurtz next says is foolish, really silly. It is that in assuming, as

Kurtz~ does, th+onnally could have been struck in the wrist at Frare 237, then

*/"had sufficient time t o'4 fare the two separate shots and wound Go  y twice'.

The tine bset‑,4ve, those two frames i s a sec  , ess.than

An .~nr~ a h~1f ~n‑‑‑y in the entire world could aim, fire, rel*bard sand

‑M w&4:WVV k4

a"ain aim and fire that r1` ifle in that time. which i t lESS‑ " he

of the very best

time of t ho  master shooters in the Commission effort to estah.lish the minimum

time for ~houting. And Oswald wasp o dally, ousy shot .

Without any proof, without any /$citation at akll and without aW;y reason

to believe that the shooting in the assassination had to be Asynchronized "

r

does he gave ar~y`r; a 'reason even to suspect it was or of any need for h„at. Kurtz is Kurtz: be due: ekes it up for his "rebse*(" as he made so much up fAr his book.

"P.46,4 ‑ F41.1a 'Film shows the back of the head intact' T#ea This is not accurate. The back of the he~:d appearg in only two frames, or one‑ninth of a

r.

second. Those two frames are not sharp and. sufficiently clear to state that the back of the head is or is not damaged." This is an entirely baseless criticism that is made up in its entirety. That Kurtz sa sa=d this means that

%‑> 1,4 fAl~
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nothing he says can be t rusted.This also is `evil and of :evil. inilent because, cbc~'~lp~

and wiintent throughout the severe indictment is not inappropriate, it

is also a lie. If Kurtz saw those ~faares, indiCidually, he lick‑deliberately

r because they are quite clear;. If he said it without examining those ffames, he does not even claim that he did, it is pub less evil. It is a lie that can have only an evil purpose, to discourage publication of a fine arid a worthwhile and a unique study t ‑F Urthe history of one of the truly significant events izi the nations history.

By simple arithmetic I fegured out that when the 1‑b1 prepare for Comraisaon publication t he 35 mm slides Life magazine made for the Commission the FBI omitted the last nine frames. I took this up with tilt. ‑rcUves and it invited i:i~ ~ in to see tia1ose ffames, which i t;:en placed with those t}zt =t had in a tray for convenience in storage and viewing. Those two frames, the first of almost the first of those nine, show the Pre:Adent as he begins to fall over onto his wife. AS he doe::; that he twists his body so that as it falls, the b'

n,.b~,,~ .~ y, r c,° ~~cew~ back of t:ie head is shownQclearly and there was no Zapruder motion to rake it

a  (•C rrt.cif't~

.r in any way. I asked a friend who I knew wee recorded ,tee TV ahawiffg

1 o‑‑a two frajaes. My friend wrote me that the enlar

Ging is from the 0Xw

film when it was telecast on "The j'FK llonsplracY." Even in the much less

clear tkmmx prints, leap c‑ clear by far than 3 slides, which

is Jhwhat I examined in the Atchzves, there is no .round, no ood, virite on

the back of the Pref7sident's hez#. Not even on the collar of h=.s shirt, which

is also quite clear.

What the F1;I omitted was easily passed ooff as a mistake.It gave the

Commission tile black and white prints necessary for lack and white

w

printing, yith the last name, as is seen in Exhibit 885 in Volume 18, 334,

The FBI should have do given the Qonmission frames through and including 34.3.

J't can be suspected that the reason for this mistake or trickery, which ever

,t eras, was to keep secret what could be taken as li‑proof that Oswald did AL164'

tLZ
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fire the fatal shot G1nd th6`t;nobody did from tk#at TSM sixth‑floor window. ~I

Whe

I examined thole fram~'w t'ru~r had been kept secret by the rBI, secret

from what  ommisdioJaqwas going to publish, that part of the film is of

such fine quality, so brilliant in color, that it was ei‑em sharp and clear when projected onto a screen that was about five feet wide.

Frm a trifle over a quarter of an inch to five feet is great magni‑

dication, go great that the individual hairs on the back of the President's

head are also sharp and clear. :end although without question there was a shot

to the head, there i s no trace o l~on ,, ad in tho a framed that are ,d!`

1‑9 thm ‑ °e°end after the head explodes so vividl;~so eruesomely.

If YCurtz is so ignorant of the film and what it shows he has no business U4 Jq44V

swag a wrd of criticism based on that ignorahce. If what he said is not

from ig norance ‑ and thi_ again gets to what he does not say about his "enhancer‑lent" of that film/, t n it is about s rotten an intended evil as seems to be possible for a supposed"'peer review."

It likewise is no less evil for what Kurtz%4follows this with, without

saying that he has examined the version of the film ttial he has to learVwhather next or not what he says is even true or even possible,`hat "it is presumptugus to assert, solely on the basis of two f names, that the back of the head was intact." It is conspicuous that Kurtz does not say that he examined the film to prevent his lying about it and in particular, about his lying about this particular matter. It is also clear tiw.t what he says is a childish untruth, that only two frames canthow that the back of the head is intact. It can~ot be that Kurtz does not know what a motion picture is. It is a series of still f r a W pictures and they are called "frames". One frame is enough, if only one fovea from showed the back of the head to without question , if clear enouh,

tkr%rprove that the back of the head was or was not intactla z s nee c4~

e

<.

i~ wha, printed on :~  wrote about his

I

7

I hash the contact ;rprints = ed and a argemen . four and

err'

a half inches by i and a mpm

s

I had negatives made of the 35 mm contact prints and then I had all

' A

of the six of those 35mm enlq rged to tkstamtkK three and a ' a by six and

a half inches. Then those enlargements and the negatives from which they

were made were, attk along with other eUidence, were stolen. However, without

going through that Whole process again I had made a xerox of one of those

enlargements. It was not clear as it should have been bnt it does reflect a

> >

little of what is said above about it, ranging from how narrow the Osviald room

was to b" the curtains being installed to the wall of windows with venetian

blinds and how public **that room was when the blinds were open, even after

the diaphanous * curtains were hung which, hammer in hand, a man is doing.

