Dear Dave, 4/21/021
i'm rereading Briggs' 4/17,

I don't Fhink you can tell Briéé this is you agree,,ﬁht
Kurtz is juat.#lain éhbaring him on criticism. There is a pre-
judice against .the subject but I think any other basis for
criticism that Kugtz adds is either from his imégination or
for a special purpose, particularly his imagined one, that
the media thinks of me as he does. That is f alse. No basis
at all for it. As I think I said earlier, some papers, like
the NYTimes have ghven me some good stories, half—Page ezch.

Addressing%agaﬁﬁ, "honest, serious if flawed scholarah%p“
that is more éhﬁiig;rp Jead to criticism and as I said cearler,
that is not the way of authetic scholzrship or of scholarly
puhlishing.

Un the Kurtz irrelevancy, if correct, Willg;s'allaged
"iiéliability ; %5u£? is accurate in what you quote, there is
no reason to iriirvr~¥g that reviewers, for which ,let us hope,
will have the 26 and will read his testimony. And then have
enough knﬁhledge to evaluate his testimony/. About whieh I do
not recall what Kurtz says. We'll ge back to this with Kurtz,
However, Briggs considers it a "key point ," which means handle
it gently.

I do not remember what you wrote about that tree, bu?éhe
fac;-is that not only in the Warren Report was 1t essential,it
is in any consideration of Oswgld as the assassin. But in terms
of the importance in the Z film, if it is not important, a Eg
good piece to throw to the pig. If you do not nfgd bF.But not in
any way to diminish Willis.

As I said before, I do not recall qny justificatiom for
"categorical statements'" of fact that, i%/actuality.“}emain
as disputes." You should have @ special cases because there x
is much that the nuts dispute that is not legitimately in an
real dispute. I'll gé} to what Kurtz wrote.

What Briggs says about the SBT seems to be reaaonable and
unless Mthere is something I do not kmow, I'd go foyhid "explain to
the rewders" belief. There is nothing ttax that is much more
important that the SBT in the WCReport. ‘Withou¥ it, no Repg%l
that says single-assassin.
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On Interrnet, which we have discussedégyou pught say, fyou

waid to m¥, thay&t is mostly nutty, imaginrZ, fa1de anfl ignorant,
but it is not zll that way. Sp you can make a referehte to that
gs not jnaccurate? Like a caution against it for nonexperts?

Jn Kurtz, as I have said earlier, T think the way to overcome
his prejudice against m¥ and the unscholarly idea that thosaLho
did not do it, perhaps including those who are actually wha?you
g concsider nuts,be given credit for what I alongvdid, ift to
incluce a briefer statement in your bibliograph%i sources. FYou
might add to what I suggested earlier your estimate of the amount
of info. I sent you and how much on the FPOIA lawsuits. There
will not likely be any satisfying Kursz on this or of his bégﬁng
ho nest or reasonable, but perhaps Briggs night agree. I think .
that with him perhaps the most gonfluential d?kument will be.thgi Lf
is the opposite of Ssholarship. I'1l include the Hood letter if I
did not send it earlier. Thag entire second pnragrapé or judgt the
"unparralled in the woﬁd" evaluation[‘ihey have seen and used, they
now have almost all of it, their students have used if for several
decades, and Kurtz does not know a thing about it or about me or
my work except thar he does not like me and elsewhere made untrue
eriticisms. Quote Lesar review. Jivingstone in p¥ particular
is $irrational, as Kurtx does not know, #and what he has done
to and with £ he medical evddence is questionable. It added
nothing to my knowledge of the fact and it left questions sqwhen
I read what h¢ wrote I did not listen to the tapes, which I had
Hand are included in my archive. He has threatened people inkhe
most represehensible ways, and I have a file on this I have marked
corfidential because of the personal information he was misusing,
and three tiiniMes I have told him not to ret{ﬁi, but I had ézive
in the first wo times because I feared what he might do if ;aid
not. He had a policemend/ working with him in his spage time and
without any question at all, he stole from me. He even pretended,
in Dallas, that he was part of a new official investigatkon and he
had done many ethical if not legal wrongs. I will provide details
if nécessary but I think it is safe to say that his considerable
effort with the medical evidence has been h€:§pful to those who

lack full knowledge of the disclosed official medical evidence
and tg thode who theorize instead of researchings but they do not



add materially to what is known about the assassination fact?
Livingstone has written extensively ab;ut the ¥3er Zapruder film
and your book is abput thaty, not about the medical evidencsg

amd Kurtz does not m ention wihat could be appropriate and he does
not. Which is just as well because that is both irresponsiblle and
irrational. As well as false.

In d\is part of his commentary Kurtﬁ'reveals his lack o
kno¢ledge of the basic disclpsed official evidence. I have read
both Aguilar and Mantik from the first and where what they said

(Afhat can be trusted they add different detail bi% not to wha| was
Knewn and disclosed and of which they make no menetion and hich
#=yx Kurtz appears to be seignorant.

Aﬁay of Clay, a fine day!

In the back of my mind 21l day and talked a bit with Clay
about it. I think that despite what kind of an ignorant and evil
skunk Kraft is it is important to not alienate or anger Briggs
while still doing what you think is rightiand, if necessary,
compromising.

I saw the back of my 1967 Photo WW and the excerpts from what
the press said of me and my books and it is quite unlike what
Kraft made up and I do think you should include that in what you
say. Yogether fvvbhthe fact that it was a very conseré%ive news-
maper owner who made it possible for me to get WW and WWII y
pronted, w1E§ redit yet! Bill Loeb, of the Manchester Union'Leader,
who not only that but established a friendly relationship. He'd
phone me from bis vacations to see how I was making out and if his
secretary had not goofed and forgetten to send WW to Regnery,
Reg:?eﬂﬂqﬁﬁg agreed to publish it without even seeing it! As

son-in-law and MeE=El Loeb told me. If I find it I'll
enclose the back cover of PW thal I copied for you.

1 That tree cannot be ignored in a book about the Z film because that

tree was §central in the Yommission's"solution and for that
it was and is a real problem, whetever Lurtz may tkink.

This is out of place but when I read K. I made some notes and I
do ndt want to risk forgetting. He talks about 3 seconds being a
8nap with that rifle and that is b.s. That remains a tough skot
for most people. What I have in NA! on the shooting of mastef‘indicates
the special problems with that vifle and that the time taken by masters,



the very best shots in fthe ?ountry‘indicutes that. Simmons WC
testimony. 46 ffames is a trwfle less than 3 seconds.
QT 4/22, 2:02 a/m. X ggt tp sleef Jate for me last night, aftgas and
after periods f# of sleeplessnesi, with this on my mind. I && up
a “little after 1. As part of your case that Kurtz is increaasingly
intrﬁtding into your bouk and telling yodkhat to say and what not
to {say, I think it 4is important to make thgpoint thafﬁueh is
)WY 4hid opinion in #igepareas where his opinion is not supported by
any evidence he produces, especially when he scares you aboot
publ&c reaction when there is no basis at all for it and much that
is the exact opposite and on the Zapruder film, in which he tells
34NJ w—sme what frames to reproduce and seems not to be accurate in what
he says is important, like the alleged damage to the-Presidet's
{ace on the right side. Kurtz sgmsays t%is is an important Fason for
gncluding Frame (I think) 23, GwWwWessberylong had had a set of
the black and White autopsy pictures and I have examined them
gseveral times. There is not even a tiny scratch on the face up to
the eye level and the there is what may some brusising, skin not
broken, and %ﬁﬂyay also be shaqﬁﬂaﬂwith no bruising. But in saying
what pictures Z should use in my book, that is still another
extension of what a peer review is and he is ;ﬁfruding into ayyN
exclusive right,lfxmconsultation with you, an¢1has introducec error
in.Futting his prejudices in as fact. (This is not a book onthe
damage to Kennedy. #t is on the Zapruder film, not gore, and what
should be considered bn tevyms or negatibe reaction is %Zg%gzgnusing
that well -known and of-printnd picture still another time and in
what many people keep is at least good tase and Kennedy people
might take @ harsher view. YAmi—T Have Thmt—pieture tn ¥ ny esk.)
More on the made-up Kurtz statement that I am a special
target of the press‘gand that is what it méans, and of othé;;Es.
It came back to me as I in my mind reviewed the actualities,when
I had to fsee my doctor and Schweiker had asked me to spend that
morning with him and his assistant, who was later DA of Phila.,he
did not let me take a cab. He had Ehis assistant drive me uﬁthere.
(Church comnitteebubcommittee.) And when I had Fo go to the
hospitual, the man who headed the Me11a Abzug House Committee came
up to,ﬂFr4derock to take me there so he coulg get q* ideas an
what that committee should do, $ho to question, etc.



In reading Kurtz again, and again toward the end of whéfKurtz
says, h says that"Wrone'ﬂrst}ongly implies thEEEEtBQFh}ESeaghera
have written Mhas contruibuted in any significant way to assss
assassination scholarship.” I do not remember specifies in your bppk
but Ifggﬁi—think that Kustz is referring to uses by some of the work
of others. As best I can recall, what you use of me is my original,
edclusively my wor%,and there is not a $thing wrong with that and
it is $¥cholarship, not propagunda. Not being honest because Kurtz does
npt like me is not ghing to help the book and has *better chance of
damaging it, particularl ig the reviewed has read my work.,ln addition,
Kﬁrtz here mixes up what you quote from me and what he refers to
on exaggerate form as in general "assassination scholarship."

In referring in glowing terms to what he refers to as &having
"added immeasureé?ﬁly to our knowledge of the medical evidence, "
Kurtz discloses his lask of knowledge ﬁbf the esta{}lished
confirmed offiecial record of the actul medical evidence, anwhat he
appears to Wzwhave read in books of theory. - 1

All three argue against the @fficial story in one way glanother
and the official and disclosed andci,wgfed official evidence#efutes
what Kurtz says.y; Where what theseektzs=e have said can be taken as
true, and much of it is and can be, it is not "new." It is no more
that a rephrasing of wna was known and reported oiﬁ&&;ally.

It is wrong and I 'f unscholarly to assume -3t there was
ncthing useful or informative in the official records and that
unconfirmed physical examination of the X -rays disclosed to
Mantik what was not known until he made his densol%?y measurment,
confirmation of wh ich I do not rememberjfthatlhe sought or offered.
And %9nilar is making a big thing about theﬂiack of th g=a ing
6;1owed out when it wasn't, and you will be presenting an unusell and
unknown picture taken after the faﬂzl shot and shgfwing the Yhback
of the head witHOut an injury?nd with nm visible blood on it. Besides
which the autopsy victurcs that wiggut ﬁfhestion were not and
could not have been altered show it without an bole. ﬂSp, once
again, Kraft tuasubatitutfé his opinion for fact of which he has
no knowledge does not helg and again can huf?.

If he believes that a peer review should includ such opinions
they they should not be without aupport especially kn areas in
which his prejudice is unhidden and, as we se e, in areas idrhich



Your oversight, cenfess, as abdve, and then say t‘\at it was never
based on Willis's testimony but goes back to his #5 and 2202,
back to 1966.

It is based on t}\is misrepresentation that Kurtz spendgféhe
entire page all but 5 lines. 0dd but I think not of scholarly intenﬁ/.

We've goh e over in this ajpcongcsed hit-oyniss but where
he uses (Broden as a dependable s.piggﬁi. I wrote a bgpk on his tital
undependabilty. He is a subject-matter ignoramus and [y.e doctored
pic.j{tures When Kur'frz quof[-‘es or at least cites ’Hiliis'testomoqny.
here he ci<es what Groden says was Willis's testinmony.

yitz4

Is WWillis coocorrect? ti‘hit?(ia ﬁs‘n‘astineaa again, ande
tiink the answer you might wamt to consider is thatiin what yo‘:ﬁ.v~
attrdbuted tu him when kExizxm What he said is not the %basis of
what you wrote is that on what you attributed to hilf he is ©
correct, accordrng to t[je Z film,’ which is what your book§ is
about., not what Willias said orls said to ‘-;ave said, and that
far from by him alone, witness what you have on the Aguilar urtz

is soshd w# hizsh on.. A

When Kurtz agail poontifivccates he %A;\rates his lack wfof
knowledge, about you reviar;g because he t:says you s%'y %e?rtﬁbas
no damage to the back of pir ﬁead. Man, will 346-T g:l.qﬁ' hiim snd
Briggs an answer. Which existed already in several forms but
Kur*:;tz goes for .e : all the nitty theoriyd.

Peer review la.ngua,gg in 1,'-&"131: he says that is not true :’a'.out what
Kurtﬁ does to say that he has "an infallible memory." I do not
recall rthat either qﬁ us said that. Kurtz made this up. He did
not get Wom my writing/. What Willis's unreliabiliyy is is a
mystery to ¢ and Kurtz offers only his opinion wgich on Willis
lacks value-or relevance.

Going on 4. I'm 2 bit keyed up but think I'd best try to
take a nap after reading a bit into your # 14.

But it is a shame t::hé?t it would be unwise for you to cwrite
B about Kurtz and he\rites ac‘?ou;t othey":' Oh, zanother 3 ought I
had %I\'lier is thaz’you might clflsuder beginning by saying tha'
witheps im his field =Kurtz if a scholar and a much better taan
average scholar to have risen to dean, but th‘g:ft does ntt makee
him & real Kennedy assassination schon‘far and in fact he is not.

You do not wnwant to go into that, some of it will be apparent, and
this means than on the JFK assassination he needs and lacks confirmation.




I've read your spurce notej(ppS}éff) aund to the top of ;268.
I think you should quote the top of that page, in full,and sayx

that it proves that what Kurtz says about your dependence onh%t
he szys is an undefpendable Willis when the one comment KurtZ.
makes would have dis%yalified a—mass of the Warren Commission

WS u-b{' "
the first sentence.

witnesses and a curre? one of whom he speaks very highly, Aguilar,
v

and many others.

On page 540, correct note 75.

I've read the notes. Ask that Kurtz be asked to providJan
honest different source for any of that.

How that you have the wonderful tking wthat ﬁ61ay has done,
or in days will have, see how many mentions of willis for other
than tizis or the taking of his pictures that I ;ave. 1t wilxﬁ\e
few and you can ;ite the mass and the weight of that consolidated
index.

I811 continue reading the chapter later.

Frame 190‘E£;‘has not a thing to do with the tree. The
sole g?mmiasion use of the tree was related to an gl;%gfs-¢05wald
shot from tkat ltsixth floor window. Suggewt that you add iﬁpruder
on first shot before 210, WW pp 46-9. Kurtz corrupts what you
actually said and you did not say what he says you did. '

Should preceded this: Kurtz &an' t stOp his misrepresentatlona
of the Willises, noting that "it also “GsEmshould be pointed out

that Willis's wife, Marilyn, also believed that the fatal sho¥

blasfted ouft (check what she actually gaid) the rear of JFK'S ¥waas".

As did A§Euiler and that long list in his writing only, which
Kurtz knows and did not say.

How is it "faulty reasoning" to say thpt a shot at 290
could not have been Oswald. Nobody in his right mind would trf& to
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aim and shoot througﬁ the dense foliage that tree had and espec{glly ngt
with wind of 10 mph. His reaso n is spurioua,"ﬁThe leaves of
of the oak tree blocking the view opinion came from the reenact-
ment" and he adds the totslly irrevelent that a different car was
used for the limo! Therefore, the reenactment was faulty.ﬂ He
cites the irrelevant as proof. That was not, as h¢ says, an
W"oak tree." It was a "live oak and they are of dense foliage
the year ¢round, not different in ﬁavember than they a¥e in May #,

With a wind blowing it makes no difference except that it
is more irrational to to expect the f;iiage to remain as it
is ;n gsighting while the decision to sight, aim and shoot is
being made.

And in assessing the & film you are not bound to the official
interpretation of it unless you are evaluating the officiall
interpretation. There was nothing to lprevent a shot at 190
from somewhere else and’;;:while ~s doubt you will want to say
it, bear in mind that there was no shot that day from that rifle,
as the igsmored official evidence that Kurtz had i@ the Sims
copies total 125,000, which § phope not to fprget.

Kurtz is again making up what he uses as proof of his incorrect
claim,"We simply do not know if it were Fpssible for Oswald to
fire a snot at 190.% With wind blowing at 10 mph, aside from
firing then being more irrational, we do know that at 190 theref
was more foliage in the way than at 210 because there was moe of
the tree blocking it. But in what fﬁ have written, it is cé;éct
to address whether Oswald could have done it of if anyone else
could have. Then,, "If Uswald or anyone else, fired (sic) a%ﬁdi-

aYiGO, he would kae had sufficient time (46 frames) to fire



another (46 frames to fire another dHot and strike Connally.
Willis #5, in short, does not destrd~y the single bullet theory.""
"Anyone else" does not address the SBF, and not quite 3 seconds,
which is what 56 frames is, is hardly enough time for anoyone other
than an exPeU%, professional shot to EZXmxamExx® ejecy the mempty
shell , reload, sighTand fire that rife when after its overhaul,
ag Simmons testifid, they, those masters, the best shots in
the country, had difficulty and trouble f=om Xk é}aing it. ?ﬁay
have that in NA! quoting his testimony. B%f even a good rifle
in good condition it is not easy for anyone, particular!y a duffer,
which Oswald was, to do all of tat in 3 seconds, leave alon%be
fatMtastically accurate in doing it. It is hard. not easy, so
Kurtz is either spouting off when he has no knowledge or is eing
fdishonest. ilor the ﬁSBT applies to LHO only and nothing that Kufté says
applies to him. That he would in the Kurtz made-up scenario,have
had to fire a fourth shot, as Kurtz knows and ifgnores, eliminag;a
Oswald as the lone assassin, particularly, as Kurt®Z does not
say, when the best slot& in the nation, undérjmuch improved condi-
tions and with the rifle overhauled, could not do what the WQ?
attrivutes ti KHO, What Kurtx says, that Wilis 5, in Sbirt, '
does not dgstroy" the S8BT is fiction, baseless, ignorance ,
stupidity, diahoﬁgty aor any combination of them. He is, at best,
and it is worse, stretching and stretching far too much.
"Wrone also does nct make clear exactly what the sequennce 95
shots™W=® the Zairuder film reveals” What direction was shg;t
19077 Where fired from? ~trike JFK in throat and more. Thist
the th§érist i;h Kurtz and not nrcessary in the%ook qg}one has
in mind, True also of " Where in Zapruder film is the shot that

1Y

struck James Tague? Not part of this book but part of Kurtz's
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idea that the book is his book, not Wrone's., Also reveals
Kurtz's subject-matter ignorance, as in,"Did a dfragment fQﬁﬁE
the head shot bounce off hand strike Tague?;(ﬁhlmpossigjie)
"ﬁéhere in the film ﬁihs Tague hit?(impossible to tell, he was not
even awire tha:t he had been hit until others saw blood on his 55ce.)
"Is there a jiggle to coincide with 1it?" A stupid question and
not possible for the Z film %o tell, if it belo 'ngs intafone's
book, because it cannot be known which shot and when.

And this crumbum next has ""thrégéous Material" ! Followed

by Reliability of Documentation. First is what dqoes not belong

cn
under this hézfading,"I question the over enphasis pm Weisberg.

Numerous works thet consider the Zapruder film are omitted #

N 1/
entirely.” Considered is not relevant, did they report what I reported?

did they repeat what I first guid? Scholarship is clear thaywhat
is to be cited is first. ng'on that "mention" business, most of
ti1ose unnamed othe "works" are not accurate, are basically

the authors prqu@ting themselves and considering themselve4as
what not a single one is, Perry Mason returned. Most of those
other works are inaccurate and what, ﬁgn;f they can be cited
legitinately, which I doubt, they are not sources for real schiolar-
ship, which ignorant cpnjecturing on this subjeét is not, even
when thal cemjmconjecturing is dignified by calling it "theories."
Dubiocus "mentions" are not appropriately part of a source citation
when they are not and Bﬂ%ﬁld not be sources,

Nor would any s:rious scholar go to the *nternet,[paqjjiLharly
when t‘pq are not'dePendable sa¥nsssources and are overloaded with
assassination trash. By subject-matter ignorumuses.

Repetitious Material "There are too0 namany scattered references

to Weisberg throughout kxix the ms." Then what is indecent, ignorant
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unscholarly and imtended as a slur, "If {{tone has an irrestible
urge to praise Weisberg and attack other researxhers, he should
do it wewonce, not repeatedly." The ré al question here is who is
your actual source and who else could properly have been and?or all
his slurs and all his pretenges not once does Kurtz give a single
instrance where another person was #ithe soucrce or where yo?ﬁut
anything in where it was inappropriate. He mgj be bitter about the
fact that I brought to light most of what had come 50 light but
that or anytbing else like it is not what a peer review is supposed
to be. And bgaring on Kurtz's legitimacy on this, his book was
published in 1982. I had by then, us I now recallg publiehe?éeven
books. Nobody else did that, anything ay all like.that, of anythihg
like their content. I had by then filed and fought a dozen FOIA
lawsuits as the result of which I had received, which also means had

made public, a third of a million @Qppagesf Nobody else did that. I

had led to the amending of FOIA to make F BUI, CIA and similar agency
records aégessible under @#FOIA. Nobody else in the field dii%haf. I
made all the information I had available to all others in the fiaéd,
most of whom I disagree with, and néi%ody else did=tsf8that. ?There is
also the content of my booﬁaé;d nobody else published most Qﬂfthat.
And in honest reporting)citing what I did, which is not in itself

"an irrestible urger to praise" me, hoﬁhaiban it b honest or proper
scholarship to cite others for what I did and I reported? This

again gets to what is in Kurtz's mind and it is not acholarsé&p.

I have checked his book and in his index, on page 291, for all I did that '
npbody else did and for all I published that nobody else pubiished,

therey, Kurtxz reveals his unscholarly and unfactual prejudice if a ==

more serious desrt descrivtion is not Jjustifie: He does not mention me

or any of my work that is partly listed above on his page 291. This is
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Kurtz's personal reflection of how scholarly his own boosz.

He does what I have never done, prtendeaﬁi;;nhe iis Perry Madom
returned and that he is not, I'd useff the JAKH review here. To the best o:
my knowledge we have not been in ¥wtouch with each other, I never had
any interest in him or in that king of writing,conjecturing,which
1’6 not fact. Perhaps it is that I debu nked so gmuch of thei%norant
conjecituring that Kurtz developed his dislike of me, but it was
not from any contact of any kind for we had none that I can reqall.

I think it is fair to say that despite his pretense, Hiistﬁot
a peer rveiwe. It is a personal indulgence a2nd the misuse of a peer
review to slur and belittle sgggbne he dislikes and hides that
controlling and indulged fact.

Under an inanpropriate intrusion into your book, not his, he has

»l
Z Frares fo be Reproduced in Book, In this he lists those frames he

would have used if he had written the book vbut. they are not
approoriate for the book you wrote. Your book is not about the JFK
wounds nor is it about his reaction, but if it were this is a verw
poor couple of frames, to whizh I'll return. Nor is dl abou&ihen
C%Lnalla was and was not hit[%althoggh in 1966 I published ffwhat Kurtz
now says about when Connally was hit)y. I think that Z#12-4 is are
inappropriate and can be criticized as indulging a display of gore.
Not as Kurtz says it1232l may be appropriataé if in proper context,
because that was the cause of a major contri@ersy. I did not remeber
his listing of 4335 correctly. I have checked tjé'black and whit e
autops3 f‘?qphotographs, which I have.-i%o sho;%ﬁphc face and forehead
from the lefr. one from the right, one from the top, 'and none

shows any "damage to front of head." But, ehén thpugh i published

a big, fat hint in WWII, inij#iQGG, Kurfiz, who presents hismelf

as the scholar of scholars, did not do that and you will show what
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&
he and the others he recomm:nds as scurced for s#Ewhat they

did not do missed. It is definitive and,aﬁiclear.
Kurtz's unwillingnes to stop thinking th&% he wrote the
book or his determination to control what he an of what is published
is reflected again when under "Ohher Photographs"he has t;ﬁ, C:i:i:::f_
"Wiillis # 5- Uentral to\b&one'é—ﬁifhesisﬁg which is false. =%263
2202 is what is centerzl, and that should be in,but ondy if £
the version used includélh the sprocket-hole material. He has
"Altgens— Wrone claim it shows Oswald Standing in the front
doorway." He intends this to put you down and although it can
be argued that it is no: necessary, I would do that and do Kmrtz in
with it and I think to Briggs. I cannot get at my copy of =h
the print from the original Altgens negative but a sprint c{%;’
gotten from AP picturgs, the name of which I',,e forgotten, in Rockefeller
Gengfer, and ask'%zflit bz printed from the original géegative.
My copy is at good and if Jerry is willing he can have a copy of it
made for you. it is in the padkage o what was used to publish #FE
WWII. I have and will make copies for you hf the picture of lovelady
in the doorway in the shirt his wwfa described to me as T reprot at the
end of the index to the firé;'section of PW and I have a picdture of
the shirt that is much clearer when Bob Richter, then a CBS=TV

producer(@pﬁﬁy suggestion, took ﬁivelady s picture in that shirt. If
i

Hierry is willing to go into that packaké, and I¥1 ask him when I can,

I think you should use the sectional enlargements I had mad#from it
and the Oswald pihtures I used. As soon as I can I'll get the copies
of those pictures made for you, the doﬁ;way shot from the Martin

(Dallas Cinema Associates) overexposed standard 8mm reel andthe
Richter one. Whether or not you use all of it, and I suggesqthat you
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do, it should impress Briggs and that Lovelady stuff has never
been used. I wanted to iﬁ@Al :EEFFU&G phmoitted it and more.It
csuld and it should create a sensation for you and your book,
I leave it to you to formulate any comment or resfonse on his
final dirty crack but he is particularly vulnerable on them from
what precedéiﬁ. which is still another of his reflections of
his subject-matter ignorunce.
Now I'll go back to reading y.ur chapter as¢fter JI reafhy
aging and complaining eyes a bit. 1 think that despite my anxisety
to get this to you as fast as possible, it will be better iq& delay
reading and correcting until tomorrow and the maiﬁng until Tuesday a.m.
I'11l cathlc more than than :oda&*ﬁﬁ the :y*ing is bad and I was inter-
¥upted too much.
I think that you should considerfpr yuur opening a statment
that without dombt Kurtz is ¢ scholar and that his universiﬁ%y
mush have épigh opinion of him and his scholarship to have made
him the dean of its graduate schoo%}but that does not make him a real
scholar of the Kennedy assassination. Hor does his book, wikich
added only invalid conjectures, which he said he eschewed ﬁ:ﬁt
did not. He also used the work of those he criticized as his own,
and her e I'd use that L;Lar/JAH review. BEvyn if Briggs has it.

Gotta go. Best,

;é//(/'//M
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tha nreneles opernled Hiegally, The prob-
Ter bt Uhnt I Lhe quest for Inw nid order,
en=o nller enso nfler ense nller cnse hns
been thrown oubt beeause e Inwv en-
foreement and nleligence communities
nebed Megally. 8o I do net Wink we nt-
ldn g parblenlne abalos of necomplish-
ment I coneuering orgnnlzed erhme, ot
nny erlmn whnlaoover for thint mnller,
with Wiepal nellvitdea resulling In coses
hethgg rown oub of eonrt,

I woukl suggest Lhng Lhe recovd spenks

for Hnell, Frankly, I never thought the .°

record of Tormer Allorney Genernl RLnime-
ey Clntle wog Uind good. Tut, comparing
Iils fecord with thint nelileved by sueceed-
Ing Allorneys Uenernl, he Jouka ke ‘Tom
Diawey In his proseculotinl heydny,

Mr, HILUBIKA. 'Uhnt record In bod, bub
do we wink Lo make It worse by ndopling
Ll mmendment which tirentens to Ue
Lhe hinds of the FIE and dry up thele
sourees of InformnUon? Leny, with Lhat,
thn soup or the brolh Is spolled, and
gen 1o use In addiyg o few dosnges of
polson,

Tho pending  smendment should be
rejecled,

Mr. RENHEDY, Mr, Uresldent, I do not
yeecognize the nmendiment, na 1t has been
deserlbed by e Bennlor Irom Hebrashkn,
na the nmendiment we nre now conslder-
Inp. I feel there hing bheen n gross misin-
Lerprelntion of the aclun] words of the
nmetidnent nned Ha Intentlon, ns well ng
whnk 1t would octunlly nchleve nnd ne-
eomplizh, Bo I Uik 1t Is Jmporbant for
u"l‘ record Lo be extremely clenr about

1la.

Il we necepk Lho nmendment of the
Benanlor [roin Michignn, we will not open
up the comnnity o raplsts, mugpers,
and klllers, na Lhe Beoalor from Nebraskn
hina almost sugnested by his direct com-
ments nnd statements on the amend-
ment, What T am brying Lo do, ns I un-
derstand the thirnst of the nmendinent,
in Lhnk 1t be specille nbout salepunrding
the leplthnale Investipntons int would
he conducled by Wie Federnd ngencles and
nlso the lnveslipallve fllea of Lhe FBI.

Az n mnbler of [act, lnoklng hnek over
the development ol leglsintlon under Lho
19000 net and looklng at the Benale report
Ianguage Irom Lhnt leglalatlon, 18 wny
elenrly the Interpretation In e Benale'n
ilnvelopment of that leglsintlon that the
“Investigntory e’ exemption would be
exbiemely narrowly deflued. 18 wna rmo

untll recent Umen—really, uutil aboub
{he pnsb few monkhs, 1615 Lo remedy thnt
diterent Inlerpretation that the nmend-

ment of the Senntor [vom Michigan which

we are now consldering was proposed,
I should llke to nsk the Bennlor from
Michignn n couple of gquestlonn,
1oen Lhe Senntor's nmmendment In ef-
font override Lhe court deelslonn In the
courk of nppeals on Lthe Welsherg ngninst
United Staten, Aapin ngalust Depnrbiment
of Delonse; Ditlow ngninst Brinepar; niud
Hutlonal Cenler npninst Welnberger?
An I widersland 1t the holdings In
thone purHeulne enses nre of Lhe grealest
concern Lo the Benntor from Michigan,
Aa T Inlerpreet 15, Uhe Impnact nod elfect
of his amendment would be to ‘override
_thosa porbleular declslons. 1s thnt not
\ correet?

& Full text of

CONGIRESSIONAL RECORD — SENA'TE

 former. 1t I8 careful to preserve the ldeai

Mr, HARLT. ‘Ihe Senolor from Mich-
tenn la correct, "Uhnt 1s Ila purpuse. That
wns e purpose of Congress In 10606, we
thought, when we enncted thls, Until
about 0 or 14 months ngo, the courls
conslalently hnd nppronehed 16 on n bl-
nnelng basls, which In exaclly whab this
nmendiment seeks Lo do.

Mr. Presldent, while severnl Sennlora
are I Uie Chamber, 1 should Jike Lo nsk
for the yens and naya on my nmendient,

The yens and nays were ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Furlhermore, Mr.
President, the Benale report Inngungo
thint refora Lo exemption 7 In the 1004
yeport on the Freedom of Informnation
Act—nnd thnt seventh exemplion Ja the
tnrget of the Benator [rom Michigan's
amendment—reads na follows:

Eremption Ho, 7 deals with "luvesligntory
fiten eompiied for Inw onforeement purpones,”™

Ihean nro tho Mlea prepared by Oovermnont

aganclen lo proseoulo law violators. Thelr
dirclonure of euch files, exeept to the ex-
tent they nro-nynllable by law to n privato
party, could hinrin the Uovernment's case 1n
court,

1t seens Lo me that Lhe Interprelatlon,
tho dellllon, In st report langunge
In mueh more restrletlve than the kind
of nmendment the Senntor from Michi-
gnn nb this Umo Is atlempling to achleve,
Of course, that lulerpretation In the
1000 report was embraced by n unanl-
mutin Bennle back Lhen, .

Mr. AL I think the Senntor from

Mnssnchusella Is correct, One eould nrgie
thnt the nmendment we are now connld-
ering, Il ndopted, would leave tho IPree-
dom of Informalloh Act lesa nvnllable
e n concerned eltizen that wos the case
with the 1066 Janguage Inilinlly,

Agnin, however, the development In re-
cent cnseas requires that we respond iu
somn Inslhilon, even though we mny not
nclileve Lha snme brendth of opportunity
fof the nenllnbllity of doemmenta thnb
may argunbly be sald to apply under the
orlpinal 1967 nct.

Mr. KENNEDY. 'Thabt woull certaluly
bo my undersianding, Furthermore, &
seems to o Mink the nmendment Ilsolf
Iins consldemrnble sensllivily bullt In to
protect ngninst tha Invaslon of privoey,

and to protect the ldentilles of Infor-

mnnts, nnd most genernily to proteot the
Inglthnate Interests of a Inw enforcement
ngeney to eonduct an Investigation into
nny ono of these erlmea which have been
oubtlined In such wonderful verblngo hero
this atternoon=Ltrenson, esplonnge, or
whnt have you.

8o I Just want Lo express Lhat on Lhese
poluls the nmendment ls preclse nnd
clonr nndd 15 nn extremely positive and
constructive development to meet leglil-
mnto Inw enlorcement concernn. ‘U'hene
nro some of the rensons why I will sup-
port the amendment, and I urge my col-
lengues to do ro. ]

The PRESIDING OFFICEIL  (Mr.
Doemenien). he SBennbor Irom Nebraska
hns 0 minntes remndning, .

Mr. HRUSICA, Mr. Presldent, I should

llke Lo polnt out that the nmendment:

propused by the Benalor from Micldgan,
preserves the right of people to a falr
Lelnl or lwpartinl adjudiention. It Is
enreful Lo preserve the ldentity of an In-

Uongféaai-:.mai Record of
which this is part in top drawer of ==y~ '+ [~
JFK appenls file cabinet. t M S

-

- antdl procoduren would ‘be threatened, there:
. AR

* determination courts make all the time; ln:_,

" .
.

IMay 30, '15_@:,

of protecting the Investigative techniques {55
and procedures, and so forth, But what]
about the nmmes ol thuse persond that
nre contalned In the flle who are not in-}

Jformers nnd who are nobt nccused of i3S

erime and who will not be trled? Whot' :]
nbout , Uhe protectlon of those people ©f
whose nnmes will be In there, tngether‘i
with Information having to do with 54
them? Wil they be protected? 1t 1s o real W3
questlon, aud 1t would bé of great lnter-.4 q
est to people who will be named by In- 53
formers somewhere nlong the line of the S|
Investipation and whoss name prgﬂumuf,\ il
bly would stny In the flle. . ' il

Mr. Presldent, by way of sumumary, I3
avould llke to say that 1t would distort”dd
tie purposes of tho FBI, limposing on: ;.I
them the ndded burden, in addition to 33
Investignting coses nnd getting evidence,’ &
of serving ns n research source for every i
wriler or curlous person, or for those, ,;‘
who may wish to find n basls for sulk 83
elther ogninst the GCovernment _or;‘
ngainst someone else who might be meu-f.‘
Uoned in the flle. L

Becond, 1t would lmpose upon the FBIUY
the tremendous lnsk of reviewlng each iy
page and each docuinent contalued Ingtg
many of thelr Investigatory flles to maké 34

Il)"f

. nn Independent judgment ns to whether {58

or not any poart thereol should be rex*4Ji
lensad. Bome ol these flles nre very ex- J
Lenslve, particulnrly In organized orime 39
cnses thnt are sometimes under consld-"idy
erntion for n year, n year and a lalf, ory B,-
2 yenrs, 3 ' L
Mr. HAIVL. Mr. Presldent, will Lhe =#
Benntor yleld? Ty S s

The PRESIDING OrriCER. ‘A.ll thin
of the Benntor hns expired. *

_Mr, KENNEDY. I yleld the Benator §
milnutes on the bill .

k1)

o0 5N
Mr. AT, Mr. President, I hak unan- ! ;
Imows consent that n memorsndum let- 2
ter, refetence to which has been made _'f.
In the debate amd which has been dis-»f5
tributed to each Benator, be printed in'
the Reconv,

There belsg.no objection, the letter
wag ordered o be priuted In the REcon
‘na follows: : c w o

MEMORAMDWM LETIFR B

A question hoa been ralsed ‘as to whebher
my ninendment might hinder the Federnl
Purenu of Investigntion In the performnuoce
of ita Investlgntory dutles. Tho  Bureau S
stronsos the meod for confdentinllty In Ats' 08
Investigntions. I ngres complately. All of us B |
rocognize ‘the crucinl Iaw enforcement role -4
of tho Bureou's unpparalleled Investigatiug i®
cnpabllities, o -k

‘However, my amendment would not hindef ;4B
the Burenu's performnnce In any way. The <3
Adminiatentive Law Sectlob of the Amerlenn “Tile
Tiar Awxsoeintion langunge, which my amend- 1
ment ndopta verbativh, wns cnrefully drawn ;55
to preserve every cobeelvenble renson the .4 B
Bureau wight have for resiating disclosure 27iH
of materinl In nn Investigntive file: .‘. ‘

If Informants’ nnonymity—whother pald '8
informern or eltizon yolunteors—would .be * Uil
threatened, there would he no disclosures; 228
1t the Durcau's confidential technlques L5l

y
would be no disclosure; . = ) .
1t dinclosure Ia mn unworranted Inveslon F

of privacy, thers would bo nho disalosure 7
{contrary to the Durenu's lobter, this is = rZIES

AR v

iy
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