CHAPTER 32
The Case of the Faking of the Assassination Film

Livingston€e s very firg words as he lays his case for the film-faking out have anice touch in
them, “The fact that Charles Ledie Bronson had taken a film of the assassnation cameto light for the
House A ssassnations Committee in the closing days of their investigation on December 2, 1978.” (page
300) His source note here reads, “ A one-paragraph discussion of the Bronson film can be found in 6
HSCA 120-1. Also see pp. 308-9.” His reference to pages 308-9 are not what they ordinarily would
be taken to refer to, those pages of his book. They are to be the committee’ s volume. The 13 lines the
committee devoted to the Bronson film say nothing at dl about what it shows or its higory.

| added emphasisto the “a’ because Bronson took two kinds of pictures, motion pictures and
gl pictures. | emphasized the “Ledi€’ as a nice touch because the man’s middle name does not appear
in the FBI’ s records or in the committee’ s volume. So, Livinggtone hastime for added detail, anice
touch indicating how deeply he probed to have what does not exigt in the officid evidence while dl else
in this opening sentence of his ddinegtion of whet isto be his proving that the film was dl faked is not
factud.

Thisisapolite way of saying that heisdl screwed up.

| do intend to convey the idea that thisis hisnormd date, in life and in hiswriting.

He has a specia problem when it comes to being honest about those he regards and says are
accessories dfter the fact in the JFK assassination. Here it is me and later Gary Mack.

He knows very well that Bronson and his film did not “first cometo light” in that December
1978 House hearing and he provesit in this very chapter, nor wasit “for” that committee. What he aso

662
For personal useonly, not for distribution nor attribution. © 2004 Harold Weisberg Ar chive



knew and could avoid telling is that Bronson and his films “first came to light” when | obtained records
he citesin my FOIA lawsuit for the Dallas FBI office assassination records, C.A. 78-0322. | keep
these and smilar and reated records in a specid file of duplicates| show al who cometo use my files
S0 they can get a better understanding of how the investigations were conducted and the nature of those
investigations. Livingstone and his moonlighting cop assstant were no exceptions. | showed them that
filetheir first time here. It isonly ayard from our copier and they had free and unsupervised access to
that copier, too. And they used it.

But strangdly, they did not make a copy of those records even after | put them in their hands
and explained their importance. Then Harry devel oped a sudden specid need for it and pestered me
until | copied these pages and mailed them to him. Through his cop/thief.

Why through him? Because by then Harry' s greet investigatory tdents had me heading a
conspiracy againgt him and as an accessory in the JFK assassination and was he ever laying that out in
letterdd So, naturdly, he could not have any direct contact with me. And no less naturaly he does not
s0il his sources by giving his source.

The man isthat pure.

Pure but he has a hangup about people like me. He quite explicitly said that H.L. Hunt was one
of the vast, Texas-wide conspiracy to kill the Presdent and me as giving “help” to Hunt the nature of
which not atypicaly he does not date or identify. | am in what he has made explicit in hisletters and his
publisher made less explicit in the book, an assassination accessory. Then, again as specific asit can be
in his letters but toned down in the book, he has me the “leader” of the “gang” he aleged conspired to
keep him from “breaking the case open in acouple if weeks.”

So, knowing that like the foregoing it is repetitioudy fase, he says that nothing at al about how
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Bronson and hisfilm “cameto light” before December 2, 1978.

This reflects the true, the authentic Livingstone genius.

Itisageniusin adassof itsown in afidd in which the competition for primacy is rather iff,
too.

This sdf-exdting scholar’ s next sentence is “ The existence of the film was reveded when the
FBI record was declassified.” Then, having kept his record for inaccuracy at a perfect 100 percent
Livingstone finishes that sentence and the rest of the paragraph with another of hisendless attacks on
his former collaborator, Robert Groden.

That record, and there were two, not one, was never classified. Its existence became known
despite the fact that the FBI headquarters “ declassifiers’ and dl othersthere did not even know existed.

It is of no sgnificance to the expert of experts on the JFK assassination, as he so modestly
regards himsalf and makes that clear, that there existed film of the assassination of which its Dallas fiedd
office did not even inform headquarters.

It required no greet diligence for Livingstone to confuse himsalf but here he dso confuses the
innocent reader, also not arare Livingstone accomplishment. His second perfect achievement in
inaccuracy was followed by adigression to attack Groden for dlegedly - and with no citation
“dlegedly” isthe least that can be said of anything that Livingstone says - because “ he claimed that
some of the frames of the film ... showed movement in the sixth-floor assassn’s window...”

Because Livingstone has yet to say that Bronson had two different kinds of cameras and took
two different kinds of pictures, it does not hurt - not that anything short of burid can help Livinggtone's
account of this particular one of his accounts of film fakery - to understand that it is not the till pictures

he took with his Leicalater but his 8mm amateur movies that are referred to.
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Before getting to Livingstone' s own confusion in his confused account of what he does not
understand and did not even try to understand, between these two is a prime example of the true
wisdom and the perceptiveness of his persona opinions that appear throughout these unended pages of
them.

Movement in itself means nothing, of course, he says. Of the at least Sx minutes before the shots
were dlegedly fired from the aleged snipers nest when it took FBI expert Sx minutes to reassemble the
rifle that in the officid account had to have been disassembled for it to have been snuck into the building
that morning?

Nothing?

Why does it mean nothing? “snce there were plenty of employeesin the building who could
perhaps be seen (but not identified) from a block away, where Bronson was standing.”

Movement in that window means nothing when that rifle had to be reassembled there?

Movement thus might indicate it did not happen.

Asthelack of movement indicates it did not happen.

And that nothing el se was happening there - that nobody was there.

At the very ingtant the motorcade was due to be there. It was running late, behind schedule, as
no assassin could figure on.

Theofficd evidence for which he has no regard a al, even if by chance he does have copies of
it, iswithout question, no single employee could be placed at that point anywhere near that time. In
addition to which people can be identified in movies taken from that distance when the film is enlarged
on projection. Thisis even moretrue of Bronson's movies. His camera had a telephoto lens.

Livingstone' s rare understanding and unequalled knowledge of the established fact is
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immediately established in his“sniper’slair” wisdom that follows: “I submit that this hiding place might
just aswdl have been there along time for maingering employees to hide in, acommon stuation in such
awarehouse.”

Perhapsit isin hislong persond experience in “such awarehouse’ that gives him thisinsght into
maingering, but | have difficulty believing that malingerers would consider themsdlves hidden in front of
a high window the bottom of is less than two from the floor and by boxes only hdf their height only part
of the way behind them and none higher then the Slll in front of them.

Livingstone here reveds his truly awesome command of the known fact, of what is entirdy
unquestionable: there had been no “hiding” place. Those cartons had just been moved from the other
dde of that same sixth floor so that the new floor being laid could be laid where those boxes had come
from.

Higtory is better for his not explaining why employees would pick their lunch hour for
malingering or could malinger where afloor was being laid. He does not enrich history on these points.

But he did take aswipe a Groden and it is but aprelude to his swipe a him and at Gary Mack,
another of Livingstone' s conspirators in what he wrote was my imagined “gang” when he gave the
imagined leadership to me after taking it away from Grandmother Mary Ferrell.

“Gary Mack and Robert Groden clamed from 1978 that the film shows the assassination
itsdf.”

To this point Livingstone has not yet informed his readers of what he knew, that Bronson aso
used his35mm Leca Thisis because he has dready, on this very firg page (313) gotten himsalf mixed
up when there are only two cameras to keep straight. His very next sentence represents that heistaking

about the movies when to my knowledge Gary Mack is not. However, Earl Golz and The Ddlas
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Morning News studied the film and, after examining ninety-two frames, “found nothing that could be
printed in their story showing any part of the shooting.” His source note hereis to that paper’s
November 26, 1978 issue “and the author’ s discussion with Earl Golz (October 10, 1978).”

If he ever intended telling the truth thereis little doubt Livingstone would have been no lesslost
in the confusions of his own creetion, they being his sole clam to fame. With dmaost 800 pages but dso
with the conviction that Mack was a conspirator againgt him, Livingstone omits him as he omitted me
from the actud obtaining and “discover” of these Bronson records.

With a copy of these two Bronson Dallas FBI records disclosed to me in that lawsuit, Mack
and Golz looked Bronson up. He than had moved from Ddlas and lived in Ada, Oklahoma. First they
assured him of the protection of hisright to the film and they did get it copyrighted for him as soon as

that was possible. Then, gill a Ada, Mack and Golz, not “Earl Golz and the Dallas Morning News,”

gudied the entire movie film. It was not only the ninety-two frames Livingstone refers to. They found
that 87 of those frames had some importance. They showed that “sniper’s nest” window.

To undergtand this, and &fter reading Livingstone on anything at dl to understand thet is
inevitably more difficult, if he dlows the posshility to remain, it is necessary to know what those FBI
reports stated. He does not get around to even his dight quotation of the one he knows about for
another five pages— dthough | gave him both.

The firg, identified in the Ddlas FBI records as 89-43-518, is a memo to the specid agent in
charge by FBI agent Milton L. Newsom: “Mr. Walter Bent, Sdes Manager, Eastman Kodak customer
service divison,” phoned to inform the FBI that they “had received two rolls of 8 millimeter
Kodachrome and onerall of 35 millimeter film” from Charles Bronson with “a letter...stating that the

film had been taken a the ingant Presdent KENNEDY was assassinated.” And that “ he fedls quite
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certain that the Texas School Book Depository building was clearly photographed and he feds that the
window from which the shots were fired will be depicted.”

Bent had Bronson's assurances that the FBI would be welcome to the film. Bent dso said he
would arrange to have Bronson there when the FBI looked at the film. Bent set the time for 3 p.m,,
when he was certain the film would have been processed.

Newsom took another agent, Emory E. Horton, with him to Eastman Kodak. It is not only
Livingstone who is respongible for what can be confusing for those who do not understand how the FBI
files. The serid number of the report on their later examination of the film is 493, that of their earlier
memo, 518. That is because the file clerks gpply serid numbers as the mark them for filing, not
chronologicaly.

Newsom' s report that he was going to review the film islonger than the one in which he
reported what he saw. The first report extends onto a second page. The second is of only four
paragraphs and of them only this one refers to what the agents saw, other than a passing reference to
another photographer later dubbed “the Babushka lady” by some of those interested in the
assassnation:

Films taken by Mr. BRONSON at the time of the Presdent’s nation
including 35 mm. color dides which were taken with aLeica Camera, and 8 mm.
K odachrome film were reviewed. These filmsfailed to show the building from which the
shots were fired. Film did depict the Presdent’s car at the precise time shots were fired;
however, the pictures were not sufficiently clear for identification purposes.

We are ill on Livingstone sfirst page on the Bronson film and we do not depart it immediately.
We return now to Livingstone s quoting Golz as saying, if not within quotation marks, that they “found

nothing that could be printed in their story that showed any part of the actud shooting.”

Now Livingstone clams to have this report, for he soon cites it as his own work athough he got
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it fromme.

So, surprise! The FBI itsdlf saysthat “Fim,” referring, clearly, to the 35mm, “did depict the
Presdent’s car at the precise time the shots were fired.” And that certainly would indicate that it is not
true, as Livingstone says, that the paper, “found nothing that could be printed in their story that showed
any part of the actua shooting.”

Another smilar surprise lurks ahead, dear reader, so caution!

Do not be mided by Livingstone' s next paragraph’ s attempt a putdown that is anew kind of
putdown, the boomerang variety, “ Neverthdess, clams continue to be made that the films show the
assassnation.”

Perhgps for a scholar/investigator like Livingstone the FBI is not a good enough authority and
that iswhy, with full knowledge of the FBI’ s Bronson report and film, he threw his boomerang amed at
Mack and Groden rather than the subject matter of the report.

Newsom cared =0 little about pictures showing the Presdent actually being killed he declined
even free copies Thisishow to survive in the Hoover FBI. So he did not identify which film he hadin
mind in referring to them. To anyone other than this most outstanding authority of even the minutiae of
assassination what he writes about it clear. When Newsom refersto “films’ that he said “fail to show
the building from which the shots werefired” he refersto the movie film. When he writes “film” in the
sngular that “did depict” the “precise time shots were fired” and killed the Presdent, he isreferring to
the till-picture film, in individud films

Newsom’ s reason for finding that despite this he refused to take even free copies does require
some trandation from surviva FBI language into plain English. When he says those 35mm ills “were

not sufficiently clear for identification purposes’ heisredly saying they do not show Oswad with a
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smoking gun. This soon will be without question.

What Golz and Mack observed as soon as they looked at Bronson’s movies on their trip to
Adaisthat not only isthat building shown but the very window is clearly visble in 87 consecutive
frames of it.

Livingstone asde, thisisto say that Newsom and Horton knew very well what the FBI wanted
and more what it did not want. Their Street-agent judgement was confirmed when the man in charge did
not put these reports on the delivery line to xeroxes of what would be sent FBI headquarters.

At the bottom of this page Livingstone finds it necessary to make another crack at Mack in
saying that in November 1991 showed “versions of the (Bronson) film on KXASTV.” Thereisonly
one verson of thered Bronson film, the origind, and the copy Mack has and showed meis made up
from it. But in this sentence, after “Mack” Livingstone has*“(ak.a Larry Darke.)”

And he could not even get that straight. Mack’ s name was not “Darkel.” Asin common with
many in the movie and eectronic fields he took a name, as so many have done, that appeared to be
better suited to his career in radio before going into TV.

Thereis 3o much of this most exemplary of scholarship that with reluctance we skip abit of it
and of his other indulgences, those that have nothing to do with the dleged faking of the film as he plods
through that.

He quotes Golz as saying in the November 26 issue “that ‘ FBI Agent Newsom viewed the
moviewith Bronson as soon as it was processed...” Bronson was quoted as saying, ‘He (Newsom)
told me the film was of no vaue because it didn’t show the book building.....”” Then Livingstone uses
his own words, his own depiction of his own understanding of the redlities of the nation

investigation, the field in which he presents himsdf as Number One.: “Did the FBI lie? | don't think so.
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Why would they lie about this?”

Asde from this perfect reflection of Livingston€e's judgement, that the FBI had nothing to lie
about, with dl those records he clamsto have the very best knowledge of and thusis Number One,
there iswhat he quoted above., Newsom doing precisdly that in hisreport. Not only did | tell him that,
he quotes Newsom’ s report himsdlf on page 318. His source on page 597 is, not being otherwise
attributed, claimed as his own work, “FBI Memorandum, Milton L. Newsom, 11/25/63.”

Livingston€e' s unique subject matter knowledge does not extend to how the FBI records and
citesits records— aways by therr file and serid number. Thereis no way of knowing how many
memos one agent can write on any one day. Citing the day only can send people searching through
dozens of records. The seria number, however, applies to only one record.

Golz spoke to Newsom prior to writing the story for that November 26, 1978 issue (page
314). He said that when he told Newsom that the windows do show, Newsom replied, “whether or not
we actudly saw what you are talking about of course [we] have no way of knowing that. Whatever was
reported there in the memo iswhat we saw.”

Agan Livingstone s rare scholarship and knowledge takes over: “But what was the point? Was
it to create compodite film with portions of some other film? Did they (“they” undescribed but
goparently not referring to the FBI) create another hoax? Surely we have enough fraudulent evidence
perpetrated upon us over the years.”

To say nothing about what is perpetrated on readers, and readers even have to pay for it!

Perhaps Livingstone can be excused because he has four pages to go before he himsdf quotes
Newsom'’s words.

But Livingstone cannot miss dl those hoaxes, can he? Or reasons for them. He gets either into
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another hoax or a switch immediately, based on his sublime faith in the conscience and rectitude of each
and every FBI agent who ever lived.

Based on Newsom's claim that the building does not show in the Bronson movie Livingstone
says, “It would certainly appear that the films were switched, or tampered with. What does this do for
Bronson's reliability as awitness’ (page 315)?

Isthe question redly of Bronson' s rdiability?

To now this maven of assassination mavens hastold us that the FBI does not lie because it has
no reason to lie, that the Bronson film was switched, suggests thet it isahoax if not acomposite, of
what he does not say, an addition to the “fraudulent evidence perpetrated on us over the years.”

With no reason given for describing that movie as a hoax or anything other than what it is, what
Bronson’s movie camera captured shortly before the assassination shooting.

All of thisbased exclusvely on his certainly that the FBI does't lie, abdlief eeder to hald, if
such genius requires any reason for anything at dl, with the profundity of hisignorance of the FBI's
record and recordsin this matter.

Livingstone demongtrates the incigveness with which he examined records when, asrarely he
did, in what he takes from the Newsom memo, that the FBI does not lie. But there is something else that
can be attributed to Livinggton€e srare tents in examining and understanding records, particularly those
of the FBI. It isin the short Newsom sentence he quotes from what Golz wrote, what Newsom told
Goalz, “Whatever we saw isin the memo.”

To the ordinary inquidtive mind, a mind not looking for hoaxes where there are none, amind
that asksitsdf what words mean and say, amind that does not dismiss dl in the firm belief that the FBI

never lies and has no reason ever to lie, what Newsom told Golz might be taken asliterd truth. Not
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assuming thisis safe with the FBI in this case. But as a means of thinking it through, it can be literdly true
that Newsom and Horton did not see the TSBD as they looked at the film. If for example they have
been diverted for afew seconds they would not have seen it dthough it is without any reasonable
question there. With 18 frames of those 87 projected each second, only afew seconds are taken by dl
the TSDB sequence in the Bronson film. They could have missed it.

And then, to the norma inquiring mind, there does remain the possibility that the agents did lie.
But as Livingstone gives no reason for any faking of the film of any kind, does not address even the
possihility of it, he dso does not wonder if the FBI could have had areason for lying if the agents did
see that sequence.

Wasit possble for Bronson's film to have been switched or dtered in any way? If so, by
whom, when and for what reason?

Therecord isclear. The origind film left Eastman Kodak in Bronson's possession. The origind
is reedily distinguished from any copy because the origind done has the exposed film between the
gprocket holes by which it is advanced. When copied dl that film picked up in that 20 percent or so of it
iseiminated. And without any question at dl the origind remained in Bronson’ s possession until Golz
and Mack looked him up after they got the memos the Ddlas FBI disclosed to mein my lawsuit for
those Dallas records. Nobody knew about it or saw it for 15 years. Not even FBIHQ knew about it.

Whét isthere in the film that Livingstone says was not in the origind, and why would anyone
want to diminate from or add to it? For a Sherlock Holmesian genius live Livingston€ s these questions
are not worthy of asking or answering, fact being irrdevant when there isthe dternative of basdess
theorizing and categorica statements that can be made with neither reason nor support.

Bronson's movie film shows the supposed sniper’ s nest a few minutes before the nation
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with nobody init. Why would anyone want to add that to hisfilm if it is not aready there? Such an
addition serves no purpose because the same thing exigts in the movies taken by Charles Hughes, as|
reported in Photographic Whitewash and the FBI said in its fabled five-volume report on the
assassination. | even published the frame from the Hughes movie the FBI used in itsreport. It isin that
book on page 279.

As Sherlock Livingstone knows.

So, there is no need to fake any film to show that window was empty before the shooting.

But if there were thisimagined need, where would the phony footage come from? Did anyone
€l se take movies from where Bronson did that day so that there would be footage to “switch” or to add
to the Bronson film?

No.

So that was not possible.

But, | suppose, rare genius may believe it is entitled not to encumber itsaf with reason and fact.
Just asthe FBI did not want to encumber itself with pictures it might have to explain away, with pictures
of anything other than of Oswvad with a smoking gun.

If it iswondered why Bronson, who aone had access to hisfilm for those 15 years, had any
reason a dl to do anything at dl to it, these earthly consderations do not intrude upon the true genius as
it travels weightless in the stratosphere of the mind, in that rarified amaosphere of no gravity high above
such mundane distractions.

But if this genius deigned to suffer such adigtraction he can dways sneer it contemptuoudy
adde with the intdlectualy overwheming proof so indigpensablein his book in which he proves so much

by it, “some say.” Besdes, anonymity is sometimes ablessing. “Some’ can count their blessings.
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Whileit istrue that “Some’ does not appear in hisindex, that undermines nothing a al because
most of hisbook isnat in hisindex.

So, Bronson did whatever was done to his film — with no “some say” telling us what it was that
he did — whether or not he had any motive for doing anything at dl to it and whether or not he had that
cgpability, which is not an everyday handyman kill.

It was not possible for anyone ese to do anything to Bronson' s film for the 15 years it
languished unknown and unwanted, lost in Bronson's collection of reds of his movie footage.

Isit any wonder that Livingstone's clague loves him asit does? Or why hisHigh Trash 3was a
best sdller?

Or why his cop/thief he refersto in hisHigh Trash 2 as his“chief investigator” enjoyed and
undisturbed and profitable career as athief whose thievery extended to Livingston€ s own materids? As
Livingstone himsdf told me,

It must be acknowledged how sad it isthat this rare geniusis so little appreciated except, of
course, by publishers and that claque of refugees from rationdity for whose assistance he has expressed
gratitude when not aso boasting of their spying for him. His book reflects his indebtedness to them. But
those of uswho are fact junkies not being worth the time or atention of any red, live Sherlock
Holmesian mind. What was worth the time and attention, the genius of that mind of exceptiond
penetrating power, of such incisvenessit requires 800 pages for a book?

Must we not be patient with true genius?

Livingstone next says that the Dallas paper printed one of Bronson's tills. (Actudly, it printed
more than a page of them.) And, then, having planted the notion that the film-faking business was

working overtime and cast aspersions a Bronson, he gets into his own re-enactment. He does not refer
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to having just seen arerun of an old Keystone Kops movie. But then maybe for him that is not
necessary for him to be properly inspired.

Clearly, in hisown mind of minds, heis proving flamery by proving that what Bronson said he
did isnot possble

| stood on the pedestal where Bronson stood taking his il pictures. It is ashort block
up Houston Street from the Texas School Book Depository and EIm Street, and it was
clear to methat by the time the car emerged from the trees on EIm, which blocked the
view from where Bronson stood, he would have had little time to switch cameras and
get hismovie cameraamed and garted if there was a chance of capturing the remaining
sequence. Also, it's doubtful that his lens would have captured Jackie on the trunk, due
to the trees.

The kindest thing that can be said about thisis that as usud trying to hide it and giving his
paranciamore than its usud lack of control Livinggtoneis once again in his naturd date of sdf-
befuddlement and is writing about what he knows nothing a al abouit. It is not that he here got lost in his
own convoluted imaginings that as usud were immediately red to him about that Newsom memo. Y, if
he had that Ddlas Morning News of November 26 he would have known more than enough, unless he
examined it only for conspiracies and film fakery that does not exist o he could, as with Bronson, dlege
that there had been film fakery.

He begins by saying that Bronson said he took his stills and his movies from the same place. He
did not. Nor were they at the same time. He took the moviesfirgt, close to Houston Street, and then he
moved wes, into the plaza, and took his stills from there. It was no trick & al for Bronson to switch
from his movie camerato his Leicawhile moving that disance.

If Livingstone did more of hisinvestigating in redlity rather than in the hopes of his mind, which

then makes those hopes the redlity for him, he would at very least have taken a peek at the Morning

News for Sunday, November 26, 1978. If he had he would have known that it devoted amost the
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entire front page to the Bronson films and two complete insde pages.

It selected one frame of the 8 mm moviesto use on its front page and that frameis clear enough
to have been enlarged from its actud five-gxteenths of an inch in width to dmost nineinchesin the
paper! 1t shows that specia window, the paper’s purpose in using it on the front page, and many people
who can easily be identified.

It devotes an entire ingde page to nine other frames showing that window. The frame widths are
narrowed because dl is not necessary and the heights are magnified to dmost s inches. This enormous
enlargement was of sufficient quality to be judged usesble by the editors.

When Bronson took his movie he clearly was filming amost directly north while sanding near
Houston Street.

The paper used but one his ills. That was clearly taken quite some distance to the west
because he is farther west that the pergolas and concrete structures on the north side of the Plaza. He is
S0 far to the west in the plaza that the TSBD does not show in it. Filming dmosgt directly north with his
Leica, the il picture the paper used has the entire Presdentia limousine in it and more that isto the
east of it even if cropped by the paper.

All accounts of this film are true save one, Livinggtone's.

Yet hewrote dl of this, dl those accusations, aspersions and other defamations without having
seen ether the film or the newspaper he cites so often. If he had, stupid as heis with astounding
regularity in hiswriting, | doubt he could have been stupid enough for this writing.

Y et he next, on the same page, quotes “Martin Shackelford’'s comments on what he wrote
about the dleged impossibility of what Bronson did, indicating fakery. Often as he quoteshim

throughout the book as the oracle of oracles, Shackelford is not mentioned once in hisindex.
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What specid credentids Shackeford has, other than Livingstone s affection, - and he may well
have many - Livingstone does not indicate. That heisto Livingstone the most authoritative of expertsis
clear from his specid qudifications reveded in what is quoted from his memorandum to Livingstone of
December 10, 1992, months after Livingstone perceived his assorted and interrelated conspiracies,
agang the President and againgt him, Livingstone. Shackelford cannot have seen either of Bronson's

films or that newspaper speciad issue and wrote what he did.

Martin Shackelford comments on the above: “The postion from which the Bronson film
was taken is condgtent with the pogition from which the Bronson dide was taken; the fact that
the view of Jackie on the trunk would have been obscured by trees may smply be further
indication that Bronson’s memory on the contentsian’t that sharp, or that he has difficulty
distinguishing between what HE saw and what THE CAMERA saw.”*? The problem with thisis
that it would be very difficult to put aside one cameraand select alens, focus, and Start amovie
camera so quickly.

It did happen. There is no possible question of that unless Eastman Kodak is one of the
unindicted co-conspirators. That it happened is dl the proof necessary for Livingstone to establish thet it
did not happen. And thusisit proven that the film was faked.

John Sigdlos is Bronson's lawyer. He would not answer Livingstone' s questions and that makes
him a suspect. With Gary Mack, hisrefusd to try to influence Sgaos to get Bronson to show hisfilm to
Livingstone made him a conspirator. If it is consdered they did not have what they regarded as an
adequate basis for refusing to have anything at dl to do with Livingstone, be patient.

What from the depths of hisfactud ignorance Livingstone intends asadur on Sgaos, getting
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even with him, is, “I'd like to point out that Snce January 1992, FBI agents have been attempting to
look at thefilm but Sgaos...refusesto dlow it.”

It is not only with whoppers like this that there is no source, but thisis one of his biggest
whoppers. Even for this eminent practitioner of them it islarge and robust.

It was before 1992, it was with the end of the House committee' s life in 1979 that the
committee asked the FBI to make astudy of that film and perhaps some enhancements. If Livingstone
did not check my file on that, that merely proves againgt heis such agenius he is aove mere fact.

Sigdos sreply to the FBI was prompt. He would give them afirgt generation print of the
origind film and if he were with thefilm a dl timesit could aso use the origind, but not without his
presence.

For the cat whose dhrieksthat dl the film is faked to question the wisdom of not letting the
origina out of Sght isadtrange pogtion. If one expects consistency.

The FBI refused to accept afirgt-generation copy and it refused to dlow Sigalos to be present
when it did whatever it wanted with the origind and these are the only reasonsiit has done nothing with
the film. It is anything but that Sigalos “refused to dlow” it to have the film & dl. It is the exact opposite.

Thus Livingstone concludes “ The whole thing seemed to be a publicity gimmick.”

Having, he thinks, dumped on Sigdos and Bronson, Livingstone resumes.

With one exception the rest of this section is still more basd ess conjectures and suspicions and
the artificid, from ignorance, creations of sugpicions when there is no bags for them. Thisisto say for
Livingstone, par. The one exception, o par in its areg, iswhen Livingstone writes that “the FBI agent”
who looked at the film is*agent Wdter Bent.” (page 315).

Bent, as we have seen and as Livingstone would know if actudities were not so foreign to his
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interest, his thinking and writing, was the Eastman Kodak customer-service manager who phoned the
FBI to offer it the Bronson films. He was not an FBI agent.

Apparently short memories and great minds go together in the making of geniuses because
Livingstone does have the Newsom memos and Newsom did report that he and the FBI did not want
Bronson's films when they could have had them on November 24, 1963. So, even if what Livingtone
says about Sigalos were true, aswith Livinggtonian condgtency it isnat, it still would be unfair because
the FBI dedined those films after examining them.

Mogt of what thereis under “ Some Additiond Comments’ (page 316-9) is not worth any time
a dl. It istiresomely more of the same, these kinds of mistakes hardly acceptable from the young.

Livingstone quotes Earl Golz, to weave his conspiracy webs, as saying the day after that big
story appeared and when he had those Newsom reports that “The FBI had discarded the film four days
after the assassination.” As Golz knew, it never had the film to “discard” because it declined to accept
them - on the third, not the fourth day after the assassination.

There is dso the Livingstone omniscience on display. It enables him to provide answvers to what
he knows nothing about:

The FBI report, written by Specid Agent Milton L. Newsom, stated, “ These films
failed to show the building from which the shots were fired. Flm did detect the President’s car

a the precise time shots were fired: however the pictures were not sufficiently clear for

identification purposes.”** The problem with the later part of this statement is that Newsom

faled to differentiate between the Leica il pictures and the moving picture film.

Thereis no problem except with Livingstone's mind and hisimagined conspiracies and fakeries

and his endless attempts to manufacture proofs that cannot exist and do not.
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He winds this up with another of his unending and basdless complaints and durs of those he
imagines congpired againg him: “But what we redlly have is one more of the countless examples of the
evidence, exaggerations.” This he attributes to those associated with the Bronson film (page 318).

Livingstone says it often esewhere and begins this chapter saying that among the films that were
faked Bronson'sisone. It isthe first with which he dedls, if that iswhat he redly doeswith it.

What we have seen is his proof of film fakery. He says.

Isit to wonder why, with alaw degree, he never practiced the law? If he even took the bar
exam, which he' d have to passto be able to practice.

Any of hisaleged reasons for believing that there were two sets of evidence, including these
films, he has yet to show.

There being none, except in his mind.
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