CHAPTER 33
Film Flam

Now that we know from this most eminent of assassnation scholars, as he without feigning false
modesty describes himsdf; the man who but for the conspiracy againgt him would have, again his
words, broken the case wide open, that the nation pictures were al faked, with Bronson's as one
example; the man whose unequaled work and experience tells him that the FBI had no mative for lying
and does not lie; and the scholar of the mogt incisive and al-encompassing understanding knows that the
FBI’ s rgjection of a picture actudly showing the President being killed as worthless reflects its
investigatory good judgement, what other proofs does he offer that dl the nation film was faked
or dtered or somehow made into hoaxesto divert al other scholars?

Aswe have dready seen, Livingstone' s section on Zapruder and his film (pages 319-336) begin
with amore modest Livingstone inaccuracy, that Zapruder intended to film the motorcade when in fact
his secretary chided him for not being prepared to. So, he went home and got hiscamera. The
conclusion of this opening paragraph, as with Bronson, is that Zgpruder’s “film is questionable, and
appears to have been dtered.”

As he continues with his* A Short Higtory of the Zapruder FIm” he saysthat the sdling of a
small number of copies made from the copy LIFE magazine gave Garrison for his use in the Shaw trid
of 1969 accounts for its “loss of vaueto LIFE and they sold it back to the Zapruder family for $1in
1975.

In this formulation we have areflection of the scholarship, in thisinstance not uniquely
Livingston€e's, that istypica of mogt working inthefidd. Itis“improving” on fact, on truth, on redity,
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what Jm Garrison referred to as his* objectifying” what wasred.

The dight sdle of those few copies of the Zapruder film made, pretty clearly, for the poor copy
LIFE provided to Garrison, with identifying characteristics built into it without much skill or cunning, was
entirdly irrdevant.

What gave the real impetusto LIFE’ s decison to return the film to the Zapruder estate was
confrontation with the decison to sue ABC-TV and others for violation of the copyright that LIFE held
under the exclusve-rights ded made with Zgpruder himsdif.

Hereiswhat actualy happened. As Livinggtone knew very well.

Robert Groden, then a young film technician, managed to latch onto as clear aprint of thet film
asthereis other than the origind. He got in touch with me. He and his wife Chris came here amost
every weekend from their then home in Hopelawn, New Jersey, near Perth Amboy. At my suggestion
Robert began the work he did with it. | asked him to dow the film down by duplicating each frame 10
times. Hedid that and that did make it much easier to see details. | then asked him if he could isolate
JFK morein what he had. He said he could and he did, enlarging the tiny fraction of what was so tiny
on the tiny film to begin with, the part that was JFK. That, too, helped understand what the film
captured and reflects. Then he went off and did other enlargingsthat | think had no vaue.

During those many weekends Robert and Chris spent with us, when he and | studied his work
projected on a screen in our basement, we developed a friendship that lasted until his got too big for him
and his practices grew shady. Whether or not their first-born, Robert, was conceived in our home the
Grodens asked my wife and me to be his godparents. We were happy to be that. We were even more
pleased when Robert turned out to be the most pleasant of infants, a quality he preserved as he grew.

It was when Groden offered the use of his exceptiondly clear print of the Zapruder filmto
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Gerado Rivera, who then had a popular show of titillation on the ABC-TV network, that the Zapruder
film excited the nation and confronted LIFE with deciding whether or not to do something about the
unquestioned violation of its exclugve rights to the Zapruder film.

Groden and others then started showing the film to Members of the Congress. That more than
anything else led to the creation of what | refer to as the House Assassins Committee. It redly Stirred
the Members and their staffs, most of dl because of the clarity with which the President’ s head snaps
backward at the time of the fatal shot when the Warren Report says he was hit from the back, not from
the front.

It was the resolution offered by Congressman Thomas Downing of Virginiathet led to the
creation of that committee. | wasinvolved in thet, in conferences with his staff a our home and in his
office and in other ways. It wasin his office that | suggested changes in the resolution they had drafted
that were incorporated init.

Groden thus became a celebrity. Livingstone was not the firgt to make him coauthor of abook
for which he wrote dmost nothing at dl. 1t was his pictures those who wrote those books were
interested in, and in using his name that was S0 intimately tied in with the Zapruder film.

Livingstone himsdlf told me that Groden did not give him more than eight pages of writing for his
High Trash, his first book.

And, asis not uncommon in the field, they had afalling out that resulted in Groden suing
Livingstone.

It was not the minuscule sales of pirated poor copies of the poor copy of the film that LIFE
gave Garrison and Garrison showed over and over again during his unsuccessful prosecution of Clay

Shaw that led to LIFE s decision to revert the rights to the film.
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As Livinggone knew. But he dso wanted to “objectify” Groden. Ashedid and aswhat |

quote above from hiskilling of the truth with his knowingly false account in his persond Killing the Truth
His truth-killing account of the history of the Zapruder film had nothing at dl to do with the reverson of
therightstoit by LIFE.

In fact, LIFE returned the film to avoid the controversies and possible litigation over
unauthorized uses and to end the charge that it was suppressing evidence. Contrary to Livingone's
opinion that “the film had fadlen into the public domain” it hasin dl probability earned more money for
Zapruder’ s hairs since the rights were reverted to it than it made for LIFE and that is only because the
rights were never surrendered and they did not lgpse. Otherwise nobody would be paying a cent to the
Zapruder family to be ableto useit. And ever SO many more did pay to useitin moviesandon TV.

At the bottom of this very first page of this so-cdled higtory of the film there is again the
question, does he have the Commission’s 26 volumes of published evidence, and if he does, has he
used them? Or understood them?

“Not even the members of the Warren Commission saw it,” he says.

In fact, the evening of February 25, 1964, an evening showing being less of a problem for the
very active Members, LIFE sent the then assistant chief of its photo lab, Herbert Orth, to the
Commission’s offices for that showing (5H138).

Livingstone may have his own specid dictionary as well as his pet didikes when he saysthat in

his November 1967 book, Six Seconds in Ddlas, Josiah Thompson “was the firgt to publish sgnificant

commentary on thefilm.” Earlier “commentary” isin my first two books thet, among other things,
forced the Zapruder camerainto the Archives and the previoudy withheld frames into public access as

well as the admisson from LIFE that some of the key frames of the origind no longer exist appears not
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to be “ggnificant” to Livingsone.

His history gets a bit convoluted when hisfirg reference to frames that can be projected is,
“prior to the [1975] transfer of the origina back to Zapruder, LIFE made color transparencies or dides
[they are not identicd] from the origind frames of the film and placed these as a gift in the Nationa
Archives’ (pages 321-2).

In fact, LIFE made for the Commission the didesit published and used initsown work asa
result of that February 25 showing of the film. What he refersto is gpparently an additiona set of dides
or of color transparencies.

That he may be referring to trangparencies may be indicated by his comment that in going to the
Archivesto see them, “Don’t try to bring your own pencil or paper, either” (page 322).

Here we have Livingstone, who complains that the film was doctored, complaining about the
Archives banning from the study of prints and transparencies of what can be used to doctor those prints
and transparencies. Any mark on any of them from any pen or pencil would dter them.

The regtrictions he reports did not exit.

When | studied the didesin 1966 and 1967, | did have my notebook, pen and portable
typewriter. | never had any need to touch any dide because they were projected for me and | had the
use of both hands in making notes and even measurements on the screen. When | wanted to be able to
see the film in dow mation and going backward from time to time | was permitted to bring my 8mm
Bolex projector and to operate it mysdf in examination of the film, with the Archives personne
interested observers.

He quotes a letter from an Archives officid gating that “there is not other documentation in the

file to indicate what set of dides were made by whom and from what generation copies of the various
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copies were made’ (page 323). But the previous page identifies as “other” the origina dides provided
by LIFE in February, 1964. Thereis no question about them and without question they were made
fromthe origind. They arethe ones| began to study in the Spring of 1966.

In his accounting of them Livingstone refers to what could not possibly have been that as the
“origind s&t,” frames 164 through 486. He saysthey were numbered by LIFE. | have no knowledge
of that but | do of what he refers to as the “reproduction set,” which were not dides a al and in fact are
not the “origina set” provided by LIFE in 1964. Reproduction was from a set of black and white
photographs made from these dides by the FBI Lab’s photo expert, Agent Lyndd L. Shaneyfdt. His
testimony on this begins on page 138 of VolumeV of the hearings. It is his numbering thet is on those
dides and the black-and-white version of them published as Exhibit 885 (18H1-80).

What he knows but omitsis that nine of the frames were not published and were made available
after | complained to the Archives. It isin those nine frames that Livingsone saw that the back of the
head was not blown out and because he knew very wdl that it had been, that being his need for fame
and fortune, he decided that the film was faked and that | was conspiring againgt him.

It took afew days - very few - for him to decide that in telling him what to study in that film
when he asked me to so that he would see for himsdlf, as he phoned to tell me he did, that the basis of
his earlier work isfase - and he thanked me for wising him up in that cal - | conspired againgt him.

Should | not also wonder if he believes that the reason he wrote and published two very large
books supposedly on the assassnation without ever studying that film which is such basic evidence of
the crime was dso my conspiring agang him?

Ignoring that most basic evidence for al those yearsis hiskind of “scholarship” but because he

knows so well that he is never wrong and someone else dwaysis, someone ese had to be responsble,
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He refers to the “ sprocket hole area of the frame” without explaining what that is (page 324)
and winds up saying “we did not see any information of greet vaue in the sprocket aress...” (page
325).

The film is moved through the camera and through the projector by gears that engage the holes
near the edge of the film. When projected, that area, of at least 20 percent of the film that is exposed, is
not seen.

Thereisin fact Sgnificant information in that area. He uses it from my earlier publication of it
later. He does not attribute that use to my work, his source. Thisis the complaint he makes against
amogt dl others.

The Commission’s account of the crime is that the first shot was fired at Frame 210. The
officid verson isthat no shot wasfired earlier than that. What he saysis not of any vaue is the proof in
the part of Frame 202 that is not seen on projection that a shot had been fired by then. Thisisto say
earlier than in the officia account. Thet is not vauable information?

In the officia account Oswald is the lone assassin and he could not have fired a shot before
Frame 210. But the officid evidenceitself provesthat there was an earlier shot. That done proves
there had been a congpiracy to kill the President.

That is of no vaue?

The officia solution to the assassination of a President is false and that has no value to him?

Whet, then, does have value to him?

Wel, hefeuded with Groden. His next section is on that and is worth neither time nor attention.

He resumes with “The Shooting” on page 329.

He refersthereto “blurs’ in the film “that came often from Zapruder shaking the camerain
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response to a shot, according to the House Committee (see High Treason).” Anent his complant again,
that people take hiswork and useit as theirs and his practice of that, he knows very well that he reed
that and much more about it in Whitewash, which dates to a dozen years before that committee was
established, and afew more years before he published hisfirst book. What undoubtedly makes this not
“dgnificant” commentary as he definesiit is that the House committee was not the first to take that from
my first book. Even anobd laureste made a study based onit. “Blur” ishisword to suggest origin
with him. Until he took that description dl othersreferred to it asa®jiggle,” and not necessarily from
shots but from Zapruder’ s nervous reaction to them and to what he saw happen to the President.
Discussion of that in the first book to bring it to light obvioudy is not “Sgnificant” to him.

He quotes another of his completely dependable experts, Chris Sharrett’s 1992 |etter to him
saying what they both know is not true, that interpretations of the Zapruder film come from Richard E.
Sprague' s 1967 memo on it. My interpretations were first published, as both know, in 1965.

My point in thisis not that | mind a bit because | do not. Inthisand in other itemslikethis|
address both his honesty and his knowledge.

Without explaining whét it is, another tribute to the editing, and with the same oracle as his
quoted sources, he states that, “ The Stemmons sign has no relevance to anything.”

Stemmons is the name of an gpproaching freeway, with an entrance from the Street ahead
indicated. There was a point at which that sgn blocked any view of the Presdent from Zapruder’ s lens.

The period that “irrdevant” sgn blocked view of the President includes Frame 210, the frame a which

the Commission says the President was hit by the first bullet fired.

When that “has no red relevance,” what can (page 331)?

He here and later goes into reasons to believe that there was an earlier shot and with fidelity to
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his practice, if faithful to little else, the one source he does not refer to isthe first of dl of them, my 1965
book.

As he continues with his oracles he introduces “Vince Pdamara’ as one who in the film “sees’
what isreferred to as “ streaks’ on the head going to the grassy knoll. The implication is that the stregk
represents a bullet.

Not only is Oracle Pdamara unidentified, he is another of the innumerable non-personsin the
index.

Still another follows. Thisoracleis Anthony Marsh. He, too, not only is not identified, heis so
expert, he, too, is banished from the index. Justly so, | add, because his contribution to what is
supposed to prove that the Zapruder film, too, was forged isthat by his computer “study” he proves
that “the President’ s head does not move forward a any time at the time of the fatd shot (frame 313).”

This goes to show what can be done with computers when they are substituted for both human
vison and human common sense.

If one wants to know whether the President’ s head does move forward at that point al one
need do iswhet | did, use my unaided eyes on the film. At the time of the fata shot it is obvious that the
head makes an abrupt, violent move forward only to immediately move with even more violence
backward. Thisforward motion is S0 obvious it can be seen, as many othersand | first saw it, in the
Commission's printed dides in Exhibit 885. When thisis so clear to the unaided eye, what isthe
purpose of using a computer other than to prove that up is down, inisout, and forward is not forward.

This “enhancement” isfollowed by the clam that there is a difference between “alarge hole in
Kennedy’s head” as seen in the film as projected and as seen on transparencies, his building of acase

for feking the film. “But (emphasisin the writing) it isnot visble in each st of didesin the Nationd
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Archives’ (page 334).

One of those sets of dides, the only onewhen | sudied the film at length and in detail, is without
question made from the origind film. What isonthe origind filmisonit. Itiswha othersand | studied,
the dides and the prints made from the dides that even as published are rather clear. My recollections
after 29 yearsisthat the hole in the Sde of the head was gruesomely visblein those dides. What they
are being compared with is properly unidentified. More safdy in any event. If what he saysishby any
chance true.

On page 335 he gets into his conjectures that become ingtant proof in his own mind, “Frame
337 may show aholein the back of thehead.” It doesnot. In anticipation of just this kind of
outrageous indecency from him | have a color print of it. The back of the head is not only intact, there
it even atrace of blood on it or on the shirt collar. Once he decided that the film was forged and |
was conspiring againgt him, | had to get that print for my own protection.

To be certain without question is one of the reasons | wanted to study this and other parts of the
Zapruder film as could not be done on projection from abooth. My Bolex was safe to use even on
action sopping. It did not burnthefilm. | dso could useit dow motion. Then when | forced the
unpublished nine dides, beginning with 335, into the trays of the dides for sudy | examined that when it
was blown up to the full width of afour-foot screen.

The back of the head isintact!

No blood is visble on it or on the shirt collar!

| warned Livingstone in advance that he would not like what he saw and three weeks later he
phoned to tell me | was correct, that he had been wrong, the back of the head isintact, and that he

gopreciated my correcting him.
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It did not take much contemplation to know that hisfirst book is based on the canard that did
not originate with him, that the autopsy film had been faked. And that autopsy film, too, shows the back
of the head intact. It thus could not be faked film.

And with the basis of his two books proven wrong, what remained for Livingstone and the
book he was then working on?

Confronting this, conscioudy or otherwise, iswhat convinced him thet heis as aways correct
and what contradicts what saysisfaked. Evenif it wasimpossible to fake, it was somehow faked
anyway. (He never once says where, when, how or by whom any of the film wasfaked. It wasjust
faked because he saysit was faked.)

And that ishow |, so feeble | am - prohibited lifting more than 15 pounds- with skin so frigble
the corner of his book peded the outer layer of my forearm skin back more than an inch on contact,
when it has been unsafe for me to drive out of Frederick since 1977 and | haven't, and when | then
could and only infrequently and with care and dowly, use the gairs to our basement where adl my FOIA
records are, became first a conspirator againgt him and them the “leader” of that “gang” of Texans with
whom my contact of any kind for more than two decades ranges from non-existent to rare.

And it was never with regard to him until he began his virulent campaign agang us. Then, in
sdf-protection, | collected what | could by asking for it openly and by mall.

Heletsit dl out at this point (page 335). Because of his hokuspokus with that unidentified non-
dide of the Zapruder film does not show what he refersto asa“blob” it *“has been forged.”

Hislast paragraph dlegedly on the Zapruder film begins with the comment that is entirely
unexplained about “the Betzner photograph.” He says “the Betzner photograph was taken at Z186,

Willisat 202" (page 336). Hugh Betzner, then a young man, took three still pictures of the motorcade

692
For personal useonly, not for distribution nor attribution. © 2004 Harold Weisberg Ar chive



after it had passed him when he was on the south Side of Elm Strest.

Here Livingstone then says, “Willisat Z 202" He has no source on this, naturdly, he who
complains about others using hiswork astheir own. That is uniquely my work, second book, dating to
1966.

Phil Willistook many pictures with his Argus C3 35mm camera. He selected ten of them, or
perhaps it was a dozen, had them packed in transparent plastic that |et the package of them lie flat, and
sold them. They are ds0 in the Commisson's evidence. This eminent and careful scholar, meticulous
and careful asheis, isnot referring to dl of them when he says“Willis” He dso is not referring to the
et of them that Willissold. Heisreferring only to the fifth of the set Willis sdlls, the st in evidence. It
and Betzner’ s are quite smilar, showing close to the same view.

But how does Livingstone know that it coincided with Frame 202? The Commisson’sverson
isthat it coincides with Frame 210 or one atiny fraction of a second later.

Thereis only one source for Willis having taken hisfifth dide at frame 202.

That isWhitewash 1. My book. Can Livingstone use the book of a conspirator againgt him as
asource?

Remember that when he and his mavens who are experts on dl things to him made their study of
those dides, which do include the film not seen on projection, the exposed film in the sprocket-hole
area, he sad, as quoted earlier, “we did not see any information of great value in the sorocket area’
(page 325).

At one and the same time he saysthereis nothing of any “great vaue’ there and Smultaneoudy
what Whitewash 11 is specific in saying is visble only in that sorocket-hole film! Itisso vishble | was

ableto seeit in the published black-and-whites despite the losses in clarity in the making of the black-
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and-white copies from color and then the greater loss of clarity in the printing process.

Not of any “great vaue’ when it proves the Commission was wrong in stating that the first shot
was not fired until later, a Frame 210, when Willis snapped his picture before he was ready when
frightened by that shot? There is universa agreement on that, assassnation nuts not included in
“universal.”

Not of any “great value’ when if the Commisson is correct in saying that it could imagine
contorting the President’ s body and that of Texas Governor John B. Conndly o that in its magica
career that magic bullet could have inflicted al the saven non-fatd wounds both suffered, this done
provided that this fabulous history could not be attributed to that bullet at any other second?

And when that is the Sina qua non of the officid “solution” to the crime?

When proving that the Commisson iswrong in its basic sngle-bullet theory is not important, and
when this proves that there had been a conspiracy that is not important either, what in the world can
possibly be important?

This takes us back to his very first page, to his rare wisdom and understanding denied mere
mortals, to where from hisimagined Olympus he spegks of we few mortals he misuses his book
contract to maign. He there says of us about this very item of evidence that is not of any red
importance to him, “they have mided dl of us and that the redl evidence of conspiracy doesnot liein
criticism (9¢) of the magic bullet theory or mogt if not al of what they have put forward.”

When proving that there had been a conspiracy (and disproving the single-bullet theory is not
merely arguing about it) does not mean anything except that he has been mided, as he put it, what can
mean anything or doesto him?

Itis as| sad earlier, to him only what isnot red isred and only whet isred iswhat he saysis
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not redl.

He winds this chapter down with what one of his mavens sees in some amateur film that is not
there to be seen, without any knowledge about what he talks about anyway. His subhead is“The
Ddlas Cinema Associates Film” (pages 337-8). An account of thisgroup isin my 1967 book,

Photographic Whitewash. One of those who brought them all together got that idea, she would collect

al those amateur movie photographers who had taken motorcade movies. After Mrs. Irving (Anita)
Gewrirtz got them started as the Ddlas Cinema Associates they got Rudolf Viktor (Rudy) Brenk to
make asngle movie of it they could sdl. Hedid. It was schmdz in which what evidence it hed was
outtakes. They sold the schmalz to Hollywood and that is how a print was given to the Archives.
When | saw it there | asked my friend Richard E. Sprague, then an oft-traveled man in hiswork, to see
when hewasin Ddlasif he could rescue those outtakes. He did rescue quite afew that do have some
vaue. Thisisnot the place for that, Livingstone not claiming that those outtakes, too, were forged. If
he even knew about them.

But it is the place to say once again that hisignorance of what he writes about is flagrant to
anyone who knows anything about the established fact. So is his dishonesty.

He takes afew more swipes at Groden but that is not worth any time or attention.

And s0 we have seen how this greatest of dl experts, the man who was going to bresk the case
open in afew weeksin 1992, has proven to the world that Zapruder’s and dl other assassndtion film
was forged, that there are two sets of it and of al the other evidence.

But he has not broken the case open.

With this collection of “evidence’ and “proofs’ he could not even break into Macy’s nor

Gimble swhen dl their doors were open!
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And yet with it he has a consderable following and dl the air time he could use with hisfirst two
books.
He gives rationdity and reason bad names.

While saying that dl others mided him!
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