CHAPTER 50
The Hoax of " The Hoax of the Century"

After the thoroughgoing disgust of reading his so gppropriately self-descriptive Killing the Truth,
the required contempt for such irresponsible writing and its most disgracefully libelous dlegeations dl
based, where based on anything at dl, on the most undependable and prejudiced of sources | decided

againg wasting more time reading Harry Livingstones Killing Kennedy. Instead | got a xerox of his

chapter supposedly on Zapruder's entirdly imagined role in the aleged but non-exiging faking of hisfilm.

His Chapter istitled, "The Hoax of the Century. Faking the Zapruder Film."

If it seemed a dl possible that anyone in his right mind would pay any attention to this chapter it,
too, is appropriately titled becauseit is al amonstrous hoax and sixty four pages of it a that (page
115-179).

Blissfully ignorant of the established fact of the assassnation and fired by his zedotry thet only
determined ignorance made possible, he has this itdicized line under the chapter title:

Time has been ddleted from the film. With time removed, the film is usdess, aclock on the

nation

He attributes this, with no further identifications to "Newcomb and Adams.”

It can be presumed that he hasin mind they wrote thisin the book they never got published.
Whether or not they ever do, Livingstone never gets around to making the impossible case that "time
has been ddleted” from the film.

Perhaps they and he meant "timing" rather than "time" but with him, who knows or can know

what he means. He means so often what is entirdly impossible and less often saysit. What is attributed
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tot he filmisthe timing of the shots. To the degree any motion picture taken from where Zapruder
stood could capture what can indicate the timing of shots, his does do that.

Infact it isthe redity that "time" could not be removed from it that gave the Commission and the
FBI their most serious problem in foisting off on the trugting nation the fiction that dl the shooting was by
one man, Lee Harvey Oswald.

Thisis because there is no reasonable interpretation of what is cgptured on that film that does
not disprove the essence of the officid assassnation mythology, that Lee Harvey Oswald adone fired
from that old Manlicher Carcanno rifle dl the dlegedly three only shotsthat inflicted dl the injuries that
wereinflicted. That was proven to be aphysicad impossbility in officid tests by the country's best shots
under greetly improved conditions and with the rifle overhauled. | first brought thisto light in Whitewash
in 1965 and in more detall in NEVER AGAIN! that was published in 1995.

Beginning with the myths of histitling, Livingstone stayslot in his own mythologies and those he
adapts from others who, when he gives any source a dl, are dl at best only theorizers of "solutions.”

All but afew are so remote from serious inquiry that even their names are unknown to me.

When he has nobody whose inventions he can quote Livingstone is never a aloss. He can
aways make up what he wants. He doesthat in his second paragraph of this sck manifestation of his
irrationdity, of hisignorance and hisirresponghility:

The red film of the assassination was taken by someone ese, and is quite

different. 1t was taken right alongside the car and showed dl that is not in the Zapruder

film, which was taken from much farther away. The firgt film was used by the FBI to

recongtruct the crime, and it's still secret.

Who took that film?

From which side of the street?
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With what kind of cameraand film?

What doesit show "that is not in the Zgpruder film?"

Who iskeeping it "dtill secret?!

Don't look for these and other answers because they are not there.

Thus he cites no source, there being no source.

He saysit, that is enough for him, for those who go for his assassination insanities and for him to
be publishable.

Only aworld-class subject-matter ignoramus could bring himsdlf to say that the FBI
"recongructed” the crime. It never did, never intended to and if Livingstone were not o utterly lost in
his belief in his unique genius as he concelves it he would have recognized thet if not eerlier he reed the
irrefutable proofs of thisin my NEVER AGAIN! It was out before he published this his fourth High
Trash of his series of High Trashes. Assgning himsdlf an importance thet exists only in hissck mind and
those of the clague of subject-matter ignoramuses addicted to him he wrote and sent me anonymoudy a
lengthy diatribe in which he dleged that | wrote NEVER AGAIN! merdy to refute his Killing the Truth
and his other equally ignorant literary and historical trash. In fact | had completed that book amost two
years before his appeared. But heeding no information other than what oozes from the murk of his mind
as he pretends that he aone knows and writes the truth and al others do the government's dirty-work
by assaling him and hiswork, he knew immediately that | had spent al the time and effort required by
NEVER AGAIN! merdy to refute him.

He needs no refutation because to anyone informed about the fact or even merdly reading what
he writes he refutes himsdif.

For centuriesit has not been necessary to refute that the world isflat.
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When | read that diatribe he sent me it was apparent that he intended it for one of the smal
publications devoted largdly to assassination mythologies that are on occasion presented as theories

when they are not even that.

Sure enough, Jarry Rose published it in his The Fourth Decade. My October 12, 1995 |etter to
Rose chiding him for hisirresponsibility and hisignorance, for his departures from persond and
professond responghility in publishing such libel and ************ wjthout even the most perfunctory
checking, is without response.

But by the time Livingstone submitted that diatribe to Rose he had learned that | had completed

NEVER AGAIN! long before his newest Killing Kennedy in our history appeared. So he hasto

eliminate that part of hisravings that Rose published but cannot and does not defend.

However, Livinggtone's Sck salf-concept and his bdief in his own importance that does not
exig in any way, asit awlawy has, led him to ignore what he has to ignore to be able to write anything at
al, the proof **** there was no need "reconstruction” in NEVER AGAIN! At itsvery beginning it
states and proves that there was a de facto government conspiracy not to investigate the crime and that
the FBI's director, J. Edgar Hoover, was part of that immediate conspiracy. It was reached as soon as
Oswad was killed and it was known there would be no tridl.

From that moment on - and that moment was two days after the nation if not even earlier
- the last thing the FBI wanted or intended was "to reconstruct the crime.”

| cite the day Oswad was killed because that was when it was formally agreed to, as NEVER
AGAIN! proves with the cited and once-suppressed official evidence. However, so far as Hoover and
the FBI are concerned, it can with reasonable certainty be stated that the decision not to investigate the

crime dates to two days earlier, to the afternoon of the assassination. Hoover himsalf is my source on
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this.

In fact, Hoover boasted of it as hisingtant vison of Oswald as the lone assassin when he was
interviewed by William Manchester for hisbook. He not only gave Manchester to understand that he
knew immediately that Oswald was alone nut assassin - he aso boasted that "the FBI immediatdly
entered the case despite norHuridiction.” Which isto say illegdly and with the intent of controlling the
invedtigation. (62-109060 NR 6/4/64).

The case iswhat from the first the FBI did.

It could not do that with any recongtruction of the crimeitsaf and it never made one. Any
recongtruction would have killed the fake case it made up.

That there isno source for this creation of Livingstone's imagined need is because he has not yet
gotten to where he feds he can say, "'l say it isso thereforeit is and has to be s0."

But that iswhat hiswriting says when he can, protected to the degree his determined ignorance
of the established fact can protect him in his own mind, he begins this chapter this way, saying that there
was an FBI recongtruction of the crime when there was none and that the nonexiging reconstruction
was based on "the red film of the assassnation” he never identified and cannot, because it does not
exist. He getsaround that, for those who edit his stuff, if that is ever done, and for those who are
suckered into buying it and worse, believing it, saying of that non-exigting film "and it's il secret.”

In this instance, on the opening page of this chapter, he does not give his dleged source because
it does not exist. It isonly in the sensethat it does not exist that it is"still secret.”

He has other reasons for not giving his source when he has alegitimate one - ararity for him,
particularly in this chapter. Only six pages later (page 121) we get to hisfalure to cit his source that

doesraise severd question of honesty. If there can be a question of honesty with theirrationd.
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In what will be quoted from his page 122 he is dtill talking about those very earliest hours after
the nation and his made-up history of the Zapruder film.

On December 4 J. Edgar Hoover informed Lee Rankin of the Warren
Commission that he was told beforehand that the FBI had "a copy™ of thefilm. Thefilm
being referred to was taken by Abraham Zapruder, who, after making a copy available
to the FBI, sold the film to Life magazine... [Livingstones elisons]. The Centrd
Intelligence Agency hasinquired if the film copy in the possession of this Bureau can be
loaned to that Agency soldly for training purposes.. * Thisis, of course, one copy too
many. Richard Stalley of Life wrote hisboss C.D. Jackson on November 25 in [Sic]
his contract with Zapruder, that three copies were made, one copy going to Life with
the origind, and two copies going to the Secret Service, one of those copies sent to
Washington. The Secret Service gave a copy to the FBI, but the evidence I've
gathered shows that more copies were made, and the film began to proliferate from the
Start.

Here again, no source indicated.

The only source of which | know for the Hoover letter * quotesis my Photographic Whitewash

(page 143). That book, published in 1967, Livingstone has. | published thet Ietter in facsmile.
Whoever drafted that letter for Hoover to sign did make mistakes, known mistakes because not only
did it not happen the way this |etter says, it could not have happened that "after making a copy available
tothe FBI," Zapruder "sold thefilm to "Life magazine™ The record is absolutdly clear, too, on the fact
that the FBI's copy is one given it by the CIA, which did get two copies.

So, itisonly by Livingstone pretending that the FBI's copy was till another not accounted for
or thisis made easy for him by the profundity of hisignorance of the established fact, because it was
quite some time after the Life ded that the FBI got its copy from the Secret Service. He phonies up his
non-exigting case for "one copy too many" while acknowledging in what is quoted above that "the
Secret Service gave a copy to the FBI."

All the records make it without question that the FBI had only the copy of the film it got from
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the Secret Service.

Anxiousto hide the fact that there are errorsin this letter Hoover did sign, Livingstone dtered it
within quotation marks to hide the most obvious of those errors. The Hoover |etter refersto "Adrian”
Zapruder. Livingstone changed thet to "Abraham” Zapruder.

For severa of his own Reasons Livingstone was not about to admit that his source of this |etter
was my book - was me.

He dso found it expedient to omit the question | raised in the footnote on page referring to the
ClA'stdling the FBI it wanted the film "solely for training purposes.” | asked, "To train assassns?* Or
to teach them how not to get caught.”

Note also how Livingstone begins this ddiberatdly dishonest phony case hisis making up of the
dleged "proliferation” of copies of the film "right from the gart." Hiswriting at this point is about the
very earliest days of the investigation. In this context he gives the date of the letter only as"On
December 4," making it say and mean December 4, 1963. In this sense he says that copies of "the film
began to proliferate right from the gart.”

But in fact that letter is dated bully, December 4, 1964. It was written ayear after Livingstone
saysit was written as part of his fabrication of his nonexiging case he devotes so many pages of
unrelieved trash to.

In short, he lied and he knew he was lying.

He lied on the date and he was dishonest on his source.

Aswhat | published on that **** in 1967 says dl of this happened "More than ayear after the
assassination, after the Report had been issued and the 26 volumes printed” and "This letter was roited*

to seven different Commisson files after it ceased to exist.” | quote this on the off chance that those
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addicted to his rabidity about the assassnation and about hid pre-eminent role in investigating it may be
inclined to attribute his omitting the year the letter was written to Smple error.

Itisal spelled out.

He had another for him very good reason for pretending not to know about Photographic
Whitewash. It begins with the accurate officid account of the number of copies made and who got
what. The very night of the nation there was the first of these officia accountsin the handwritten
note with which the first of the Secret Service copies was sent by plane to Washington that night. It was
by Agent Max *G. Phillips (page 15). | published his note in facsamile on page 138.

Where | begin the account of the history of thisfilm in the earliest days, dl from the officid
records, | also go into the Life explanation of when and where it was damaged and more. | here quote
more than is necessary to make the immediate point to reflect what Livingstone has made himself part
of. Inreading this, remember he had and made uncredited use of this book, asreflected above. Thisis

to say that he knew what follows and more likeit:

[SEE PAGES 7-8]

In rereading this after dmost 30 years | remember that of the copies of that manuscript that

were out the one that was mailed back to me by Harrison L. Salisbury of The New Y ork Times never

reached me.
This may perhaps indicate how Hoover and the FBI knew what that book would say before the
book was published.

Asthis account did not include, in announcing that the origind Zapruder film had been damaged
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initslab Life dso sad that was the weekend of the assassination, when in Chicago copies were being
made from the origind for use in the issue then being prepared.

Thisis the accurate and early account of the history of the origind film when in Life's possession.

Despite its promise Life never made those missing frames of the film available. It did not even
respond to my request for copies. Besides, as| made clear earlier in Whitewash 11, of those frames
destroyed in Life's |ab more than twenty percent of what was recorded on them in the origind film no
longer existed to be disclosed.

Thisis because the film was moved through both the camera and on viewing on projection by
teethed gears that engaged sprocket holesin the film to moveit. When movie film was then copied
automatically, the exposed film between those sorocket holes is masked out, asit is on projection.

With this partid higtory of Life's control of that film and itsfalure to keep its word by disclosing
copies of those four frames, without the exposed film between the sprocket holesit is worth recaling
that Livinggone begins this mess of mignformation and disnformation declaring, again giving no source,
that "The Zapruder film isfor public consumption” (page 115). For consumption by the public denied
accessto it? With commercia uses controlled by Life which permitted only certain frames to be used
and then at exorbitant prices?

To make what Livingstone was driven to do isthis particular massacre of his massacring of our
history comprehensibleit is necessary to go back to after he had finished promoting his High Trash 2,
his second book. He then phoned me telling me that at long last, after publishing two books supposedly
on the assassination, he was going to go to the Nationd Archivesto study the Zapruder film. Hetole
me he was working on a documentary with someone he did not namein New York. He asked me

what he should look for. | demurred, telling him he would not like what he would see. That was
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because he had written that in the assassination shooting the back of the President's head had been
blown out. But in the nine frames of the film that Shaneyfdt and the FBI had not copied from color into
black and white for printing that | had forced the Archives to make available to me at the beginning of
those nine framesit is clear that the back of the President’s head isintact. And that, of course, isthe
opposite of what his High Trashing says. But when heingsted | told him.

Bout three weeks later he phone me to thank me for telling him the truth, because, he said, he
wants to know the truth and because he wants to write the truth.

But apparently the more he thought about it, knowing full well that he knows dl there isto know
and never making any mistakes, he decided that the film had to have been faked not to show the back
of the head blown out.

In his High Trash 2, published before then, he refersto me, according to itsindex, on thirteen
pages. All his references are complimentary. Thisfirst is"Harold Weisberg has always tried to teach us
to look for the smple answer” (page 92).

That is close enough to the William of Occam (also spelled Ockham philosophy, he being the
ancient and firg British philosopher. It was not and it did not becomes his practice.

In the bibliography of hisfirg High Trash he says of my Post Mortem, which centers on the
medical evidence, that it is"avery crucid book on the medica evidence."

That iswhat he sad in hisfirst book. It dso iswhat he ignored thereafter because the officid
evidencein it refutes what he sat about making up.

Over the years he was her innumerable times, alone and with the Batimore policeman who was
moonlighting as hisinvestigator, Richard Waybright. Each had the run of the place, with free and

unsupervised accessto dl therecords | have. Mostly Livingstone wanted to hold forth his great
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discoveries and the like. Hellift the searching the and copying up to Wabright who, it turned out, not
only stole extensively when he could have xeroxed them but he also did that for Livingstone's then blood
enemy, David Lifton. Livingstone's need of Waybright's services impelled him to accept the fact that he
was being two-timed. it got to the point where from copies | have Waybright was two-timing Lifton by
writing out for Livingstone whet Lifton was asking him to get.

But the more Livinggtone thought about my directing him to proof that he was, based on the
actua evidence, wrong in having written that the back of the President's head had been blown out the
more he convinced himsdf that rather than being helpful | was some kind of devious government agent
intent upon wrecking him and hiswork. In the course of telling himsdlf that heis never wrong he
concluded that because he isn't the Zapruder film had been faked.

Hiding from me what he was saying about me in histired book in which he certainly doeskill the
truth, he kep tin touch with me when he wanted information. When that travesty gppeared he had me a
co-conspirator in the assassination in several ways having to do with the connection | never had with
Texas oil magnate of the far reaches of the right paliticd extreme, H.L. Hunt. He dso had me given
gpecid training for al he managed that | never got from the OSS in World War 11 for aspecid function
it did not have, all made up to describe me as an assassnation deininof******* ggent, g "***** "

During the lagt of his phone cdls, which was before thet third of his books trashing the truth
gppeared, when he was arguing that the Zapruder film was faked, | told him that was impossible for
many reasons on e of which isthat al the copies had to have been faked and that before that could even
be thought of the government did not have the origina because Life had gotten it when it bought the
exclusve world rightsto it from Zapruder.

It is because thisis the fact, that the faking had to have been on the origind to be on a copy
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otherwise the faking would be exposed, that he decided that th origind, too was faked and that
Zapruder was part of that aleged faking.

Thus the need for his chapter "The Hoax of the Century.” If he could not pull his own fake off
he admitted that dl his earlier books arewhat | cal them, trash, and his dleged evidencein themis
faked, theword he likes. So ***** other than to himself.

The smpletruths | told him that he could not abide he does not and cannot address. Oneisthat
any faking of the origind must be on each and every copy made from it just as an dleged faking on any
copy must on the origind. Another isthat when the origind film is but little more than a quarter of an
inchinitslarger dimendon, itswidth, what can be invisible on it can be amply enormous on projection.
Those suppressed dides | examined in the Archives began as little more than a quarter of aninchin
width but were about five feet wide when projected onto the screen.

He saysthisis easy, smple (page 117) but the opposite istrue, obvioudy.

Ther ismuch that is astounding in this mishmash of the made-up and of the mythologies but what
is perhaps most astounding of dl isthet after dl his dleged work on the assassnaion and of thisfilmin
particular he has written this added sdlf-indictment without understanding what moviefilmis. He writes
about it as one would write about snagpshots. Snapshots and other still photographs reproduced on
paper or the like are negative films and the prints are the postives.

Any film that is projected, whether it be movies or dides, is postives and is film, not paper
prints. Yet a severd points he writes about the original and what we are supposed to believe are
duplicate originas as "negative’ film.

Adde from using only the most dubious of sources, when he has a source, he even contradicts

himsdf. Along with this contemporaneous official records created before the autopsy was performed
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on the corpse, and with faking of any kind the results of that autopsy was knowledge that was
absolutely required, are not only not within his ken, expert that he says heis, they cannot compare with
what in hiswriting is obvioudy fase, absolutely impossible.

We have seen and he very well knew from my Photographic Whitewash that Secret Service

Specia Agent Max O. Phillipswasin so great arush to get asingle one of the two Secret Service
copies of the origind film to Washington the night of the assassination he wrote his covering memo in
longhand to be able to make the plane. That was, regardiess of dl the inventions and convolutions of
Livingstone and his like-minded associates, the night of the assassination, as we have seen. Knowing
this he nonetheless writes:

ZAPRUDER TELLSUSthat acopy of the film was flown to Washington that day, but

it is completely unreasonable that a copy of afilm of one of the most mgor crimes of the

century would have been sent for study there, and not the original. The Dalas Secret

Service and the Dallas FBI would have been working closdly together and helping each

other. Since Zapruder has said e sewhere that he retained a copy which was shown to

the FBI, the Secret Service, and othersin his offices, as he says above, thereis an

obvious contradiction in how many copies existed. (page 117)

In saying that "Zapruder tdls us that a copy of the film was flown to Washington that day (and it
was that night, not that day), he ignores the fact that is beyond question, as the Phillips memo confirms,
that iswhat happened. The smple truth destroying the faking of his case heignores. Instead he argue
that "it is completdly unreasonable that a copy of the film of one of the most mgor crimes of the century
would have been sent for [what he assumes was the purpose] for study there, and not the origind. (Both
emphass his).

Solving the crime was not the respongibility of the Secret Service. 1t had the responsibility of

protecting the President, no more. Where the origina should have gone is to the Ddllas police because

that assassination was, as Livingstone does not say, a crime under Texas law only then.
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Moreover, the Secret Service had no facilities for doing what Livingstone here tlls the reader it
should have done, studying the film. Its photographic resources were so limited it could not do what the
average photographic amateur can do in his own home, develop and print photographic negatives. The
White House Secret Service agent who handled its photographic work, James Fox, could not even
process color film. He too the autopsy photographs, as| set forth in Post Mortem, to the Navy'slabin
the Washington area. There he developed and printed the black-and-whites but he had to get the Navy
to process the color photographs.

Whatever Livinggtone argues, knowing the truth as he does, that Zapruder knew the vaue of his
origind dmogt as soon as he exposed film, and that neither the Secret Service nor the FBI asked him
for it, hewants it believed that only "the origind," his emphasis, was or should have been sent to
Washington whose agents did not ask for it.

What did happen and he knew did happen is not relevant. Only what he wants to have
happened and did not happen isto him relevant.

Thisdsoistrue of what he next says, that "the Dallas Secret Service and the Dallas FBI would
[my emphasis| have been working closely together and helping each other.”

While this argument is conjecturd and invdid it is dso an unintended disclosure of his
world-class subject-matter ignorance. Cooperation is one-way only with theway FBI. Not only isthis
agenerd truth so abundantly clear in dl those disclosed records of which Livingsone was so
determined to keep himself entirely ignorant, in this particular case the FBI was redly uptight because it
knew of Oswald's "defection” to the Soviet Union and did not tell either the Secret Service or the Ddllas
police about it. Even more, it knew and suppressed from dl other agencies, including the Commission,

that shortly before the assassination Oswad |eft a note threatening to bomb the police, the local FBI
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office or both. Accountsin the officid FBI investigation of more than a decade after the fact differ.
Knowing that, knowing of Oswad's threet to violence, the FBI till did not tell either the police or the
Secret Service about him that made the FBI even more vulnerable.

So, while when it suits his fabrication for Livingstone to conjecture, to say that "the Ddlas FBI
would have been working closdy with" the Secret Service, the unquestionable officid fact is thet the
exact opposte was the redlity.

Still faking a case of more copies having been made than were accounted for he then says that
what he el sewhere says was the Life copy that for a short period Zapruder retained to show others"is
an obvious contradiction in how many copies existed." It was, in fact, the second Secret Service copy
(7TH575)

Next Livingstone writes on the same page, nothing omitted in quotation, that

There are a couple of bombshdllsin dl of this. Erwin Schwartz, Zapruder's

partner, indsts that Life never got the film until at least Tuesday, November 27.

Schwartz accompanied Zgpruder to the film labs and stayed with him the whole time the

film was being developed and copied on November 22, and was with him aso when

Lifeés Richard Stolley collected the film at the Adolphus Hotel on Tuesdy, he says. The

copy given to Life was to be used to make dtills. This would have given the

conspirators plenty of timeto dter the film before Life got it. However, Lifés

November 29 edition was printed on Tuesday, November 26th, which gives damn little

time that day to get plates made for the printing presses from the framesin thefilm. The

only answer to thisisthat Life must have got the film before Tuesday, candetindy -

perhaps on Saturday, November 23. | believe that additiond, officidly

unaccounted-for copies of the film were distributed as soon as it was devel oped on the

day of the assassination. Initid dterations were smple and easy.

The only red bombshell here blows Livingstone up but his reader has no way of knowing that.

Maybe Zapruder had a partner, which is not mentioned in any of the hundreds of thousands of
officia pages| have and of which there was no indication in Zapruder's testimony or in his office when |

wastherewith Zapruder. Livingstone's clamed source on thisisaman I've never heard of or seen
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mentioned in al those records and testimony, one Richard Bartholomew. They are, according to
Livingstone, reated by marriage. The Dallas phone book for that year (page 891) includes no Erwin
Schwartz. It doesinclude an "E. Schwartz, who may or may not have been Erwin. Congpicuoudy,
Livingstone avoids checking out what he wantsto believe. In fact heis notorious for this, particularly in
hisKilling the Truth  And whét is conspicuousin thisand in al the impossible that follows is that not a
gngle thing atributed to Schwartz is even possble, leave dl what is without question impossible.

Beginning with the impossibility that according to this Schwartz "Life never got the film until
Tuesday, November 27."

That Life issue, which included tills from the Zapruder film, had by then been printed - and the
Zgpruder filmwasinit.

Besdes this the record is without question, the origind was in Life's possession that weekend
when it was damaged as copies were made fromit.

What he says has to be believed, particularly where he cites no source. He has no source for
saying that "the conspirators' had "plenty of time to dter the film before Life got it." He does not even
bother to say that there was in Dallas and available to his conspirators those who had the capability of
meaking dterations on so tiny a piece of film that was only alittle more than a quarter of an inch wide and
have the dteration invisble when projected to the width a which | examined it, five feet. In any
checking, projection to much greet Szeis possble.

What he omitsin thisis that the dterations he imagines would not have been on any of the
copies because they were aready away from the control of his dleged conspirators.

He does not say what dterations were made or how they would be made invisible.

He saysit was "easy and smple" that being the requirement of his mythology, therefore and for
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no other reason it was easy and smple.”

He says there was plenty of time that aso being the requirement of hisimpossible mythology,
therefore and again for no other reason there was plenty of time.

Whatever the myth requires the maker of the myth makes up. That Livingstone here merely
makesit up is clear because he cites no source or authority, not even on of the regiment of assassnation
nuts he regards as authorities and experts.

His myth requiring that the origind that was without question in Life's possession on Saturday,
November 23 not be what Life had he merely makes up an "unaccounted for" copy and conjectures
that Life had it "clandegtingly."

These oversights would not be acceptable in a cheap novel but they are the essence of
Livingstone's supposed nonfiction.

Going into dl the conjectures and fabrications he has following conjectures and fabrications, and
addressng dl of them isimpossible because he has nothing else, but next is one in which he does have
what he regards as an authority. He beginsthis one by subgtituting for the origind film that Life without
any question a al got from Zapruder another of those imagined endless copies of the origind. His
imaginative "expet" Bartholomew has as his source, red or imagined, only that dways-wrong Schwartz.
This, too, is on that same page:

Since Schwartz himsdlf ddivered the film to Stolley, he does not believe

Salley's dam to have been looking at the film before then. "If Zapruder gave Stolley a

copy to take with him, Schwartz doesn't know anything about it," Richard Bartholomew

says. it makes no senseto me that Zapruder would have given Life the origind film thet

Saturday without a check, and we have no knowledge of money passing until the more

forma contract made on Monday, November 25. At that point, Life would cut a

check and send it overnight to Zgpruder and collect the film. On the other hand, the film

Schwartz describes talking to Stolley was for making tills, and so would be a copy, not
the origind. Furthermore, Schwartz, whose memory could conceivably be dimmed by
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the intervening thirty-one years, does not think that Stolley even saw it that Saturday

morning, and was gone from Zapruder's offices by ten or tentthirty in the morning.
It would seem that Life did not officidly have the film until Monday, November

25, the date of their contract with Zapruder. That would theoreticaly give them one

day to prepare the photographs.

Whatever our clown prince of pretenses may believe of Bartholomew - and he does not even
pretend to have spoken to Schwartz - he knows that whether or not Schwartz said it to Bartholomew
he knowsit isaliethat Life did not have the film and the origind of the film and that Schwartz was not
sent by Zapruder with any film to Stolley for Life. 1t iswithout question in the published evidence that
Life had, damaged and used the origind and only the origind and that it was flown to the Life Chicago
photo lab the weekend of the assassination.

It was who discovered this damage that had been kept secret by Life, by the Commisson and
by the FBI at the very least. 1t should have been known to others, including the mgjor media, because
the Commission published the proof postive in its Volume 18 on page 19. it ispart of Exhibit 885.
There, in the supposed seriatim numbering of the frames by FBI Lab agent Lyndd Shaneyfdt, which
means he knew and with his knowing that the FBI knew, a frame numbered 207 is on the top half of
that page and instead of Frame 08 on the bottom half is one Shaneyfdt numbered 212.

With the frames between missing, how did Shaneyfdt know to number the one to which he gave
that number 212? By comparison with the Secret Service copy the FBI had. But as | point out in what
Livingstone had, Whitewash, that frame isnot 212. The bottom haf of that frame is the bottom half of

212. But thetop haf isthe top haf of Frame 208. | published that page in facamile on Whitewash, on

page 206. Livingstone has Whitewash Whether he had the Commission's 26 volumes remains a

question. When he says, "What Zapruder tells us' above he quotes Zapruder's testimony but he does

not source it to that testimony. This leads to the suspicion if not the belief that he actudly quotes a
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source that used Zapruder's testimony and not the testimony as the Commisson published it inits
Volume 7.

Bethat asit may, the fact also isthat on page 45 of Whitewash, which | repest, Livingstone has
whether or not he has those 26 volumes, | published what explanation was then possible. When |
published those two frames there is a note referring back to page 45.

That iswhat forced Life to confess so belatedly that it damaged the origind.

In this, as nether Life nor any government agency nor the mgjor media told the people, the very
weekend of the assassnation Life destroyed the origind film at the point wher in the officid account the
President was hit for the first time,

If Life could not know that when it first published frames from the film it did know this when the
Report wasissued. And then, too, it preserved silence.

If by any remote chance this clown prince who presents himsdlf as an expert could have had any
red, any legitimate, any doubt about what he made up, the proof postiveisvisble on that page asthe
commission published it and as | published that Commission page in facsmile. The proof that Life had
and used the origind is on that page as on al the pages of Exhibit 885. Each and every frame hason its
left part exposed sprocket-hole area of the film that exists in the origina only because those copies were
made with automatic copying equipment that autometically diminated the sprocket-hole area when the
copies were made.

Thusit is entirdly without question thet if Schwartz said what Livinggtone quotes Bartholomew
as saying that Schwartz said - what a sandard thisis for serious nonfiction writing, Sngle-source and
third-hand - Livinggtone knew that what Schwartz said was a lie and therefore he bases his phony clam

to the hoaxing of Zapruder'sfilmon alie
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And if thisis not enough of a salf-condemnation, what follows addsto it. What followsis
Bartholomew's own quoted conjecture in which he casts doubts on what he says Schwartz says by
saying, and Livingstone has this within quotation marks, "If Zapruder gave Stolley a copy to take with
him, Schwartz doesn't know anything about it."

"If?'

A serious, sef-respecting, honest, honorable writer can base what he cals " The Hoax of the
Century” on an "if"?

The known, un-Schwartzed, un-Bartholomewed fact is that for Life Stolley had to origind, the
only way that Life's Chicago photo lab could have damaged it the weekend of the assassination.

With himsdlf the expret of experts who has to have known the facts, the unquestionable truth
when he wrote it, Livingstone then pontificates, that being another of his substitutions of fact and truth,
"It makes no snese to me that Zapruder would have given Life the origind film that Saturday without a
check, and we have no knowledge of money passng until the more forma contract made on Monday,
November 25. At that point Life would cut a check and send it overnight to Zagpruder and collect the
film.

Although it is one of the things about which he boasts least often, Livingstone has on occasion
boasted of having alaw degree. Not of having taken and passed any bar examination but of having
taken and completed alawyer's formd education. Hisreflection of his knowledge of the law is such that
were he to defend anyone on atraffic charge that person would be lucky not to wind up charged with
murder. Asalawyer he never, ever learned how to spell what he spells as'lible” He has gone around
saying, and the quotation is direct from what he has written, "l am the law.” In hiswriting, published and

private, he reflectsignorance of the law, not knowledge of it.
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And here the lawyer in him has him say that it makes no sense to me that Zapruder would have
given Life the origind film [which without question he did] that Saturday without a check..."

Hislaw education clearly did not include 'lible€" because he regularly libels those he regards as
his enemies, those who became enemies to him by not agreaing with him or merely for now bowing
down before him. So, maybe in the course of getting his degree in law he managed not to learn about
agreements and whether of not they are binding and enforcegble. But regardless of hisignorance of the
law he has another problem, her and through his writing and in this and in his other books:

He knew that before Zapruder gave Life anything they in fact did have an agreement, the
agreement later incorporated in a contract that has al thet's crossed and the i's dotted and dl the details
that could not, on the spur of the moment, be put on paper. Not only did he know about this agreement
he includesit in this chapter only five pageslater!

Writing of Life's Stolley and Zapruder and of the day after the assassination Livingstone first
quotes Zapruder of saying "he was going to | it [the film] to the magazine' [Life]. His next sentence of
page 122 is. "An agreement was drawn up and signed.”

And thusit is that five pages earlier the law-graduate Livingstone wrote that "it makes no sense
to me that Zapruder would have given Life the origind film that Saturday without a check.”

Thus, we see that fact or truth or redlity or knowledge of them make no difference to him if
there is something he wants believed, in this case a something he regards as essentia to not having dl his
work laughed a. he had to know that in fact Life did then get and did that very weekend damage the
origind film, despite dl he writes to the contrary; and he knew very well that before Zapruder gave Life
anything a dl he had from Life a"sgned” agreement.

Thisdone isamore powerful sef-indictment than anyone ese can make of him and of his
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writing. Yetitisthe badsof hispersond "hoax of the century” in hisfase, knowingly dishonest dam
that the Zapruder film was atered.

This done is more than enough to raise the most substantia questions about anything he says or
writes. Hisreason for making thislie up is ample reason to not trust aword of his: he made it up to try
to keep dl hiswork from being laughed at and discarded and to hold onto the loyalty of that band of
assassnation nuts who are so important to him and to his salf-respect, those like-minded nuts who like
him are logt in what they do not and cannot understand and who like him are both ignorant and

contemptuous of the established fact.
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