l~

l

Perhaps relevant, perhaps not, but bearing on gurta's honest or ignorance

i:i what he

printed on Page: ti8, kI did 1.ot go . what I wrote about his $
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hook because after I wrote what I did I believed no more was necessary to record Kurtz's version of Kurt his knowledge or lack cfit and of the

/ i other criticisms Ilthen had made and Odocuaented. Kultz says that on page 68,

w:

his caption, "6. FBI hxhibit#60. Kennedy' shirt, sho a'iz the true loca on of

the bullet hole in the back. tsvi‑'fit. ‑ u~  r~‑~ c i Z,i , lC~ /t~.t A‑7a'«K'

. ‑ ~w ~ ~h~ ~ y6o

)rt soes not do that all. It is an FBI picture of , r 'bit 60tq which

~u Lw~,atryl~t,~,a ~h~.~6 ;

is not what Kurtz printed and called FBI 60~is  up of parts of/ive

FBI pict ures of some of the President's clothing. Three are of the shirt's back, one is of the front of the collar and one is of the picture of the ~/ tie that the FBI faked, literally faked, to give the appearance of there

eing a hole thxough the kno when that i~ es ~tial to the official assassi​nation mythology. Kurtz crepped th at~picCure to eliminate the fake picture of the tie and the real picture of the collar of the shirt, which also is proof positioe eve o the untrut

kess of the offical "solution" to the

r' ~~tw fi~Ja (Jwut t~ lua C~1.~‑r ,

` cre. t is possi adYned about tbis in fO~s . lon

which the entire Exhibit 60 appe,.rs on page 597. I obtA1ned that print ffrom the Abrchives. ~$

So, what Kurtz titled FBI FXhibit 60 (without saying to what it is on iE exhibit, if he knew, is a cr=upted version of that exhibit to eliminate from it disproofs of what the g'ovexnment ‑odsaid it concluded but is really what it made up. More, hertz enlarged of to where hi7~artial, his corrupted verdon of that evidence, takes up his entire page. As he corrupted it, it is the same size as the , real FBI exhibit I published in Pot H‑ortem.

The offica~'l story requeaires a hbullet hole through both sides

of the front of the President's shdrt collar and through the middle of the knot

Under P p %

os hiw tie. wined the Department of Justice an original FBI print

s

of the ?art of Exhibit 60 that is of the shirt collar. `_he shirt collar has two

slits that do not coincide but no bullet hole, no hole of any king. The

pictures of the tie oglIAM modak c‑,‑ FBI pry provided ‑he 4~ommission are so

IG4

deliberately unclear that Zas a pattern i not visible, It looks like it‑is entirely black. However, becauze the FBI wanted to give the impression that there was a hole through the center of that knot and faked a picture to

give that impredsion, the pi~fake4 pictuar isquite clear on the pattern of

r

th?,ccloth of which the tie eras made.

r

SIf Post blortem is the real source of Kurtz' d knowledge od kWdbit 60,

then he had no doubt about what hoe was eliminating as he faked his own ver::ion of that PRE picture. It is spelled out clearly. in Post hortem and the picture of the eau,r front of the collar of that shirt is enlarged to tulce up all. of

the page after tire ote that hold the original. and the only faithful version

of FBI Exhibit 60, page 5. ~~ CXA.`'o ~1A nn 14/7 Mj~&. ~lyl‑~>'N`

Kurtz

It is not inappropriate to include this with the indictment of for

lies about th~o !

his spectacular dishones'~/in his two frames of the Zabruder

what he made ups Wrone's non‑existing

film, his fake, , his ignorant" oi'hie evil cc~rge o~inaceuracyA6

f(u, i‑ /~ that Kurtx laid on the Kansas university Press, which trusted hiJ ‑ail‑‑can.‑be to duel;xte this deliberate Kurtz dishonestd~mth other 6 vidence that is exculpapatory andr‑6‑3:a‑W‑at the least raises questions about how dependable Kurtz and his book are. ‑

"P.

60 ‑ 'Faculty did hot attend anythint c viti.cal of the government.' Perhpas Waone‑‑sM

1/V,60s/

or‑~A slept throughout'he 'and the early 70s, vttt given the massive faculty

involvement in anti‑Vietnam War protests and numerou4s awaw other cauweses,‑T

Wrone had better retract this statement."

dht 4 .A,~?k

q n The retraction th$t 15, due is sfr~rtz. I was active in the days about

. which he wrote* I spoke at colleges and universities f POm as far to the north0

east as the University of Vexmont and as far to the southwest as San Diego. It

was rare when an identifiable faculty member was ever present. At Vermoni ..

where one of the h~story,faculty was the sondt of a dear I was invited to

a seminar with some of faculty. That was the:,pone and only time I experienced

I G7

anythin. like that. At almost all uy many other app::arances there were so few of the faculties present 1 recall no. I was active in my life through the period of greatest interest in the assassination but if Kurtz was not still in school he was not long out of it and 1 know what the actuality is and from that know that this is still another Kurtz contrived criticism that. is not true. Perhaps Kurt provides several examples of it, of the widespread attitude toward the assassination in thos ‑/days, iacluding faculty tending to ignore the assassination, knowing full well that not doing that could be hurtfulg to them.

I spoke #‑ in New Orleans several ti:aes bit if Kurtz was ever present he

did not m<•.ke himself iff:iown, slid not ask a single question. BUL)t when the assassination Records a`eview Board held heqring in Flew Orleans, after Kurtz's book was out, Kurtz asked to be heard. yn his testimogy, which did not wide that board to a single existing and withhel d record, Kurtz also testified; As

hr. TYler briefli~ mentioned the a.‑‑me of Gally BAas ter, certainly *y Oanister J

. VV

remains an enigmatic figure in thie case for the relationship, if ::.any, between

Aj/p Oswald and canister during the sprirAg and the summer of 1963, As I have in

~M, my book and I'll repeat here today, I myself saw Banister ands O:~wad together

in New Orleans in the summer of 1963."

Kurtz knew so little about Banister he never does spell that name correctly.

On pabw 1'M /,~urtx said, br very little about this alleged contact to which

he t4stifi~e''d before the :via, There 14 says only Qat the H.`K:A "learned that

...Oswaoe Oswald came into corjact with David r'errie and possibly Guy Banister ...."

On page 302 Kirtz says that" twice Bannister and Oswald visited the campus of Loupsoa:ia State University in New Orleans qnd engaged students in neated discussion." .though Kurtz means to have said they visted that campus= and debated each other, he does not say theat. Ile does not e,.‑en say that they were there at the same time,

among the many thousands of pages that 1 obtaiNedthrough all. those many I .POIA lawsuits, in CA 7dU‑0420 1 obtained the as,assintion records of the
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FBI New Orleans office. Those many thousand:‑‑ of pages do not hold any such information, not even a suggestion of what can be interpreted that way and they do include a number of inv;3stigations of Oswald at. those campuses.

T h‑_re is one//W#tion of Banister on riurtz`s page 233j. It is limited to

4 0ihis exaggerated if not false s" that "C Oswald was secretly associating woth such rabidly anti‑ComL.unist individuals as Guy Bannister L:nd David Ferrie ..." With not a scintilla of proof of fW of these me:ti.ons. Not the slightest sug;~estion of ~ lsven of source, no matter ho;. unaependz~ble a source.

These are all the: listing in Kurtz's index page 282), which is of the alleged ap,earance of "Bannister, Guy: Oswald seen with."

But there is no mention, riot even a suggestion that Kurtz saw them together, which it waa what in his criticism cf Wrone and lx~ :; book Kurtz told the 11~:Msas "niversity eresso

Als~,beax~.:ng an the kind of iaeruon he is an‑ whether or not anything he

says eon be be lieved, taken at face value, is the fact that contrary to less

Ca;~ al2r

what Kurtz told the %&lZe under oath, those s&me lien Ux_Uans r'BI records reflect

that of

that even with tile investigatzor he assassintion of his 1'reUdent, Kurtz

did not tell the f13I during it:; investigation tha . he had ever seen Oswald

and r'az.ster together. P ,Ut,,,g

‑~'i'~

Hs he says he said in his book in which A does Trot appar.

If there is a question about wl~iy liurtz lied, and these are examples of his outright lying, the obvious motive, for his lying include puffing himself up and doing Wrone in to get even with him,

After sevesl trivialities Kurtz says: "i'. 89 last 1. "Shoddy workmanship...'

i

`11Ls is an unfair, scurrilous attach: on one of the most respected works of assassination scholarship." 1*s we have seen, Kurtz is no judge of what can with reason, be referred to as "assassination scholarship," and he certainly is nod

,r r

guilty of infulging in that. ucal scholarship begins with accuracy acrd ~he b& s

R

said to be on the assassintion (Kurtz :.does trot give the author's name oilte
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title of his book) and the numbe_‑ of assassination book that can without ~hame be called scholarly ‑wd be counted on the hands, they are that ‑Cew. That

Kurtz can say this is another uillustration of his own lack of scholarship

0 inviwhatever work lie ;.ay have done and In hisbook. i

In Kntrtz's grasping to be able to be critical of what Drone wrote,after

a few more errors he 1~ s tieized Wrone fo r4 saying that ‑xk2*x2Jft

if a shot sass fixed prior to Zapruder t'raem 210. "Oswald could not physcially

have fired it." `his truism from the official evidence Kurtz says "This ilhot

AZ true." What makes it untrue? "He could have fired through the leaves of the oak

tree." This would have had Osir:.‑:.ld firing blindly, not able to see his target

at all, and. nonetheless having him hit his target, the President wit,‑out being

able to sight the rifle to be able to hit him. That is really stretching an

4

Q  IV

imposwibi4ity into /pos‑ibility. Re;*u‑thn ;;iext reason is that the "wid could nave blc

blown th.: leaves out of hi line of sight.~I ~ 1•f that.,could hava happened, then

Oswald first had td decide to shoot and then to and then to shoot the

rifle all in a split second. Onlv aO:l:urtx,ezw c:n inn‑

InA e ,hat a~i he isA

1f M

I> 7

(tv,V1 &&At ‑h 4

g

,Ls a

3‑ d: I IY31 US CMr3.t3iCi

the k‑inci of authority and scholar who is Tuna‑‑~ae ii 17~r 3.

.

l~ along on that he forgot that drone was addressing the offical. explanation

of the assassination and that it refuires Oswald,to have fired through the easteinomost of those sixth‑floor windows. 44Yurtu' next contrived and basee sl

c~

concoction an inpossibickty in term:., of the actual official evidence with also which Kurtz is not all that familiar, as Us bo k rd:emi nstrates, Hoe says that

Oswald "could have fired from another Undowm. ~~ case ,

If that were the ~/as; it vr<‑s not , the possibilit)or the L.possibilty 04 of this newe‑t of the thousands of Kurtz conjectures he ;restends is' fact would

be quite visible in a photograph taken at the tizae of the assassination. It is

i~

officiaoly title$iDillard Exhibit C" and tile k;onmision puilished what it captioned

kVlargement of photograph taken by Thomas C. Dillard oAjlovembe~22, 1963."

That bit of official evidence, with which Kurtz had to be &miliar if he made
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#aay real study of the Report in which it takes up Page 66d shows that

s‑;,r f~j _ F(~ ~~

without quest:4 n c_t fle moment of the assassination the only, other wir4ows

ner that easternmost window were all closed, with the dirt on them all quote 1

clear. ‑

KIrtz criticizes whatever Wrone said abrut Josiah Thompson of whom he says that Thompson' s "EM‑ ‑Seconds _~n_ Dallas remains a tr_"Aly outstanding work."

When it appeared in 167 except for the sketches of the Zapruder Sofranes in i t Thompson's work w‑hs largely dated. He has sourcing for what he says but all those sources that do not cite specific ,qfficial identifications

he attribute. try recently disclosed :iiforAl ation ~.:If ~urtz were as liar . s7~

; `~ as he pretends to be, particularly 9C what he does not like; e: w5 that those lhompson citations coincide with what 1 had a published

. A tiw

her i in Mhitei%s4.II

And if he were as familiar with thompson as to be able to say what he did

,‑

hNwwh 414k

Kurtz would ha boei~ 3''~.n his book hoapson has 0swald tire lone assassin.

B4.t in his condensation of it for the then &;;,turd y i~vening Post, a weekly

with one 0 the very :fi largest of circulations in 1967j, he would have imown

_ ~;,,„„,„~.  crM.e whru.

that for th‑::fit Post 'ihompso~ wrote that there were~e assassin.

"Hutstanding" 1,5 hardly *he word:

Kurtz pontif r cater that his criticism of drone saying that "No credible evidence connexts " uswald with the assassination. To refute this it is necessary . for Kurtz to again deminstrate his ignorance of the act at‑ asic evidence.

First he complains that "three cartrii6e cases were found oJ/ the sixth floor." They could, of course, have been planted there and the evidence is that they were, the actual evidence not the propaganda and. not the ~interpretation~of it to make a no‑conspiracy conclusion posAble. ~ ~K r t'y

Neit‑h; says that "Pswald's prints were found on the rifle. 'hat is a bit of an exaggeration. The aallas 6olclce claimed that when they took the rifle apart they found part of a palm print in the underside of the barrel. 1iut that
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"lift" do,:s not ~ xist and it is nct where anyone would‑ or coul.d​have held the rifle to fire it. There is no Uswald print anywhere else on that rile and not _Pit should be emphasized, not anyuhere where he would'have held the rifle in placing it thatmagical boag, iA t1.L1, it from that bad at or 3.n aj.mirig and firing it.

Next Kurtz says that "Breman saw Oswald in the sixth floor window juwt before and dwring the shot

ing.a Aside from Brennan's tf6tal undependabilt~r the

fact is that the night of the asassination w n the police ,took him to a

lineup to identify (f c.wald Birennan said he did _ l . ei tt not recognize 0a .fi4jo

(‑~.4'h/ ar rC

that alone a,:id it is J;V far fromalone,,Brennan las no credibility at 11.

J  ~

"Oswald killed Office J.D.Tippit right rafter the assassination." If this

were true, 8.s from the suppressed had ignored of:icial evidence it was not and

alone‑the part that Kirtz did not use when he shoyld have ' 's intentions were honest​

f none his w ey . z vi z no rue, even fiC

i had killed ipAt, that is not proof that he killed the rreaident.

"P. 133, 1st Par., last sentence‑ 'Anyone who grew up ....' JFK could have

he the * d of thp first shot, ~hic 'ssed ~;:a~.d raised his arm to p4ect

r =gym f .e q,,,'C

~~ ~~ a r.s'''~.t.

vV rw. nv.1

ac e., a have e • seen t ie as p / abut raiding the axz

U: 'I al'i is not

trine. So also is the first part not true. It was not pos:.ible for that shot to have missed and then had the rest of the history of‑icially made up for it. horeover, if the first shbt had missed it was not possible to wa:ze up an accoun of the asses:>ination, which is what the government did, have only three‑‑mm‑ts fired

a~dthat mesri fired more ratddly than the best` shots in tile country could ‑and i get away with admitting o?iw~ three shots.

In this and in more lake it, Kurtz makes up the impossible as childrendo and professors of history ought notL.

u

i

P. 132, 1st Par. , last sentence. ‑ 'It was a frontal shot''dnother of those categorical statements. LComing for the man eho used a multitude of them in the book that prpves he is not a sub6ect expert and never intended to be.,

13gA

Even a child ccuid have amswerud Kurtz ‑s question, which he doe.; not intend ion.

k I*\ ‑4 hT ‑~e asked if the shot ‑~d had been from the front , where did the

bul4t go?" But a question does not respond to whq.t Drs. Perry anu C. ‑,rk said

and repeated. at the white ldouse 'press ca~tWerence after thejL pronpinced

the President dead‑* the slot was from the front ~.,nd it went out the back. and

th4is..; and the Commission c..uld n‑, L entirely avpid the eyuw‑witnesses who

testifed to seeing a bullet impaart on Elm Syreet.
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If JFK vas hit un the throat from the front, where did the bullet go? From where was it fired? What kind of gun and ammunition were used? The last two questions

are just snotty Ad are via red, despite Kurtz's ignorance and ego, because he

_. b'w'1, I wb !; ~ a,

believed that what he wrote wouad seen only by people who had. had no ocapasion

to becomr‑&ami73.ar ulth the qVofficial evidence. "From where was it fired? From the front is an adeuaate answer, and that reply is confirmed by what the onl* medical people, doctors and nurses both, who saw the wound said i't was, as

Perry did three times, confirmed all three times by Kem? c_lark, both doctors

Ir  &m‑

with morn than the average fam;liarityith gLpshot wounds , il

Washington laid the law down to them. .And Jwhat difference does it make what

kind of ammunition was used if Kurtz's real point in this is to convey only

his doubts about the wound in the r'front being of entry?

f. 136, Jim 2nd Par., 11. 7‑‑8 Bennety 'saw that shot hit the president about fpur inches down from the right shoulder.' Bennett r.iust Jave 4ad magical eyes to be able to see a bullet travelling more than 2,(00 fps and see the impatt (a tiny 6‑7 rim hole in the back of JfK's suit jack." Here still again, so

ignorant of the fact as o_e would never expect of aeAlege history professor or to band then rite a b(v.:k much of which is imagined end made up, and to presume n that all who trill read wha~"' he writes know nothing of theitablished fact and the considerable anount of official evidence, including testimony, that supports it vel we&l. And if Xurtz c~ re at all about being both accurate and specific he would have loc(tted that bullybt hole by something not as long *~` as the shoulder. Os he knew from the death certificate which ,the saw ~o in Post t'lortem and of whic ;he ' d not ~ 44, he should have.

The shoulder moves up and do:~rn t can be above the should/can appear

to be below the shoulder. 1'hi~s is also true the other way around. The death 3 c*tificAte identifies the loca ion in erms of the spine, at the level of the third thoracic verterbra ‑: and only a short distance to the right of tlaz
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it as one looks at fhe back. Or (* pictures of thc.‑.. back, hhich Kurtz had

seen*<~

Nennett had ex,)e3Cience with wepons as, clearly, Kurtz has/not had. He was a Sec‑:‑et Service agent in tie car behind the Presidential limousine, He did~ot and he could not see the President's back an‑d he did not say he did, Or which uisw

inherently the urtz v of what Bennett said. But Bennett, and not

' o~

Bennett alone, saw thre\c 9s^ ‑ an" the ,'resident's jacket at

the very instant he heard that shot. Of the professionals of various kinds of

police, not only was bBennett not alone in this, contrary to the intended and

baseless slur that is tanoth,er uurtz manidestationo of his subject‑matter ig​

norance. Aside from Roy Kellerman, the Secret Service agent misidentified by

Kurtz, there were tio~official Secret Service observers, both call into theaut‑u n autopsy room by Pllerman and told they were to be the officilal observers. A7.1 the official. observers, tie death certificate and the body chart both a requieement, the autopsy pictures and more confirm Bennett end Ly

Zone and lcic.ik

kuttz in his 1r teeth‑ with h‑s own foot,.‑​7‑

As ‑,~' '~,,~,~. fi.k~‑im next doe 6tlll‑agaln:

it

138, 11, 706 7‑8 ‑ ""there is no blood on [tht back of Jr'K' s head

or on the shirt collar Wrone cannot &e_e_ the blood in these two frames, but the blood is ,there. The back of the head Haas drenched with blood, as was the collar front and ‑rear) (H. Weisberg, gat Mortem pp. 597‑98).'f

This is pretty dirty alfd for one who lays claim to the most duligent scholarship it is nu less dirty,The ket~ is Kurtz's deliberate: avoidance of saying when achy of the pictures to which he reefers were taken and that makes what he did dishonet as well as real dirty. The 'gapruder film was exposed dHEL~ig_the assassination

d1band those two ffames to which li z r. rs witi:out looking at o he g

a,‑ ut' Z 3

looked and then lied his head off ‑ were taken o ?~‑~^^''‑'~ r "'  The

ct f the fatal shot infammes 312‑3.‑The pict ~shirt wid the tie

0"'

ve

een

~~ Aco ddtanAot ~ha b Sol,
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of course the clothing ‑4 1~

l~has blood on it, from the shooting and from the

removal and from 'he han sorts of things. But not at the time

Wrone was writing about, the tlne of the crime. That is clear as is Kurtz's

intention, to reduce the possibilities of pw*lication of the fine work of

Ire man he does not like and to prejudices the potential publisher.

While Kurtz does not say it he implies that I also said that the back of the head at the time of which Wrone was writing "was drenched in blood. This is false and to prove both the falsity and t dishones of this Kurtz dirty‑works I attach a xerox of both pages he refedrrred to. There is not a ' word or. either 4erring to the "drenching;h of blood on the clothing. The

captions speak for themselves, they also say much about Kurt ~~s L~ ~ler.

"P. 145, 1st Par., last line _ ""P%anchester lied.' Potemtially libellusremalo." Whether or not that is Kurtz!d belief, for what Drone said to be libel it had to be malisious and untrue. hertz get hms slur in, what he knows will discourage any publisher, and he provides not even a coiux.a to indicate that what Wrone~aid is no4rue, As from my reading the Manchester bok more than three days ago I am cofident there were factual errors in that are not justified by the material A

available to jjanchester.

C credib:~e

'

Kurtz asks why is Zapruder such a  le witness? numerous witnesses4MM

in Dealey Plaza presented ctL;early erroneous accounts..." Zapruder alone, as ‑urtz lknoews, 4 ILA his eye on the President thorugh his zoom lens, which :aag​nified arm what Zapruder sL;w four 'mes. &A what he says about what_. he saw is confirmed by his film, f~ in Whitewash and then by Nobel Laureate Luis ,.Alvarez, whose writing about ties in in Kurtz's bibliography. Kurtz may have fgrgotten the ancient wisdom that it is not the thousand oarhs that are sworn but the one that was sworn truly, How

many peo;e were wrong, ~pii people who are vital in the HarAson Livingston books that hertz criticizes Wrone for not citing, and that they swore falsely and not infrequently $o the impossible has no influence

on~'urtz, when he sees a chance to get more lids in against Wrone and the pu blieation I

yc

of his book.

Par. P. 147 ‑ 1 sr Pat. ‑ There is no evidence that the n,und of aIi#hot

CcauBed Zapruder to jiggle the camera at 190. In fact, the film contlain numerous au

0,11

jiggles, so numerous that if each tirhx resulted from the reacton to a shot, the assassins) muast have been firing a machine gun. It would take at least

oons ‑Jo the sound At of a shot by jiggling the

ons second for Zapruder to respond era. Therefore, accprding to Wrune'sf alysis , the first shot must have n fired at 172 or before, 01

If Kurtz thinks he is a better judge of the realities to which Wrone refereed, Kurtz is entitled tomake that boast, which is what he here does. :.Without e,:f qty proof and depending on his word or opinion only. By now that sh~ld be clear that defending on Kurtz is to invite possible c4disasters.

.page 156 Kurtz is critical of Wrone"s statement, ail that Kurtz quotes being "fir~ng through the glass..." That clearly is what Brennan swore to in testifying that tthe shelter was standing, which meantwi,:jout question that he had to have been firing throup',‑h the glass. While it is true that the ~;om:,i*ission sUd ,which really memns jaade up, that Uswald sat or knelt when allegedly he aired, firing, over the thick wall, t a foot in thickness, would

`a4. <(ju .C4~,have been impossible because of the angle of the shot. It likewise was (improbable from

1

a standing position. Ft is censpicuou. .. that Kurtz cites no Corjs4ssion

e=periment to prove that firing at that downward angle from either a sitting or

a kneelingpos=tion was possible. '

.jfu.t‑1'`~ ; f~fn.Y;LZ •ylts"9 W. PO l ~~

wades scholarly comrient in that what Wrone said, whic the Brennan

wn.w~;c4

testimony, literally, is a 4"straw roan" for his "cheap shots,"

Look who is talking about straw men and cheap shrts!

Helating to page 159, Kurtz aagain says that hirone was libelous. Tare his word for it because again he offers no proof, not even a sug_eation of error in what he does not like that,~rone said.

Again the utterly baseless threat of libel to frighten the potebti‑d1 pub‑

lisher and aain the Furtz demonstration of the Kurtz ignorance of both the publisher matter and what was published in and on it.

Anyone who was an authentic rather than au imaZ.ned subject‑~amatter ex‑

/f,n

pert, there was no probability of Posner, a lawyer, .d going to court on a libel or any other kind of lawsuit based on what he wrote about the assassi​nation. In Case Oven i referred to him as not only a plagiarist but also as

r

a shyster, a very serious charge to lay on a lawyer if it is not true. I never heard a word from Posner or from 0 his major/monopoT,‑y pAlisher, Random Hose. The only reaction from him and/or Random House were his removing his credit to me for helping him from the Anchor paperback reprint and his removing the most blatant of his plagiarisms from that s‑me reprint,.

6imilarly Kurtz's criticism of Posner as a man without a soul. Kurtx says

that judement muct come from a higher authority,and thatft "is hardly a scholarly judgement." In this.hs is also gray ping for as many adverse criticisms as he can contrive to discourage pub lication. Kurtz does notsary what Posner did or said /that led 'Wrone to that judgement, which can be J well justified and if it is, is Kurtz right in passing his judgement? That Kurtz would comment aboht this''' t~is way also indicates his ignorance of the subject‑matter and his assumption that all le saris must agree with his.

4ikewmse i,$ this true of Kurtz's adverse ctiticiem of wwhat lafrone wrote about the Oliver Stone movie, ffK= 1 us, 2ad Par.‑rAl. 8‑9 ‑ " the film'

factual content was i xrmfalse ..;' How does Wrone know this? Wdere is ~(~cr f7~

the documentation"?" Documentation is entirely missing in these negatives (~''x'~"

almost 4all of Kw*z's invention. If he has to ask this question then he is even

more ignorant of the erect, official =sm fact. First

of all Stone said that his major sources were Garrison's On the Trail of tee

A saassins and Man's Conspiracm. The 4f trail of the assassins is a trail

Garrison never took. I was there. 1 know. 6t the request of his staff. which

had failed toftalk him out of an outrageous new indictment planned to mark the
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W‑4 assassination's fifth atuAversary. He was to'charge those~h~me~ ware actual

assassins on the Grassy Yers

knoll. One he knew had killed himself more than a

`had/

before the assassinatuon, and that in New Orleans. The other  an entirely

imagined involvement and Garrison misidentified him T.s the tallest of the .three men who had been guzz4ing wine in .... a parked railroad boxcard, the three who got to be known as "The Dealey Plaza Tramps."

If Garrison brought to light anything that was o new and on

ginal w:Ith him I am not aware of it. Plans work is entirely fictional with the pretense ofrelevance and factuality and it has neither. It is not about the assassination in any event and although he says it is that it was on what Penn Jones originally titled the "mysterious" eths, k' ~~ calit:d them the v‑‑Gconvenient" deaths ‑e(_4

.1u" ,c‑t‑c., qht ‑tKi% :~irf U y uqAeCr,

As one illustration of how ignorant of what w_as well and publicly known,

Jc" t‑, wlhrC 4 ! Glelil)

the Stone/Sklar (another subject‑matter ignoramus gad avs 'errie being by his hair killed by baddies who held Ferries'‑'s‑ hea F‑a toilet . But in truth Ferrie had not a hair on his body. I published, in 1967, thirteen years before the liurtz

book apdeared, in Oswald ‑.',n New Orleans, which is in Kurtz's bibliography, that

o c'

Ferrie had hczd apeeie and was responding well to treatment for it when he decided

That he knew all he needed to kno:: to be hi:; own doctor and 3s a ‑result thatA

,.edical problem turned into o c' tot ' s He had, as a result, not a singli6

hair on his body, particularly not on his head. genie used a wig of his own

(Manufactire. It looked like it was made of a piece of rug, it was that con​

;consr‑icuou sly not hair.  ‑

"P. 164‑2nd Par. ...Stone was vilified in the press for the film..." Vilify means to say evil things about. For Kurtz to have a legitimate basis for using that word, any basis other than his prejudices or his subject‑matter ignCrunce, he A need show that what Wrone said soout 'tone i~ untruthful to bet.n with. If 'drone's criticises are 1 egi timute, pat ping them down in paper is not to "vilify" Stone.

I am the: one who negan exposure, of ")tone film and I did ..that not because
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rt c,~'u~' 0/1‑G ?6~l~C~c~DO rf ~I ~,~.~ t cL)`~j~yy~t,~ ~ ~; jn e?~tfl ~pa'`~'i~

Stone does ivA have the right to say anything he wants to say no matter how untrue it may be. I did it because when Stone aaveu announced his film he assured the tvople that he would tell them, and these are his words, who killed their President, why and low andwo~uld do t~iast based on the garrison and ~iarrfbooks tlmt are not factual. and not about the assassination. But before doing that I wrote Stone '* at sorry length and with documents# Lion to tell him he could not possibl§r do that and particularly not if based on those two books.

It was when I did not year from Stone for two months that I gave the Washington

~auc _ Post access to the report Ive the j~GarrjRon staljff xjdbh that, when

it was slu;vrn to Garr szson, 136 agree to #drop his plann`6d ping jrf those

(W Ox​he made up were the allegedly real assassin. yn this I did make the record that all the myth‑loges and fabrications, which is what that film is bas‑d on, were not factual and t.‑at what stone would produc based on them could not tell 'I~.t ttwm who killed their President, why and how.

History no:, has the contrary appraisal of thet Stone fictional movie.

‑ ‑tz‑‑says‑ t:=.~ r_~‑ 'i "^ r Jr x hi

no such thing." It does indeed show that ,~enriedy had been hit by then  at

i

that instant, the difference being small fr;:ctions of a seconclf'inconcjunction

with the Zaprude_‑ film at ?rame 2u2. 1 fi:^st published,thatlin Whitewash II in 1 y66.

Not Ku txz, who has that book in his bibliofgraphy; nor anybody else has phoned

most of

or written me to argue ‑.that is not so. No~rl'd d Fi3I agent ihaneyfelt, who d? d/the

Commissionls photographic`'~*,ork utter even the tiniest peep along that linewhen

I deposed him in CA 7>‑226. He not like some of what I wrote but never

showed even the tiniest r in of it, and it was he who gave the Com​

mission the incorrect terpretation o. t ‑ two films when used tigether.

The XZaprude Pane 2N and the ‑riillis fift slide do coincide and that Shaneyfelt o told the Uommis‑ion. But he gave it incorrect interpretation.

In/ dition to this, the Kurtz criticism is based on that shot hit3ng the Presid,nt in the aback. That is not so. It was made up because with that shot

