r:.urtz says that at t:ie fifth Willis slide does riot ";>hoij Jr'r; hit: It does

no such thin`." It does indoed show that iemiedy had been hit by then or at u that instz_<nt, the difference being small fi‑cctionk o' a su::oiid, incoiicjuziction with the Zaprudei‑ filia at r'racae 2u2. i first published that in Wlv.te‑wa:;h .11(‑in 1'JW.

Not hue‑ z, who has that hock in his biblio4arap1W, no‑ ru)yvoLiy else has phoned most of ~ or written me to argue that i:3 riot so. idoir did PuI agent L~laneyfe , u io id‑M t'‑;c: Commisaionls photographic,irork utter a even the tiniest peep aloes` that lint~when

15L deposed 1dni in GA 75‑22u. hu did riot like: None: of' v'tiat 1 wrote but never showed even the tinierA error in any of it, and it was lie i,ho gave the Com

p mission the incorrect interpr(tation o tho‑e tc~o fi1Lns Mien used t~eether.

The kapruder r'rame 2(13.;~nd the viiliis f if i; h slide do coincide and that

Shaneyfelt also told the Uor.;rnis.‑lion. 13‑t he L;avo it aji incorrect interpretation.

In addition to this, the Kurtz criticise:: is based on that sho L hiting the

Preaid~:nt in the kback. That is not so. It um; uiade up bocau.,e u:_th that shot

Bxcept in the sense that &!!,*c every president is to "preside over" each and every thin,.; done by his in !Us adiainiatration. But in fact that is an impos6ibioity for any president.

acouing fr.;m the front, which i:> what the only doctors who had eaauiined it'

bo~7e: sur_‑ery for the tracheoii:ety stated. So a ,%lshot to the front would not necessarily

4.nd only the back

register on the back, ‑vrlis the „ of the President that the Willis ;i

fifth slide, taken from :t4behind him, shows.

In Kurtz's criticism of ;shat ~*lrone wrote on gage 171, he s shows that in

:the field in iihich he is fully accredited, history, Kurtz has a wear spot fer

Cuba and what relates to 'uba as wel.O‑ as to the Kennedy /re‑id(4 what is

an unquestionable historical fact is that in effect there were two Keni:edy

Presidencies. Before the Cuba missile crisis of October, 1962, the Kennedy

adminostration as hawkish. But When henri,:dy had t:; face the unprecedented

0

c:atastrJy that crisis coulL have trlegered, he beca~:e and xvmaind a dove, It ispurprising that the fully accreditod i‑~fstorian, Kurt ‑z,, Joes not kno‑a tUs, doe..; n;;t hazow that riennedy tool; thc: first steps toward detente in the 1 ited tes‑ban agreement, did reduce the a_1itand even cancelled pro'it::ble contracts for military proetion to be sold allies. Cancelling our contract with the British to m‑nufacture ".glue Streak" nuclear misAles for then caused

Lm i~,frc i

a disruption of relations 'came t(,, lot‑ forgo;,<otten.

It )would be more accurate to say that Kennedy didnot cancel tli: hay of

K,c" I ,.~3 °~ Ryl

7Z

Figs 'y‑wz to says, as t does, that he .. authorized" it. `2' ‑ as by the

Eisenhower administration and thzA administration had it goin~ before keri dy was elected.

Kennedy did not " Ude over" i,•or~,roose, an anti‑Cuba oper"tion that the

CLi was on top of.

Kurtz continues to manifest his ignorance of hl s specialty, 1Story.

It is, plainly and simply, an iLnor<:nt and evily‑motivate lie to say that Kennedy "approved (through Boboy) the repciaed t;4afia plots assassination plot agains Castro. Hardly a dove."

Hardly a genuine historian, too, that Kurtz!

i~he CIA has admitted trio plots. Under iO'OIt: JJ'4ot what ‑.t ‑ finaliy admited to

li :iobert Kennedy, then attorney genral, ;:hen th, firot of thc;se ttlot; 0 w hic4

k  CC

Fetzer if another autentic "professional scholar. " He also titled his disgrce a ,

for any :nature per4‑8n, not just a "professional scholar," tp put his narie on

auch irresc;onsible, such false, smch (not atypical)eln‑durrLinated plain stupidities

as Fetzer did 8, 8uastfully, too. His boc;k ~i_has the ~impossinle title

ss ssinat=on 3c' ence ~ is, in factor where not much worse, assassination i

‑junk y'~an ag~'sassima&_on a baseless conjectures an worse. A gsingtion Junk

M L

‑f d N f6 ~ i,G'C~

is closer. But he did get /lv.mself tl:e at ention he wanted) And he is ununfluenced

C h/frt~l

by the volume of the~6utpouring in the minor assassination newsletters that

his f ~4lunting of leis profound ignorance and his sick imagination earned him.

(Much more and in detail will be found in the book‑length manuscript

J

I did on his book arid `tkKtixthe Boo ire~son of hi~'~ associate, Noel Twyman.

The train difference ‑rtt:between them is that Twyxznl's is an elaborate and

%xps expensive book. There is aseconoI difference that with the much larger

7"wh'h1 Qh

book hq<Td, he had more space for corrupting history and making a fool of

himself.~tY "'  U~

0

neither Kennedy had had any lnovxledgr, and in that letter the t;IA's honcl, on that is specific in stating that it i:as authorized by Eisenhower three months before the election that made Kennedy (resident. according to the CIA, only six yeople ecnew auout it and all ,ere high in the CIA.

The second 1‑lafma~plot, again according to the CIA, was by it alone, kith

4  41

out any authorization. That Leruledy opposed other political assassinations was a matter of record so if the (:IA w nted to knock Castro of., ifit could not seek his ieriaission,. 4nd it dod not.

So, he neither he nor lei.: brother could leave known about it or "ap)roved"

it, as Kurtz should have la1oE%:n bee J.use, gall of the: f0A!.do1. d more .4s officially

~]~l d 1~ /1~a~»v,.~t lye` p~ I1 /~'~ r2M . !~I ~~2,( do c~ ~r `

jlG

~i>L1oJed.

In his critical comm;.nt on what drone wrote on 2age 1'I„ Kurtz says that

i an academician who did ex,ress doubt or cri tiism of the governmentv/s lone assssin assasin "theory". was named Straughton Lynd. Kurtz leas the first name wrong.

Kurtz criticizes Wrone for sayi::g that since 1959 Oswald had fired weapons only tv:ice arid t;urtz asks,"How does Wrone know?" If ltu'rtz were only partly as

a~:ara of what the official records discodiscloce he word not smear his face with L.:; i;ortmce based on :.,hica he sit)~in judgement on Lxlothe;‑. 'What someone

l

said t4~ look like0‑ wald did :A; no+. Uswald doing that and there is no evidence of I h!j actually firing more than 4w.rone_.;says. in fact, while a Larine, the records

show that then Uswald also fired on th.: rQQ are only two times. And in the USS4 POswald did not oven hove a rifle to fire. He hunted, unscuccessfully, with a shotgun.

In iiul,`tz's critici 1 Uf what he s Wrone _said on Page 205, Ys

"numerous yrhojLincovered L written highly,

that, Lm serious, resp6nsioassassina . 1 :3clular^

..,

.s /ri ll ~ y ~rl .t

incisive analyses". In fact very few did. Most axe assassi tuEOn l‑as tz

_ ate a.9 !T wn kt ,~ ~~Gc .w ~u.~.c~%u~ c„u ~1 s .

also qualifies as b_ing. In books very, ry ie~r,~ ‑t r hat

hvAlz erccommends. 1'iinnestoa University i:ean Fetzer, Fetker to Kurtz, ‑s as ignorant as tile: most Ac uninformed of those who in more recent years have

sought farce and or fortune from exploit/i , and corrune‑ccial.‑zing the assassination. a6Sc lV‑1 ~/ i Lifton's only real claim to fame is tl ?pos:.‑‑ible fabrication that was so

successful commercially, his fabricat on of what he ew was impossible, th

'; . lao ~Crv~ ~.a w‑~e, .aa~ e p .u, body‑;snatch impossibilitft4vaft 1he President' as never one.ad h

r  G

PI‑t(‑~ supposed confirmation of bits, and pis" is not confirmation at all. That F'ifton commercialization and exy)loitatiom is a gross indecency and an exploitation

C arl

of the yearning of thei people to know what really happened.

4nother of that Kurtz eecommends:~s/‑i.vingstone and he is not only outrageously indecent in what he did and wrote, his is also not normu, not rational. In addition, he emploted Baltimore policeli#n when they wero ofd duty. une

that Lc had doing his re‑seLrcii work. in my files, to which ale have free access,

alA~ crostol(: only .copiers of soa:e of them. 1.Uf this there is no doubt at al‑u'l:at

he was worms for Lifton whi le iiorking for ‑ivingstone when those t::o were

by Richard 4'a,‑b:^i ght, Jr.  hand

supposedly blood enemies, is co;::firme *Xthat policer"i,'s own writing that lhabs I have C) What he stole, cle‑rly for Lifton, was the only0 £~`‑'~my pa,et ‑by‑pages criticisL: anc'. ccmentary on Lifton's Best Lvidence. It ‑‑'s neithe‑‑*

But in his Aclmowled6p::ents in his lilich Treason II Living‑stone saystif me what =‑urtz does not and se LZs not to believe frorLihi:; contriv. slurs;

Then thereis rlarold .;eisberg, who, h:‑vine; cndu.‑,cd z‑ painful triple nbypass operation and matey serious infirmiT.ties of age, puts up with rye and the many questions _ should know b::tter than try ask. But ire 4st always

&ro to the Father to test our sometimes incredibly wijd or dub ideas, and arold is the man to kick them in the ass. I am grateful for h7.6 time and

great help and friendship, though I air sure he wishes I were dead (pages 112).

In his next book Livingstone daid the exact opposite of me once Z proved 40 hiia that the basis of his concoctions was impossible, according to the Papruder film, which he had ;rritten two vary fat bo;;l:s without c_.a:‑=1L.r.~;.

We have seem much more than enough from Kurtz's own book for him to have l~let u:: ktloIV that ;ke did not discover any new evidence and wrote nothing that can be called an "incisive analysis."

however, Ii:.‑‑rt did ask me to read each chapter as he finoshed it and fromhis home in Chatham. Virginia, he sent them to me and I made the suggestions he asked for * idithout his crazy concoction that ruined S k, the fiction that a mental case with a criminal record fed him that, if it did no's dome across as in accord with Hurt's political beliefs he would have discarded it,would have recognized it as the incompetent fake it was.

The part that is a recapitulation of what .a was knownp what had been p blished,

if a competent recap but when Hurt let his conservative political beliefs take

,i~ ~ N r1

over t:ial knot what Kurtz r‑ferred to as "serious" and "responsible" writing.

iiW..hat Henry Hi/rt wrote was a rehash of what had been published plus a single addition of what was #new. Because it ~:as also impos<.ible, no more need be sa:i.d about HlArtl"

~~ '

If Tonk `iummer4, who with trio allege professors he had working for him

day after day in ray file::, cam up idth a.nw~ ~

t _s new and fact.;.al and ;elevax4 fk,1,~

! G,~

it does rt)t now come o minds. ~e c 1 up made it seem reasonable w=hen

U

it "was not reasonable and relevant.

Kurtz fxien says''xs true, that all i:riting has "flaws", iracludirig mine.

However, when challegqa;ed, he awre up with virtually nothing, as we soon see.

Kurtz thevalleges what is not true and what he ma?l's no effort to support, n

"Wrone claims that :.eisberg is infallible. This is an outra6‑eously false claim,

originally made bt w'deisbexd;, liis works, all of them, contain numerous errors

and inacc=:cies.q' He adds that he does not intend that as an attack on me, that

tironen o e _~eliancc on me gives hitii tunnel vision,'~nd leads hint

to ignore the euqually‑~significant contributionh/of others." Those

_ v  `i

6‑thers ar~ t ei equa y siggificant contrbutionsjr ".those others :~ly

vithput ail:; specification at all~4wd riot one n~ ~j:e

.1

Whon Kurtz says that fiat 1 made the claim and then ;>rone also claized,

& a,d ~~ 0r ; f ~.sh

"that Weisberg"s‑.Wh,~tew‑ash is inflalible~ ~t is conspicuo For uc a,that

although, albeit infrequesntly, Kurtz pretend:, direct, verbatim quot ti  he

J

'YYIiiH J 1.~,

has no quatation marks on this doube slur. Tl t is becatze~e dThe strong

‑~L'‑Mx" rf el,,

word is more than justified. I never made t_c.asm, in and‑ book op other

l

writ ing or verbally. We come to more on this liter but this is stated here

beciazse it contributes to Kurtz'i:~s own characterization of himself and of hicks

pe~jr review as totally undependL:,ble an h worse, iavehicle for his venting his

dislikes that, if t~iey have any abasis at all (there having been no contact or

i ascociation with me) that c,:me from his c:;ntrover:,y witllWrone at the historins 1 convent<~ion and from v~rone's unfavorable review of i"Curtz'a book.

Kurtz does not even hint at what lie has in mind in "the equally significant

Xocontribution‑‑D of others."

That c%eans, tlpide from, What is in t:e ,content _.r‑‑that *o‑lume, ~Ld this without regard *‑U=&Wie of the: content of the vext poor books

thacould havo had in mind. Ke lacks specification on that so it has t if unintendedly, set forth to be t‑ken at his word and what his word is and c be :en or is amply~l

if greatly less that/ struggling through all of his mess of a book would disclo

T4Lj 6 w"~ ~c  wra , ( A ave /''‑t z,:?( ate.! c‑~rT ;.t_'

Nine books on the asssassinat=on and it:: investigation, without, and this,

what Kutktz misrepresents,; fa‑ single co:..l)laint from a single one of the

many of and on the UoLUmission staff or in any of th,: many executive agencies

and of the judiciary of whom my books are critical ‑.n vjhich any one of thos:.

very m:.ny complained to me, by letter or ;?Bone or by any other means,

`~ w ~~(

tthat in any, of my criticisms of him I was unfair or inaccurate.

elpress a Ugh opinion of

it also means having a :denber of the ~;o=dssion app i,' worn:, an

encourage it, with the expressed regret Via‑. hisrsrany obligations and his

bealth~he was then ;n terminal. illness and soon died) kept him from being

active in what I had starte C d film‑four books I had by then published.

Become a publisher as the only means of op::ning the subject up in a book, after more than a hundred re jectioas internationally, without a single adverse editorial convent on it.

‑a File a dozen or more FOIA lawsuits and obtain by them and make publicly available by them about a third of a million pages that had been Wtthheld.

In doing this sWt established several principles of law and help perjudde the ~'ongres to ari..end the Act backwt to its original me~_nzng that the government hasd succeeded in Igtering substantially b~ the decisions it sought fro:., judges it tozew would be partisan in fa~h6r~UiLthe goverru:.ent.

and, among other things, havc the Department of Justice and the ial both tell a federal cpurt that 1 knew more about the assassination ahd surrounding

events than anyone corking for the 'BI.

r~.1,1‑ fzG:~ i~ !~?w~twcy,cP

i'!' Next Kurtz again pontificates what he was wrong in saying; earlier, bias and this again reflects his subjec,~‑matter ifnor,.nce, tai:. pdica‑or both,

ia~t "the Warre n Commission never said that the second shot missed." Without the

Oom:.ission sayin'p that, and i t .. did say that, it had noA lone‑assassin

:report. Besides which two ‑Members o the 'ommissi n‑y ere gypped out of a,wtt i tl,.cu‑ /0'~_vt ~t~h

their objection ttthat conclusions to express and make a record for Udstory D

..,Senator Pussell had forced the Commis‑.:on into a executive session just before the foleport was printed, on September 18, 1964.

Once again, end agii'n with no specification of claimed proof of any kind, Kurtz says that on page 213 gone has "potentially libelous stateucut;3V

There is no specification and no hint of any proof of libel because it

is not there.

W

I read each and every chapter of Wro::e's bo :k as he"fore :.t aid if 1 had sva4i,anythin; ;out whic:: any kind of suit, l.bel in particular, might be filed I certainly would have ebrnunicated that to 1iii. This :.s just anotherkf the

enendless riurtz demonstrations of ?u2 subject‑:.vitter i~;r:o;Cnc or of hi;: dislike and discourage of .,ronc ~phrasesd as w_;uld scare any W6publisher.

And that with what is not true.

The ;tame is true of the same allegation/threat on the next cage, 214.

vR

';'~‑nr

Skipping seorral of Kurtz's repetion of what was reluted earlier, he 4again want ,,:ake sure that he es~arcord of his sbb;ect‑matter ignorance, Kurtz

says that‑Were !lWr,ne does not know" that Oswald had not$ fired a rifle in

a​four years. This is what the official‑; the I‑ommission's and Cue FBI's records do show. 'cxhen he was in the U3 R Oswald was afAwed access only to a shotgun arid he was a ham in using that, never Qa bagging any game to take I1.~me. Iris hunting Xompanions always shared what they got e;it:: him,

There is a record t:‑iat‑ince Oswald went hunting with a brother and then

Oswald used a .22 caliber rifle, what some fathers let thei‑=‑ boys use.

h

In the karines, Oswald fied only trice, and that was more tt;,n four years back. r

Oswald or Lovelady in doorway? Compare shirt in which Oswgld was arrested (FBI version cuts off head, which shows hairline not Lovelady's but like Oswald's) with great enlargement from Altgens picture, then with official FBI pictures of Loveledy in shirt he told FBI he was then wearing. Note buttons missing on shirt in Oswald arrest photo and same buttons open on shirt in doorway, identical furls in right collars, similar patterns, cuffs (Lovelady's shirt short‑sleeved). J.Edgar Hoover stated: "On February 29, 1964, Billy Nolan Lovelady was photographed by Special Agents of the FBI at Dallas, Texas: On this occasion, Love lady advised that on the day of the assassination of Presi​dent John F. Kennedy, November 22, 1963, at the time of the as​sassination and shortly before, he was standing in the doorway of the front entrance to the TSBD where he is employed. He stated he was wearing a red and white vertical striped shirt and blue‑jeans." The Commission, from whose files I obtained this document and related photo, suppressed them from its Peport.

O swald could not have been simultaneously a sixth‑floor assassin and a first‑floor observer.

other of Kurtz's endless accounts df his own :subject‑matter ignorance, i his dishonesty or both:" P. 3321 3rd Par. ‑ 'The Aberdden test proved... th, a conspiracy

killed ir'K."'ho W'pa e=s=.tests were nballist cs test, whose resuktd are subject K < < /~ l(~"~'cf ‑f '" ''G4 !V e=141 I`e~ tc~opinion.")With ‑regard to the tests to deterinidk how rapidly the very best

1Ot20 shooters in the country could fire that overhaul&‑d rifle under irttproved condit4as,

N/4‑T 4rh neces ry because 1;he shooting in the adsassibtinin, in the Commission's version, could have: taken as little as less than five seccnd~Land cswald was a lousy shot​it is an out and out lie:bto w says, as Kurtx does# that when the very ~est shits in the country could not 11e ~ihat was at 1;rivhted to 0s.:ald alone that

does not mean that there had to have been a conspirady‑tx%xxett if only to

H ,‑rY~t ~1 `~ elf

r~x ~G^' :r account for all the known shots.

"'here was also anc ther set of test‑s, a .sked by ~rt~opecter on .:behalf

I ' . C1,l‑um ' 4 .4vv~, u1 rtwr elu`; Q

of the Uorx:UsAon after r, osel~h 13olc$ t04 the Commis:;ion that tht. dziaae

E

tc Uornally.4s wrist could not have been caused by gullet X99 because it had

been +,mown fact s96‑6 ever since the Civil War that that wrist bopne seriously

i. :'& ~ 1,2,L4‑q deformed bullets that hit it. .ill the tests voice did atat .~o~rdeen, where he wa:: it‑ top expert in th.. t field, each and every bullet fired in that test

was dedfremed, Ac exactly as Dolce had said they would be. oat

Neither of those test'other t:an from ~..ignorance or ,,~  rdeterurration

to prevent publication of the drone book, be considered a matter of "opinion d as

hurtz, with t only authority for what he s~id,~matter of "bpinion.X"

Wzmadx Kurtz's next to the last criticism in this section of his*

"review" is another of 1‑db en‑less exposurescr of the arrogance of his rind, his demand that he be regareded as an expert on anything that pops into his mind and

of the depth of his subject‑lmatter ignorance: _t~ Pp., 401‑403 ‑ Oswald is not in the Altgens photograph. This has been disproved by careful, detailed examinations by experts. The man in the doorway is Billy Lovelady, a Depository employee. In Wrone's account, the shirt the man is wearing is the critical factor. However, people are usually identified by their face. There can be no doubt that the face is Lovelady's. A good photograph of Lovelady, taken less than two hours after, the assassination, appears in Dale Myers, With Malice, p. 196.

«t thee ve4y 1Q ‑st Kurtz had reason not to believe what he says with enirelt~ unjustified ry'Esitiveness, that the shirt is not an accepted form of identification. Thse ..xe not hif words but i t is wh‑t his words mean.

Kurtz has Wh itewash l1, in which I first raised this question, based on one of the i~0T's errors that nurtz attrubutes to me. Very few,not many and throughout, as 1~urtz wants believe and an untruth with which he sought to ibkluence the visas UniversitJ ‑,ress.

There is also morn on that shirt in Photographic Whitewash.

Later, when it was possible, I was able to carry this forward.

00 1.5 kt,'~,.~,t L

Billy liov‑lady was in that dorway ~‑ eAdence the Commission and

~vuJf Pr CV ,

the 2‑3 ibriored. 'the me.:.rAgful evidence is in what :~urtz knew about and saw

in ‑hitewG'sh :Hagtd in the picturees on the last page and the inside back cover, 601f/ J in the note on what ~Zovelady's wi?a told me ‑when she tried to make the deal reported in that note.

There also is more than was not published and ~Wrone is one of the l‑~at~y who have had access to that, soae ...making copies for their own records. lAs perhaps Drone did because all rve unsupervised accesi to our copies and i do not Imo‑,; wh..t they coy)y unless thet discuss that wit: me.

What 1 obtained that was not published required no gee‑:;whir terry masonry, as will be seen.

.e, I had made a careful examination of the shirt ii‑, which Usw::ld was arrested. The Archives allowed me to look at it in ooth north and south li~.lit to see if a different kind of light C:_.ve any possible different in‑ta13.un of that shirt.

Liz M" The shirt in hand is, in all wayw~  4the shirt e

on he E.I,t the western end of those front doonaay~ of the io.si). 4n of what

r ~ be considered flaws in the s t as  c ured are apparent in the shirt in

.e~f~ __r`irs aq h, ~~ ift wry ‑‑t

hand,e„e ~shzrt‑.e‑Uswald as he left the elevator

,4s market up to annotate in the p5itur ,Cn the 4in~ido back cover of tilt book.

As the Fi3I r.:port I~,located in the Archibes says, Lovelady wore the shirt

the r'i3I s;.ys ht> was wearing Lt the time of the assassinttion. The r't31 knew

before then t:iat questiin;~ had be~‑n raised, bCt the day of the assasination,

if that Lean in that ditgens picture was or could have been Uswald. So, whether

it was an honest o'f a deliber‑to iiiI mistake in having i~oveld~y wear that shirt ,

~ ~ ~ (,~rc,,~4 ~c. ~ ‑f'ZVvi

_ ‑ t the shirt he as e:.ring ~I~.s~t *;had h; rn; tr~o‑sht‑ha ~: . And as the pictures, side‑by‑side on that inside bac~

the LF6I says  saiI d

cover leave without doubt , the stir velady s&ys he w .s wearins that day ,

cannot b.t the shirt on the titan in the dltgens pic ure.

(To get the clearest posAble co~)y of that •i‑ltgens picture I kept after

the «c' for a year u:itil it finally found the orij‑xial alt&;ens print of it.) '1 'o be certain that there could b;: no claim of partiality I had the photographic .Iworl(1o:, Whitew::sh II done by the photo lab of a fozme:~ r':DI :.‑.ej agent.

After 1 published 'Whit _:~,ash II , Dell wanted to and did pr reprint it as

a Polccet ‑boui: reprint , in o.:rly 1 yb'l.Iy was in th.. 6‑11 Lieprint thtt t~ the

(,WV,4 Kwwt r~  i

"oveladljps(‑~ Rt is xoroxed here, t hat pictire of Lovelady in that sh1.)r ~of

the pronounce vertical stripes. tea ~ s when i~bV. "ovvlday phoned me and here is

v

what i added to 1'ho tct:raatzi.c wl~utewas i The printer had gone al lead and printed

all of that Obook exceiA the index. ky wife had just ci=Dished rotypin& that

index when t1w phon•.:Irrna z

_ Al, ‑ ,

, partial of Love lady‑Altgens pidtures appears in the appen‑

I‑ dix of WHITEWASH II. The question is: Who is the man in the doorway? Is it Lovelady? Oswald? Someone else? What shirt is he wearing? First is the great enlargement I had made from the Altgens picture. Then there is the photographically decapitated picture of Oswald as he was led from the jail elevator. Unnecessarily removing the top of his head made comparisons difficult, especially of the hairlines and facial characteristics. This is one of five consecutive Shaneyfelt decapita​tions (21H467). They are not normal and cannot serve any constructive purposes. Next is the FBI‑Love lady picture suppressed from the evi​dence but in the Commission's files. Whatever can or cannot be said and believed, it cannot be that the man in the doorway is wearing the shirt the FBI says Lovelady wore. It does seem to be Oswald's shirt. From this it would seem that it cannot have been Lovelady in the door​way. However, while this book was being printed, I received a phone call from a woman identifying herself as Mrs. Billy Lovelady. She ex​pressed great apprehension for the family safety and protested the FBI evidence, including this, printed in WHITEWASH II. She insists‑it is "my Billy" in the doorway, that the FBI 'never asked him what shirt he had worn that day, and that he had worn a red‑and‑black check with a white fleck. The checks, she says, are about two inches. When I said the Altgens picture shows no check, she replied that it is not as clear as the enlargement "as big as a desk", about 30x40 inches, the FBI showed them the night of Nov. 25, 1963. Demanding money in return, she promised me a picture of Lovelady in the checked shirt she says he wore that day and not since and an affidavit affirming the above. She al​leges testimony was edited, FBI reporting was inaccurate and not all in the evidence. I include this at the last minute for what it may be worth or mean.

I did not accept her ofi‑.r.

But not Itaere._fter when a GJS‑'‑'V producer, sob aichter, $ c. me to

see ‑e e..n a of hi:: iriterosis was Li ~ le,:xnine J!• what new p:otoj;LUydliic myt. vial

was available :4i D::1Las. tol4 xusa• of what Mrs Lodvlady 4a.1 gold :ao L:at it

was enti~l~ new. W:1e:i he was is .J.Tl._.46 he had lovelady Pwsu 1'or iiiM in that

shirt ~‑,n;1 lie s"nt Me a joint of ‑c'.,:: ~tlm~to :k. ijovelady de.‑ci‑ibed

those ;3quar~o ;dthout e:_af~,.‑'aton.

Uf !,:e photog::phs taken lh.t day. incluui:i,~; sore of ‑the assassintion sc=.gnu of i::e ;:ss.:saynationV wha~ve~_nt p;dd lea~it at.ention to is what a number of ai:iatour pho‑‑.;o„rapper cal ed Dallas Uinema associates when they o_.‑g:.xdzod to sell their pictures. yhe~; ciiade a deal wits ~•_alp:r anti i1olper produced f roll". they; a li.t the‑lmow vchnalzy film. I saw it at t::e Arc:jives

A friend who ..E.s g.;in ‑;;o Dal‑Las ask;:u me crha ‑~ he ri.;glit look for ti,:t

related to the assassination. I gave him th,: :lame of ;ire woman who drew: then

tog_ther iii their organization and `,`ae ~ee Dal‑& Lean ._j‑rho Jut ‑pieces eif their

f i l~t t,Uther for thel« to so c 1.: ~c: L.e b,:ck with 8a:i n;.~e r;: prints of at least

so.~e of those WA Vlms but of t;:r :_:o ....t than tiCrty years eanno ~ b., certain.

of yip t_at i~•l believe that one would, ~z by the usual :standards,

be ignored becaus:: it was ove:'‑expos~t~as a f.',ln b.,, john i'Aartin. It was some G tuna ~e !'Ore ..,i coul~ ar3,‑ange for someone u'iio had a _ ‑rlrit of tii:::iiart._n Iverex.)osed filL: and who ocul,_ search it ‑io‑r ‑plcturoes of Luvelady in that

rathe conspicuous short his wife had de:‑cri bed aad :dchtxx had pho zogra ..hedd 17 LO

~~)L~.VYhl~.rn ~~ ~ , t~ ~d ~l~Gh

Ai.t still in the env:aope in ~a~icii it ::as malied to me, ice: stver~.l prints of

,LoV‑lady in th; t s:11i_°t, ‑tahan n:.> t~ ?:lourv er~ '‑  ‑ hur~`z

~y r;:preuvrnts t~s the only anu the teen meoningful and authoritative plc*t~re of Lovelady. It was raiien it:u~.::ui~a;,ly after the assassintion, befope he left that iGt i10:'1JaZ: in whic:A lie ha,; been where the E~,tgen‑ camle‑ would not have caught 1.

Both Oswald ~xid Lovelady :.ere in that goo‑‑:gay at tile tiLl.. oz the shooting.

In ‑1he great LiagTificatio:i form the irltgeno; 35mn negative enl‑rged into an ;=x 1~‑ Cx10 print of id‑lich a ve,y snal:i part was aga‑h :,aggilied, this time ma;34 nified ;ru:.;tly, the t mail in that Altgv,,ns picture c1‑:n be ti‑ken t,: look like bot:: U&.ald and ‑1,ovol.wdy, and it ..as s, lsken. Or, t1?e: ~ace is noG ~; ui,sctinctive if iduiitif ication.

E4a ' ‑ i01ls‑vh f ~~

But de:3pi to ;;At self: ‑descrD.be e::,r on all tiv. .s, L'tz, says, it is

~~,t44C

the siirt t:k:,: ii: this case ig t distinctive as the E;r‑atltg,oLenlargud ‑e of

UJ

the ilea ::ace is not acid carL:ot ire.

Lurtriz's last crl~:icriti.cis~ i:; of whe sliys ifrone said on page 404 but Kurtz does not say what that is. ue says of it what he says so often without

a single direct quotation of tile alleged error and the propf that it was an error.

that T ;itaake a_istakes." pu1.~ w~4fi kit."4

,

phe^n later, at my requ‑st, he eras challenged to do that, Wndfie did was

m;stly copout, as sae see.

j&nd with this :,e cor.c to the end of whatKurtz‑palmed off on the Zansqs l

l.versity Press as a peer review.

Kurtz is so dominated by his conviction that he is a reqlexpert I.‑hen he io

not, so overpowex^ed by hl5 ego, so convinced that k: poo ann entirely un‑

r dependable book is the outstaridiz,~ :;oridn the field he doe:; not realiza that

for the record for history lie is making a fool of himself arid rather than a record of his nonexr~st~ in° expertise he ::Lakes it i~ithout question th..t he Ls a subject‑matter ij‑giormmus who also is not always in accord with the officially‑‑e‑tab s ;‑ and often is not As in the grossest error,

analide‑i incliuding ..;ith li::s that, along with his many other fault' in this

~o~u~no v

area do raise substantial qua± about hip. honesty.

At least in what he said see to it tl,a t the drone book was not

publisheu.

which moans that he kept from publication the one and only close and

definitive study of tle e ='jar Zapr'juder and in that saw to it that all tile

inventions, fabrications iL‑iagination and other anti‑scholarly jury: tlk;t lie J is t sc, fond of and 4 w;iich lie says he has a hi~;h .‑e‑gard ‑~`~'ar ,;911 W all t:x~t is available. to th,: people and to ~:.tudents of honest .nten.‑net'sf

aLiibit! =; th~‑..,.‑‑.8$zz;zazezgeizespalaiezzizieazaing

:,,a+ ..nrty ; <. r2~,‑yn.

K ~~jr,~r r~.li.~‑

After I.read what hurtz g‑ve %ansas "n_vers4ty Press y su~;t,e:~ted to wronW that he ask it to ask of hurt z all those many errors iii; claCmed to have

found in my work and for copies of the proof hu has that they are errors. Hid' n

0

cop

,y copout, whicl: amount to a conj';ssion 4lu‑ mz‑jW sins irhen ~ integrity is challenGcd a:i.: ha does not acQ!ept and try to meet that challeke, follows.

.ahe In sendirf"g it to Lie prune added the pahe pages in thera.~,inal editon

~  U' h.~t 1

Kurtz cited f‑~:a the Dell paperback reprint. ^' ~iurtte/ipn January 12 aad,

u

with regard tc~ his copout, whici: is realJ..y a lief hc; concludes saying that

five citations he g ives, if true, as all arc not, can possibly justify what

he said ~~h over and over again is his personal ex,)ression of dislike or An An ~zi:~ determ.i:_ed bra effort to prevent t::e printing of Wrone's book.

h~z sat t=eat the five are only a "few" of the errors in the: very firsJr book on the assassination, co::ipleted i :: rdci‑l'ebruary of .,1965.

Iris first, anti unscholarly if not pore reprehensi use, is that 1 said Ynat

Za pruder sa idewer oath, is * his testimony f the kind of assassination

schola rwrtz has dem,;nsr.ated h:: is actually read that testimony. It ayso

is what was but!, r,ublished and 0 said. It 4a4;g, false testimony be

L

14‑‑14

cause T ~~^'‑' ~:::: all that ZC,pruder had obtAned by that time.

But co‑sider d a~mi.stakejt is not my mistake. I quoted Zapruder and IL, s sworn testimony a;:;o correctly.

and he did give that sum to th lbpairfamily, accoufding to the generous

N

praises of i t rafter the ,police bcnevolet group let tha‑u be known.

h'r~ Ft~

1~‑. says that I erred in s_.yin g thavin the brief time Oswald coup have ~ka,

in the l'officia? creenactment and in the official lie;:ort to Let to that i

second ‑floor confrontatiomiith Policeman rjarrion B:_ker, "Oswald !lad to clean and I,ZL,r.~ hide tile rule." Kurtz argues that ti:e"rifle was not clea/nedd it had sil!udged

jrints on it." j~:urtz does not say where those very lew s!sudged prints were and

s he does not say t:lca they :,erv where t1i:e": c_int, f if Found, could mean anything. If that rifle accepted prints then it should have i!ad

prints where print:; are left in firing a kriflv ‑ it the: had not been cleaned ecause that rifle had been held by more than i~si‑r: ‑ld.

Kurtz does not dispute ti! ‑; Cl'swala ha Ito hide the rifle and t a alone',

the time that to;~k in reenactments, iz enough to prc;ve that Uswald yuld

not rave do::e what :o witi:: ut :.iuesticn had to cg in hiding alone; tfe hide

that r‑‑fle and bet to tliat second‑floor lunchroom before irultrArff_ up the stairs a_:ead of

Baker and not be seen by tiruly.,Iand be in that room before i3aker got there,

wuth the automatic closer fully closed. d.‑)nd wrtl,.out the fingerp~ri:iting of the

CND‑Llt cc...~^~

barricade of cartoned bo~ ks * ALich that ri. le was ©C eher., hey were not searched for

prints, which would have been th. geu~egligece, or t:c~ci.‑aned

~t1W am/‑M ~~ of printdA

~`~

Kurtz's not criticism of what 1 wrote‑ in Whitewash only, not in all thez~ seven at th,: time ~' " ~g :,ix in riurtz's' own bibliography, is that he

sttrs_ Zpruder "Zaprqtder never testifidd that lie saw the first shot hit the

&esi t I did write did not require that 2,apruder have seer: that bullet hit. I wrote "that eras the startling meaning of Zapruder' :s testimony," and that

is the clear meanin‑ of leis testiiaony, quoted above. It is also comfdrmed by

1

the conclsuions of the house assassins comAUittee, with whichptz claims faailia.‑ity

and ~ houses in U3 bo k, and as noted e:_rlier, by tthu ph cs 1vobel L‑create,

Luis Alvarez. Still again tile omnipresent question, did kurtz dok the

i;ork he claims he d!.d. Could lie leave even made a c.xsort~ check before decidk%i_ng

(J Z ~ r s

that accurate . nterpreta Rio yri of "the startling meaning" of aoy

was an error?

.1gc3(,n for the third of his fuve tines, riurtz did not know what hx: was talking about axed he was not correct.

What he says I was wrorq~ in I was not wrong in becaus,: the official L;ommis‑don

picture , the picture in its evidence, that ode of eltgen~p'f, does show only fO,ur road stziitz;s. Tiat there were fiveo d.‑Me and that the fi fth was later apparent in pictures then not available ',;u me does not make what 1 slid about ~.he A1 t~n.‑‑ picture an error, which is the ••urtz claim.

As Kurtz _s leits there honest in again not dating that writing. It was finished

by aid‑February, 1965. And in th._ next book, which ' published nil 1167, Whitewash II,

1‑JbiC:h he has, I corrected treat by what lie also omits, printing the surveyors'

plat with the road stripes as of t;:e time of the assassination anj the: plat of

after that street was repaved not long after .‑,:e assassinatioxi.

Still no mistake by me and still another Kurtz misrepresentation that is also ail unfair one in not dating the book and what was then available and in not rA o iitv publication oz both plats to make the record accurate,

Kurtz's last "error" he attributes to me, that from theCommisi_Aon's own eAdence, when i had not yet comes to the :bowley affidavit that I used ill ~t

9J

i•ortem and Kurtz then used as getting by his own work, he miser. epresenyand

he argues both childisly and stup~tdly.. I wrote correctly that the ‑Belin recon‑

struction of the alleged Uswald walk from iris romixig house to ,.where Tip pit

Ma

was killled was seventeen iadiutes and forty‑five seconds. the I official version

. also :3.,Kted that Cstrald was killed five minutes before Oswald could have gotten there, Actually, with the evidence of the Bol:lety affidavit, of the man who made the

broadcast to tile police and looked at U5 watch to be certain he had time Atto

c stbp~ the actuality i:; thw..t Oswald w/_)uid have had less than seven minutes, less than six i:d~tes in the versio.: of Kurtz's book.

Puurtz's first argument, without any refutation bs what lie pretends is

J

and error and i:> no #Exsuch thv.#u, from the official evidence itself, is "Oswald

Epuld have gotten a ride," with none of the A tnesses Kurtz cites a~ seeing

him get out of the car the driver of which 74W_c,_:uld not have riad aiiy idea of

where Alippit was of or could be. & b‑,‑ L3oi.ie of the magic on which Kurtz

also dupends , he somehow got Owald there to kill iippit‑ and that with

iip)it, in he Kurtz invention, gping in t:‑:e opi)osi a A/direction fro.: W4h, all the .J\~,stimor~y an wa

j~y`boinE.

Kurt's next t argument, i:hi: ch i s not eYen a rational conjecture, i;: that

Oswale "could have run." And in running most of a mil  bIZ

be L‑cxth breathless and en tircly unsee~ i::cl udino by those ::hoes allegedly did see hiii at the time of the scooting. i~cid why ahpuld U..,;. ld have run w::en he had no wa y of lnowin~,,, when he could not havo mown, ,,hen iippit ~ould bi: where ws wasWhen i:e was ladled.

these trivialities are all that Kurtz could come up with, besides his #traasparent

Vcjrong and unfair

copout which in its...if is ample proof that he: Bias if not worse in allithe

little he could come up woth to justify his repated statements and suggestions thIll my books ~:re shot through with errors which, in itsfef, is a deliberate, a made‑up untruth that he cannot support.

He i s al:,o concussing in this, r=t wvth collage n:;t in se:>sion ad with his own word and reputation in `g question, that he was ~;ro,6, t.t he had and has nok proof of all the`errors h4made up and do not tfsi exist.

That he said what he said without any proof o~ if, with no record of airy

means at all of backin6 uo what he said that is critical and could be interpreted as slander. Right off, at the 0op, Kurtz says that what he was including on that singlt pages p‑s was

'Yg;j "taken from a very cursory scan of tie book, All r,,:ferebnces are to the Dell Paperback edition."

A ,;‑"very cursory scan " is a genuine scholar's w.y of determining what

to ~:wri to in a peer review "? Or a shcolar's way of backing ua what he s:dd

that is f se and ,Professionally defamatory?

an‑ a, te?

When it is only days since he filed his supposed Veer review he has not a s~n_le piece or paper t__'oack it‑up, nothing to support his allegatilons of error or to seem to support his, own rriltitudinous errors.

Ax iv of this and so much more than we have _‑_‑eSeeun : j6o above is the way a real scholar displ.:ys his scholarship"

?,if ~‑t can be called that.

With not a word on a single ece of paper t V j uAify or suppor what he criticized <Lid what he Umself put into a book in which he was the recklessly inac‑curate and untruthful writer that we have seen above.

With what is above only a minerature of his whole disgraceful , dishonest,

K

unfair and frequently untrut t~ At of tic scholarship that it is?

The only possoible exphlrr4tion f or`_'lrxtz Kurtz having ~ede up ali of his

allegations of my ealleged error, wlae .which hir, then ja~d on Wrone, as in referring to me as Wroe's "idol, " is that Kurtz made up what iie made up wit:. the clear intent o4 having it influence the %anasas University 2r 93s not to publish Wrone 's book.

Thw Wrone who, Kurtm could riot have told :~ensas, has been in a controversy wdth Kurtx in the 1970s and who:,had written an unfavorable review of the t,‑urtx book in 1:;83 Or‑, The Yuriaz who was trying to get Oeeven with Wrone.

One of the reasons y title this m__nuwccipt Fig t history. In what he did to Wrone and to the history of that greL:t 4tra.t;'edy 'Lurtz f4rict*ned as Orwell's pigs f unction‑A.

