Kurtz's Brief answer to Luestions on.L‘O VUi ClBALER forms

"eesJs In some plages the scholarship is sound, in others, it is quite weak
see" Ho specifications here but it doesdnclude "SBE ADTACHED M

In 6 Kurtz says "that I s‘tz%ngly {zrgc ULP to encourage Wrone to make the
necessary changes fo put it into publishable form. " By this Kurtz really
means for the Wrone book to say what Xurtz wants Said, regardlgss of the
established and known official fact, rather than what Wrone wants to saye
In this as in many of his other generalities 't{qat are unsourced and undocumented
Kurtz himself raise questions about whether his word can be taken and whether,
after publishing a bock supposedly on the assassination of President Kennedy,
Kurtz has mastered the established, official and sgvailable evidence rather
than propaganda about it . His book documents that he is not an authentic
expert and if he is agked to Produce citations for his personal cracks, which
he makes with no pretense of any support for them, it is without question that
the record he makes on himself in this also establishes that he is not an
authentic assassination expert and dotes on some of the more irrational of the
suspicions that, although refer-ed to as theorieg, are not theories at all.

In 7. Kurtz again says that if VWrone converts what he wrote into what
'J‘Mﬁd)
Kurtznit should be published, but only if he does that, lping what Kurtz
recomnenc}j-rwoulcl convery a work of nonfiction into the kind of fiction Kurtz's

[
Thej' fabrications, inventions, without any actual support for them.
Fre
L

one book is,

Hext Kurtz has what he titles his "General Commentary" on what Wrone wrote.

Kurtz's criticism under "Organization" ig again that Wrae did not write
what Kurtz would have written,

The Kurtz criticism under "Head Shots" is again Kurtz wanting Wrone to
write whit he would write and omit what he would omit. He also wants Wrone to
depart from the established official evidence and, as Kurtz himself did, 50
for the street information that has no validity. Kurtz is clearly not familiar
with the great amount of official assassination evidencece that Wrone reviewed
and from which he selected what he wanted to say because it is the officiad
evidence and because that official evidence is other than the evidence used
by the Comnmdssion and the major medf;.Kurtz's uncritical use of this kind of
steeet infornation resulted in a disaster in his own book H pre he demands
the sane mistake of Wrone, who limited X s sources pretty much to the official
evidence or uses of it by, others. It is not "theories," not conjectures, not
nonufactures but the ignored official evidences Hostly imoreddy- oA hanw .

Tihis Kurtz unscholarly attitude ‘Persists in his paragraph "Citations
and Bibliography.'



That paragraph holds no support for the usual Kurtx crack that he is "well
aware of lWrpnels infatuation with the works of liarold Weisberg Wt aince this
%aﬁuscript concerns the Zaflruder film, he needs to dembnstrate a thorough know=
ledge of the literature that discusses the fii:u in some detail." Here agamin
Kurtz dr?.‘gnstrates his preference for the made-up traa% supposedly ab put the
dapruder filn and actually what assessination nuts have made up the the subject—
matter ignoranuses, like Kj%tx, orefer, There is no point in gu.ffn.ng any even
slight credibility to thet intellectual trash. Wisely, Wrone does not. Nor
does Kurtx specify what he has in mind. Wot even in his endless cracks at ne,
the one who has limited himsclf entirelgf to the official assassinstion evidence
in his bocks and on this film. Kurtz saf_s that there are "countless sources
on the World Wide Veb" that Vrone omits from his citations. As he should have
because what I have seen of that and what Kurtz apuarently likes of it is trash,
not evidence, made-up junk, not es’caaﬂiah:ed fact.

Xurtz is either dish.onét or he is ignorant of the basic work I did on that
filn and made available to Wrone. <t was I who discovered that it had been
damaged end how it kics damaged, witl what consequemces, for example, We come
to more of thi’éfgﬁaditional reason for Wrone not wmaking use of the official
Qvidence I made available to him.

Unde;ffether Interpretations” Kurtz lists th?se he thinks and says that
Wrone Shouid have drawn on for their interpretaticns. I had contact withk
three of those five and they broke off when I proved that they were wrong,
They preferred a‘ttgantion to being factually correct. The serious mistakes
in the works of liantik and Groden are dealtfl with in several of my unpublished
manugscripts. Groden did two outrageously ignorunt books and I devoted one of
those manuscripts to his fabrications and his mistakes, Before the distributor
of Uroden's videotqpeff settled a plagiarism case out of wourt I wrote that -
Groden "can't even stéal straight." Aside for the and serious facj:ual
errors in what he wrote Groden drew extensively on the uncredited work of
others and this liteary theft .6 id what Kurtz wants Wrone to use rather than
the established official evidence,

Kurtx again exposes himself as devoted to the assassination trash when he
says, that "It iy imperative for Wrone to discuss those interpretations of
the Zapruder fibm, " By this he is really demanding that Wrone go for all that
made-up and iiapossible assassination trash that Kurtz likes and is not within
the concept of the bouk Wrone wrote.

dgein, Kurtz's real complaint is that Wrone did not write the kind of
book that Kurtx would have wanted hin to write Preferring, as Wrone does,



the actual official evidence to these childish fabrications that, when fact is
not a consideration, can be made to seem to be quite attractive-but are
fictions.

Kurtz then has what he titles his "Reviewer's a‘ssseifi;ment“ of the booke
So used is Kurtz fo what is not real that he refers to what Wrone wrote that
proves there uas a conspirscy to his "thesis." It is not j:na‘c and despite
Kurtz's misrepresentations of whpt Wumpne did write the fm: does establish
that there waes a conspirvacy. It doe%mt and Wrone does not say that if identi-
fiefl the conspirators.

Kurtz also alleges that Wrone must "uske nu;a'gfn-ous substantive changes in
the manuscript" becaume"there gre too meyy factual errors.” 'I.'\]ﬁae Kurtz's word
for it because he cites not s single allaéed factual errvor. fie also claims
that "There are i{g—:a Many statements that border on the ll:belous.

I zadcthe Yrough draft of the Wrone manuscript and neither of these
criticins has any basis in fact. What is more likely is that Wrone did not
approve the assassination nuttiness to which Kurtz had slways be@ﬁ%oted.

Kurtz then j: ists "si#e of the rajor parts of the manuscript that neod
revision." First is page 6, paragraph 2. Rereading this citation serves to estab—
list that whether or not Kurtx and others like him, what Yrone states is well-
extablished truth., I does not kaow that those iirone names and more
did dishonered the n@iﬁg that is merely another tribute to his subjecto
matter ignorance.

Then , "P. 7,1,6 ~ the DIQSbcmnlgTIuth in the hinterlands.' Wrone's hero,
Harold Weisberg, lived [sic] in Frederick, Haryland, hardly the'hinterlands'"

I have a city of Frederick mail adivess bt L live on the side of
Gambrill mountain, not within the city of Frederick. The deer come up to aur
home as 'bue_,r feed a:.nc the Canadisn geese and the g}allard ducks nsake nests

FEd .rmd'S‘crrﬂie—eam?&m.-}-

Kurtz's next criticisu is,"P.39, II, 4-6," The second shot missede.e'"™ The

out f:.v(, Lus cne.—n...s each year.

Warren Commission never said that the %cond shot missed. T he evidence is in-
conclusive as to whather it was the first, the second or q-he third shot which
missed. "Warren Report, p.111.Y

In addition to not being able to underStand official and established
assassinatiorfact, Kurtz is not able to understand plain English. If the Commission's
feport does not have the second shot missing, thon the Commission could not have
concluded that there had been no conspiracy, that Oswild alone fired 211 the shots.
Depsite the assassination junkies of wore recent years, it was only the first
shot that the Commission dared claim infligted all gleven non-fatal wounds on

the President and on Governor Connally and the Zopruder film leaves it without



qhestion that the Commission's %mt exploded in the President's head. Thus,
vhen the Coumission could no longer avpid the shot a syrey of concrete from
which wounded Yim Tague slightly, that had to have been the second of the admitted
three shots that were, in the official account, fived that day and at that time,
What follows is "P. 40, %rd Pare, 1.5 — '"Oswald would be firing doun at a
steep angle. This is incorrect. The angle was 17 degrees, 43 minutes, and 30
Slecomds, harily a steep angle.'." In this Kurtz presents himself to also be an
exgert on rifle firing. & downward shot from more than 66 feet up in the air
tnd at a target moving away from obout 200 fe:t distant on the ground is Tiring
"at a steep angle," according to the gictual experts who offered any opinion.
Because Kurtz cites no expert opinion he is again presenting himself as an
expert in a field i which he lacks the basic K:owledge. deceause hurtz is not
an expert on such matters what other criticisms he maies of this nature will
net be addressdd avsent cmotherneed to do so.
tinat follows is Kurtz's foolishness in presenting himself as such an expert
vwgen in fact he is ignorsnt of such uatters. Kurtz says that with one shot fired
at frame 237 and the next one "after frame 294," then Uswsld “had sufTficient
time to fire the two separate shots and wound Lonnally twice." The actual
time represented by those Zapruder fmsmes is a Frifle wore than a single
second and desp\-i"te surtz's later misrepresentation of the actual results of
the actual testing done by the country's very best shots with the army staging
those tests, even under greatly improved conditions this shooting stiributed
to the Usweld who had not handled a rifle in years, was not possible Tor the
country's ver‘%best shooterse This kind of serious and basic error is t@pical
of Hurtz's criticism as it is of his writing in his book, and detecting these
errors is not easy for m Tho—delt—be—used—as—asubjectexperb—waking a

cogd s(who are used to accepting those presented as experts

as real experts and who 1acf:" the ekills and the knouledge necessary for maling
Jjudgements about the assassination and what is writien about it, officielly amil
unofficially. Kurtz is so ignerant of the subject matter about which he writes
and here offers criticisms that come from his ie;noranc% his own weiting he
has the shot that allegedly hit the President in the back of his neck gping
upward in the President's body when it allegedly originated more than 66 feet
in the air,

Kurtz is no less ignorant of mgtion pictures, as he demonstrates in "P. 45 2,
'"The film e.tabliches a shot at abou¥ frame 190.' The film does no such thing.
4s Wrone himself admitted {:sic_] o De 42, frame 190 is blurred. There is no

up against iHobel Lgur<ate “uis alverez, who stated that the fuzziness was from



the unintended Jjigzling of the camera in reacticon to hearing a shot, This is
uhat Wrone is writing about, as others have, going back to my 1965 book.

These nct being serious enough flaws for the Kurtz who pretends tc be an
unguestionable expert en all metters on which he is not expert, he coatinues
to demonstrate his adiction to meking up for criticism what is not in the
Virone wanusrript, that with bullets fired from front and back at T rames 312 and

313,"It is physically impossible tc have such synchronization. Humans simply
cannot respond that quickly." What need for any "synchronmization" was there
in firing at a visidks target who had already been fired at and struck? This
is part of the street~talk assassination mythology to which Kurtz is addicted.
The actual exvidence, the actual f official evidence, leaves it without any
question at all that the Zresident was fived at from both front and back, as
even the House assassins comittee, the work of which Kurtz likes, stated.
There need not have been, as ilew Orleans District Attormet Jim Garrison said
there was, any communications system. When ’cn, target vould be hit,{:’fire is
all the instructions, if ther: were any, t&mt% needede

In Kurtz's next incorrect criticism he again flaunts his inorance of the
actual official evidence and of the Zapruder film itself in,';'.? 46,4 - “'fibm
snows the back of the head intact.' This is not accurate. The back of the head
appears in only two frames, or in one-ninth of a second. Those two frames [whicr;
Kurtz is caveful not to identify with their frame numbers) are not sufficiently
sharp and clear to state that the back of the head is not damaged'." If this
flaunting of his professional ignorance is not enough for Kurtz he adds to it
that "it is presumptious to assert, solely on the basis of two frames, that
the back of the head was intact."

Because Kurtz's lmovledge is limited to the small fraction of the official
evidence that had been withheld and I and another critic forced out in the I'BI's
disclosures of weceuwber 1967 and January 1968 as well as any of the “omnission's
published work that he did not Misunderstand and/or uisrepresent, and he did both,
I offer an explanation of Kurtz's isnorance and of his failure to keep informed in
the ficld in which he clainms expertisc.

Life magazine made 35mm slides of each frawme of the Zapruder film the Come
migsion indicated it wanted. The frames of thet film were given their numbers by
FBI Labo ratory agent Lyndal Shaneyfelt. What the magazine duplicated for the
Comud ssion extended to frame %43, Bub in the black-and~white copies of the color
film the ¥3I prepaved for the Commission, which was to publish in e=c black and
white, not in cclor, for his oun reasons Sheneyfelt stopped at frame 354. When

I called this to the attention of the Ketional 4rchives, it was embarrassed,it



wrote me an apology and it invited me in to exsmine those nine frames thet the
Fol, whether by accident or intent, had suppressed from any Comwission close
stu@y and from publication in the exhivit of which they are part, Bxhivit 885.

I accepted the .rchives invitation and projected those slides onto a screen
that was about five feet wide. The clarity is startling in that great magnification.
and aglnost immediste when individual f¥ames are éxamdined, here framey h)at take
only a ninth of second, the time aurtz has claimed is impossible for clear
understanding, the back of the fresident's head is clearly visible. &t this
point in that film the President is thrown violently backward, against the back
of the seat, and he has begun to £u.ll over to his left, o@tc his wife. 4s he
fwists in his fali, for that mﬂ'nth of a cecond the back o his head is clearly

visible. Hot a h\:ﬁr sesms out of place. Therc is no v:l.oihle hole, Af no visible
blood on the back of the head or on the clearly visible I‘M‘colil.‘eu:'.

That ;hem is no visible'Zound or blood on the back of the head so relatively
long after the fatal shot but in fact only very shortly after it is ewough to
destroy the conclusions of the Marren “omuwission. ds the ¥BI knew because it
imposed those conclusions on the Comnission. So, there is basis for be Jievﬁ.aving
that ti{’e suppression of those nine frames by the FBI may have been intentionsl,
but whether intentional or not, YWrone is quite accurste and as usual Kurtz is
ignorant of what he writes about.

1 have prints of those frames made from the Zapruder film that was on IV
on public television. Xurtz has never come to examine my records , as I have
alwsys permitted all writing in the field (most of whoum I know I will not
agree u:.th), with unsuper¥ised access to my wwn work o tihe third of a i
willion pages of official records I obtained by FOIa E:;gat{o%%ﬁm 2
copier. Acwrd_ng to the disclosed FEI records, he got hid university to buy
only the first section of those BI disclosures. %1'/ additoon to all of those
records I sued for and obtained the relevant files of the F8I's éallas and
New Orelans records and, as Baéone was cble to examine and XKurtz did not, to
the degree possible I made duplicate copies of what seemed to be the more
interesting documents and filedu{ them by subjzet, not as the F5I filed them,
in the secquence in which they reached the file clerks.

On this I undersore that either Kurtz did not unuer:stand cr he d:l.d not
examine all that he had accessible, not like the above, wh.at‘tm'ﬁ:r—m-b-{ althbzh
he could Bave. Kurtz hag my Post Kortem. 4n it, on pages 580ff, I print in facsimile
#he report of the panel offiedical experts the Yepartuent of Justice asked to
examine the sutopsy films;and to roport on thems That panel of the most authoritative
of medical experbs p F'laced the wound that was fatal four inches higher than the

authosoy =.port nlac,ecl it, or not in the back of +the head but "approximatsly



100 mae. w=bove the external ocecivitil crotuberance," the bulging bone %ﬁe
yhich in the Warren Uommission case it was allegedl% located. ur, the xeport
of that narel of experts is in accord wiﬁiq what the suppressed nine j;e%’s-%of
the Zapruder fili show (page 590).

(Kyrtz also 1wkes-_=§—-ﬁninf ormed cracks about what lirone wrote about the
impossibility of the single-bullet theory wmade up, in defiance of the official
evidence, by the Commission. I, the official version that bullet passed through
the President without strilking bone. according to this same panel, on page 592
of Post iorterm, which Kurtz has, in the "neck region" the autopsy iA-rays
show "severzl metallic fragnentsﬂ’ are presen’c“in this region. This is to say
that Wrone is accurate and infozfmed and his criticd, Kurtz, is , as usual, not
accurate and not factually informed.)

“urtz praises shabby work on the assassination, but considering the book
he wrote himself, this is not surprising. It was a very shabby book, at its beste
It is the book of a preconception-dominsted mind that has not done the work re-
quired to master the great mass of available official evidence. He says "#. 89
last 1, 'shoddy workmaship...'! This is an unfair scurrilous attack on on€ oﬁ'ghe

NN T - PRI I ] ;
most §espected works of Xm assassination scholarship'.' "Hespected! by whom? Ry those

who. like Xurtz, make up what they want regarded as evidence, as proof? By the
nass of those who write other than fact and make up what they want to have be-
lieved? liost by far of what has becn written about the assassination is shoddy,
inmcluding the Xurtz book, so he is hardily informed encugh to know what is and
what is not “shoddy."

Kurtz again demonstrates his ignorance of the official "solution" and what
it requires as he does his ignorance of shooting rifles:"P. 92, 2nd Par., II, 4-5-
'If a shot comes prior to 210 Oswald could not physically have fired it.' This is
not true. He could ihave fired through the leaves of the oak tree. The gusty
wind could have blown the lﬂaves”;au't of his line of sight. Le could have fired
from another window."

Imagining and meking it up to swit his preconceptions and to ignore what is
essential if the feport is to be believed, Kustz has Oswald firing at random, when
he could not sight the rifle because his view of the President was blocked by the
dense foliage on that live oale tree. What in his subject-matter ignorsnce Kurtz
also ignores is tihat if Osuwald fired frouw any other window x’ all the ballistics
evidence would have been differvent and on thet busis alone the Warren “eport
is disproven. le also ignores the fact that photographs prove that most of those
other windows were closed and firing through cl_osed windows shatters them,

Kurtz says that Josiah Thompson's Six Seconds in Dzllas is "a fruly outstal ding
works" Compared with most of the assassination trash that foliowed this is true but



with regard to what was new that -‘-hompson brought to light this is not true. lost
of his bock had been published earlier. What Thompson did that was important was to
have excellent artist's duplications of the parts of the sapruder film that Thompsan
could not publish because of the copywright and the high costs of permission to
use the film. In offering thig¢ opinion Kurtz again displays his ignorance of both
the established fact of the assassination and of the literature on it,

This is glaringly true of Kurtz's statements in criticism of Wrone's correct
statement that "o credible evidence connects him (Oswald) to the assassination."
Kurtz ticks off, entirely uncritically and again displaying his ignorance oythe
official evidence that he avoided in his own work, what superficially would seen
to connect Oswald with the assassination, but the actusl ofricial evidence is that
the rifle was not and could not have becn used in the assassination. In what Kurtz
ticks off, like Oswald's prints on the rifle [Kurtz does not @ say where] and
the finding of the shells that had been in that rifle neer that sixth-floor
window, he fails to connect any of that with the crime, as the actusl official
evidence also fails to do and more, the actual and ignored official evidence is
that the rifle was not and cculd not have been used in the crime. Interestingly,
Kurtz makes no mention here of Exhibit 399, that so~-called magical bullet, which
was fived from that ®ifle, but what the Commission says of it is all made up by
the Uommisszion and is refuted in the mass of odficial evidence that is availble to
those who, unkilke “urtz, take the time and go to the expense and trouble of emamining
it. Unpleasant as it way be to even consider, the actuslity is that that bullet
was planted and what the Commission attributes to if\gs. taff of the Commission just

made fp in accord with the official prec%nct.gtz.on which was agreed to, and this
exists in that @mg RKurtzes of assassination mc(f,thology.
(I published enough of this at the beginning of Hever 4gain! Wrone saw those
dpcuments heve, as Kurtz could have;d and Virone made copies of them, as Kurtz
could have and many otheﬂ did.

It is false to say that, as Xurtz says, "Brennan saw Oswald in the sixth floor
window just before and during the shooting." Not only is Brenman the most un-depend—
able of alleged witnosses, when he stated this before the Commisiion, as in to a
degree he did, he qu_;_#’ contradicting himself a.s[_:’::f the night of the assassinafion,
wihen he saw Oswald in a police lineup and said Osuald was not the man he said
he had seen.

In his next criticism of Wrone Kurtz displays his ignorsnce of the Zapruder

_film! He says that "JFK could have heard Jhe sound of ihe first shot, which
missed [ as in fact was not true], @nd reised his arms to protect his face."
4gzide from whether or not the phoiographed posa.t.i.on oj: JFK's arms could have

protected his face, he never got them h:l.ghemmttem T PER—
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vere in that fixed position for a relatively long time. He also had one clonched
hand in foont of thc other, which was not a position for protccting the face. She
Conrdssion Bxhibit 885,Valume AVIII, op. 1 ff. This, tos, is typical of Kurtz.
4s he made up the nonsense in his bock he also mukes up his criticiams of Virone,
without regerd for the estublished official fact snd generally in contradiction
of it. This is not scholarhsip. +t is assassination mythology.

Kurtz's criticism of Wrone' s p»a’cemnt & that the so-called magic hullet
was a shot from toe front a_nclude his demand that Wrone state "What kind of gmn
and amnunition were used?" -nd "Where did the bullet go." He says +that what
Wirone wrote is "aNother ¢f those categorical statements."

With no bullet recovered and with the sossibility that the shot, which ,
according to the only witnesses who m_{g that weound in the course of their
medical efforts and before the nbody was altered was from the front, exited
the baclk, although there is Mo known answer to the csiestion Kurtx poses, the
obvious possibility is that the ’oullet xited the back. and there were eyewitnesses
wjp testified to seeing a bullet ii""i‘fa’ smnd the limousine.

Kurtz is ludiercus and anything but scholarly and impartial in quoting
drone as stating that Secret Service agent werta BennT;%@%w the shot hit the
Prosident about four inches down frowm his right shoulder.' bennett must have
had magical eyes, to be able to see a bullet travelling at moos than 2,000fps and
see its impact (a tiny 6-7 mm. hole in the back of JFK's suit jackut'." Tﬁe\%st
obvious refutations of this Jurtz criticism is that when the bullet imvacts
the impsct is visible, with clothing, by the wotion of the clothing in reaction to
the Torce of the bullet. YWhat the supposed assassination scholar Kurtz does not
say is that a wound at that point on the PreSident's body is confirmed not only
by the required official body chert of the autopsy but also by the _hotographs
taen during the autopsye. There is ample other confirmiition in the on:.clal evidence.

In Kurtz's criticism of what lirone wrote about the back of the President's
head and clothing as de‘o:.cted in the aanrudm film, which means at the instant of
the assassination,, wiseg;:y and subject®atter ignoramus that Kurtz actually
is ustatess"P, 138, IL 7-6- 'There is no blood on it [the back of JFK's hea.d.] or
on the shirt collar.' Wrone cannot see the blood mi in those two frames, butthe
blood ig there. The back of thohead was drenched with blood, as was the coll'a.r
(é'on‘t: and rear). Ho Weisberg, Lost Hortem,pps 597-8) '." What Kurtz syoids
saying is that on those pages I published two photographs one of‘moigad been
suppressed and L obtained under Eo;_af While what is iwportant is that deliberately,
because iurkz \.@L.rta:.nly lmew that 'i:h body bled a_f:'_x_: shooting, he mifreprents to

make his untrue point seem o be true. 'i"bo.,o plctures were teken after the corpse
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had been moved and had been in mahy differcnt positions, which .uade the blood
vattsrn @ifferont, bebween thu tins Zapruder shot his film and the tiwme, after
the autopsy in suburban Wastingbon that those pictures were taken by the P4L,

It also is not true, as a glance at those pictures makes clear, that the
collar was “drenched" wsth blood, Part of it has no blood at all on it and the
other holf has a fow small spots on it. Both collar %nds have blood on them but
it cannot be seid 'hrythfully that the right side, as word, is ‘?drenched" in blood.

W@a‘t the suppesed assassination expert, Kurtz, does not mem::?.f.)z'fd that the
suppressed FBI picturc of the front of the shirt pmv‘f;'/ that the official
account of the assassination is false. In the official story a bullet entered the
President's back and exited trrough his shirt collar and the imot of the tie. But,
and this is quite clear, there ave no bullet holes in either the collar or the tie.

Liext Kurltz observes that saying that William "ianchester lied" is "potentially
libeldus". What he does not say is “th}:xt if it is true that lanchester lied, it
is not libelcus. Hurtz duo mat ‘%&'Mﬁw, 4D hy ety ':'{"C_'E]" and Cabne.

Kurtz is so driven to \&/critical of -Wrone t‘qat he is driven to question
Z.e\{iruder's credibility. The only arguuent that Kurtz presents is that wany of
those who resorted what they said tiey saw in Dellas that day "presented clearly
ercneous accou_:ﬁ:.." This is slways true but that many wre not dependable does not
mean that all were. Those many also did not have their eye on a lens that was
focused on the President, with his camera megnifying as I r€call by four times.
Zapruder was one of the first actusl eyevitnesses questioned by the fefferal agents
and by the Fiolice and his account has always becn the same, If Furtz vere not, and
Tor the responsibili’ba_ he accepted this cannot be emphasized too much, a subject=—
motter ignoramus, he would have lmown the the Zapruder credibility, of the ample
confirmation of what he said and that aézpite the congiderable effort to get him
to change what he said. In fact, despite the importance ol his film, he was not
questioned by the Warren Lomndission uotil the month ﬁt_&_z_'_ it had p\zﬁ.nned to
publish its Beport- and then he was# deposed in Dallas, with nb ﬁ?mber of the
Cormission present, with only the Loumiscion lawyer, Liebeler, and the court
raporter in the room with Zapruder.

Under "P, 147 - 1,‘£st. Par" Kurtz seys "There is no evidence that the sound
of a shot c.used Zapruder to Jigsle the camera gt 190. In fact, the film contgins
n%.orous Jigsles, se numerous that if each requtszd. from the reaction to a shot, '
the assassin(s) wust have been firing a machone gun...'" Here Kurtz presents M
a psychiatrist wnd an expert on shock resctions and the time they take. Oyreven if
they are repcated. There is "evidence" that the shot caused a visible, a jiggle
reschions. fhere is reason to believe that. What burtz reslly means is that

there is no proof of it and that matter not having been tesied aj: triel there is
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no proofe There is, however, ample roason to believe ite It is also rvepeated,
after some of his students got copies of Whitewash in 1966 and questioned hinm
about what I said in the first published ruference to that jiesling, by the
liobel Laufeate alvaresz, in respd¥se to his studsnts' guestions.This is well
mown and it is réasona Lle" to believe that Kurtz also knew it, but he had no
reason to believe that the universi‘i;y)'jf Hansas préss or any other reviewer
would know that so ha‘ézéxit because hg just has to pﬁ% Wrone down, Wibne not
having had any use for Kurts's bock. 4nd more then that in their history.

Kurtz also criticized Yrone for saying that in the official Ya"solution"

Oswald had to be "firing through the glass"( P. 156 = Far. 1.5.) Kurtz then
says that "The Warren Commission specifically said that Oswald sat or knelt

woen he fired ahbd that he did not fire through glass." What Kurpz does not say
is that the Commission's ster witness, Bremman, also testified that he saw the
rirleman standing up. We do .not imow how familisr, if at all fauwiliar, Kurtz

is With the actual Qommission evidence, but we do know from his "review" that

he is familar with Whgitewash, ny 1965 fiwt book. On page 207 of Whitewash

L reprint an FBI picture égéggqfor the Cormdssion and pub%Zished by it. That
pictyd re nikes cleoar whpt Kurtz does nct mention, how unusual that window and tie
others like it in the TSHD really is.

The cartoned baxbes of bocks that were there at the time of the assassination
have been removed for this picturs. Hoi(ﬁ%niper's denﬁfin it. tlhose cartonéwpuld
have prevented an%}shoating from the kneeling or sitting positiog (See whi%ewaah,
vages 204~5 for other official pictures of that window and that window area taken
on 11/22/63 and «noun to Kurtz, according to hurtz himself,)

Ri?tu:ning to the Commission picture of that window opened as photographs
of the woment of the assassination depict, the sill is only about a foot above the
floor and the wall is that thiycke It would have bae%ﬁ physical iupossibility %o
have even aimed the rifle at the rresident with the rifleman sitting or on his
knees. ILf, with the legeth of his leg about twenty inches and with his face blocked
partly tron theJeletechpic sight by the votfi of the half-ruiled wind@ow the
agsassin could have gimed, he weund have had $o have most of his rifle outside the
window and clearly visible with #wo shots to be fired afteq%he first one, which
did attract much attention. and wemember, according to Brennan, regarded by
Kurtz ad a;ﬁependable witness, the man he clsamad to have seen with a rifle was
standing, and Srennan is the Commission's uniy claimed efewitncess. That meant the
wifle had to have been entirely inside the building and not visible to those on
the _agnmd and that it had to nave firved that bulletfcb_mugh both the upper and

the lower g nalfs of that uindown, or through tuo Panes of zlads.
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Lacking a factucl basis for his criticism but driven to be critical, Kurtsz
makes it up, devending on the fact that the UKP and the other reviewer laclfthis
ldnd of detailed knowledge of the actual fact.

Kurtz cites what Wrone said about Gerald Fosner, ‘E;jrlat he "lied," as
ibelous?" Saying that Posner lied is f’a:: from lieblous. I said much move than
that about hin, iucluding that he plagierized, a Case Open, and there has not
been even an unofiicial complaint from Posner, his publisher or his publisher's
lawyers Still again, Kurtz refiecis his ignorance of the assassination exc ﬁt as
he can twist the actual evidence to suit his playing of Sherlock Holmes returned.
In what Wrone wrote it is correct to state, as Wrone does, that rosner lied.His
other criticisms of Fosner are truthful and are not limelous. T[;is raises f
question, is Kurtz this much of a subject-.atter i@mram@.s; or is hé this dig-
honest in his criticism that recommend against nublication of the book without
the intofrduction into it of what Ktwtz%%ﬁess?d yro te and i@is not true.

62, 3rd Pare, 1. 4 — ' a man withput a"ﬁe" ' This is hardly a scholarly
Judgement. A Higher Authority than David Wrone uust judge the status of FPosner's
soulf." Only because he agrees with so much of Posner's fpictions ur because

Mtﬂh“n‘pahg%\%slsagraement or because of his desirg for a’cféntiogl can kurtz

say this. What Posner did is as reprehensible as it can be. He whored with our
history for profit and glory and the reputation it got him for the future. He
did this with what is perhaps the most subversive ,‘Oi c;-it,fgh in a society like
ours, whet is a de facto coup d''etat, and he :‘I:?Iﬁfé{&?‘iﬂtm means he used, 7
plagisrisn, uhick is thievery. lWhether or not Kurtz azrees with Fosner, tm.s

is a forced eriticism of Wrone and for thai a legitimate scholar, ;f not on
K the assassination, hasko have some inspiration or objective.

Hex .]Kurtx objects to Wrone refering to the “liver “tone movie, JFK, as
of "80 % false"in content. Kurtz then asks, "where is the documentation?" ip
this he igneres the Wrone footnote, to my extensive files on the Vrone movie.
S0, in asking the question Kurtz kmew the answer. ind if he had kept up on
the controversy over the film, I began it. i-'Io':_’c because I do not believe that
Stone had the right to say whatever he wanted to sa _I‘b was because in amnouncing
his filn Stone told the country that in it he would tell fhe veople W'who killed
their President, why and how." That is a total impossibility. I objected to
Stone's lying to the people about what he would be producing. Hore because of
his announced uajor sources. One was the Jim CGarriszon book, Un the Lrail of the
A.ssassins) eand the other was the larr fantasy titled "Conspiracy." I was there
and I was involved in somo of what “arrison wrote zboub, as camnot be fleter :ined

for the Garrison book, nis hook on the one trail he never tock, of the assassins



It is not possible to speak too unkindly abput waat gar:.“ison said and éid and
he would have done even worse if some of his staff had not enlisted my help in
preventing what they had failed to keep him from doing. This and more like it
is in those files that Wrone used and citsd and Kraft pretends has no scurce.
That cited source is a file drawer in length.

Bgarr, whose work has kvaft's approval, does not even pretend to be an
expert on -he assassination. His claimed expertise is on the so-called "theories,"
and he can't even kesp them straight, as his bock proves. Harr is not a legitimate
spurce on anything related to the assassination. I knew his book would be so
%%%d i declined a fa% Tee for a peer reviiew of it because I lmew the assassination
nuts would be ou'braewed and would try to make my lif'e miserable. They'd have made

it unpleasant. ('Lfo[zl"ff iy recend U{fl/)“k '["-LW W [/Lt ,G,W:(,m )

Hraft says that the sa.cglld varazraph on page 164 ﬂ refers t e wtone film
as  "pro-establismment." There is not a single vord that can fa:..ly and honestly
be go interpreted. But the film.'s attention in the m.b.cszdia. did assure that
it would attract larpge audiences and make moneye. ('Hhich Wrone does not say. )Tha’c
Stone was critical of the F3I and the Warren Uommission does ngt mean he was
anti—est/abms]ment o pro—esggblishement in it. Certainly A cites not e
word in support of this made-up eriticism.

At "R, 175, 1 st Pex,,1,9= "Willis # 5 shows Fmox JFK hit' It does no such
thing. %illis #5 shows JIK from the rear, with only the top of the shaulders
and. the back of the head visible. lg response to a shot is evident on the slide,
even under 5x magnification." Here!Xam :%/ex;_)loits a typographical error that is
contradicted by the full paragraph. Wrone meaﬁr to say sorething like "Willis @
i#5 shows when JFK wgas hit," and that, without question, it does. That Willis
meture, which by the agree jent of the Commigsion and Willis, wes taken in
reaction to that shot, when Willis had not even had time to refocus his camera, by
itself disproves the Warren “eport because it destroys what the Commission and its
stafld made up in miking up the myth of the “m:.sved" or the Ymagic bullet." With
JFK cshu::f-)c before frame 2. 10, as this one #illig h proves, des‘t]:'oyes the arreh
Re@ort end the case against Osvaldf. as Kurtz knew, Yrone did write that "at 202
the camera comes doun dfrom his eve." Wone then wrote that frame 20% was blurred
znd at frases 203, 204, 205 and 206 ";fthe cemera clearly continues to descend."
This, of course, is the opposite of what lrone wrote by mistake, a typographical
errcr. But rather than wissing another entirely unjustified basis for his criticism
of what Wrone wrote, Kraf't mekes a big thing of the obvious typographical error.
This, too, gives an insight into the sraft wmind and intention. What is obvious from
all of what Wrone did write about this is not that the President was hit in the

fifth Willis picture ’DZ'I; that the picturej':i.s proof that the President was hit
i
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before Willis took that ictures ;

Kraft objects to MEEFEL "P, 171, 1 stPar., 193 ~ ' the dove JFK.., the hauk
LBJ' This is Wrones opinion. JIK nearly d.pi?jled national defer{ se spending,
za: uthorized the Bay of figs inv?asion.-. rregided over the militant Operation
HomerpepeliONGOOSE against Yuba, rattled sabres with ihruchehev in the “uban
kissile Crisis and apyroved(through “obby) the repeated CIafliafia assassination
plots azainst Castro - hardly a dove." I

In $hi. Zraft flau;-'is either his deliberate dishonesty or his ignorance of
the field of his specialty, history. e also does not understand that there
were two Kennedy fresidencies, with the redical change coming with that un-
precedented crisis of that missile crisis. It had tennedy and Khruschchev not
"tattling Psmear their "sabrioes ! but in despard ‘tion ond in haste groping for a
' ,@%@Iﬁ%d keep then %S% not in hand, and in that terrible ¢r
-- crisis, with a potential for death and destrﬁuction like nothing in history,
they werd both doves, no longer hawks.

What M‘% quotes is hardly a fair reflection of the actual Wirone para—
graph. What WWrote& is also false, as he should have imown if he is a
regl historian. Eiserlhower% tthorized" the Bay of “igs. Kenriedy, when he had
no real alternavive and was seeking an alternative, did not £ancel it. Le in-
herited what Eisenhower ereated and as the historical record shows, did thet
and other things like it with the inteytion of leaving Kennedy no chpice and
with the responsibility for what the Lisenhower adminiztration did.

It is false, from the available officiel record entirely fslse, that
either through his brother or in any other way Jojm Kennedy "approved”
what Kraf't refers to as "the repeated UIA- Hafia assassination plo¥s
against Castro." The proof that this is all false is in the disclosed JFK
assassination reco ','/wha.t was disclosed to me by the Justice Department gping
automztically into the public readins rooms. It is also included in the annual
State Department publication of official records.

First of £11, kongoose was not, as Kraft implies, a plan for killing Castro.

- The CIA- llafia plots were authorized by the diisenhover administration. The

xxukEzrk Tirst was authorized the 4ugust before Kennedy was elected, so he could
not fﬁa‘re "authorized" it. The seecond, and despa;tsa Kraft's;évemriting only two
such plots have been aclnowledged, was by the CIA with@u'g any additional "authorizations

That Kraft could be so dishonest or so ignorant of his own field of ex.ertise
raises the most substantial questions about whether his word can te taken for anything
on this subjecte

Th.era:is wﬁa‘t has to be rezarded as deliberate Xraft dishonesty in "P, 175 - last
sentence- 'aca.dé_z}@ics, lc-,wzj rs and congressien uttered not s single word [crij:ice.l of



the government's lono assassin theory|)f' This is simply not true."

It almo is not what Wrone wrote!

What he wrote ashput in that paragraph is, Wrone's words, not Eraft's cozruption
of them, "the deliberat@ end sustained corruption of the film evidence by a
federal commission invesuaatln’édm presidential assassination." Wrone theh
said that "would have been a sreat scandal." These are in the second and third
lines of that perzgraph. There is no mfeﬁl-:nce to the'"zovernment's lone assassin
theory" in this peregraph. and that was, of course, to EKraft's knowledge when
he inserted what has to be regarded as a deliherate and intendedly defamatory

—
lie instead of WHBZEE Wronds oun words.

The rest of Kraft's criticisn is, of course, entirely irrvelevant, although
Kupferman was not reclected,as the chairman of the Senate's first intelligence
comrittee, the Gbﬁ%ﬁgg’ms not reelected.

bive so much if this, it is not honest criticism.

Kraft criticized Wrone fer sayin, that since 1959 Osvald had fired e
only twice. He asks,"How does Wrone know?" He adds that "'l‘here is evidence that

someone closely resembling Osuald fired a Buropean weapon @ at a Dallas

=]

shooting range shortly before the assessination.”

The number of people who fired a Buropean weapon at a Dallas shocting range
must be rather large, but there is no identification of any rifle in rei‘e‘ﬁ'ing to it
"oof u ch in nanufacture sgatrather than in identification

there are nquite many. And if “decft M Hesft does not know that what VWrone says is what the

as ""a Buropean weapon,

Commission also said, he is spending more time on his theorizing than in scholarship.
Ie{J there is any legitimate complain about this rather sBisignificamt matter it weuld
be to say that the source should be indicated.

iIn ﬁ{;ﬂg s criticism of what urons ﬁ@ says in the first p-:lragraph he
lies about me and forces me to defends myself with criticism 6{%@&@(
were forced to defend himself on this criticism, as is true of much if not most
of it, he vﬁld find that impossible. He could not with fact rather than fancy,
show what fact hbout the assassination and its ofi:.cial investigations the siyg
authors, including himself, brought to light rather than}:m their writing repeating
what had alrcady been published. The ANA revieuw of Kur‘bé's bock is informative on
this. Some have uubil.i:shed. the wildeut fandasies and some are, literally, irrational,
Jjust plain crazy. The Lifton book had the largest sale and what it says that is
fact about the assassination and its investigation had all Leen published years
earlier, but Lifton would have it believed 'l}nat he discovercd sex and invented the
Wﬂ@@l& lihat the assassz.natz.on nu‘b; like &1‘&, who is one, like about the Lifton
bock is his mposvlblf fantasy that the President's body was kidnapysed and altercd
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before it reached the “éthesda navy hospital, an absolutc Llupossibility at each
point in the Lifton fabrication. But if Kraft can consider the monstrous fabri-—
cation as adding "immeasureably to our knowledge, " his wovds, he is not qualified
for gov{‘-?vgbsponub:.hty he assumed,

Hurt's book is largely a rehash of what had been published earlier, He asked
me to read smd comment on the chapters as he wvote them. Hurt's addition to "our
knowledge of the assassination” is in his own and also totally impossible fabrication,
the last part that he did uot ask me to read a.ﬁ; comuent on in advance.

Or, Hurt added nothing that is factual and correct to what we knowe This
iz true of all those :{raf't names and he cannot defend his opinion, which i) the
basis of his c“:.'t:ic:.sm.f.:wone who can read Livingstone'e virulen: aenunc:.a‘t:x.ons
of those who refuse to a;lpo:.n?m.ng of the assassination hill is the vbctlm of his
vikulent faomcatlonsl’%—rt the average high svhool student should be able to

recognizes ﬁs not iactm.l, not true. “obody is more libellous, literally
libelous, in writing in this field than Idvingstone but Hraft apyproves hisg agr
writing and does not refer to it as libelous, as he doeS to lrone's, taat is
not libelous. é(bW'TJZ

in hi:sF:-n‘t::eredpe:rsonal attacks on me and my writing, Kesft says that in
footnore 7 on page 207"Urone claims that . Weisbeny' Whitewash is inf.llible. This
is an outrageously fal!se clain, originally made by Weisberg. His worlcs, all of
them: contain numerous errors and inaccuracies. This is not intended to attack
Weigberg," If it does not have that intent, why does gﬁf who poses as an
expert and wrw;otes as though he has 2 101?1edge of those allegegly "numerous srrors
and ina@curacies,-- it L:cm itm tion of this serious charze to make about
& hy works of nonfiction, Hot OIJJ.J can Kraft not do tids, he also misrepresents what
%ﬂﬁ% really wrote to be able to indulge his nastiness, not scholarship.

What \irone actually wrote is,"6 The best responsible examination of the
Qeport is by Harold Weisberg Fs—by Heweld Weisbezs, Whitewssh (Frederick, iD,
by the author, 1965), in ‘\-zhiéh, aiter thirty-four years no error has been found."

What Wrone wrote is, literslly, true, m&rgﬁgé/ﬁmself fails to note any

such errore Un gll the years since that bock appeared, not a single one of those of

whom my books are severely criticial in any Commission, committee or executive
agency, has called or written me to complain that I was unfair or inaccuratein
what I wrote of hin, e 15
wris

This was not as hard for we asg it was impossible for Kr=Ft in his Wown book

because I did no theorizing and stuck to the officiel fact. Wnich almost nobody
. un

else, conspicuously Ls-ai't, did.

In saying that as a scholar ivone eschews the theoretical in fgxet of the
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assassination for what others meke up Yronc has "tunnel vision," @‘;.gactually
teferring to what he does iﬂmﬁ.s supposed review, and 'pn suying the others he
has in mind made "equally significent contributions" he is equating fact with
ficfion which, without exception, is vhat all those he named did include. But
&;f% is so umfé.l%lim with those other works he o{oes not even have the name
of one oi the wildest of thoSe subject-matier imormuseé?ﬁlfé:te. The name is
not Felzer, *t is Fetzer, and he also is a professional scholar. But not on
the agsassination or on its investigations.

T _.gone cf the more immorant , and in not recognizing this Kraft is

agein defyunstrating that he is not up to the responsibility he undertook.

In the dircct aquotation of what VWrone actually wrote, it is apparent that

Kraft could not guote it and then say what he dide Sos he made up what he could
misuse to deceive and mislzad the Kansas univerz:ity Presse I never claimed

that I wes infgliible and I am aware of a few miswkes, very few, in all that

I have written, but nome is a serious fac}tdual error end what is perhaps the

most significant of that few is in a dircct-facsimile - use of an FBI report

in which that mistake i: madce It is conspicuous that in not a single fone

of his oriticisms of me and my work.does XKurtz incoude a single citation or

ooy fof oo

Iwadt next seys that, on osge 208, Wrone is wrong in seying that the Com-

mission never said that the second shot missed. In fact, while this may be

literally true, the entﬁég‘eport is built on the statement that the second

shot did miss. Without that there could not have been the Heport that was

issued. It is not possible for an open and honest mind to read the two pages

of the geport that VWrone cites %‘h}lgut_ this being stated clearly enough, as

Wirone writes that it does. If K—rai‘%ead the source mited, he could not possivly

ke#e had an honest intention in his criticism. It cannot be uissed, beginaning with

the fié‘;‘gf iq?tence on those cited pages,

1 criticism of wb'at Yrone wrote in the first paragraph off page 213
can be made @nly by one who is a subjecy-matier ignoramus. fere gégyzi@oses as
& lawver in saying thst what Wrone wrote is "potentially libelous staterents.”
Iere, as hs does consistently, -ggi‘—’stofi‘ers not omly no proof but no reason to
believe ite Truthful criticism is not libel. *% if were the entire ¢taff of the
Commission and innunerable F3I agents would have sued me and ruined ye.

Knowing full well that considerstions of libel are severcly froubling to
any publishor, Kraft says that vhat Wrone wrote on sage 214 is "Potentially
libclous statements." To enyone not bhung up on the wild theories atwut the a
assassination and ‘Hot firmly based in the established and irrefutable fact,
of 'u:b;ajﬁl therce is nuch, the &._-%’-’-%%’ warning, whichi can be fajEy interpreted as a



fj&h:ceat, *.}rba’c Wrone actuslly wrote is fair, is factually correct, and in no way

s
does hreft justify is t.reat to the pot.ntial oublisher that he will be sued
if he publishes what Wrone wroie. P

fuk ] /'.1!'4"}’# B

Krafs. is eritical of lirone for what fxafi says Wrone wrote on page 238,and
Yrone did not says tx}?{?}/ﬁffﬁ = words of his criticisfﬁlmt 4oprudeif'is an
infallible witnessy? mfg-as why Zapruder is infallible, which is the
wiong guestionewhat is correct %s that had by far the bdest view of what
bappened because his oye vas £ “eugfd on the President through the magnification
of his zoom lensghe As I refall the magnification was four times and his lens

. ok z .. £ ﬁ‘""’;é'ﬂi% .

was focused at al. times on the President. This 45 at best betty stuff. Indulging
in th;;-.-; kind of contrived criticism reilects Kraft's resl intentions in what

v

:

he seys. It is because he has his oun intentions that he Z without citﬁa‘t:;i.on??zb
me

or. quogation & a single one of his criticisms of ‘e and}

¥y writing.
That Kraft has improper objectivey and is making up baseless criticisms if
only to increase his volume of them i§ again illugfrated in what he next says:
"P. 332, 2nd Par. - "'He shot cold, not having ffired a rifle in four ye.rs.'
Wrone does not know this." Dut if Kraft were as familiar with the offiecial evidence
as he | pretends, he would know that this is what the Warren Comuision's records
BaY. Without any disproof of which + know. |
In his next criticism, on the sume page. Kraft azain raises gquestions nbout
kis subjectomatter knowledge or his honesty in his "review."Literally,iurtz lies ins
"P, 332, 3rd Par. - 'The Aberdeen tests oved Ik ... that a conspiracy killed
JEK.' No. These were ballistics tests, whos€ results are subject to opinionf: [This is
adé an additional, a scparate lie.:[ The dirsctor of the Aberdden tests, Ur. ilfred
Olivier, specifically testified that the single bullet was possible." :
C f/vﬂ/’l’1'€ 7 &ﬁ"‘( ‘?Mﬁw of the results of tlw:f?tests is accurate, and from what
he has cited, Lraft4mew that. So, he do}gs’ not quote WiEEE What Wrone said and
instead quotes lirone's swmary. I;E }t(‘:‘:-‘ig‘b%a‘:i quoted Wrone fully he would not
have dared this deliberate effort to prevent publication of th.e\b&%ramt to seen
to puff hinself up as the expert he is not.

rone's s

The fiast publidation of the results of those tests is in the first o the
hiteuash series, the 1965 book about whr;ch, vithout a sin‘?;le specification or a
single citation Kraft has had much that is critical of it to say, on page 26, It
cites svurces if Kraft was at 2ll interested in truth and he could have checked
those sourcess Later, when I had mors time and more space L went into that in
groater detail. I attach copies of both because uhgl* pu.lishex later, in NEVER
,&,{}%nrﬁ,, TS WY TS0 WA TU T EOH I was meking and is true despite

“ ‘n 2
thEs unpardonable devarturs from the straight and narrow and the accepted standards

of scholarship by Kurtze
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Surtz says that Ur. Olivier was in charge of these ballistics tests, test
to determine whst%ff;j%m shooting of the single-bullet theory was possible;E£,
knew that when he wee made up his entirely baseless criticism of what \Mrone
wrote. Olivier was in wounds, he headed wounds ballistee, as he testified. But
Ronald Sitmons was in charvge of those tests, as he testified and as id Kraft
had done the bagic, the absolute minimum of real resaearch he would have lknowne
In his testimony in Volume V of the Commission's hearings Simmons identified
himself as "the ‘hief of the Infantry Weapons Brangh of the Ballistics
Rescarch Laborztory of the Department of the my/'!-'tattached page 441 of his
testinony). Toward $he bottom of pege 442 Simuons testified that he had those
test firing made. It was Simmons, not Ylivier, who provided the Commission with
the results of Hhose tests, as qupted,in . HEVER AGATI!

It is also & lie to soys, aék%;;E% does in his completely fabircated opinion
of what Wrone wrote, that those results "are subject to apinion," They are not
if honesty is intended and to say they are is to impose upon téﬁﬁi;ggdgrust
of these who are not s?bject -matter experts and seek tha'i;$£¥ from reviewers.

4t the 1eastq3&;;€3is soon claiming expertise and lknowledgze he does not
have and fab.icates an opinion without the knowledge necqssai§ for tha?épinion.
in t&is he fabricates an entirsly unfactual and unjusﬁéggm&aggrwhat Wirone used
of what is uniquely my work. The beginning of it in on the inside back cover of
Vihitevash IL.While in that I used an inaccurate FBI report as the basis of the
evidence that it is Oswald in ths-ﬁZtgans picture, it was not, as Kraft says,
that identificalion is by the face. When that Altzens picture is enlarged it
can be be££;;%;$%§?ﬁsm man in the doorway is either Oswald or Lovelady. But
e dosfite making little of it, what is definitive in making the identification

is the shert on that man. h/

Just as Whotographic Hhitewa%fwas to have been published, all but the

index having been printed, Lovelady's wifefalled me to say that on the day of
the assassination her husband had not worn the shirt the FBI szid he dide I

printed an account of her call on page 294, in the space available ot the end of
that ii'ldexLShe told me that he had worn a shirt with large red and black checks and
sh? tried éo sell it to me for $5,000.00,

When CBS-TV was breparing an assassination sp(ial, one of the producers
of that show, Bob Richter, came to see me. HL&t he asfed was suggestions of what
could maie them good photo material and I sugested that he pose Lovelady in +he
shirt he was really weuring that day, where the government says he was in t doorway
and from approoximztely the position in - hich Aligens was when he took that picture.

Bichter did photaﬁyaph Livelady in that shirt and in those approximate positiong'



in that doorway. The shirt is exactly what lirs. Lovelady described,

Knouing that there was such a s_?.rt I then tried to figure out what unknown or
little=lknoun pictures could have included that door way at or near the time
of the assassination. I fixcd on the first of the smateur films by those who
organized themselves into The #allas Cinema 4ssociatea to be able to sell t}g?ai:
films, one of the &ma reels taken by a man named ‘artin and whose pictures of the
doorviay are overexposed. But examination of that overexposed footaged disclosed
tha‘ short on & man who looks very much liice dovelady. That shirt cannot be the

»c;n the nan in the douvrway in the al tgens picture and thet shirt, in the
A.ltge{ns pictures, has a pattern identical with the shirt Oswzld was wearing
when he was arrested. There i§ no proof that it was Lovelady in thtfm’gzure
and theghre is this reason to belii,ém that ot was Uswald.

There is other rer%ons to ©hodeve that it was Oswald, some of which I
published and for af+’%o sey§ what he d@‘pes about my writing he has to know
of that BI evidence which + published in facsimile, in Photographis Whitewaash
in particular, on pages 2ed=w 210 and 211. There are offfers who s:id they saw
Uswald the first floor just minutes before the actual firing, very few minutes.

Kyl J:is last criticisu here is,"P. 404, 2nd Par.—- Once aha:l.n, Weisberg was not
perfect and infallible. Bc made mistakes."

Thos doemo'l: nake a case that hing Yrone Y:"ote about "i. Harold Yeisberg's
Whitevash" is factually mcorréct.@:s not schsla:rly and it is not what should
be expected in a review fo_ ta.n‘clal publisher. It is an unwarranted nastiness,
not sciclarhsip, in which' b—.i?&r{‘. indulges for his own reascns and prejudices and
it is '{lebs that 2 publisher neecds for making a decision to publish or not to
ounli sh,

I have tlen this extra tiie when <I am past @6 and in bad health and rether
feeble and limited because for the past seven years I have been using what time
remains for me to meking as much of a record for history as I can abput the
extremes of both sides in the controversy over the assassination in which I am
the lonely man in the middle. Uespite my feebleness I have, in unedited rough
deaft form, more than two dozen book-length manuscripts. Seversl are asbout
200,000 words long. &fter that review of -ﬂxu.r'i:z s assassination trash , a work
that would disgrace a proud writer and doea disgrace g professional Ia:u,stor:.an,

I ignored Kurtz and did not take time for a fair representation of wiat he and
his bock are, So, to a degree, this can also substitite for that.Phanks to Kurtz's
personal excesses and departures from what is traditional in prepublication s
reviews, he mskes the case that for whe.te\zér réason he is a deliverate liar.While
this is @ harsh comuent, it is more than justified when what he has done has the
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clear intent of discouregzing publication of the book Wrone wrote.

It also is less than honest for Kraft to keep secret from Kansas that
he and Wrone were involved in controversy many ycardé ago, as they were at a
Sguthern Historical 4ssociation convention in Hew Urleans. There Kurtz wanted
to prevent the appearance of anyone who did not agree with his preconceptions
of the assassination and its investigations.

If there gre auy qféstions about this I will do my best to an%%r them,
as I will if any questions ave prompted by thise I am not in a position to make
a duplicate of that frume of the Martin DC4A film bub anyone who wants to can
exfyine it and the Qichter slide here. My xerox does not reproduce colors so
that the checks are red and black will not be seen in a xerox.

Kraft ends with a list of works that he says discuss the Zapruder film.

“e does not make out any kind of case that those he lists, including hiw own,
ere by those with subjwdf-matter expertise. kany ere very poor, sometimes ludi-
crous works and one of those he recommends was the subject of a libel suit

{or its misinterpretation of the Zapruder film. The publisher gettled, out of
court, the suit by petired Secret Service agent Hickey who, s%&h being the
authors'! expertise,!/ claime& that by accident an agent killed Kennedy.

Bonar Henninger is the ghost writer gigg%;gnga;p;, vhich that book is!

Firat of the expert authoritiws in Keaeft's Eg;;igggggﬁqlist is the comedian
Dick Gregorys A fLLazﬂQA/A4¢%ﬂI a Nl CL&*{ibeLJL? !

Kraft also imeludes gossip aﬁﬁfxzpendable authority, as in criticising
\Mrone for not using, "COPA, Video TaPes of annval Cingerences." His last words
highlight his dirvesponzibility and his addicAtion to the sssassination nuttiness
of so many who imagine f h cmselcs., as does , as Sherlock folmes reborn:
"irone shpuld also run extenmive searches on wuw search engines. 4lts Vista
alone has over 4,000 bits for 'Zapruder Film."

&lta Vista and wwv are roesponsible, dependable sources on such a subject?

This is the opposite of a scholarly av,roach.

I also note that there are other videos that Kurtz omits %9ﬁpuse they do
not go# for his fabrications and imaginings. One won the higheatdhnngr in the
histgry division, the Golden Bagle. But thét is not good enough for ﬁgggq?whﬂn he
can complainy because all the fabrications and imaginings he refers to were not
used by dronee. ffmyd}lf

It is conspicuous, and this bears on Kraft's professionalism %% not alss
on his honesty, that for all his conf rived criticisms of me apd of my work he
cites not & single illustrdion of his fabrications, none being possible or he
vould have used them, andlﬁites not a single page as even illustrative of his

made-up criticisms.



The anonyunous review

This is a fair commentary and it iacks the prefudice of Kurtz's but while
all that iy says ap.cars to be reasonable, it in fact undescores the basic fet,
Tact, th.t there aru remarkably fow people in the cguntry who have taken the
vime to read all the extensive material necessary to a basic understanding
of the realities and can know whether a belief or a conjecture is supported
by the off{icial fact. So’)-’,‘e of thds basic fact is hard for a professional scholar
fo believe because the real story of the assassination and its investigations
is without precedent. For exampld, neither of these revievers states or reflects
a,g understanding of the fact that in our society an assassination of eny
Prosident is a de facto coup d'etat.lf the assassination has no such intent
it does have that result. That was true when Johnson, who held many beliefs
that were not iemnedy's, became Bmoﬁgﬂt né&:y,‘also believed that there had
been a conspiracy and this is recorded in the disclosed official fact. But as
is little lmown zcd not mentioned by either reviewer, he agreed on the night
of the second day after the assassination to it being assumed that Oswald was
the lonc assassin and that without any real investigation having been possible
for the government to say that the evidence Ii’a nhad proved Osuald was the lone
assagsin when it had no such evidence-~ not then and not when the Comuwisszion
issued its Report. In fact, it was never possible to place Oswald at the
place from which the shots werce allesed to have come at the time when they
were firc(}‘ and he was not therc then. The govermuent never had s case that
it could have dared tale to court and this is without, question, although the
proofs are buried in the great mass of officialyTeécords most of which have #
nothing at all to do with the crime. I have copies of some of this dgcumentation
separated for copying and I would suggest that it be used in facsimile to make
that inforumation morepeadily available. I beileve it has never been disclosed
in facsiuile und bas rarvely been mentioned in the media. F

The reviewer's observation that Wrone did not c¢onduct interviews of Church
conu:ﬁ.tteofm use assussini counittee staffs is correct but the reviewer appears
not to have understood th,é.t wrone limited himself to the official record and
not the opinions of those who had their own and their committees' pasts to
defends With the Church comuittee the assassination subcomwittee was headed by
Senator Schweiker. The other member, Senator Hart, had nothing at all to d?(dith
ite Schweiier was dominated by the theories none of which had any validity in the
existing, available and ofiicial tfoct and he ignored this existing evidence

in pursuit of his f.e.n.ta.:ty. =4nd got nowhere with all that s;.lliness.

“Finding out the tx uﬁ\ is WX ore difficult now tumlthe author would have



us bclieve.}i{;:'one did not wndertake to adc?éss the whole proof of tho assasi-
nation. His is a study of the J.tlpart“*ﬂlu. oi the Zapruder film, of one aspect
of th: assassination and its investigations, one aspect that has never been
addreszed as he lhas, with the inclusiv-:ness and the detall and the documentation
of that inportant assassination a_V.LJ.cn(.L.. But the fact is that as almost none
who have written about thw assass .J.ll[(’ Wderstand, it is not pussible for private
percons to now investigale the assassindtion because the crime itself was never
officially investigatud. Ther. is documentation of thés and as Su{_,;ested above,
sone of it might uell be iuulr “udcr.i, in facsimile.

Yhe revieior's lllustrations of what he temus purple pmae that are, on
their face, rea:onable, reiloet the lack of 1m0~led;_,‘(.f the en’cqmb:l.v:_ official
fact, one of the problems created by massive invesitigation of the irrelevant
that created a mass of irrelevand records and by the mass alone s an
effective denial of access.

The fivst is Wrone's statement that'the Church camuittee 'permanently
dishonored the nation'." This r.fers to th: Schweiker subcommdittee and when
only its interpv‘etﬂion ol ity obligations is considered the VWrone comment
is not excessive, Schweile:r bepgan uith impossible but ¢ ttmcsiw preconceptions
and notling else and went nowhere, goin; anywherce with ":.l'::::::wl &‘bzl.ons being
impossible.

ihe second illustration is of the atiribution of shame to the CIA and &
ain arguuent sgaidst believing this is that Wrone "clainme that the CIA provided
2 strong criticism of tle Varren Vomasission Report." That proof was not given
to ti@ Yomiission but was withheld by ¥E the CIa until its disclosurc was
compelled by the Hockefeller com ission. That Comudssion, headed by the former
Coumission assistant counsel, David delin, in turn suppressed that pruof. I
did obtuin it and L did _aublilzy{ ilf' in facsiwile in the 1976 reprint of ihoto-
graphis Yhitevash on pages 245 following.

This reviewer umisunderstood what vrone was saying in his comnent that
proiegszors have been wnwilling o critici@ the government. Wrone did not mean
it as a gencral statewent. He meant as criticism related to the assassination
and itu investigations, and that is a true, an unexazgerated statement.

The reviewer believes that m ny _rofessors "have failed to resolve the
natter not for the lick of trying but because the discovery of convincing
evidence has proven virtually impomsible." This is a reasonable presumption
but very few professors have 1-.141(10 the effort and the few who have asked questions
of me or leve used the archive )-ma.l_c freely available to all did not believe
the offiecial "solution" o b{..f_’;:l.l‘l. vith. However, other than in solving the

crine, "the discovery of convineing evidence" that the government did not do
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uhat the country expected it to do ond that it did not solve the crime is
30 recudly availeble that L have printed nine books on that, with hundreds
of pages in facsimile, including rccords that were officially suppressed, #
like those referrcd te above aMd like the deqth certificate. Imagine that in

an inve:bigation of a aﬁ:m:ﬂier the ofiicial certificate of ”ﬁe}m was not
only suppressed from tuenty-one large wolumes, it was hitﬂ.;.en so that researchers
could nof Uind it by a dil.gent scarch Lfor it! A

Yue reviewerffs bolief that there should be “added thought to the quick
dismissal of a pussible Uuban cZmicetion" illustiates how little understanding
0. the basic fect there is even amony the better informed of dww For there to
have bLeon a Luban conuection that "connection" had to be .-;.ble to do much more
that shoot the Presideni and much more than peot away. That was impossible for
C‘ uba or for most countries. Desides \-r:'lzich no country would have eWen
;Jf using an vowald as an assassin. He wag, despite all the obfuseation, so
poor a shot ¥ hars =ariier "chati"%s friends in the @arines testified)ihat
they credited hdm with hits when he nissad in theiv t_arget shooting. dnd
even then Usiald was only a single point above the minimun required of all
in the military. PThe corps' commandant rated Oswald as a "rather poor\’rhoh,“
a..}‘a'lone did reports dut even more important is the fact that beginning vith '
the solution to the Cubm missile exisis of Uctober, 1962, not only what there
considerable cuange in the policics of the hemnedy administration, that solu-
tion guaranteed Castro and Uuba apgainst any invasion. That was a orotection
shruschehev could not provide and his inability to provide that is what led
to the introduction of Soviet missiles into Cuba. Castro would have had to
be an idiot to Idll his only real protection iM the cntire world! That solu-
tion was that the Ynited ~tates would protect Cuba egainst any invasion.

Senator dussell did belicve that there might have been a Comuunist connection,
as what ']:o}mson said can be interpreted as meanin(;} but they lkmew only what
they vere given and aside fﬁsz; ;{n}f preconceptions they may hgve Bad what was
given to them led then to des belief's. Heither was given all that was
obtained, not any of the information that established the impossibility of
the assassination having been a Cuban job.

On the Russell "teruinally ill" comment, Hussell had emphysema and there
Was no M cure for it. But it does not kill instamtily. It takes years. and
as he told end wrote me, it limdited what he could undertalie after he knew how the
Com:ission had violated its agreed-to procedures and had eliminated from its
reeords the rzecord of his di'sagrc.em(,nt he was nmalking for 110(3\201'.‘/: for Senator

Cooper and for idmsclf.I also have documentation of this f’(ﬁ'..‘/ the Russell archive



at ih: Univer ity oi “corgin at athens.It is suitable for facsimile reproduction
if the University of Georgia's permission ie obtuinod. It includes an eloquent
oral history by S¢fhtor voopar/.

In the recommended use of picture, with which I agree, that use requires
copyrighl permission end with the Zapruder family that means a very high cost,
uhich g what ey charpee

An illustration ol how litile the most intoellipgent 'haj-.e been able 1:6
learn aboub tli: actuslities of ilo assassination and its investigation, this
reviever ig “inelined -Lflaccagt the unofficial conclusiojfof thu House Sclect
Comrittce m stafl director that vswald killed J¥K under mob direction and
with help." The fact in that Qobert Blekey begon with the presumption the
aggassination was a Liob job and dcspite the great effort he made to prove it
cane up blank, there being, in fact, no rcason even to suspeet that the
mafid bad the Fresidnt keilled. Hot in the established official fact. It
is illwstrative of the reulities that are almest entilely unkmown that the
IZCa did not even get from the ¥BL, and this means after in FOIA litigation
L had forced them inte the public doman, anything like the volume of those
FBI assassination records I had made public. I do not not have access to the
iiles in which the FBI report on what the LSCA got from it but Ly recollection

is that i‘é got almost as many mefia records as it those said to be on
Fhe assagsination. And those it got on the assassination were not much more
than half of what L had obbained by that 1itigations

'fﬂhe ¢ vim realities are not what an authentic and informed scholar would
expect thum to be- should be entitilwed to expect thum to X4 be.

'J-‘h?:, for example, the abundant criticism of government by scholars on
other subjects i assume to bu their criticism on this subject, and that is
not what the record shows.

If this book is published\Wrono will be only the thord person who published
a boolt about ihe assassination that is devoid of theorizing and restricts itself
entirvely or almost entirely to the official fact of the official investigations—
and aboul wnich ofiicinldom was often not correct in interpretation of it of
in the meaning given to it.

While this may be bard to believe, that it is the fact i8 that all I printed
on this in all those volumes is what the official record actually says md\‘éspite
the uninformed slurs by Kraff, who confuses his likcs and déidlikes with evidence@
dith the passing of thirty—f.:!.ve years since the publication of my first book, not
onie of the Cowmission or o.t'a‘.%;s staf, or of thatlouse comuittee or its staff has
written or phoned me to contﬂaﬁ.u that I was unfair of” inaccurate in whut I wrote

about hime *bis, not the Lurtz fabrications, is the fact. It reflects the reality.

v



