
Dear Dave, 	 4/21/021 
I'm rereading Briggs' 4/17, 

I don't ,fhink you can tell Brigs this is you agree,/But 
Kurtz isjust ftlain s caring him on criticism. There is a pre-

judice against the subject but I think any other basis for 
criticism that Kudtz adds is either from his imagination or 
for a special purpose, particularly his imagined one, that 
the media thinks of me as he does. That is false. No basis 
at all for it. As I think I said earlier, some papers, like 

toot- 
the NYTimes have Over me some good stories, half-page etch. 

Addressing_again, "honest, serious if flawed scholarship" 
that is more • lead to criticism and as I said eearler, 
that is not the way of authetic scholzrship or of scholarly 

On the Kurtz irrelevancy, if correct, Willailis'alleged 
"reliability " if he is accurate in what you quote, thefe is 

41-1441-git no reason to 	' 	that reviewers, for which / let us hope, 
will have the 26 and will read his testimony. And then have 
enough knWledge to evaluate his testimony/. About which I do 
not recall what Kurtz says. We'll ge back to this with Kurtz. 
However, Briggs considers it a "key point ," which means handle 
it gently. 

I do not remember what you wrote about that tree, buVthe 
fact is that not only in the Warren Report was it essential,it 
is in any consideration of Oswqld as the assassin. But in terms 
of the importance in the Z film, if it is not important, a X0 

..etp 
good I!)iece to throw to the pig. If you do not 212..rd iy.But not in 

any way to diminish Willis. 
As I said before, I do not recall snr justification for 

"categorical statements'" of fact that, 4/actuality, remain 
as disputes." You sh)uld have g special cases because there x 
is much that the nuts dispute that is not legitimately in an 
real dispute. I'll Otto what Kurtz wrote. 

What Briggs says about the SBT seems to be reasonable and 
unless there is something T do not know, I'd go f44 "ex/Slain to 
the rewders" belief. There is nothing tat that is mach more 
important that the SBT in the WCReport. Without it, no Repotd 
that says single-assassin. 
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a.4 

On Internet, which we have discussedou pught say, 
Ityou 

maid to m•e, tha/it is mostly nutty, imaginr I  false an ignorant, 

but it is not all that way. Sp you can make a refer
ee to that 

cis not inaccurate? Like a caution against it for non
experts? 

Un Kurtz, as I have said earlier, I think the way to 
overcome 

his prejudice against m and the unscholarly idea th
at thosho 

did not do it, perhaps including those who are actual
ly whaAyou 

, concsider nuts be given credit for what I alone d
id, A  to 

L- 	 , 	 a- 
incluce a briefer statement in your bibliographsou

rces. You

might add to what I suggested earlier your estiI te o
f the amount 

of info. I sent you and how much on the ''iOIA lawsuit
s. There 

will not likely be any satisfying kurt on this or o
f his bing 

hO nest or reasonable, but perhaps Briggs might agree
. I think cz, 	, 

that with him perhaps the most 4nfluential f4gur.ent w
ill be thkt Cr 

is the opposite of Scholarship. I'll include the Ho
od letter if I 

did not send it earlier. 'Ana entire second paragraph or judjit the 
I 

"unparralled in the word" evaluation/ Ley have seen 
and used, they 

now have almost all of it, their students have used i
f for several 

decades, and Kurtz does not know a tning about it or 
about me or 

my work except thar he does not like me and elsewhere
 made untrue 

criticisms. Quote Lesar review. .;,ivingstone in smS par
ticular 

is Oirrational, as Kurtx does not know, 	and what 
he has done 

to and with t he medical ev4dence is questionable. It
 added 

nothing to my knowledge of the fact and it left questi
ons sclwhen 

I read what he wrote I did not listen to the tapes, w
hich I had 

pand are included in my archive. He has threatened peo
ple inithe 

most represehensible ways, and I have a file on this 
I have marked 

coTIfidential because of the personal information he w
as misusing, 

and three .1cliiies I have told him not to retrP, but
 I had give 

./. 
In the first two times because I feared what he might d

o if ,tdid 

not. He had a policement' working with him in his spat
e time and 

without any question at all, he stole from me. He eve
n pretended, 

in Dallas, that he was part of a new official investi
gation and he 

had done many ethical if not legal, wrongs. I will pro
vide details 

if necessary but I think it is safe to say that his c
onsiderable 

effort with the medical evidence has been h6 1pful to
 those who 

lack ful; knowledge of the disclosed official medical
 evidence 

and tq thq0 who theorize instead of researchings but they do not 
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add materially to what is known about the assassination fac“ 
Livingstone has written extensively abput the -Nagkr Zapruder film 

and your book is abput that', not about the medical evidence 

amd Kurtz does not m—ention wnat could be appropriate and he does 
not. Which is just as well because that is both irresponsiblle and 
irrational. As well as false. 

In ti is part of his commentary Kura' reveals his lack o 

knolledge of the basic discicised official evidence. I have read 
both Aguilar and Mantik from the first and where what they said 

14/ Wet can be trusted they add different detail bit not to who was 
known and disclosed and of which tney make no menetion and hick 

2( Kurtz appears to belmoignorant. 

Allay of Clay, a fine day! 
In the back of my mind all day and talked a bit with Clay 

about it. I think that despite what kind of an ignorant and evil 
skunk Kraft is it is important to not alienate or anger Briggs 
while still doing what you think is right end, if necessary, 
compromising. 

I saw the back of my 1967 Photo WW and the excerpts from what 
the press said of me and my books and it is quite unlike what 
Kraft made up and I do think you should include that in what you 
say. Together iwhh the fact that it was a very conservtive news-
paper owner who made it possible for me to get WW and WWII p 
pronted, with ,credit yet! Bill Loeb, of the Manchester UnionVLeader, 

d4/ 
who not onlyl that but established a friendly relationship. He'd 
phone me from bis vacations to see how I was making out and if his 
secretary had not goofed and forgetten to send WW to Regnery, 
RegerAr had agreed to publish it without even seeing it! As 

and, 	-Loeb told me. If I find it I'll 
enclose the back cover of PW that I copied for you. 

orr That tree cannot be ignored in a book about the Z film because that 
tree was Icentral in the jommission'susolution and for that 
it was and is a real problem, whatever Kurtz may think. 

This is out of place but when I read K. I made some notes and I 
do ntt want to risk forgetting. He talks about 3 seconds being a 
snap with that rifle and that is b.s. That remains a tough shot 
for most people. What I have in NA! on the shooting of masterAindicates 
the special problems with thatyifle and that the time taken by masters, 
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the very best shots in Vche country .indicates that. Simmons WC 

testimony. 46 fames is a trlitfle less than 3 seconds. 
2- 64 4/22, 2:02 a/m. ..ii. gpt tp sleep ate for me last night, afte 8 and 

q 6  

after periods 9 of sleeplessnesk, with this on my mind. I -0 up 

a,llittle after 1. As part of your case that Kurtz is increaasingly 

intrtNing into your bouk and telling yo4hat to say and what not 

to lsay, I t/ink it is important to make tqpoint tha'much is 

J'i•si----111.id opinion in..,,dpeufareas where? his opinion is not supported by 

any evidence he produces, especially when he scares you aboot 

publuc reaction when there is no basis at all for it and much that 

is the exact opposite and on the Zapruder film, in which he tells 

vq,J -w--ire what frames to reproduce and seems not to be accurate in what 

he says is important, like tI)e alleged damage to the President's 

face on the right side. Kurtz essays this is an important rason for 

Oncluding Frame (I think) 230: Liv#-OresTftenlong had had a set of 

the black and White autopsy pictures and I have examined them 

several times. There is not even a tiny scratch on the face up to 

the eye level and the there' is who: may some brusising, skin not 

broken, and it may also be shadow, with no bruising. But in saying 
10'' 	 /wae 

what pictures I should use in my book, that is still another 

extension of what a peer review is and he is iruding into  

exclusive right,ig°consultation with you, andl has introducec error 

in putting his prejudices in as fact. (This is not a book o\the 

damage to Kennedy. 	is on the Zapruder film, not gor , and what 

should be considered 4n terms or negatibe reaction is , 	r using 
Q• 0.-/hok- 

that well -known and of-ptinlimi picture still another time and in 

what many people keep is at least good tase and Kennedy people 

might take a harsher view. 	ave 

More on the made-up Kurtz statement that I am a special 

target of the pressW2 and that is what it mans, and of otherwors, 

It came back to me as I in my mind reviewed the actualities,when 

I had to 
f 
 see my doctor and Schweiker had asked me to spend that 

morning with him and his assistant, who was later DA of Phila.,he 

did not let me take a cab. He had this assistant drive me +there. 

Is
(Church committeeubcommittee.) And when I had -Po go to the 

hospital, the man who headed the Melia Abzug House Committee came 

up to/Or4derock to take me there so he coulg get in ideas an 

what that committee should do,iiho to .question, etc. 
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In reading Kurtz again, and again toward the end of whd"Kurtz 

says, h says that"Wrone ,Orstrongly implies thhntRghMeghers 

have written khas contruibuted in any significant way to aa-Mt,-3 

assassination scholarship." I do not remember specifics in your bppk 

but I „y-juick think that Kustz is referring to uses by some of the work 

of others. As best I can recall, what you use of me is my original, 

eiclusively my work.,and there is not a $thing wrong with that and 

it is..9cholarship, not propaganda. Not being honest because Kurtz does 

npt like me is not 0:ling to help the book and has ibetter chance of 

damaging it, particularI 4 the reviewedhas read my workiIn addition, 

Kurtz here mixes up what you quote from me and what he refers to 
on exaggerate form as in general "assassination scholarship." 

In referring  in glowing terms to what he refers to as &having 

"added immeasureatbly to our knowledge of the medical evidence, " 
Kurtz discloses his lask of knowledge kof the established and 
confirmed official record of the actul medical evidence, nofvhat he 
appears to *shave read in books of theory. a 

All three argue against theekfficial story in one way /another 

and the official and disclosed and ignored official evidenc4efutes 
c row.--5 

what Kurtz says./ Where what these ehtvwe have said can be taken as 

true, and much 4 it is and can be, it is not "new." It is no more 

that a rephrasing of wne. wqs known and reported oZ5ially. 4i= It is wrong and I . unscholarly to assume -tt ,here was 

nothing useful or informative in the official records and that 

unconfirmed physical examination of the X -rays disclosed to 

Mantik what was not known until he made his densolly measurment, 

confirmation of wh ich I do not remembeitha e sought o of ered. 
And 	ilar is making a big thing about the back of th g j ing 

cowed out when it wasn't, and you will be presenting an unused and 
_ 

unknown picture taken after t 
a  
e fajt1 shot and shg wing the back 

of the head without an injury nd with nn visible blood on it. Besides 
0 

which the autopsy oictur's that witAut ;question were not and 

could not have been altered show it without anid Sole. Asp, once 
..1
g  again, Kraft *Vasubstituti his opinion for fact of which he has 

no knowledge does not help and again can hu4. 

If he believes that a peer review should includ such opinions 

they they should not be without aupport especially kn areas in 
which his prejudice is unhidden and, as we see, in areas i

r.. 

which 
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Your oversight, confess, as abbve, and then say tikat it was never 

based on Willis's testimony but goes back to his 45 and 2202, 

back to 1966. 

It is based on tkis misreprezientation that Kurtz spend he  

entire page all but 5 lines. Odd but I think not of scholarly intent/. 

We've goire over in this disconected hit-41.iss but where 
S 	 0 

he usesaroden as a dependable 24=1.icomaa.. I wrote a loq-pk on his tLtal 

undopendabilty. He is a subject-matter ignoramus and 4e doctored 

picyturaz When Kurtz qudtes or at least cites Wiliis i testomoony. 

here he cites what Groden says was Willis's testimony. 

Is 4Willis coocorrect? tehqis 	nastiness again, andlI 

think the answer you might want to consider is thatlin what yai 

attributed to him whenkicaithat he said is not the basis of 

what you wrote is that on what you attributed to hilt he is 4 

correct, according to t1e Z film,p  which is what your boo* is 

ablaut., not what Willias said ors said to Ive said, and that 

far from by him alone, witness what you have on the Aguilar urtz 
is sePp 	oft high on.. 

awn When Kurtz agaihfpoontifivcaates he 	prates his lack ,tof 

knowledge, about you reviEW because he says you say gig/41as 
CYA/1-7  

no damage to the back of 74as Arad. Man, will 346-7 giffr hit snd 

Briggs an answer. Which existed already in several forms but 

Kurtrz goes for -tanalcoei=e, 	 all the natty theori41. 
6 

Peer review language kn iahat he says that is not true aout what 

he Kurtkzdoes to say that he h
.
as "an infallible memory." I do not 

recall ;that either of us said that. Kurtz made this up. He did 
not get tt,,j(rom my writing/. What Willis's unreliabillyir is is a 

mystery to rand Kurtz offers only his opinion which on Willis 

lacks value or relevance. 
Going on 4. I'm a bit keyed up but think I'd best try to 

take a nap after reading a bit into your # 14. 
But it is a shame thd2t it would be unwise for you to .:write 

-tea about Kurtz and he rites about othea Oh, another tf ought I 

had earlier is thatiyou might cnslider beginning by saying thai 

Withatet iAR his field ?Kurtz if a scholar and a much better taan 

average scholar to have risen to dean, but th''t does ntt makee 
him a real Kennedy assassination schoilar and in fait he is not. 

You do not wnwant to go into that, some of it will be apparent, and 
this means than on the JFK assassination he needs and lacks confirmation. 
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I've read your source note (pp536ff) and to the top of j268. 

I think you should quote the to of that page, in full,and sayx 
A1-  LA 

that it proves that what Kurtz says about your dependence onhat 

he says is an undeliendable Willis when the one comment Kurt/. 

makes would have dislualified a-masia of the Warren Commission 

witnesses and a curre one of whom he speaks very highly, Aguilar)  

6-"vh 
,x-kid many others. 11. 	: 	the first sentence. 

I've read the notes. Ask that Kurtz be asked to provid)an 

honest different source for any of that. 

how that you have the wonderful tiling ilOsthat klay has done, 

or in days will have, see how many mentions of Willis for other 

than t:lis or the taking of his pictures that I have. It wil b e 

few and you can rite the mass and the weight of that consolidated 

index. 

1511 continue reading the chapter later. 

Frame 190 hzm has not a thing to do with the tree. The 

sole commission use of the tree was related to an 417,ehed (Oswald 

shot from tLt iksixth floor window. Suggeut ti)at you add Zapruder 

on first shot before 210, WW pp 46-9. Kurtz corrupts what you 

actually said and you did not say what he says you did. 

Should preceded this: Kurtz d.an't stop his misrepresentations 

of the Willises, noting that "it also 44Washould be pJinted out 

that Willis's wife, Marilyn, also believed that the fatal shay 

blas#ted ()lift (check what she actually said) the rear of JFK'S 	s". 

As did Afiuileir and that long list in his writing only, which 

Kurtz knows and did not say. 

How is it 	"faulty reasoning" to say that a shot at 

could not have been Oswald. Nobody in his right mind would try to 

On page 540, correct note 75. 
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aim and shoot through the dense foliage that tree had and especially no 

with wind of 10 mph. His reasO n is spurious,"41.The leaves of 

of the oak tree blocking the view opinion came from the reenact- 

ment" and he adds the totally irrevelent that a different car was 

used for the limo! Therefore, thk.: reenactment was faulty.0 He 

cites the irrelevant as proof. That was not, as he says, an 

t"oak tree." It was a "live oak and they are of dense foliage 
0 

the year Around, not different in lifivember than they ate in May,,, 

With a wind blowing it makes no difference except that it 

is more irrational to to expect the fiiliage to remain as it 

is On sighting while the decision to sight, aim and shoot is 

being made. 

And in assessing the film you are not bound to the official 

interpretation of it unless you are evaluating the officiall 

interpretation. There was nothing to 1prevent a shot at 190 

from somewhere else and sewhile n4 doubt you will want to say 

it, bear in mind that the:e was no shot that day from that rifle, 

as the ignored official evidence that Kurtz had is the Sims 

copies total 125,000, which 3) 6ope not to fprget. 

1°1 	
Kurtz is again making up what he uses as proof of his incorrect 

(iN) 	
claim,"We simply do not know if it were pssible for Oswald to 

\vtAk 	fire a snot at 190.11 With wind blowing at
 10 mph, aside from 

rlr\ 	

firing then being more irrational, we do know that at 190 therek 

to address whether Oswald could have done it of if anyone else 

could have. Then„ "If Oswald or anyone else, fired (sic) +hct 

490, he would hlave had sufficient time (46 frames) to fire 

was more foliage in the way than at 210 because there was moe of 

the tree blocking it. But in what yu have written, it is corect 
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another (46 frames to fire another :)(:)t and strike Connally. 

Willis #5, in short, does not destrS'y the single bullet theory."" 

"Anyone else" does not address the SBP, and not quite 3 seconds, 

which is what 56 frames is, is hardly enough time for anoyone other 

than an expeVt, professional shot to axxxxxlxxx ejec/the inempty 

shell , reload, sighiand fire tlat rife when after its overhaul, 

as Simmons testifid, they, those masters, the best shots in 

the country, had difficulty and troublef.r-o2ra dfoing it. it'llay 

have that in NAlquoting his testimony. Big even a good rifle 

in good condition it is not easy for anyone, particularly a duffer, 

which Oswald was, to do all of tat in 3 seconds, leave alonAbe 

faNtasticalLy accurate in doing it. It is hard. not easy, so 

Kurtz is either spouting off when he has no knowledge or is eing 

(dishonest. 	the kSBT applies to LHO only and nothing that Kurtz says 

applie5to him. That he would in the Kurtz made-up scenario,have 

had to fire a fourth shot, as Kurtz knows and ignores, eliminates 

Oswald as the lone assassin, particularly, as Kurtledoes not 

say, when the best sLoti in the nation, undW/Much improved condi- 

tions and with the rifle overhauled, could not do what the WC 
,441,1J-? 

attrivutes ti MO, What Kurtx,,says, that Willis 5, in sblrt, 

does not 4stroy" the BM is fiction, baseless, ignorance , 

stupidity, dishonsty aor any combination of them. He is, at best, 

and it is worse, stretching and stretching far too much. 

"Wrone also does not make clear exactly what the sequennce 
UUU 

shots was 'the Zairuder film reveals-  What direction was shoOt 

190?? Where fired from? strike JFK in throat and more. Thisii.s 

the t c erist iin Kurtz and not nF,:cessary in thel ook Wiirone has 

in mind, True also of %Where in Zapruder film is the shot that 

struck James Tague? Not part of this book but part of Kurtz's 
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idea that the book is his book, not Wrone's. Also reveals 

Kurtz's subject-matter ignorance, as in,"Did a dfragment frdpm 

the head shot bounce off iand strike Tague?;(it.Impossib—Ie) 

"Where in the film Visas Tague hit?(impossible to tell, he was not 

even aw,:re that he had been hit until others saw blood on his lace.) 

"Is there a jiggle to coincide with iit?" A stupid question and 

not possible for the Z film to tell, if it be kingsin()rone's 

book, because it cannot be known which shot and when. 

And this crumbum next has ""ExtrOpeous Material" ! Followed 

by Reliability of Documentation. First is what does not belong 

under this h6i;ading,"I question the over enphasis -wm Weisberg. 

Numerous works that consider the Zapruder film are omitted ge 

entirely." Considered is not relevant, did they report what I reported? 

did they repeat what I first said? Scholarship is clear thayWhat 

lot 
is to be cited is first. Not on that "mention" business, most of 

tnose unnamed othe 	"works" are not accurate, are basically 

the autLors preR9Vting themselves and considering themselvedas 

what not a single one is, Perry Mason returned. Most of those 
V 

other works are inaccurate and what, 9enof they can be cited 

legitimately, which I doubt, they are not sources for real scholar-

ship, which ignorant conjecturing on this subject is not, even 

when than. oconjecturing is dignified by calling it "theories." 

Dubious "mentions" are not appropriately part of a source citation 

(;) 
when they are not and shT

,
uld not be sources, 

Nor would any s!rious scholar go to the -Lnternet,parItifularly 

when tinel are not dependable A41.&asouroes and are overloaded with 

assassination trash. By subject-matter ignoramuses. 

Repetitious Material "There are too hamany scattered references 

to Weisberg throughout txxx the ms." Then what is indecent, ignorant 
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unscholarly and iratended as a slur, "If gone has an irrestible 

urge to praise Weisberg and attack other researxhers, he should 

do it w.wonce, not repeatedly." The re--"al question here is who is 

your actual source and who else could properly have been and 	all 

his slurs and all his pretenQes not once does Kurtz give a single 

instrance where another person was Athe soucrce or where yoliput 
a 

anything in where it was inappropriate. He mVy be bitter about the 

fact that I brought to light most of what had cone to light but 

that or anytbing else like it is not what a peer review is supposed 

to be. And bearing on Kurtz's legitimacy on this, his book was 

published in 1982. I had by then, as I now recall publisheOeven 
) 

books. Nobody else did that, anything ay all like that, of anything 

like their content. I had by then filed and fought a dozen FOIA 

lawsuits as the result of which I had received, which also means had 

made public, a third of a million QppageskNobody else did that. I 

had led to the amending of FOIA to make F DTI, CIA and similar agency 

47/-  
records setacessible under OFOIA. Nobody else in the field di4that. I 

made all the information I had available to all others in the fi .4-d, 

most cf whom I disagree with, and notbody else didthat. There is 

/also the content of my book4And nobody else published most Q that. 

And in honest reporting citing what I did, which is not in itself 
) 	 ,J2 

"an irrestible urger to praise" me, how Aacan it b honest or proper 

scholarship to cite others for what I did and I reported? This 
tc 

again gets to what is in Kurtz's mind and it is not scholars#1p. 

I have checked his book and in his index, on page 291, for all I did that 

npbody else did and for all I published that nobody else published, 

thereo  Kurtxz reveals his unscholarly and unfactual prejudice if a mz 

more serious des-rt description is not justifies He does not mention me 

or any of my work that is partly listed above on his page 291. This is 
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Kurtz's personal reflection of how scholarly his own booklis. 

He does what I have never done, prtended kis he Iis Perry Madom 

returned and that he is not, I'd us4 the JAKH review here. To the best o: 

my knowledge we have not been in illutouch with each other, I never had 

any interest in him or in that kind of writing,conjecturing,which 

i s not fact. Perhaps it is that I debu nked so *much of thelgnorant 

conjecturing that Kurtz developed his dislike of me, but it was 

not from any contact of any kind for we had none that I can recall. 
La 

tnink it is fair to say that despite his pretense, ais not 

a peer rveiwe. It is a personal indulgence and the misuse of a peer 
141- 

review to slur and belittle sogeone he dislikes and hides that 

controlling and indulged fact. 

Under an ina:Tropriate intrusion into your book, not his, he has 
10,. 

Z Frames To be Reproduced in Book, In this he lists those frames he 

would have used if he had written the book vbut- they are not 

appropriate for the book you wrote. Your book is not about the JFK 

wounds nor is it about his reaction, but if it were this is a very 

poor couple of frames, to which I'll return. Nor is i abou4then 
0 	 ti 
Clnnallu was and was not hit(Oalthoigh in 1966 I published yrhat Kurtz 

now says about when Connally was hit). I think that Z412-4 is are 

inappropriate and can be criticized as indulging a display of gore. 

Not as Kurtz says it 2321 may be appropriate, if in proper context, 
C 

because that was the cause of a major contrhersy. I did not remeber 

his listing of 2335 correctly. I have checked to- black and whit e 

autopsy fil4hotographs, which I have. Two shoe /Attie face and forehead 

from the leff, one from the right, one from the top, and none 

shows any "damage to front of head." But, eben thpugh I published 

a big, fat hint in WWII, inl9ob, Kurtz, who presents hismelf 

as the scholar of scholars, did not do tI-Lat and you will show what 
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he and 'lie others he recommends as sourced' for 40Nwhat they 

did riot do missed. It is definitive and ipifficlear. 

Kurtz's unwillingnes to stop thinking thw
L
t he wrote the 

book or his determination to control what he can of what is published 
sk• is reflected again when under "Ohher Photographs"he  has tOo, 

"Wiillis 4 5- Central to\kkone's 411thesisiii' which is false. 	3 
Z202 is what is centerA., and that should be in,but only if t 

the version used includeA the sprocket-hole material. He has 

"Altgens- Wrone claim it shows Oswald Standing in the front 

doorway." He intends this to put you down and although it can 

be argued that it is no: necessary, I would do that and do Kurtz in 

with it and I think to Briggs. I cannot get at my copy of i 

the print from the original Altgens negative but a .print c4e 

gotten from AP pictures, the name of which I'„e forgotten, in Rockefeller 

Cendter, and ask tom, it be printed from the original tmegative. 

My copy is at hood and if Jerry is willing he can have a copy of it 

made for you. It is in the padkage of what, was used to publish 41'' 

WWII. I have and will make copies for you hf the picture of lovelady 

in the doorway in the shirt his wmfe described to me as I reREOt at the 

end of the index to the firs4 section of PW and I have a pictture of 

the shirt that is much clearer when Bob Richter, then a CBS-,TV 

producer, .my suggestion, took L2velady's picture in that shirt. If 

)(Jerry is willing to go into that packaWe, and kEl ask him when I can, 

I think you should use the sectional enlargements I had madelfrom it 

and the Oswald pictures I used. As soon as I can I'll get the copies 

of those pictures made for you, the doorway shot from the Martin 

(Dallas Cinema Associates) overexposed standard 8mm reel andthe 
Richter one. Whether or not you use all of it, and I suggeslthat you 



14 

do, it should impress Briggs and that Lovelady stuff has never 
wr 

been used. I wanted to irip! 114-t Prz:cG Wamoitted it and more.It 

could and it should create a sensation for you and your book, 

I leave it to you to formulate any comment or response on his 

final dirty crack but he is particularly vulnerable on them from 

what precede4.s. which is still another of his reflections of 

his subject-matter ignorance. 

Now I'll go back to reading y.ur chapter atfter JI res'my 

aging and complaining eyes a bit. I think that despite my anxisety 

to get this to you as fast as possible, it will be better 	delay 

reading and correcting until tomorrow and the maikng until Tuesday a.m. 

I'll cat c more than than -,oday,nd the :y#ing is bad and I was inter-

VUpted too much. 

I think that you should considarfpr your opening a statment 

that without dotbt Kurtz is q. scholar and that his university 

mush have igh opinion of him and his scholarship to have made 

him the dean of its graduate school)but that does not make him a real 

scholar of the Kennedy assassination. Nor does his book, which 

added only invalid conjectures, which he said he eschewed b ut 

did not. He also used Lhe work of those he criticized as his own, 
Q 

and her e I'd use that Lesar/JAH review. Ev,/n if Briggs has it. 

Gotta go. Best, 

4(.,,1/4/1(//4 
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" 	 • 
lire ngeneles operated 	 inch- 
lent Is Uint In Um quest for law end order, 
muse niter me niter rase litter me lies 
been thruwn out bemuse the law en-
forcement mid intelligence communitien 
tinted Illeenliy. SO I all slut think we at-
Lehi any pet Limiter Anhui of nceoulifil511- 
mesa In eunquerlise orentilzed crime, or 
nny mime whntsisever fur (lint nuttter, 
whit iiireel netivitles I Milting ill C11.10 
Intim thrown Mit of mint 

I would suggest tint Use record speaks 
far Itself. Frankly, I Clever Montilla the • 
limes ti of former Attorney (lettere! Item-
ray (Itisk min thnt need. But, remises ine 
inn remold with Unit achieved by /succeed-
leg ALIonte.ra ttenetel, he leeks Ilke 'loon 
Dewey lu Isle mosersiteilnl heydne. 

Mr. IlltUSICA. 'flint recent in boil, but 
(14) we emit Lir esinke it wane byy ndopthier 
Lisle ninesulment which threntenn to tie 
Use liniuln of the Fill mid dry up their • 
touters of Infornintlusi? I soy, with that. 
Um gimp or the broths In moulted, rind I 
can no use in edillog it few 'levees of 
poison. 

*Um pending amendment should be 
rejected. 

Mr. ItifINfileUlf. Mr. Prenhient, I do not 
econnize Use amendment, as It inn been 

deneribed by the Senator Irene fiebreekn, 
rut the amendment we are now coneliter-
Inn. 1 feel these line been n gram mlnin-
torprciation of Lisa. nation' words of Use 
nmendment Hurl lie lotentIon, en well en 
what It would netimily 'achieve end CO-
1711111411.111. So I think It Is Importnnt tar 
Um recoid to be extremely deer nbout 
thin. 

If we accent the amendment of Um 
Seuntor from Michinnsi, we will not open 
up the cennsiiiiiity to rniiInte, 111119nel-4i, 
nsnl killere, en (lie Monett* Irene Nebraska 
lien nimuni suggested by his direct com- 
ments mid statements on Use amend- 
ment. Whet I tun trying to sio. en I int-
deretnild Use thrust of the nmensiment, 

141 (lint It he epecille nbout gefeeitarding 
the ireitimale hivestientIonn that wools! 
hr conducted by the rederIll agencies and 
also the istrentlentive files of Use FBI. 

As it nuttier of fact, looking back over 
the development of leglsintIon tinder (ho 
1006 net and looking at the Bennie report 
Immunise from (lint leeinintion•  It wns 
eleurly Use Interprelethes In the Renate's 
development of Sint lenielellon that Um 
"Investigatory 111e" exemption would be 
extionely narrowly defined. It wits no 
until recent lumen-.-really, pistil filmut 
Ilse Past kW months. It Is to remedy (het 
different, Intel pretntIon (lint the Amend-
ment of Use Belittler from MiellIgell which 
we are now considering wen proposed. 

I Mundt! like La ask Um Senator from 
Alleislann a Imelda of miestilees. 

linen the Saunter's nmentiment Iii et-
feet override the court deals:Ione lit rho 
mitt of nopenIn on the Weinberg egaliost 
United Staten, Armin whist Omani-Linen t 
of Defense; liltiow nenbint Bessemer; and 
lintlemti Center nenhist Welliberiter? 

As I isedersland it, the hairlines' in 
tuinn ions 	cneen are of the erentent 
enmcciii Ln Um Semler from Mlehigen. 
An I interpret It, the impnct stud effect 
of hie amendment would be to 'override 
thiree pintleular decision. Is lint not 
cot I act? 

Mr, IIAIRT. The Belittler from Mich-
igan is correct, 'Flint Is Rs purpose. Tina 
wins the purpose of Coneress in 1000, wo  

thought, when we enacted Ude. Until 
about g or I1 	the ego. the courts 
consieteutly had eppronelied It pis It hal-
ming bruits, which is exnctly what this 
amendment seeks to do. 

Mr. Ptesident, while several SeInetors 

n re In (lie Chamber, 1 should like to Mk 
for rho yens and naps on my amendment. 

yens end nays wen ordered. 
' Mr. ICENNEDY. Irtutliermore, Mr. 
President, the Senate repot t Intigunge 
(lint retells to exemption 7 in the 11160 
report, on the Freedom of Information 
Act—nod that :seventh exessitalen In Um 
Insect of Use Senator from Mlehlgittil 
nmemlmetil.-1 ends ne follows: 

exemption So. I Orals wills "Issrrnilralory 
Mee compiled for law enforcement purponen." 
Three nro the Mc, prepared by l/overisment 
winger' lo prosecute law violators. Their 
disclosure of suck men, except to the ex-
tent Uri trio nvelleble by law ton private 
party. could harm Use UovernmsuPs case In 
court. 

It seems to Me (lint the litterpreinUott, 
the delimillon, lit that report language 
In snitch more restrictive then the kind 
of amendment the Senator front Michi-
gan at lisle Unto is Attempting to achieve. 
of owner, (lint Intel pretntion in the 
lorm mesa wen embraced by n unnut-
111111111 Senate heck than 

Mr. HART. I think the Senator from 
menenelmseLla le correct. Oslo could arena 
hind the Amendment we are now connIti-
critic if adopted, would leave the Free-
dom of Informntioli Act leen nvnilable 
ltr it concerned citizen (lint won the case 
wills the 1000 language initially. 

Agnin, however. the development In re-
edit! ensen reipth es Unit we respond in 
some fashion, even thoualt we may not 
achieve the sane breadth of opportunity 
toil  the avallehllity of documents Clint 
may arguably 110 said to apply under the 
vilgtnni 1907 net. 

Mr. ICENNEUY. 'that would certidaly 
ho my tuulerstmuling, Furthermore, 'It 
seems to me Mint the amendment Itself 
line considerable senaltivIty built In to 
protect Remind the invasion of privacy. 
and to protect the identities of Infer-
melds, and most generally to protect the 
legItlimite Inteieets of a law enforcement 
fItiniley to conduct an InvesUgatIon Into 
nny one of these clinic:4i which !Ince been 
outlined In nilell wonderful verbiage here 
lids ititentoon,--ttenson, espionage, or 
what have you. 

So I Just went to espies." Una on thee° 
points the nmentlinent Is precise mid 
clear runt is no extremely positive and 
conetmative development to meet legal-
none law enroreensent concerns. 'Thane 
nre ennte of Um remounts why I will sup-
port the amemintent, mid I urge my col-
'mum to de so. 

Tile PRESIIJINLI OFFICBIL (Mr. 
Liam enter). rite Setinfor limn Nebraska 
hes 6 minutes renutining. 

Mr. I I ILI/MCA. Mr. ['Resident, I (should 
like to point out Uint the amendment 
proposed by Use Senator from Mieldgan, 
preserves the right of people to a fair 
kW or itineutini nillutliontion. It Is 
careful to preserve the identity of tut in- 

t. 

former. It Is careful to preserve the Idea:
t A 

of mainline the Investigative teoluilques;.1.-, 
and procedures, and so forth. But what 
about the mutes of those persond that: 
are contained In Ute file who are not in-, 
formers and who are not accused of 
crime and who will not be tried? What 
about . the protection of those people 
whose names will be in there, together ,,. 
with information having to do with 
them? Will they be protected? It Is a real 
(mention. and It would he of great biter- kf 
est to people who will be named by In-

% 

formers somewhere along the line of the ).4 
hireetleaUon and whose name preduine7 s.  
My would elite In the tile. 

Mr. Prenicient, by way of summery, 
-would like to guy that It would dieter! 
the purposes of the FBI, Imposing on .4 4 

thesis the oulded Minion. In addlLton to 
hiventIgnUng.cages and getthig,evidence 
of nerving as a research source for every 
writer or curious person, or for tilos 
who may wish to find in basis for sub 
either against the Clovernment or 
against someone else who Might be men-
tioned In the file.' 

Second, It would impose upon the FS 
the tremendous teak of reviewing each 
lunge and each tiocutnent contained In 
man.),  of their Investigatory files to untk 
nu independent Judgment us to whethe 
ur not any pert thereof should be re 
leaned. Some of these files are very ex 
tenelve. perticularly In organized -erica 
wises that are searetleses under coneld 
eration for a year, a year and a Ilan, o 
2 years. 

Mr. IlAitT. Mr. President, will tit 
Senator yield? 	 . • 

'hue PRESIDING OFFICES. All (tin 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield the Senator 5 
Minutes on the bill. 	 .•44 

Mr. 	Mr. President, I 'tusk UnAn--?ii , 
linou.s consent that in meinerandunt 	j 

ter, refeteuce to which has been made: 
In the debate rind which line been dig 
trIbuted to each Senator, be printed in:  
the Itscoso. 	, 	 • 	I 

. There befog . no obleutioll, the letter ':''  
was ordered to be printed in the Itzeono, .1. • 
tie follows: 	• 

MirlincotAl■sylut • 

my aundment might binder the Federal 
A fpleenoll arse been tabled 'as to whether. 

n 	 h 	
. 

. 
Bureau or Investigation in the performance., *-
of Its Inweelicatory duties. The Bureau " 
straws' the need for conntisntinnty In nic';' • 
hireettgatione. I agree completely. All or us 
rscognize 'the crucial law enforcement role •-t 
of the Bureau's unparalleled tuveetIvallef';-1 • 
capabilities. 	 -•':s  

flowerer, my amendment would not hinds/ 
the Bureau's performance bit oily way. The %.1.' 
Adminletrattre Law Section of the Arnerlenn ,t. 
Bnr Amocintlon Iangnnp, which my emend-II 
mane adopts verbatlert. was 0441'11011f deawn:7N • 
to preserve every conceivenble reason Ur 

e
4 

Bureau might hove for residing dlsolwure t 

If Infonnant anonyty—whether 
of materiel In rue Investlgottre aim 

	

e 	ivil 
informer(' or citizen volutitgers--weld .be 4; , .1, 
threntened, there would he no dlecloeuterF.,-, ; 

If the BUreture conadmiUal techniques ;  
end procedures would 'be threatened, tbar 4•; 

' would he no disclosure' . 
11 dlsolosurs is en unwerranted 

or privacy, there would ho no Maul ure 
(contrary to the temente' letter,- this le 4' ,u 
deterlisination courts make an the times In-, 

te t 

. 	 '...-----.. 

S, Y011 tat of Uongreesional Record' of 	 • - . 
which this is part ill top drawer .  Of ti 7 

I. 	 •. I • 

JFK appeals file cabinet.  
4 .  • 	 • •-:r.:11; 
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