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My own take after researching the provenance of the film on the Friday 

and the weekend of the 22nd, 23rd, and 24th November is as follows: 

 

Included is a brief background to the film having been developed and the 
copies having been struck Friday afternoon/evening in Dallas. 

 

After Zapruder finished filming the President’s motorcade, reporter Harry 

McKormack (Dallas Morning News) who had observed Zapruder filming 
the parade approached him and asked that he get in contact with Forrest 

Sorrels (who was a friend of McCormacks) from the Secret Service.  

 

After speaking with Sorrels, Zapruder along with his lawyer and most 
likely his business partner Irwin Schwartz, were sent to the Dallas Kodak 

Processing Plant after unsuccessfully trying to have the film developed at 

WFAA television station. The double 8 in-camera film was developed and 

processed but not slit/split and preserved as a 16mm wide piece of film.  

The in-camera original film was run once through a viewer at twice the 
normal speed to confirm that the footage had been developed correctly 

and that the film contained images of the assassination. 

 

Kodak could not make copies of the film at their facility in Dallas, so the 
group with the developed film were sent to Jamieson Film Company 

where they had 3 contact copies of the in-camera original made. 

 

The group then proceeded back to the Kodak Processing Plant to have the 
3 copies processed and developed. After one of the copies had been 

inspected and it had been confirmed that it had been properly processed, 

several people viewed the footage including the supervisor of the Kodak 

Plant, Zapruder’s Lawyer and most likely his business partner Irwin 

Schwartz. 
 

Friday night sometime around 9.00pm after the original film had been 

developed and 3 first day copies had been made, there would have been 

intense interest from the Agencies surrounding the film and its content. 
Every man and his dog would have wanted in. Imagine. The original 

assassination film was developed, and three copies had been made - at 

least that’s according to all the official reports and witness statements. 

 
So, if we can believe what has been reported about the provenance of the 

film that Friday afternoon and into the evening, Zapruder kept the original 

and a first day copy and as he'd promised, he handed the remaining 2 

copies to Sorrels from the Dallas Secret Service office. These two copies 
were allegedly sent separately to Washington, one on Friday night to The 



Secret Service headquarters and the second first day copy was sent on 

Saturday, early morning, to FBI HQ’s 

 
We are told that sometime Friday evening, Zapruder received a telephone 

call from Editor Richard Stolley from Life Magazine on behalf of CD 

Jackson (Publisher Time / life) to meet in the morning November 23rd 

with the view to purchasing the print rights to the film and to view the 
film. 

 

On Saturday morning 23rd November Richard Stolley on behalf of Time 

Life Magazine met with Zapruder to purchase the print rights of the film 
for a price of $50,000.00 USD and to view the footage of the 

assassination. 

 

The next day on November 24th, Zapruder was contacted again by Stolley 
and offered a further $100,000.00 USD for all rights to the film. Zapruder 

accepted the offer. The deal was worth $150,000.00USD in total. 

 

If this is anywhere near an accurate account, then I would imagine that 

one of the two first day copies handed to Sorrels’ SS Dallas office would 
be the film which ended up at the NPIC and worked on by Dino Brugioni. 

 

I find it entirely inconceivable that Time Life and its head Publisher C D 

Jackson, would allow a film in which they were negotiating to buy                                                                           
all rights, in this case the Zapruder in-camera original, to fall into 

anybody else’s hands. 

 

Zapruder claimed he allowed 2 first day copies to go to the Secret 
Service. We now know one of these copies ended up at FBI Washington 

HQ’s. He held the original and one first day copy. Time Life Magazine 

whilst in negotiations with Zapruder would have 100% insisted that the 

original film be held by Zapruder until negotiations had been completed. 

The film would not have been out of Abraham Zapruder’s sight for a 
second - at least until he handed it over to Time Life Magazine Inc. Which 

may have happened on Tuesday 26th November. 

 

From my own professional experience, there is no way the original film 
was to be run through any projectors or telecine chains or any similar 

machinery for fear of damaging the film. That would have been the gold 

standard, and at the very least, their due diligence. Something as 

important as a film depicting the murder of the President is enough cause 
in my opinion to have never risked the chance of damaging the original 

film in the process of viewing it. Everyone would have been made well 

aware of this fact.  

 



Zapruder on that Saturday morning, along with Sorrels and Stolley from 

Time Life Magazine would have watched Zapruder’s first day copy of the 

film in the projector he had brought along - not the original. 
Based on the above, Dino Brugioni at NPIC, who authored the briefing 

boards of the Zapruder frames on the Saturday evening must, in my 

opinion, have been mistaken about having received the in-camera 8mm 

original film. His recollections about this were from a 2009 interview so it 
would be completely understandable if he had misremembered the finer 

detail from 1963.  

 

To reiterate, Zapruder was made aware by Richard Stolley, most likely on 
Friday evening, that Time Life wanted to at the very least purchase the 

print rights to the film. He would have been instructed to hold onto the 

original film. Stolley would have, on behalf of Time Life Inc. and C. D. 

Jackson, demanded that he only allow copies of the film to be released for 
any official investigative work.  

 

So, what to make of Homer McMahon's story told years after the fact in 

1997 about the NPIC on the Sunday evening and a second briefing board 

event in which he claimed to be involved?  
 

Dino Brugioni was involved in the Saturday evening Briefing board work 

at the NPIC, and years later claimed to have no knowledge of the second 

event. 
 

It could have been as simple as another team working on the film on a 

separate night with a different focus than those from the first night’s 

event, trying to re-interpret some of the frames within the film. That is 
entirely possible.  

 

Most of the pro-alteration supporters appear to believe the idea that the 

alterations were carried out over a period of about two months or so prior 

to the WC viewing the film in late February. They claim that it was only 
the WC who were really the intended audience. What they forget to 

mention is that at first, they peddled the theory that all this special effect 

work had been achieved over the weekend.  

 
Additionally, how do they contend with the idea that faking the NPIC copy 

of the Zapruder film puts it out of sync with all the other copies floating 

about in various locations? 

 
There are so many problems with this scenario, I’m not sure know where 

to begin.  

 

For the sake of starting somewhere, I’ll start with this. 

 



There is absolutely no doubt in my mind that Time Life Inc had the 

original in-camera film and possibly one first day copy, in their possession 

around Tuesday 26th Nov. Zapruder would have had the original in 
camera film in his possession up until then.  

 

In my opinion that’s the end game right there. 

 
There could never have been two versions of the one event floating about 

the place, particularly if they didn’t show the same content as each other. 

And don’t forget the many bootleg copies which would have almost 

certainly have been made. We know one of the first day copies stayed in 
Dallas Friday night, it almost goes without saying that Zapruder or Time 

Life would have made copies of that first day copy that weekend.  

 

What I do believe was possible, and I think there is some evidence of this 
at, least in the online versions of the Zapruder film (ie MPI, Groden, or 

Costella's version) is that it appears that a few frames may have been 

excised from the original film strip. There seems to be two splice points. 

But I have no idea why and have no clue as to who might have done that 

or most importantly when that might have occurred. It’s been rumoured 
for years that the copy we see on the internet now, the copy that Groden 

and Rivera showed, along with the copy shown to the jury at the Shaw 

trial, had been sanitised. Censored for public viewing. Not in any 

misleading way, but just so that the viewing public were not distressed by 
the images. There was also anecdotal evidence years ago that the splices 

might have occurred due to accidental damage to the original at Life 

Magazine.  It is also very possible that it was done many years later when 

transferring the in-camera original film or first Gen film copy or copies to 
video tape. 

 

The argument for alteration, according to David Healy (Film and TV 

expert) specifically from a technical point of view, is that anything relating 

to optical special effects within reason was possible back in 1963. Fetzer, 
Horne, Mantick, Costella and Lifton have latched onto this and run with it. 

Healy has given them the green light to pursue all their alteration 

theories, simply on the basis that it was technically possible.  

 
Forget about the fact that “technically possible” depends on having the 

money, resources, technicians, and the machinery on hand and at their 

disposal. Clearly if you’d had the budget, the time and the manpower, 

many complex effects could have been achieved. 
 

Healy continues with the idea that specialised optical printers were 

employed, traveling mattes, aerial mattes, masks, along with professional 

matte painters called in and tasked with hiding the evidence of multiple 
shooters. 

 



Healy adds that all of this was easy back in 1963. Simple stuff! 

I have watched all of Healy’s presentation from the 2003 symposium.  

Nothing about what these guys claim to have happened to the Zapruder 
film would have been easy – nothing! 

 

The simple matte work he talks about is anything but simple. I don’t care 

how much time these people would have had to do the job. I can assure 
the reader that these were not simple mattes or masks he’s alluded to. 

 

And that’s the crux of the argument for whether or not it might have been 

possible for substantial alteration to have occurred. 
 

Their theory relies on taking an amateur handheld film shot at 

approximately 16-18 frames per second, a reversal film no less, and 

applying complex matte overlays on both the motion picture foreground 
and background portions of each and every frame in the Zapruder film.  

 

The sort of work Healy talks about is highly specialised and would have 

required several extremely proficient special effects glass/matte painters. 

Every single frame of that footage of the parade would have had to have 
been altered and had mattes cut from both the foreground and 

background, along with the use of garbage mattes (mattes eliminating 

unwanted artefacts from the many overlay mattes it would have taken to 

achieve the required results). There would have been multiple passes 
through the professional optical printer. The original 8mm film would have 

most likely had to have been enlarged and copied to a larger gauge of 

film such as 16mm or even 35mm for the purposes of these special 

effects. Which again adds another complex layer to all of the processes 
involved.  

 

For me it’s inconceivable that this took place. And even if it had, it would 

be in my opinion, detectable, especially now with the editing software 

available and the ultra-high definition screens we have at our disposal. 
 

Matte work can be simple, I have no problem in accepting that. A locked 

off camera filming a scene of a building as your foreground and having a 

background with a grey colourless sky is as simple as it gets if you want 
to make some minor changes and eliminate the grey sky and replace it 

with a blue one. It is a fine example to show how easy one photo frame 

under the right conditions may have been altered back then in ’63.  



 
 
 

But it would have been a completely different story to apply matte work 

on a motion picture, a film with moving foregrounds and changing 

backgrounds with uncontrolled human figures involved in the scene. 
 

But what the Great Zapruder Hoax Gang are pushing is far different. 

They claim the traveling mattes were used for the whole Zapruder film. 

The entire strip of film which captured the assassination and the parade. 
My observations are that at no point can I see or observe evidence of a 

matte on the Zapruder film which I have in my possession, the John 

Costella version. The one I’ve viewed has been colour enhanced or over 

saturated and had the pin cushion effect of the camera corrected. It is 
clear enough in my view to form an opinion. It shows no evidence of 

alteration, except for 2 possibly 3 splice marks or points. 

 

Further in my opinion there are tiny almost obscure revealing signs at 

least to my eye, which allow me to be very confident that no matte work 
was performed on the copy of the Zapruder film I have in my possession 

and which I assume shows the same event as all the other copies of the 

Zapruder assassination film. 

 
They are almost microscopic in detail, but as they say, the Devil is 

sometimes lurking in there. There are two standout issues for me 

technically, the car aerial on the left-hand rear fender of the car and the 

flag on the left-hand front bonnet or fender. 
 

These two objects would almost certainly rule out any matte work, period. 

Because they are there and remain in the copy we see today, it is 

inconceivable, at least from my experience, that a travelling matte or 
mattes were used in 1963 to create either new backgrounds or 

foregrounds in the Zapruder film.  

 



I have had a close look at the aerial on the car and it is clearly in view 

and remains so when it’s in line of sight with the camera and is in the 

cameras frame. This one object in the film appears as a microscopically 
thin line protruding vertically from the rear L/H fender. In the film, the 

aerial must pass / overlay the grass, the curb, and the spectators. 

 

With any matte work this aerial would have been obliterated. It would 
have been discarded when they applied the “new” background. Or put 

another way, when the “cut out” was performed on the foreground (the 

car on the road with its occupants), it would have been cut out and 

discarded as it was too miniscule and thin to cut around in my opinion.  
 

The very important fact that it remains in the copies we see of the 

Zapruder film today is evidence that nothing as elaborate as multi layered 

matte work was carried out on the film. The same can be said about a 
wind effected flag waving in the breeze flapping about. It would have 

almost been impossible to perform a matte over this subject and not have 

the work detected afterward. The flag behaves normally, and that is 

another clue. I think Rollie Zavada covered off on the Kodachrome 11 film 

stock capabilities and its flaws well enough. 
 

In all of the research, in all of the studies, I’m yet to see anyone who has 

produced, or at least tried to replicate, the traveling matte theory on the 

Zapruder film using an actual moving picture visual presentation of the 
traveling matte work to demonstrate the plausibility of the theory. It’s not 

too late. It could still be done even today. It’s the one glaring omission 

from all the researchers who speak of wholesale alteration to the 

Zapruder film. They keep showing their audiences how a single frame 
could have been altered, but never really account for the entire 486 

frames and how the multi layered complex traveling mattes would have 

been achieved. Not once do they share with their audience an example of 

a moving picture which shows the end result of what their theory 

contends. 
 

David Healy goes on about how the film doesn’t look right. I can only 

make the point that he along with most other researchers have not laid 

eyes on the original footage - not even a decent copy of the original, I 
suspect.  

 

How can we make a decision that copies of the film do not look right? By 

whose standard?  
 

Lifton and others note the black blob on the rear of Kennedy’s head after 

the head shot and cry fakery. There’s a certain dishonesty about this. In 

my opinion all we are seeing is high contrast in the blacks and artefacts 
from the many generational copies made of the Zapruder film. In truth it 

probably has everything to do with the film’s degradation. I have 



observed these same black anomalies in all of the black areas of the 

copies of the Zapruder film I’ve looked at. 

 
The copies I’ve seen vary greatly. Some are completely oversaturated to 

the point where they look like an animation, or where some look so soft 

and colourless it’s like looking at a negative or proxy. 

 
Some people who saw the original or first day copies of the film spoke of 

a fantastically clear, sharp, pristine looking film. They were allegedly 

surprised by its clarity. The head explosion was described as being 

shockingly gruesome. 
 

I think they were viewing a particularly decent first day copy – a contact 

print from the original exposed at the Jamieson Film Company in Dallas. 

It makes perfect sense that they would describe the film in this way. The 
frames on the NPIC briefing boards are quite sharp and have a lot of 

detail in them, just as you’d expect. The briefing boards in my opinion are 

further evidence that the film was not altered. They depict in key frames 

exactly what we are seeing in the copies now available online, even if the 

copies online are of poor quality.  
 

If one is honest and really looks at what the Cinema industry was up to in 

terms of special effects in 1963, then one would conclude that the sort of 

specialised film alteration work Fetzer, Horne, Lifton, Healy, Costella and 
Mantik are contending, was probably out of reach for anyone outside of a 

very select few in Hollywood. I’m certain of this. 

 

I think the thing for me is this, that people who have agreed with the 
theory of massive alteration to the film are possibly unwittingly conflating 

two distinct special effect procedures from two different eras. That is by 

converging the process of the wholly manual matte work done in 1963 

with the computer-generated software driven mask work of today in their 

own minds. Most of the audiences who have been exposed to the 
alteration theory would be completely unaware of the processes that were 

involved back in '63 - but in their own minds in the here and now, and 

after having been exposed to the computer after-effects software 

available freely these days to almost everyone, I think they have this 
perception that it would have, or at least might have been, really easy.  

 

Hitchcock's The Birds and another epic in Cleopatra were the big releases 

in '63. Hitchcock's film and its special effects look amateurish today but it 
would have had a massive budget for the Optics back in ’63. Remember 

this film was made after the huge success of Psycho. The studio would 

have thrown money at it. Almost every single matte in the movie is 

detectable. Cleopatra – for its day is an epic achievement in painted glass 
mattes, but most are detectable! A movie which would have had one of, if 

not the largest optics budget ever in the history of cinema at the time of 



release. The movie at the time was the most expensive ever made. And 

yet, here we are today with 4k and 8K viewing capabilities which will 

show up any flaws in all their glory. For all the Hollywood expertise, for all 
of the knowledge they had acquired, for all the money they threw at 

Cleopatra the special effects mattes are detectable. 

 

And that's a valid point - particularly when viewing the Zapruder film, out 
of all the professional studio films, all the professional effects work which 

they were capable of back in '63, it should be relatively easy to detect the 

matte work in the Zapruder film. The very fact that we cannot, says more 

than anything else ever can. 
 

In the end, the film seems to show exactly what did happen. Even 

allowing for the camera's mechanical flaws, the camera's lens distortion 

and Zapruder's camera positioning, I believe the film is authentic. I see 
nothing to suggest otherwise. Zapruder himself at the Clay Shaw trial was 

shown a copy of his film and without any doubt, he confirmed to the court 

under Oath that the copy the court had in its possession was the same as 

the film he’d watched and filmed in 1963. 

 
 

Mick Purdy lives in Australia  and has a career as a television cameraman stretching back 40 years.     


