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Kurtz begins his chapter titled "The Shots" with his understanding of what he said the Commission considered. He is careful not to list what the Commission did not consider, hike was Osuald actually the source of the shooting, or of oily part of the: sho? bs is more than cldar, really is astoundingly evi.denct, the t~.o ..4mmission began with the inflexible determination to find Oswald alone guilty‑ whether or not he was ‑ and to conclude that there had not been any conspiracy, when the absolute proof there wr had been a con

joiracy islin their records and their evidence.

 tens, r;urtz's fir‑.it sentence in this‑‑,%7chapter imt "In order to pinpoint the

D location of the assassin..." In fact, the OLrmnission never did "pinpoint"

.from where the lone shoter of Is version slid his shooting. Lacking any real

A

proof of where those shdts came from and havin,; what pointed to Oswald,, as the

rifle did, as it was intendaI to do, with the f casings of the bullets

C

identified as having been fired from that rifle, the Qea~ommission went‑ and

went whale‑hog, withodiae‑ ~ the real, internal dissent

successfully bIccke,first W blocked and then memory‑holed. however, as

Kurtz does admit, the Comra.ssion also had repo of a rifle and/or rifles

V

seen other than in that sicxth,.;‑floor windoVpage 41).

 In ~urtz's second parqgra;;jh of this cheater he begins his second sentence

;saying "Two people did see a rifle fi?q~ ~ from that t kxJdmUxx window ... 11 but

he has no end note rfro for this: ‑iaLnind no source arid in i act, while

there were reports taken to ° that people Isaw what they believed to ire a w

rifle after the: shooting, nltbody really saw any rife being fired from that ~~

building or anywhere elseslpage 41). paragraph ,.

Iti his third charter YCurtkz says that "gone witness believed he. saw a rifle fired from thLA window ." But when Kurtz ,did not r~uc' specify whre those he r

says claimed they saw a rifle being fired from, the‑_e is no necessary contradiction

betwen the ‑4two versions neither one of which is in accord wi t

 n rioJ•, acts.
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Kurtz did not have to do any of his schojL arty research to le this. It

which Kurtz has and dhe~

in that first book,publi page .Onqf theCommission,,'s

official exhibits reproduced there ~ that window m*md wUh the bottom opene~ half^nyland a man siiting on a box at that window. It also has a man standing at that window and that standing man's chin comes up only to the middle

of the upper se.

:kOr, this one pictures proves that it wasrmot possible for the al~#eged

assassin to ffire that rifle, .f anding, without making bullet holes in both

halfs of th sash, the upper Nand the loe6r. That picture also 1 demonstrtes the impossibility of a sitting man firing a rifle while in that sitting lposition.

Part of what,leads Y.urtz to regard Brennan as an i[portant witness oho saw ua rifle vbez'' bf fired.

What better reason could Kurtz have for referring to Brennan on five pages

for one of countless e mes,

$of hid. book while omitting, f ,? h thilrAQ~Tlctofthat

shooting, Ji `B  ague

It Kurtz was interested in 1<=n1MG wheth‑er,Brennan could be regarded as a dependable witnes, there is wore than. a belly‑full, of that in Whitewash begin​ning on page 40, and it is worth repeating still again that Kurtz had, used anal wrote about Whitewash.
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The one witness Kurtz says saw a rifle beinf; fired i_* the boy, imos Lee

EuAins, but as soon as Kirtz gives his name he starts to$ try to make credible

~‑ Ir the Luins who is *credible.

As sae saw earlier, on different occCsionS Euins described the man he says he saw fire a rifle frog that‑ window o others ‑~‑Z claim they loul~%ed that window did not claim to se. any rifle fired from it. Shins ref/ered to that

iZn he claimed was the shoter as X a black ANn <aid he also described that ria allegedAshooter .:s a whate mail. Euins was s„ lacki‑yg :gin credibility that the UogM_ss~n itself said in its ue: ort that it did not rc:s t its case in Luins. That iV ho:; obviously Euins could not be credited. In not depending on him the Gommission, in its own version, had nobody aho yaw that nifle being fire;., not by f0d Uswr,ld and not by anyone else.

With all the sugar‑coating l~urt*CZ could expect this reality to be able not to bear, he is not honest iizrsayinb w;.:at hc: ::new, that Luins had identified

• G~40 .~Y.11 i

the mail he claimed he. sai‑r fink? a rii . r ; a ;h%te hand and as a black

:.:an. lnstead Kurtz s;:ys what *is ruite dAt‑reent and no rue,y hat wins

could not determine whe ;her it eras a white i or a Negro, "(pLb .,41). ~~''`'''~

.4T‑& &AI Mvdlh IV‑0 ai,6f‑' a~w fWtqW‑W1'.j 6 i1 c, .a

In uoing the totally undependable ^ rennan ~s a sou=cc=: for a snot from the t:indow the Co.nmission decided all the :;hots came from, Kurtz neglects to Alude all the i possibilities i*/what Brennan slc? ‑ once he

got attention

Ithe man he saw for what he said. Kurtz does say thzit~Jlowerd Leslie Brennan swore that/40===&W s fire from the window was standing up.".Xurt* does not say that among his absolute impossibilities to which Brennan also swore, sometimes in denial

‑ of what he had said earlier, that the window lie referred to a~:s on the fifth, eYot

the sixth floor.  `C

Brennan also testified that he saw the man who fired the shot standing u P.

That would have ~required bullet roles in b 6th the: upper and the lower sash

cN „  u

of that long window which bedw+ only a foot from the floor (page 41). lIIT/.~I

1U1

r

BeslAte this and much more that should have cautioned a careful writer `h‑w'~

6 to depend on Brennan, , if he were to be ,used ai aAic all, and despite F:urtzf'2.

his is a f  404

„~lo

assurances that 1 _ ' f objective evidence"

and that his is "the cserious and careful scrutiny of the scholar." he

here says what is not true, that Brennan "was the only eyewitness who saw Lee,

%~F11 ~vln, l

Harvey Oswald fire the shots" (page 42), 7''

This is the s‑me‑"kwxm‑anjwhory 'b~r a ~ police lineup denied that Oswald J was the man he claimed h<: saw.

4~5~ntif~(ing a man ¢a1legedlv seen through those dou'cled and di*ty window L~

required magic or a vivid imagination.

` t , fictional

Kurtz also says, in trying to make the absolutely impmeMale Brennan

g., m to be credible that "The commission relied heavily on Brennan's testimon$'k1'(page 42). This .

qua i:3 not an cJ‑nfair description of the i;onmission's record. However, the

Commission, in its Report, siaid thie opposite, that it, did not depend on Brennan

In the sai..e paragrpah Kurtz offers his opinion, an opinion basis to what

he ie putting together out of very little that is real, what is unreal, "Sinnce

Brennan way the only witness who saw the actual gunman, his description mu

‑Lbw, , ~, I ‑

have been the basis fwr the police broadcat ." Rft t bro cast'~as fifteen miuntes

"after the assassination, although, as we see els6whare, Kurtz had llr ding

ohly a very short distance to reach the police, only from the south side of

n i~Im to the noth side. W" "rakiig that short distance might huve taken a taken as

1

little as a single minute, And the police did not and wp . d not say that ‑Irenan was its spuree for that bb ~ broadcasts ‑ in which the wAaAQAescribed was not Oswald and could not haze been.

KGa ~‑ f L . ~'~""' pending do Brennan himself, perhays because so much was published discrediting Br..ennan,Ibe:;nn;ng with my first book, iEtw* next is critical of the commission for crediting iiiff‑‑because "Brennan made numerous mistakes in his account of the shooting"(page 43), a criticism that also applies to Kurtz.
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Or, eith Brennan, Kurtz wants it both ways, thtlt he can criticise the Commission for depending on him and then depend on 3_•ennan himself.

Kurtz cpmes to the end of his untitled first subchater of hi4Chapter 3,

"The Shots", saying that it is clear that "The Warren Conmis:lon failed to d

evaluate properly the eyewitness evidence"(page 45),~This is, 4k heavily under​

state, a fair criticism. But was we have seen, that same criticism applies

to Kurtpoa. He could have had no book without the same and the conscious flaw.

(Kurtz repeats this on page 45 at the end of this Z4We._hab,  untitled aukhapter.

Ids "THe Rifle and the ‑'inlets" sunchapter (pages 45ff)begi.ns with Kurtz's own misr4presentstion of the loomis:aon' s actual evidence, evidence that in its Z .report, as Jieut "Urtz does not say, the Comm‑i scion had to ignore:

1 he second statement by the commission to substantiate its

,~ contention that the shots were .fired from the sixth‑floor south​

, east window of the Depository is "The nearly whole bullet found

i W.If on Governor Connally's stretcher at Parkland Memorial Hospi‑

tal and the two bullet fragments found in the front seat of the Presidential limousine were fired from the 6.5 millimeter Mannlicher‑Carcano, rifle found on the sixth floor of the Depos​itory Building to the exclusion of all other weapons." This state​ment is somewhat misleading. A bullet was indeed found on a stretcher at the hospital.

Thio ofyic;‑I lie, which Kurtz. deprecatse zs "somewhat misleading," is the lie he repeats himself, her 4pnd elsewhere: Indeed., like the Commission, he himself depends on what he admits is a lie. In essence he repeats what he knows is a lie arid aretends it is not that.

He criticizes the Commission for saying that a "n earjI whole bullet" was found on Governor Co:xnally's stretcher." lie then says that "e bullet was indeed

huli  ti

on a stretcher.t

t _ wn~)

BF bullet was found onyr stretcher, as turtz lmows because he eats

on the testimony of the only witneess, omitting from it much, including his

cormy emotional refudsal to identify that stretcher as the one on which Conaslly had been taken from the limousineeinto the hospital for his surgeries.
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Tomlinson, the only witness, swore that the bullet emerged from underneath the mattrass, where it could not have gotten on its own, and Kurtz lies about that in saying the twice at this ne point that the bullet wL:& on rather than unee under that mattrass.

When he lmwws better, as here wit;iout question he di know better, for Kurtz to say what is not tea true is for hi m tlie, too.

o  J

Wien Kirtz gets into Tomlinson again, it ~again Ja is not unfair to

91.x, tz

attribute delibertate untruth to him. Wsayd, after first qakting Timlinson

as say‑.ng that the bullet rolled out from under that stretcher, that

"Tomlinson finally admitted that the bullet mN.y have come from the t~onnally

stretcher after being subjected to a series of leading questions by ;~pecter"

(page 46). .hen there were: only two stretchers involvoved and Touin son admitted

for the first and never deviated in his testimony, th::t he did nt luww which

:stretcher the bullet dame from but he believed not the one that was attribited

t::. "onnally, that 4cari~ perahsp, if not faf rly, be interprested as \"it admittin:, i./ A ;,o

tha~'i'. ‑may have cb4me from the ~Connally Stretcher, " but'*xiterpretation to

u Aped out by Timlinsons emotional insistence that it lie said that he would not be able to sleep when he wenr to bed.

l~ ~

y5~'hurtz means when he boasts of his "carrefttl analysis of objective evidence."

Beco:td.n; a lawyer, oY believing that he can be, Kurtz says what is not true, that "ByrIlet )99 could notthms even be admitted in evidence. "The made‑up an

3 reason Kraft made ~Vp is because 'It was not photographed in place on the stretcher." It is undreal as a matter of law and untrue, to Kurtz's lnowledg‑e untrue, that it was found "on the stretcher" (page 48).

But even if Xurtx were right iagtead f of wrong when he sperms of the use

rn U1.

od that bullet in prosecutio.l, w'rat t~ ever, froi;'his book and hat else

he has written that i have seen, realized that a cd'defense attorney would certainly have used that bullet as exculpatory, one of the innumerable illustraions of

10"

W

j$hat a &_&I defense attorney, not a Kurtzian dumdum who preserves his ignorance of the real e~.dInce and its real meaning, would have done would have keen to flog the living daylights out of the prosecution with that Bullet 399 center stage. He would have asked whatever witness he chose or the pro​secution hadpout on the stand if that bullet, when he first saw it, lacked exactly a5 it did in the vice provideud by the Lmhjhves. They apbar on

w(nt~ (~1hZ  A•N/

page 602 of tos‑t‑Itrztm, One of thoWpictures was taken for me, the other was taken for ..Pathologist'~ Dr. John Ilighols.(Nichols was, as it happens, on the K

ansa ,.s university hospitaaff and be had asked me to go tilere and speak to people he wanted to help him in a rOIA lawsuit toforde more Ag‑infor​oration 4 that bullet out. Then the defense attorney, whatever ansrr ke got, would have asked if a specimen for testing had been cut outad, as those pictures 1e without question.He would veohowed this wit

questt t'

ions o

A4L~ minimum in size and weight that is required fur that testing,, ~and 51111 would have followed that up by asking if any of the‑,t le core atruded from the base at the time the FBI got that bullet.

In short, and with little difficulty, he would haze convinced the jury was that the bulldt had no weight massing from it othe‑‑o than je removed as the bullet ‑‑~as~ fifoced though the lands and grove;: of the barrell as it was fired.

Also on that bullet and also what (Kraft should have lnrown if he had only

made a reasonable effoxt~ .to ihIforn himself, any Oswald defense attorney would have MIA NR asked Tomlinson and ErrUif Bullet 393 is the one Tomlinson found and .:right turned over to the Secret Service. Both are quoted as saying that it wcrs was not, that a different type of bullet is the one that, alone and unassisted, so to speak,

W&41 a ,1."t? old ~u~.lt~u~ '/to 4 ~'

'~`f 'I1,c tC! fib '~,,~ sa'~' '~ d: ~n~uc~ ~D at c~Vii' l

As we are seeing, on this subject Kurtz is no kind of real historian. As we see from his gratuitous remark intended to convey the impression that he was omnis​cient, he also was no kind of lawyer and no kind of expert on the actual rather than the iL::agined evidence.
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first point hkU %a  allegedly

The/p that Bullet 399 was a substitute for t e aet~ Self‑

a"mattrass bullet, which allegedly lurked ;~wthree inches inside Connally's thigh until, blessed with a keen memory and equally keen sight

that was n t blocked by Connally's this tissue,4knew eaactl~when to roll

‑t/h~awnaxfi‑ .W~h P. out ‑r‑om uunderneath that ma rass So not only could he have convinced the jury that Bullet 399 was not that alleged Connally‑th6gh bullet or the bullet with the power and the navigational s1d11 that would have made it the magic bullet.

On this, note that Specter was careful to av.pid asking Tomlinson if

Bullet 399 is the one he saw fall out from under that ttrass, the one he asked , called to Wright's a,4‑e‑‑at‑e attention, the ques Ion M~ do~also have q#ed

They, with at leas frazier frow the FBI lab as his witness, a real

rather than a kurtz‑imapned defense lawyer , would have asked him if he v had made the clearly visible cuts to r~=ove ome of t e core terial of that

(X~uz

bullet, as Frazier had done, Ae as we established in CA 75‑226 „, with as little

material as a postage stamp weigh, as little as a millimeter in e::gth,

Frazier had enough for the test. So, wh y did he take so much more than he

needed? And what did he do with the surplus?We testified in CA 75‑226 that

he did not lniow what was done with this relatively Lveat surplus he had taken,

so much more than was ned needed for tile  planned test,W,p)

He, too, would have been asked if any of that core. material was extruded

d from the bullet when he received it and wry he had not just flaked off one if the pieces of 6* core material that on their oven did flake off. Or why ha had not Adjust removed, by knife 3.f hi~, fingernail would not have done it, r any of th‑ lit. (fieces that can be seen in both pictures of that bullets (s r' Z

bass as they are pict~6xi Item.

ratjer and the others might also be asked if they had ever seen those pictures, with whatever answer they gave O~ use to that real defense lawyer. And if used by a real lawyer, those pictures and that testimony could have exculpated Oswald.
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Kurtz's prejudicial and uninformed "resear##h" atld writing, another of the super.​abundant examples of this %_;aft pursuit of a nonhistorical preconception. lC

In saying what is notitrue, that there were."known contacts between Oswald and Cuban groups," Kurtz refers to what hoe descrijefas a "J0olitical Uuban"

m

who was a disrupter at haeklands attributes that information to the Secret

Servicfeo" when it was published only a my Oswald in New Orleans" of 1967. f` u~

,(The alleged Secret Service source was "Father Writer McChann," otherwise entirely unidentified as he is l5.n the record lea Kurtz slims is his sou‑~ce.

I interveinterviewed ;Gca Machann, the correct sreclling of hf' s b'a,nme. In D«llas he counselled with many of the anti‑Castro Cuban Crefugees, particularly with th~sturbed Sylvia Odio

To the best of my knowledge, that "disruptive" Cuban working at Parkland

did not appear in any othe‑_ book. It certainly was not in imy that appeared

before my Oswald in .hew urleans re of Kurtz's "sch olarajip"U(,ge 49).

Plext hertz casts himself in the role of as firearms eilert and the takes the rest of thi chapter, pages 50‑4) proving his lack of expertise which he thinks and treats as unquestionable expertise.

Most of this is about thedented empty cartridge, Exhibit 543. And than was fi_ st brought to attention in 1965, in Ahiteitash to which, i~peccible scholar that Kurtz says he is, he makes no mention. There is nothing new in this. The customary Kurtz errors are not new. They characterize all he has done that is supposedly on the assassination and whatever else it may be, it is usually a Kurtz ego trip, ad is reflected in all this ice to what was a provocative mysrery to him but in fact, by doinLp what he and others did not do, make a test t determine whether that dent could be made i n operat:'on of that bolt,

_'  .J1~Ush^I~f,

I eliminate hat dented ` ~  In the test previously referred to,

on the lva‑firing range used byte local police, we duplicated that dent in the empty shell by ejecting it with abnormalleace.

That dented shell, which Xurtz packed up from men would not fit into the

105 ru;~ h t '‑  ‑,

C  ~~ r 3'9

breech of the rifle, with .that dent, as I reported in ~,ite‑ h. But it was only assumed that the she empty shell was inserted in that breech, i .but trere #was no evidence of that. However, that there was a dented shell can be taken to mean that it was planted. the amount o‑ effort required to op4grate the .W4 bolt with thav't excell excessively violatent effort would have ,,,;ovt‑‑d the entire rifle so much that it would have taken relatively much more time to sight the rifle for the next shot.

Because 1 had not pub shed this the, Zecults ‑,.;f this experiment Kurtz did

,M~6~ G~ v~ a..:i 0~'~1 ih"v iy

it know of that experiment or o result yielded ~So, in the co rse of what

n

for him in this book is rather lengthy treatment, whiclialso means exposure i of his igioance, there are such laurtzian gems as that the dented bullet "was Prooably'dry loaded' into a rifle." But, "Since the dent was too large for for the Ease to have contained a bullet on November 22, it was never fired from Oswald's rifle." A6s we have seen, the dent did not p yenest that if the that rifle was used, as it ap,,)ears it was used, to eject a shell that was to be kept and tlv‑t means planted in the assassination, to u; a the patsy of Owald that ha believed and said he was.(Page 51 )

unable to crib th t: solution to the mystery that for more than three

decades has not been ‑. mystery, Kurtz pontificates, ballist6d expert as he

pretends he is, that "The Case, however, is made of solid brass, and. would

not dent in the firing process," as 1 had proven it couI3'rsnd did.

GQk

l wn:4 the cartridge (f‑s not of "solid brass". There are three~ther i elements in it.)

There is more that is wrong with this Kurtz false pretends of (Jnowledge in a field in uhs.ch he is Y abysmally ignoront, if not also suffering a bit of literary kleptomania, but at this point no more appears to be necessary to

And portray guru as what he is rather than what he pretenws to be. wants others to believe 6‑e is.
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j6‑k prom this small part of his book, only a little less than a fifth of his text, he pretends what he wants believed, that he is king oJthe assassination mountain but in fact hoe is a fool who is genuinely ignorant of the actual

assassination evidence end most of the time when he gets close to trying to deal

n ‑or Lem to be in accord​

with what was real, he W fists that to have it in accord/with what he began

imagining and jJ not true. He is domimaled by his a~ego and if nothing el~.ise

*es, that blimds him to the spectacle be is Lakixig of himself with what he

" which it is not, /nc‑li` regards as a "professional." history of the assassination, w.eeh/in sense,. not even the tiniest degree.

It is pathetithat a qualified professor of history has so little understanding of the spectacle he makes of himself, of th.‑ suaject‑matter igporance he flaunts, of his lack of understanding of the meaning of what he getAhimself into, of his misrepresentations and obvious cribbings ‑ of dp.ng to himself, as a record fir history, what no enemy could do to him.

'with this much tire, effort and space t‑ken to did l('Partially with his

first three chapter, hij .error, his ignorsance, ego and his plain stupidities

in the other three‑quarters of his chapters. .s no*1 fiecessarj to maize for History the lvtarf recordA he made for it is his travesty of whiciz he is so proud.

No more is needed. Kurtz may well be a qualified professor of history but on the assassination he is just another of the ego‑driven who have written most of the so‑called assassination bookd, imar~ning that they are Sherlock AHolmses returned when tJPy are only apprentice ‑Pink P‑nthers, junior grade, at that

•' not, a

,peer‑ ew.
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When I first read :urtz's Crime of ho dent , aghast at what a professor

c h aM,

of hlstpry had done to confuse and m.slez a poop e, underlined and highlighted

it as I re4ld it. In writing this, as so often in the past 1 have done, I ;ad

used a xerox copy of the book so that, poor as may vision and my typing are,

with a;iy quotation of any ‑Length from the book, I could cut A what was quoted

kut and ~ ~tau4hat tose., 12 x 11 paper. That eliminated my

hn w' N~~ '

y~6 " 6( ft  .. J11

grartn, ri~rs~ ~~o t of th.‑: xeroxed opages by far of the ~'•~urtz book h‑ave :.ot been used but they will be boxed with this manusfript when it it ‑~etypec~

One never knows, when making a record for history, whether it will ever

be usedI. ha;e~1~,, if it does not e:dst, it cannot be used. However, those marked‑up

x roxes of th o rest of the razrtz text w..l l b.: atoreci ‑~::~tii th.: retyped copy of

th~_3 :.anuscript and they w1, a avaz ab gas part of the rewrd for hu~toryiv

in tile Archive of I cork that icclude&‑all thooc third of a mullion pages

of formerly withheld governnent records and these r~wiy wanuscripts written t#

without expectation of cormorcial publication now of about thirty of book

length. Several are u::e length of very large books.

Now we turn to what isurtz gave Kansas "nivers®ty Press with the unhidden intent to discour~Ze its publication of tha fine and ur"I ue Drone i:anuscript.' what Kurtz presents as a peer review when it was really intended to frighten

L‑a  hi

~id discourqge ,ublication, w ch it succeeded 5r~ doing, at least for the moment.

It is an entirely unscholarly work of ,;ropangada that is without sup,‑)or',, in direct quotations or in citations to win w‑hat Kurtz deprecates and alleges is

inaccurate ~b~ased er‑‑6~

6

Kurtz wrote it with the unhidden assuciptio that. whatuver he~sid, what he did not support or validi..te in any way \,~h .rch would have been imposUole ‑en‑4n

) ,had to lx: accepted , wit:iout any question, merelj because he wrote it and

his word just had to be accepted and as unquestionable fact when, as we

have seen, his word can be taken for not" at ~1 ~.1 on thi R Cn'h'inn+ _

