BVAVERY

/0. WZ//WE Cpuress. Th ARRE amd Thi S &4

ight
¢ /1'
after the assassination, the night pbefire the assaSsinated President

was buried. °

Blakey's commdittes had a larger appfggz;ation of money %e=i%

gver begg/aﬁg;;;riate to any committee. But

than , as oi then, ha
nobody familiar with its r®gerdg could believe that. It addﬁﬁo real
fact to what was avail ovh urimes and it went out 07th

way, as Balkey to itv, that it\would not charge the perjurious

sassination and its prior

A}

/.
official investigation. LL airo @ W%T'

testimony en abput “he Kennedy a

< e%»%ha$=§§m@*wzﬁﬁﬁx%/<ﬂ @
Of all tf% can bésaid, 1T would be possible for a %rge

number of'EE%fggfoks to ba written revorting The factuul errors and

other committee misto kes I mention just one that I gﬁed in

s . e
HEVER AGAIN! Bis#df—H—2i=yS because it illustrates, weis

typical and is rencated ggfendlessly.

Th

@

illustration I pick makes it clear that to the degree

j

it could hove to get awafr v with, the Assassination Records Rekease

Board createq foy a 1992 Act of the Congress’ Was another Blakey.
That the autopsy prosectors lied under oath.?fout the.
i8S ]
medizal evidence in the JFK assa381natlon I proved in f#the frst
f\

inly6s. Thét y%lng is under poa’yj

book on yth&,f'~

_Eﬁh because it was material, very material, it was pergury? felony.

But ﬁ%re than mdés t perjurices, that was to continue %o iprezg;ént/hN%ﬂﬂkvf

SI4U jon information from being known. Not justvwithho%}ng |

it, which did happen. Not just 'hiding i+, which also did happen,

whi;h—&&ee—ééid_happeu./Bﬁt by literaily destrceying gﬁ;t. Ifﬁhat
act was not a serioug crim¢ it should have been. The perjury
about it also was serious but it was more serious becuse the

. A ‘o 7 A : . A
perjiry wasibout information in the official invstigation oy%he
. A
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_about_the crime 1TSe¢I ir* ceab;#e information on the
sl
wounds and tha’t means on ﬁ“he cause of death.owd th4 0”49/““4047V

B ——//—\ v
We do not =0 into that &#he=esrhere becaus: we do lakger

. 4 - . L :
_But there is qch on this that i published in my earlier books

and especially in th. most re:ent one, NEVER AGAIN:Bu: the basic

informatior is in hm 1975 POST MORTEM where whaﬁit holds o&@his,
in the text and in ~he large apvending of about two hundred pages
P . N Mf 0 . | [+
of facsimile reproducthn of ev1denc;anuu had bq?mn withheld.
cap be located througki%ﬁ large and fpdetailed index.

The one illustration I decide +to limit mysl: to when books
after book can be written tvo expose what Blakey and his committee
did and di"not do in what was, in reality, an. official investigation
of = éoup dlétat— which the assassination of any Uresid nt is,

. L . N . . .
whether or not < at 1%15 the intéint of the assassin or assassins.

AW Y2 R g

ﬁ%Blakey, saw ?o it tAat their non-
investigation was another Whitewash.
xxxxxﬁmxxxiaf%ﬁat one illustration is the sworn testimony @fof the

- . d- . . L
Navy h d2spital raﬂlologlst wino had gbesn the radiologist o? hat

d
Mavy autopsy,Dr. John Ebersole. ﬁg HSCA topk sworn testimony from
him, in secret. It had and suupressed the stenographic transcript of
Erersole's secet testimony .jfend when unde no law was it propeply
. 1
secret, Blakey et al made and kept 9t secret becaus:s it _gpproved
Eththat the one ol the basidc stories of that a’éopoy was parJuPy
Frie hare

And when Blakey's HSCA panel of medical experts rued to persuade
Ebersole to éjhange his testimony, he would not and he did not.

Another possiﬂ'ie reason for Balkey's withholding it igbecause
it I=kso proved that Blakey and his committee prégbted an earlier

oA
p2rjury by@ thE(éﬁief prosector, Captain (doctor) James Humes. It

did that b with g4 - : N
h ¥» wlthout question, teking and also perjurious explsnation
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from Humss and OtheTS./47LL®$? 49M£41w@}¢4 ﬁhﬂ@1féhjm*g1
J
It is an incred;ble and dis?usting and let us hope inprecedentear
o ArmAnt
outrage thaTln SO serious{an chﬂt a crime that nullified our
; A L st
system of society, a crime that was, at least/de f coup ¢f «iet
dfeyzy, theve was so much official effort to keep dirty secrts,
!
to sex twit that the oeople were given only information thatwas
J
not tru#€,that haﬁfthe effect of proteccting the actual assassassinscD

1here was so much overt dishonesty, so long-lasting an effort to

. 0 1
see to it that the truth would not be known or even learneg%:“ 71{
a__shatdr—tne—hrmzzozz land of the free and the home of #hbrave.

~

.Ih the anthem if not, as we have sesn whyle seeing so

much less than is known. _
The Assassination Recordsé%&@é;; Bjar&wéﬁﬁ(ARRB)’Xas created
in response to ths very successful ulfder s stone mo%f%%in which
Stone d6s deceived and misled the people in yevery way, including by
hiding the real truth of the assassinartion. So, there .was ?great
clamor for a2ll those records, which did no% exist, to be disclosed,
made publis.
Q@ The ARRB o 7 _ ‘ _\aﬁ,?;{lﬁiion
#L%S’féépon81blllty was to se¢ teit #hthat all existingdrscords
that had not been releaed by the executiv.e agencies woul@ be
released, placed in the National frchive, an d there ﬁ@ available ¢
to anyone. Millions of pages were. ﬁlnd sonme, a very small minority
of them did hold worthwhile 1r10rmatlon.7ﬁ4ﬁ>5Jf@¢4/h44 l“%%”’”déx
Orf immediate ?roblem was findig a e#single page when it
was buriexX ir =t least four million, the lowest official fagure,
#in the official announcement? All of €ﬁggéiﬁius what was already
there from eurlier disclosures.

lhy few contact#with that board began before it got started.



173

-A young woman I knew tizrough friends of hers who were also

friends of mine . brought a lawyer who was with one of th¢ most
Way o |

prestigious~e® law firms. He wanted to know a little abpout the

-assassinationﬁnd what was disclosed. T. Jeremy Gunn had applied

-for the chief coughsel's job. He did not get that but he dié get to

Lohen

be that chief counsel's assistant and later, wgeb QJ@khTunheim

das éppointed to—the—federal ke %0 be a federal judge,,GuE? noved
up and remained chief counsel until he %ock another j%gmg;fore
the ARRB ended its work.

The way the board was structured it left .mest—of the Wofrk to
ity sgstaff. The membevs < pent ubout two days a month conferring

vy
with the staff. I% also held hearings all around the country It

listeNed to the assassination ruts who Fried to get it going
in nutty ways. I do'not remember a real assassination expert or
ang witnesses who were not a&fzaplready nutty but I am confident
Uz, fv 4. Wﬂﬂo/z red.
that a low number Fromn thﬂ ranucrlpt tha, I read, there
was little the board got that it could not have gotten on its own
or that its staff would not have learned.
AMany used apperance before the board for promoting
themselves and they gaWe the board no valuable informatsion,
which all pretended they did.
For the boar&ﬂgﬁgg—gﬁbse hearings gave thé country the
impression it was learning from those who could inform it but
the reality is: that th”e board was making a phony record of
hearing all who could inform it and all who wanted to be heard.
The latter only is true.

The law required that the board preserve every page théfit

recelved and thet all its papers be made public.
S
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Some of was pretty nutty, some stupid some wild and none
ijﬁawhat i read inﬁhe tra@érots was of any real valu;ﬂééfor
a body like the board. Those hearings were part of its public
relations, to give the imprdession thdfit would be getting all
the withheld information out as, from what was public, it did try
to do.

L/

It is interesting thut neither the membuors nor the staff
were to know anything about the assassination or itxs oprior
1nvesU1gatlons,. One membp{>sc ua, ly boasted that his ignorance
ﬂyas hi s mreatestzw&Zsz

He was the dean of the Uhio Staé; University at Columbus.
That seemed to méjﬁ@?ﬁde parsicuiarly for a university dean.
As, in time, he did learn. We com: to tkis later.

There was an abundance rof perjury in the seYeral supposed
JFK assassination investigation, none of whiéﬁ?ﬁas that. That
there wawould be, would ha¥e 4o be all that weriyﬁx was inevitable
kzgximm because there was the initial poliéy decision m@da in
the Katzenback memo we saw earlier. That policy, laid down as

oF ity Rrileien
soon as Uswald was killed and?*here would be no trial, thket—mmmo

made national nolicy that very night at about nine o'clock when
Johnson approved it by phone and by phone, iﬁﬁmediately, conveyed

that approval to both the IFBI's Hoover and the Justice Department's

w Ff

Y -
Kaﬁéenbachl\was bade bzsed on a n obvious falsehood, that they
already had enough to convict Uswald. Despite the fabrications

and fother untruths in the Warren Report, they nevé:r had any
s _
‘aza case at alll against Oswg¢ld, as my printed books and meny of

these written as a record *O?Ahl gov prove regetltl usk/r F e
ety e’ o whareh p i Y L P aT LA g en A

w1+h the officigl rv&~£_¥$—s—eﬂé-ﬂyn a&*hhder ofZiedisl reeords
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aS“E“CtmE“tU—%heﬁfzw&s,fiaberéeﬂﬁiy”and—af%e¥;maeh—%éme751he
great amount of timé*;Eiﬁifﬁﬁrto make even a dent is a third
of a million pages.

The one perjury in )ar*fivu¢ar referred to above was one of
€§e basic, the more impor:ztanf perjuries by the chief autopsy
prosector, Humis; art It also became the perjury of his assistants,
Boswe%l é&iFinck when, in their z=s%3 Commission testimony

;
the;éwore to the truth of «wumes' Commission testimony.

The # Ppolicy of that Katzenbach memo, that Oswald was the

[ — .
lone assasSin,xxzxmxxmdwhich was the policy of *the NavzszQﬂgays

before that éét”zenbach memo was wriften, required that o’ shot that
was known to be from the froﬁ%ﬁég%é%%%ﬁ the back. {That was
becaus&, obviously, Oguzzﬁiéipqu not have been at the sixth-
floor wi ndow {where uhe(QGIdence is thas he was not, by the way)
and have shot the Pr:sident from the front. If it were established
that there had been a shot from the front then it is obvious

that there was a conspiracy.

%And, before he wrote his autopsy reporst, &Humes knew that

there had been shot from the fro y dogctorg Perry,
: nl"l’lf"’h whefronl
comflr?%d by ‘1a 'k, had told the medla at the) first press conference.

s
I hve had a copy for decades, thanks to my friend Roger Feinman,
former CBS newsman. He got it from the LBJ library. In addition,
the revort of those doctor s, with this fact alwatys mentioned,

was carried by all the mefdia. Humes quoted in his autobsy =

revort from the Washington 2os a&éﬁﬂﬂﬁ:ﬂtﬁ?y that carrléd thls

(')’\A,

(5

. . ~— Fra
" imformation but he 1eft/¢nat shot from the front . ocus. ”e/ﬁneew ¥t }Z

1]
7t frm that and because Perry had told him. before he wrote, hwsyvmﬂfnﬁﬂ
i L

do ¢ (Al
B
first autopsy report, the on¢ he destroped and testified[@hatvvo
NI o

the Cxmmission that it was whe$ he burned in his rec room fireplace.

H
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He had to-tell(the lie, which was material and thus was

perjuty, that he had not Doken to Perry until the next day and

%IVV\/Y\/"\
that lie is insisted on uod in his' Commission testi mony.

The House assassins comnmittee knew it was a lie. It learned

that in th: sworn testimony it took from another member of the
UULLVL/Q ot /z;%”’

Navy's autopsy team, its radiologist

i e ~1 . 3
HSCA, that —eerixs. por’ ized vnrime source for these subject-

matter #fignorsmuses, Mparticularly those who are doctor s and
consider them expersts, as the also ignorent, really the much

more ignotrant, Fetzer, boast they all are, those he referred
/V‘a/l// 15/1(744'3' :

as pathfinders, the pioneers, and as

When 4 obtalned that suppressed MSCA Attranscript, requuired

to ¥e disclosed by the ARRB s 1992 Act thaiqrequired full dis-
N
closure, I wrote aqibut it in éhomp lfﬁnuh MEVER AGAIN! TD

record here the deliberate dishonesty of the i ARR?B, another of
the assassination pioneers to Fetzer and the other Fetpoers, so
that alon? with the false defenéés of the HSCA ad the ARRB :f'
will be available to scholars fof the future.’

| ﬁhThat the HSCA had taken tkis perjury was zl1so kno$‘to
its medical panel, which took the testimony, and to all the

e N
stafl eho read the transcri pt or knew about it-and were silent.

In the pages bhefore this excerpt fr%QLNWVWE itAGATI. 'the Gary
who ssent me this transcript is Dr. Gary Aguilar. He obtained
it from AAnna Marie Kuhns Walko, /ggezvaadcbﬁsﬁ=gnd was doing
diligent research in recenrtly disclosed records. In what aig
1mmed1ate‘y orior to this includes is a discussion of the
claims that tho Zapruder rilm had becn alitsred. Immediately
ahead on th prior pages is thé}% in ZaprEﬁder "The back of the hezd
is quite clear in a number oI f rames... ##R{the back of the head

s

is intact and that there is not even )(exceptt follows)
l
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the suggestion of any blood on it, or on what else is quite clear in
those frames immediately following the fatal shot, the back of his
shirt collar and his jacket in that area. And, with all the duplicates
of the original of Zapruder’s film known to have been made, any
faking of that film would require that the original and all prints also
would have to be changed identically. Not only was that impossible,
but by then many people had already examined the film closely.

While this belatedly disclosed new evidence from the secret re-
cords of the HSCA does not address any faking, it does bear on the
impossibility of it and it does provide explanations for what was so
widely interpreted as a faking of the possible autopsy X rays.

This “‘new’” evidence was suppressed as part of the government’s
conspiracy not to investigate the crime itself, whether or not that was
the intent of any of the members of that committee. It was suppressed

for fifteen years of the most intense controversy. No member of the-

staff, all of whom had been required to sign pledges of eternal se-
crecy, leaked any of this information. While there is no way of
knowing all the staff members who had this information, there is the
certainty that those I will name did have it.

And as will become clear, despite Blakey’s sanctimony and endless
assurances of his purest of motives and factual accuracy in the official
report for which he was responsible and over which he exercised the
tightest of control, had he not suppressed this information, he would
not have dared issue that report. V

It was not consideration of space that caused him to keep this
information secret. His report is as bulky as that of the Commission.
His appendix runs twelve volumes. Five are of transcripts of testi-
mony, seven are of exhibits.

His report concludes other than this suppressed evidence says and
means. This new information destroys much of his report in any
impartial examination of it.

Blakey was more careful than the Commission’s counsel in
avoiding publication of what he had that contradicted his report,

The nature of this evidence makes it apparent that whether or not
it is worthwhile is not a legitimate consideration. All information is
worthwhile in any quest for truth.

What Gary sent me is the stenographic transcript of one day of
sworn testimony taken by the HSCA’s medical panel plus a number
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of staff memoranda on their investigations, several accompanied by
affidavits. All of it relates to the medical evidence.

The day of this testimony was Saturday, March 11, 1978. It was
in room 503 of the National Archives, which is the repository of the
autopsy pictures and X rays. The witnesses were Dr. John Ebersole,
the radiologist at the Naval Hospital who took the autopsy X rays,
and Dr. Pierre Finck, who was, as W€ have seen, one of the autopsy
prosectors. From the transcript, those also present at 10:20 A.m. when
the questioning began were: «“Marion Johnson, Archivist; D.A.
[Andy] Purdy and F. Mark Flanagan, Staff; Michael Baden, M.D,,
Charles S. Petty, M.D., Werner U. Spitz, M.D., George L. Loquvam,
M.D., Cyril H. Wecht, M.D., John 1. Coe, M.D., Earl F. Rose, M.D.,
James T. Weston, M.D., and Joseph H. Davis, M.D.””

Blakey’s committee called not a single one of the people, whose
testimony and what they told the committee staft are included in the
records that Gary sent to me. Finck, as we have seen, testified to the
Warren Commission and was a defense witness in the Clay Shaw
trial.

Ebersole, the autopsy radiologist, was never a witness whose testi-
mony should have been taken in public and published? Or, in private
by the Commission to be published later? He should have been.

The photographers, John T. Stringer and Floyd Riebe, neither a
witness, in secret or published?

Important as the X rays and pictures are and always have been?

Blakey, it is appropriate (0 remember, is a professor of law at
Notre Dame University after the committee’s life ended. What kind
of lawyers does he turn out when this is his practice——suppression
at all levels? Not taking the only possible firsthand testimony, im-
portant as the autopsy film is in any investigation?

There should be no misunderstanding of my purposes in this
Afterword. 1 am bringing guilty knowledge to light. Guilty knowl-
edge and the deliberate suppression of vital evidence in the assassina-
tion. This official suppression is what absolutely destroys the official
mythology that was palmed off on the people of this country and of
the world.

As we shall see, that guilty knowledge was not limited to Blakey.
In addition to those of Blakey’s staff identified above, other names

appear in these records.
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There also should be no misunderstanding of the magnitude of

what was not done.
Both the presidential Commission and the specially empowered

committee of the House of Representatives had the neigh to sacred
responsibility of fully investigating that most subversive of crimes,
the assassination of a President. Important the X rays and photo-
graphs taken during the autopsy are, in any such inquiries neither
the Commission nor the committee heard any testimony from the
radiologist or the photographers. Where the committee’s medical
panel of outside experts did take the radiologist’s testimony, the ques-
tioning was much too limited and was not in that committee’s report.
Along with the information that follows, which was obtained from
others who should have been witnesses and were not, this new infor-
" mation invalidates all official “‘solutions.”’

This book also raises the question; was there a military conspiracy?

Some of this new information does bear on that. It strengthens

that belief.

The autopsy was entirely a military matter, from the moment on

the sorrowful return trip of Air Force One that Admiral Burkley gave
the widow the choice between WO military hospitals, the Army’s
Walter Reed and the Navy’s Bethesda. Both are fine institutions as
hospitals, but neither offered what is the prime consideration in an
autopsy—the best possible forensic pathology, this being the most
serious murder possible in our country. Even the Armed Forces Insti-
tute of Pathology could not provide this, as we have seen from its
expert, Pierre Finck. What was needed was the best forensic patholo-
gists available. The military did not have them. And it did not get
them.
At least two such eminent experts, had there been the desire, could
have been at Bethesda by the time the body was there for examina-
tion. Dr. Russell Fisher, Maryland’s chief medical examiner and the
author of texts used in the field, was only minutes away by helicop-
ter. Dr. Cyril Wecht, former head of the American Academy of Fo-
rensic Sciences, could have reached Bethesda from Pittsburgh in
plenty of time, if the military had desired that. By the time Finck
got to the autopsy room, a large number of other forensic pathologists
could easily have arrived. If the military had wanted it.

Instead the military at Bethesda, as one of its first acts, removed
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the autopsy room and then mounted

all but military personnel from
authorized military personnel

a guard to prevent any civilians or un
from entering (Post Mortem, pages 532-33).

Then, as soon as the autopsy was completed, all the military per-
sonnel present were ordered into perpetual silence about it. First this
was verbal and then it was given to each one present in written form

(Post Mortem, page 303).
Anyone who ever opene
notice warned, really threatened.
The military, which had comp

d his mouth would be court-martialed, that

lete control, not only did not see to

it that the best forensic pathologists performed the autopsy—it is not
really unfair to say that they saw to it that the best forensic patholo-
gists did not. They also failed, which again can be interpreted as
meaning saw to it, that the autopsy prosectors would not have the
best assistance in the other areas of expertise required for the best

autopsy examination.

One of the innocent victims, of whom more was asked than he

could deliver, is the fine radiologist Dr. John Ebersole. Asked at the
s testimony to the HSCA’s medical panel what they
ture, his advice was that the government

thologists when this happens again, God

very end of hi
ought recommend for the fu
““have a team of forensic pa
help us’’ [transcript, page 65].
In the absence of the hospital’
night was the acting chief.
They asked the extent of

s chief radiologist, Ebersole that

his experience, “How many gunshot

cases’” he had X-rayed or read the X rays. He replied that in his

entire professional life, ‘‘during my residency and subsequent to that,
y-five cases,” and they were largely ‘‘shot-

in perhaps twenty t0 twent
gun wounds to self-inflicted revolver wounds and so on’’ [transcript,

page 15].
ing of the forensic requirements was SO limited he

His understandi
wanted to ‘‘emphasize ... these X rays were taken solely for the
purpose of finding what at that time was thought to be a bullet that

had entered the body and had not exited. If we were looking for fine
bone detail, the type of diagnostic ‘exquisite detail we want in life,
we’d have taken the pictures in the X-ray department, made the films
there, but we felt that the portable X-ray equipment was adequate

for the purpose, i.6.,
6-7).

At several points
taking the X rays \
believed had enterec

(At one of these
best X-ray equipme
qualifications for th
pertise that night, I
was asked of my €
script, page 28].
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for the purpose, i.e., locating a metallic fragment’® [transcript, pages
6-7].

. At several points Ebersole emphasized that their sole purpose in
taking the X rays was to locate the bullet he said the prosectors
believed had entered the back or neck.

(At one of these points, not referring to the use of less than the
best X-ray equipment there and available for use, he refers to his
qualifications for this particular job of X-raying, “‘As far as my ex-
pertise that night, I don’t think it should be questioned because what
was asked of my expertise was, is there a slug in the body’” [tran-
script, page 28].

When no bullet or fragment was found, it was not a doctor who
asked them to try again. When no bullet showed ‘‘we were asked
by the Secret Service agents present to repeat the film, and we did
so’’ [transcript pages 4, 51, and elsewhere].

Throughout Ebersole’s so long delayed and then kept secret testi-
mony, he refers to other consequences of use of other than the best
available X-ray equipment, inferior X rays that had ‘‘artifacts’ of
various kinds distorting them and their meaning.

There is much else in Ebersole’s testimony that can explain Arlen
Specter’s keeping him away from the Warren Commission and Bla-
key’s keeping him away from his committee’s members.

Where both locate the rear, nonfatal wound the President had at
his neck, an indispensibility for that single-bullet fraud to have been
tried to be perpetrated, Ebersole testified it was ever so much lower,
in the ‘“‘back to the right of the midline, three or four centimeters to
the right of the midline, just perhaps inside the medial board to the
upper scapula’ [iranscript, page 3].

The scapula is the shoulder bone, and as nobody ever testified
anywhere that very moveable bone, depending on the position of the
body and arms when X-rayed, could have placed that wound as much
as two inches higher than it was as inflicted on the sitting President.
(He was X-rayed and photographed prone, his hands placed upward,
which has the effect automatically, of moving the seeming location
of the wound higher than it was. Yet Ebersole even then testified
that it was in the back, not as Specter stated so misleadingly, in
the neck.

" Ebersole also-gave an entirely different point of entry of a bullet
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in the President’s head. With what he had not said asked of him as
a question by Dr. Weston, Ebersole corrected Weston, saying ‘that
the wound of entrance was somewhere to the side or to the posterior
quadrant’’ of the head [transcript, page 28].

Medical panel chairman Baden, at whom we earlier took a look,
had asked Ebersole, ‘‘where the wound of entrance was in the head
radiologically.”” Ebersole’s reply was, ““In my opinion it would have
come from the side ...’ [transcript, page 18].

Thus, Ebersole, one of the doctors closest to the corpse, the work-
ing radiologist at the autopsy, under oath, testified contrary to what
the government says and has always said about both of the Presi-
dent’s admitted wounds. He saw both and for his X-raying had to
examine them. His testimony contradicts what the government says
about both. He placed the back wound much lower. That creates a
number of questions never asked. With regard to the official mythol-
ogy, it eliminates any possibility at all of the single-bullet theory on
-which the Report is based. That also precludes any exit where the
bullet hole in the front of the neck was. In short, this refutes the
Report entirely. (As we see below, so did FBI Special Agent Francis
X. O’Neill.)

The government says the entrance of the only officially admitted
head wound was in the back of the head. Its “solution{;requires this.
Ebersole’s testimony does exactly the same with the bullet said to
have caused death: he says it was of side entrance, not a bullet that
entered the back of the head. And that, too, destroys the official
““solution.”

As we have seen, some of the unofficial evidence makes .a liar of
Humes in his fanciful account of not knowing there had been a bullet
wound in the President’s anterior neck. Humes both read and quoted
the newspapers which reported on the Perry news conference, at
which, shortly after the President was pronounced dead, he said three
different times in response to reporters’ questions that the bullet im-
pacting there was from the front. Yet Humes’s sworn-to account is
that he had no knowledge of this until the next morning he phoned
Perry. Humes swore that was the earliest he ever spoke to Perry,
during the morning of the day after the assassination.

We also recalled Dr. Clark’s testimony, that because Humes had
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told Perry what the autopsy report would say, Perry asked Clark to

handle that day’s scheduled news conference for him.

At several points Ebersole attested that in his presence Humes -

phoned Perry during the autopsy! His first of these several references
to this is: ‘I believe by 10, to 10:30, approximately a communication
was established with Dallas ..."”" [transcript, page 5]. '

Baden hoisted himself and his committee on their own petard in -

questioning Ebersole about this, saying, ‘‘and it was your impression
that before the autopsy was finished, at 10:30 at night, contact had
been made between Dr. Humes and—'' Here Ebersole interrupted,
saying, “‘I must say these times are approximate, but I would say in
the range of 10 to 11 p.M., Dr. Humes had determined that a proce-
dure had been carried out in the anterior neck covering the wound
of exit’’ [transcript, page 20].

Humes had “‘determined’’ nothing. The best that it can be called
is a conjecture. Closer to the truth is that he just made up that it
was an exit wound because that was wanted of him, because that
made it possible for the government to claim there had been only
the one assassin, Oswald.

But Ebersole insisted that Humes phoned Perry during the autopsy.
And he was there!

Dr. Weston returned to this later, when he correctly cited what
Ebersole had testified to and Ebersole gave him the same answer
[transcript, page 47].

If we assume that all the other members of the HSCA’s medical
panel were asleep or daydreaming, without question its chairman,
Baden, and the prestigious Weston, author of a JFK assassination
book, knew the truth, knew very well what Ebersole swore to repeat-
edly and of personal knowledge and with that destroyed Humes's
integrity, if he did not also prove that Humes had sworn falsely, a
felony. Ebersole’s testimony also proved the official ‘‘solution’ was
impossible and was known to be impossible.

But they preserved in that awful crime of silence when men should
speak out, should be heard, and should demand to be heard.

As we have seen, because no proof was ever offered of it and
because it makes the Kennedy family responsible for the awful mess
of that autopsy, it was from the first—and often thereafter—the offi-
cial party line that what was wrong with the autopsy, what was not
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done in it that should have been done, was in response to alleged
family demands. Finck pulled it off often enough in New Orleans.
 Ebersole, who testified that he was almost always in that autopsy

room and after the autopsy was with the prosectors and the body
until 3 A.M. the next morning, testified that no such thing ever hap-
pened. He attested to this over and over again. Baden tried to put
these words in Ebersole’s mouth when arguing with him:

Dr. Baden. ‘But there was no clear implication you had that
somebody in that [autopsy] room was giving orders as to how the
autopsy should be done?’ :

* Ebersole’s response was ‘‘absolutely not’’ [transcript, page 15].
Knowing full well what was expected of them, as professional

experts usually do, Baden and Weston returned to this at the end of

that morning session. It is, I believe, explicit and important enough

to be quoted at length.

Dr. Baden. ‘Some question has been raised to the autopsy per-
sonnel being aware of and perhaps concerned about the wishes of
the family as to rapidity in which the autopsy would be done and
as to the extent of the autopsy. Was the impression you had at
the time of the autopsy that there was any such consideration?’

Dr. Ebersole. ‘I had no contact with the family nor did 1 hear
the family mention that that night.’

Dr. Baden. ‘More specifically do you think in any way, shape
or form there was any specific consideration given to the wishes
of the family in any manner in which the autopsy was con-
ducted, both as to the extent and as to rapidity of being

performed?’
Dr. Ebersole. ‘I am aware of no such strictures on the au-

topsy protocol.’

Dr. Weston. ‘I would like to be more specific. Did the Presi-
dent’s personal physician actually indicate any instructions to ei-
ther Dr. Humes or—’ '

Dr. Ebersole. ‘Not that I heard, no, sir.’

Dr. Weston. ‘And you were there about 80 to 90 percent of
the time, would you say?’

Dr. Ebersole. ‘Yes, sir.’

Dr. Weston. ‘And you never heard him say that you ought to
do this or you ought not do that?’
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onse to alleged Dr. Ebersole. ‘No, sir.’
New Orleans. Dr. Weston. ‘You didn’t?’

Dr. Ebersole. ‘No.’

Dr. Wecht. ‘Jim, are you referring to Admiral Berkley [sic]?’
Dr. Weston. ‘Yes ...

Dr. Wecht. ‘I think Dr. Ebersole’s answer makes it clear, but

in that autopsy
s and the body
thing ever hap- » i

‘;ler.1 Iried lo put A 3 I just wanted to complete it as a corollary to Jim’s question.’ Boslin,? ;
¢ him: . R 7 Dr. Ebersole, ‘You don’t recall them, I assume, from what " j
‘ you have already said having heard any other admiral or general ¢ 5

you had that ’ or Secret Service or FBI agent to any of the three autopsy

as to how the physicians or to anybody else in the autopsy room that because

of requests or instructions from the family or from somebody
else that any particular procedure will or will not be done or
ript, page 15]. E that the autopsy will in any way be limited? Is that what you
as professional 4 have said?’
his at the end of Dr. Ebersole. ‘That is correct. I was not aware of any limita-
nportant enough tions that we were held to. ...
. Dr. Baden. ‘Now relative to the other discussion about per-
: ceived pressures or potential perceived pressures by the prosectors, x
4 we have all here been in the position of doing official autopsies
; where for one reason or another we are aware of desires by family
members (a) not to do an autopsy or (b) to do it rapidly or to do i
it partially, and we have all been in that position.’ ;
Dr. Ebersole. ‘Yes.’ '

.€ autopsy per-
¢ the wishes of
.d be done and
on you had at

msideration?’ { 5 Lo A
nor did I hear ; Dr. Baden. ‘Often this kind of awareness can’t be pinpointed
J to one person telling another person but just to a general behavior
pattern. Apart from that did anybody say anything to anybody? Is

ny way, shape
1 to the wishes
ipsy was con-
dity of being

it your impression as a physician your role was different from Dir.
Humes and Dr. Boswell or Dr. Finck, that there was a perception,
for whatever the reason, real or imaginary, on the part of anybody i
doing the autopsy, especially in the light of what you raised about

res on the au- . : the adrenal glands in particular and other considerations about

' rapidity in which the examination would be done that have not
- Did the Presi- : been raised here that there was any feeling from your impression ,
tructions to ei- : on any of your four doctors’ parts that any part of the body should {

not be examined or it should be done quickly or it should be

; limited in any way, shape or form?’

» 90 percent of Dr. Ebersole. ‘I was not then aware of any such pressures. I i

am aware that they can occur in the course of an autopsy.’ L
Dr. Baden. ‘But to the best of your recollection—"’

it you ought to l Dr. Ebersole. ‘But to the best of my recollection there was no

such pressure on us’ [transcript, pages 42-45].
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Still again, this is not in the Warren Report or that of the HSCA.
But both bodies knew these truths kept secret, until a law was
finally passed requiring its disclosure.

- And now, as we see still again, those upon whom we depend for
the information our society requires in order to function as it should,
have failed us and themselves with their total silence.

This was obviously more accessible to the media than to immo-
bile me.

The papers and TV abounded in pictures of reporters going over
the boxes of these belatedly disclosed official records.

But what I here report, in a book so long in the writing and so
delayed in its being published, is reported for the very first time!

While the same media with the same bent seeks to contrive criti-
cisms of another supposedly liberal White House and in doing that
ignores so much that requires public attention and understanding.

There is no need at this point in so long and detailed a book to

“repeat what can be said about that atrocity of a phony autopsy and

what it says about the government’s responsibility for it, particularly
that part played by the military.

But I think that it was just plain ugliness that the government
blamed the President’s family for what the government itself con-
spired to do as soon as Oswald was dead and it was known there
would be no trial. In many ways this is the greatest indecency and
outrage of all.

That afternoon Finck was the only witness. He had learned in New
Orleans that a witness, no matter how highly he may think of himself
and how little he may think of the judge and all others in a lawsuit,
does not run the proceedings and does not lecture all, including the
judge. ‘

He also learned that the safest responses were those he used most
often: “‘I do not remember’’ or “‘I do not know.”’

But when he got to the very end, after jockeying and parrying
about it, this is what he testified to about the source of that pressure
applied with such care that Ebersole did not detect it. It is the very
last thing before the panel bid him adieu with the words, ‘“You are
among lots of good friends. It is good to see you again.”” In reading
this testimony, Finck has testified throughout that the Kennedy family
prevented a complete autopsy, to which Ebersole had just sworn to
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Here again, another .of the innumer:sble proofs that the
House assassins, as @ Trom the firs?hfalled them, were exactly
that, assassinating truth)and corrupting our tragic history
and orotecting the actéﬁ éssassins. ﬂﬁ@é}}ill another of the
truié& innumerable proofs tkat it cannot be tré;hed, that i}éannot
safely be used as a source without strong corroberation.

Still another of the truly innuerrable proofs that those
who belieWe tkemselves to be authentic assassination criticis
could not b¥¢ that and still use the ununconfirmed HOSCA as a

A Lact

source to be'tr&ghed and whose word taken as teuth.
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t the exaxt opvosite , not a member of the panel nated thL@
contradicfion nor did .,any one of them ask Finck to justify
his statement that ¢is so obviouslt self-serving when the
panel hadyﬂjust heard dtectimony to the contrary (pzge48l).
An added perjury s.iould be noted. It was by Finck when

he swore to what he knew was a lie and a material lie, that the
restrictions in.the autopsy which kept it from being a r(a/
autopsy: "he resg%rictions from the family as the reason for

X ' ) |
1li/Ating ouﬁ%ction@(page 481).

- , Irlh‘bdcz¢£&“Wkl”
JFinchk Mos only knew that was not /ftruefhe testified, as

a Shaw witness, provided ffree by the government%fwhen pressed

by the New Orleans proseucsor, tkaf those restrictions were

imposed, ordered, By the top Uavy medical admirszls. /5V7>4—/&?uz
Quotéﬁ%Le few pages before and after th¢ Ebersole testimon%_

disclosed a bit more about th: official d<¢termination on all levels,

Ahere mostly the HSCA, to prevené& a real investigatio?A arrd

thaet g& the most subversifveiépossible<rimes in our pcountry,
the q}ime that is also a de Jfacto coup d'ezat.

This is never mentioned by anyone, paft¢icularly not
b%the media , the governm:ni or anyone in any of the branches
of the government but it is a fact, very real-and dangsrous.

rﬁ*&*_ﬂ—Aside from whio@/it also assured that tH e actugl assasins

%
/.
would be fyrever free.

?TWe have learned more about the HSCA and its acceptance and pratection

of perjury, even by suppression of the proof-when it was trusted to invest

gate the assassination of the President.

And e ———
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Not a word shout any of this from the B84 HSCA dr 4
Voriiaes
the HSCA of the Mwibersole suppression, Lot a word about the
federal government, meaning the tax-oaye», paying some of the
cost of the /Shaw defense in sending Finck down to New Orleans

to be¢ part of the Shaw defense and, what was also wak nown a{ﬁﬁt

sz A

it
a#d I brought to light in Posfy sortem- which botht the HSC

'+ ol se /
and the ARRB had - about er-'sending sBoswell to back Fincﬁup

or, if nenecessary, *o razplace him.
End both had the duty to expose all.
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This is what he phoned me about.T Yof € .
i, sokes) ¢.The Howard Roffman, then a

brilli ¢ i
lliant student, on graduation from law school was clerk %o

a fe ‘i ourt J % i
deral appeuls court judge, then a lawyer in a major law

firm and then was recruitded by Jucas films. When last T heard

e i3 in = 3 -
om his was in ~harge of several parts of that major film c

corporation.

7/ The Archivist of the United States, the custodian of the most
" ! precious documents in our national heritage, kept busy writing lies to
i me and arguing. Instead, he should have been searching the files and ’
| demanding those he did not have from those who did, which is his offi-
l cial responsibility. I decided to do what had not been done: compare
li this lie, earlier written to me, that these are all the notes and those
to the holding of which Humes swore, with the finished report itself,
to see if it has descriptions or measurements not in this autopsy de-
seriptive sheet. To assure btrue impartiality, I asked Howard Rof fman,
a brilliant young student, then in high school and then writing his own
book on this assassination, to make this comparison for me. He found,
as I was confident had to be the case, what is required for even a
lousy pretense of medico-legal science such as this, much more than is
noted on this single sheet. (The second side holds only four brief
notations and five measurements, all related to the head only.)

From my own checking in 196k, I knew the autopsy report held
facts not contained anywhere in any of the published evidence. As soon
a3 the 26 volumes became available, my wife and I had made a word-by-
word comparison of the 15 pages of holograph with the typed autopsy re-
port and had found substantive changes, some to diamebtric opposites.
30, I knew in advance what Howard's study Wwould show. What surprised
me is the extent, much greater even than I had expected.

What I asked of Howard was wmuch work. He compared everything
_avallable: the two versions of the autopsy report; the notes printed
{n CE397, said to be all the notes, whereas none are properly described
as notes and none meet Finck's New Orleans descriptions of those all
the doctors made; and the reports of the two panels made public by the
Department of Justice so long after they were completed and when the
government was in distress. These two panels, of course, conducted
their studies long after the Report was issued and from the existing
ovidence only. The 1968 panel report includes an inventory of what 1t
examined. Both panels are silent on the contradictions and omissions.
This silence is a remarkable self-exposure and a self-condemnation, an
.attack on the integrity of both panels and of the Department of Justice
.m0 writer, no passionate language, can approximate.

Howard's factual listing is 15 single-spaced typewritten pages.
‘90 make this study and comparison, he lsolated every single statement
“of fact in the typed autopsy report. He then sought for each fact or
even an approximation of it in each of the other sources, the so-called
.notes. This leaning-over-backwards is an effort to be as fair as pos-
+sible by including all that any carping critic might later complain
“should have been. However, it is obvious, with only these so-called
inotes as sources, unless some notes had been destroyed at some point,
“there could have been no other sources for the holograph than there
Yyere for its typed version and no other sources for the two much-later
“panels to draw upon.

& Howard's study shows a statement of a total of 88 facts. Of
fthese, only 2l are in the "notes". Sixty-four statements of facts in
i-the autopsy report are not in any of these '"notes"!

Becsuse this 1s the autopsy of a President, because the credi-
bility of the official Report on his assassination, that of all the
# Commission and its staff, the Department of Justice, 8ll those medico-
izlegal eminences and, indeed, of the military, too, hangs on this slone,
lot me express these shocking figures in two other ways.
of the "facts" stated in the autopsy report, almost three out of
v four have no existing source. The percentage is just under 73 - T2.(
E

I ¢ percent.
i

>
#
&

A
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G Or, putting it the other way, of what is represented as fact in’
_this autopsy report, only one in four exists in any existing written
source!

It can, of course, be argued that some of the doctors might have

remembered, such as the color of the President's eyes and hair, This
eannot be true in most eases, for of these unrecorded 6l facts, 59 in-
elude or are selely of physical characteristics. Most of these are of
parts of the body and their condition. Often they relate to the bul-
let wounds,

And of these, the startling number of 15 involve numbers and
figures. These are essentials it just cannot be believed the doctors
carried in their heads. Many of these are of measurements referring
directly to the wounds = their size, their distances from other parts
of the body.

This is complex data, often of minute measurements, and those
v had to have been the most emotional days in the lives of all the doc-
tors. They simply could not have carried all this in their heads.

And more incredible still, a third of this number is of cases
where figures are used that conflict with the final autopsy report!
These range from what Howard, more tolerant than I, regards as possible
"minor misquoting™ - I regard no error in this autopsy as tolerable -
to the size of the missing piece of scalp. The figure of the report,
13 cm, exists nowhere in 5_% notes and actually appears to be in con-
tradiction to what Is recorded in them.

This is but a brief summary of the great labor Howard undertook
'ror me, countless hours of detailed work.

No matter how generously one regards it, no matter how much apole
ogists may prefer to discount, I do not believe that reasonable men can
concelive that three-quarters of the fact of anything as complicated as
the autopsy performed on & human body, especially that of a President,
| can possibly have been reported except from written notes.(I’o',, o sei .. Jages 255

T ' o 6).

Or, there was no eﬁg Kto fofflclaL dishonesty 4..and falsification,

beginning j{@z fron whaﬁég%;bl4 to obtain, the very evening og/
v

the day of the assassintiony
7
On#ce again, “hocsewho onslderkgﬁhemselves crltlcis must

know these wagd githings, of which there is a multitude, or ﬁ%=;s>an
Thein YA T I

amateur{/whatever his vroIe881o%/may or PEsstatus in tkaf/ﬁ/oFe551on.

.There is no imjdication of either knowledge or understanding ‘
of the actuality of thef dependability of the official word orl4%w“/
interpretation of recors in any of the essays Fetzer Hgathered for
Rither of these bhooks, nor is there in anything he wrote.

The actualities gg not -with in what thé ¥y wrﬁre and what they
write reflectes no undestanding of this, despite their allegations

of alterations.
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There is ever so nuch nore but there is no room for it
m = ol k AT M"’k
here. The actual record of the actual performance of the @ARRB avvifl.
A fhe
fpVQL Was so/ghch the opposite of the virtual a ecstacy over igqby

those wno K .are ndT'subject experts and of “hem, in Particular

these Fetzers w egwhose adulation we have quoted from Fetzer.

g whe W2
Among his glorifications of th¢se defaulted im—which the country
Y\ W’VV“ ' /f.g/szl’;

placed @Téltrust and its hope, as we have seen, is his reference

to them as"trailblazers

A wAs
. AﬂﬁB . W 'Vk“.
“hile the’ciuld not avoidimg hat the sgencics—were compelled
to disclosye by che Act, it did make a little more public and
it even extended its authority for more whitewashing and cover-

ing up. Most of all that 1 know of, trj}lng to wipe outdthe~

very clear record of Tﬁﬁmes‘pzpeaﬁ?mzzﬁszperjuries.

He tesified to the Warren Commission that what he burned was
the first draft cf{his auﬂbpsy ﬂroctocol. He testified %o the HSC
that whz®t he burned was his nffotes. Gunn's painful, shameful and

succesgful effort was tTo make ﬁwhat/qumes had lied about

not, &m
Joas fuss_phy et ¢
- earlievr les?:ﬁﬁf a national disgrace. “Then b got Hﬁfmeg)still

70 F e
7 he had burne{. bothjﬁu.hVﬁth%4,44w/4ﬁw’%¢fb /

again under oath,) that
This Gunn knew was false, still another perjury. If he did
+ : am .
no# know this from any other source or sources, as 1 4, ﬂconfldent

he did, he knew it from ny 19754$Post Mortem. He got that from me

before he became part of the ARRB. He phoned me about dhone
, ey extliedl pumining A
small part of tﬁat book when he was#n tne ARRB n hat phone
call was abyq:t Humes' perjury, not this one but one rclated o
) it to which we come. ,
[ §5/ ad — . S . futls
Gunn's delibergte efirt to wipe out (Serious felonies- and

: 4 - ' o . R ,
With regrd -to that most awful and mosT swbversive of crimes,
n o . . .
the assassination of the President - were assisted by Boswell.
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(Hall's expressions ofjhanks strongly indicate that he had most
of the work done from him by USU people who had been under him)

especially in the library.)
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CH About thais astonding situation in such an inquiry I did write
a separate book. I've fﬁ?gotten its title. I5 draws heavily
N . ; . . AT : :
on .kthe official transcript of what Guam did, wiﬁh a little
Cunn N Y b 2a
he [p frol) Boswell. NeitHer(éVEFFBnce mentioned the Katzenbach
memo .Jo neJﬁez could hzvqlearnﬁdAlf that —hope?u*L? unique in our
history- drew in any detal or any othekWaye;rom the Navy's

il egal dni “awful sad—impreper order to the autopsists that

they not do a complete autopsy, partlcularlg not if it could

dlscclose more¥about the shooting. Or ¥ o learn moreﬁbout gwhat
detfrv f}%th:ZWﬁrfghz/f
done né t done under orders. frce/ Wy of P
. V (“Oﬁu%ﬁj Funn Hnepe—
OWW’/WT”‘A

he book that, Kermit Hall' ignotance and dishonesties,
(A T hyae: o
- particularly his lies, fo%owed on his fest naking a psaeeh
that is presigious in Maryland law and then putting it in Wamkthe
form in which it was published by the Martland Law Review. After

I completed that Jook I sens a copy to th dean of th Maryland

2
law schoc¢l and to the ARRB which, by )aw, was requiwed 10, prserve

PIA Aok
G Wﬂ/
Not word from the Law sé]ﬁool dean and ne:mz?e " from vhz Q;/ pf‘
Py

it at the Archives, where it is. Or at least w%f

i wn
OSU dsan when he. was on the ARRB 47‘ ﬂ4/bt/7ﬂv :ﬁ:ﬁ:?i“ g A

9]
M /’%Jﬂ%}wqu/tw V/me-c ams his vonbs

[t is tAe literal truth thas desolre thedir gon01;g us some
crumbs in forcing &féé?ﬁ%disclosure of the relative fe %cuments

.| :
still wi 'hheld,the ARRB continued to #preserve, in what iet did

a /.,

aﬁidid not #do, said and did not say, the most disgraceful acTs of
the government and its syéfsuhan+s in their lies about *hkat most
A

subversive of cr ma//the agsassinaytion of the Pr4s$d¢ent

szLiLJﬁﬁﬁy .LL:jﬁziLkIﬁﬁ(

‘Aﬁ&-of all thevofficial investigations of the crimgor of (Lm§k
& of the inforiation produced in th: FOIS lawsuits agailinst the
government of which I alone filed at least twelv¥, some individual

affidavits in them of book length and essheavily documented.
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All of this was wuvailable but those who considerds gh nselves
. ke C av VM AN Al
critics and who nade up}heir "solutuvnsA" e 50t about fact nor

about what was readily available =0 them ‘hat they should have wanted
QA AN "uWyf cw/in

To xnow/ But just as there is no mention, not a word, about that
infamous ¥atxzenbacjh memo in any of the essays or of Fetzer's
Observations in his twapooks, 80 also in most of what calls
. . \. . oL
1tself crltica%literature no mention of that Katzenbach memo a=ud

I
of the slight indication herein w? what had been f&posed
and had been entirely ignored by those who consider thems:lves experhs

solely on the basis of what they made up that (is noz re/evant,

Where there is what is relevant, it is not new, except
9 9 s

its best.
sometimes in f%%form, and it duplicates what had been kMown and
pUblicshed except in its form.

A few ‘éﬁhings in this book illustrate this.



