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After feading MBEEEE_EE—ESELEX~3133& , onvMarch 19, 200;%;i wrote e
aary Agullar,(gop‘es tqketzer and Mantik, abklnﬂ what héy think
"is significant new assassination 1nformatlonﬁf they "have Jbought
to light and what vour/ﬁhjective is." I told each @that I intended
chat information for some of my own writing and I want to_ée'

lvﬂFWf/ﬂf1
certain tha%xinave” their wme¥ndon correctly.

MMye
Tho months later I'd not had a word ﬁvirom Mantik.

My letter %o Fetze#gt his publisher's addres§‘ sz marxed tby
; /
it "Please Forward," with Fetzer's unlvers;ﬁ&.aa€§§%§7/ put instead

the post fofflce returned it to me.‘I received it April 73 and then
Fefeet
mailed it to h&ﬁ/;+ hisﬁnlver51ﬁy address. Then, under date of Aarll
ALy  havin
- 20, I received a packarge from bh&hﬁ It held his letter and a cony of

b
| both of the books hg(/105§:§%a\u§r Exxnxxﬁi%%ak%%QQEExxx

" Hls nonresnonse to my Slp:;z/fg?es+lon was to attach yellow markers
¢#mto p five jages 1n(fhe SR

those ten pag)l/M/t

questlons % asked—him'ln ere enty —four words.
[ foed u bt & uﬂ44% -jL% ﬂ“ﬁf
I'had'é’ready read both” of hlS books IAnd instead of answering

USSR

bOOK/éﬁé=%é—§¥ﬁg:é§:ﬁﬁﬁ:ﬁﬁ$0nd~ From
and -ty
to d&aw my own conciusiens to the s1mpl°

my simple questions, whaf is new gand 51gn1f1cant in those books
o

and what their obgecrlves are in those=beeks, he solit=%y ﬁells me

to reread the books and decide for myself.

Here is his letter:



UNIVERSITY OIF MINNESOTA

Duluth Campus Department of Philosophy 10 University Drive
Duluth, Minnesota 55812-2496
College of Liberal Arts
218-726-8548
Fax: 218-726-6386
E-mail: phil@d.umn.edu

Office: (218) 726-7269

Home: (218) 724-2706

Fax: (218) 726-7119
jfetzered.umn.edu

20 April 2001

Harold Weisberg
7627 01d Receiver Road
Frederick, MD 21702

Dear Mr. Weisberg,

A copy of your letter of 19 March 2001 to Gary Aguilar has now
reached me, and I am glad to have the opportunity to respond. I am
a great admirer of your work and only wish that we--and the rest of
the world--understood the case as well as you do.

In the enclosed copies of our books, I have earmarked the parts
that may be most illuminating in response to your specific inquiries
about what we have found and what we take to be its significance. I
would especially note that Appendix A of MURDER IN DEALEY PLAZA pro-
vides a summary of the findings presented in ASSASSINATION SCIENCE.

Our objective has been to take rumor and speculation out of the
case and attempt to place it upon an objective and scientific founda-
tion. We have gone back to the most basic evidence in this case, in-
cluding the autopsy X-rays, the autopsy photographs, the autopsy re-
port, the Zapruder film, and the (early) eyewitness reports, for ex-
ample, and sought to reconstruct the case from the bottom up, especi-
ally by sorting out the authentic from the inauthentic evidence.

A striking example of our discoveries is that the autopsy X-rays
have been fabricated in at least two different ways, namely: by im-
posing a "patch" over a massive blow-out to the back of the head (in
the case of the right Tateral cranial X-ray) and by adding a 6.5 mm
metallic object (to the anterior/posterior X-ray) in an evident effort
to implicate a 6.5 mm weapon in the assassination.

Complementing these discoveries has been the conclusion of Bob
Livingston, M.D., a world authority on the human brain, that the brain
shown in the djagrams and photographs at the National Archives cannot
be the brain of John Fitzgerald Kennedy and the more recent discovery
by Douglas Horne of the ARRB that two brain examinations were conduct-
ed following the autopsy, one with JFK's brain, the other with a sub-
stitute.
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Harold Weisberg 20 April 2001

Many of our findings will come as no suprise to you, since, in many
instances, you have anticipated them. For example, that Jack was hit at
least four times (once in the back from behind, once in &hecthroat from
in front, and twice in the head, once from behind and once from in front)
from multiple locations (where Connally was. hit by separate shots, prob-
ably two and possible three) appears to be quite consistent-with your own
analysis of this case.

While suspicions have endured. about the possible alteration of the X-
rays, for example, hypotheses or conjectures require confirmation in order
to be acceptable scientifically. David W. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., has studied
the X-rays, the clothing, the copies of the film, and such in the National
Archives repeatedly over the years since 1992, and he has produced a level
of proof that the X-rays have been fabricated, for example, never before at-
tained. Our conclusions are not so different from those that others might
have drawn in the past, therefore, but the strength of the evidence we have
been able to produce should be considered to be considerably greater than
has been possible in the past.

In order to conceal one or more shots from the right/front, of course,
it was necessary to patch the massive defect to the back of his skull. And
since there was no longer a massive opening for brain matter to be blown out,
it was necessary to reconstitute the brain. And all the rest is no doubt at
least equally obvious to you. So please do not suppose that we believe that
we were the first to entertain many of the most important aspects of the case,
where you were (typically) far ahead of us. Our role has been the far more
modest one of conducting observations, measurements, and experiments intend-
ed to lend scientific weight to those hypotheses and conjectures.

I certainly hope that this letter offers some indication of how we re-
gard our work. If, after reviewing the work itself, including the sections
I have earmarked, you would like to discuss these matters further, I would
regard it a privilege. We all admire you for showing us the way.

With my very best wishes,

YOurs truly,

WAL

James H. Fetzer
McKnight Professor

enclosures



( The paucity of citations and reference to them emcourages the
belief that he does :not have them and is not famililar with them

although he has edited, his word, two volumes of supposed criticism

of tlem.)
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With régard to Fetzer's opinion #Mthat there is "no longer a
: "l
massive opening for brain matter to be blown oﬁ&t, how he can say

thst if he ever saw a print of the Zapruder frame 313, or, if he has
vt ihe vl vt -

a set of the twn=ty#&4dx volumes oxlﬁepoff\}ﬁﬁghdix, i f he ever

looked at those frame published as Commission Exhibit 885 in volume

18. The dlsfers 21 of that ¥ebrain malfter whlnh is so fghastly in
: D\/‘éllﬂ M AT
that darttlcular frame w as quite w1desp”7ead. went in all £=sr

/]

)
dirsecthens dlrectlono,/iﬁc*udlﬁg\;orward info the breeze causecd/
.‘/,/(?(/éd/ml/ﬂ /
by the car's motion, and all tg near th;Q%.r were =
It g 4 It per g
pasgerss ssn g0 oyt o g b T

LWV
it w %AAfry large ho e in she héfad through which all that

10 M D A\ . b atf, )
’—_BTaIﬁ’ﬁFf¥€;EETé§;¢oded into all dlreqﬁijnoJ The size of the hole

Lomiin at fhe bze
is indicated by the flap of scalp tHat was hinged and is seen in

many pictures. /% udnxf,van_f&4u ;4A¢ Vin ¢

That it was hinged, so to speak, so that it flopped toward the

back probably explains the large number of peonle who said there was a
hole toward the back when tneg were actually referring to that f o of scal
e v
WihaélI have recorded about Fetzer and his books, while far from

what history can use and is avall ble to history, is enough for the

pfesent. His l=tter speaks for him, :more éﬁloquently than he

realizes. _ = : — N
The conjecture that, apparently in suppoged secreu{f+he brain had to
ad
be reconstituted makes no sense at all and served no gﬁ?bose of any

.
kin#; In the official story, which ocfficialdom @Eﬂe publ ic, most of

the right hemisphere of the brain is what was blown out. It also was

A
blown out'fhﬁught trat large hole in the right side of the Presdident's
head, not through the back, where ther:c was no holg tnat required any

patch of any kind. That is one of Mantik's hangups and it is he ﬂwho

2110
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invented the patch over the hole he and others invesnted. Includng
Ag.ilar.

iﬁ“to me it can be considered a response b;% he did not spell out in
simple langu?fe wha' answers the simple question#l askedﬂfof him,the
he others.

editor, d‘landL

His statement that vhey have '"gone back to the basic evidence .
in this case" should not be taken to mean that they ﬁgjgﬁg§§§§ézgy
that evidence and made proper #use of it, for trey have not. ThexPse
1%, fayi%limited degree,and then only #their representation or in-
tef}bretation of a mizgzi portion of it, as the peg on which to hang
their notions and iéisée/fﬁstances,,some of their work.

H@Ié claim ﬁ&hat they did ﬂxis "esepecialluy by sgz;ting oﬁ}%

the authentic from the im=au inauthentice" is fition,,

R i p a4
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Instead of telli¥ig me what they regard as new and significant
++ in their work he tél1ls me their "objective has been to take rumor
and soeculation®out of ‘the case.u"
Theirg record is tHe opposig%DG£:ti&? as we have Jjust seen with
- Mantik.
A discovery fbffwkich”they‘do claim credit is in "A striking
example-of our discoveries is that the autopsy X-rays have been
Qg fﬁabrlcated zn st least two differcent ways, namely: by im-

fom‘“&
... posing a TDapethc’ over @ massive blow-out of the back of the head

" i
e e e [ty T

&(Q
'ﬁ - ...In fact, there was no: :blowout™ of the back of the head.
N | fotrel
F - JIf there is any vinterest in ‘the pages ke marked in tnelr books that

f,.

_?e siys hold the :answers to the questions I asked, ths are, in the
,f;;;y;book (I shivver at using its ridiculous titlegswe xi, &

.. Preface, -by Fetzer;  Prologue, page 1, by Fetzer{page 120, by Mantik,
@eglns at page 9? ps@e 153, by Mantik; page 161, by Dr/}%@bert

B, Livingston; and “gmpage 263, by Mantik.

.In the second bookfl,-which actually says remarkable little about
.thaégMerder, in DealenglazaéL page ix, Pf?efgge, by Fetzer; page
1'.:;Pf}5ic§§i‘g,,by.,Fetzer_; pdage 219, by mantik; bgage 325, by “aMantik;

and page 421 by Fe+zer.« \ -
“ Agullzar wrote me prémpuly and in some detail, but as I told
Alﬁ on my reply o¢ a only a few days after I receved his. First

WI thanked hlm for hlS g“enerous Foffer and then,"But you did

not answer my questlons.

A L]

That was on Aprll 6. That was a month and ten days before the

day I wrlte thls Tn tna* time I've heard no more from him. received

-ﬂ«gg!’ ' !
no /cooies of any documen s from him, as we'll let his response %

3
sta

'that he may yet\gﬁke speak for him in his letter;}along with what
we use from his essay.



GARY L. AGUILAR, M.D.
909 HYDE STREET SUITE 530
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94109
TELEPHONE 775-3392

<ot [ C g ary ag @ {X. NetTaeoum Cdmy

March 28, 2001

Harold Weisberg

Dear Harold:

I received your letter today, March 26, 2001. I am delighted to
hear from you and would be only too happy to help you in any way
I can.‘uggggfirst matter that you might have an interest in
regardin . Mantik and I dug up would be in a book which I am
enclosing with this letter. I cannot vouch, however, for the
contribution to this book by Jack White. Nevertheless, Murder
in Dealy Plaza contains a chapter I wrote and a couple of
chapters David (Mantik) has written. I believe that David's
insights are very compelling, and very probably true, but I
believe his writing style, though potentially vastly better than
mine, is a little less easy to follow, I have been told, because
I don't think that he has rewritten it as often as what I have
written. There are a couple of other things that you might have
a great interest in hearing about as well.

I would like to thank you at the outset for the contributions
you have made to Commission exhibit #399. You may recall your
questioning, in Post-Mortem and in White Wash, the bona fides of
Commission exhibit #399. It might interest you to know that _
there has been further developments on that front which would UG 60
merit some attention, I should hope. The first is that whereas

in CE #2011 it states that Bardell Odum carried #399 around and

that Tomlinson and Wright looked at it and claimed that it

resembled the bullet they found on 11-22 —the next people in

that bullet chain or possession, Johnsgn’ and Rowley, of the

Secret Service, were reported to have said could "not identify"

it. No comment was attributed to them about their having seen a
resemblance. Nothing. I dug out all the FBI memos, and would

be happy to send them to you, regarding interviews which are

referred to inferentially in Commission exhibit #2011 and,

suffice it to say, no early document supports the contention in

2011 that they ever said that they saw a resemblance. It simply
doesn't exist in the files anywhere that I can find, and I have
confirmation from the Archives' Steve Tilley that no other

documents exist on the subject.
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We then had the report, as you may know, from Thompson in 1967
that Wright told him the bullet he saw on 11-22 did not in any
way resemble CE 399. The loop was not closed until Thompson
gave me Bardwell-Odum's phone number and I wrote him and called
him late last year.

While the process is not yet completeﬁuégwill tell you that I
spoke with Odum on a recorded line an um, who is reported in
2011 to have taken the bullet around to Tomlinson and Wright,
told me he never had the bullet, he never took it to Parkland,
and he knew personally Wright and would have known had he done
that. So unless it was someone besides Odum who carried 399
around to Tomlinson and Wright, we have internal FBI memos that
appear to have been false about the appearance of that evidence,
according to the witnesses.

As you might have guessed, more work is needed on this subject
to fully close the loop but the noose is fairly tight already.

I am sorry for the haphazard nature of this letter but I am
writing it via dictation and I want to get it to you as soon as
I go because I am going to be away for a few days.

Best wishes to you and your wife. I will try to call. I am,

and will always remain,
Very, truly yours,
e

Gary L. Aguilar, M.D.

GLA:gjs
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The ﬁ@wonder is tkat wish all his medical commitments, with all

Su?glgéi/' ©

his:responsibilities at the hpspitals on whose staff he is, with
Ay ( c

his pr¢vate practise and with his seafhing, that Gary found time

to do any real research or any serious writing. But the sad trut

I
iz what I cautioned him about several years ago after which, as

YA
. J ) . i p ‘v . 'u/z" /éié/*— l/.
did Mant he E}'oke all contact with me, & Tl aud s fuld) 5/ =

i e L A
bt TR Y 2 AN U
ﬁﬁﬁ“ﬁg‘zgrgf%ﬁ that caution.qTCbWJIM/h/p%iV7$ /

e A
The need e§=wé;aha?s(§gflected in his writifg.

Like the others, he began with a fixed idea and his work centered

WA
on that idea so fixed in his herd. What he wo:ﬁedrsy, as did the

, aw. o i s
others, & was trying to make his preconception Géliajand to be &b

v
able to do gthat without the solid rooting in all the evidence that

A
he and his associated did not have to begin with and never did geﬁjfﬁs
So, they (began inadequately informed and they never overcame
that serious sroblem.

My friend Hal Verb told me that he gave Aguilar a different

caution and that, when Aguilar again spoke to him after a very

lodg silence, t&at Aguilar asked Verb if he was working for the FBI.
Hal is one of the very first critics of the Warren Report, apd
of that Commission and of the record of the executive agencies in

in the assassination«an¢¥ LCA-”W”AQ)%72&¥k£MJ
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Aguilar's title for == this essay is "The Jonverging MedicaﬁCase
for Conspiracy in the Death of JFK."

"Gonverge" means to come to or toward the sane point™, according
to the Oxﬁgbd American Dic tionary.

The claim in Aguilar's title 1is thirty-five years late and
then it is not at the poin%t of, according %o that title, proving
that there had been a conspiracty in that assassina€/ion. |

The proof that there was, in fact, a conspiracy, is in the first

book on the subjé ct,, 1965's Whitewash: The Revort on the Waxrren

Report .
Tt
And, in thebook, ﬁ@hlch comes entirely from and 1szbased
entirely on the Revort and its appended twentysix volume%,/fﬁére
is no_gﬁn@conjecture, no special interoretations of what dpeople
€7 hid or claimed to have seen. It uses only the official fact
and with the official fact it proves, beyond any raticthal question,
that the JFK agsassination was the end product of a conspiracy
Like all the other Fetzers, Aguilar begins with a firm belief
and he devotes most of his lengthy essay to his attempt tohfﬁove
CevwieAvion ~
that beldief, that the back of the President's head had been blown
out. This belief he shares with Mantik.
It is impressive and it is an impressive amnount of work,as
'
was Mantiks that led to his commentary on the film.

On page 199 Aguilar lists those he é@;ys believed that the

7
Presidenfias shot in the back of his head:
/
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The Converging Medical Case for Conspiracy 199

RIGHT  RIGHT RIGHT
REAR SIDE  ANTERIOR

1. WILLIAM KEMP CLARK, MD
2. ROBERT McCLELLAND, MD
3 MARION T. JENKINS, MD

4, CHARLES J. CARRICO, MD
5. MALCOLM PERRY, MD

6. RONALD COY JONES, MD

7. GENE AKIN, MD

8. PAUL PETERS, MD

9. CHARLES CRENSHAW, MD
10. CHARLES R. BAXTER, MD
11, ROBERT GROSSMAN, MD
12. RICHARD B, DULANY, MD
13. ADOLPHE GIESECKE, MD*
14, FOUAD BASHOUR, MD

15. KENNETH E. SALYER, MD
16. PAT HUTTON, RN

17. DORIS NELSON, RN

18. WILLIAM GREER

19. CLINTON J. HILL

20. DIANA HAMILTON BOWRON
21, WILLIAM MIDGETT
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X

Table I: Observations at Parkland (earliest statements)

RIGHT RIGHT RIGHT
REAR ONLY ANTERIOR

1. GODFREY McHUGH

2. JOHN STRINGER

3. WILLIAM GREER

4, ROY KELLERMAN

5. CLINTON J. HILL

6. FRANCIS O’NEILL

7. JAMES W. SIBERT

8. TOM ROBINSON

9. ROBERT KARNEI, MD
10. PAUL O’CONNOR

11. JAMES C. JENKINS
12. EDWARD REED

13. JERROL CUSTER

14. JAN GAIL RUDNICKI
15 JAMES E. METZLER
16. DAVID OSBORNE, MD
17. JOHN EBERSOLE, MD
18. RICHARD LIPSEY

19. CAPT. JOHN STOVER
20, CHESTER BOYERS
21. JAMES HUMES, MD
22.J T BOSWELL, MD

(2 -“TOP OF HEAD”)

D34 DE > D DA B D4 B K d R K K R K R X K ]

X
X
X

Table II: Observations at Bethesda (earliest statements)
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Aguilar 1llustrate° his belief that the jback of %&%‘Pregldsntgs

head was blown out with five fdifferent sketches of it. We repeat
1+~ 3 4+ : qt’\‘ A *

each witn its captionf.’'On page 180: A
e ——— \W/—/—\P’*ﬂ——”"m*—““ T “"“‘”A\\‘“« —
Clay, I'm not cutfing and vasting so you . ill not have z problem
with having to move any.

Please begin each one witlh tle page number, as above,

So, arbitrarily, = resumed with nage  225.
Two should fit on a page, I tiaink, but I leave that up to you.too



180 Murder in Dealey Plaza

Gene Akin, M.D., an anesthesiologist, echoing Dr. Jones, told the Warren
Commission JFK’s skull wound was in “The back of the right occipitalparietal
portion of his head,”” adding that, “I assume the right occipitalparietal region
was the exit...”.*

Paul Peters, M.D., a resident surgeon, told the Warren Commission, “I no-
ticed that there was a large defect in the occiput “It seemed Lo me that in the
right occipitalparietal area that there was a large defect.”?

Robert McClelland, M.D., whom Breo reluctantly acknowledged believed
JFK had been shot from the front, told the Warren Commission, “I could very
closely examine the head wound, and I noted that the right posterior portion of
the skull had been extremely blasted. It had been shattered“so that the parietal
bone was protruded up through the scalp and seemed to be fractured almost
along its right posterior half, as well as some of the occipital bone being frac-
tured in its lateral half, and this sprung open the bones that I mentioned in such
a way that you could actually look down into the skull cavity itself and see that
probably a third or so, at least, of the brain tissue, posterior cerebral tissue and
some of the cerebellar tissue had been blasted out.”*

Figure 2. Pictorial representation of President Kennedy's liead wound as
endorsed by Robert McClelland, MD, one of the treating Dallas strgeons.

These independent and consistent assertions that JFK had a gaping rear-
ward skull defect contradict Baxter’s confident assertion that the skull defect
was on the side. A gaping skull wound in the rear of the head, of course, suggests
a shot from the front. Thus, Carrico’s comment, “Nothing we observed contra-
dicts the autopsy finding that the bullets were fired from above and behind by a
high-velocity rifle,” has been contradicted by other, credible witnesses from

Parkland, including, ironically, one of JAMA'’s own star witnesses, Charles Baxter

himself!
On the day Baxter attended JFK in the emergency room—30 years before he
knew there was no wound on the back of JFK’s head—Baxter wrote a note by

hand that was published by the Warren Commission. Baxter wrote: “. . . the right

‘2 A few months later, Baxter swore to the Warren Commission that a portion ol
the back of JFK’s brains had been blown out, saying, “the right side of his head

\
\
F
5 temporal and occipital bones were missing and the brain was lying on the lable. . .
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‘ 186 Murder in Dealey Plaza

JFK’s skull. It includes the side and top of JFK’s skull in front of his ear. This
right-forward damage implies damage to the frontal and temporal bones under-
neath it. The X-rays, similarly, show the skull defect toward the front of JFK's
skull, not the back.

With the compelling “hard” evidence of mutually corroborating autopsy pho-
tographs, and X-rays that seem to be consistent with the photographs—both
proving the skull defect was more toward the front than the back—one might
expect it would be sheer folly to carry on a dispute. The dispute, nevertheless,
lingers. It lingers, as we will see, because there is overwhelming, contrary evi-
dence from credible witnesses who dispute not only the kind of wounds we see
in autopsy photographs and X-rays, but also the bona fides of the photographs
_ 7 and X-rays themselves.

! The autopsy report, for example, contradicts both JFK's photographs and X-
\,yy\}‘: rays. It describes the skull defect as a continuous, bony right parietal-temporal-
\ occipital defect. The only place in the skull a single, continuous defect could
encompass all three regions is in the right rear quadrant of the skull—just where
i v over 40 witnesses from Parkland and the morgue said it was! (Tables T and II)

¥ :\‘?\f/j Was the defect only in the rear of JFK’s skull? Probably not. Compelling autopsy
K and witness evidence suggests it probably extended well forward of the occiput
; along the right side and top of JFK's skull.

Otherwise, little sense can be made of the only surviving document from the
night of autopsy that was not needlessly destroyed by the pathologists: a blood-
stained, “face sheet” diagrameprepared-by the-second in command that night, J.
Thornton Boswell, M.D. On that face sheet, Boswell drew a diagram ol JFK's
skull as seen from the top. Marked plainly were the terms “17” and “missing,”
with arrows pointing from fore to aft. (See Fgure 4.) Boswell told the HSCA that
when they first examined JFK's skull wound, 17 cm of bone was missing, mea-
sured from back to front.*

-

Figure 7. Based on the markings Dr. Boswell made on a three-dimensional
human skull model for the ARRB in 1997, this two-dimensional
diagram of JFK’s skull damage was drawn by the ARRB in 1997.

Note the similarities to his original “face sheet” diagram (Figure 4).

Tt
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Naval Photographic Center employee Saundra Spencer told the ARRB that
while developing JFK's autopsy photographs shortly after the assassination
she, like Joseph O'Donnell, also saw an image revealing a hole in the back of
JFK's skull. She also claimed that the film on which current autopsy photo-
graphs appear was not available in the lab where it is supposed to have de-
veloped in November 1963.

Chiel autopsy photographer John Stringer disavowed the extant autopsy
photographs of JFK’s brain. Though Stringer was the photographer of record,
he swore to the ARRB that he did not take the extant images. Moreover, he
said that the current images were laken on [ilm he is certain he did not use
in 1963.

Robert Grossman, M.D., a neurosurgeon who attended JFK at Parkland hos-
pital in Dallas, was shown an image of the back of JFK’s head taken from the
autopsy. As investigator Doug Horne put it in an ARRB memo, “When shown
the Ida Dox drawing of the back of the head autopsy image found on page
104 of HSCA Volume 7 (Figure 1), Dr. Grossman immediately opined, ‘that’s
completely incorrect.”'? Dr. Grossman then drew on a diagram of a human
skull a delect square in the occiput that coincided with his clear recollection
of the size and location of a defect in the back of JFK’s skull (Figure 9).

L
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Figure 9 Diagram of JFK’ rearward skull wound according to Robert
Grossman, M.D., one of JFK's treating neurosurgeons. [Author’s note: Dr.

Grossman also recalled that in addition to this rearward wound, JFK also had

a distinct and separate wound on the right side of his skull.]

Upon being shown the autopsy photographs for the first time in 1997, the
two FBI agents who witnessed the autopsy, Francis X. O’Neill and James
Sibert, told the ARRB the image showing the backside of JFK’s skull intact
had been, as agent O'Neill initially put it, “doctored.” Both agents claimed
there was a sizable defect in the rear of JFK’s skull. Sibert indicated the size

and location of JFK's right-rearward skull defect on a diagram he prepared
for the ARRB (Figure 10).
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The Photographic Inventory

But as with so much else in the Kennedy case, the photographic record of the
autopsy is also paradoxical. There is, in fact, some evidence that the photographic
file is complete. That evidence consists of an inventory signed by pathologists
James H. Humes, M.D. and J. Thornton Boswell, M.D., radiologist John Ebersole,
and autopsy photographer, John Stringer. Signed on 11/1/66 after they had ex-
amined the autopsy photographs for the first time, the inventory includes a sen-
tence that reads, “The X-rays and photographs described and listed above in-
clude all the X-rays and photographs taken by us during the autopsy, and we
have no reason to believe that any other photographs or X-rays were made dur-
ing the autopsy.”'?!

Tafaciee nachal Kas Ocdpltal csadrle  Eat scclpltad promberasca  Sepacter
ad et ekl sy

Figure 10. Diagram of skull wound by FBI agent James Sibert for the ARRB

This attestation is not truthful, and it was not written by the men who signed
it. Instead, it is likely that someone at the U. S. Justice Department—the agency
under whose authority the FBI investigated the JFK murder for the Warren Com-
mission in 1964—prepared this document for them to sign. This was shown by a
recently declassified document that was signed by Carl W. Belcher of the U.S.
Justice Department. The document reads, “On the afternoon of November 10,
1966, I took the original and one carbon copy of the document entitled ‘Report
of Inspection by Naval Medical Staff on November 1, 1966 at National Archives
of X-Rays and Photographs of Autopsy of President John F. Kennedy’ to the Na-
val Medical Center, Bethesda, M.D., where it was read and signed by Captain
Humes, Dr. Boswell, Captain Ebersole and Mr. John T. Stringer. Certain ink cor-
rections were made in the document before they signed it.” 122

This memo probably reflects the importance that Attorney General Ramsey
Clark attached to getting additional corroboration for the Warren Commission’s
autopsy findings, even if only self-affirmations from JFK's original pathologists.
For after LBJ spoke with Ramsey Clark on 26 January 1967, the President wrote
a once-secret memo which includes the comment: “On the other matter, I think
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There are two other witnesses who testified they saw now nonexistent photo-
graphs of JEK’s head in 1963: The first was a government photographer with the
United States Informaltion Agency, Mr. Joseph O’'Donnell, who was frequently
detailed to the White House during the Kennedy era. Interviewed by ARRB counsel
T. Jeremy Gunn, O'Donnell claimed that within a month of the assassination he
was shown JFK's autopsy photographs on two occasions by his friend, White
House photographer Robert Knudsen. Gunn reported that on the first occasion
O'Donnell “remember(ed) a photograph of a gaping wound in the back of the
head which was big enough to put a fist through, in which the image clearly
showed a total absence of hair and bone, and a cavity which was the result of a
lot of interior matter missing from inside the cranium.”’® On the second view-
ing, Knudsen showed him a photograph “in which the back of the head now
looked completely intact. He (O’'Donnell) said that the appearance of the hair in
the ‘intact back of the head’ photographs was wet, clean, and freshly combed.
His interpretation of the differences in the photographs of the President’s head
was to attribute the differences to the restorative work of the embalmers.”'ss

Figure 11. Diagram of skull wound by NPC technician Saundra Spencer.

Saundra Kay Spencer, a woman who developed and printed JFK autopsy
images at the Naval Photographic Center (NPC) in November 1963, told the ARRB
that she saw an image that revealed a hole 1 to 2 inches in diameter in the back-
side of JFK's skull. She located the spot on a diagram of a human skull, marking
a defect that is considerably larger than, and well below, the small spot inter-
preted by the HSCA as the true wound of entrance.'* (See Figure 11.) Moreover,
she said that the images she developed looked nothing like those in the current
inventory, but showed JFK’s wounds ‘cleaned up’: “(N)one of the heavy damage
that shows in these (the National Archives) photographs were visible in the pho-
tographs that we did.”'s” Moreover, the paper on which the current photographs
are printed is not the paper that was used by her lab in 1963, a point on which
she expressed confidence because she had kept in her personal possession, and
produced for the ARRB, some paper that was used at the NPC at the time she
printed JFK’s autopsy images.'s®
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We do come to t he »t proof that the back of the head was not

e pof o v
blown out &nd P& is, as I'd cautioned Aguilar and Mantik, part of
1 .
the basic information that neither they nor any of the Fetzers

-

o -
nor most of tho§ writing on the subjec/ #have taken the considerable
amount of time required while they pump the beliefs they hold so

strongly. , h\gﬁfﬁgf/
I did meke notes as I read ~his Aguilar essay, as# I\ga&lih
. sand A ‘
/Reading Mantikr§>but, tragically, a book could be writien about
_ R L A wiilon ;
each wiﬁﬁhouf’exhausting what could bhe saéd about each and there
- ) : aguiting
here is no such need, BYS wes do get %o the title of hé#s essay
. * g i " ¢ . c, ! ’_——L N
and its meaning, that we are =t gnow aFX getiing to the fact of

a conspiracy in the supposed investigation of the assassination .
e '

and doing that in Aguilar's essa¥
A
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?%e fact is that before Aguilar wrote this essay. before Fetzer

was bitten by the assassination bu, more than one assassination

conspiracy was proven beyond eny rational question and it was all
. ‘ . K&

oublic. The President made Presidnt by the ussassination slso be-
A

lieved there was a cu&épiracy and even before the Presidan&é{/AQ
’ Vet S .
succeeded was buried wes himself part¢f one of the mermy cnspiracies
_ tha+ were public knowledge before the Fetzers gou' their 1nop1ratlons.
ﬁ? 7That also was public. At ast two Members of *héﬂarérren Cpmmission

baleved tLt the asaa331natlon was a combplraCJ ond what was done

éﬁ%ﬁwithim the Commission to keep ‘Vé# £rom hecoming pub¢1c also was

,zléyé still another cpnspi QCy‘
 ht \—5} Cetv aties
vyl
There were other(that were publc knowledge before:the Fetzers,

any of tbem, is known %o have »ut ven topaper oh tne suhaecv and there

’
—

is no nlnd10¢t10ﬂ in aﬂYuﬂlng that any Fetzer wrote to Lhdle e a
‘any awarebess of this.

This means thatjkgge were so unlnforped that theJ did not
know it or were not honest in whau tney dlaf rathen belazedly from
whaf they ﬁow say, Aguiiar in parsticular, %and véry much'uninformed
when toey, rather when Aguilar said what he did.

- There 7w were mn many oroofs od consviracies that were ignored
in the official investigtions and are not mentioned by the Fetzers.

o

Phdtpgraphlgiggéégggigj Tar exa mple téau +Bev do not menulonijag

aﬁﬁnot presend werivﬁ%&Sified. The actual official ev1¢ence about
o

4[’55'(/""/

the shooting, for é}émple, rather then- the false Tecoré of it made up
= . — - : o .

SO ﬁ%tha@,the Report couldcaﬁﬁ@canc*ude in accord with the pre-

d?:termined and Knowuln rly untrue Z official "solutzon" to the cr%e

that was also a coup d'etat could pretend to be factual was in

. > . . L
itselr still another consp iracy;
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It .will never be possible to know exactly how many con-
rf-sfiracies there were, there had to have been thg§‘many.

There was the conspiracy to kill, and it required a number
of conspiracies in support. There was also tAe governmnt conspiracy

’

. . . . - —+ .
not to investisate the crime znd to fcover jt all up, 7 he basic

; a2
meaning £ of the cpnspiracy}jursuant to the agr%ment to the
; ’ . - s S .
Ka?éeﬁ\bach memo and ny! The numhe:r of subsidiary gnspiracies

within <the vovelnm“nt required <o @ﬁgiimeﬁt that!
4 H’\ Ay

the dlffeunt objects said <o have been evidence
when it was known that they were not.

The considerable égbunt of zhis kind of informat/on tuat was
suppressed initizlly and was for$%d out of imp-:oper secrecy by
FOTA lawsuits is unknown to the Fetzers and most of those writing
on the subject who, like the Fetzers, begin wjth neir own hengups.

1

There was an independent Navy conspiracy that coincided wit

ythe 1consp1racy under the Katzen bach memo. Close examinat) on

%
of Hunes' rren vommlgblon testimony rezlects that he had beguq@

‘o implimenu Lfiz gefore that Katzenbach memo was written. Hunes
began it noyt later than when he burned his first wutopsy raport.It
ia his sworn testimony fzhat he burn#a that autopsy report as soon as

he knew that Oswald was dead QJ4uJ/WnVJ““ay

It cannot b e beJieved tAat Humes or anyong else in any

branch of the military service would do that othevéhan under orders.
Had he done what he did wi Fhout authority ths consequences could have
been severe. He could have been charged with the destruction of
eviaence injhg most significamt cri ‘minal case in Mthe coun-ry's
history. As Gk was he spent much of his lifé/beginniﬂg theg,wéh his

. v . i . :
endless lies abouf, each lie proven to bf’lnaéaeqaate,for impossible
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1

beilz replaced by another thch, before long, suffered the same fztee.
Jack Rﬁby caught them all by surprise when he killed Osweld. All
those involved anywhere in the g%%ernment had been preparing +h°1ér
wexrex . nonexistent case against Obwu¢d as ui:e assassin, and just
how complete}y nonexistent e—thst c4se was ghs tunknown _It not
.Possible to believe,lwithout access to aniQunderstanding of %ﬁxxwhat
the government initislly suppressed and i weeFmmunknown to thosé
wholfrEténd to be'subjcgtfﬁmatter.ssholars and in fac# are not, are
the opposite,

The autovpsy report 4%Humes had written when RubJ S murder of a&hz

ad
Oswalg el%glnﬁfe any tr;alf%r Oswald/A4#/6A‘xﬁmwnvﬂﬁé@%
1¢ { v

0 take any case to
covurt end it also ﬂelimiﬂéted the né‘ed to report anytAing that
would‘be subject to examination énd to crdés—examinaytibn in any
_ court.

It also meant that uﬁéin ;h national policy not tolnvestlgato
the crime and to put it all on Oswaldf}h&f‘what d1d not point To
him or 4l lesst suggest him could be and waé.;afely ignorasgd in favor
of what could be made to seenm to reglect his guilt.

All of which was made up, is not real in the evidence. Some
of the more dramatic #of this we aiso.see SOOI,

‘But what is clear is that the Navy, on its own or in collaboration
with others, was off on that Katzenbgéh_memo kick before the
gatzénbach memo was decided on and then formulated.

- They both, at that point, served jﬁe same end but they also,
at that point, had no known connection.
Because of the conspirzcy that is joined in that Xatzenbach memo

there are no leads on who the actual assassins were bhecause fron
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4
But oh the complications tnat 1rd to! And the endless ‘umes p

ne forgot about the notes made during the autopsy. And he dared not
destroy them. He turned them in and I reconstructed a tagil of
receipts for them, as we have seen, with most of them countersigned
by the President's gwn physician, Admiral Geyoge B. Burkle%ﬁaﬁd:some
alsouﬁzé receipted by the Secret Service. After I published the:e
record%/all of a sudden “here was the realizatié n that those notes
vm%ﬁ? for the destroyed autopsy report and did not suit the unreal
Aéggé with which “mes replaced it. So, those notes had to be kept
, ~Jpryuhies—
secret, as they were, with ﬂumes always—accessibiékifés(fafg}y
to coOver up the existence of the real notes that were not the /f
hotes for that replacement autopsy reportvl}1M4&°Alﬂﬁh(akyyﬂ4%/?ﬂfjkg'
gs one of Huégé lies’, which were the felony of perjury, collapsed,
he r{iaced it with another until in the end he had sworn to every
impossible possibility.
He told the HSCA, under oath, that he had destroyed those notes.
They knew better but they accepted it.
He told “he ARRB that he destroyed both the autopsy ®eereport
and the notes and at the very least, T. Jeremy Gunn, who for a while

wgwas its chief counsel, also knew better, having legrned that from ne.

Killing Oswald meant that thers would be no need to
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the very first 2B1nstq§ there wexe no investigation of the crime

4fself a::d from the day before the assassinated Presidénfiﬁﬁaas buried
it was the official national policy not to really investigate thﬁf
most subssubversive of crimes at all.

It is not our purpose to try to identify all the manaconsfiracies
there w%e, those required by the two major conspircies, the one to
assassinate and the emvones ¥ to cover that ug)but in noting those
that addxmadd hadrto exist we are underscoringAtne inad;%uagg know-
ledge g%%gguilar réfleéts in his essay's tizle.

RE-et also réflébts a small part of the backgrouand required,

A, .
the. knowledge required to writsss dependablu g bout the assassiné}ion

and its official investigations#g
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There were so many smaller & ¥consviruacies as nart of or in
support of the larger, major conspinﬁcieibgc will probab{y nzsver
be able to know what they W ere or who consvired t do what
under them,
There is no anﬁ“ectioﬂ&agbetween the two major conspirazies,
the coup d'etat conspiracy, to assassinate the President, and the
Katzenbacﬁﬁgﬁ\hemorandum conspiracy, not to investigate the crime
itself. That, of course, was also another eZ& conspiracy, whether
or nt that was intended. It became the @uconspiracy to see to it
that the assassins would # forever be free. { y{gltﬁgggﬁhﬁxcﬁ”7nqu
That conspiracy is part of the larger conspif;;cy agreemé;%ja
with which also meant the creation of the Warren Commission. F
For tAose who have fcrgotten the €xact words of that satzenbach
memorandum, the naragraph with—the beginning with the numberl. reads:
N L.PThe people m?st be satisfied that Oswald was the assas sing;

r

o

ng ,‘( f that he did not have confederates who are still tat large; an¢
v {

that the evidence was such that he would have been convicted at tial.

The fact is tae the official evidence, as distinguished from the
%———'dfficial selectionfrqurom the official evidence, proves the
; —— exact dppogsite in all details.

It is also obvioug ﬁAat a day and a half after the crimes it as
was not vossible tolégigyany such thing with truthfulbeness , Indeedﬂ,
it was not possible t¢ know wthat even if after =:e required agd
-deadled detaij;ed investigation it was true.rBut there we was no such
invewtigation snd the conspiracy s¥ees Zprevented any such investigation.

Ty e appointment of the Warren Jommission was the other majopé

‘ orqz}sion of the Ketzenbach memorandum:
Vvv&§w9’ ; The only other step would be the zappointment of a
£¢WAAb” Presidential Commission of unimpeachable personnel to yeEvEEw=rd

\‘%}ﬁd \
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4Aﬁaﬂ W »
/ {Vﬂ review the evidence and announce its conclusions. ...

_ -

—

Among the subsidiary consppiracies required by this larger con-
; ; : . e . )
_splracy is what migh% be called the medica 1 conspiracy. Others cpuld
. ¥ ——

be czlled #h the shootong conspiracy, and so £ Zorth as the actual,
the truthful fact, was converted toe make it seem tp be consisten?@ith
Wirt=ws was required for the medical evidence %o appear to be
consistent with tQis first vart of this larger cnspiracy,, %o

"satisfy the public” that '?Oswald was the zssassin," without confederates



