Selected Excerpts, Tape Recording of a Discussion of the Warren Report:
The Randi Program, WOR Radio (New York), 12-5 a.m. November 1L, 1965.
Participants: Curtis Crawford, Sylvan Fox, Charles Kramer,

Joseph S. Lobenthal, Jr., Sylvia Meagher

Randi Mr. Fox, I'd like to start out, if I may, and say thati..l've more than
thumbed through this book /The Unanswered Questions About President Kennedy's
Assassination/...I've read it with great fascination, and I see all kinds of

fascinating things in here that to me were total surprises...What would you comsider
the most startling thing that has been developed since the Warren Report?

Fox TIt's hard to pick out one particular thing. I think the whole discussion of
the shots, and the direction of the shots, has been one of the most fruitful areas,
and a lot of geood work has been done in this field.

ﬁéﬂdi How complete was the autopsy on the late President?...Was it ags

complete as it might have been? Wasiit a rushed—tlrough affair? Were assumptions
made about it that shouldn't have been made...and did they really locate the path

of the bullets through the body? |

Fox This is a tremendous area of confusion. Presumably the amntopsy was a reasonably
complete autopsy. It was conducted by qualified patholegists. But several things
comected with the autojpsy are problematical. One of them is the fact that there
are no x-rays or photographs of the body available to anyone. They were not available
to the public, they were not even available to the Warren Commission itself...No
reason that I was able to find was ever given...At one poiat in the discussion eof
these x-rays and phbographs, Warren asked Dr., HumeS...whether he thought that his
testimony would be changed by the presemtation of these x-rays and photographs.

He said it would not be. And at that point Warren dropped the whole subject...they
operated without ever having seen the x-rays or photographs, thereby failing to
establish precisely where the bullets were... '

Crawford I'd like to add a word on that, as clarification. I believe-—correct
me if I'm wrong--that even the doctors themselves did not see developed photographs.
The doctors did see the x-rays, and some of their conclusiocns are based on having
seen the x-rays—-for instance, the conclusion that there's no bullet in the body

was based primarily on the x-rays...Not only did. the doctors not see the photographs,
and not only does the Chief Justiee indicate...that he did not, but I had occasion
to spesk to one of the staff counsel, after the Report, whose name I'm not permitted
to mention iu this case, but he told me that the staff coumsel had also not seen

them. So as far as he knew, no one on the Commission had seen the photographs.
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Fox It's obvieous all the way tlrough this thing that the photographs and X-rayS...
which could have settled once and for all the question of the location of the wounds ’
and even heiped elarify the nature of the wounds, were never made available to anyone.
But there's another point here which adds to the confusion. The doctors at Parkland N
when they first saw the body...in Dallas...they saw a wound in the throat. Whea the
body was moved to Washingbon, the doctors there, who performed the autopsy, were unable
to detect a wound in the throat for the reason that the wound had been obliterated

in the attempt to save the President's life, during the performance of a tracheotomy,
So there was no extant wound iu the fromt of the throat at the time that the doctors
at Bethesda saw the body. And throughout the performance of the autopsy they were
unaware of a wound in the throat. They saw merely the evidence of the tracheotomy.

Randi Didn't they have the evidence of the other doctors?

Fox Not at that point. They finished the autepsy at about 11 o'clocks..on the
night of the 22nd, unable, apparenmtly, to track the bullets, entirely. Then

they ealled Dallas and spoke to the doctors at Parkland who told them about the
wound in the throat, which had been obliterated by the tracheotomy. That was the
first time they were aware of the throat wound. .

Crawford That is not quite correct...My memory of the situation is that there
was speculatioen as to whether an imcision at the threat, which they did see, had
hidden a wound or not. Some of them had heard press reports coming from Dallas
and there was also speculation at the autopsy...that there was a wound at the
throat, and speculation that it might be accounted for by a splinter of a bullet
leaving frém the skull wound--not from the back weund, because the bullet going
into the back wound not hit anything that could spliuter ite..

Fox Right; right. ' But you see...when a pathologist performs an autopsy this way,
presumably be knows precisely what he is dealing with. He knows there are bullet
holes——when & man is shot, he sees a bullet hole; and he is able to examine theees
bullet heole and decide what kind it is. These doctors did not have the certainty
of this knowledge when they examined the body initially. It was only two hours |
later that they were actually told that a bullet hole had been in the threat...they
‘called at that time and fousd out about it.

Kramer Randi, in my work I have occasion to view dozens of autopsy reports, aad
very rarely will an x-ray be of any value, particularly where the missile...is no
louger in the body.' I dou't think the x-ray would shed very much light. But...it
ought to be made clear to the public that this autopsy was doune by Commander J. J.
Humes, who 1s the semior pathologist at the Naval Medical Center at Bethesda...and
he at the time was assisted by two other pathologists...In answer to the question
as to where the poiut of entry was, his answer is as follows, and T quote: We reached

the conclusion that a bullet was fired toward the President from a poimt above and
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behind him, sir. It was his opimion, as well as that of most of the doetors at -
Parkland Hospital--and I had occasion to read their testimomy——that the point of
entry was the back, and not the frout. Now, it is true that one or two of the
docters at Parkland were initially of the opiuion that the point of enbry was

the front of the neck, bub that was before they had an oppertunity te explore ituee
It was the umanimous opinion of the pathologis’bs that there was uo poiunt of eu’oic'y
from the front and that the point of eubry was from the rear...the back:éf the head.
Meagher I'd like to commeut ou the autopsy. The first thing that strudk me
about it is that it doesn't have a date omn it, which I find most astonishing...When
the Hearings and Exhibits were published and I read the testimony of Dr. Humes, and
the documentation, it appears that he -completed the autopsy, he says, on Sunday
morming, the 24th, and he burmed some preliminary notes he had made s in the privacy
of his den, and he then turned all the other papers ovér to the authorities at the
Naval Hospital. And he also wrote some certificates .atte}sting to these factsees
certificates that would more appropriately have been written at some time. af’oér :
the events that he was testifying to in those certificates. Acother thing

that strikes me about the determimation by Commander Fumes and his colleagues

of the nature of the back wound is the exact time that there was consultation
between Commander Humes and Dr. Perry at Parkland. It is very imteresting to see
in Dr. Perry's testimouy that he simply cannot disabuse himself of a peréistent
impression that these telephone coﬁtacts were ou Friday rather than onr Saturday.

He is teld at ome point by Mr. Specter, the examiming counsel, that the record
"shows® that the telephoune calls were ou Saturday; and so he accepts it aud agrees
that his recollectious were misleading him. However, the record that purpeortedly
shows when these telephoune calls took place is noct made available...and T do think
it's rather important, because although the Report suggests that a very deeisive
determination was made about the nature of the wound in the back, and its locatiomn,
there are some coumtradictory indications. For one thing, one of the questious put
by Dr. Humes to Dr. Perry was whether the doctors at Parkland had made anmy puucture
in the backe And it seems to me that if that wound was so couclusively a wound of
entrance..that that is rather a sirange question.
| Furthermore, there is a very serious com‘”liét between holes iwu the clothing
that correspend to the wound in the back-—~

Randiessholes ia the clothing wouldu't be...deflected, they would be ou the outside
- of the body...l'm just saying I'm glad to see you bring this up... 5
Cramford....we should try to separate im the medical testimosuy the facts to Whicﬁ
the doctors testifiéd, aud the iuferences they made...The doctors at Parkland all

prepared short handwritten reports of what they saw. These reports are remarkably

careful to specify merely what they saw, without makiug any infereuces.
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They all say-—they use words likev Msmall," "small round wound," "small oval wouud,®
and they give dimensionS...7 X H...They also specify a tremendous scalp wound oun
the right side of the head. And that's all they specify for wounds in those reports.

Fox This is a very important point...because the descriptiva evidence is the
evidence of a round, neat hole, iu the imitial reportS...aud that indicates
an entrance and not an exit Wouil.es

Crawford You are going to the inferences already, and I want to hold back for

a while...Just to make the contrast to the autopsy, because...the Parkland doctors
were very serupulous not to include inference with facts, but the autopsy dectors
piled inference in every line between...But the descriptive material of the antopsy
is that the doctors said there was one round hole.,.sbout 14 centimeters below

the right mastoid process...ind then the autopsy doctors say another small round
wound was located in the back of the skull...almest at the base of the skull, to
the right. Now, these two small round holes are holes that the autopsy docters
testified to, which were uot testified to by the doctors atiParkland...The (autopsy)
doctors said that they attempted to penetrate the holé iw the back bub they did
have some difficulty; but from investigation of the parts of the body there, they
did find some bruises...oun the upper part of the chest cavity...aud the bruises

to the trachea...They were able to trace bullet fragments goiug in differeut
directions through the scalp. '

Meagher I would just add oRe thing, Curtis--that some of the handwritten

or typewritten reports by the doctors at Parkland specify that the wound in the

neck was a small pemetrating wound; one of them...said it was thought to be a

wourd of entrance, and that was fairly specific. I realize that this is inferential,
but it is reported in their reports, and therefore the comment in the Warren Report _
——that the doctors formed no opinion one way or the ether, as to exit or entrance——seems
to me to be open to question. ‘

Kramer I think, however, whatever the initial description may have been of the
wound, the testimouy that Dr. Perry and Dr. Carrico both gave...was to the effect
that they were of the opiuion that the wound on the neck was a poimt of exit. They -
weut alomg with the propositien that the poimt of entry was the back of the head.
Tou must bear im mind that initially these doctors were not corncerned with whether
it was a poimt of exit, or eubry, or exactly where the wouuds as such were



