EXCERPTS . '
Dr. Cyril Wecht, Jack Matonnis, and Dr. S. Ke Feinberg: Iong John WNBC Radio 11/2/66

Long John There are photegraphs, but they thought that these photegraphs should not

be shown to members of the CommisSsiore..it might jar them, or something like thab...and
yet these men were supposed to determinme for the nation and I guess for the world
whether there was ofte or two men and whether Oswald was the killer...And yet I think

I heard tomight if I'm not mistakem...I was only listening with half an ear at the time
eesthat the Kenfiedy family or someome contributed to the Archives some of the photographs
of the autopsy...Do you kemow anything sbout it? _

Wecht Yes; I have some familiarity with this. I have been imterested in this
matter for several moamths now, dating back to a talk that I gave--actually, a panel
discussion that T participated in——at the American Academy of Forensic Sciences
Annnal Meeting this year im Chicage, dealing with a critique of the Warren Report.

I spoke from the standpoint of forensic pathologists and the others were a forensic
psychiatrist, a criminologist, an attorney, and a questioned documents experts. XNow,
at that time and in a paper I subsequemtly published in the Journal of Forensic
Sciences, I pointed to the deficiencies:..I must say in fairness to the pathologists
that in this one particular phase it might be unfair to criticize them with regard
to the faet that the pictures were not given to the Warren Commission. It is mny
understanding, and this is ome of the big things that I eriticized, that because they
were military pathologists, they were under the control-—-under the tiumb-—of the
govermuent, and it was possible for a superior authority to sgy to them, here, you
give us those films, and they are not going to be ShoWhe..

Iong John (Suggests that the photographs could have been seized by the govermment
from any pathologists who performed the autopsy.)

Wecht One big difference would be this——I at least would be able, and I would be
sure to make the point later on, yes, indeed, these films were taken by me, and they
were given to Mr. So-and-So of the Secret Service or the FBT s and what they did with
them I don!'t know, and those pictures are important and they should be produced at this
time so we can better explain this to the Warren Commission, to the publie, and indeed
to the world. This is the thing, you see, that the military pathologist was unable to
do...He has remained silent as to where they were and yet we know for a fact that they
- were taken...and it is indeed an amazing coincidence that a couple of hours earlier
this evening, before this show, in which we are discussing the Warren Report, that the
announcement should have come forth, about the Kennedy family releasing some of the
pictuwes to the National Archives with rather stringemt requirements, as I understand
it. They still havem't been released in a classicsl or complete sense-—they've been
released with a good many strings attached...They cam't be viewed for one generation...

Long John This has always puzzled me about the case...There are some papers in the
Archives...that canmot be opened for 75 years...We did a program last week with a
gentleman by the name of Penm Jomes, Jr...from Midlothian...s suburb of Dallas, Texas,
and he wrote an article in Ramparts telling us about the number of people who are no’
longer alive...a string of additiomal murders...bizarre deathss.sea rather shocking
story...He comments om 10 peaple that are no longer alive, that had something to deo
with the assassination--I don't mean with committing the atrocity but that tey had
witnessed it, and had been interrogated by some group...Mr. Matonmis » you are associated
with the Pittsburgh...the associate course director at the Pittsburgh Institute of
Legal Medicine? ' .
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M:Toormis That's right, John. Dr. Wecht is the Director of the Institute, and I work
With him ou sympesia, on matters that would be of interest to physicians and lawyers,
such as the one we are haviug im Philadelphia on November 1lth and 12th.

Dr. Weeht (Describes the Institute, its membership, activities s ete.)
(Station Break)

Feimberg ...About the pathological findings in the Keanmedy assassination, the autopsy
findings—-First, I am not terribly well informed about this » S0 if T alter some of the
facts, please correct me. It's inconceivable to me that the pathologistswho did the
autopsy did net testify before the Warren Commissionm. They must have revealed their
fimdings.

Wecht They revealed their findings bub there are a couple of thiugs that had been
delefed. For instance s in the autopsy report...there is no mention of the adrenal
glands, either grossly or microscopically...they also omitted the pictures, as yeu
say.

Feinberg That was the poiut I wanted to touch om. To g body, as learned as they

may be, of lay people, would showing the pictures or other techmical data to these

lay people, who may be very intelligent...very well informed..would it serve auy
purpose to show the pictures, or x-rays? I could see a real purpose in briuging in
other pabthologists to review their findings, and I'm hoping that you'll say that

other pathologists were called in to review their findings, because, as you very well
know, but a lot of other people may not know, your speeialty, like most medicine, is
based on sciemce, but there is a great deal of reom for imterprebation. Se that it
would be very helpful and useful for other pathologists to review. But the poinb——and
this is in the papers and on the news tomight, so I'd like to stress it-—the poiht that
the pictures from the autopsy are ot belmg revealed, even to a limited number of
people, doesn't strike me as suspicious or an attempt to hide things; I think it might
be all in the name of good taste s> and I think that an instance like this revolves down
to a question of trust and comfidence. If you dou't have trust and confidence in the
whole area, im the whole investigating body, im the whole governmembt—-then you want to
know mimate details, you want to form your own judgment...But I for a long time have

a thiug against the era of miuute details s particularly about our leading matiosal
figures...(discusses press bulletias during the Eisenhower illmesses)...l think you
get the point I'm tryimg to make. '

Loug John I get the point. T thiuk you'lre out of your mind...I don't kmow how
you can come out with a statement ¥ike that, Sy, & -~ =

Feluberg Well, T brought this out because of the apparent secrecy of revealing the
Dicturesass. ‘

Long John  Now wait a moment—~I have never indicsted that I think they should be
on the cover of Life Magaziie.

Wecht You just stole my lime, Johu...Now the answer to the question so far as T
am comcerned is this--There is no reason to make availsble films, diagrams, charts,
or amythinmg else, or even do this in language Whichlurid, sonething whiech is
unnecessary, somethiag which is desigued to inflame and to arocuse spapathies and
passions...But you see, the significamce in this case is that we still don't kuow
today how many bullets were fired » from which direction were they fired, were they
from up dewrward, or from down upward? Where were the poinmbs of entrance? Where
were the poimbs of exit? We dom't kmow these things with certainty and in faet
the more ome reads, ard the more ome delves imto the whole business, the more
incomsistencies, the more convradictions, and the more lies come to light. TNow,
therefore, it was absolutely essemtial that before the Warreu Commission, which was
charged with the responsibility of arriving at valid couclusions > That all available
evidence be produced before them. It was essential that they have it. Now, that
would not have been made public in terms of, as John facetiously said, beiug
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published ou the ceover of ILife Magadie...There is the very real problem of tryiug

to find the amswers; and there is a secomd problem, I feel, ih this case. The moment
~~in amy medical-legal case—the moment that you hide something, the moment that you
ignore something, the momest that you dom't produce semething...then that is the moment
in a medical-legal autopsy that you leave zﬁurself open for charges of having covered
up, for charges of having missed things. This is the secound reason--fiot as important
as the first one of trying to find the exact and true answer-—but nevertheless an
important reasom also. And for this reasen I think it was a big faux-pas. It is
amazing, isn't it, that at this moment, following the publicatiom of books, and
mumerous articles, and comments—~by reputable people--~that the Kennedy family

~—the Kennedy family, it seems like when you spoke of the ruling families of England
or something like that-—the Kennedy family, I don't know what that means exactly.. it
is late in coming. Very late in comimg. These pictures should be produced and
should be reevaluated—and you're darn right, they should be evaluated by other

- pathologists—which, incidentally, im answer to the second part of your question,
never book place before. No other forensic pathologist, or hospital pathologist,
Wwas ever imvolved in this case, was ever asked to evaluate, was ever asked to review,
was ever asked to give an opinion. Just the three military pathologists, hand-
picked by the goverrment, were imvolved, none of whom had amy traiuing or experieuce
in traumatic pathology—-No, ome did, ome did. ILt. Col. Pierre Finck, wht was an
Army man, is a foremsie pathologist, and he was involved, and it's a good thing

that he was, one can ouly conjecture what would have happened if he were not there.

Feiuberg May I go back to ore of my points and try to suggest a reason or wasons

why they would do this, and why they would do it in good faith. First of all, you
did answer the question--no outside pathologist was used, and that suggests to me

the reason. In the statemeut I made a little while ago, and you agreed, that much
pathology, and particularly in this field of trauma snd ballistics, is subject to
interpretation. And if you brought in others, you would probably get some agreement,
some disagreement. And if you breught in more, in other words, what you agreed with
would apply here--if you brought im 10 of the world's leading forenmsic pathologists
you might get some variance in all 10 reports; and the difference of one to another
might be even as high as 50 or 70 percent of variabioiie..

Iong John Well what is your poinmt?

Feiwberg My point is that there would be as many interpretatioms which would serve
no purpose, there would be constant wrangling...everybedy would find the auswer he
wanted to heareses

Wecht There is much im all of medicine that is art and not science; but forensie
pathology probably has more science than do other areas of medicine because there is
much more that ean be reduced to physical determinations—measurementSe. .

Long John T think that our intermist friend will agree that there coulduft be too
much debate on the place of entry of the bullet.,.I imagine any man who has had any
experience...would know where the bullet entered and where it came out..,

Wecht This can be confused...In this particular case, it even was confused...l!ve
had four cases this last week in Pittsburgh alone in which the police of ficers,
experienced homicide detectives, had it completely backwards, estrauce where exit

was and exit where entrance was; and to many physicians, including surgeons...there
will be a typical emtrance wourd...but I think that an experienced forensic pathologist
would seldom make an error in the determimation of an entrauce or exit wound...Micro-
scopic examination of tissues would confirm it. And the other thing is that an
experienced forensic pathologist has enough sense to kaow that when he can't make the
determimation grossly-—that is, with the naked eye——he keeps his mouth shut uatil

he has examined things microscopically, umtil he has received reports back from
ancillary persomnel--be they toxicologists, be they crimimologists, be they ballistics
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experts, and so on—and then they can determinme. This is another fault in the
Kennedy case, becausé the surgeons » they tripped over themselves into the press
eonference, after the President died, they hadn't even examined the body, after

he died, they hadn't spent 30 seconds o look, they had picked up only 2 wounds

when indeed there were I as we kuow...and they put their foot right iuto it,

because the question was asked of them, was the wound one of exit or emtrance?

Could it be emtraucef And the one guy said, yes, it could be, and since that day
there are so msny people who still insist today that it was entrance, and, I can't
say for sure--it might have been entrance...the fact is, we'll never kmow, because
they went through that wound to make atraclostomy incision, aund the autopsy surgeons,
the pathologists—~to get back to this point of iuexperience...--uever even called up
the surgeons in Dallas to ask them about the tracheostomy, whether they had gone
~through a pre-existing wound, and it wasn't uutil after the autopsy was completed,
and they couldu't find a point of exit for a bullet wound that they found in the back
did they think to call Dallas, Texas, and talk to one of the surgeons, and at that
time they were told that there had been a bullet wound in the neck...In the meantime
+++The FBI and the Secret Service wererpresent at the autopsy, and they picked up
the comments that were made—I daresay off the record--by the pathologists, and it
was upon these comments that the FBI subsequently ran home, prepared a report, which
was issued months later...in which they talked sbout these wounds. -

Now, they may or not be right. I dou't kuow. Tim not sayiug they were incorrect.
But what I'm saying is that there was premature discussion on the part of the
surgeous im Dallas, premature discwssion on the part of the pathologists,

premabure discussion on the part of the FBI-~who had no right to comment on the
autopsy findings, did they? I mean, they had a right to be there, because it was
still an unsolved murder, and a homicidé detective always has a right to be present
at the autopsy-—~but they had no right to go and write a scientific report based upon
what they thought they saw.

Feluberg Dr. Wecht, I have never been subjected to it but I am swre there must

have been enormous pressure om these people, I'm sure that they said things that

they regretted later, as you indicate, but does this all add up to mean—-unfortunately,
and this is the wufortuuate part to me-—these areas of disagreement that this has
given rise to, of almost nstionally being interpreted as conecealing all kinds of

plots and, I dou't kuow, machinationSe.e

Iong John T think that we wind up with a report that really doesn't tell us a

Tot and leaves a lot to be desired, so the next best thing for people to do is try
to read something into it, in order to make it a camplete report, at least for them—
selves, and a lot of them try to sell the idea to somebody else...Do you really think
that the Warren Commission Report is a good one?

Feimberg Gee, I dou't think that Tin competent to answer...l mean, I haven't read
ite..T have too much other things to read...but you see, it comes dewn to what T
said a little earlier——do you have trust and confidence in an angust body such as thiS...

Wecht Oh, that's too simple! WNo, really, the questiomn is phrased too simply. The
Trust that we imdeed had, most ofus, at the time, I assure you, has been completely
dispelled for any serious students of the Warren Report, because it is so filled with
glaring incousistencies and, as I said, contradictions and lies, that one can't help
but be completely shaken. I'm not telling you that there is a particular conspiracy
—-I don't necessarily believe that...I believe this-—there are as many facts known

to us today, based upon the same witnesses' accouubs that Preseuted testimony te the
Warren Commission, and upon other wituesses > Who were talked to preliminarily, and who
were not talked to by the Warren Commission, because their testimorny did nmot fit imto
the puzzle that the Warren Commission was working ou, the answer to which they had
already arrived at before they even started, that would permit ome to arrive at a
quite differeut amswer thau the one that was arrived ab. I assure you, it would net
take any kind of great legal or scientific mind to show you that Lee Harvey Oswald
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(1) was not the assassinm, (2) may have been only one of two or more pecple imvolved,
believe me--for iustamce, we talked about these bullet wounds. Dou't you see how
important it is, for instance, the whole Warren Commission report, and the premise
that Iee Harvey Oswsld was the sole assassin, is predicated om oue thing, namely,

the single-bullet theory--that the first bullet that went tlrough President Kennedy
came through the top of his shoulder, exited through the fromt of his neck, continued
on through Governor Comnally's chest, through his right wrist, exitiug from his right
wrist, and reemtering his left thigh, because, and the films taken by Abraham
Zapruder, a merchant in Dallas, have beeu checked > and there is no question about it,
that if it was uwot the same bulleb > it was sbsolutely-—absolutely impossible for ome
man to have fired two shebs in the period of L.3 seconds. It Ras been showq that it
takes—without aiming—2,3 secoads to0 use this rifle and fire it twiece. It is a bolt-
action rifle, 2.3 seconds. There is 1.3 secosds between the time that Kesnedy was
hit and...the time that Conmally was hit, or at least, that he responded. Now you
see that if it was mot the same bullet, then two men had to be firimg. So do you see
the significance of forensie: pathology observations.

Feinberg Are you conviuced of thése facts aud therefore the €0uelusionsSeee?

Wecht Oh, it's not 2 matter of being couviuced, I assure jou that what Iive just
Said has been agreed upon by everybody, Warreu Commission, everyome. That is why
Arleu Specter agreed...that bullet had to be fired by two rifles.

Long John He has itemized for you a list of facts and from this he asks you to
make some sort of deeisiomn.

Feinberg My immediate reaction is that the 1.3 seconds ‘may be based on error.

Weecht No, no, no--not because I say so because it can be scientifically shown,
Taken in frames, and it is shown how long it is betweewu each frame...

(Discussiou of mimimum time to
operate the bolt on the rifle)

Wecht  This is pure scieuce; this is not metaphysics.eead did you kuow that the
initial autopsy sketch showed the bullet to be siguificantly lower in the back than
Bowgmdoim the sketch...finally presented to and adopted by the Wariren CommiSsiofie.e
plus the fact that the bullet holes iun Presideut Kennedy's cogt and shirt are
approximately 5 and 3/ith iaches below the shoulder level-~the top of the shoulder
—~which would then mean, in order for it to have exited from the front of the neck

at the kunot in the tie, would have meant that the bullet was coming in from down
upward—-hardly a likely angle for a bullet fired from the 6th floor of the Depository.

Feinberg I'm really sorry that we ot iuto this (LAUGHTER) these technical details.
Wecht It may be ’cecimiéal, but it gets to the heart of the case.

Feimberg Of course, that's the point. I'm sorry that we're actually trying the
case, in a sense ,

Wecht It's unfortunate the Warreu Commission didu't try it.

Feimberg Of course, I doa't deny, from the little knowledge that I have, from what
I've read, that mauy errors were made in the analysis of what happened...but you have
got to look at it in the broad general semnse...You have got to leok at the positive
evidence, too, dou't ignore it...There was enough evidence, in my humble opinion, to
have hung this man... :
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Loug John  +..Supposing there was another man, in another position with a gun, and
Oswald and the other man were partuers in this erime, and we don't know anything
gbout him--we are not even looking for him, becanse there was uo ome else imvolved.
Areu't we iu a very bad position?

Feiuberg My answer to that is that from the mishandling of the thing from the very
beginning there is no possible way of umraveling what...

Wecht Yes there is, oH, yes, there is, yes, there is. There are many things
that could be done if the proper government..,if all the facilities and agencies
of the govermment would participate » and if independent organizations such as the
American Academy of Forensic Sciences were permitted to participate. Did it ever
oceur to you, Dr. Feinberg, that there is as much evidence to show that Iee Harvey
Oswald was a set-up, was a patsy, may not have been invelved at all, that it may
have been a frame-up? There is a lot of evidence to show that, believe me.

Feinberg Now we are going off the deep erde...in my opimion we are.

Iong John But Dr. Feinberg, you admitted that your opinion is based on knowledge
that is extremely limited. ‘

Feinberg Right; very right. Okay. (LAUGHTER)
(Station break)

Matonmis ...The Warren Commission...many people confuse with a Jury, when actually
it was wote It was more like g fact-finding pawel. It was a uon~adver sary
proceediug. There was no opportunmity for cross-—examination. And I feel that a lot
more would have been released, and there would be a lot more education, not ouly
where the Warren Commissiou was concerned, but also as far as the public, if they had
something more of an adversary nature...l would say, even to have Mark Lane there to
cross—examine some of the witnesses a:d some of the experts. I thiuk that someone
appointed, maybe, eveu by the government, to ach as a public deferder, to take the
other side, could have, as an adversary, brought forth a lot of information such as
we are discussing now, that came up later in the form of questions. So, first of
all, I thiuk that, well, these gory details, as you put it, in and of themselves
certainly laymen should not see and certainly canmot analyze--but these details, if
used to prove a point...backed up by experts such as pathologists, who may have dis-
agreed with the pathologists in this case, would have revealed a lot more information
than was revealed iu this particular case.

Feinberg ...T want to make it very clear that I am in favor, highly and heartily,
of an iuformed public. I don't waut anything I've sgid to be misinterpreted about
that L N .

(Discussion of writing on

medical subjeets by lay

writers.)

Wecht  There were approximately 16 or more doctors iuvolved iuw the treatment of
President Kennedy, if oue can call it treatment——he was actually dead, I am sure
--those gentlemen really did not know whether the wouwud in thefieck was exit or
eubrance. And that of course is a key wound. When the pathologists had the
body for the autopsy that wound was already destroyed by the tracheostomy incision.
As far as using hypnosis ou the pathologists s you dou't ueed hypuosis—-all you need

is the opportuuity to ask them questions and for them to have the opportunity
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‘to answer without fear and without directiou or mimm orders from a superier authority.
+++Did you know this, Johu, that the pathologist destroyed the notes that they made

at the time the autopsy was performed, they are not availsble. They of course are
the ones that would have to be cousidered as most valid aud it's really terrible—~and
I made this poiut very particularly earlier this eveulug--because earlier they stated
that the bullet in the back was approximately 16 inches (sig) below the level of the
collar and in the final autopsy report it is moved up several inches so that entrance
would be cousistent at a downward angle with exit from the frout...,S50 who knowsa what's
true?  You asked before, Dr. Feiuberg, about having faith and trust. Tt's not a matier
of saying I dou't trust Mr. Boggs, or Mr. Ford, or Mr. McCloy—it!'s Jjust a matter of
looking at the record and asking how can you accept the Report when it is so filled
with glariug iscousistencies?

Feinberg ...You say the notes were destroyed. Was that after he dictated a protocol

of the autopsy? .

Wecht  Appareutly it was. There is a protocol...which was published im the 26
volumes of the Warren Commission report...

Feluberg TWould it be unusual for somebay who dictates a more complete and well-
worded and thought-out autopsy report from motes that he has taken, haviug now
derived it from these uwotes, to discard the notes s is that umusual?

Wecht Nos wot at all uuwusual. It is ouly umusual when there is concrete
evidence to show that what you had set forth in your original notes is quite
differesmt from that whieh you mow set forth in your fimal netes.

Feiuberg Were there people who had access to those notes?

Weecht Well, the FBI ard the Secret Service were there and they made notes based
upou what the pathologists told them, and the pathologists also made stabements at
the time too. Yes, there is concrete evidence that they changed it. That is why
they should not have been destroyed...

Peinberg 77 L L. I still have faith.
Tong Johi Faith ia WHAT?

Feimberg Faith that no siguificant things are beiug covered up which would add,..

Ioug John Well, let's say that they are insignificant. If they are insignificaut,
why should:i't we kuow about them? A

Feinberg Well, nothing that's provable, that's the point...Pro and coii, bthere
will coustantly be pro and con, and the more you mull over it, the ilexof N

Loing John But there should be no pro and com...first of all > there is a man that's
beeu accused of beiiig the assassiu of the President of the Umited States. He is net
here to defeud himself. The defeuse that he had during the time of the Warren
Commission left a lot to be desired, because a fair percentage of the time the
attorueys...very brilliant attorueys...were wot there during the testimonye..l think
- that we should be made aware, as citizeus of the United States s whether or not Iee

. Harvey Oswald defimitely was the persoun, or the ouly persou; or whether he was
imvolved with other people in this; or whether he actually had anything to do with
the shooting at all. T dou't kuow. He may have been the guy who carried the gun
over. I really dou't keow. In other words, there is an awful lot that really
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has uot beeu auswered, and no matter how much criticism be directed toward the
Commission, I hear little or nothing being said about it. There iSeseEpsteine..
Laue.. . Weisberge..Sauvage..and I possibly missed oue or two uames, that have writben
books, very eritical books. I am nmot sgying these books are based on facts...l am
not competent to determine this...bubt I must say that no owue seems to want to answer
these books...there is really wo evidence, as far as I am concerned, that tells us
that all four of these fellows are wrong in all instances as far as their criticism
of the Warren Reporte..ond T don't quite understaud why the Chief Justice seems to be
relucbaut to eveu commeut on auy of these bookSees

Feiuberg I hesitate to speak for the Chief Justice but T would think that he
probably doesn't thiuk there is auythiug to be gained...I am quite impressed with

Dr. Wecht and with his experieuce and his inmtellectual honesty and I have the
impression at this boiut...that heere is scieutific curiosity about this, because
this is right in the middle ofhis...specialty, he is an expert...but my interpretation
is that he is a Little bit ou the sidelines like T am when I read in the papers aboub
the Presideuts! illnesses, and I play a little game...l try to guess what is WEOnZe e e
reading between the lines...I don't think that all of %he things have been made
available t0 y0Uees

Long John Thatts what he's complainming about.

Feiwvberg Kind of puts you on the outside aund uow we may argue about whether they
should have or not...

Weeht I dou't feel they should be made available to me personally, and I don't feel
that everything should be bared » necessarily, to any group of foremsic patholegists,

or other commissions, or other people. But, oune cannot iuvestigate a murder, and, look,
let's face it, it may have been the Presideut of the UeS., and he was a fine man and
someone whom T think we all respeeted, whether we agreed with him completely pelitically
or uot, at all times, and we are all deeply regretful of this tragedy, but it was a
homicide too, and a man has been tried posthumously, there is no question aboub it——you
can call the Warren Commission anything you waut to—-they tried Iee Harvey Oswald.
They set about with the missioun to comfort the country, to see to it that everybody
Was pacified, that security and calm were restored, and in order to do this they

had to arrive at the conclusion that one man: was involved—Lee Harvey Oswald.

The poimt T make is that the more you delve iuto this—-aud I am not talking aboutb

wild conjecture, I am wot tallking sbout kooks and mits from either extreme, on the
right or the left of the political spectrum—-I am talking about the facts contained
within the records themselves——the more you come to the couclsion that you can go teo
the quite opposite counclusious of the Warren Report...Let me say, incidemntally,

I'm reminded of it--You said before that you wrote things years ago that you have .
changed your mind about today——I must tell you this: I gave this talk at the American
Academy of Foremsic Sciences in February, and the paper was published a few months
later, pursuant to that talk, in which T meitioned many of the poiuts that I am
mentioning now, but I arrived at the couelusion that despite these omissions and
contradictious, I nevertheless agreed with the conclusions of the Warren Commissiomn.

I must tell you today, just a few months later, I cannot say that. I wish I had
not written that concluding paragraph of my talk. I am not able to say confortably
that I can agree with the Warren Commission Report.

(Discussion of whether the Warren
Commission investigation was or
was not tantamount to a trial.)
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Wecht Pr. Feimberg, let me mentiom to youw that many of the lawyers om the
Commission withdrew, although they didn't submit formal resignations » Withdrew

in the sensd that they dida't do anything, because they were so disgusted with

the way things were going. They wanted to be able to interrogate some of the
witnesses, and poinmt out some thiugs » and draw them out, and they were not allowed
to do this. Do you kinow...much that was determined about...0swald..eabout his
whole persouzlity structure...and to develop a motive, and so Omeewas based upon
what Marina Oswald said...Well, do you kuow, there is no greater LTAR among all
the wituesses that appeared before the Warren Commissios than Mariua Oswaldl

She was caught in so many inconsistencies! And do you kuaow, it was only at the
insistence of Senator Richard Russell that she was brought back again to testify
—~Chief Justiece Warren was very much agalust 1t; he had bgbied her; he treated her s
as someone put it, like one might treat a granddaughter—When she came back a
secound time, I uuderstaund that he was absent——the only time that he was sbseitbese.
and they just caught her in so mamy lies that it was umbelievable.

long John No, you can't say they were lies--they were tdiscrepancies.!
Wecht Okay; they were dis'crepancies.
Long John Have you ever heard the reagl wild TUMOT.+eyOU kuow, it's ridiéulous...

that a very influential_ politician may have been the reason for it?

Feinberg Oh, yes, I've heard this, I hear it again and again, and it seems to me
T hear it more often lately!
. (Station break)

Loug John ...Do you think that we should coumbtimue to investigate, to fimd out
if there were more people iuvolved in the assassination? :

Feinberg John, I am going to make a firm statement aboub that: T think that we
should contimme to investigate, avidly and conbiimously, but wot in the public press,
1ot iu articles and magazines... :

Loung John  Where would you wamt this to be done > Dr. Feimberg...?

Feinberg s . ogOvernment agencies such as the FBI...CIA, which is not enjoying a
great reputation of late...bub I think, properly coustituted govermment aubhorities 5
and T'11 tell you again--I think that such bodies or similar ones are engaged in this,
without any publicity being attached to it, I think they probably are, and they will
continue for a long, long time, gathering, and attempting to reach firm conclusions,
and so on...I have no knowledge on which 40 base this > (Just) confidence and trust.

Long John ...isn't there something disturbing about the fact that autopsy
photographs can be released...by another per son...ancther person makes the decision
about what we should do, and how much we should do, and I'm ta king about the
Kennedy family.

Feinberg I don't think the Kennedy family really controls this evidence in its
availability within federal circles. I think that their decision was only that they
were gpproached, petéple came to them...and sald, may we have these for the records
-now, do we have your permission t0 release them...release them +to the archivesS...l
don't think the Kemnedy fanily had them...I think they went to them and asked their
permissionsees

Iong John  Why?99
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- Feinberg Well, I'lly tell you why...There is some right--

- Long John Are you talking legally now or are you just giving us——

Feinberg No; moral——

Long John Really?? To withhold evidence...? _
Feinberg Hol T don't think they ever dtempted to withhold this evidence, not the
Kennedy familyl...Now that there is no further use for it..e

LOﬁg John Theret!s g lot of use for it} We could have another Warren Report—-the
Sou of the Warren Report.  (LAUGHTER)

Wecht Do you thiuk that in any given murder the family of the deceased should

have the right to decide what information relative to the autopsy should be
relegsed?

Feinberg Ho...

Wecht We are not talking about photographs in Mrs. Kennedy's album...we are talking
about photographs taken by bathologists at the time of the avtopsy pursuant to an
order in the investigation of a murder. Now, the photographs and X~rays, and we must
repeat this, are not merely things of academic iuterest but get to the heart of the
case, and could possibly clear wp the entire coatroversy, or significant parts of it,
as to the direction and angle and rumber of bullets fired—ihis is vital evidencel

Feinberg I kuow this...please, we are gettiug away from the poimb...I dou't know
how public the archives are aud how much people have access...We are arguiung gbout

- different points. Youfre arguing about why aren't they relegsed for further analysis,

arld..ﬂ. -

~ Loung John Not today——~three years ago.

Weeht T understand that it is the Kennedy family that is now relegsing the pictures
sosNow, it makes no difference whether it was in their physical possession or whether
it was in a vault somewhere s 1t means to me that they have the POWETr e a4

(Discussion of effect ou Oswald!'s children
of his beiug branded the assassin.)

Weeht I'm uot lookiug for more publicity oua the case—-I'm not looking for pictures,
I see euough brain tissue aud guishot wouuds of the head, and so on—-I'm not saying,
release it to the public for digestion: I'm saylag, give it to investigative authorities.
I am saying that there should be gz reopeuing of this thiug. Governmemtal awbhorities
should certaiuly be involved, but not to the exclusiou of outside scieutific experts
in the various fields...You know, there are so meny other things about this whole
business...I could list a dozen or more statements made by differeut people...to
various authorities which were iguored and which were not brought into testimouy
before the Warreu Commission, because it didu't fit in, and in other iustances
where it was given, it was Just changed or ignored, to suit the Commission!s
analytical process. ‘ _
(Discussion of Earlene Roberts!
report of a police car homking its
horu while Oswald was in the rooming
house. ) '
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Wecht Do you kuiow that there is defiuite testimouy from people to show thab
Je D. Tippit was shot at a time when it would have been physically impossible for
Oswald to be at the scene of the sheoting?

Feinberg As a speeialist in legal medicine'...you know that discrepancy is par

for the course.

Wecht This discrepancy was .0t resolvede...that's the poiut, it was totally
ignored...You knuow...let me give an instance...They said that Oswald had goue

to his room on Thursday might, you kuow, iu Irviug, Texas s> and that he never

wernt on Thursdays...bhat was the only time...But there was testimony from a clerk
there iu the store that omn a previous Thursday he had beeu there and cashed a
check. You know what the Warren Commissiow said? Why, she's mistakes——obviously
it was a Friday. Anad that's the way they put it iu--that it was a Friday, because
that permitted them to say that this was the only time he had goue there ou a
Thursday. Do you kuow that there are various people who have giveqo testimouy at
various times to show that Oswald was a paid luformaut for the FBI? Do you kiow
how they handled this? They said, dear Mr. Hoover, could you tell us whether this
is so or mot? Mr. Hoover answered, no, that's net so. They said, okay, thank you,
and that was the end of it...l am not saying that ke was, T don't kuow—T'm just
sayiug that this whole thiug was haudled in such an upbelievably amateurish fashion
that it is difficult if not impossible for me to accept the fact that agencies as
experienced aud kuowledgable as the FBI, the CIA, the Seeret Service, as a buuch
of top-kuotch lawyers...legislators...Supreme Court Justice...aod scientific experts
and so on, would have committed so many errors, this makes a joke out of it, a
buach of keystoue cops...This scares you almost as much perhaps as the alternative,
that they wereu't just a buuch of iuadvertemt sincere errors...I don't kaow...,But I!11
tell you what I thiuk ought to be doume~-Iet's bake awother look at the whole thing.

Long John There are mauy rumors arouud about the fact that there is a possibility
that Uswald...had uotidng at all to do with the assassinatiou. I must say that it
would be shockiug if it ever came out that bhere was anything 10 ities

Feinberg You kiow, T read everything I could, T dou't mean the books, I mean the
uewspapers at the time...if there was anything that impressed me, it was that the
evidence that he did, and was there > and did shoot that rifle, amd did buy it, and
.50 Ou, Was very, very convincing and overshelminmg to me. You can argue about all
the other things, bub that's the positive side... ‘ '

(Discussion of whether any viewer of the
shooting of 0Oswald could iu truth testify
that he saw Ruby shoot Oswald.)

Wecht Let me tell you somethiug else that might give you cause to ponder. T Just
learued this touight and T have been assured from a most reliasble source s so I quote
it freely--and perhaps John could arrange for it to be listened to on another occasion
——that the souud track of the TV film of the moment that Oswald was being escorted -out
and theu the shootiug by Ruby, that there were very distiuctly two auto horus—oue

at the time that he got off the elevator, and the second omne immediately, a split-
second before the shootiug... '

(Discussion of the fiudiug of the stretcher
bullet at Parkland Hospital)
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E’Eist:ussion_ of the pristiué appearance of the stretcher bullet and Col. Fimek's
testimony that it was most uulikely that it came from Connally's body or made the
fracture in his wrist; discussiou of Oswald!'s defection aud subsequent assistance
rendered by the State Department to him and his Russian wife; discussion of whether
Oswald was "rumiug like a fugitive" from the Depository or left without panie or
haste, with many fatuous and ignorant assertious by Feinberg punctuated by
"Really? Really?" from Iong Johmn.)

(Discussion of obesity and other medical questions unrelated to the assassiuation.)



