
“ of the autopsy...Do you know anything about it? 
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Dre Cyril Wecht, Jack -Matonnis; and Dr. 8. Ke Feinberg: Long John WNEC Radio 11/2/66 

Long John -§ There are photegraphs, but they thought that these photographs should not 
be shown to members of the Comaission...it might jar them, or something like that...and - 
yet these men were supposed to determine for the uation and I guess for the world | ..../ 
whether there was oue or two men and whether Oswald was the killer...and yet I think — 
i heard tomight if I'm sot mistakem..eJ was only listening with half an ear at the tine. 
eoethat the Kennedy family or someone contributed to the. Archives some of the photograph 

Wecht . Yes; I have some familiarity with this. I have been iuterested in this 
matter for several mooths now, dating back to a talk that I gave-——actually, a panel 
discussion that I participated in—at the American Academy of Forénsie Scteuces 
Annual Meeting this year in Chicago, dealing with a critique of the Warren Report. 

-1. Spoke from the standpoint of forénsic pathologists and the others were a forensic : 
psychiatrist, a crimiuologist, au attormey, and a questioned documents experts. How, . 
at that time and in a paper I subsequently published in the Journal of Forensic ~ 
ocleuces, I pointed to the deficiencies...I must say in fairness to the pathologists 
that in this one particular phase it might be unfair to criticise them with regard 

_ 40 the fact that the pictures were not given to the Warren Commission, It is my 
" understanding, and this is one of the big things that I criticised, that. because they 

were military pathologists, they were under the control—-under the thasb—of the 
goverment, and it was possible for a superior authority to say to them, here, you 
give us those films, and they are not going to be shownse. 

long John (Suggests that the photographs could have been seized by the goverrment 
‘Trom any pathologists who performed the eutopsy.) . : 

Wecht - One big difference would be this—I at least would be able, ani 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 FRI, and what they did with 
them I don't know, and those pictures are important and they showld be produced at thi 
time so we can better explain this to the Warren Commission, to the public, and indeed. 
to the world. This ia the thing, you see, that the military pathologist was umable to 
do...sHe 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 
pictures to the National Archives with rather stringent requirements, as I wsdlerstand 
it. They still haven't beeu released in a classical or complete seme—they've been 
released with a good mmy strings attached...They can't be viewed for one generation... 

‘Long John This has always puzsled me about the case...There are some papers in the 
‘Archives...that cannot be opened for 75 years..oWe dida program last week witha 
gentleman by the name of Penn Jones, Jres from Midlothian... suburb of Dallas, Texas; 
and he wrote an article in Ramparts telling us about the mumber of people who are 10: 
louger alivesesa string of additional murders...bisarre deathes..a rather shocking 
story..eHe comments ou 10 pedple that are no longer alive, that had something to do 
with the assassination—TI. don't mean with committiug the atrocity but that they had 
witnessed it, and. had been interrogated by some group...Mr. Matonmis, you are associated 
with the Pitteburgh...the agesocidte course director at the Pittsburgh Institute of 
Legal Medicine? : ve oe ; 
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Matomis That's right, John. Dre Wecht is the Director of the Institute, and I work with him on symposia, on matters that would be of interest to physicians and lanyers, 
such as the one we are haviug in Philadelphia on November ith and 12th. , 

Dre Weeht (Describes the Institute, its menberahip,. sativities, ete.) 

(Station Break) - 

ppinber erg e-eAbout the pathological findings ia the Keanedy assassination, the autopsy 
ngs-—First, I am not terribly well informed about this, so if I alter some of the 

facts, please correct me. It's inconceivable to me that the pathologists who did the 
autopsy did not testify before the Warren. Commiseion. They mst have revealed their 
findings. 

Weoht They revealed their findings but there are a couple of :4 that had been 
deleted. For instance, in the autopsy reportse(sthere is no mention of the adrenal 
glands, either grossly or microscopically.. «they also omitted the. pietures, as you 
Saye 

_ Feinberg That was the point 1 wented to touch on. To a body, as learned as they 
may be, of Lay people, would showing the pictures or other techuical data to these 
lay people, who may be very latelligent...very well informed..would it serve any 
purpose to show the Pictures, or x-rays? I could see a real purpose in bringing in 
other pathologists to review their findings, ani Itm hoping that you'll say that 
ther pathologists were called in to review their fimiings, because, as you very well 

know, but a lot qf other people may not kuow, your specialty, like most medicins, is 
based ou science; but there is a great deal of room for interpretation. So that it 
would be very helpful and useful for other pathologists to review. But the point—andi 
this is in the papers and on the news tonight, 90 I'd like to stress it—the poiht that 
the pictures from the autopsy are uot being 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 aame of good taste, aui I think that an instance like this revolves dow 
to a questiou of trust audi confidence. If ‘you dou!t have trust and confidence in the 

know, ow mdiumte details, ‘you want to form your own judgmeat...But I for a “long time have 
a thiug against the era of minute detalis, particularly about our leading natioual 
figures...(discusses press bulletias during the Eisenhower illnesses). 01° think you 
get the point I'm trying to make. 

John ZL get the poiat. I think you're out of your mind...I don't know how | 
= Gan come Out with a statement xike that, Sy. {§  ~- 

Feluberg Well, I brought this owt because of the apparent seerecy of revealing the 
¢ UrOSece 

Loug John Now wait a moment—I have never iudiested that I think they should be. 
oaths cov over of Life Magarii. 

Wecht You just stole my line, Joha...Mow the answer te the question so far as I 
@m Concerned is this--There is ao reason to make available filus, diagrams, charts, 

or anything else, or even do this in lenguage which lurid, sametidag chich is 
unmecessary, something which is desigued to inflame and to arouse sjpathies and 
passions..eBat you see, the significance in this case is that we still don't know 

from. up. dowrgrard, or from down ‘wpward? “Where were the pointe of entrance?. Where 
were the points of exit? We don't inow these things with oertainty and in fact 
the more ose reads, ani the more one delves into the whole business, the more 
iucousistencies, the more © -adicti ous,” Qui the more lies came to light. Now, 

é ; bao essential that before the Warren Camission, which was 
charged with the respons bLlity of arriving at valid conclusions, that all available 
evidence be produced before them. It was essential that they have it. Now, that 
would net have been made public in terms of, as John facetiously said, being 
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vublished ou the cover of Life Magajie...There 1s the very real problem of tryiug 
to fimd the answers; and there is a secoud problea, I feel, in this cause. The moment 
~-in any medical-legal case—the moment that you hide something, the moment that you 
ignore “something, the momest that you dou't prodwe. something... then that is the moment 
in a medical-legal aut opsy that,. you leave Huselt open for charges of having Covered 
up, for charges of having missed things. sis the secoud reason--not a8 important 
as the first one of trying to find the exact and true answer—but nevertheless an 
important reason also. And for this reason I think it was a big faux-pas. It is 
anazing, isn't it, that at this moment, following the publication of books, and 
iaumerous articles, and comments-—by reputable people—that the Kennedy family 
~-the Kennedy family, it seems like wheu 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 ina comings Very late in coming. These tiny kona” er be oee be ai and En ea 

never ‘took “place | “before. __No other forensic pathologist . or. hospital pathologist, 
Was ever involved in this case, was ever asked to evaluate, was ever. asked to review, - 
was ever asked to give an opinion. Just the three aflitary pathologists, hand- 
pi icked by the goverment, were iuvolved, uone of whom had any traiidug or experience 
in traumatic pathology—No, one did, one did. It. Col. Pierre Finck, wha was au 
Army man, is a forensic 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 wot there. 

Felube ‘May I go back to ou of my points and try to. suggest a reason or seasons 
aa thee they would do this, and why they would do it in good faith. First of all, you 
did auswer the question-—no outside pathologist was used, and that suggests to me 
the reason. In the statement I made a little while ago, and you agreed, that much 
pathology, and particularly iu this field. of trauma and ballistics; is subject to 
iuterpretation, and if you brought in others, you would probably get some agreement, 
some disagreement. Ami if you brought iu more, in other words, what you agreed with 
would apply here—if you brought iu 10 of the world's leading forensic pathologists 
you might get some variance in all 10 reports; aud the difference of ous to another 
night be even as high as 50. or 70 percent of Variations... 

| Loug John Weil what is your point? 

Feinberg My point is that there would be as many iuterpretations which would serve 
nO purpose, there would ‘be constant wrangling. everybody would find the auswer he 
Wauted to hear. oe 

Recht There is mech in all of medicine that is ‘art end not science; but forensic 
pathology probably has more sciencethau do other areas of médicine becawe there is 
muck more that can be. reduced to physical determinations—measurement 5... 

Toug Jonu I think that our internist frien will agree that there couldn't be too 
mate debate on the place of entry of the bullet...I imagine any man who has had any 
experience...would kuow where the bullet entered: ani where it came out... 

Wecht This can be confused...In this particular case, it even was confused...I've 
had four cases thiss last week in Pittsburgh alone in which the police officers, 
experienuced homicide detectives, had it completely backwards, eutrauce where exit 
was and exit where entrance was; and to many physicians, including surgeons...there 

veopie ‘examination of tissves would confirm it. And the G6ther thing is that au 
experiénced forensic pathologist has enough sense to kuow that when he can't make the 
determination grossly—that is, with the. uaked eye—he 1) cseps 

ancillary personnel—be ‘they toxicologists, be they eriminlogtets, ee they. ballistics 
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there are so many people who still insist today that it was entrance, and, I can't 
say for sure--it might have been eutranee...the fact is, we'll never kiow, because 

they were iucorrect. 
3 the part of the 

surgeons in Dallas, premature discw sion on the part of the pathologists, 
premature discussion ou the part of the FBI-—-who had no right to comment on the 
autopsy fiudings, did they? I mean, they had a right to be there, because it was 
still an unsolved murder, and a homicidd detective. always has a right to be present at the autopsy—but they had no right to go and write a scientific report based won what they thought they saw. 8 , Co , 

Feiuber Dr. Wecht, I have never been subjected to it but I am sure there must 
have —s enormous pressure ou these people, I'm sure that they said things that 
they regretted later, as you indicate, but does this all add up to man—unfortunately, and this is the unfortuuate part to me—these areas of disagreement that this has 
given rise to, of almost nationally being interpreted as concealing all kinds of 
plota and, I dou't kuow, machicatLousese 

long John = I think that we wind up with a report that really doesn't tell us a Tot ant Leaves a lot to be desired, 50 the next best thing for people to do is try to read somthing into it, in order to make it a camplate report, at least for then 
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? 

' Feinber Gee, I don’t think that I'm competent to answer...I mean, I haven't read 
ceed have too much other things to read...but you see, it comes down to what I said a littie earlier—do you have trust and confidence is am august body such as this... 

Wecht Oh, that's too simplel No, really, the question is phrased too simply. The 
trust that 'we indeed had, most ofus, at the time, I assure you, has been completeiy _ dispelled. for any serious students of the Warren Report, because it is s0 filled with glaring incousistencies and, as I said, contradictions and lies, that one can't help 
but be completely shaken. I'x not telling you that there is a particular conspiracy ~~I dou't necessarily believe that...I believe thia—there are a8 many facts kuown 
to us today, based upou the same witnesses! accousts that presented testimony to the 
Warren Copmissiou, and upon other witnesses, who were talked to preliminarily, and who were not talked to by the Warren Commission, becauss their testimony did aot fit into the pugzsle 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 different answer than the one that was arrived at. I assure you, it would not 

ir i ea eB
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(1) was not the assassin, (2) may have been only oue of two or more pecple Luvelved. veifeve me—for instauee, we talked about these bullet wounds. ~Deu't you see how important it is, for instance, the whole Warren Commission report, and the premise ~hat Lee Harvey Oswald was the sole assassin, is predicated ou vue thing, aame ly, tas single-bullet theory—that the first bullet that weut through President Kennedy tane through the top of his shoulder, exited through the front of his weck, continued os through Governor Cousally's chest, through his right wrist, exitiug from his right wrist, and reenteriug his left thigh, because, and the films taken by Abraham saorader, a merchant iu Dallas, have beeu checked 3 and there is no question about it, ihat if it was uot the sama bullet, it was absolutely—~absolute impossible for ons man to have fired two shots iu the period of 1, 3 seconds, as been shown that it takes——without aimiug—Z.»3 secouis to use this rifle and fire it twice. It is a boit- a-tiou rifle, 2.3 secouds. There is 1e3 secouds petween the time that Keunedy was nit aodes.the time that Counaliy was hit, or at least, that he respomded. Now you cos that if it was wot the same bullet, then two meu had to be firing. So do you see (a4 a1 guificanze of forensic. pathology observatious. 

ve. berg Are you couviuced of these facts ad therefore the COuUCLUBLOUS 5 oo? 

focht ‘Oh, it’s not a matter of belug couviuced, I assure you that what I've Just said has been agreed upou by everybody, Warre: Commission, everyoue. That is why Aries Specter agreed...that bullet nad to be fired by two rifles. ; 

Wing John He has itemized for you a list cf facts and from this he asks you to hake Some sort of decision. . 

Penaberg My immediate reaction is that the 1.3 secomis may be based on error. 

eee come 

(Discussion of minimum time to 
operate the bolt on the rifle) 

‘Yecnt This is pure scleace; this is not metaphysics.»eaud did you kuow that the riiviai antopsy sketch showed the bullet to be siguificantly lower ia the back than - iegasome the sketch, ..fiually presented to and adopted by the Warren Commisaiou... line the fact that the bullet heles in President ‘Kennedy's coat aud shirt are soproximately 5 and 3/yth iuches 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 kuot in the tie, would have meant that the bullet was coming in from dowu upWard-~hardiy a likely angle for a bullet fired from the 6th floor of'the Depository. 

Peiuberg I'm really sorry that we got iuto this (LAUGHTER) these technical details. ‘Arcane etna th 

Wecht It may be technical, but it gets to the heart of the case. 

"Ciaberg Of course, that's the point. I'm sorry that we're actually trying the - ase, Lo @ sense i, , 

13 ecm nna ‘echt ‘Tt uufortunate the Warren’ Comission didu't try it. 
Felaberg Of course, I dou't deny, from the little ‘kuowledge that I have, from what T ve read, that mauy errors were made in the aualysis of what happened...but you have vot to look at it iu the broad general sense...You have got to look at the positive evideuce, too, dou't iguore ite..There was enough evidence, in my humble opinion, to have Nuug this manse. , 7 .
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Leng John .eeSupposing there was another man, in anothsr position with a gun, aud 
Sswald and the other man were partuers in this orime, and we don't kuow anything 
about him--we are uot even looking for him, because there was uO One else involved, 
Areu't we iu a very bad position? 

Feinberg My answer to that is that from the mishandling of the hg. from the very 
beginning there is no possible way of usreveling what... 

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

— Now we are going off the deep out. sein ny opizion we are. 

gon But Dr. Feinberg, you admitted that your orinien is Daved on knowledge 
8 extremly limited. 

berg Rignt; very right. Okay. (navoHren) 

(Station break) 

Matounis voetThe Warren Commi seicus. oMaly people confuse with a jary, when actually 
itwas wt. It was more lile a fact-finding pawl. It was a non-aiversary 
proceediug. There was no opportunity for cross-examination. And I feel that a lot 
more would have been released, and ‘there would be a lot more education, not only 
where the Warren Commission was concerned, but also as far as the public, if they had 
something more of an adversary sature...I would say, even to have Mark Lane there to 
cross-examine some of the wit:esses aid some of the experts. I think that someon: 
appointed, maybe, even by the government, to act asa public. defemler, to tae th — 
other side, could have, as au adversary, brought forth a lot of information such as 
wo are discussing. now, that came up later in the form of questions, So, first of 
all, I think that, well, these gory details, as you put it, in and of themselves 
certainly laymen. should not see and certainly cannot analyze--bat 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 ot. more information 
than was revealed iu this particular case. . 

be eo-I want to make it very clear that Iam in favor, highly and heartily, 
uformed poblic. I dou't want anything I've said to. be misinterpreted about | 

that... 

. (Discussion of writing on 
médical stbjects by lay: 

| writers.) 

Wecht ‘There were approximately 16 or more doctors: duvolved: ius the: trestnent of 
President Kennedy, if.oue can call it treatmeut—haq was actually dead) I om sure 
—-those gentlemen really did not kuow whether the wusd in theheck was exit or 
eutrance. And that of course is a key wound. When the pathologiste had the 
body for the autopsy that wound was already destroyed by the tracheostomy incision. 
As far as using hypnomis on the pathologists, you don't ued hypaogis—All you need 
is the opportunity to ask them questions and for them to have the opportunity 



tc auswer without fear and witheat direction or gam orders from a superior avthorit=, 
-n-Dia you kuow this, Johu, thet the pathologist destroyed the uotes that they made 
at the time the autopsy was performed, they are not available. They of course are 
“he owes that would have to be cousidered as most valid and it's really terribie— arxi “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 aud in the final autopsy report it is moved up seyérai inches so that entrance 
would bé cousistent at a dowwrard angie with exit from the frout...So who kiowa what's 
true? You asked before, Dr. Feiuberg, about having faith and trust, It's not a matter 
of saying I dou't trust Mr. Bogs, or Mr. Ferd, or Mr. McCloy—it's just a matter of 
looking at the record and askiug how cau you accept the Report wheu it is so filled with glaring Lucousistencies? 
“eiuberg o..You say the uctes were destroyed. Was that after he dictated a protocol 
of the autopsy? ‘ 

Yecht Appareatly it was, There is a protocol...which was published in the 26 
"olomes of the Warren Commission report. ce , 

Peiuberg Wonid it. be umsuat for somebay who dictates a more complete and well- 
worded and thougnt-out autopsy report from votes that he has takeu, haviug vow 
derived it from these notes, to discard the notes, is that usual? 

Weent No; uot at ali wmsual. It is ouly wmsual when there is concrete 
evidence to show that what you had set forth iu your original notes is quite 
different from that which you sow set forth in your final notes. 

Feiuberg Were there people who had aecess to those notes? 
Wecht § Well, the FBI amd the Secret Service were there and they made uotes based 
upou what the pathologists told them, and the pathologists also made statamexts at 
the time too. Yes, there is coucrete evideuce that they changed it. That ia why 
they should not have been destroyed.ee . ) 

Selubarg — I stilt have faith. 

Loug Johu Faita iu WHAT? » | 

seiuberg Faith that uo siguificant things are being covered up which would adds 

loug Jonn Well, let's say that they are insignificant. If they are insignificant, 
why shouldu't we kuow about them? —— . 

| Pel uber Well, sothiug that's provable, that! s the point...Pro aud cou, there 
will coustautly be pro and cou, and the more you mull over it, the more... 

if ug John But there should be no pro and cou...first of all, there is a man that’s 
been accused of being the assassiu of the President of the Undted States. He is mt 
hove to defeud himseif. The defause that he haa during the time of the Warre:: 
Conmission left a lot to be desired, because a fair percentage of the time the 
altorneys~oaVery brilliant attorueys...were ot there during the testimeny...l. think 
‘thet ms should be made aware, as citizens of the United States, whether or uot Lee 
Uarvey Oswald definitely was the person, or the ouly persou; or whether he was 
iuvolved with other people in this; or whether he actually had anything to do with 
the shooting at alt. I dou't kuow. He may have been the guy who carried the gun 
over, 1 really don't know, In other words, there is au awful lot that really
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nas uot beeu auswered, and no matter how much criticiam be directed toward the 
nomtission, Fo hear Jittie or nothing being said about it. There LSeoeEpst@insecs 
[aute«o Weisbergo..Sauvage.s.and I poesibiy missed cue or two names, that nave writte,: 
books, very critical books, I am uot saying these books are based on facts...1 an 
not competent to determine this...but I must say that no ove seems to want to auswr 
these books...there is really uo evidence, as far as I am coucerned, that tells us 
that all feur of these fellows are wroug iu all instances as far as their eriticisn 
ef the Warren Report,.caud J don't quite uuderstaud why the Chief Justice seems to be 
reluctaut to even commeut ou any of these books... 

Veiuber I hesitate to speak for the Chief Justice but I would think that he 
pre doesu‘t thiuk there is auythiug to be gaiued...I am quite’ impressed with 
Dr. Wecht and with his experieuce ami his intellectual honesty and I have the 
impression at this pois:t...that heere is scientific curiosity about this, because 
this is rignt in the middle ofhis...specialty, he is an expert...but my iuterpretation 
is that he is a iittise bit ou the sidelines like I an when I read in the papers about 
the Presidents’ illnesses, and I play a little game..o.1 try to guess what is wroug..- 
reading between the lines...1 don't think that all of the things have beén made 
available to YOuUsec : : 

Teng John That's what ne's complaining about. 

Feiuberg Kind of puts you om the outside aud sow we may argue about whether they 
Sshoula ve or tRbeee : : . 

Wecnt I dou't feel they should be made available to ms personally, and I don't feel 
that everything should be bared, uecessarily, to any group of forensic pathologists, 
cr other commissious, or other people. But, One cannot iuvestigate a murder, and, look, 
tet‘s face it, it may have beeu the Presideut of the U.3., and he was a fine man and 
someone whom I thiuk we ail respected, whether we agreed with him completely politically 
or aot, at all times, and we are all deeply regretful of this tragedy, but it was a 
nemicide too, and a man has been tried posthumously, there is no question about iteyen ver Call the Warren Commission anything you waut to-—they tried Lea Harvey Oswald. They set about with the mission 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 iavolved—Lee Harvey Oswald. 
™he polat I make is that the more you delve into this—aud I am not talking about 
wild conjecture, I am sot talking about kooks and mts 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 to the quite opposite couclusious of the Warren Report...let me say, incide:tally, - 
<"m reminded of it—-You said before that you wrote thiugs years ago that you have 
changed your mind about today~-I aust tell you this: I gave this talk at the Americar 
Academy of Forensic Sciences iu February, and the paper was published a few mouths 
later, pursuant to that talk, is which I mentioned many of the pointe that I am 

i 
[ wot written that concluding paragraph of my talk. Tam not able’ to say confortably 
\vhat I can agree with the Warre.. Commissiou Report. _ 

i 

: 
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(Discussion of whether the Warren 
Commission investigation was or 
was not tantmouat to a trial.)
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Weeht Dr. Feluberg. let me mentiou to you that many of the lawyers on the Commission withdrew, although they dida't submit formal resignations, withdrew 
in the sense that they didu't do ‘anything, becanse they were so disgusted with 
‘the way things were going. They wanted to be able to inuterregate some of the 
witnesses, and point out some things; and draw them out, and they were not allowed 
to do this. Do you kuow...much that was determined about...Oswald..sabout his whole persouality structure...ami to develop a motive, and 80 One.was based upou 
what Marina Oswald said...Well, do you kuow, there is no greater LIAR amoung all 
the witnesses that appeared before the Warren Commdssiou than Mariua Oswalds She was caught in so many incousistencies’ And do you kuow, it ‘Was only at the 
iusistence of Senator Richard Russell that she was brought back again to testify ~-Chief Justice Warren was very much agaiust its, he had bgbied hers he treated her, as someone put it, like one might treat a grenddaughter—When she came back a 
secoud time, I wderstaul that he was absent--the only time that he was abseut.o. aul they just caught her in so many lies that it was uabelievable. | 

long John No, you can't say they were lies~-they were "discrepancies." 

Wecht Okay; they were discrepancies. ) 

Loug John Have you ever heard the real wild YUMOLY. + sYOu kuow, it's ridiculous... 
that avery 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 ue 
T hear 2 more often lately! 

(Station break) 

if there were mare people involved in the assassination? 
Feinberg John, I am going to make a firm statement about that: I think that we. 
should contime to investigate, avidly aw contimously, but uot in the public press, 
uot ia articles and magazines... 

Loug John ..eeDo you think that we should coutime to investigate, to find out 

Loug John Were would you want this to be done, Dr. ‘Feinberg. ..? 

Feiuber o- government agencies such as the FBI...CIA, which is not enjoying a 
great reputation of late;..bat I think, properly constituted. goverment authorities, 
anc I'll tell you again-—I think that such bodies or siailar ones are engaged in this, 
without any publicity being attached to it, I think they probably are, and they will coutinue for a loug, long tine, gathering, and attempting to reach firn conclusions, aid $0 on...1 have no knowledge on which to base this, (just). confidence and trust. 

fang John ..cisn't there something disturbing about the fact that autopsy photographs can be releaseds..by another person...another person makes. the decision about what we should do, and how much we should do, and I'm tal king about the 
Kennedy family. | oo 

veinberg I den't think the Kennedy family really controls this evidence in its Saree A ty within federal circles. I think that their decision was only that they 
were approached, peiple came to them-.eand said, may we have these for the records “:W, do we have your permission to release them...release them to the. archives...I ont think the Kemedy fanily had thea...I think they went to them and asked their OCMILSSLONe ee : oO CO 

iwng Joba Why???



4c. 
Peer gy Well, I'LL tell you WhyeseThere is some right—~. . 

eng Job Are you talking Legally nom or are you just giving us——~ 

enberg Ne; moral-- 

iene, Jobn Realiy?? To withhold evidence, 26? 

Nos FT donit think they ever dtempted to withhold this evidence, not the lyi...Now that there is ne further use for itsee 

‘Ac Juhn There's a lot of use for iti an rm cman, We could have another Warren Report-~the oo OF the Warren Report, (LAUGHTER) pee 
Weacht Do you thiuk that in any give. murder the family of the deceased should ‘ave the right to decide what iuformation relative to the autopsy should be i#ta.gadf 

Vannberg NOs o- 

Waokt We are not talkiug about photegraphs in Mrs, Kennedy's album...we are talking i-Gt photegraphs taken by pathologists at the time of “cer iu the investigation of a murder. AyS, “<pPeat this. are uot merely thiugs of acad heart of the “ase. and could possibly clear up the entire coutroversy, or Siguificant parts of it, Py “ne dirertion and angle and uumber of bullets fired—-this is vital evidences 
: * 2 uberg I kucw this, oePlease, 
‘cw public the archives are aud 
“Tf-rent points, You're argul. 
DIM a og : . 

we are getting away from the poiiut.. 1 dou! t kuow 
how much people have access...We are arpwiug about. ug about why areu't they released for further aualysis, 

‘sig John Not today—three years ago. 

Jecst Il usderstand that it is the Kenuedy family that is sow releasing the pictures ~ Ow. it makes no difference whether it was in their physical possession or whether Was iu a vault somewhere, it means to me that they have the power... , 

(Discussiou of effect ou Oswald's children 
of his beiug branded the asSassin, ) 

veche Tom uot looking for more Publicity ou the case—Iim- not looking for pictures, “$82 enough braiu tissue and guushot wouuds of the bead, and so on—Iim pot Sayiug, ‘eleass it to the public for digestiou: I'm Sayiug, give it to iovestigative authorities, L am Saylug that there should be a reopeulug of this thiug. Governmental authorities succid ceartaluly be involved, but not to the exclusiou of outside scieutific expertea + “he various flelds,..You know, there are so many other things about this whole PeSlis8Soe5ol could list a dozen or more statements made by different people...to. Tarl°us, authorities which were iguored and which were not brought into teatincouy before the Warren Commission, because it didn't fit tu, and in other instances were? IL was given. it was Just changed or ignored, to suit the Commissiou's 
vaatytieal process. ee cnn ed. SULE the Commi. 
mae : (Discussion of Earlene Roberts! 

report of a police car houkiug its 
hora while Oswald was in the rooming 
house. ) , 



11. 

Weent Do you kuow that there is definite testimouy from people to show that 
3; De Tippit was shot at a time whew it would have been physically impossible for 
Jswaid to be at the scene of the shootiug? 

“aiuber Asp a specialist iu legal mediciug..eyou kaow that discrepancy is par 
for the course. 

eed 

it was a Friday. And that's the way they put it iu--that it was a Friday, because 
.tet permitted them to say that this was the only time he had goue there ou a 
Thursdays Do you kuow that there are various people who have given testimouy at 
various times to show that Oswaid was a paid iuformaut for the FBI? Do you kuow 
how they handled this? They said, dear Mr. Hoover, could you tell us whether this 
i$ 30 or uot? Mr. Hoover answered, uo, that's not so. They said, okay, thank you, 

bauch of keystoua cops...This scares you almost as much perhaps as the alter:ative, 
tnat they weren't just a busch of iuadvertent sincere errors..e1 don't kuowsessBut I!11 
tell you what I thiuk ought to be dowe~-Let's take auother look at the whole thing. 

Louzg John There are mauy rumors arowsl about the fact that there is a possibility 
hat Uswald..shad wothiug at all to do with the assassination. I must say that it 
would be shockiug if it ever came out that there was anything to it... 

Feiuberg You kuow, I read everythiug I could, I deu't meau tha books, I mean the 
ueWspapers at the time...if there was anything that impressed me, it was that the 
evidence that he did, aud was there, and did shoot that rifle, and did buy it, and 
SO Ou, Was very, very convincing and overwhélminug to me. You can argue about all 
the other thiugs, bub that's the positive side... 

(Diseussiou of whether ay viewer of the 
shooting of Oswald could in truth test: 
that he saw Ruby shoot Oswald.) 

Wecht Let me tell you somethiug eise that might give you cause to powder. I just 
searued this touight and I have been assured from a most reliable source, so I quote 
it freely-—aud pdrhaps John could arrange for it to be listened to ou another occasiou 
~-that the souid track of the TV film of the moment that Oswald was veiug ascorted ont 
and then the shooting by Ruby, that there were very distinctly two auto horus-—ous 
at the time that he got off the elevator, andi the second om immediately, a split- 
secoud before the shootiug... , 

_ (Discussion of the fiudiug of the stretcher 
bullet at Parkland Hospital) : 



v. 

{Discussion of the pristiud appearance of the tastimouy that it was most walikely that it c. 

taste, with mauy fatuows and ignorant assertivus by Feinberg 

(Mscussion of obesity and other medical questions unrelated to. the apsassiuatiou.)


