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. . Pobruary 27, 1969

Judgs Charles Halleek
Couwrt ol Generasl Ssssias
Washington, D. {. :
Besyr Judge Hollscl:

On the afternosn of Janusry 17, 1969, I rose i#«yenw sourt and ssked

50 be recognized sa & "friend of the court®. ¥ teld you thes yeu had

Besn imposed upen, that there hed bDeen wisrepresentations end foles
staloments mede in what hisd baon prassnted to you (in the spze of the
Bista of Loulsisns ve. Clay L. Sheu), snd that & grouely false his~
toricel record wss, by Cecelt, bsing esatabliished in your sourd, withe

‘out your knowlesge.

Wheo you sskes wy quelifizations, I told you I s & writer who has
written sxtensively in this field. I should a2lsc have told you I sm
quelified zs ¢ documents snelyst end héve hed professionsl siperienes
in this snc in intellligence, s& & coneulbtent to the federal government.

I sm mot, however, o lsuysr and, of sonrse, &m Bot & fudgs. Therslors,
I an net guelified e of'fer & legel opinion on whether op nob- thers has
been perjury. I de suggest it :

On the sfterncen of Friday, Februsey lh, 1969, the pevernmen:, at the
end of your hearing, resubmitted in pffidavit form those medlual and
other stetemsnts sarlier given you, It iz in theze T believe yeu ney
find perjury znd { Imow T cen show you those things T sharged on
Jemery 17. To clte dbut o ain§1$ exemple, %he painsl report several
Slmes Pefers o the prosence of msbel fregments in the Presidant's

therssie ares, 26 seen in the X-veys. Biliptisally, 2t the bottom

of page four, the subopsy dootorz say this %%—aayi 2 thers wuas ne
single fragment ss large 33 3 "ye jor porbion® of s bullst. Y%, in
Ris Werren Sommiszlon Sestimony {2836k), Dr. Bumes swere that hs and
the othsr doctors, ineludlng their vedlolegist, sramived thesse X-pays
the night of the sutopsy snd they show no sush thing anywbhers in ths
body. The entire Werrsn Repeort is based upen this. ®ithsy 1t is
felae swesring - snd meterial - or what hes besn submitted to you is.
I assure you thst the tinlest fragmwent {s like 2 neon 1lght on sn
X-rsy. If the Wesrren testlmony 1s net falss, them 1t wonld seexm to
follow thst the sutepsy doctors' and ths pansl reports, now in affi-
davij form dsfore you, must ba,

The two additional signatories %o the sutopsy deckors' peport hoard
Br, Bumes' Warren Commission testimony. Zaok, under ceth, subscribed
ts als statemsnts, Dr. Beawsll im Velums 2, pages 3176-7, snd Dr. FPinmek
in Velums 3; Pogas 3??"3’ 38@ and 3@3#



Judge Halleek - page 2

In cur modorn soclesy, everyons is teo busy to wmelte his own study,
aud sach seems to é‘eﬁiﬁu thet, he Werren Report to be wrong,
requires an enormous sonspirscy, extendingiin the Justice Dejg ﬁmnt
alone Ifrom the Attornay Gsneral down through the obarmsid with lsast
soniority. I suggest this is a deliberstely sxaggerated formulation.
It has, sctuslly, been used by those who, without sesking faets for
thewselves, defend the now clesrly false acsount of the President's
mrder. Here, befors you, is cxmttly the kind of ease that 1llus-
tratee hew this happened, where everyons toek on faith everyons under

him. It 81l works back to the autopey. Thersfore, lot me give you

the exact quothtions on this, se yom san ses for yourself,

The question befors you, teshnioelly, wes, could the President have
been shot from more than ons direetien. Astuslly, it was alsc that
of the integrity of the snbtlre aubopsy. For anyone to consider the
sonslusions of the Werren Rsport at )l possible, the President could
hsve besn struck by no mors than two bullebs enéd both had to have
come from am sngle consistent with origin in the essternmost window
ef ths sizxth floor of the Texss Sehool Book Depoditory. You know the
single~builet theory. That bullet must have swerged Irom Governor
Connally completsly intack, ssve for the slight poesibility of having
lost the minussule weighd of auboub twe grains, and thess only from
the core, &t the resr end of the Bullet. More then this welght 1s
accounted for ns lost in Governor Cennslly's body, and, before the
Commission, these seme dostors se stipulabed, thus recording their
disppoel of what they were used, and knew they were being ussed, te
PWVB;& ’ '

This 1» the testimony that made it possible bo pretend thers ceuld
have been s single-bullet thesey (Yol. 2, p.36h):

Mr. Specter. Whet did thoss X-reys discloss with respect to
the possible pressnce of & missile in the Prosident's body?
Dr. Bumes. They shewsd me svidence of a missile in the Yresi-
gant's body at any point. Beas Wers examinsd Dy sursalive
and DY the radioclegist who ssslsted us in this endesvor. ({(enm-
phesis added) '

Bowever, in the affidavit of these same dootors before you, the very
last sentense on the fourth psge gives an sntirsly different, though
eerafully contrived, aceoumt. I% reads, "However, careful examins-

tion at the autopsy, end the photographs and x-rays talkten during the
antopay, pevesled no evidenes of a bullst or of & wsjor portion of &

Ty

8sripped of Aesep, this setuslly says thepe Ners fragments in ths
body, no one of which was 28 large as = "major pertion” of s bullst.
This being the case, they came from somsthing other than Bullet 399
and are entirely unsocountsd for, in either the sutepsy repors or the
¥arrea Report. They regquire st least en additional dnlilet; which
elimizates the alpeady impossible belief of a single asasassin,

That thors is no doudt these frsgments were in the body is rope-
titicusly established by the panel ﬂgort which, conirery to reality,
pretends with its casualnass that it is merely reperting o known fact:




On pags ls, iutmﬁmaﬂ by thess ﬁaﬁs, *m obher bmat strusk ths
éﬂuﬁmﬁ‘s Dack seef -

' 'ﬁum ia & m& qu&m ﬁha taw wa ﬁemu n indionted

1y, 1 suggeat that these doctors, called Mz‘am you and
mm, wﬂé beva to admit thed saying "there is a trask" is falss,
as they themsslves conceds &t ths top of page 14 wﬁ &8s Colonel FPinok
tostified in New Orlcans.)

With respect to the second, "fetal” wound, it seems to me, nob &s a
lsuyer but as an anslyst, that thore is simiiay false swearing thst
eertalinly appears material. Its locabion, in the amwg report snd
all the bestimony about it, is reflected on page %
gusnt report of the sutepsy docitors, befors you in atﬂ&uﬁt fornm,
"slightly ebove the externsl esccipital protuberanse™. All the visumal
representations, sz, i‘w exampls , Ez&i@im 386, 388 and the awtepsy
I;gﬁy chart, part of Ezhibit 397, locste it om a lime with the tep of
ear.

If this iz net falss swesring, than the words of the panel are. Here
are thelr representations of the sawe wound, frem thelr repors:

From page 7, "high above the hairline".

Prom page 11, ’*wwmﬁa&y ;  wm. (four inshes) above the sxternal
coeipital protubsrance®.

Pron mga 3.2, 160 »sn

a&m‘s m external ceoipital protuberance”,
ve the sxbtermal occipital protuberance®.

%am &.s an SRCPEONS ﬁffwmg, in something the size of ths hamen
head, between & wound of entyanee about one ineh sbove the knob on

the bask of the hsuad end four lmches above 1%. A trajestory accounted
for by &« wound in the back of the head ocbviously is not identieal with
that accounted for with this wound not in the badsk but on the sep of
the head. I the autepsy doetors proved te the Warren Commission that,
with this wound in the back of the hsad, the resultant dammge Lo the
hosd shows the bullet origimated in that sixth~-Tisor windew, they alse
theyeby proved 1t could mot have originsted in this window with %

wonnd inflicted at or mear the top of the haad,

Even the msssursments of this wound by the twe panels of dostors are
different. The sutopsy dosbors exmta thnir auto s;sy report in thsir
swern statement to yaa (W@ 3) as & mx®, wheress

the pansl dosters say of what they maasn :Lz the mmtisaz wound {pa

11}, "measuring awm&ﬁy 8 wm. in dlsmeter on the outer :Mau

of the shilméumhwﬁ%m, on ths internal surfase”. I both
of these are panels of quelified sxperts, can they be peyforming the
siwple task of messuring %ﬁc same wound and manns honestly ebout 1%?
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Judgs Halleck - page 4

Colonel Plerre Pinck was called &s 8 gatms witness in the New Or-
lsanz trial. I tell you trmkiy I provided the ) tion with some
of my material, ineluding a sntity of the uamhiism Warren
waterial, a2 I would have given ii: ’ké the defense had 1t ssked.  Ap-
peyently thiz was used in questioning of Uolomsl Pinock., If ;

- are intevested, Iﬁl&%&m%g&ﬁm&ammtwm,m

in & book. It mmml ‘Alluminates Colonel FPinmck's teatimony in
Heu Orlesns. I, and now %Xmi Finok, puts ths ensire asutopsy in

& different context snd, in faotk, mi&aa additional qmtiem, m:m‘-
ing those of sdditionsl perjurles.

Asked why the word "mamm was added before "of entry” in the
aukopay | geﬂ, has responded, * P anmsmy told us to put in
that word. Hs popeoatedly disahsué militury contrel over the sutopsy
and thet the doators éid not meke an sntively independent wt@w ar
report. Thers aps other axwiss: -

About that "treck” through the President’s bodyand the incisions that
were not meade, incisions thet could have disclosed it -

"Isn't it s feet,” Golensl Finek was asked on eress-exswination, "that
you were told nok to & through the throst arsat” His reply was, "Yes,
but I don't revember details.” Hs added he theught these ovders
wers given by an Admirsl Kimney. Ashed, "Give us the newe of the g
eral wha instrusted Oommander Humes not to talk sbout the sutopsy Yee
port,” his response was, *’%13 was not & genersl, this weas sn sdmival.
This was in bthe aubopsy room.”

Q. Yhat is his nems?

A. There were several podple in charge, as I reesll. It wes
Admirel Kinusy at that time, ass I reeall.

Asked ags.in, "What wes the naus of the genersl in cherge of ths su-
‘sopay?” Colonel Pinek said, "There wes no gehersl in ohmrge. UCom-
mander Humes said, 'Who is in charge here?! and a general answered,
tT am.' That deosn’'t mesn he was ixx cherge of ﬁw autopsy. He wae
in charge of the entire operation.”

Added significance, I s “g?as%, derives frem the fact thed ﬁmml
Pinok wes guite late P at she autepsy. Is it no% aw that

andor Humes had occasion to mak, "whe is in
charge here?® uhy, wﬁwﬂ, should the ezpert presumably conducting
ar inﬁwgmmt autopsy bave had aezaaawa to ask this guestien, abont
anything

Throughout his New Orleans testimony, Colonel Finek swore teo what is
eantrary te what was swoern %o before you. He swore thers was no dis-
ssetion to establish the "track® in the neck srea. He mm@aﬁi{
swore thet the fstal weund of entry wes "at the baok of the hesd™, '
which is gentrary %o the sistement ¢f the panel repors, ymm 1% a%
the top of ths head. He testifled thet afier he nz«r&*mﬁ he "found the
wound st the beck of the neek and no corresponding exit. I requested
X-vays. Wy purpose %as o 3se 1f there wes » bullst in the body. 4n
x~u3 will reveal a bullet.” KHe added the X-rays showed “only Wv
wents®. This is mﬁuy to ths swora Ssablmony cited sbewe, tlmb
thers was no "missile” of any kind in the dody. BRven fragments of bens
are considered "missiles®, as iz any rramt of bullet. He ssiors he

could see no froat neck wound, yst psnsl now swears it shows in
ths shillnuisti% pietures,
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of %hw ptm m&m 3:3: ‘but huni thout meaning
1012, ﬁﬁthw siza seens ta anw ws W
Dr. Weeht alse placed this wound In the top of the head.

Solonel Pinek confirmed Dr. Huwos' testimeny that bhe i-yaya wers
road at ths autopey, imcluding by ths radiclogilst. His testimeny
vas partisulerly svasive when you considsr this was afler the hear-
ings befors you, aftsr the panel report and the sutopsy dectors! oun
supploasatal repors, and I augmest zoestto intens. hare made no
m&&m& % mma, whother or Bot as much as a m,}w portion
of & bullst”, saying imstsad, "there was no bullet left im the

The procesding @m which you presided, I prediet, will m ens of
the mers significant ones in our history, whethsr or 1ot %% se seemed
te you 2t the i m Mmsm it. rm:may besaues you did
aslds s taiﬂa, under sxtreme provocation, do I heps you will fesd
g»o sarve the inbtegrity of the ) ing, that of the
courts &f the United States, and with 1t that of the mﬁs&n, for if
wa have bean givea a false offficial socount of the murder of s Fresi-

.dant and if the oourts have boen used in an efford w validase that

falsisy, by use ef perjury, by misrepreosentation, by deception, is
net the inbegrity of all at stake?

 you will regard this as seriously as I do. If thees is

+ledge or evidence I have that might interest you, I will be
happy o gmiﬁa it. I have copyrighted s limibed adition of one
part of my study of ths supprossed evidense ou this antopsy and what
relstes %6 13, have snother shout ready for limited publisation, and
a® preparing a third pari. I do bave mundreds of pagss of é@w
tion fyom She unpublizhed waterial.

3inneraly,

Harold Weisberg



