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43 1 pointed out in SdTEVASH,
tLe FBI does not sccount for the
wound in the front of the
Irzzident's mek., Tt is entirely
unmentioned in the Sumwsry
feport of December 9, 1863, 2nd
is only hinted 2t in the
Suppleuentary Report of Janusry
13,1964, vhere there is an
inaccurate reference to the
demage to the front of the
President's shirt, vithout
reference to any underlying wour
wound., It ssys that this "nus
the characteristics of an

oxhit hole for s jrogectile”,
cdoes not describe or even hin

at what projectile, whether a
fragment of 2 bullet or = frez-
ment of bone (and FBI Firearms I

ixpert Jpbert -+ frazier testi-

fied he could say only thst
this was consistent with sn
exit only &f nn one had touched
ths garments).

Internal evidence is that this
report was prepsred with the
Bl in possession o fhthe
eubopsy report, which it scems
to cuote, yet it does not say
cf the nonfstsl inji.iry whet
thut report does snd it does
say of the resr non-Tatsl
wound wh:t that report doe:s not
say, that it was in the teck
and "hsd penctrated to a
distsnce of less than a Tinger!
length".
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Paul Hoch

2701 Ridge Road, Apt. 304
Berkeley, Calif., 94709
Novenosr 26, 1965

Mr. Hoover's statement of Nov. 25 does not, in my opinion, satisfactorily
answer the critics' questions concerning the performance and reporting of the
autopsy of President Kennedy. '

First, let us examine Mr, Hoover's interpretation of ths FBI Suppleiental
Report of Jan. 13, 1964. He states that the doctors! early observation that
"the bullet had penstrated only a short distance into the President's back was
referred to "in conjunction with the laboratory findings" concerning the danage -
to the front of the President's clothing Mto point up" the Yprobability" that
this early observation was in error, ’

Frankly, I do not see how any such intention en the part of the FBI can
be read into the relevant section of the Report,(entitled "Laboratory examinations
+es President's clothing.ﬂ)The first half appsars primarily intended to show that
traces of copper from the bullets allegedly used were found in the clothing at
the back wound. The second paragraph deals with the throat wound. Since no
bullet fragments were found in the clothing, why was the fragmentation of the -
bullet which struck the skull mentioned? The implication sesms to be that a
fragnent of metal (or bone) from the last shot caused the exit wound in the
throat,.

Tt should be noted that the latter interpretation was common in news reports
apparently based on the FBI version of the shooting. (E.g., Washington Post, Dec.
18, 1963; NYT, Jan. 26, 1964, p. 56)

Since the intent of the Jan. 13 report is not clear from its text, one may
ask whether, in fact, the laboratory examination of the clothing did indicate
that the bullet had passed through the body. The Warren Report, on the basis of
the testimony of FBI agent Frazier, states that Malthough the characteristics of
the slit established that the missile had exited to the front, the irregular
nature of the slit precluded a positive determination that it was a bullet hole."
(P. 92) As Frazier put it, "that [the shape]} is not specifically characteristic
of a bullethole to the extent that you could say it was to the exclusion of being

"a piece of bone or some other type of projectile." (5H51) Testifying on the basis
© of his examination of the clothing, he said,"I can say that this hole in the {front)

collar area could have been made by this bullet but I cannot say that the bullet
vwhich entered the back actually came out here or at some other place because I am
not aware of the autopsy information as to the path of the bullet through the
body." (5HA1) :

This unusuzlly careful testimony, plus the text of the report itself,
suggests that the Jan. 13 report did not mean to imply (or at least should not
have meant to imply) that the laboratory examination "clearly™ indicated that
the medical observations wers "probably" in error. '

Even if my analysis is incorrect, how is one to interpret lir. Hoover's
statement that ® since the F.B.I. knew the commission had a copy of ths official
autopsy, its contents were not respeated in an F.B.I. report "?(Zmph. added) The
point at issue is not why there was no FBI Teport spscifically on the autopsy
report, but why the Jan. 13 report did not reflect the autopsy report. At best,
the Jan. 13 report is-supposed to have pointed up the probability that the
original observation was in error. Yet the autopsy report, which the FBI adwittedly
had in hand, sesms to be a much stronger statement, precluding the possibility
that the original observation was correct. Is is customary for the FBI to hint
that an observation is in error (by puttinz it in the past parfect tense and
1in conjunction with" a staterment that way be a rzfutation) when it has solid
evidsncs that it was in fact in error? :



¥r. Hoover's statement is inadequate in other ways as a response to
questions that have been raised. For exawple, it may well be that the F3I
obtained a copy of the Moriginal uncut® Zapruder film and "reproduced bhlS for
the comsission, which since has turned it over to fthe] national archive
However, FBI azent Shaneyfelt testified that he prepared Cormission I llblb
885, which he (1ncorrc 11y) dCSCFlb“d as the M"majority" of the frames in the
Zapruder film. As published by 00mh1531on, four framazs were spliced out,

and two others were prlntﬂd in reverse order. llo explanation has ever bee
provided publicly. Also, Mr. Hoover's account of when and how the dOAtor‘
decided that the bullcb had gone through the body is inconsistent with the
account on pp. 83-89 of the Warren Resport, but that is another story
altogether, - : ‘

One would be much less suspicious of the entire investigation into the
assassination if the FBI (or the Warren Report)had admitted, clearly and
unequivocally, that they had made some mistakes. It is trus that Cormaission .
staff membars are now admitting that there were loose ends, contradictions,
mistakes, and misstatements. (For example, ¥r. Liebeler has advised that the
Dec. 9 FBI report was not "of principal importance," as the Warren Report
had claimed.) How many more "imprecise" statements are there in the Warren
Report, which will be acknowledged only when the critics turn up irrefutable
counter-evidence? '

References: Statement by J. Edgar Hoover, New York Tines, Nov. 25, 1965, p. 25.
FBI Supplemental Report, Jan 13, 196k (See Appendix B of Inquest.)
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" I, personally, fesl that any finding of the Gommission will not be accepted
by everybody, because there are bound to be some extremists who have very
pronounced views, without any foundation for them, who will dlsacrae violently
“with whatever findings the Conn1551on nakes,"
J. Edgar Hoover
May 1b4, 1964



