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Whitewash VI: ARRB Whitewash

Chapter 8

The Almost Sourceless Autopsy -‑ Was It Made Up?
There is no end to the existence of what was brought to light for the Board to seek and disclose or at least look into and report on in what follows in Post Mortem.  It is put this way because at the least Gunn had and misused the book extensively in his questioning  and because it was part of the Board's work already done for it.  A large part if it intended to meet its responsibilities.

Rather than attribute all that was wrong to excessive secrecy, a line the Board knew the media would go for and that many people who had the belief would accept, the Board had and shunned the responsibility for getting to the cause of all that was withheld, hidden and destroyed – not just "secret."  And to all the explanations and formulations that were not in accord with the facts.

Why, for example, was there no real Board investigation of what was required to have been in Exhibit 397 and was said to be identical to what was to have been in and was missing from CD (Commission Document) 371.

These were medical materials and Gunn had all the autopsy prosectors as deposition witnesses.  He could have had others if he wanted them, many others.  Without seeking or getting any truthful explanation.  He got testimony that is refuted by the hidden documents I dug up and published in facsimile which Gunn had, and he  accepted these unacceptable explanations that are refuted by the actual official records, by signed and dated receipts in particular.  They are published in facsimile in Post Mortem.  It continues:

As delivered to the Archives with a covering letter by Rowley, what I had decided to investigate further is described as:

Handwritten notes by Dr. J. J. Humes which include the holographic draft of the autopsy report; the autopsy descrip​tion sheet; two certificates dated November 24 by Dr. Humes (Commission Exhibit 397); and the official autopsy report (Commission Exhibit 387).

The self‑serving comment that follows is both accurate and deceptive:

Copies of these documents, as you know, were furnished to the President's commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy and are Commission exhibits which have been widely reproduced.

Had it been Rowley's intention to persuade scholars of the fu​ture that it would be a waste of time even to look at these seeming duplications of the published, he could not have phrased it better.  But, the very opening sentence of his letter makes all of this false and dishonest.  It refers to "the following original documents  . . ." (emphasis added), and the Commission never had copies of these "origi​nal documents", which are different from the copies the Commission did have, those made from copies, not the originals (page 252).

Although not described, which is not the usual way in which policing agencies make records, as the head of the Secret Service put it, he gave the Archives "handwritten notes by Dr. J. J. Humes," From what exists in the Archives those handwritten "notes" take up most of a small piece of paper with Dr. Malcom Perry's Dallas addresses and phone numbers.  That, the little else there is, is hardly enough to serve as the basis for a detailed and precise autopsy protocol.

Rowley also refers to "original documents," and intensive and long-lasting as my search in the Commission's record was, the Commission's files did not hold even copies of those "originals."

At this point, my recollection triggered by my friend McKnight's comment on the extent Gunn was misusing Post Mortem in a whitewashing propaganda endeavor (one of the reasons real depositions have lawyers for two competing or adversarial sides present), I recalled what I had referred to often, particularly on talk shows in the 1960s and 1970s.  This was two pages in the Commission's second volume of testimony, pages 372 and 373.

In addition, I have a unique reason for remembering them after more than three decades, a spectacular consequence of my using them on a lengthy assassination television special being prepared for syndication by what was then the largest independ​ent television operation in the country, Metromedia.

The late Jim Bishop, was famous for his tinselly and not always accurate series of books, "A Day in the Life of . . . "  He was preparing one on JFK and the Metromedia New York station used him as the moderator when he was hardly without prejudices, particularly with the fat contract for his book on the assassination on line.

Bishop came to the studio dressed in a rather elaborate jacket that reminded me of a Park Avenue doorman.  He was also his usual officious and self‑important self while posing otherwise and pretending that all knowledge began and ended with him.

There were six of us on that program and the station sat me on Bishop's left.  He had his set of the Commission's twenty‑six volumes behind him ,on the floor.

I had just cited what appears in the Humes testimony published at the bottom of page 372 and the top of page 373.  Having only recently written about it I did remember it clearly.  But what it said and meant was not congenial to the work of propaganda for which Bishop was to get a small fortune.  So, he denied that testimony existed.  I was not about to let Jim Bishop or any other stuffed or unstuffed shirt call me a liar on nation-wide television.

I told him, "You have those volumes right behind you.  You can get Volume II out and read the bottom of page 372 and the top of page 373 to the audience."

"I don't have to," Bishop retorted.  "I know."

"You know, do you?" or something like that is all I said.  With the cameras turning I got up, got Bishop's Volume II, turned to pages 372 and 373 and handed it to him.  He declined to take the book and in the course  of the sweeping gesture with which he turned away he upset his cup of coffee on that jacket of which he was so proud.

"Look what you made he do," he wailed.

I paid no attention to his childishness and instead read what I had cited, word for word.

It was as I said.  That was what is usually considered a spontaneous dramatic event that supposedly the television stations loved.  It was entirely unrehearsed and it told the people the truth.  But with two hours of what was filmed to reduce the show to a mere three hours, that dramatic incident ended up on the cutting‑room floor.

Bishop was, after all, the celebrity.

In that questioning Specter had been making up his impossible case for the impossible history of the so‑called, but impossible, magic bullet, all "hypothesis" or "assumption" in his own words.  Then this is what the transcript holds:

Mr. SPECTER.  Now, Doctor Humes, I hand you a group of documents which have been marked as Commission Exhibit No. 397 and ask you if you can identify what they are?

Commander HUMES.  Yes, sir; these are various notes in long‑hand, or copies rather, of various notes in long‑hand made by myself, in part, during the per​formance of the examination of the late President, and in part after the exami​nation when I was preparing to have a typewritten report made.

Mr. SPECTER.  Are there also included there some notes that you made while you talked to Doctor Perry on the telephone?

Commander HUMES.  Yes, Sir; there are.

Mr. SPECTER.  Are there any notes which you made at any time which are not included in this group of notes?

Commander HUMES.  Yes, sir; there are.

Mr. SPECTER.  And what do those consist of?

Commander HUMES.  In privacy of my own home, early in the morning of Sunday, November 24th, I made a draft of this report which I later revised. and of which this represents the revision.  That draft I personally burned in the fireplace of my recreation room.

Mr. SPECTER.  May the record show that the Exhibit No. 397 is the identical document which has been previously identified as Commission No. 371 for our internal purposes.

Is the first sheet then in that group the notes you made when you talked to Doctor Perry?

Commander HUMES.  That is correct, sir.

Mr. SPECTER.  And do the next 15 sheets represent the rough draft which was later copied into the autopsy report which has been heretofore identified with an exhibit number?

Commander HUMES.  That is correct, sir.

Mr. SPECTER.  And what do the next two sheets represent?

Commander HUMES.  The next two sheets are the notes actually made in the room in which the examination was taking place.  I notice now that the handwriting in some instances is not my own, and it is either that of Com​mander Boswell or Colonel Finck.

Mr. SPECTER.  And was that writing made at the same time that the autopsy report was undertaken; that is, did you review all of the markings on those papers and note them to be present when you completed the autopsy report?

Commander HUMES.  Yes, sir.  From the time of the completion of this exami​nation until the submission of the written report following its preparation, all of the papers pertinent to this case were in my personal custody.

Mr. SPECTER.  Have you now described all of the documents which were present in that 397, Exhibit No. 397?

Commander HUMES.  Yes, air; with the exception of the certification to the fact that I, in fact, detailed [sic] them in my custody, and a certification that I had destroyed certain preliminary draft notes.

Mr. SPECTER.  And these represent all the notes except those you have already described which you destroyed?

Commander HUMES.  That is correct, sir (pages 372-3).

Specter, the experienced prosecutor, would never have dared pull this kind of shysterism in a court of law with opposing counsel to expose him.

As we see in this verbatim quotation of Humes' actual testimony, he did not testify that he had destroyed any "notes".  He limited his testimony to saying that he burned the draft of the autopsy.

Consistent with his deliberate deception about Humes destroying his notes is Specter's referring to Exhibit 397 as "a group of documents."  It appears in Volume XVI on pages 29‑48.

The first page is Humes notes of a phone conversation with Perry in Dallas.  That page consists of but three brief medical references and of Perry's  home and office addresses and phone numbers.

One of those brief medical notes Specter made raises the most substantial doubt about the story he was making up for his magic bullet if in fact it does not disprove it.  Perry told Specter that the wound in the front of the President's neck was only three by five millimeters.  That is smaller than the diameter of the bullets supposedly fired in the assassination, and it is not usual for an exit wound to be smaller than an on entrance wound.  With this bullet allegedly tumbling in the story Specter made up out of need, not out of any evidence at all, the bullet was allegedly tumbling, and that eliminates entirely the possibility that the exit wound was so small because by the time it traveled the short distance not much more than a foot to Governor Connally's back,. it made a hole about an inch in his back.

(If the board made any searches in the files of the agencies dealing with ballistics and testing for any relevant records, I recall no mention if it.)

Pages 30‑44 are the handwritten revised autopsy protocol, not any "notes."

Pages 45 and 46 are not pages of "notes."  They are the required Navy "AUTOPSY DESCRIPTIVE SHEET," the form identified as "NMS PATH-8 (1/63)."

The next two pages are Humes' certifications referred to earlier, one that he turned in all the papers he had and the second on his burning of his first autopsy protocol rough draft.

Or, rather than "a group of documents" on the autopsy, he had, if the meaningless note of his conversation with Perry is included, those three little details he noted that he got from Perry, from whom he got ever so much more, as a "group," there we" a total of three related to the autopsy. The other two were the autopsy descriptive sheet and the handwritten draft.  Hardly a "group" and hardly, from their scanty content, what was required to be prepared to write that lengthy protocol with all the details and figures in it.

We soon come to more of the truth on this and of the absolute impossibility of Humes having written his protocol from no more than this.

The receipt for what was given the Archives was signed by the friendly clerk assigned to the assassination archive, not any official or executive.

The first copy I could get is the one on page 253 of Post Mortem.  It is barely legible.  It covers "sixteen (16) pages" that are handwritten, the original autopsy descriptive sheet and copies of the two certifications.

The holograph of the autopsy protocol is described as the "original" and it is not.  It is the revision of the protocol and it is not the original of that.  That original went to Burkley almost four years earlier and bear his initials as this copy does not.

Post Mortem then notes that not an eyebrow or voice was raised when the Members and staff present heard that autopsy records were burned (page 254).

That original autopsy descriptive sheet also went to Burkley.

The same pages note other untruthful statements of which by now we have noted so many it is not necessary to report more, and there were more.

It also reports -- which means that at the outset Gunn and the Board knew -- that Finck testified that all three prosectors made notes and handed them in.  None now exist.  None existed when I was researching Post Mortem (page 254).

As reported above, with all the detail in the protocol that I did not remember seeing in any official record, any published in the by the Commission or in its files at the Archives, or those of any agency of the executive branch, I decided to have an independent search for what was available and was not available in the disclosed official record.  I did this for the record for history and for the book because it was apparent that most, by far, of the content of the protocol has no available official source.  For the book it was not necessary to include all of Howard's research and statistics:

The Archivist of the United States, the custodian of the most precious documents in our national heritage, kept busy writing lies to me and arguing.  Instead, he should have been searching the files and demanding those he did not have from those who did, which is his offi​cial responsibility.  I decided to do what had not been done:  compare this lie, earlier written to me, that these are all the notes and those to the holding of which Humes swore, with the finished report itself, to see if it has descriptions or measurements not in this autopsy de​scriptive sheet.  To assure true impartiality, I asked Howard Roffman, a brilliant young student, then in high school and then writing his own book on this assassination, to make this comparison for me.  He found, as I was confident had to be the case, what is required for even a lousy pretense of medico‑legal science such as this, much more than is noted on this single sheet.  (The second side holds only four brief notations and five measurements, all related to the head only.)

From my own checking in 1964, 1 knew the autopsy report held facts not contained anywhere in any of the published evidence. As soon as the 26 volumes became available, my wife and I had made a word‑by​ word comparison of the 15 pages of holograph with the typed autopsy re​port and had found substantive changes, some to diametric opposites.  So, I knew in advance what Howard's study would show.  What surprised me is the extent, much greater even than I had expected.

What I asked of Howard was much work.  He compared everything available: the two versions of the autopsy report; the notes printed in CE 397, said to be all the notes, whereas none are properly described as notes and none meet Finck's New Orleans descriptions of those all the doctors made; and the reports of the two panels made public by the Department of Justice so long after they were completed and when the government was in distress.  These two panels, of course, conducted their studies long after the Report was issued and from the existing evidence only.  The 1968 panel report includes an inventory of what it examined.  Both panels are silent on the contradictions and omissions.  This silence is a remarkable self‑exposure and a self ‑condemnation, an attack on the integrity of both panels and of the Department of Justice no writer, no passionate language, can approximate.

Howard's factual listing is 15 single-spaced typewritten pages.  To make this study and comparison, he isolated every single statement of fact in the typed autopsy report.  He then sought for each fact or even an approximation of it in each of the other sources, the so-called notes.  This leaning-over-backwards is an effort to be as fair as possible by including all that any carping critic might later complain should have been.  However, it is obvious, with only these so‑called notes as sources, unless some notes bad been destroyed at some point, there could have been no other sources for the holograph than there were for its typed version and no other sources for the two much‑later panels to draw upon.

Howard's study shows a statement of a total of 88 facts.  Of these, only 24 are in the "notes".  Sixty-four statements of facts in the autopsy report are not in any of these "notes."

Because this is the autopsy of a President, because the credi​bility of the official Report on his assassination, that of all the Commission and its staff, the Department of Justice, all those medico-​legal eminences and, indeed, of the military, too, hangs on this alone, lot me express these shocking figures in two other ways.

Of the "facts" stated in the autopsy report, almost three out of four have no existing source.  The percentage is just under 73 -‑ 72.7 percent.

Or, putting it the other way, of what is represented as fact in this autopsy report, only one in four exists in any existing written source!

It can, of course, be argued that some of the doctors might have remembered, such as the color of the President's eyes and hair.  This cannot be true in most cases, for of these unrecorded 64 facts, 59 include or are solely of physical characteristics.  Most of these are of parts of the body and their condition.  Often they relate to the bul​let wounds.

And of these, the startling number of 15 involve numbers and  figures.  These are essentials it just cannot be believed the doctors carried in their heads.  Many of these are of measurements referring directly to the wounds -‑ their size, their distance from other parts of the body.

This is complex data, often of minute measurements, and those had to have been the most emotional days in the lives of all the doctors. They simply could not have carried all this in their heads.

And more incredible still, a third of this number is of cases where figures are used that conflict with the final autopsy report!  These range from what Howard, more tolerant than I, regards as possible "minor misquoting" – I regard no error in this autopsy as tolerable​ -- to the size of the missing piece of scalp.  The figure of the report, 13 cm, exists nowhere in any notes and actually appears to be in contradiction to what is recorded in them.

This is but a brief summary of the great labor Howard undertook for me, countless hours of detailed work.

No matter how generously one regards it, no matter how much apologists may prefer to discount, I do not believe that reasonable men conceive that three‑quarters of the fact of anything as complicated as the autopsy performed on a human body, especially that of a President, can possibly have been reported except from written notes.

They no longer exist.

The destruction of such records of any murder, particularly the assassination of a President, and false swearing about it; or them, are criminal.  When the government that has to be the prosecutor and alone can make the charges is itself criminally responsible, neither charg​ing nor prosecution is likely.  However, I have repeatedly invited those I accuse to file charges against me and seek judicial determination of fact.  None has or will. (pages 255-256).

With the autopsy notes not available, some of the content of the protocol is the opposite of underlying information that is available.

Some of the changes are to the exact opposite

Sixty‑four of the eighty‑eight statements of fact in the protocol could not be traced or attributed to any official source!

Almost three‑fourths of the stated facts – actually 72.7 percent of them had no disclosed official source.

The amount of disagreement between some of the official sources Howard did find and the autopsy protocol is really startling.  Extraordinarily troubling.

There should be none.

Gunn read this.  He asked for a copy of the underlying work.  I invited him up or to send someone to retrieve it from our basement files because before Gunn was here it was not safe for me to use those stairs and I had and have not.  When he was here he knew I did nor dare use them.  So, if it is to wonder why the board did not get this work or go into it on its own.

(Howard went on to clerk for several years for a federal appeals court judge, then he was drafted by a major law firm and from there he went on to become general counsel for a major corporation and then to assumed greater responsibilities in it.)

What would not be acceptable in the death of a wastrel, an unknown, was just fine when the President was assassinated -‑ and when his autopsy was performed by the military and entirely controlled by the military.

It is not inappropriate to repeat that the President got an autopsy unworthy of a Bowery bum‑ and that from its depositions this did not trouble the board in any way at all.
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