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Whitewash VI: ARRB Whitewash

Chapter 10

An Honest Account of the Assassination Was Never Officially Intended
Livingston had been a naval surgeon during World War II.  During and after the battle of Okinawa, alone, he attended hundreds of bullet and shrapnel wounds.  He had quite extensive experience with bullet wounds.  Livingston, after the assassination of the President, spoke of having alerted Humes, before the body reached Bethesda, to the need for tracking the bullet that hit the President in the neck.  When, he spoke at an assassination conference in Dallas on November 22, 1993 and four days before that at a New York news conference he had what he said written out.  Noel Twyman prints this transcript in his 1997 Bloody Treason (pages 201‑202).

These public appearances, it should be noted, were several years before Humes was deposed by Gunn for his Board.

It is not easy to believe that of all the people Humes knows and who are aware of the autopsy controversy in which he was involved, not one thought to call to Humes attention what Livingston said, hurtful as it is to Humes reputation.  As Twyman published from the Livingston transcript:

Because of my prior experience as Scientific Director for two of 
the National Institutes of Health; concurrently for the National Institute for Mental Health and the National Institute for Neurological Diseases and Blindness; because I had met President Kennedy while serving in the U.S. Public Health Service during the transition from Eisenhower to Kennedy, and throughout the Kennedy administration; because I had met several Cabinet members and other principals, and, most importantly, because my scientific knowledge and professional responsibilities were directly pertinent to the conduct of the president's autopsy and interpretations of damage to his nervous system, I paid careful attention to the unfolding of news on November 22, 1963.  Thereby I learned that: (a) there was a small frontal wound in the president' throat, and (b) substantial parts of his cerebellum were extruding from the wound in the back of his head.

Because the wound of entry in the front of his neck required that the president had to have been assaulted frontally, this seemed to me to be a matter of utmost importance for the autopsy.  I therefore telephoned from my home in Bethesda to the Bethesda Naval Hospital where the autopsy was to be per​formed.  This was prior to arrival of the president's casket from Dallas to Andrews Air Force Base.  I was put though to the Offi​cer of the Day who quickly provided me telephone access to Commander James Humes who was to head the autopsy team.

Dr. Humes said he had not heard much reporting from Dal​las and Parkland Hospital because he had been occupied pre​paring to conduct the autopsy.  I told him about reports describing the small wound in the president's neck.  I stressed that, in my experience, that would be evidence for a wound of entry.  I emphasized the importance of carefully tracing the path of this projectile and of establishing the location of the bullet or any fragments.  I said, carefully, that if that wound were con​firmed as a wound of entrance, that would prove beyond per​adventure of doubt that a bullet had been fired from in front of the president -‑ hence that if there were shots from behind, there had to have been more than one gunman.  At just that moment, there was an interruption in our conversation.  Dr. Humes re​turned after a pause to say, "Dr. Livingston, I'm sorry, but I can't talk with you any longer.  The FBI won't let me."  I wished him good luck, and the conversation ended.  (Editor's note: Emphasis added by Twyman)

If the FBI denied this 1 am not aware of it and that kind of denial from the FBI was certain to get attention and to be followed by considerable controversy.  How infrequently Humes has been stopped from using the telephone by the FBI, if on any other occasion, would certainly have that stick in his mind.

As would what Livingston says he told Humes -- before Humes saw the corpse.

Other published accounts quote Livingston as having told Humes of the urgency of establishing the track of that neck‑wound bullet, "the importance of dissecting the neck wound to find the path of the bullet."

Which should have been obvious in any event.

Was it proper -‑ was it even honest -‑ for Gunn to see  to it that the transcript of his deposing of Humes held not a word of this?

Could this have been a reason the transcript was withheld from me for two and a half years under a phony claim to exemption under FOIA?

Does suppressing this from the record provide a cover for the Board not following up on it to see if any relevant records of any kind existed?

The least critical comment that can be made of this is that it is entirely abnormal ‑- if an honest, informative proceeding is intended.

Gunn was covering up.

He would not dare cover up on his own.

The whitewashing was official.  It was intended, not an accident.

It may be possible that some professional historians have no understanding of how these procedures are to work.  They do have an understanding of what they are to do and it is not possible that any intelligent school boy, not a professional historian, would not perceive that Gunn was keeping the official record ignorant of what he supposedly was asking about.  And then drew no conclusion, made no observation, did not cite the abundance of evidence that proved Humes was not being truthful, asked none of the many obvious questions he should have asked, and merely went on to another matter.

In any real inquiry, after all these Humes denials, Gunn would have confronted him by ticking off the many others who contradict Humes on this – make a liar of him – and that about what is material, making it perjury.

As stated above, that Humes was contradicted on this was first published in 1965.  All the subsequent contradictions are not included above but there are a number.  Yet knowing of at least some of these, Gunn mentions not one.

He is content to get Humes a trifle edgy and that is as far as he goes.  As when Humes says above Dr. Livingston with an inappropriate levity, "Not the guy from the jungle."  That Livingston had been long lost in Africa many decades ago when he was found.)

If by some remote chance this Humes' perjury was lost upon the historians, it could not have been lost on the state attorney general becoming a judge.

There can be no question about it, what Gunn did that was so wrong, so very wrong, was what his Board wanted him to do.

This, too, means that the whitewashing was official as well as intended.  And thick.  It means, too, that despite its official denial the board set out to do all it could to make the untenable Warren Report seem to be correct and dependable.

That was not the Board mission.

That was not the intent of the Congress in passing the Act and establishing and empowering the Board.

I first had the suspicion that this was the Board's intention when it started holding hearing all around the country and at them gave assassination nuts who asked to be heard widespread attention and nothing of real value to the Board.

It could use the fact that it gave all those people a chance to tell it, supposedly, where assassination records would be found, and that it held all those hearings did give that false impression to the country and the media.

If it had been serious it could have announced that all who wanted to be heard could write it with what they wanted the Board to know or consider and it then would have made special requests from those who had the reputation of being authentic assassination scholars, not sensationalists, not addicted to the assassination craziness that got and gets most attention and does most to make it possible for the government to continue to pretend that the Warren Report was the legitimate investigation it was not and, as the first chapter of NEVER AGAIN! documents with official records that had been kept secret, was never intended to be.

One previously mentioned and thoroughly documented source was all those administrative appeals I filed documenting improper withholdings.

Another would have been all those affidavits I filed in all those FOIA lawsuits specifying and documenting improper holdings.

But when I call these to Gunn's and Tom Samoluk's attention when they were here they ignored them all and never sent anyone to even skim them.

I am not alone in having such records the Board could have used.  Others filed appeals and some also filed lawsuits.

If they were documented as mine here, the Board had a fine start in just asking for the relevant records the withholding of which is documented.

One illustration that comes to mind is the official statement that all the tapings of Oswald made in Mexico City allegedly were erased or had disappeared.

One of my appeals documented the falsity of this.  It did, specifically, tell the appeals agent, who ignored it, where at least of two tapings Oswald from Mexico City were, the original and a copy of it.

On the other hand, I received hundreds of pages claimed not to exist or that could not be found and thousands that had been improperly withheld.

The effort had to be made and in this deposition not only is there no such effort, Gunn does not ever – not once --confront Humes with the proofs he had that Humes was lying.  This is obvious again in what follows.  In it Humes again is allowed to wander off into the irrelevant.  In asking the question in what follows, Gunn, well aware of the proof that Humes did what he said he did not in this bobtailed question because he had the Ebersole sworn testimony that the House committee had withheld:

Q
Were you aware of any telephone calls being made from the autopsy room during the time of the autopsy?

A
Well, you see, that's possible.  Certainly not by me, but we had a large defect in the side of ‑‑ in the right side of the President's skull, and there was dialogue back and forth between somebody ‑- I don't know whether the FBI or Secret Service ‑- that fragments of bone had been picked up on the street. And there was conversation back and forth between ‑ I guess they were Secret Service people.  I had no idea, to tell you the truth.  And they were going to be sent to us, which was fine because we needed to close the defect if we could.  It didn't turn out to be enough to totally close the defect.  We did other things to accomplish that.  But your specific question, if these phone conversations were going on, I was not directing them, I was not involved in them, and really it wasn't my problem.

Q
Was there a telephone in the autopsy room?

A
Yes.

Q
Do you recall whether anyone was stationed at the telephone during the course --

A
No, no.  If there was, I didn't have anything to do with it.

Q
Did you make any attempts to call anyone in Dallas prior to the completion of the autopsy?

A
No.

Q
Were you aware of any other kinds of communications, in addition to telephone calls, between Bethesda Hospital and Dallas regarding wounds of the body?

A
No.

Q
In addition to the call that you had with Dr. Perry, did you speak with any other person who had been in Dallas on the day of the assassination regarding the nature of the President's wounds?

A
Contemporaneously at that time?

Q
Thank you. Let me try the question again.  Prior to the time that you had completed the autopsy protocol, did you speak with any other doctor --

A
No.

Q
-- or law enforcement official about the nature of the wounds on President Kennedy's body?

A
I did not.

Q
Dr. Perry is the only one, then, prior to the completion ‑-​

A
Right.

Q
‑  of the autopsy protocol?

A
Yes. (pages 53-55).

For some of the foregoing Gunn had direct contradictions he did not cite or ask a single question about any of them.  For much of the rest there is no credibility at all.

Sibert and Kellerman did make phone calls, according to their own testimony, and during the autopsy.  Sibert said he made his call after talking to the prosectors about the fragmentation of the bullet or bullets.

Gunn believes that, with the President's own physician, who had been in Dallas, standing with him, Humes had no question to ask of Burkley and Burkley volunteered not a word.  Then there were other members of the President's party who had been in Dallas and were in the hospital, at least one was the autopsy, his air aide.

Gunn and the board had sworn‑to contradiction and he makes no mention of any of it.

After a bit more like this Gunn gets to the retyped revision of the protocol.

He asks Humes to start with the first two paragraphs: In the course of this he gets to what he should carried forward, Humes making a liar of himself, but Gunn neither asks nor states a word about this information, which appears above:

THE WITNESS: Yes, this makes reference to the local newspapers, which is the source, plus I may have had the television on sometime on Saturday.  I'm not sure.  I was busy doing a lot of things.  I can't tell you for sure.  I had no personal knowledge.  I had to get it secondhand, whatever it was.  It was not my job.  It was not my responsibility in the first place.

BY MR. GUNN:

Q
At the beginning of the second paragraph, it makes reference to the President fell forward.  Do you recall now where you obtained that information?  Again, the beginning of the first paragraph ‑‑ the first sentence of the second paragraph on page 2?

A
I presume from this Washington Post article.  I'd have to look at it and see.  I had no other source of information that I can recall.

Q
So, for example, did an FBI or Secret Service agent tell you that -‑​

A
No, absolutely.  I had no dialogue with them at all.  Zero.  Maybe it would have been helpful.  It may have been harmful.  I have no idea.  But I did not have dialogue with those people.

Q
Could you describe in a general way what the autopsy room looked like?  You mentioned a few minutes ago that it was new.  Could you just describe the room?

A
Well, it's about the size of the room in which we're seated, which looks to me like it's 30 by 25 or something of that nature.  We had a permanently fixed autopsy table in the center of the room.  We had a viewing stand, a two‑place viewing stand, along one wall . . . (pages 56-57).

If Gunn had been looking for information he certainly had a real opening and ignored it totally.  This was in Humes admission that he had and used "this Washington Post article" in his autopsy protocol.  That article includes the report on the Parkland press conference in which Drs. Perry and Clark stated three times that the President's wound in the front of his neck was from a shot from the front.  That, of course, meant the end of the made‑up "solution" of the lone‑nut assassin.  But Gunn let him get away with it.  He does not even ask why, if it is right and proper to use a newspaper story as a basis for an autopsy in a murder, it is not right and proper to speak to the doctors who tried to save the President's life and learn from them what he could.  Of course, this is a self-answering question: neither Humes nor those above him wanted an autopsy that proved there was a conspiracy to kill the President because shots from two directions did prove there; was a conspiracy.

What makes this even more obvious is that the third-hand report Humes liked and took from the Post article.  The Post said that "the President fell forward."  He did not!  And nobody who saw what happened had any reason to say that he did.  But having the President fall forward was having him react to a shot from behind him and that could be and was – attributed to Oswald.

So why risk getting first-hand information from the Dallas doctors?

Instead of seeking the information to which this could have led Gum, rather than Humes to change the subject.  He drops it and continues with a question having no relationship to the pay dirt he had reached when he asks instead that Humes "describe in a general way what the autopsy room looked like".

A couple of pages later Gunn gets to what he should have known was directly contradicted by Finck in his New Orleans testimony:

Q
Did anyone make suggestions to you other than Drs. Boswell and Finck, regarding any procedures ‑‑

A
No.

Q
‑‑ during the autopsy?

A
No.

Q
None whatsoever?

A
None. I don't know who it would have been or who would have the  . . .

Q
Was your commanding officer there?

A
I had a separate commanding officer, and he was there, it seems to me, part of the time.  John Stover was his name . . . (page 61).

Gunn was not looking for information when he did not confront Humes with that specific Finck New Orleans testimony, that they were ordered not to make some of the examinations they should have made, like tracing the track of that "magic" bullet through the body.  In not asking this question, Gunn was not conducting an examination to establish fact.  He was spreading the whitewash that much thicker.

Then, again without reference to what his files held -‑ and if he had no other source on this, what is above and what follows, he had it in Post Mortem.  He went into more of that whitewash instead of a search for information:

Q
Who was Captain Stover's commanding officer?

A
Admiral Galloway.

Q
Was he present at the autopsy?

A
I don't think so.  I don't think Cal came down there at all.  I mean, I can't swear that he was or wasn't there.  But if he was, he played no role in it whatever.

Really, other than more than look in the room, I don't think Admiral Galloway was there at all.

Q
Was the Surgeon General of the Navy present ‑‑

A
No.

Q
‑‑ during the autopsy?  That's Rear Admiral Kenny?

A
Kenny.

Q
And he was not present at all in the autopsy room? (pages 62-64).

Humes said he could not recall.

Here again there is every reason to believe that Gunn knew the truth, knew Humes was not telling the truth, and still again, the proof is what his board forced out of two decades of unjustified secrecy.

In the records of the House assassins committee is its May 17, 1978 interview with Galloway.  The very first sentence in what Galloway is quoted as saying it is enough "Galloway said that he was present throughout the autopsy," (Archives JFK Collection HSCA (RG 233).

Parenthetically, this should put to rest the semi-official if not also the official canard that the sorrowing widow on the hospital's seventeenth floor, or the sorrowing brother, were giving autopsy instructions and limitations through Galloway.  That was made up to protect the government from what with the very most generous kindness can be called its negligence in the autopsy.

Soon Gunn asks a few questions that suggest he is finally going, to get to the nitty‑gritty but again, after a proper question or two they wander afield.  After a few of these questions:

Q
Did you consider. the autopsy to be a medical‑legal autopsy?

A
Yes.  Oh, sure.

Q
And there was a gunshot wound to the neck, wasn't there?

A
Well, you'd better clarify that.  There was a big gaping tracheotomy wound in the anterior neck.  I learned later that there had been a gunshot wound in that location, but I didn't know it.  That was 99 percent of my problem.  There was a bullet wound in the back above the scapula, like I mentioned earlier, and there was a wound of entrance in the back of the skull and a wound exit in the skull.  Those were the wounds (page 76).

We have seen and Gunn knew about many proofs that Humes, in repeating that he did not know there was "a gunshot wound in that location," the front of the neck, was lying his his head off.  Even his sidekick Boswell made a liar of him on this more than three decades a earlier in his interview with the Baltimore Sun reporter, Richard Levine.

Gunn had asked the rhetorical question, "Did you consider the autopsy to be a medical‑legal autopsy."  Humes had replied, "Oh, sure."  So here we get the Humes concept of what is a "medical‑legal" proceeding in his autopsy report.

He found second-hand reports in the newspapers to be a proper source in his medical-legal autopsy report but he found the first‑hand information he could have gotten from the Dallas doctors not suitable for his "medical‑legal" proceeding.

It just happens that what was so obviously false, what Humes liked and included, not that it was in any sense proper in that autopsy, was needed as a basis for alleging that there had not been any conspiracy while the opposite is true of the first‑hand, scientifically‑acceptable evidence from the Dallas doctors was proof that there had been a conspiracy.

Whether or not Humes made this decision on his own, and there is no reason to believe he did, it is the position of official policy from the first.  It is therefore more likely that Humes did what he was told to do and did not do what he was told not to do.

And that was the thrust of the Finck testimony in New Orleans, when he was under forceful and informed cross examination.

No wonder that the Department of Justice and Eardley were apprehensive over the effect of Finck's testimony and rushed Boswell down in the event he could be used to relieve Finck's damage to the official story.

(An interesting sidelight on this is that Justice and Eardley assumed the Shaw defense wanted that help.  They then spent tax money to provide it.  They assumed also that the Shaw defense would want to use Boswell as a witness.  They did not.  They had the interest of their client, Clay Shaw, to serve, not the official government line on the assassination).

After a few questions about Boswell's notations on the autopsy descriptive sheet Humes volunteers a few comments on the autopsy notes.  He says, in effect, that they were not important.  At least to him, if not to the law:

A
I was relying, through all of this, on my photographs and my X‑rays.  I wasn't really worried about these notes that J was making.  It didn't – I didn't tell him not to make them, and I didn't tell him to make them.  I didn't tell him anything.  I'm not displeased that he made them.  That's fine.  But I was relying upon the photographs and the X-rays to tell the story.  I wish I had had a video camera. Now, of course, I wish a lot of things.  But ‑‑

Q
Were you anticipating at the time you were performing the autopsy that you would have the photographs and X‑rays available for your inspection at the time you were writing the autopsy report?

A
No, I never expected to have them when I was writing the autopsy ‑‑ he wanted the autopsy report in, what, 36 to 48 hours.  No, I didn't anticipate I'd have them at that time (pages 80-81).

This is not something in his Humes learned in his medical education, in his course on forensic pathology, in his association with the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology, in his work at the Navy hospital.  It also is not acceptable.  It is merely something he made up in preparation for what he would face on his destroying notes for which there was no substitute and for which there were later receipts, as we have seen, after that alleged destruction of them.

Soon Gunn asks about the X‑rays and still again his questioning is more than incompetent.  It is a blatant effort to, while not ignoring the subject, cover Humes and the official assassination mythology with what destroys that mythology completely:

Q
During the course of the autopsy, did you have‑any X‑rays available for your inspection?

A
Yes.

Q
Developed X‑rays?

A
Yes.  We had them all.

Q
Did you use all of the X‑rays that you were aware of ‑‑

A
Sure.

Q
‑‑ during the course of the autopsy?

A
Yes.  Weren't particularly helpful, but we used them, yeah.

Q
Do you have any recollection now about radio‑opaque objects being in or appearing in the X‑rays?

A
Yes, in the skull.  There were some little tiny fragments of radio‑opaque material, which we thought to be bullet fragments, traversing from ‑-​ well, I don't know.  It looked like it was going from posterior to anterior.  Very fine, sort of granular‑looking material, went almost as far forward as the frontal bone, but not quite that far.

Q
Those are dust‑like fragments?

A
Yes, right (pages 98-99).

In this Humes lied, knew he was lying, and in his "questioning" Gunn also knew that Humes was lying and that the lie was an absolute essential to the made‑up “solution" to the assassination that, it should never be forgotten, is always, in this country, a coup d’etat.

It is a blatant lie to say that the X‑rays "Weren't particularly helpful," except in terms of helpful to the false account of the assassination in the making up of which Humes such a vital part.

Humes and we get to that when he refers to those “little tiny fragments" that were so "fine," that were "dust‑like.”  Humes told the Warren Commission there were about forty of these, the words he then used "dust‑like" fragments.  That is where Gunn picked it up.

As Humes and all in the military knew and as Gunn knew from Post Mortem and in more detail from NEVER AGAIN!  And should have known from the record his Board made public, what he saw in those X‑rays of the President's head is an absolute impossibility for the military ammunition Oswald allegedly used.  That is prohibited by the Geneva Convention on humanitarian warfare.  It is impossible from the by the bullet's design and it is impossible from the bullet's manufacture.  Under that convention military bullets were designed and manufactured to cause through‑and‑through wound, not to explode into "dust-like" fragments.

In NEVER AGAIN!  Gunn also read confirmation of this from a source high in the Pentagon.

Beginning with the Warren Commission this is, to the best of my recollection, the fourth official inquiry that ignored this evidence that destroyed the official account of the assassination.

If we count the Humes' autopsy as an inquiry, which a real and an honest autopsy can be, then it was the fifth official inquiry, to pay no attention at all to this absolute proof that no military bullet fragmented into what without question there was in the head, those forty "dust-like" fragments.

As Gunn also knew, because it has had been suppressed until his Board brought it to light, the doctors and the FBI agents at the autopsy had the same question, of the impossibility of this kind of fragmentation by a military round.

Sibert's interview by the House assassins committee is reported under the date of August 29, 1977, by two of that committee's staff.  After the Board forced disclosure, it was available at the Archives, where it is in the “JFK Collection: HSCA (RG 233).”  At the bottom of page three Sibert started talking about that unusual “fragmentization."  This is how that HSCA report continues:

or disintegrated."  Sibert said a lot of the metal fragments were tiny and all that were removed from the body were put in a little jar with a black top.  Sibert 
said that before they left the morgue they signed a receipt for the metal fragments.

Sibert was questioned further about his call to Killion and what prompted it.  Sibert said the Doctors were at a loss as to where the bullet went.  He said nothing was ever mentioned about the interior neck wound being a possible bullet exit wound.  Sibert said the doctors were discussing the amount of fragmentation of the bullet and the fact that they couldn't find a large piece.  They were wondering if it was a kind of bullet which "fragments" completely.  That is why Sibert left the room to call the lab to find out about the type of bullet.
As this statement and an accompanying affidavit make clear, Sibert phoned the FBI lab where he spoke to Lab Agent Chuck Killion.  After Sibert conveyed this information about the extraordinarily minute fragments into which at least a major part of that bullet had disintegrated (only two quite small fragments were recovered) Killion asked Sibert if he knew that a bullet had been recovered at Parkland hospital.  That was enough to tell Sibert to say no more about that disintegrated bullet and he said no more about it.

So, contrary to what Humes said, there was discussion and that discussion was about what should have been discussed.

It was not, however, a discussion that should have been dropped.

Not if the intent was an honest official account of the assassination of the President.

So, this is merely another of the endless proofs that an honest account was never officially intended.
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