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Reviow of the Forensic Science
Examina dons Embodied in the Warr
Commission Report (A. Panel Discussion) *
Introductory Remarks **
Charles A. McInerney, A.B.*" Moderator, Pittsburgh., Pennsylvania
In the view of ninny, the American Academy of Forensic
Sciences would be remiss if it failed to treat this timely topic,
The Forensic Science Examinations Embodied in the Warren
Commission Report. It is the opportunity to evaluate the workings of a fact-finding body in a case which is familiar to alt.
More important, it is an opportunity to study the workings
of a commission that had the unique opportunity to investigate
a sequence of criminal activities under the optimum condition
of unlimited resources in personnel and facilities. The whole of
the talents in academic and technical communities of the country,
as well as the services of federal agencies, were available to it.
For purposes of this panel discussion it is assumed that all
of those present have better than a cursory knowledge of the
events surrounding the assassination of President Kennedy.
Valuable time, therefore, will not be utilized with a chronological summation. Nor will time be spent in discussing those
problems, such as protection and security, which do not fit
comfortably into the normal province of this Academy.
The panelists have made an evaluation of the report from
the perspectives of their separate disciplines. The approach
* Presented at the Eighteenth Annual lleeting of the American Academy
of Foreasie Sciences, Chicago, Illinois, February 24, 1900.
"Received for publication April 9, 1966- Accepted for publication April
10, 1966.
"* Director, Pittsburgh and Allegheny County Crime Laboratory, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.
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is academic; therefore, disciplined. There is no specific purpose to impugn the judgment of the Warren Commission, or
to undermine the United States government, or to encourage
any extremist views of conspiracy.
This is a critique by panelists, an of whom are well qualified
in the areas explored in their• discussions. In those instances
where the participants treat their subject harshly, these should
be recognized as natural consequences of learned, objective
studies, totally consistent with the aims of the Academy to
advance the application of forensic sciences. In fact, the nature
of this symposium is not appreciably different than some
presented in former years where real case situations provided
the basis for panel discussions and mock trials.
Some of the questions to be considered are: Was everything
done that could have been done? Was anything done that should
not have been clone? Were the "expert" witnesses truly expert?
Should additional independent witnesses have been consulted?
101 Court Irouse
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219
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THE WARREN COMMISSION:
Report and Hearings*

A Comlnentary ou Issues of Importance in the Study
of Investigation and Criminalisties

James W. assoburg, MPA"

The literature of criminal investigation is sparse indeed. For
this reason alone the Warren Commission Report is a document
of landmark proportions. However, the inherent importance of
the inquiry and the not inconsiderable sum spent by the government to consummate the investigation are other aspects that
contribute to its significance. Since the report is based on a
procedure which is neither• pure criminal investigation, a trial,
or other regular judicial process, it affords an opportunity to
examine the nature of the investigative function and to inquire
whether the means chosen were the best of the possible alternatives. In the sub-specialties of forensic science: pathology, criminalistics, questioned documents, and psychiatry, the printed
testimony reveals the state of expertise that was available at
the time for this—the most demanding homicide investigation
ever undertaken. A close reading of the testimony of some of
the experts utilized, at least in criminaiistics, suggests that there
are some areas in which the basic research necessary for the
objective evaluation of evidence has yet to be performed. In
short, the Warren Commission Report is a document of primary
importance to those who are seriously engaged in the study of
the investigative process.

'Presented at the Eighteenth Annual Meeting of the merlean Academy
of Portman: Sciences, Chicago, Illinois, February 2-1, 1908. Accepted for
publication May 28, 19013.
*' Department of Police AthuinitilraLion, Indiana TJnieer,:ity, Bloomington,
Indiana.
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The Commission was created by President Lyndon B. Johnson
on November 29, 1963 by Executive Order No. 11130. This
measure to investigate the assassination of President John F.
Kennedy on November 22, 1963 was undertaken because
Throughout the world, reports on these events were disseminated in
massive detail. Theories and speculations mounted regarding the assassination. In many instances, the intense public demand for facts
was met by partial and frequently conflicting reports from Dallas and
elsewhere. A fter Oswald's arrest and his denial of guilt, public attention focused both on the extent of the evidence against him and the
possibility of a conspiracy, domestic or foreign. His subsequent death
heightened public interest and stimulated additional suspicions and
rumors (I).

Thus speculation, suspicion, rumor, and conflicting reports—
official and unofficial—were elements of the festering doubt
among peoples everywhere in the world. How best to resolve
this doubt was a question that required an immediate answer.
Several procedures—including a court of inquiry before a
Texas state magistrate, a grand jury investigation in Dallas
County, Texas, and hearings before Congressional committees
of both houses—were under consideration at one time or another (2). The prospects for a definitive answer from any or
all such methods of inquiry were slim indeed. The President's
appointment of the Warren Commission was a deliberate alternative that
sought to avoid parallel investigations and to concentrate fact finding
in a body having the broadest national mandate (3).

The Commission was given two important investigative
weapons, viz., the power
to issue subpoenas requiring the testimony of witnesses and the production of evidence relating to any matter und...• its investigation. In
addition, . . . (it could) . . . compel testimony from witnesses claiming the privilege against self-incrimination under the fifth amendment
to the U. S. Constitution by providing for the grant of immunity to
persons testifying under such compulsion (4).

July 1966

All Federal Agencies . . . (were) . . . directed to furnish services
and cooperation to the Special Commission. The Commission . . .
(was) . . . also empowered to conduct any further investigation that
it deemed desirable (6).

In addition,
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It would seem that the authority and resources of the Commission were commensurate with its responsibility

to study and report upon all facts and circumstances relating to the
assassination of the late President, John F. Kennedy, and the subsequent violent death of the man charged with the assassination (6).

How the Commission proceeded in order to accomplish its
objective and how well it succeeded are two questions of great
interest to anyone concerned with the investigative process. The
Commission in its report discusses the procedural question :

The Commission has functioned neither as a court presiding over an
adversary proceeding nor as a prosecutor determined to prove a case,
but as a fact finding agency committed to the ascertainment of the
truth. In the course of the investigation of the facts and rumors surrounding these matters, it was necessary to explore hearsay and other
sources of information not admissible in a court proceeding obtained
from persons who saw or heard and othei in a position to observe
what occurred (7).

The question of how well it succeeded is more difficult to appraise. The data disclosed through a special survey made by
Louis Harris of a cross-section of the American public shortly
after the release of the report is possibly suggestive of its success. The question and response (in part) were as follows:

The survey, completed after the issuance of the commission report, followed an earlier one taken just prior to release of the report. People
were asked: From what you have read or heard, do you feel the full
story is in the Warren Commission Report? Or do you think there are
still a lot of unanswered questions about who killed President John
Kennedy and how it was clone? (8).

2,63

Percent
Full story
in
report
45
Still unanswered questions
45
Not sure
10
Any investigation which fails to satisfy 55 percent of those for
whom it was made can hardly be designated as outstanding
success. It would be interesting to repeat the poll to learn what
change, if any, has occurred with time.
Several carping essayists have left a legacy of critical commentary on the fact-finding and explanations offered by the various official governmental agencies, including the Warren CornVol. IA • No. 3
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mission (9, 10, 11). Contributing to this skepticism is the fact
that the Commission, despite the high quality of its members,
was nevertheless a case of the government investigating itself.
To what extent such incredulity would have been mollified had
greater use been made of nongovernmental investigators is difficult to assess. Certainly a cogent argument can be made that an
independent review by autonomous investigators, and research
scholars would have made for greater confidence in the Cornmission report. Unfortunately the suggestion that such people
might be used in the following manner:
To assist in the review of the case as to the comprehensiveness of the
investigation. Were any investigative leads not pursued to the ultimate? Were any overlooked? An objective, independent audit of the
investigative procedures by people competent in the field of investigative administration is a major consideration for your commission (12).

was rejected by the General Counsel for the Commission with
the statement that
. . we are hopeful that the review of the underlying investigative
materials by experienced members of our staff will be adequate to
ensure that the investigation is thorough and accurate (13).

July 1966

The demands of good scholarship should have been no different
in this inquiry than they will be when the matter passes from
contemporary interest to the concern of historiographers. Unfortunately little use was made of such scholarly resources and
the work of the Commission is the weaker for it. Perhaps, to
paraphrase Clemenceau, investigation was too important to leave
to lawyers!
An example of scholarly concern with the investigative process
is seen in the paper by Professor William P. Brown (14). He
has suggested that the President's assassination must be regarded as one of a class of "crimes of national significance" and
that in these cases our decentralized policing leaves an obvious
gap in the resources and competence necessary. to deal effectively with them. Following a discussion of how it would be
possible to improve greatly future performance in such cases
through institutionalized investigative responsibility, he further
suggests that the prevention of any similar travesty of justice
would he
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an appropriate tribute to that great American whose death has brought
to our attention this flaw in the administration of American criminal
justice (16).

The assassination of high federal officials has since been taken
care of. Under legislation passed in 1965, this would presumably
be a simple federal offense (like treason) investigated and
prosecuted in a routine way by regular federal agencies.
The problem remains however of dealing effectively with
other crimes of national significance such as the assassination
of foreign dignitaries on our soil.

GENERAL COMMENTARY

An abundance of physical evidence was available to the investigators of the assassination of President Kennedy. For example, the following types of clue material were found:
Impressions—fingerprints and palm prints; hairs and fibers ;
ballistics—bullets, cartridges, a rifle, a bullet hole in glass, and
powder residue; documents—handwriting, paper, and gummed
tape; miscellaneous—a photographic negative, whose source had
to be determined. The profusion of physical evidence, recognized
and collected in the Kennedy case, is at least in part attributable
to the resources which were poured into the investigation.
It is interesting to speculate whether a similar amount of
physical evidence is often available in other homicides. Moreover, if such evidence is present, is it overlooked in many cases
owing to lack of training or education, or is it disregarded owing
to the lack of convenient criminalistic resources? It is my belief
that there is considerable physical evidence present at many
crimes, not just homicides, that is not profitably utilized for
some combination of the reasons mentioned above. In any
event a major use of physical evidence is to establish a connection between the crime scene and the criminal. This might be
termed the development of associative evidence (16). This
represents the greatest use made of the physical evidence in the
Kennedy homicide.

INITIZPIZETATION AND I1ESEARCII
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A close reader of the Warren Commission Hearings and Report will recognize through comparison of some of the testimony
Vol 11 • No. 3

an admission of a softl
y-me
ntion
ed
prob
lem
in
crim
inalistics,
viz. the philosophical basis of interpreta
tion
of
labor
atory data
obtained throu
gh
the
exam
inati
on
of
phys
ical
evid
ence. The
testimony also unwittingly
unde
rscor
es
the
genu
ine need for
long-overdue, fundamental research whic
h
is
nece
ssary in order
to establish objective criteria for the evalu
ation of physical
evidence.

Q. . . . do you feet that the amount of mark
ings here were sufficient to make positive identification?
A. Yes, sir.
Q. Have you made identification in the
past with as few or less
markings as
are
presen
t
on
this
bullet
fragm
ent
?
A. Oh, yes; and on less, much less of
an area. The character of
the marks is more important than the number
of the marks.
Q. . . . here you were of
cours
e
unabl
e
to
see
all
of
the lines which
were present on the
bullet
befor
e
mutil
ation.
Have
you ever had an
occasion where
you
exam
ined
a
bullet
and
saw
one portion of it which
was an apparent match and then found out
that the balance of the
bullet was not an apparent match?
A. No, sir; and if I under
stand
your
word
s "apparent match,"
there is no such thing
as
an
appar
ent
match
.
It either is an identification or it isn't, and until you made up your
mind, you don't have an
appa
rent
matc
h.
We
don't
actua
lly
use
that term . . Unless you
have sufficient marks for an identification,
you cannot say one way
or the other as to whether or not two bulle
ts were fired from a particular barrel.
In other words
,
you
canno
t
nanid
entify
on
the
any more than you can identify when you have absence of similarities
no similarities present.

Dichotomy in Interpretation
In its simplest terms the dichotomy in evid
ence interpretation may be stated as the black and white versu
s
the
black
,
gray,
and white views. Almost
all
finge
rprin
t
expe
rts
are
now
in
complete agreement with the former conc
ept,
as
are
some
firearms experts (17). Rare
ly
howe
ver
are
any
of
these
indiv
iduals
trained as scientists, so that the "it
is"
or
"it
is
not"
philo
sophy
is readily accepted as satisfactory. Furthermo
re,
as
testimony,
this view meets the requ
irem
ents
some
time
s
dema
nded by the
legal mind; it does not produce the confl
ict
whic
h results when
the "gray" area
of
doub
t
intru
des.
This
disag
reement is reflected in the hearings. First let us cons
ider the statement
of the black-white view (18).
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Q. In other words, you won't make an identi
fication unless you feel
enough marks are present to constitute a basis
for a positive identification?
A. That is right,
and
I
woul
d
not
repor
t
any
type of similarities
unless they
were
suffic
ient
for
an
identi
ficati
on, because unless you
can say one bullet was fired from the same
barrel as a second bullet,
then there is room for error, and in this field
of firearms identification, we try to avoid any possible chance of error
creeping in.
Q. Do you avoid the category of "probable"
identification?
A. Oh, yes; we never use it, never.
Q. And why is that?
A. There is no such thing as a probable identi
fication, it either is
or isn't as far as we are concerned.
Q. And in this case it is?
A. It is, yes.

In a discussion involving
a
diffe
rent
set
of bullets (or commission exhibits). another witness prese
nted the
point when the issue was raised by counsel (19). "gray" view-

Q. . . . we had testim
ony
.
.
.
yeste
rday . . . that the . . . (laboratory) does not make probable identi
fications, but merely positive
or negative
identi
ficatio
ns.
A. I am aware of their position. This is not,
I am sure, arrived at
without careful consideration. Howe
ver,
to
say
that because one does
not find sufficient mark
s
for
ident
ificat
ion
that it is a negative, I
think is going overb
oard
in
the
other
direct
ion. And for purposes of
probative value for whatever it might be
worth, in the absence of
very
defin
ite
negat
ive
evide
nce,
I
think
it
is permissible to say that
in an exhibit such as 573 there is enough
on it to say that it could
have come, and even perhaps
a
little
strong
er, to say that it probably
came from this, without going so far as to
say to the exclusion of all
other guns. This
I
could
not
do.
Q. As
I
under
stand
your
testim
ony,
theref
ore,
you feel that there
are sufficient identical microscopic characteris
tics on 572 and 573 to
say that they were probably fired
from
the
same weapon, but not
enough to say that they
were
defini
tely
fired
from the same weapon.
A. Yes. My
opinio
n
would
be
based
upon
the finding of families of
lines that would be of the order of two to
four fine striations on the
burr
that
I
referr
ed
to.
For
a
strong
er
identi
fication, I would want a
larger group, I would want perha
ps
five
or
six
in
a given area, all
matching in terms of conto
ur
as
well
as
positi
on.
But this I did not
find. And so for
that
reaso
n,
I
would
not
want
!_o express this as a
positive
findin
g.
Howe
ver,
I
wcnld
not
want
to be misunderstood or
suggest that this could not have come from
that particular gun.
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The litera
ture
supp
orts
the
"gray
"
view
taken
by the East witness quoted. Indeed, an even more sophistica
ted statement (al'Vol. 11 • No. 3
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though concerning tool marks rather than bullets) nevertheless
expresses the most common view held by criminalists about evidence interpretation (20).
As a result of the microscopic or photographic comparisons made,
four conclusions are possible:
1. No opinion or conclusion is reached due to alteration in
the
questioned mark or tool since the crime occurred.
2.
The
questioned
tool
did
not
make
the
evidence
mark.
3. The questioned tool may have made the evidence mark, but
a
conclusive identification is not justified. Most cases involving tool
marks where only class characteristics of the tool are present fall in
this category. Occasionally, this conclusion may remain after microscopic comparison. The strength or value of this conclusion may vary
greatly and depends upon the examiner's judgment of the probabilities
involved.
4. The questioned tool did produce the evidence mark.

'Illy 1956

Q. Finally, we had discussed briefly your examination of consecutively manufactured bolt faces to see whether any two such consecutively manufactured bolt faces were identical in their microscopic characteristics. Hew many such examinations have you performed?
A. I would say about four examinations of pairs of bolt faces
which have been consecutively manufactured.
Q. And in each case the result was chat?

Research Requirements
Intimately connected with the question of interpretation is
the problem of basic data, upon which objective criteria for
the evaluatio n of physical evidence must be based. If the
research work had been done and had been published, the problem would be relatively simple and such an evaluation possible.
This indispensable, laborious work was started long ago and
continues at a fantastic pace in the established sciences. In
criminalistics however, where much of the pioneering effort
was by nonscientists (as in ballistics or firearms identification, for example) there is a grave deficiency in published data.
Indeed, it is almost nonexistent. Testimony reported in the hearings emphasizes unintentionally the scarcity of published data
through failure to mention any journals in which such vital
information is available. The subjective basis of firearms
identification and the serious deficiency of data are clearly revealed in the following testimony:
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A. The marks on one bolt face in no way resembled the marks on
the other bolt face (21).

Q. Have you examined consecutively manufactured barrels to determine whether their microscopic characteristics are identical?
A. Yes, sir; I have three different sets of, you might say, paired
barrels, which have been manufactured on the same machine, one
after the other, under controlled conditions to make them ns nearly
alike as possible, and in each case fired bullets from those barrels
could not be identified with each other; in fact, they looked nothing
at all alike as far as individual microscopic characteristics are concerned. Their rifling impressions of course would be identical, but the
individual marks there would be entirely different (22).

269

This testimony is typical of the type of explanation offered by
experts throughout the country in this area of criminalistics
and accepted by courts at all levels. Therefore it is not here
intended to question the findings or qualifications of the firearms expert testifying, but rather to emphasize that there is
a deficiency of published information available for reference
purposes. Already some outsiders who for the first time are
looking into the merits of scientific crime detection, have commented with astonishment (relative to lie detection) on the lack
of basic research and the need for acquisition of data (23).
Unless measures are taken to correct this pervasive shortcoming
in many areas of criminalistics, the day is not far off when the
legal profession will become sufficiently sophisticated in science
to make cross-examination a justifiably harrowing experience.
Presently it is the scientific ignorance of lawyers only that
permits much of the testimony of crime laboratory experts to go
relatively unchallenged. These statements are not a criticism of
particular individuals but of police administration in general
which has not responded to the recommendations of many crime
laboratory workers that this state of ignorance must be remedied
through creation of opportunities for applied research. As the
United States Supreme Court closes the door on traditional
investigative practice, greater use is going to have to be made
of physical evidence at crime scenes. Criminalistics, as an organized field of knowledge, still has homework to do before
it can play its fullest role in this new era that has been thrust
upon law enforcement.

Vol. 11 • No. 3
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SUM.N1ARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. The investigative procedure of the Warren Commission

in sonic areas of criminalistics has been discussed in' terms of
stated objectives and the means employed to achieve them.
2. Plxamination of testimony, especially in instances illustrating dichotomy of interpretation, emphasizes the need for great
expansion of applied research in criminalistic matters.
3. There is little doubt that the archival material now
assembled in the form of records and reports of the agencies
involved in President Kennedy's assassination provide the basis
for further study into the question of investigative practice and
theory.
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Assassin Forger*
(Documents related to the purchase of the umrder
weapons, and other aspects of the investigation by the
President's Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy)
Alwyn Cole **
When I am called "document examiner" I can say with much
cordiality and considerable truth "You are another," because
the use of documents in human affairs is universal and everyone must examine them, not just for information, but for
validity. Any busy man is likely to produce several documents
every day and receive a number for action. These documents
are not accepted offhand but they are questioned, perhaps not
consciously and deliberately, but by almost automatic review
of one's experience in dealing with similar documents. A familiar term to document examiners is "standard for comparison." The basic experience everyone has in dealing with documents may he called the standard for test of any currently
questioned document. In the ordinary use of documents, questions are likely to be, "Is the signature genuine?" "Was the
document put forth in good faith?" "Does the document have
some significance beyond its superficial or obvious neaning?"
These questions are asked and answered quite rapidly and in
most instances the document is quickly passed as genuine, or
promptly acted upon, but when one of these questions fails to
produce a atisfactory answer, the document may be tested
more rigoro!!sly and it is usually as the result of these more
searching questions that the document eX! 14iiner is called upon
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for close study of documents that have failed to pass regular
tests for validity. So it is that the document examiner depends
upon others to ask the initial questions. While the great majority
of documents are genuine, the possibility of forgery is always
present. Probably some forgeries are never questioned, and we
know that sonic are not questioned soon enough to prevent the
harm of which they are capable. Lee Harvey Oswald rovided
him
with photographic counterfeits of identification can s
a fictitious name. We do not know how many opportunities there might have been for these cards to be questioned,
and we cannot help asking the question, even though it may
not have an answer, at what point was Oswald set irretrievably
upon the path of an assassin? Was it from the day that he
found a method for creating by forged identification cards
the fictitious character A. J. Hidell in whose name the murder
weapons were purchased? Could early detection of these
counterfeits have turned him from his course?
A document is defined in part as any material substance
bearing a representation of the thoughts of men by means of
any species of conventional mark or symbol. A significant
element in this definition is that a document is a record of
-the thoughts of men. Documents give information about actions,
accomplished or proposed, and they give information about
the identity of persons, thus showing responsibility for actions,
which, unhappily, are sometimes harmful or unlawful.
The examiner of questioned documents is concerned with a
document as a record of thoughts—not necessarily as ideas but
as purposes—and he is concerned with paper and ink as the
material substances, with pen and pencil as the instruments,
and often with handwriting, not just as conventional symbols
but as individual and identifiable symbols. The examiner is
concerned with many other materials or objects that may be a
part of a document or affect a document. The usual purpose
for examination is to form a conclusion about authorship,
or about the source of a document, or about its relationships to
other documents or other things, e. g., those which may fix
the true date of a questioned document.
Most documents are brought to the examiner's laboratory
with a specific question, but study of them is not usually limited
to scorch for an answer to a single query. The examiner freVol. 11 • No. 3
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police and federal law enforcement officers immediately after

quently poses many other questions to advance his study of the
document. This habit of seeing the document as a whole is not
by any means an effort to invade other fields of study that
have a more formal concern with the meaning of a document,
but the examiner will have discovered early in his work that
he cannot make a complete examination, even to answer a
limited question, unless he takes a broad view of the document,
which view must include not just an effort to answer a
question, say of authorship of a signature, or presence of an
alteration, but must embrace the document from the broadest
aspect of its definition as a record of the thoughts or purposes:
of men. This approach often develops additional important
information, and also it is one of the ways the examiner remains
keen about his work.
The physical document, as opposed to an oral statement,
offers attractive opportunities for extended study. Whenever
documents are involved in an important or notorious event,
it is the custom to make the studies in de t
Documents demand our attention for as long as they may
give some new thread of information, or give material for new
interpretations of events. No doubt this will be true of the
documents connected with the assassination of President John
F. Kennedy in the city of Dallas, on November 22, 1963, the
killing of police officer J. D. Tippit, and the death of Lee
Harvey Oswald two days later.
The principal documents are those which bear upon the purchase and delivery of the carbine with telescopic sights used
to fire the fatal shots from the sixth floor of the Texas School
Book Depository, documents connected with the purchase and
delivery of the pistol used to kill officer Tippit, and documents
which showed the establishment of the alias in the name of
Alek James 'Edell. These documents were not immediately
available at the time of the assassination but were disclosed
by painstaking investigation. Under questioning by Dallas
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arrest, Lee Harvey Oswald denied any connection with the
deaths of President Kennedy and officer Tippit. He lived
barely 43 hours from the time of his arrest; therefore, the
information devdoped by study of documents is of great importance.

274

WARREN REPORT—FORGED DOCUMENTS

The assembly of questioned documents that may appear to
bear upon a crime usually occurs before collection of necessary
standards for comparison, and we have observed that some
investigators seem to feel that the main part of the job is
finished once the questioned documents have been found, but
the first concern of the document examiner is about the nature
and extent of the standards. To consider our position for
forming conclusions about the documents related to the assassination of President Kennedy, it is in order to review those documents which may be regarded as standards for comparison.
These standards also give information about the temperament,
problems, and movements of Lee Harvey Oswald.
When a person is suspected of a crime which requires study
of documents it may be found that he has lived a shallow
and narrow life that produced few documents for use as
standards. While it cannot be said that Oswald lived a full
life in a constructive sense, he did produce a good variety
of documents, particularly those that gave examples of handwriting and hand printing. Indeed, it seemed to be a part of
Oswald's personality to produce more writing than necessary
in a given situation: witness, the three letters to the Immigration and Naturalization Service, Item (b) below, all making the
same inquiry, and the five page brief in support of application
for review of his undesirable military discharge, a document
having little information but much wilting. The principal
documents bearing standard writings (1) are as follows:
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(a) A single-page handwritten letter to the Department of
State received there November, 1962, transmitting a
payment on a loan advanced by the United States Embassy
in Moscow. The letter has a brisk, businesslike tone,
giving the account number and demanding a receipt for
the payment. The signature is that of Lee H. Oswald, and
the address is given as P. 0. Box 2915, Dallas, Texas.
This address makes the letter especially valuable as a
standard for comparison because the same address appears on four of the questioned documents, as the one for
delivery of the assassination weapons.
(b) Three single-page handwritten letters from Oswald to
offices of the United States Immigration and Naturalize-
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lion Service in San Antonio, Fort Worth, and
Dallas,
Texas, after his
return
from
Mosc
ow
where
he
had
offere
d
to give up his United States
citize
nship
.
In
these
letter
s
he makes sharp inquiries about a certificate of citize
nship
for his four-mont
h-old
daug
hter
born
in
Russ
ia.
Each
letter is signed and each letter includes some
hand
Printing along with the larger body of cursive
writing.
The hand printing is important as a standard becau
se
some of the questioned material is in that style.
(c) Appl
icatio
n
for
revie
w
of
unde
sirab
le
disch
arge
from
the United State
s
Mari
ne
Corp
s
filed
with
the
Depa
rt..
ment of Defense in June, 1962, conta
ining
a
consi
derable
quantity
of
hand
printi
ng
and
a
brief
in
suppo
rt of the
application running to five pages of cursive
writing:
The address is given as Kalininia Street,
Minsk,
U. S. S. R. at
the
end
of
the
brief
.
The
"K"
of
"Kalininia" is important for
comp
ariso
n
with
the
first
letter
of
the
name
of
the
firm
from
which
the
assas
sination rifle was purchased. A certain "G" in the
word
"Glenview" on the fourth line of
the
first
page
of
the
brief is impo
rtant
for
comp
ariso
n
with
the
"G"
of
"Goods" in the name of the firm that supplied the
murder
weapon.
(d) An application
filed
with
the
Depa
rtmen
t of State, showing issuance of a passport to Lee Harve
y Oswald, bearing
hand
print
ing,
a
signa
ture,
and
a
photo
graph
.
This is
of the same
perso
n
show
n
in
the
photo
graph
on
the
counterfeit Selective Service Card, bearing the
name
"Alek James
Hidel
l,"
Item
7
below
.
(e) Two envelopes, postmarked Fort
Worth, Texas, June 19,
L962, and August 1, 1962, addressed
to
the
Navy
Discharge Review
(one
reads
"Rov
eiw")
Board
,
Wash
ingto
n
25, D. C. These envelopes
show
two
varia
tions
of
hand
print
ing,
one
that
is
chief
ly
lowe
r
case,
and
the
other
chiefly upper case, but also showing, as does
most of
Oswald's other hand print big, a
mixt
ure
of
the
two
styles. This illustrates the truism that a person does
not
record all of his writin
g
habit
in
any
singl
e
speci
men
but may require several documents prepared at differ
ent
times to approach a complete recording.
276
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(f) A diary of many pages maintained by Lee Harvey
Oswald while in Russia and probably continued
after
his
return
to
the
Unite
d
State
s
(2).
Thes
e
diary
sheets
have stains typica
l
of
those
know
n
to
result
from
effort
s
to develop latent fingerprin
ts,
but
the
writi
ng
is
still
legible and can be photographed to give a somewhat
better
legibility than
the
staine
d
origin
als
so
that
they
serve
well as standards for comp
ariso
n.
Oswa
ld
was
able
to
write at a fair speed but not with easy fluency
when
trying to achie
ve
best
legibi
lity
so
that
the
hand
printi
ng
of this many paged diary must have been an onero
us
task for
him.
(g) A note to the Ame
rican
Civil
Libe
rties
Unio
n,
received November 4, 1963, with accompanying
card
made out by Lee IL Oswald. This card show
s some
of Oswald's best hand print
ing,
but,
notw
ithsta
nding
the
effor
t
to
print
clear
ly,
his
occu
patio
n
is
given
as
"PHOTOGRAP
ER."
It
is
intere
sting
to
contr
ast
the
hand printing on this card with the more careless
entries
on the librar
y
card,
Item
(h)—
wher
e
he
gives
his
occupition as "Mechinic." Missp
elling
of
occup
ationa
l
name
s
by Oswald is not less strange than mutilation
of his
signature, menti
oned
in
Item
(i).
(h) Application for a library card of the
New Orleans
Public Library, No. 8640, showing the hand
printe
d
name
"Oswald, Lee
H."
and
the
signa
ture
of
the
same
name
,
with certain other hand printing between these
two,
but not
inclu
ding
any
of
the
other
writin
g
on
the
card.
(i) Signatures as endor
seme
nts
on
salary
check
s
issued
from
October, 1962 to March 1963, inclusive. Some
of these
signatures
have
a
norm
al
legib
ility
for
Lee
II.
Oswa
ld
and some few show an
effect
of
mutil
ation.
Most
peopl
e
write signatures with pride, aiming either at legib
ility
or distinctiveness,
and
some
times
for
a
balan
ce
of
the
two. This is not true of Oswa
ld,
but
insof
ar
as
a
writin
g
may be said to convey an emotion, as might a gestu
re,
some of these signa
tures
seem
to
be
writte
n in anger.
(j) A change of address card dated May
1, 1963, bearing
identificatio
n
data
acros
s
the
lower
line
which
appar
ently
connects it with the application for review of disch
arge.
Vol. II • No. 3
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This card signed by Lee IL Oswald bears a considerable
quantity of hand printing, which makes it valuable for
comparison with certain other cards that bear the critical
address "P. 0. Box 2915" and with still another card that
bears the name "A. J. Hidell" as a person authorized to
receive mail in the box assigned to Lee H. Oswald.
It is rare that a document problem is accompanied by
such
extensive and varied standards for comparison, embracing,
as they do, documents made upon different occasions for different purposes, with cursive writing as well as hand printing,
careful writing and careless, coextensive in time with the
questioned material, and all having an internal consistency, that
is, clearly identifiable as the act of the same person so that the
whole body of the standard writing and every detail of it is
available for comparison with the questioned material. These
standards give a nearly ideal opportunity for studying the
writing of Lee Harvey Oswald in preparation for comparison
with questioned writings. They contain a detailed record of
his writing habit, which is fully sufficient as a basis for identification or differentiation of other handwritng and hand printing.
The questioned documents are those related to purchase and
ilelivery of the assassination weapons, to establishment of the
alias "Mel< JaMes Hidell" or "A. J. Hidell," and use of the
address "P. 0. Box 2015, Dallas, Texas." The principal questioned documents are as follows:
(1) United States Postal Money Order, dated Dallas, Texas,
March 12, 1963, in the amount of $21.45, made out to
"Klein's Sporting Goods," the purchaser's name being
given as "A. Hidell" (3). This is in payment for the
carbine with telescopic sight.
(2) Microfilm copy of an envelope addressed to Klein's
....
Chicago, III., with microfilm reproduction of the coupon
order for an article now known to be the assassination
weapon, specifying delivery to "A. Hidell, P. 0. Box
2915, Dallas, Texas (4).
(3) Coupon order form of Seaport Traders, Inc., Los Angeles,
California, for "1 .38 St. W. 2" Bbl" (revolver) at a cost
of $29.95, again calling for delivery to "A. J. Hidell,
P. 0. Box 2915, Dallas, Texas" (5). The acquirement of
278
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a firearm must be regarded as a serious and deliberate
act, yet it is strange that the writing on this order
form appears to be below the ordinary skill of the author.
We have heard of persons who express themselves in a
manner calculated to obscure understanding, and it may
well be asked why a person should produce handwriting
with less than the best legibility of which he is capable
in this particular situation, especially in view of the
circumstances that he has shown the seriousness of his
intent by enclosing a sum of money with the order.
Another way to put this question is this: Why is not
the order for the revolver at least as legible as the handprinting on the membership card for American Civil
Liberties Union, Item (g) above?
Change of address card, dated May 12, 1963, signed
Lee H. Oswald, giving a new address in New Orleans,
Louisiana, and showing the old address as P. 0. Box
2915 (6).
Application for a post office box, dated New Orleans,
June 11, 1963, showing the name of A. J. Hidell (and
Marina Oswald) as authorized to receive mail in the box
assigned to the person who signs as "L. H. Oswald" (7).
International Certificate of Vaccination, dated June 3,
1963, signed in the name of Lee H. Oswald, and bearing
a signature purported to be that of Dr. A. J. Hided,
which spelling is repeated in the stamped impression
below the signature (8). The designs of letters in this
impression are closely similar to those in a certain
rubber stamping kit found among Oswald's effects after
his arrest. The signature in the name of Lee II. Oswald
on this certificate is distorted as by extreme speed, yet
it is identifiable as the signature of Oswald, and a part
of the similarity in the name A. J. Hided to the writing
of Oswald is its similarity to the signature in the latter
name on this document.
(7) Selective Service System Notice of Classification (photographic counterfeit), purporting to have been issued to
Alek James Hidell, signed in that name, but bearing a
photograph of Lee Harvey Oswald (9).
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(3) Handwritten letter, single page, to Leslie Welding Co.,
Fort Worth, Texas, signed Lee H. Oswald, and showing
the address as Box 2915, Dallas, Texas. (This letter has
been classified "Questioned" as a part of the method of
examination reviewed in this paper, because it includes
an item that was to be proved, namely "Box 2915 Dallas,
Texas," which stands apart from the body. The letter
could as well be placed with the standards as it is fully
consistent with them.)

buy 19G6

These eight documents contain enough questioned writing,
cursive and hand printed, to include a good record of the writing
habit of the author. The writing is natural for the most part
but some elements appear to have been affected by an excess of
care, whereas other parts show more than average carelessness,
or deliberate distortion. It does not appear, however, that any
modifications in these questioned writings were for purposes
of disguise but only that different levels of care or carelessness
were characteristic of the writer.
The formal conditions for comparison of handwriting have
now been established; namely, the presence of a
body
of
standar
d
writing judged to be individual and distinctive, and giving
a
detailed record of writing habit, and, on the other side, questioned
writing also judged to be the product of habit which is extensive
enough to show an identifiable pattern.
Handwriting is identified by the presence of a combination
of personal writing habits in the standard and questioned specimens beyond any reasonable possibility of coincidence, in the
absence of any significant differences, and absence of evidence
of forgery as by tracing, drawing, sketching in the questioned
specimen which could give superficial appearance of similarity.
The number of points of similarity and the weight assigned
to them are necessarily matters of judgment by an experienced
document examiner, but these are by no means arbitrary judgments since their reliability can only he established by having
made a large number• of examinations in cases comparable to
the one ender immediate study, with
indepe
ndent
tests
of
their
correctness, so that each new comparison is referable to
a
body of experience in dealing with comparable cases.
The procedure of comparison after thorough study of the
standards, is to take up each item of questioned writing and
2$0
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to compare it with the entire body of the standard writing with
particu
lar
attentio
n
to
individ
ual
letters
and
elemen
ts
of
letters,
combinations of letters, connections, approach strokes, termina
l
strokes, proportions, movement, alignment, spacing, and other
details wherein habit is revealed. Of course, the most useful
areas for comparison are those where questioned and standard
material repeat the same word, letter, or combination of letters,
but this does not mean that any other parts are neglected. It
is self-evident, however, that a habit in the standards related
to a word, say the name "Texas", is best compared with repetition of the name "Texas" if it appears in the questioned material, but the five letters of this name are studied wherever
they appear in these writings.
The comparison of standard or known writings of Lee Harvey
Oswald with the questioned writings that show purchase and
delivery of the assassination weapons and use of an alias reveals
a complete agreement in all significant details of writing habit,
which agreement is fully sufficient in number of points and
the weight that can be assigned to these. points to warrant the
belief that Lee Harvey Oswald is the author of all of the questioned writing. There is no significant difference and no evidence in the questioned writing to suggest simulation of the
appearance of Oswald's writing by some other person. The
nature of the agreement between the standard writing and the
questioned writing is about the same as that between different
items of the standard writing, which is a fair test of the correspondence that may be expected within different specimens of
the writing of the same person.
The process of comparison can absorb many hours of time
but when it is performed with the view of a possible need to
repeat the process in circumstances that
require
limitin
g
the
time for presenting the results of comparison to another person
,
then the body of standard writing is searched for typical or
characteristic samples that can be brought togenkc within
a
small space in the form of excerpts from photographic copies
.
This procedure sometimes involves the mounting of questioned
and standard specimens on a single chart so that comparison
can be made with the smallest amount of eye movement. A
modification of this method was necessary in dealing with
the several questioned specimens and the large body of standard
Vol. 11 • No. 3
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writing since a fair sample of the latter would still take a
considerable amount of space and make it inconvenient to anchor
any one questioned specimen to a single chart. The method
selected for shortening the process of comparison was to prepare three charts of standard writing, two showing cursive
writing, and one of handprinling, of such moderate size that
all three could be laid before an individual viewer who might
then take up each questioned specimen and move it over each
chart while giving attention to the most convenient areas for
comparison. Charts A, B, and C represent a sampling from the
large body of standard writing of Lee Harvey Oswald. The
black bordered inset on each chart shows questioned writing
and suggests the movement of this specimen, which is the
writing on the postal money order to Klein's, along each line
of each chart for appropriate comparisons where letters and
combinations of letters, and elements of letters are repeated
within the questioned and standard specimens.
Each chart offers several different elements for comparison.
For examples: On Chart A, line 2, in the word "support"
consider the last four letters. Then direct your attention to
the word "port" on line 3, and to the same combination of
letters in the word "transportation" of Iine 4. You will observe an habitual pattern in the formation of these letters which
is closely similar to those in the word "Sporting" of the qsesHoned writing of the inset just below line 4. Specifically the
details of agreement are—and this description applies to both
questioned and standard specimens—the letter "p" is made
without an upper extension but has a short, retraced lower extension instead of a loop. The body of the letter (that part on
the writing line) is angular in form and open at the base, not
closed against the staff as in the conventional letter. The oval
form of the "o" is determined almost entirely 1)y curvature of
the up stroke on the right side of the letter, with the left side
almost straight. The connection between "o" and "r" is blended
with these two letters and has an almost exactly horizontal
aspect, with no indication of any tendency to return to the
writing line. There is a sharply angular connection between the
base of the "r" and up stroke of the "L" In the examples of
the lover "L" on lines 2 and 3 the crossbar is placed quite
low as it is in the questioned specimen.
282

2

4

,

(A.

setisss ,
,

r

o

.21"-;•••••••■Vt.c"7.4

•

STANDARD WRITING

•“ ,

4,••• ■•••

44

/7
es.

t• • •••11

to 04.44./3 41.'1.9 Si.

r--e--115*-z-i
e-44

-

WARREN REPORT—FORGED DOCUMENTS

f

70, .eirt:r

49.11-4,
, •

15

Chart A: The inset (black background) shows questioned writing on the
postal money order in payment for the carbine with telescopic sight shipped
to the address shown. All other wriVng is from documents submitted as
bearing the standard or known handwriting of Lee Harvey Oswald.
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Chart B of standard writing shows the inset of questioned
writing opposite line 3 and just below line 10. This chart has
two examples of the writing of the address "P. 0. Box 2915,"
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:hart
13:
Again
the
inset
show
s
quest
ioned
writin
hat of Chart A, but shown here with a varie g, which is the same as
ty of additional standard
writing.

vhich are items 1 and 9 of the
char
t,
and
these
show a dose
iniilarity to the same address of the ques
tione
d
specimen. A
loteworthy feature of
the
figur
e
"5"
is
the
long
cap stroke in
tern 1 as compared with the "5"
of
the
inse
t of questioned
iriting. This chart has two examples of
the word "Texas"
ClirSINT writing on lines
4
and
13.
Here
again there is an
xact agreement with the word "Texas" of
the questioned writ84
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Chart C: This chart show
s
hand
printi
ng
and
nume
rals from the standard
writing of Oswald for comparison with relev
ant parts of the questioned
writin
g
show
n
by
the
inset.
This
metho
d
of
illustr
ment of each item of questioned writing over ation provided for movethe three charts of standard
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writing with a stop for close comparison at
any point.
ing. Of particular interest is the
meth
od
of
making the letter
"x." For proper study a microscope is requ
ired whereupon it
would be found that the
hotly
of
the
lette
r, exclusive of the
crossbar, is made in the form of a
sma
ll letter "u" with the
second cusp placed somewhat higher
than the first. it is as
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though the writer believed he might form the "x" as a continuous
movement without the need for a separate bar, but since it
develops in the form of a letter "u" then the final stroke is
added directly across the second cusp. This is a highly unusual
method of forming the letter "x" and it is the same in both
standard and questioned writing.
Chart C shows standard hand printing_ The insert of questioned writing is at line 4 with the address "P. 0. Box 2915"
in a form of hand printing, and a printed "A" on the line
just above. Here again, a microscope is required to see the
precise construction of this "A" which begins with a downstroke on the left side that is almost exactly retraced by the
following arched upstroke, with the crossbar confined within
the body of the letter. This description of the "A" is true
for both questioned and standard letters. These elements of
the "A" can be seen best in the standard writing in Item 6
in the abbreviation "LA." Chart C has three writings of
"P. 0. Box," in Item 4 (right side of chart), and in Items
6 and 7. While these standard elements occur in a context of
handprinting they agree exactly with the same text in the
questioned writing which is associated with cursive writing.
An especially close comparison is between line 7 and the inset
of questioned writing showing "P. 0. Box". A noteworthy
feature is that of closing the letter "0" about one third of
the way down on the left side by means of a stroke that moves
to the left across the top of the letter and then downward.
There are many other similarities of this order between
the questioned writing and the whole body of the standard
writing. It will have been appreciated from this description
which has covered only a few letters that a considerable amount
of time is yequired to locate and study in detail each stroke of
each letter. Even then the comparison would not be complete
until there has occurred a diligent search for any difference
that might have to be classified as one of writing habit to raise
the question of possible authorship by another person. This
search for differences ordinarily runs parallel with the study of
similarity, but is also subject to a separate review c. amination.
This search has not revealed any significant differences between
the questioned and standard specimens other than those
chargeable to normal variations, and there are none that re286
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quire classification as part of a pattern of writing habit of
some other person. Instead, there is a pervasive similarity in
all significant details between the standard writing and all
of the documents related to the purchase and delivery of the
murder weapons and related to use of an alias which similarity
is enough to warrant the firm belief that all of this writing is
in the hand of Lee Harvey Oswald.
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Summary and Conclusions
Handwriting is produced by the operation of habit. The
process of learning to write means the acquirement and development of a set of habits which makes the production of
handwriting efficient. It may be said that habit is that which
makes handwriting possible. Assuming an opportunity to examine large samples of handwriting wherein individuals have
a free opportunity to record all or a substantial portion of
personal writing habit, the possibility of finding extensive
coincidence is extremely remote. While every literate person
has a natural ability in recognizing individuality in hand.. writing, the forensic identification of handwriting is properly
a specialty, involving a formal responsibility for making such
judgments subject to rigorous tests of correctness over a substantial period of time so that each new problem is referable to a body
of experience with similar problems. The statement by a
document examiner that two handwritings, one of known
authorship and the other having been of unknown authorship
are in the hand of the same person means (1) that similar
judgments have been made in comparable cases, so that each
such previous instance gives statistical support to the current
judgment, and (2) that he stands ready to demonstrate a substantial part of the reasons for his conclusion. Other conditions
for such a judgment are adequate standards and a questioned
specimen of sufficient scope to give full opportunity for recording writing Habit. The documents related to the tvsassination of President John F. Kennedy are unusual in the large
quantity and variety of standard and questioned writings. Their
detailed similarity warrants the belief that all of the standard
and questioned handwriting is by Lee Harvey Oswald. Beyond
the ideal ficaticm thus shown, the documents give information
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about the temperament, problems, and movements of their
author, and they point to the need for early detection of forged
and counterfeit documents to forestall more serious crime.
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Psychiatric Observations on the
Warren Commission Report
Maier I. Tuchler, M.D.**

This psychiatric study of the Warren Commission Report (1)
will present, initially, an overall view of the report and then
undertake a more detailed and critical study of the personality
profile of Lee Harvey Oswald with particular reference to
motivation.
The Warren Commission Report has put to rest irrational
apprehension and anxiety created by the assassination of our
President at a critical time in the nation's history. Following
the acute period of mourning, and after the recovery from the
initial shock of the tragedy, rumors of conspiratorial involve-meat of either• the ultra-right or the ultra-left were rampant.
The findings presented by the Warren Report ar•e of sufficient
detail to negate rumors of conspiracy. Evidence is sufficient
to point to Oswald as a lone assassin. The history of the rifle
which killed President Kennedy, the ballistics tests subsequent
to the assassination, the trajectory studies which establish that
the shots came from the Texas Schoolbook Depository, the spicule
of glass chipped from the imide of the windshield of the presidential vehicle offer convincing evidence to the critical reader.
T:ie conclusion which the Warren Report establishes is the
absence of either a right-wing or a left-wing conspiracy, a fact
which may be of considerable significance in the history of the
United States in the years to come. The assassination of President Lincoln 101 years ago is still the subject of conspiratorial
accusation and this subject matter has not yet been exhausted.
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the life of our PresiThe American public may be reassured that
plan of an internal or
dent was not extinguished by deliberate
political or religious
external group of assassins for any racial,
cientious, detailed
cause. The Conunission has performed a cons
and often brilliant task.
f that our society
Only an individual set and rigid in his belie
established by the
is corrupt will continue to doubt the facts
d and areas of conreport. Certainly evidence is not suppresse
ion found no evitroversy are reported in detail. The Commiss
ning or carrying out
dence that anyone assisted Oswald in plan
the assassination.
ford University,
Herbert L. Packer, professor of law, Stan
1964, "The Warren
reports in "The Nation," November 2,
central objective of
Commission has admirably fulfilled its
under which Presiproducing an account of the circumstances
uate to satisfy all
dent Kennedy was assassinated that is adeq
tial facts. We now
reasonable doubts about the immediate, essen
about what happened
know as much as we are ever likely to know
aps forever, obscure.
in Dallas. Why it happened remains, perh
unavoidable, others,
If there. are minor flaws in the report—some
corrected—they are
as I shall suggest, that might have been
and at times brilliant
thrown into shadow by the conscientious
those for whatever
job that the Commission has done. Only
ot bring themselves
reasons of personal or political myopia cann
the tragedy was
to face reality \vill continue to think that
man and therefore
proximately the work of more than one
ultimately the outcome of a conspiracy" (2).
who would revise
Professor Packer is of the opinion that those
ging a dead horse."
the Warren Report are now merely "flog
the statements made
It is quite easy to attack the inaccuracies of
repeated not only inby a district attorney, statements which
while presenting the
accuracies but also suspicions and rumor
ence. The central
district attorney's case to the television audi
refuted; these findings
findings of the Commission have not been
President Kennedy
are that all the wounds sustained by both
1) from above and from the
and Governor Connally were fired
were fired front the sixth floor of the
rear, 2) that these shots
the shots were fired from a rifle, a
Book Depository, 3) that
of the Depository,
Mannlicher-Careano, found on the Gth floor
and it was purchased
4) Oswald was the sole owner of this rifle
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been fired by
through mail-order, and 5) the shots could have
the time.
Oswald who was in the Book Depository at
rt depends upon
None of the basic facts of the Warren Repo
"eyeball" witnesses.
at another human
That Oswald was capable of firing a gun
inly probable. Alwhom he looked upon as an enemy is certa
Walker is peripheral
though the attempt to kill Major General
in Oswald's handto the topic under discussion, there is a note
Walker's life which
writing written before the attempt on
substantiates that
reveals Oswald's intent; and evidence
for pictures taken by
Oswald "cased" General Walker's home,
d among his possesa camera owned by Oswald were foun
that Oswald's wife
sions (3). ft is but anticlimactic to report
e an attempt on the
stated that Oswald told her that he mad
ald was capable of
life of General Walker. Undoubtedly Osw
planning and of executing homicide.
ion Report is a
What is lacking in the Warren Commiss
ly reveals his perstructured study of Oswald which sufficient
Motivation appears
sonality, growth and emotional development.
stigation. Here the
the item most deserving of study and inve
n of interviews with
Warren Report bogs down into a compilatio
falls far short of
significant persons which, while detailed,
h the dynamics of
developing any body of knowledge on whic
n can be adjudged.
Oswald's personality and of his motivatio
New York WorldMr. Murray Kempton, a columnist for the
of October 10, 1964
Telegram, reported in the "New Republic"
t the ghost of Lee
as follows: "We are the only appellate cour
our duty to cast the
Oswald will ever know, and so it becomes
life of Lee Oswald
coldest eye we can upon a version of the
has been produced
and the death of John F. Kennedy that
of 522 witnesses.
by men who have sifted through the memories
nces to read, in the
It is no consolation under these circumsta
page of ratiocination
Warren Commission's Report, page after
quarrel, and then to
of the source of Lee Oswald's interior
Commission hired
look in the appendix and discover that the
no psychiatrists. It
for its staff two Army historians and
ists, one of whom
heard only two witnesses who were psychiatr
other of whom saw
saw Oswald last when he was 13, and the
acted faithful to the
only jack Ruby. The Commission has
practice psychiatry
great tradition of a nation of persons will
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without a license; we then can go forward with less shame to
practice the Commission's profession without a license" (4).
Experts in the forensic sciences are experts only when they
speak authoritatively in those areas in which they are adequately
qualified. While au analytical chemist may report on findings
of milligrams percent of alcohol found in a specimen of blood
in his laboratory determination, he is not necessarily qualified
as a student to study the physiology of alcohol or the motivations
which involve an individual in the imbibing of alcohoL It may
be tragic when a specialist in biochemistry testifies in criminalistics if he is not informed in this area. It could be equally
tragic if a specialist in ballistics were to testify on a specimen
of handwriting. How, then, may a lawyer assume competence
in the critical area of motivation? The legal mind is trained
to assess fact and intent. His training and purpose prepare
him to discredit rumor, speculation, conjecture and most of all,
motivation.
After a comprehensive study of the Warren Report, this writer
was astonished to learn that of the 522 witnesses interviewed
or deposed and over 25,000 reports presented to the commission,
no psychiatrist studied any data gathered by the formal and
official sources or by the investigators and attorneys for the
commission. The Warren Commission, composed of a group of
outstanding attorneys, competently staffed with assistants
trained in the law, appeared to follow the practice altogether
too common in the current scene of practicing "lay" psychiatry.
It is well known that the law is interested in intent, particularly
in matters involving major crimes; indeed it is this fact that
is the cornerstone on which the doctrine of mens rea is based.
Motivation, the study of unconscious forces, upon which behavior is based is clearly and distinctly not the concern of
the law, for it is based on conjecture rather than fact, concept
rather than a knowledge of purpose. Yet it is interesting to
note that an assistant counsel for the Warren Commission, Mr.
Jenner, hi deposing Mr. Kerry Wendell Thornley was probing
for motivation which I insist is not within the realm of legal
competence although I must agree that in a modern criminal
trial the jury and the judge, the attorneys and the newspapers
are all profoundly in search of and deeply affected by motivation. To quote Mr. Jenner, "We are dealing in a very delicate
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field here, and I am pressing you very severely." Mr. Thornley,
a one-time Marine colleague of Lee Oswald, replied, "These are
sometimes very grey thin lines we have to distinguish between."
Mr. Jenner then stated, "We are probing for motivation" (5).
Despite pages upon pages of detailed information gathered by
competent police and legal investigators, the report is quite
deficient in establishing motivation.
While reading the report in detail, the writer found himself
in many ways assuming the position of a juror listening to
evidence. Ballistics data, fingerprint studies, report of investigators tracid the gun and the pistol, and details of this
sort are adequately presented and convincing. Occasionally,
however, data are presented, which, were the investigators
perhaps a bit more alert to the implications of the content, the
questions asked of Oswald might have been made more enlightening and indeed more revealing. For example, early in
March or late in April 1963 the Oswalds lived on Neely Street
in Dallas in a little house which had a small backyard. On a
Sunday, according to the wife, Oswald asked her to take a
picture of him holding a pistol, a rifle, and issues of two newspapers, identified later as the "Worker" and the "Militant." Two
such pictures were taken (6). These pictures have a particular
significance for they clearly reveal Oswald's lack of affiliation in
fact with either the Communist party or the Socialist Workers
party. Students of the political parties of the left recognize that
membership in the Communist party and the membership in the
Socialist Workers party are totally incompatible. Oswald considered himself a Marxist but not a Marxist Leninist, stating that
he was not a member and did not believe in the principles of the
Leninist party which is the Communist party. On his return
from the Soviet Union he carried on a limited correspondence
with the Socialist Workers party, attempted to join that party,
and actually subscribed to the "Militant," the official party
newspaper of the Socialist Workers party.
In August of 1962, the Warren Report in detail notes that
Oswald attempted to initiate dealings with the Communist party,
USA, by subscribing to the "Worker" and he continued sonic
correspondence in connection with his "Fair Play for Cuba Committee" (7). He had formed this "Fair Play for Cuba Committee" under the alias of IIidell and he was the sole member!
Vii. i1 • No. 3
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In addition, he wrote to the Socialist Labor party identifying
himself as a member of the "Fair Play for Cuba Committee."
It is important to note that neither of the above-mentioned
groups of the left report
any
active
particip
ation
or
membe
rship
affiliation of Oswald. Indeed, Oswald was a loner, and
it
appears that he wanted more immediate recognition and instant
acknowledgment as a political leader from an the leftist fronts.
Although he claimed to have membership of 35 in the "Fair
Play for Cuba Committee" in New Orleans, there is adequate
evidence that Oswald was the only member and that he had an
alias, Hidell, a name so closely synonymous with Fidel that its
origin can be readily identified.
The photograph of Oswald holding two newspapers which
represent the official publications of political parties that are
thoroughly antagonistic gives convincing evidence of the fact
that Oswald lacked affiliation with any of the parties on the
left,. that he was a loner,
and
this
confir
ms
the
facts
of
the
Warren Report. As a personal observation, I find the picture
s
more convincing than reams of print.
Childhood and development history of Lee Harvey Oswald
reveal that as early as age two he was an unmanageable child
usually under the care of baby sitters while his mother was
employed. At the age of three he was placed in a children's home
where for
a
critical
13
months
he
was
visited
only
occasio
nally
by his mother. When anticipating remarriage, Mrs. Oswal
d
withdrew Lee from the children's home and he lived with her
briefly. After her marriage to Mr. Ekdahl, Lee remained in
her home until his mother was divorced in 1948.
A review of the history of Lee Oswald conveys the distinct
impression that his home life was utterly unstable, that his
family moved frequently between Fort Worth, Texas, Covington,
Louisiana, and back to Fort Worth with frequent moves in
the last city necessitating many school transfers while in midsession
.
His
earlier
years
in
New
Orlean
s
were
indeed
hectic.
For several years his older
brother
s
had
been
placed
in
boardin
g
schools. Study of the significant early years of Lee Harve
y
OawaId reveals an essential rejection by the mother and a lack
of identification with a significant adult. This pattern usually
leads to delinquent behavior.
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The personality of Lee Oswald was characterized during boyhood by withdrawal. He played by himself, frequently refused
to leave home and, by the age of 10, he preferred to stay
indoors and read comic books and listen to the radio. He was
described as robust and "mean when he was angry, just ornery.
"
After a married older brother joined the Coast Guard and
moved to New York, Mrs. Oswald took Lee to visit and remained
for a brief period with her older son. While living with his
brother, Lee, then aged 13, fought with his sister-in-law by
holding a pocket knife on her during a quarrel, giving evidence
of a rage reaction when frustrated of considerable future sign ificance.
Once settled in New York, Lee Oswald's school adjustment
deteriorated and the mother transferred him from a Lutheran
day school to a public school. He attended school about one
day in four and received failing grades in the 7th grade.
Truancy hearings were held. Both Lee and his mother were
absent. The record is replete with evidence that the mothe
r
was as skilled in manipulating her
environ
ment
as
was
her
son.
On
a
series
of
occasio
ns
she
explain
ed
his
behavi
or
as
"due
to
difficulty in adjusting
to
his
new
enviro
nment
."
Lee
was
declared truant and was remanded to Youth
House
for
psychia
tric
study. He
refuse
d
to
appear
before
the
presid
ing
judge. Dr.
Renatus Ha-togs, the only psychiatrist who examin
ed Lee, who
was then aged 13, indicated that Lee was a withdrawn and
socially maladjusted boy whose mother would not interest herself
sufficiently in his welfare (8). His mother had failed to establish a relationship with her son. Mrs. Oswald had considered
Youth House as unfit for her son. Dr. Itartogs recommended
probation for the boy with a child guidance clinic follow-up
and also urged the mother to contact a family service agency
for social service assistance. Once the boy had been placed
on probation he completed the 7th grade but he soon returned
to his previous pattern of truancy and by the time he was in
the 8th grade the probation officer was ordered by the judge
to make a referral to either an industrial farm or a children's
village for residential treatment. Mrs. Oswald rejected the
order of the judge; it was evident from reading the report that
Mrs. Oswald was reluctant to cooperate with the advice of
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the court. Fearful that the boy might be retained in some
type of protective custody, Mrs. Oswald took Lee out of the
jurisdiction of the court early in 1954 and returned to New
Orleans where Lee completed the 8th grade.
During the ensuing few years, Lee was described as demanding and insolent toward his mother and several witnesses have
reported that the mother had little or no control over her son.
By the fall of 1955, Lee Oswald wrote a note to which he signed
his mother's name stating that he must quit school because the
family was moving to San Diego. This was a falsehood. After
his sixteenth birthday he tried to enlist in the Marines using
a false affidavit from his mother stating that he was seventeen.
His older brother, John, had joined the Marines using similar
tactics. The mother had actually signed the affidavits in both
eases (9).
There certainly seems to be some identification between Lee
and his older brother for Lee spent his entire sixteenth year
memorizing the Marine Manual which he had received from
his brother. As soon as he was 17 years of age he joined the
Marines.
The pattern of development thus far revealed in the above
sketch is not at all deviant from that of scores of young
adolescents whose behavior can be considered collectively as
delinquent. The pattern of manipulation of the environment
by the mother, the free utilization of false affidavits, which is
manipulating as well as rejecting, and the overall protection
of the delinquent son by evasion, counter hostility, and manipulation is clearly demonstrable.
That Lee Harvey Oswald used rage reactions and temper
tantrums to gain his ends indicates the degree of character
dis? . der already prevalent; yet nothing is revealed which is
deviant from the case histories of scores of young delinquents.
Lee Harvey Oswald's behavior while in the Marine Corps was
a continuation of his boyhood pattern; he stayed to himself,
did not play cards or work out with the others, read a good
deal, violated the usual routine and had to undergo several
court martials. The first court martial was in response to an
episode in which he stored a loaded pistol in his locker which
discharged and sent a bullet into his left elbow. The second
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court martial followed pouring beer on a noncommissioned officer and cursing him while Oswald was intoxicated in a cafe
in Japan. He was so difficult in barracks discipline that other
members of his quonset but secured his transfer to another
barracks.
Unquestionably he had a pronounced interest in world affairs
and appeared much better informed on the international issues
than some of his officers. He frequently baited his superiors
into conversation in which he could appear the better informed.
It was obvious that he had a great desire to appear both intelligent and knowledgeable. Throughout the Marine Corps stay
he studied Russian and favored the Castro government in Cuba,
a belief that was not unpopular in 1959.
A review of the boyhood and young manhood of Lee Harvey
Oswald indicates little more than rejection, withdrawal, and a
compensatory need for a self-assertive aggressiveness in areas
of polities, religion, and philosophy. These tendencies are not
much different than those views expressed by any number of
young rebels to the social order. A much more detailed study
of motivation is needed in order to distinguish those particular qualities in Lee Harvey Oswald which might differentiate
him from the majority of young delinquents.
I am reluctant to t - come embroiled in those areas which
properly belong to the discussants skilled in the law. There was
certainly indication upon reading the Warren Report, that much
of the evidence presented by the investigators would probably
be challenged on cross-examination. Certainly the right of
Oswald to assert his innocence, to have access to an attorney,
and to be reasonably secure while in custody are topics that
are more deserving of legal study than psychiatric comment.
I am more concerned with the particular issue which the report
presumes to cover through pages and pages of rationalization,
comment and opinion expressed on the personality of Oswald
in the absence of study and consideration by any medically or
psychiatrically qualified staff member. Here, to my mind, lies
the weakness of the Warren Report; it is not too late to supplement the lay psychiatric opinions with a conservative professional study of the significant relevant emotional factors in the
growth of Oswald. While the mother is still alive he deserves
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a thorough psychiatric study ; his former wife, Marina, should
certainly be interviewed to gain some professional knowledge
of her interpersonal relationship with Oswald. Any individual
of significance to the growth and development of Oswald
throughout childhood, adolescence and into manhood deserves
inquiry. In this way it would be possible to build up a significant
understanding of Oswald and an attempt could be made to
clarify why he committed the acts as charged. This would
really be a basic study of personality development and would be
inclusive of the concept of motivation.
Conclusion
Perhaps the most significant contribution the psychiatric
profession could offer to augment the Warren Report would
be a reassessment of the details, facts, and information already
gathered by the investigators of the Warren Commission which
would lead to a better understanding of motivation. If, following
a perusal of the significant data already gathered, areas of
further study seem necessary, a reexamination of those individuals significant to the growth and development of Lee
Harvey Oswald would be clearly indicated. Of prime importance
would be a study in depth of the mother. Marina, the wife, would
also be deserving of a much more careful study in depth. The
teachers, fellow students, Marine Corps contacts, acquaintances
in the Soviet Union could all add much to the knowledge of the
personality of Lee Harvey Oswald.
After a thorough review of the Warren Commission Report,
I would urge a further study in depth of the interpersonal
relationships of Oswald and the people of significance in his past
history. Only through such study tan Oswald's motivation be
truly ascertained and a better understanding of the personality
of the assassin of the President be gained.
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SUMm i ry
This study involves a review of the Warren Report and a more
detailed study of the unique personality of Lee Harvey Oswald.
Although the Warren Cemmission, a body of outstanding attorneys, appeared to follow that practice common to a group
of intellectuals of functioning as "lay" psychiatrists, this writer
is appalled at conclusions reached which involve psychiatric
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evaluations and judgments without the benefit of trained professional thinking.
A study in depth of those individuals significant to the emotional growth of Lee Harvey Oswald is indicated in order to
better understand his motivation.
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A Critique of the Medical Aspects of the
Investigation into the Assassination of
President Kennedy*
Cyril II. fliecht, iILD., LL.B.,** Pittsburgh, Penusylvania
Following the initial shock of President Kennedy's assassination on that fateful day of November 22, 1963, the nation
addressed itself to the postmortem investigation and evalua
untion of the crime. The unexpected, and at times almost
d in
believable, events that followed the assassination resulte
emuch confusion and controversy in the minds of law enforc
n
ment officials, attorneys, and forensic scientists, not to mentio
the lay public.
g
To thoroughly and officially sift through the overwhelmin
n
and frequently conflicting pieces oC evidence, President Johnso
by
appointed a committee of distinguished Americans, headed
met
Chief Justice Earl P. Warren. The Warren Commission
perwith all of the principals, as well as many of the minor
the
sonages, who had been involved in the assassination and
inevents that followed. After many months of interviews,
al,
vestigations, and evaluations of various legal, police, medic
its
and scientific reports, the Warren Commission published
findings ( I). It was fur the purpose of evaluating this report
the
from the &•:ndpoint of people active and interested in
n of
application of the forensic sciences to the administratio
justice that this symposium was arranged.
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Each of us undoubtedly views the Presidential assassination
of
and the Warren Commission Report primarily in the light
his own professional practice, knowledge and experience. Most
and
of the forensic sciences find areas of significance to discuss
be
perhaps criticize in this report, and certainly that would
true as far as forensic pathology is concerned.
m
The tragic demise of John F. Kennedy poses no proble
for us in terms of determining the cause and the manner of
death. These two questions are the primary and most important ones to be answered by a forensic pathologist in evaluating any death by gunshot wound (s). However, having answered these two questions, the forensic pathologist must
of
proceed further, for he often will be called upon in a court
ral
law under oath to offer professional opinions on collate
matters of importance. Range, number of bullets fired, points
of
of entry and exit, direction and angle of fire, "fatality"
be
each individual wound—these questions and many more will
on
posed to the forensic pathologist in pretrial evaluation and
direct and cross-examination during the trial.
In this particular case, all of us, as critics, are handicapped
y,
by not having been involved in the autopsy. Consequentl
we are limited in our evaluation to those portions of the record
that have been made public through official sources. The only
d
other medical facts that we have are those that were release
,
by the physicians at Parkland Memorial Hospital in Dallas
Texas, where President Kennedy was taken and treated before
any
being pronounced dead officially. Thus, we must preface
the
remarks, particularly any that may seem to be critical, with
caveat that we are not in possession of all the facts. Also,
the
we can appreciate that the pathologists who performed
autopsy, being members of the Armed Services, may not have
been permitted to publicly release all their findings.
ic
There are several questions that must be raised by a forens
dy.
pathologist in evaluating the autopsy report on John F. Kenne
gaBy standards found in most competent medical-legal Investi
be
tive facilities, the autopsy report would not be deemed to
a complete one. Certain essentials are missing, and many questions have been raised and have gone unanswered, at least
the
officially, because of the absence of such information in
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official autopsy report and in the subsequent testimony given before the Warren Commission. It is my purpose briefly to discuss
some of the areas of incomplete information and the unanswered
questions that have arisen therefrom.
At the outset, it should be stated that this discussion will
include comments on the various medical aspects of the assassination of President Kennedy that might not be considered to be
directly within the realm of forensic pathology. However, inasmuch as there is no representative of clinical medicine included in this symposium I would be remiss if certain observations of a general medical nature were not made.
The various observations having to do with medicine and
pathology contained within this paper will be discussed in
chronological fashion rather than in other possible ways, such
as diminishing medical or political importance, etc. A chronological discussion would seem to be the most logical approach
in this particular instance.

July 1566

Bleed Type of the President
The first thing that is noted by a physician in reviewing
the assassination of President Kennedy is the fact that his
blood type was not known or immediately available to the
physicians at Parkland Memorial Hospital. Consequently, 0, Rh
negative blood was administered (2). It should be emphasized
that this lack of vital medical information did not play a role
in President Kennedy's death. The nature and extent of his
wounds, which will be discussed in greater detail later, were
such that he certainly would not have survived no matter what
therapeutic measures were undertaken. However, given other
circumstances, with wounds of a less grave nature incurred
either by accidental means or through an attempted assassination, or given a naturally occurring disease process which requires immediate transfusion of blood, the importance of knowing the blood type of the President becomes obvious.
One wonders why such vital information is not readily available on small .medical information and identification cards
present at all times with the President and also with one or
more of the Secret Service men who accompany the President
on all trips.
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Treatment at Hospital
There can be no criticism of the medical and surgical treatment administered to the President at Parkland Memorial
Hospital in Dallas, Texas. As a matter of fact, it is only fair
to inject a comment at this point with regard to a medical order
made by Dr. Charles James Carrico, a surgical resident at
Parkland Memorial Hospital, who was the first physician to
undertake treatment of the President when his body was brought
to the hospital. Dr. Carrico, remembering that some comment
had been made in the past regarding the possibility that President Kennedy had Addison's Disease, ordered 300 milligrams
of hydrocortisone to be administered immediately (3).
All other measures that could have been undertaken were
done so with due dispatch, including the administration of
oxygen, intravenous fluids and blood, the use of a Bennett
Respirator, the performance of a tracheostomy, and external
cardiac massage (4).
At this point, it is important again to emphasize the fact
that the President was beyond the possibility of being saved
- when he was brought to the hospital. His pupils were dilated
and fixed, there was no obtainable pulse or blood pressure, and
there was only a faint suggestion of a heartbeat (5). Although
the President was not officially pronounced dead until approximately 1:00 p. ne, which was about 25 minutes after he was
brought to the hospital and about 30 to 40 minutes after he
received the wounds, this official time of the death pronouncement should not be construed to mean that the President really
was alive for 40 minutes after receiving the fatal head
wound (6).
It is necessary to comment on one particular surgical measure,
namely the tracheostomy. A wound was noted in the anterior
aspect of the neck at approximately the level of the knot of
the tie and almost at the midline. The surgeons noted the
damage to the trachea and soft tissues underlying this skin
wound and therefore performed the tracheostomy at this
site (7). This is understandable, for the performance of a
tracheostomy elsewhere would have meant additional damage
to the trachea, with further compromise of respiratory function. It also would have meant that the existing tracheal lama-
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Lion would have had to be repaired, thus necessitating another
surgical procedure.
Thus, while forensic pathologists frequently bemoan the fact
that surgeons destroy sites of gunshot and stab wounds, thereby
making it impossible for the forensic pathologist subsequently
to determine size, range, entrance and exit characteristics, etc.,
it should be borne in mind that the prime consideration of the
surgeon is to attempt to save the patient's life. Thus, in those
cases in which it is more feasible medically to make an incision
through an existing wound of the body for a specific surgical
reason, there should be no criticism of the surgeon for doing
so. Unfortunately, the performance of the tracheostomy through
.Lis site was responsible for several misconceptions and controversy that developed subsequently and which remain with
us today. This will he commented on later in this paper.
External Wounds

s.

July 1566

The surgeons at Parkland Memorial Hospital noted only two
external wounds. These were the wound in the anterior midIine
of the neck, already described above, and a large gaping wound
of the skull in the right occipital parietal region (8).
As a matter of fact, there were two additional wounds of
the body that none of the attending physicians at Parkland
Memorial Hospital noted. These were a wound in the upper
right posterior chest wall, just above the upper border of the
right scapula, and a wound in the right occipital region, approximately one inch to the right of the midline and slightly
above the external occipital protuberance (9). The fact that
these two wonnds were not observed or commented upon until
some time after the autopsy produced much consternation and
added considerably to the numerous rumors and misconceptions
that arose following the assassination.
It must be stated, however, that the surgeons should not
be criticized for having failed to observe these other two wounds
prior to the pronouncement of the President's death. Certainly,
it is understandable and indeed medically sound that all their
attention should have been directed to the various medical and
surgical measures that ...ere undertaken in an attempt to save
Pre,sident Kennedy's life (10). It was not their duty or medical
responsibility to search the body at that point for other wounds.
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It is true that a rapid, cursory examination of the entire
body should be performed in cases of multiple injuries, for it is
often the case that an immediate laceration or injury that
appears to be quite serious is in reality not the major injury
involved. Therefore, it is necessary to check and see if there
are other more serious internal or external injuries that must
be attended to primarily. However, such was not the case in this
instance. It would have made no difference what other injuries
the President had; the large, gaping defect in the skull with
extensive laceration and hemorrhage of the brain tissue quite
obviously was the primary injury that had to be evaluated and
treated immediately. Furthermore, as has already been suggested above, for all intents and purposes, the President was
dead or dying during the time that he was at Parkland Memorial
Hospital, and there was no real medical need to look elsewhere
for other body wounds.
The critical question, however, arises with regard to what
the doctors did, or, rather, failed to do, after the President was
pronounced dead at one p. in. At that time, one or two additional
minutes might have prevented much apprehension, fear, and
speculation on the part of many people. Once the President
was pronounced dead, it would have taken only a few minutes
quickly to examine the rest of the body to see whether or not
there were any other penetrating wounds (11). Certainly, the
physicians should have been aware of the importance of such
a determination at that time and even if they were not, the
Secret Service agents and the other people in the Presidential
party should have had sufficient presence of mind to have asked
the physicians to conduct such an examination.
At the time, nobody really knew what had happened, and
there was much confusion as to whether or not the bullets had
all been fired from one point, or whether they had been fired
by more than one person from different locations. For all
anyone knew, it was quite possible that there was a revolutionary
plot in the making, or that a small band of right-wing fanatics
or Communists were attempting to take over the country.
Absurd as this may seem at this time, when one considers the
events and circumstances of that tragic day in November 1.963
it was not absurd to have considerixl such a possibility then.
Vrdl. 11 • No. 3
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Unfortunately, no such examination of
the
Presi
dent'
s
body
was
performed after
he
was
pron
ounc
ed
dead
;
there
fore,
rumors
immediately developed,
and
were
sprea
d
by
many
people for
various reasons, that the President had
been
shot from both
the front and the
back
.
Alth
ough
we
now
know that this
was not so, many people still
do
not
acce
pt
the fact that President Kennedy was shot only twice, with
both bullets having
entered from the back.

Ju ly 1966

Examination of Clothing and Stret
chers
at
Hosp
ital
It should be noted at this time
that
all
the
Presi
dent'
s clothes
were not removed from his body at Parkland
Mem
orial Hospital (12). Fortunately,
they
were
avai
lable
for
subsequent
examination in Washington, D. C., and
the
analy
sis performed
on the areas of
miss
ile
pene
tratio
n
help
ed
to confirm which
were bullet wounds of exit and which
were those of entrance (13).
It is sad to note that
such
was
not
the
case
with
Gov
ernor
Connally's clothing. For some reaso
n,
neve
r
expl
ained
in the
Warren Commission Report or apparentl
y com
men
ted
on by
anybody in a public or
offic
ial
mann
er,
the
gove
rnor'
s clothes
were cleaned prior to any examination,
thus
maki
ng any findings impossibl
e
or
inva
lid
(14)
.
How
this
coul
d have happened is a source of amazemen
t,
and
it
is
an
over
sight soundly
to be condemned and criticized. It should
be
remembered that
much of the confusion
that
deve
loped
subse
quently with regard
to the number of bullets that were fired, the
angle and direction,
etc., stem
med
from
the
fact
that
it
was
not
clear
whether or
not the bullet that wounded
Gove
rnor
Conn
ally
was
the same
bullet that had passed through the Pres
iden
t's
body first. It
is quite probable
that
this
ques
tion
coul
d
have
bean quickly
answered correctly if the governor's cloth
ing had not been
cleaned prior to examination.
The stretchers
that
the
Pres
iden
t
and
the
gove
rnor were
placed on were not examined
offic
ially
after
the
President was
pronounced dead and the governor
was
remo
ved to surgery.
It was during the subsequent routine and
unofficial handling
of the stretcher by a
hosp
ital
atten
dant
that
a bullet was found
on one of the two stretchers. The Warren
Commission, after
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interrogating
many
of
the
peop
le
prese
nt
at
the
hosp
ital, concluded that the bullet was
from
Gove
rnor
Conn
ally's
stretc
her,
although this could not be stated with
abso
lute
certa
inty
(15).
Again, this is
a
blun
der
shar
ply
to
be
critic
ized
,
for
there
can be no doubt that it adde
d
to
the
conf
usio
n
that
reigned
in the minds of many following the assas
sinat
ion.
Certainly,
after the President was
pron
ounc
ed
dead
,
and
the
governor was
removed to surgery, the stretcher
shou
ld
have
been carefully
examined to see whether or not any bulle
ts, or fragments of
bullets, were present.

:107

A Visit from the Coroner
I have heard several forensic pathologists
comment that if
the assassination had occurred in their juris
dicti
ons,
the
body
would never have been
taken
from
their
cities
until
an
autop
sy
had been performed. Although I agre
e
with
this
philo
sophy
generally, I cann
ot
acce
pt
it
in
this
parti
cula
r
case
. As has
been stated above, at the
time
of
the
shoo
ting
of
President
Kennedy, nobody could state with certainty
what
the
nature and
extent of the assas
sinat
ion
attem
pt
was.
For
all
that anybody
knew, there could have been a revol
ution
ary
plot
involving many
people. It was essential for the presiden
tial
party to return
to Washington and to
get
the
now
Pres
iden
t Johnson out of
Dallas immediately. Furthermore, with
out attempting to
categorize every
type
of
case
that
could
creat
e
a
knott
y
problem
as regards the question of local
medi
cal
exam
iner
or
coro
ner
jurisdiction, I find it quite easy to draw
the
line
with
the
body
of the President
of
the
Unit
ed
State
s.
I
see
no
reaso
n why,
if a President is assassinated, the
body
shou
ld
rema
in at the
place of assassination for examination by
the
local
coroner or
medical examiner. To
put
it
in
anot
her
light
,
I
believe that
there is an overriding matter of polit
ical
conc
ern
to the nation
that supersede
s
the
imm
ediat
e
powe
rs
and
philo
sophies of the
local medical-legal investigative facility. Profe
ssion
yield to grave political practicality in such insta al pride must
nces!
If the situation
had
not
been
so
tragi
c,
there
would have
been sonic humor involved
in
the
attem
pts
made by the
local officials to have the body of President Kenn
edy kept within
Dallas (16). The War
ren
Com
miss
ion
Repo
rt describes the
presence on the scene of one of the justices
of the peace who
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attempted to "take charge" and who demanded that the body
be kept in Dallas for the performance of an autopsy. This
gentleman was a persistent individual; he followed the presidential party outside the hospital after the body had been removed to an ambulance, and he knocked on the window of the
car in which Presidential Assistant Kenneth O'Donnell was
riding. He was, of course, ignored, and the presidential party
sped on to the airport. One can visually imagine the scene
in which a little "nebbish" is running around the hospital amid
this great conflict and drama, attempting to issue orders regarding the disposition of the body of the President of the
United States. This local official should have had the good
sense and the good taste to have acted in a less conspicuous
and more private manner. Certainly, if the medical examiner
of Dallas County felt very strongly about the case, he might
have been invited to attend the autopsy in Washington,
D. C. (17), although I frankly doubt it in light of the official
and military approach with which the autopsy was handled at
Bethesda Naval Medical Center.

July MG

News Conferences by Medical Personnel at. Parkland Memorial
Hospital
I would not agree that it was improper and unwise to conduct
a medical conference at the hospital following President
Kennedy's death (18). Once again, when one bears in mind
that this was the assassination of the President, one must realize
that the nation had a right to expect information concerning
his death. Therefore, I believe that it was quite proper to
conduct the news conference. However, the substance and extent
of the statements made by the physicians at the medical conference should be commented upon.
The fact that there
some difference of opinion among the
physicians and the news media personnel as to exactly what was
said at the conference, and further that this apparent confusion
and con flict continued to exist in terms of the testimony recited
before. the WV:► rren Conunission, would seem to prove that one
or more of the Parkland Memorial Hospital physicians did
stale, or at least agreed to a question posed by one of the newsmen, that the penetrating wound of the neck could have been
a gunshet entrance wound (19). This comment alone produced
308
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a considerable amount of subsequent misconception, as has
already been explained above.
The physicians who were in attendance should have borne
in mind the fact that they had not examined the entire body
and, therefore, could not be certain as to what the exact nature
and extent of the injuries were. Furthermore, even though
they had seen two of the wounds, they could not comment as
forensic pathologists who had performed the autopsy and examined the wounds grossly and microscopically, and who could,
therefore, be able to state with medical certainty whether or
not the wounds were those of exit or entrance.
Their comments regarding the nature of the bullet wounds
were imprudent, medically unsound, and quite unnecessary.
It would have been sufficient to state "that the President had
died as a result of severe head injuries inflicted by a gunshot
wound." All the medical comments should have been handled
by one physician representing the entire team of medical people
who had attended the President prior to his death. This physician should have stated firmly that he was not able to make
ailditional comments at that time until he had had a chance
to review all the findings with his colleagues and to study
the autopsy report. If this had been done, there is no doubt in
my mind that a great deal of the subsequent confusion would
have been eliminated.

300

1'08bl:erten' Examination at Bethesda Naval Medical Center
The body of President Kennedy was taken to Bethesda Naval
Medical Center pursuant to a request by Mrs. Kennedy, who
felt that the autopsy should be done there because of the President's service in the Navy during World War II. There can
he no quarrel with this decision, for Bethesda Naval Hospital
certainly is a large institution with adequate facilities for the
performance of a competent autopsy.
A point strongly to be criticized is the fact that the three
pathologists who were designated by the government to perform the autopsy did not contact the physicians at Parkland
Memorial Hospital in Dallas, Texas, prior to the initiation of
the autopsy (20). It should be st: .lard procedure for every
forensic pathologist who is going to examine a person who has
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died from multiple
bulle
t
woun
ds,
and
who
has
addit
ional wounds
of penetration apparently prod
uced
by
vario
us
surgical measures
performed prior to death, to first check with
the surgeons who
attended the person
and
find
out
exac
tly
what wounds were
present before the surgical incisions were
made, which surgical
incisions were
mad
e
throu
gh
pree
xisti
ng
wou
nds,
and which
surgical incisions were made
in
other
parts
of
the
body
unrelated
to preexisting wounds. Had this been
done
,
then
some of the
confusion that
appa
rentl
y
cont
inue
d
to
exis
t throughout the
performance of the autopsy and
after
ward
s would have been
eliminated. The pathologists would have
been told about the
neck wound, and they woul
d
have
learn
ed
that
the tracheostomy
had been performed through the site
of
a
preexisting bullet
wound. it is diffi
cult
to
unde
rstan
d
why
at least one of the
three pathologists did not speak
with
one
or
more of the surgeons
in Dallas, Texas, at some lessth prior to
the performance of
the autopsy.
The work of the forensic patholog
ist
is
diffi
cult enough; it
should never be reduced to a guessing gam
e when this is not
necessary. Any and all clini
cal
infor
mati
on
that can be obtained
before performance of the autopsy is
always valuable and
should be sought out whenever possible.
Choice of Pathologists
I do not believe that the government
was
wise
in
its
choice
of pathologists. One
or
more
prom
inen
t
civil
ian
path
ologists
should have been called in to help
perfo
rm
the
auto
psy, and I
further believe that the autopsy should
have
been
performed
only by qualified
fore
nsic
path
olog
ists.
Ther
e
is a definite
specialty of forensic patholog
y
and
it
is
so
reco
gnized by the
American Board of Pathology, whic
h
gives
'subs
pecialty board
examinations in
this
field
.
The
prac
tice,
expe
rience and knowledge of a forensic patholog
ist
are
to
a
grea
t extent quite different from [hat of a general hospital
path
ologist. No matter
how skilled a hospital pathologist may be,
and no matter how
many autopsies he may
have
perf
orm
ed,
in
the absence of
specific training, experience and
know
ledg
e in the field of
forne,:ic pathology, he should not be calle
d upon to perform
an autopsy in a complicated medical-legal
case. Certainly, the
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performance of the autopsy
in
this
case
was
such
a complex and
important event that it should not have inclu
ded pathologists
lacking extensive foren
sic
expe
rienc
e.
It is my understanding that
two
of
the
three pathologists
who performed the autopsy are not forensic
pathologists, namely
Commander J. J. Hum
es
and
Com
mand
er
J.
Thornton Boswell,
of Bethesda Naval Medical Center. Fortu
nately, someone did
have the good
judg
men
t
to
call
in
Lieu
tena
nt
Colo
nel Pierre
A. Finck, M. C., U. S. A.,
who
is
a
well
-trai
ned
and very
competent forensic pathologist with parti
cular
expe
rience and
knowledge in the field
of
miss
ile
wou
nds
(21).
One can only
conjecture how inadequate and
inco
mple
te
the results of the
autopsy findings would have been if Colonel
Finck had not been
present.
With regard to the question of utili
zing
civil
ian
fore
nsic
pathologists, it mus
t
be
born
e
in
mind
that
man
y
of
the
foremost forensic pathologists in
the
coun
try
are
loca
ted
within
a flying distance of one hour or less from
Was
hing
ton, D. C.
It would have been
easy
to
have
had
one
or
mor
e of these
men present for the autopsy. Dr. Russ
ell
Fish
er
in
Baltimore,
Dr. Joseph Speb
ran
in
Phila
delp
hia,
Dr.
Milt
on
He!peril in
New York, Dr. Geoffrey
Man
n
in
Virg
inia,
and Dr. Alan
Moritz in Cleveland, are only some of the
peop
le
who are located
in areas quite close
to
Was
hing
ton,
D.
C.
and
who could have
been called upon by the gove
rnme
nt
to
assis
t. (Indeed, all these
men have previously been utilized by the
government to assist
in teaching and resea
rch
prog
rams
as
foren
sic pathologists.
Were those occasions more important
than the autopsy of
President Kennedy?)
Autopsy Results

31.1

There are several things that have
been
critic
ized with regard
to the autopsy report, and it is true that
by the standards of
most competent medical-legal
inves
tigat
ive
facil
ities throughout
the United States the official autopsy repo
rt released in the
case of President Kennedy
would not be considered to be a
complete one.
One of the things that has bothered man
y people is why
there was no mei.Lion
of
the
adre
nal
glan
ds, either grossly
or microscopically (22). I believe that there
are obvic us political
VOL 11 • No. 3
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overtones implied in this question. The same question as to
whether or not President Kennedy had Addison's Disease was
raised by certain people during the election campaign in 1960,
and there was an obvious and definite attempt to damage him
politically by creating doubts within the minds of the people
of the United States as to the status of his health. I believe
that some of these same people, particularly elements of the
political right wing, are responsible for much clamor since the
Warren Commission Report was published with regard to the
failure of the pathologists to have commented on the adrenal
glands. It should he repeated that President Kennedy's death
would have occurred no matter what the condition of his
adrenal glands was; therefore, from a political and practical
standpoint, it is of no consequence for us to know what the
adrenal glands showed. However, when one performs a medicallegal autopsy, particularly one of such a complex and significant
nature, it is necessary for all the findings to be carefully recorded and published.
A point that largely has been overlooked is the fact that
the autopsy report was turned over to Admiral Burkley, the
President's personal physician, who released those portions that
he felt were "necessary." It is my surmise, not subject to
certain confirmation, that the pathologists who performed the
autopsy did indeed find, identify, and describe the adrenal
glands grossly and microscopically, and that such findings and
descriptions were contained within their final report submitted
to Admiral Burkley. Therefore, it is only fair to state that
any criticism that is to be made concerning this aspect of the
postmortem report might well be levelled at Admiral Burkley
and other high government officials if they were responsible
for determining what was omitted and what was released.
The pathologists cannot be criticized if this were the case.
However, this deficiei; y further supports ths previous comment
that the autopsy should not have been left entirely within the
hands of military pathologists, whose professional actions may
be completely controllable by the government.
From another viewpoint, also, it is unfortunate if Admiral
Buckley and/or other government officials decided not to r^_lease the pathologists' findings and diagnoses concerning President Kennedy's adrenal glands. Assuming that there was some
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evidence of adrenal insufficiency (i. e., Addison's Disease), I
suggest that it would have been a good thing to let the general
public know this. The realization that a person who suffers
from a serious disease process or physical handicap is not necessarily disqualified or incapacitated from filling an important
position, even one as strenuously demanding as the Presidency
of the United States of America, would again encourage a more
broad-minded and intelligent attitude among the lay public
toward people who are handicapped by illness or trauma.

Autopsy X-Rays and Photographs
The Warren Commission Report notes that x-rays of the body
and photographs were made by the pathologists (23). These
were turned over to a Secret Service agent immediately after
they were taken, and, presumably, the pathologists, although
they may have seen the developed x-ray films and photographs
later, did not have these in their possession at the time of their
testimony (24). The films and pictures were not presented to
the Warren Commission, and it has been stated that they
were destroyed. It is not exactly clear who destroyed them, or
when and where they were destroyed; but it is absolutely indefensible and unjustifiable that this should have happened.

313

Conclusions of Autopsy Report
I personally concur with the conclusions of the autopsy report, namely, that President Kennedy was shot twice, once in the
back of the head, and once in the upper right chest (25). The
gunshot wound in the head had its entrance point immediately
to the right of the midline and exited on the right lateral aspect
of the skull, causing extensive avulsion of bone and brain tissue.
This was undoubtedly a fatal wound and totally incompatible
with life beyond a few minutes.
The second wound entered the upper posterior right chest,
coursing in a slightly downward angle and exiting in the middle
of the anterior neck region at about the level of the knot of
the tic. This wound would probably have been survived and if it
had not been for the head ;vound, the President's life very likely
could have been saved (26). This wound occurred first, and the
wound of the skull followed seconds later.
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It is to be noted that the pathologists studied the gunshot
wounds microscopically and thus confirmed their gross autopsy
opinions as to which were wounds of entrance and which were
wounds of exit (27). These findings further serve to corroborate
the Warren Commission's conclusion that the two bullets that
struck President Kennedy were fired from a point to the rear
of the Presidential car.
I also agree that there were three bullets fired and that
all three bullets were fired from the same place by the same
person, namely, from the sixth floor of the book depository
building by Lee Oswald. One shot probably missed, and it
is not possible to state definitely what happened to that bullet.
One bullet was recovered on Governor Connally's stretcher and
most likely this bullet is the one that penetrated the governor's
posterior chest, exiting in the anterior chest, reentering the
dorsal surface of the right wrist, exiting from the whir aspect
of the right wrist and reentering the left thigh. Fragments
of another bullet were noted within the skull of President
Kennedy on x-ray films (23) and other fragments were found
in the car.
Some controversy exists as to whether or not the bullet that
injured Governor Connally was the same bullet that penetrated
President Kennedy's chest. It is very likely that this was the
ease, although there is still some doubt about this. It is possible
that the bullet that injured Governor Connally was the third
bullet, totally separate from the two bullets that struck President Kennedy. Again, one is reminded of the importance of
Governor Connally's clothes, for had they been available for
examination, it might well be that careful and detailed examination would have answered once and for all We question of
whether or not the bullet that entered Governor Connally's
right posterior chest wall was the same bullet that had already
gone through President Kennedy's neck or whether it was a
separate shot.
It is fascinating to note how various inadequacies and shortcomings of the total investigation are intermingled and have
ramifications throughout the entire postmortem evaluation and
the events that followed the shooting of President Kennedy.
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Actual Report Before the Warren Commission
Lieutenant Colonel Pierre Finck produced an exhibit in which
he demonstrated missile wounds generally and discussed the
specific missile wounds involved in the assassination of President
Kennedy and the wounding of Governor Connally (29). This
is the utilization of demonstrative scientific evidence in its
fullest and best sense. It dramatically represents something
that all forensic scientists should be concerned about and something that all forensic scientists and attorneys should continue
to strive for. If more of this type of evidence had been produced
throughout the various stages of the post-assassination evaluation, then many of the misconceptions, misunderstandings, fears
and rumors that spread throughout the world, and which in
significant measure continue to exist today, would have been
diminished greatly, if not circumvented completely.
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Rote of the American Aestlemy of Forensic Sciences
Finally, I should like to raise the question as to why the
American Academy of Forensic Sciences was not consulted by
the government in the post-assassination evaluation. The American Academy of Forensic Sciences is comprised of many of the
foremost forensic scientists, criminologists, and attorneys in the
United States of America. It is an unbiased, objective, nonpolitical organization whose very existence is devoted to and
based upon the concept of utilizing the forensic sciences to
the fullest extent possible, to the ultimate end that justice will
be best served.
It is quite unacceptable that this organization was not consulted in some capacity by a concerned governmental agency
and asked to make available its services and personnel. This
could have been done in a role analogous Lo that of a lawyer
who files an amicus curiae brief in a Legal case, or it could
have been handled in any one of several other ways. In any
event, this did not occur, and iL is unfortunate for all concerned.
I should like to believe that if ever a tragedy as horrible as
the assassination of President Kennedy occurs again the American Academy of Forensic Sciences will be consulted officially
by the United States Government.
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Conclusion
While I agree with
the
ultim
ate
conc
lusio
ns
of the Warren
Commission and with the various
foren
sic
scien
tists and pathologists who were involved in the investigation,
I
believe that there
are many questions that
rema
in
unan
swer
ed
and that many of
the conclusions are based on less
than
abso
lute medical certainty. Furthermore, it would have been possi
ble answer these
to
questions in many insta
nces
with
certa
inty
if the proper
measures had been undertaken at the appropriate
time.
I do not belie
ve
that
there
was
any
over
t
plot
on
the
part of
any governmental agency or
spec
ific
indiv
idual
to
keep
any
of
the facts suppressed, with the possible exce
ption
of
the
findi
ngs
having to do with Pres
iden
t
Kenn
edy's
adre
nal
glan
ds.
However, it should be remembered that
as
hum
an
bein
gs
we are
all subject to
perso
nal
biase
s
and
preju
dices
,
and
we
are also
subject to having our thou
ghts
and
opin
ions
influ
enced and
molded by our professional associations.
It
is
for
this reason
that it would have
been
a
very
wise
thing
for
the
government
not only to have called upon
civil
ian
foren
sic
pathologists to
participate in the autopsy, but also to have
called upon the
American Academy of Forensic Sciences
to act in the role of
advisor and consultant to Lhe Warren
Com
missi
on.
The organizat
ion
best
able
to
have
prep
ared
and
evaluated
all the scientific evidence
that
came
befor
e
the
Warr
en Commission was the American Academy of Fore
nsic
Scien
ces. It is unfortunate that in
the
most
polit
icall
y
signi
fican
t and complex
murder of the twentieth century, such expe
rt consultation was
not requested.
S tim 'nary
A critique of the medical circumsta
nces
and
even
ts
associated
with the assas
sinat
ion
of
Pres
iden
t
Kenn
edy
has
been undertaken. The treatment given
at
Park
land
Mem
orial Hospital,
Dallas, Texas, and the autopsy performed
at Bethesda Naval
Hospital, Bethesda, Maryland, have been
reviewed and commented upon.
While the conclusions contained in the Repo
rt of the President's Cm/mission on
the
Assa
ssina
tion
of
President John F.
Kennedy are considered to be essentially
correct, several de31.6
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ficiencies and gaps in the overall medical
inve
stigation ar
commented upon.
The
failu
re
of
the
comm
issio
n
to have cane
upon the American Academy
of
Fore
nsic
Scie
nces in a con
sultant capacity during the compilation and
evaluation of it
findings is noted.
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