
For example, he was asked a simple question to which he should 
- and knew he should - have answered merely "yes" or "no": "Now, Doc-
ton did you examine on the remains of the late President Kennedy a 
wound in the frontal neck region?" Finck launched into a combination 
of futile self-justification and a mumbo-jumbo of meaningless pontifi-
cation, complete with another needless spelling, this time inaccurately, 
adding a characterization of that wound as one of exit, while also ad-
mitting he did not then see it. After a half-page of this rambling, he 
went into a double hearsay, whet he knew was improper and incompetent, 
that on the day after the autopsy, "Or. Humes called the surgeons of 
Dallas." This is hearsay, for Finck was not there, and error, for 
Humes phoned only one doctor. Finck added, "and he was told that they" 
- hearsay twice removed, for Finck did not hear what, if anything, was 
said - before Oser interrupted, "I object to the hearsay." (p.14) 

Then Dymond pretended to caution Finck - a caution entireilyihih-
necessary to a man certified in forensic science - "You may not say what 
the surgeons of Dallas told Dr. Humes. That would be hearsay." Flock 
argued with him, beginning with, "I have to base my interpretation on 
all the facts available and not on one fact only .,." Patently, this 
is false. The proper and possible answers are "yes", "no", or "I am 
not certain." If necesseiry, Finok could then ask permission to amplify 
his answer. Hera it was not necessary except for propaganda, which 
not the purpose of a :Legal proceeding. Dymond, of course, was quite 
anxious for Finck to load the record with all the propaganda and ir-
relevancies he could get in and to complicate Oser's al seedy serious 
problems as much as he could. So, he let Flock carry on without inter-
ruption for most of a page (15) until the judge, for the first but not 
the last time, called Flock to book. 

Knowing full well it was entirely improper, Finbk had gotten 
to where he argued, "I insist on that point, and that telephone call 
to Dallas from Dr. Humes - " when judge Haggerty chided him, "You may 
insist an the point, Doctor, but we are going to do it according to 
the law. If it is legally objectionable, even if you insist, I am go-
ing to have to sustain the objection." 

(As a measure of Finck's knowledge, even of hearsay, I note 
that Humes made not "that telephone call" but two of them,) 

Dymond took the cue, brought Finck back to what he had volun-
teered and thus gotten into the record, "when the X-rays I requested 
showed no bullets in the cadaver of the President," to broaden the in-
terpretation to what may well have made it perjurious in fact as it was 
in intent, "you say the X-rays showed no bullet or projectile in that 
area of the i'resident or in any other area?" 

Finck still would not give a simple "yes" or "no" response. He 
first said that "I requested whole-body X—rays" and then added that the 
only "fragments" they saw in the X-rays were in those of the head and 
"due to another bullet wound." 

The line crossed, this is perjury. But nothing will happen., 
unless Finck gets another promotion. He got one after similar perju-
rious testimony before the Warren Commission. 

Prior to this New Orleans testimony, as we have seen, Finck had 
given Attorney General Clark, who had become one of the needless vic-
tims of all this official dishonesty, a statement in which all three  
autopsy doctors acknowledge the presence of fragments of bullet in iTe-
ciseiy this area, making their earlier Warren Commission testimony as 
criminal in character as Finck's here is. 

There were fragments there. These fragments alone destroy the 
official "selht7T5II" to the crime, Therein lies sufficient official mo-
tive for both the perjury and its protection, in the case of the Warren. 
Commission, its subornation also. This is not the only such testimony, 
but it is clear enough so the repetitions (as on pp.4.7,125,127 and espe-
cially 137) are not needed to establish criminality and gross and de-
liberate deception. 

Finck made other errors, engaged in further deceptions, but to 
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rehash all of them at this point, significant as any one is in court 

and in an investigation of the murder of a President, would be to coal 

Newcastle. The next one worthy of special attention begins on page 48. 

By that time Finck had found it necessary to help the local yokels of 

the legal, judicial and journalistic fraternities by spelling out such 

difficult and unusual words as "entered", "cratering", "crater", "per-

forating", "missile", "scheme", "cranial", "inner", "shattering", "in", 

"out" - and "path" two different times. 

In no case was he asked to, never was he not understood, not 

once did he have to repeat anything. How depressing it must have been 

for this towering intellect, this one man in whom the providential deity 

had deposited the sum total of legal and medical knowledge and under-

standing, to have to associate with such an ignorant rabble as those 

New Orleanian lawyers and judge, those backwoods court reporters and 

the illiterate representatives of the press of the entire world. 

By page 48, however, Finck was running backward fast, as in in-

sisting, when asked merely if he had not been "a co-author" of the au-

topsy report, which he had signed and had affirmed under oath before 

the Commission, "Wait, I was called in as a consultant to look at the 

wounds; that doesn't mean I am running the show." 

This was the break for which I had carefully prepared Oser that 

long Sunday in his Metairie home, for which he had documentation, in-

cluding the first part of this book. 

Before long Finck had admitted that the autopsy doctors were 

mere figureheads, that "an Army General, I don't remember his name," 

was "running the show" (p.48). But, Finck was "one of the three quali-

fied pathologists standing at the autopsy table." 

"Was this Army General a qualified pathologist?" 

"No." 

"Was he a doctor?" 

"No." 

Could Finck remember the name? Again, "No, I can't. I don't 

remember." 

After all, why should a mere expert in forensic pathology re-

member anything about an Army General who could ruin his career? Or 

bring charges against him (a reality to be considered in the proper 

context)? Or who could not, in an autopsy room of another branch of 

the service, really be the man "running the show". 

If for some reason not immediately clear, a reason Flack was 

careful to avoid exploring, with all the "insisting" and volunteering 

that characterizes his testimony, the buck had to be passed upward, the 

Army does not control Naval installations. This was the Navy Hospital, 

part of the Naval Medical Center, and the upward chain of command goes 

from the commander of the hospital, whom we shall not forget, to the 

commander of the entire installation, who has attracted our attention 

and will again, to the Surgeon General of the Navy, who - to now - has 

succeeded in avoiding any attention. 

But no general of any army rank controls any naval installation 

- not normally, anyway. So, the next day he changed his testimony about 

the man in charge being a general, saying he was an admiral. 

Oser eased off a bit for several pages and then came back to 

this strange and seemingly unnecessary factor in an open and above-

board autopsy of a President, the domination of it by the top brass who 

had no business interfering and no competence to make decisions. 

While claiming that, in addition to this unnamed general, "there 

were law enforcement officers, military people with various ranks, and 

you have to co-ordinate the operation according to directions," a rather 

Nazi-like concept of the performance of an autopsy under any conditions 

(pp.48-9), Finck resisted efforts to get him to identify these others 

(p.$1), resorting to generalities, pretending he had been too busy to 
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note the names of the top brass, conspicuous because they served no 
medico-legal function. 

Even for high military muckty-mucks, hardened as they may be 
to the consequences of war, there would seem to be no joy in watching 
the dissecting of a human body, not ordinarily, anyway, not for normal 
people. Nor does it seem that medical personnel would find pleasure 
in watching the taking apart of a President. Surely most normal people 
would prefer to avoid so gruesome an examination, especially because it 
was made on the corpse of a murdered President. 

Nor were these high-ranking military personages required as of-
ficial observers. The Secret Service served that function. 

Finck departed from strict truth (p.52) in claiming that "The 
room was crowded with military and civilian personnel and Federal agents, 
Secret Service agents, FBI agents ..." The only "civilians" permitted 
in the autopsy room were the "Federal agents". Other than these agents, 
despite Finck's claim, there were no civilians there during the autopsy, 
the military having seen to that. They posted a military guard and ex-
cluded civilians. 

Finck did acknowledge he did not have "to take orders from this 
army general that was there directing the autopsy ,.. because there 
were others, there were admirals." 

"Admirals?" asked Oser, to whom I had given the names of two. 

"Oh, yes," Finck expanded, "there were admirals," adding in at-
tempted self-defense the Eichmenn/Nuremberg concept utterly irrelevant 
in the United Stetes and in a medico-legal function, "and when you are 
a lieutenant-colonel in the Army you just follow orders ..." 

Now, it happens that the all-anticipating military establish-
ment did anticipate medico-legal needs. The specific and written orders 
End directions, special regulations and an entire Armed Forces Institute 
of Pathology manual on "The Autopsy", do not include being told what to 
do and not to do for political purposes, real or fancied. 

Flock continued (with. no omission in quotation), "and at the 
end of the autopsy we were told - as I recall it, it was by Admiral 
Kenney, the Surgeon General of the Navy - this is subject to verifica-
tion - we were specifically told not to discuss the case," to which he 
added "without coordination with the Attorney General." 

That never-ending effort to blame the Kennedys: 

(Although the Navy declined to be helpful when the admiral's 
name first appeared in news accounts of the New Orleans testimony as 
"Kiney" and thereafter was variously spelled, Paul. Hoch checked three 
standard sources. The 1968-9 edition of Who's  Who in America reads: 
"born 2/19/04; M.D. U.Cin. 1929; advanced through grades to rear adm., 
1957; surgeon general of the Navy, 1961-5; rear admiral, ret., pres-
ently Dir. Med. Edn., N. Broward Hasp Dist. Office address: 1600 S. 
Andrews Av., Fort Lauderdale, Fla." The Fort Lauderdale telephone-
book listing of Edward C. Kinney is Middle River Drive. The New York 
Times for January 28, 1965, announced his plans to retire on page 1l, 
column 5.) 

Throughout his testimony, reluctant as he was to admit it and 
hard as Shaw's lawyers tried to testify for him, to come to his rescue 
when he was pressed and did not want to admit what was damaging to the 
official account of the Presidential assassination, Finck nonetheless 
was forced to acknowledge that the nature of the examination made and 
not made was not determined by the requirements of the law or regula-
tion but by direct orders given on the spot by top brass. 

Important as was the tracing of the path of that magical Bullet 
399 through the President's body to learn if, in fact, there was any 
bullet that did or could have taken this guessed-at path, Finck finally 
admitted the doctors were ordered not to do this obviously necessary 
thing (2/24,pp.115-9,148-9;2/25,PP.4,8,32-6). First he tried to blame 
Robert Kennedy (p.115). In the end, after what amounts to repeated 
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evading end lying, he admitted the orders were military orders end had 
nothing to do with the fF..mily. Nct until the second day of his testi-
mony was the deliberateness if his inteuds6 deception and the vicious-
ness of this military effort to blame the family Jrr the gross and 
shameful Ceficienc:es of the autopsy fully laid bare. 

Toward the end of the first day, he acknowledged that this was 
not "E complete autopsy under the definitirn used by the American Board 
of Pathology" (p.199). This seemingly full admission is far from it. 
The military autopsy mahusl requires examination. of the thora' and neck 
organs. It hes special sections describing tbe incitions, exposure and 
insnectichs to be made. 

Whet ic rsquired for everyone alee, including the unwanted, the 
abandoned, the dreg e, apparently is tee Food for the President of the 
United Stotts when the ever-loving, dedicated military takes over. 

Yet even into the second day he tried tc pretend the required 
cexamihatitti, the tracing of the alleged trek of the alleged non-fatal 
bullet through the cadaver, was not cone "ncs to create unnecessary 
mutilation of the ceiavep" (p.17). Of course, this was entirely false, 
the cadaver having been laid open pretty completely, much es he tried 
to weasel (pp.32-O). 

"The thest cavity of the President" was laid open (p.3). 

"The usual Yecut incision" was made (p.34), 

This lays open 'the rib cage - so you can get the vital organs 
of the body" (p.4). 

And this means All the organs. Paprcducing such a picture is 
unplessaut, It is impossible with the 'President. It was net impossi-
ble 1,,itr. Oswald, who had no rights to privacy. Nor were the ri,!bts of 
his sunvivers coneleered, there being nothiog that c edod hiding for 
wnich this conic have provided a convenient excuse cc there was with 
the Presicent. 

So, those Co. do not htve access to medic el texas can see just 
kith,: completely t he necessary "Y." cut does mutilate a body by consulting 
page 119 of Dallas Police Chief Jesse Curry's futile attempt at justi- 
fying his ewn and the Dallas police record, his 	Assassihttion File. 
Cswtid's genitals are hidden by a sheet. Fra, eeow the up; :r edge of 
this sneet to several ribs below the nipples th7i,, is a single, straight 
cut ups rd. At this point the arms of the "I" begin, two a.igular lines 
tc the armpits, where there ere smaller 'Ye", back to the chest and up 
to the, shoulder. 

As illnstrsted in the military autopsy manual, the "Y" cut be-
gins rho 'c botn crap! -c- ihto the shoulder joints, is semicirculsr to 
below the nipples, and from the center egtenes downward to the genitals. 

This is not "mutilation" enough.? it wes done. 

With this much mutila'cion acknowledged, is it credible that a 
slightly upward probing would cause. cbjeotionahle "mutilation'"? 

It is a lie, The purpose of the lit is to suppress evidence. 

re:tardless, it was en examinttien re4uired to de mace. 
And It wes not mabs 

The reason had nothing to do with the alletg(ld wish of the fEcr,- 
thet unending cod shamafLi e: Tort to blame the bereaved family for 

the deficiencies nt• tot autcpsh 

Finck sdmitioa 	Aohnirei. Gainieway 	 ordered changes 
in the autopsy roe, it 	A.t.  WES drafted 

The ,T,pay 	 were threatened by high authority (p h5) if 
they said a word. The tan, 1n charge was net tnis unnamed general but 
'trio Adjutant Genere.:" rio meant the alirgeon Geier-ti) of the Navy, "Ad-
mi2el Kinney" (p.6). 

Skilled and, recoonsefdi ss he was in misreprosentin, evading 



misrepresentation may give even more point to the totally unnecessary 

fate of the original, the sworn word of then-Commander Humes from the 

same paragraph: "That draft I personally burned in the fireplace of 

my recreation room." 

From Specter's and the Commission members' total lack of inter-
est or reaction, no question being asked, no eyebrow raised - no con-

sternation or concern - the proper place for the autopsy protocol of 

an assassinated President is a "recreation room", not a hospital, and 

the proper disposition is Orwell's, to be "personally burned" by the 

prosector. Sure as hell, that burned draft, the original  that was not 
destroyed until it was known that there would be no trial, Oswald also 

having been put away, is not going to be quoted now by some devil like 
me loving scripture: 

The reader might want to consider why some unnamed bureaucrat 

had to lie. Why any lie is necessary or acceptable about anything con-

nected with the assassination of a President or its investigation. 

(In this, Simmons is innocent, for the nature of his multitudi-

nous duties precludes his having made the study of this verbal enormity 

that I have. That cannot be true of the writer of this false, propa-
gandizing "receipt".) 

This is net the only lie - should one mince words on such a sub-

ject? - in this paragraph. The parenthetical conclusion is deliberately 

false. It is not "these sixteen (16) pagea" that are on "Pages 29 
through JOI, Volume 71717 of the Hearings. Had they been, the interna-
tional uproar would still be echoing after seven years. Shortly the 

difference will become apparent. 

Nor is "(B)" not similarly false. This is not the same "Origi-
nal Autopsy Descriptive Sheet" that is "on Pages 47—ind 46, Volume 

XVII" of the Hearings. The words "autopsy descriptive sheet" are not 

on page 373 or anywhere else in Humes' testimony. Nor can these pos-

sibly be that for which I had for so long made repeated requests, all 
of the "notes actually made in the room where the examination was tak-

ing place". We have not only Colonel Finck's sworn word that he, per-
sonally, made notes and handed them in before he left and that all 

three doctors made notes on pieces of paper. Moreover, on the page 

prior to that cited in deceptive argument, hardly appropriate in what 

is guised as no more than a "receipt", Humes had sworn, in describing 
what he held in his hand, not an "autopsy descriptive sheet" nor "Form 

NMS Path", both being headiaeTs on that required Navy Medical Service 
form, nor did he cite the identification of the autopsy by the number 

that appears on it, "A 63 #272". He could not identify it by the name 

of the President, for this autopsy was performed with such tender care, 

with such regaed for precision, history and the legal aspects of medi-

cine, that the blanks required to be filled in for a number of entries, 

including name, date and hour expired, diagnosis and physical descrip-

tion, are all, blank. 

Humes' under-oath description of what he held, what was then and 

there placed into evidence, is "these are various notes in long-hand, 

or copies, rather, of various notes in long-hand made by myself, in 

part during the performance of the examination of the late President 

and in part after the examination when I was preparing to have a type-

written report made." 

However his cited testimony from page 373 is interpreted - and 
it is hardly the function of a simple receipt to make interpretations -

it cannot be limited to this autopsy descriptive sheet, for in the tes-

timony he describes handwriting that "in some instances is not my own." 

Humes is blessed (as I see it) with a distinctive, backhand style, and 

none of the entries - these are not notes but entries on a form - is 

in his handwriting. 

Besides, Boswell told Reporter Richard Levine that he had filled 

out this form. From the original I now have, it is easily discernible 
that two different implements were used, one by Finck and one by Bos-

well. In neither case is it by Humes, so any  notes he made "during the 
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performance of the examination of the late President" are not here - 
or anywhere else. 

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

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

What I asked of Howard was much work. He compared everything 
available: the two versions of the autopsy report; the notes printed 
in CE397, said to be all the notes, whereas none are properly described 
as notes and none meet Finck's New Orleans descriptions of those all 
the doctors made; and the reports of the two panels made public by the 
Department of Justice so long after they were completed and when the 
government was in distress. These two panels, of course, conducted 
their studies long after the Report was issued and from the existing 
evidence only. The 1968 panel report includes an inventory of what it 
examined. Both panels are silent on the contradictions and omissions. 
This silence is a remarkable self-exposure and a self-condemnation, an 
attack on the integrity of both panels and of the Department of Justice 
no writer, no passionate language, can approximate. 

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

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

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

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

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

It can, of course, be argued that some of the doctors might have 
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remembered, such as the color of the President's eyes and hair. This 

cannot be true in most cases, for of these unrecorded 64 facts, 59 in-

clude or are solely of physical characteristics. Most of these are of 

parts of the body and their condition. Often they relate to the bul-

let wounds. 

And of these, the startling number of 15 involve numbers and 

figures. These are essentials it just cannot be believed the doctors 

carried in their heads. Many of these are of measurements referring 

directly to the wounds - their size, their distances from other parts 

of the body. 

This is complex data, often of minute measurements, and those 

had to have been the most emotional days in the lives of all the doc-

tors. They simply could not have carried all this in their heads. 

And more incredible still, a third of this number is of cases 

where figures are used that conflict with the final autopsy report: 

These range from what Howard, more tolerant than , regards as possible 

"minor misquoting" - I regard no error in this autopsy as tolerable -

to the size of the missing piece of scalp. The figure of the report, 

13 cm, exists nowhere in any notes and actually appears to be in con-

tradiction to what is reciaed in them. 

This is but a brief summary of the great labor Howard undertook 

for me, countless hours of detailed work. 

No matter how generously one regards it, no matter how much apol-

ogists may prefer to discount, I do not believe that reasonable men can 

conceive that three-quarters of the fact of anything as complicated as 

the autopsy performed on a human body, especially that of a President, 

can possibly have been reported except from written notes. 

They no longer exist. 

The destruction of such records of any murder, particularly the 

assassination of a President, and false swearing about it or them, are 

criminal. When the government that has to be the prosecutor and alone 

can make the charges is itself criminally responsible, neither charg-

ing nor prosecution is likely. However, I have repeatedly invited 

those I accuse to file charges against me and seek a judicial determi-

nation of fact. None has - or will. 

"(C)" is relatively innocuous - that is, compared with the fore-

going only. It is sufficiently serious to deceive in this affair. It 

is undoubtedly true that, as Humes certified, he had turned in to Cap-

tain J. H. Stover everything he had not already destroyed. Stover's 

countersigning means no more than that Humes had done this. It does 

not mean that neither he nor his command nor the Navy then had no other 

records. Somebody had the missing X-rays. Again, this is not identi-

cal with what is "on Page 47, Volume XVII" of the Hearings. There is 

no deviation. "(D)" is identically misrepresented as exactly what is 
"on Page 48". 

Whoever cooked up this deliberate deceit sought to hide behind 

the use of "portrayed". That is a semantic "Emperor's clothes" for 
there is a vital difference, a difference not simply that Humes and 
the Commission had Xeroxes, whereas what I had finally forced out of 
suppression in secret files are the originals. 

The difference is what was added, by Admiral Burkle/, by hand, 
to each.* 

The Warren Report and Burkley's notations cannot coexist. It 
is impossible. 

Thus, this Commission, all of whose members were lawyers, in-
cluding the Chief Justice, and its competent, large legal staff, domi-

nated and headed by the former Solicitor General of the United States, 

the government's lawyer, went out of their way to accept what should 

not be accepted in the most blighted backland jerkwater court: second-

hand evidence when the originals were available, were known to be 

available, and could have been obtained for a phone call. 

*See p. 262. 
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There is no other reason for avoiding the originals, no other 
reason for their being hidden, none for its taking so much dogged ef-
fort to obtain them. 

Now that I do have them - color pictures and Xeroxes, both made 
from originals - let us consider them in the sequence of the longer 
receipt. Let us see what they say, understand what this means. 

First is the original of Humes' rewritten draft of the autopsy 
report, the closest thing to the original, that having been burned, 
not in innocence but after it was known that, with the only accused 
himself assassinated, there would be no court in which any evidence 
had to be produced and subjected to cross-examination. 

Admiral Burkley countersigned and approved the handwritten au-
topsy report, as he also approved the retyped version. To be certain 
that there was no question, he initialed the first page, "GGIP, as he 
did the last. Humes, it will be remembered, personally delivered ev-
erything to Burkley and Burkley had been with the body when it was 
being treated and examined in Dallas and during the autopsy in Bethesda, 
the one medical man in the world and, except for a few Secret Service 
men, the only man in the world of whom this is true. 

What distinguishes this and what follows from all other copies 
of all versions in all files and published - what was so carefully sup-
pressed - is Burkley's personal, handwritten approval. 

The substantive changes, changes of fact, not opinion - not all 
of those made after Oswald was killed but only those made in what was 
not removed from the draft that was burned - are incredible and all, 
we now for the first time know, are approved by the President's own  
physician: The unknown, the conjectured and invented, none of which 
belong in a medico-legal document, least of all in the autopsy report 
on a President, they also are approved. To cite what in context is 
minor but in fact is major, the first page is typical. Where in his 
version Humes had the car "moving at approximately twenty miles per 
hour", something neither he nor anyone else knew or could know and 
twice as fast as it was, that was crossed out and changed to "moving 
at a slow rate of speed", something none of the signatories had any 
way of knowing and certainly not their own observation. Also unknown 
to the signatories, the last sentence began with an argument, not fact, 
"Three shots were heard and the President fell face down to the floor 
of the vehicle." This was completely false, a fabrication. The "cor-
rection" was no less an invention, an invention entirely consistent 
with every argument and change in the autopsy, to make it seem that all 
the shots had come from the back and that the accused Oswald was the 
lone assassin. After this change, the autopsy report reads, "Three 
shots were heard and the President fell forward." (Emphasis added.) 

He did not. 

"Puncture" in describing the nonfatal bullet wound means entrance. 
It had been used repeatedly in what survived the recreation-room burning. 
In every case but one, it was removed, including those cases where, 
without doubt, it was meant. One example is on page 4, a point on which 
the entire autopsy, the entire "solution" to the crime and the Warren 
Report itself all hang. The last full sentence, in describing what has 
come to be known as the rear, nonfatal wound, said to have been in the 
neck, the description of "a 73(4 mm oval puncture wound", with the elimi-
nation of "puncture", became "a 7x4 mm wound". 

On page 7, in a single sentence where there are seven changes of  
fact about the head wound, the description "puncture" is twice elimi-
nated, although in later testimony it was, with Specter's deftness in 
the absence of any adversary, reintroduced. In one of these cases, 
nothing replaced it; in the other, a word that is anything but synony-
mous, "lacerated". And, on pages 8 and 9, "puncture" is stricken 
through, replaced by nothing on 8 and by "occipital", which is entirely 
different, on 9. 

On the other side of the same coin, where the wound that it was 
later decided, contrary to the existing evidence, had to be an exit 
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wound or there could be no single-assassin, no-conspiracy R
eport, the 

qualification "presumably" was inserted on pages 8, 9 and 10. 

Other factual changes are to opposites. One of the most re
adily 

comprehended is on page 5, where "left was changed to "right". On 

page 14, where the rear wound was related to the plane of t
he body and 

thus not dependent upon what was unknown, the position of t
he body, the 

change was to what amounts to a deliberate, unscientific an
d unwarranted 

attempt to frame the accused and the solution. As altered,
 this reads, 

"The projectiles were fired from a point behind and somewha
t above the 

level of the deceased." Without knowing the position of th
e body in 

three different ways, this could not be said. Was the Pres
ident at the 

time of each shot vertical, bolt erect? Was he turned in e
ither direc-

tion from at right angles to the length of the car? Or was
 he, while 

erect in a vertical plane as compared with the car or the s
eat, leaning 

to either side? 

At best, these changes reflect such uncertainty as to disqu
alify 

the autopsy report in its entirety. At worst, they are, be
cause agreed 

to by so many, a deliberate conspiracy to frame the then-de
ad accused, 

to corrupt history, and to vindicate any assassin or assass
ins. 

But what is most incredible of all in this rewriting of fact to 

ordain falsehood as truth is a failure by all. Neither Adm
iral Gallo-

way, who dominated and ordered changes made, nor Admiral Bu
rkley, who 

was everywhere and approved, nor any of the three surgeons 
themselves 

caught the one slip-up. Five medical military officers are 
involved 

in this, each culpably. 

In a single place they neglected to murder truth. In a sin
gle 

place an accurate description of a wound remained. And say
 what they 

now may or will, it is an uncontested fact that all five di
d agree on 

it. It is the one vital fact to escape that recreation-room as
sassi-

nation of the medical truth. 

The fourth paragraph of the holographic autopsy report begi
ns, 

Dr. Perry noted the massive wound of the head and a second 

puncture  wound of the low anterior neck in approximately the 

midline. (Emphasis added.) 

This is entirely in accord with everything, fact and all th
e 

initial medical statements, all of which had the President 
shot in the 

front  of the neck. 

There is no change here in the holograph.  Nobody, at any
 time -

Humes or anyone else - noted any  alteration here in what he 
wrote on his 

blue-lined, white, letter-paper-sized pad. 

But somebody in the military's butcher shop of history at Be
thesda 

did eliminate this truth before the report was typed. In th
e typed ver-

sion, the word "puncture" was eliminated. In its stead the
re appears 

"much smaller". The dramatic representation, that the Dall
as doctors 

said the President had been shot from the front,  fell victim
 to those 

in the military determined to rewrite what happened when th
e President 

was gunned down in cold blood in broad daylight on the stre
ets of a 

major. American city. 

If we today cannot pinpoint what person did this, absent co
nfes-

sion, there is no possibility of doubt about where it was 
done. All 

the evidence is that Humes turned in his draft to his super
iors at 

Bethesda, and that all of this was supervised by the comman
der of that 

military installation, Admiral Galloway. 

And this, too, was verified by another admiral, the Preside
nt's 

personal physician. Burkley approved the original truth sa
ying that 

the President's wound in the front of the neck was caused b
y a shot 

from the front, and he approved the mysterious change which
 attempts 

to hide this fact. 

I have no doubt that Humes intended to change this. I do n
ot 

know if he was ordered to and, if so, by whom. But my firs
t accusa-

tion of perjury, in WHITEWASH, is on this point and to this
 day remains 

undisputed. 

2 B 



The day after the autopsy examination, Humes called Perry twice. 
The Report acknowledges but a single call. Perry personally confirmed 
to me when I interviewed him that he had received two calls from Humes, 
both the same day. He had, prior to these calls, scheduled a press 
conference. 

Perry is a man deserving of both pity and sympathy. He is 
friendly, personable, conscientious, and, without doubt, dedicated to 
his calling and justifiably proud of his skill in it. A bizarre touch 
in what he told me is that, although he knew the President to be irre-
versibly dead the moment he saw him, when he performed the surgical 
process then called a "tracheotomy" and since retitled "tracheostomy", 
he made it in the most cosmetic manner. Instead of the usual vertical 
incision, he made a transverse one, a cut from side to side. His pur-
pose - and he had, he told me, done this several hundred times - was 
so that, upon healing, the incision would be made invisible by the 
natural folds of the skin. 

But he was forced into perjurious testimony by national policy, 
his personal situation, and, above all, by Arlen Specter, the man whose 
personal assassination of truth and his political apostasy he parlayed 
into the office of District Attorney of Philadelphia and almost into 
the office of mayor. (He is reported to have higher political ambition.) 

As I have repeatedly charged, including in public appearances in 
Philadelphia announced to and covered by the press, Specter suborned 
perjury, a crime. 

Knowing full well that Perry and the other quoted Dallas doctors 
had said immediately that the President had been shot from the front - 
and that Oswald could not possibly have fired that shot, proving there 
had been a conspiracy - Specter pretended to the Commission that the TV 
tapes and radio recordings were not available (3H377ff.). And he pre-
tended there was no printed press at all in the United States! In an 
embarrassed, bumbling and hesitant effort to circumvent this obstacle 
to the writing of the Report of the predetermined conclusions, he said, 
for all the world as though he, not Perry, were the witness, 

...we have been trying diligently to get the tape record-
ings of the television interviews and we were unsuccessful ... 
our efforts at CBS, and NBC, ABC and everywhere including New 
York, Dallas and other cities were to no avail ... The problem 
is they have not yet catalogued all the footage they have ... 

Picture of the American electronic media come apart, unable to 
operate! 

It is Specter's picture, not the reality, as I discovered later 
in ransacking the files on this point, too. One inventory of one Dal-
las station alone is more than 100 pages long. And restricting this 
solely to Dallas and TV, only one station, located outside of Dallas, 
KTVT-TV, had no video tape. Three others in that area, WFAA, WBAP and 
KRLD, all offered to duplicate for the Commission all of their tapes. 
This inset forth in elaborate detail in one of a number of Commission 
files on this subject, No. 962, which also suggests that the Commission 
had delayed its inquiries for inventories and so late that some were 
about to be erased for reuse. 

Specter was not under oath, so he did not commit perjury. But 
he lied in telling the members of the Commission that "the problem is 
they have not yet catalogued all the footage". (And suppose, were cata-
loguing the real question, that all but one of the stations had cata-
logued, or 99 percent of the footage had been catalogued, "all the 
footage" still would not have been, would it?) But the Commission's 
needs and purposes did not require "catalogues"; they required Perry's 
words, and they then were readily available, including in the Commis-
sion's own files. 

This is the way Specter gandy-danced his way past the disaster 
Perry presented. 

Before the Commission he led Humes into testifying to making but 
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a single "redundant" phone call to Perry (2H371). Questioned twice and 
separately (6H16 and '11380, the earlier testimony in the later volume), 
Perry told Specter of two. He said of the senond cf these two calls 
Hutaes placed to him that "he told me, of course, that he nould not talk 
to m 	to t ny ol it and nsked ',hat I keep it in confidence, which I 
did" and he  advised me that he ectuld not discuss with me the findings 
of the necropsy." On all counts, according to other and probative tes-
timony and what Perry told me, this is false. 

There was no legal need for secrecy and an urgent need for pub-
lic information that was truthful. The entire world was in turmeldin 
Humes die 'discuss" with Perry.  "the fi.nbings", based on which, as Perry 
later told me, he knew the wound officially described as in the back of 
the President's neck was actually in his back. And, although he said 
he did not tell anyone, Ferry had to and he did. 

He did have an announded end scheduled press conference on the 
medical evidence for the, very day, undoubtedly the real purpose of 
Humes' call. Had it been Sr information, he would have telephoned 
Perry the night before, while he was e.mamining the body and could check 
it, not after the body had beer. surrendered and long after the embalm-
ing and reconstruction had boar. thmpleted and the corpse was in the 
White House, 

( 6E123 ) . 
It is Dr. Kamp Clark who first pulled the plug on this perjury 

Dr. Perry stated that he had talked to the Bethesda Naval 
Hospital. on two occasions that morning and that he knew what 
the autopsy findings had shown and that he did not wish to 
be questioned by the press as he had been advised by Bethesda 
to confine his remarks to what he knew from having examined 
the. President, and stIggested that the majhr part of this press 
conference be conducted by me, 

Having already told the world that the President had been shot 
from the front, could Perry the next day say the opposite? Jr can any-
one blame him for going on an unannounced vacation - translation! into 
attempted hiding? 

Clark, also under oath, named two other witnesses to this con-
versation. Need it be added that Specter and the Commission had no 
interest and questioned neither these two nor any others about it? 
These were the hospital administrator and Dr. George T. Shires, both 
of whom Specter interviewed on other matters. 

So, especially with the reports that only one billet, was expected 
to be recovered from the body, and that possible only from the wound in 
the front of the neck, there is great point in Burkley's affirmation of 
Humes' quotation of Perry's statement that the anterior neck wound, 
which he did see clearly and through which he made the trscheostomy 
incision, was caused by a shot from the front. 

It is doubtful it there ever has been any proceeding of the im-
portance of this assassination investigation in whi.dh there was as much 
perjury, except for the Reichstag fire trial. And there the falsely 
accused was acquitted, not killed. 

The difference between the original autopsy descriptine sheet 
that had been sucwressed until. I forced it out - that had never been 
seen by the Commission - and the copy used In the hearing and in the 
Commission's files is a difference that, were tne 'dfficial conclusions 
at ell tonabis, would in itself entirely destroy them, 

The reader will recall that when I. first published a copy of the 
Commission's copy, this enposure and Reporter Richard Levine's needling 
led to the fantasy-land "explanation" that Boswell had merely been a 
bit careless in marking the hank: wound, never for . a moment dreaming that 
in the autopsy oh a President there is any need for care or accuracy. 
(What better qualification. fbr. a Navy.  Chief of Pathology? 

The wound was in the be,, not the neck, as all official observers 
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testified, Only when Specter went to work to rescript the assassina-

tion into a fake solution consistent with the official predetermination 

of what wou10 be railed truth. and fact was there eve any question. 

Until tbr, aal the evicien, 	of a ba0r. wound. This includes Spec- 

ter's own suppressed netee of his own interviews with the autopsy wit-

nesses before their testimony. 

Now, we know that Admiral Barkley placed it there, too. And 

Burkley certainly knew. For the moment we shall restrict ourselves to 

this first rescue from oblivion. In the lower left-hand corner of the 

front of the form he wrote, "VerifAed GG-Burhiey,1  all, run together. 

He hid not just Initial it. He did not just sign his name. He 

used a word that cannot be fudged as Boswell fooled the press. The 

meaning of "verified" is not subject to argument. Webster could not be 

more precise and limiting: 

1. To prove to he true; to conform; substantiate. 2. To 

check or test the accuracy or exactness of. 3.  To authenti-

cate; speef., Law,  to confirm or oubstantiate by oath or 
proof; also to add a verification 0.. 

Those who instinctively grasp at evidentiary straws to support 

the official mythology would do well to restrain themselves, for there 

will be mere on this point in what follows. I here make this comment 

so that those who mink they see invisible straws and grab at them do 

not imagine that a medical mao who rises to be an admiral in the Navy 

and physician to the President does not know the meaning of simple 

words and here, for no reason at all, just got "careless" and threw in 

an extra and a wrong word. 

Burkley's additions to both the originals of the eertifiaations 

are word for word identleal. 

The roe that says Humes turned in "all working papers associated 

with" the autopsy, including the "autopsy notes", at 5 p.m., Burkley 

endorsed with "Accepted and approved this date", signing it with his 

full. name, "George G. Burkley";  and as "Rear Adm M C U S N Physician 

to the P.resident". 

This constitutes Burkleyn certification that those now-missing 

autopsy notes at that moment did exist and, when added to the receipt 

and letter so carefully omitted by Specter in publishing File 371 as 

Exhibit 397, were in his possession. That receipt, the item marked in 

both margins and the only item in it marked in any way, reads, "One 

copy of autopsy report and notes of the examining doctor which is de-

scribed in letter of transmittal Nov, 2.5, 1.963 by Dr, Galloway." And 

Galloway's words Flee. "Transmitted herewith by hand is the sole remain-

ing copy (number eight) of the completed protocol in the case of John 

F. Kennedy. Attached are the work papers used by the Prosector and 

his assistant." (sic) 

The next day Burkley gave all these items to the Secret Service, 

which gave him the receip:; from which I have quoted. 

When Burkley noted "accepted and approved" to Humes' other cer-

tification, what he actually did is mind-boggling. This admiral "ac-

cepted and approved" what Humes admitted, "that I have destroyed. by 

burning" his first draft of the autopsy report on the President!** 

Aside from what I have already established beyond peradventure;  

that thia revision. and conflagration was not until after  Humes and ev-

eryone else knew that nobody would have to face examination of his 

records and cross-examination by defense counsel in a trial of Oswald, 

by then safely murdered, can anyone conceive of any good  reason for 
the destruction of any  record in a crime of this nature 	Or its accep- 
tance and approval by the Presidents physician - an admiral? 

When the nature of the changes now known to have been made are 

considered, and with the until-now suppressed confirmation that the 

Commission's medical evidence in its entirety is dubious and in all es-

sential elements false, can even the most tolerant put any but the most 

disturbing interpretation on, first, the unpunished destruction of 

- — - — - 
". See 	524. 
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NOTES: 

imperishable, irreplaceable evidence by a man qualified in forensic 
pathology and, second, the unhesitating acceptance and approval by the 
physician to the President himself? 

When all the experts were military men, when all civilians were 
kept out of the autopsy room by military guard, when the military de-
stroyed the evidencs and the military approved the destruction of the 
evidence, and when this new evidence proves the testimony about the 
wounds was perjurious, criminal, and all of this criminality, this 
false swearing, was also by the military, is not a question of some 
kind of military conspiracy unavoidable? 

And must I not again ask, is there anything like this in our 
history or that of any other land considering itself free and civilized? 

(3- 1 , 	ID 	LUNG, LT.  01409-45o  KIDNET, L.LUNG, LT.  ,c7 , 	90  KIDNEY, 1  
C....  

BRAIN  	LIVER ..... 	BRAIN 	
k....1 	

L4VER 411 

SPLEEN  9(C3 	 910 	HEART ilo_ HEART ,7' 1,, SPIZEN 
-., 	 4 
TH=US 	  TESTIS ;4..c' THYBUS 	  TESTIS 

...:, 
HEART LBASUREMENTS: A 7..c cm. P 	HEART WEASUREUENTSI A  7.!i  am. it4 

[ 

LVM  i.; 	I LVM  /,5  
• 0 

On the left is an excerpt from the Xerox copy of the "Autopsy Descriptive Sheet" printed 
by the Commission in CE 397. On the right is the identical section of the "Descriptive 
Sheet" excerpted from the original, which the Commission never had. Missing from the 
Commission's copy is the handwritten verification of Admiral Burkley, the President's 
physician. For the full original "Descriptive Sheet" see p. 310. 
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Thomas J Kelley 
Assistant Director 

him explains why he was given an also-illegal "exclusive" on it? 

With some difficulty, I did obtain from Tom Kelley a partial ex-
planation of what happened to the film. Because it is an inadequate 
and incomplete explanation, I feel it is necessary to say what I can 
for him: that, under the law, if there are no existing records, there 
is no requirement for the government to report what is in employees' 
minds and not on paper. Therefore, what he did tell me, if inadequate, 
remains more than what it was legally incumbent upon him to tell me. 
Kelley is a lawyer. If he did not know the law, the Secret Service 
has its own general counsel and the extensive legal staff of the Treas-
ury, of which it is part, to draw upon. Therefore, although the follow-
ing report is unsatisfactory, it does represent a step toward public 
disclosure of suppressed evidence, a plus that in my experience is al-
most entirely limited to the Secret Service. It took four years of 
trying to get this much, Kelley's May 19, 1970, response to my last 
previous inquiry of six days earlier: 

To our knowledge the X-rays for which Mr. Kellerman signed 
a receipt were all of the X-rays which were taken during the autopsy. 
All of the X-rays for which Mr. Kellerman signed a receipt were in 
the possession of the U. S. Secret Service from the time of their 
receipt to the execution of the Memorandum of Transfer. The 
Secret Service has no knowledge of any X-rays taken which were not 
included in those for which Mr. Kellerman signed the receipt. 

The Secret Service has no record of the development and pro-
cessing of each of the films which were turned over to us, but 
relying on the recollection of our employees who handled the film, 
the following information may be of use to you. 

From the night of November 22, 1963, until April 1965, the 
photographic films were in the custody of the U. S. Secret Service. 
Mr. Kellerman delivered the films to Robert I. Bouck, U. S. Secret 
Service at the Executive Offices Building, Washington, D. C. On or 
about November 27, 1963, Bouck gave the photographic film to 
Secret Service employee, James K. Fox, who iaok the film to the 
U. S. Navy Photographic Laboratory. The black and white film 
was processed, black and white negatives were developed, and 
colored positives were made from the colored film. The processing 
and development was done by Lieut. V. Madonia, U. S. Navy, at the 
laboratory. Fox remained with the film at the laboratory and all the 
photographic film was returned to Mr. Bouck the same thy. The 
processed film was placed in a combination lock-safe file; the 
combination was known only to two persons. A few days later, 
black and white prints were made by Mr. Fox in the Secret Service 
photographic laboratory. On or about December Q, 1963, Mr. Fox 
took the colored positives back to the U. S. Navy Photographic 
Laboratory and observed while enlarged color prints were made. 
All the color positives and prints were returned by Fox at 6 p.m.. 
the same evening and returned to the locked safe. 

All of the photographic material received by Mr. Kellerman on 
the night of November 22, 1963, all the processed and developed 
material, and all the prints made from the film were included in 
the -Memorandum of Trans! er mentioned in your letter. 

Very truly yours, 



their scope restricted. However, his control was not as firm when 
staff members had personal contact, as Melvin Eisenberg did with 
Special Agent John F. Gallagher, the spectrographer, on March 16, 1964. 

(Further meaning may be imparted by recalling from the first 
part of this book the two Eisenberg April memoranda on the conferences 
to determine when what shots hit whom.) * 

Of those technical questions Eisenberg asked, to which Hoover 
responded in his March 18 letter (CD525,20H1-2), the fourth is most 
relevant here. Hoover's restatement of the question and his answer are: 

4. Would neutron activation analyses show if 
a bullet passed through the hole in the 
front of President Kennedy's shirt near 
the collar button area and also if a 
bullet passed through the material of his 
tie? Neutron activation is a sensitive 
analytical technique to determine elements 
present in a substance. During the course 
of the spectrographic examinations previously 
conducted of the fabric surrounding the 
hole in the front of the shirt, including 
the tie, no copper was found in excess of 
that present elsewhere in undamaged areas 
of the shirt and tie. Therefore, no copper 
was found which could be attributed to 
projectile fragments. 

To this he added the letter's concluding sentence: 

It is not felt that the increased sensitivity 
of neutron activation analyses would contribute substantially 
to the understanding of the origin of this hole and frayed 
area. 

In what will follow, the recounting of my Civil Action No. 2569-
70 and efforts to get meaningful pictures of the damaged areas of shirt 
front and tie, this response will be of increased significance. Trans-
lated from Hooverese into plain English, what this says is that the 
damages were not caused by any bullet or fragment of bullet. Had either 
been, there would have been traces of cooper from the bullet jacket, as 
was said to be the case with the holes in the back of the President's 
garments. 

How, then, was this damage caused? It was not caused by a bullet 
exiting or entering. 

And what happened to the bullet alleged to have entered the back? 
The official stories are that X-rays show no bullet in the body although 
both post-Commission panel reports on the ma-Commission X-rays show 
fragmentation, which in itself rules out Bullet 399 as the cause. 

And what caused the wound in the front of the President's neck 
if spectrography rules out 399, no telltale traces of it or any other 
bullet remaining on the clothing where it is claimed to have exited? 

The reason for suppressing the spectrographic analyses are pretty 
clear, as is the need for all the lies up to and including perjury and 
the suppression of what has to this point here been exposed for the 
first time and what will follow. 

Hoover's concluding sentence seems to say that there is no need 
for making any neutron-activation analyses, and this was a pennypinching 
investigation. But in the context of the real meaning of the answer to 
the question, it means much more. It means that since spectrography 
proves this damage was not from a bullet, neutron-activation will do no 
more than confirm the spectrographic analyses and prove all over again 
that the "solution" to the crime and the Report are monstrous fakes. 

There is no innocence for the silent Eisenberg, who was soon 
abandoned by Dr. Light, as noted earlier, over the same evidence, or 
for any of the others involved in these areas. Least of all can there 

*See pp. 55ff. 
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on March 21, in Dallas, with no member of the Commission present, 
Specter questioned Margaret M. Henchcliffe (bH139ff.). She was the 
first medical person to see the President: 

Well, actually I went in ahead of the cart with him and I 
was the first one in with him, and just in a minute, or sec-
onds, Dr. Carrico came in. 

She followed this (6H14.1), after describing long experience with 
gunshot wounds in her emergency-room duties, by identifying this front-
neck wound as one of "entrance". 

When Specter tried to get her to say it could have been an exit 
wound, she insisted she had never seen an exit bullethole that looked 
like this one. When he pressed her further, all he got was her recita-
tion of her expertise with gunshot wounds. Eight of her 12 years of 
nursing experience had been in emergency rooms in a city where gunshot 
wounds are common. She is one of the few courageous witnesses. 

It is she who made the record of when the President was disrobed, 
not until after he was pronounced dead, after all the medical proce-
dures had been completed: 

Well, after the last rites were said, we then undressed 
him and cleaned him up and wrapped him up in sheets ... 
(611141). 

Three days later, again with no member of the Commission present, 
Specter questioned Nurse Diana Hamilton Bowron (611134ff,). She is one 
of those who wheeled stretchers out to the limousine, of the first 
medical people to see anything (6H136). In fact, in an emotional mo-
ment, Mrs. Kennedy pushed Nurse Bowron away when the nurse attempted to 
assist in getting the President onto the rolling stretcher. She was 
one of the first three in the emergency room. 

Consistently, Specter avoided the question of what happened to 
the President's clothing. However, she volunteered it in answer to an-
other question, "Miss Henchcliffe and I cut off his clothing" (emphasis 
added) so treatment could be started. 

Specter had not expected to call her as a witness. He improvised 
this for other reasons and she agreed to waive the customary written 
advance notification (611134-5). He knew what to avoid and tried to. 
She had, as had other medical personnel, submitted written reports to 
their superiors (2111203-4). Beginning with "I was the first person to 
arrive on the scene with the cart", she recounted the same explanation 
of how she and Nurse Henchcliffe removed the President's clothing. 

With this background, some of Specter's other and also-proficient 
practice of Orwell's memory-holing is especially in point. Having so 
carefully avoided all reference to the cutting off of the President's 
garments and the obvious cutting of the collar, misrepresented as bul-
letholes in the face of evidence all of which is contrary, he proceeded 
to forget the other relevant and existing evidence, in all elements and 
aspects faithfully copied by the Clark 1968 panel. 

Specter knew the autopsy surgeons removed a tissue sample from 
the back for closer laboratory study. He also knew none had been re-
moved from the wound in the front of the neck. He knew better than to 
believe that malarky about the autopsy doctors not knowing there had 
been a front-neck wound at the time they had the body before them. He 
just avoided calling one of the in-Dallas witnesses who knew, Burkley, 
and did not ask the others who also were at the autopsy. Burkley and  
the  Secret Service agents knew of this front neck wound. There is no 
reason to believe that, if Humes and his associates did not recognize 
it, none of those who had seen it and also knew of it from the conver-
sation end activities in Parkland did not volunteer it or that the Navy 
doctors did not ask - particularly because they pretended not to know 
what happened to the bullet they said entered from the rear. Nor is 
there any reason to believe Burkley, the military man and physician, 
did not tell them all he knew. 

At the Navy hospital, two "sections", or samples, were removed 
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from the edges of two wounds. Specter knew this. He entered the proof, 
CE391, in evidence. It is the Humes supplemental autopsy report, for-
warded by Galloway to Burkley December 6. 

Expediently, it lust happens that this original, too, has dis-
appeared, Tom Kelley tells me the Secret Service does not have it, 
The Archivist says he does not even know of it and related items: "We 
do not know of an original of Commission Exhibit 391 or any memoranda, 
letters of transmittal or appendages to this exhibit .,." 

Specter, however, and not, only because he entered it into evi-
dence, did.  have a copy of this supplementary autopsy report. It is one 
of 16 items Rowley sent Rankin under da e of March 13, 2rior to Spec-
ter's taking of the autopsy testimony. The Secret Servics7identifica-
tion is Control 1221. Opposite that number in the listing is the one 
reference to any routingof any of the 16 items within the Commission, 
"Mr. Specter has". It was not only automatic, for he had to have it, 
but we have this proof that he did, from the Commission's File 498. 

This supplementary report is short, two pages. There are inter-
esting items, some of which can add more confusions, like the entry 
after a listing of seven sections "taken for microscopic examination", 
under examination of the brain. This follows: 

During the course of this examination seven (7) black and 
white and six (6) color 4x5 color negatives are exposed but 
not developed. (the cassettes containing these negativeshave 
been delivered by hand to Admiral George W, /31.67 Burkley). 

Or, still more photographic confusion and obfuscation. 

Then, under "skin wounds": 

Sections through the wounds in the occipital. and upper 
right posterior thoracic regions are essentially similar. 

This means that slides were made of the tissue at the edges of 
these wounds. 

They, too, are not accounted for. Kelley tells me the Secret 
Service does not have them, The Navy told me they have nothing at all. 
There is no Commission evidence, published or unpublished, other than 
this reference to the taking of the tissue-samples for study. As the 
Archivist confirmed, everything relevant has just disappeared. 

Orwell again. 

The thoroughness of the 1968 Clark panel is such that it does 
not list these slides in its inventory of evidence it examined. 

And, what is here most relevant, there was no section made of  
the wound in the front of the neck. Or, if it was made, it, too, was 
disposed of. It is not listed, not inventoried, not testified to. 

Only when a President is assassinated and autopsied in a mili-
tary hospital is what is done for a murdered Bowery bum not done. 

And this just happens to coincide with the minimum need for a 
false, no-conspiracy, frame-up Report, avoiding all the missing and 
here recaptured "new" evidence about that wound from the front, Nei-
ther Oswald nor anyone else could have been in front and in back of the 
President at the same instant. This is just further proof that whet 
was required to be done was not done, to protect the "solution" manu-
factured to achieve the predetermined end of the whole awful mess; and 
what was not helpful to it was ignored or misrepresented. 

It was proper, not improper, that the President's clothing be 
cut. There was no alternative in the medically-required futility of 
trying to save the irreversibly-dead man who, had the impossible suc-
ceeded, would have been a human vegetable. 

Only, why did the Commission and the FBI feel it necessary to 
try to hide this in the printed pictures? 

Why.  did Arlen Specter, the experienced lawyer, then a former 
Assistant District Attorney of Philadelphia, a man who knows criminal 
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evidence, find it necessary to avoid this in all of his questioning of 
all the medical witnesses, including those who made the cuts? 

Not, certainly, in pursuit of that bragged-of only client, "truth". 

Specter is the father of the Commission's bastard "single-bullet" 
baby, that illegitimate, "no-conspiracy", "lone assassin" offspring. He 
fought all the evidence and all those on the staff who disagreed to 
father it. (Remember again those Eisenberg April memos written after 
the pregnancy became visible in the March 16 autopsy testimony.) Until 
the moment of delivery, the Commission was a lady of easy virtue. Each 
of the silent members of the staff who had doubts and remains uncon-
fessed is as guilty, as much a participant in this gangbang of history 
and justice. Each, in effect, restrained the arms and legs of the vic-
tim as Specter indulged his guilty lust to sire this great lie. 

To mix metaphors hermaphroditically, so to speak, this is per-
haps the first time in official history that one man was hie own whore 
and his own pimp. Though he had accomplices, the parthenogenic monster 
is Specter's. 

And still again I dare him to sue me! 

If he is man, not pimp/whore, I will read these words on the 
steps of his City Hall so he can sue me where he, made District Attorney 
and all-powerful by this foul deed, can have all advantage, leaving my 
fate to whatever lawyer will volunteer to defend me. By then there 
will be some. 

ARLEN SPECTER HAD TO KNOW WHAT HE WAS DOING! 

He can have no innocence. 

He was in full charge of this pert of the work, Francis Adams, 
his initial superior, having quietly left to return to his New York law 
practice rather than be part of this. (If we can respect Adams' depar-
ture, what of his silence?) 

Specter had to know the damages to the shirt front and tie were 
from a scalpel, not a bullet, and he nonetheless faked the entire mon-
strous "solution". This freed and exculpated assassins, framed an in-
nocent man, to legitimatize the illegitimate official account of the 
assassination of the man who had started a reordering of national pri-
orities away from war and toward peace, toward the belated granting of 
part of their share of the national heritage to those so long denied it. 

Were Arlen Specter the largest stockholder in war industries, he 
could no better have served the purposes history soon enough showed were 
served by this assassination. 

For these purposes, the assassination required proper baptism. 

Specter's holy water came from the foulest sewer. 

And all the eminent nostrils smelled frankincense and myrrh. 

Need one have more than a Mankiewicz' concern? Was not the 
President (safely) dead? 

With the understanding imparted by this first examination of the 
until-now withheld pictures, the withholding of which was of sufficient 
importance to the government to force me to sue for access, what hap-
pened to the tie is clear. 

All the Borgias did not die in medieval days. There is a new 
breed. 

All the Councils of Kings, the assassins of blighted antiquity, 
have not crossed the Styx. Their modern counterparts range from the 
Potomac and the Hudson to the Golden Gate. 

Their successors flourish in Washington, D. C., the United 
States of America of the last half of the twentieth century, in the 
period between Hitler 1932 and Orwell 1984. 
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It was deer season in Texas. Some of those I interviewed out-

side the hospital had just returned from trips to hunting country, some 

were about to leave. Perry had sought deer and antelope the previous 

week. He and his family are fond of the meat. Hunting is a form of 

exercise he enjoys. They had not had good luck. His 11-year-old son 

had the only chance at a deer, a bad shot, so they bagged none. 

This led us into a discussion of hunting, rifles, ammunition 

and the effects of various kinds of ammunition, designed for different 

purposes. As with many men who really enjoy hunting. Perry is an ex-

pert on ammunition. In common with many hunters and gun hobbyists, he 

handloads his own ammunition. In connection with this writing and 
that on the King assassination, I have made a study of rifles and ammu-

nition, have consulted various experts, standard literature and crimi-

nalists, and I believe that Perry is much more expert in these areas 

than most doctors in other parts of the country. It has been my 

opinion that there are few cities in the country in which the assassi-

nation could have been committed where the witnesses could have been 

as helpful to any sincere investigation because of their knowledge of 

wounds, weaponry and ammunition. 

This, too, is a secret in the official investigations. Neither 

the Commission nor the FBI was interested. Their interests lay in the 

other direction, in hiding. Perry's amateur expertise is one of these 

secrets, through no fault of his. 

Most of this is Arlen Specter's fault. I found Dallas officials 

who developed intense personal dislike for him and the manner of his 

"investigation". Specter knew what to do to keep what he wanted out of 

the official evidence. One new example of this is Allan Sweatt, then 

Chief Criminal Deputy in the sheriff's office. Sweatt was responsible 

for the immediate taking of statements from eyewitnesses. He handled 

all the pictures immediately known about. But Sweatt was not a witness 

before the Commission, was not the subject of any FBI interrogation in 

the Commission's evidence. Specter used Sweatt's polygraph room to con-

duct the Ruby lie-detector test. He used polygraph "experts" whose cre-

dentials are considered dubious in Dallas. The first thing Specter did 

was to chase Sweatt, an authentic expert, from his own office. Sweatt 

was not present when Ruby was questioned. 

So, if there are inadequacies and errors in the testimony of the 

doctors and if, as I believe, in some cases it crossed the line into 

criminality, the responsibility is Specter's. The doctors deserve sym-

pathy and sympathetic understanding of the position in which all had 

been put. All were under inordinate pressure. Perry is but one exam-

ple. He is but one of the many with technical knowledge valuable (if 

not, indeed, essential) to any thorough and honest investigation whose 

expertise was hidden from the members of the Commission and its record, 

secret and published. 

The first doctor available was Charles Carrico, by then on the 

surgery teaching staff. He confirmed all I have written that relates 

to him and what happened in his presence and added that which Specter 

did not want and had not asked for. 

Carrico was the first doctor to see the President. He saw the 

anterior neck wound immediately. It was above the shirt collar.  Car-

rico was definite on this. The reader will remember that Dulles had 

blundered into asking Carrico to locate that wound when Specter failed 

to probe this essential matter. It is not by accident or from stupid-

ity that Specter did not ask this fundamental question. The only 

qualification Carrico stipulated in my interview is that the President's 

body was prone when he saw it. However, when I asked if he saw any bul-

let holes in the shirt or tie, he was definite in saying "No". I asked 

if he recalled Dulles' question and his own pointing to above his own 

shirt collar as the location of the bullet hole. He does Faember this 

and he does remember confirming that the hole was above the collar, a 

fact hidden with such care from the Report. AnWough there is nothing 

to dispute it in any of the evidence and so much that confirms it, this 

had to be ignored for in and of itself it means the total destruction 
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of the lone-assassin prefabrication. So it,
 too, was memory-holed. 

According to Carrico, the doctor who was the
re end under whose 

supervision it was done, the clothes were c
ut exactly as I report. In 

emergencies, speed is essential. Clothing i
s cut to save life-precious 

split•-seconds. Practice was not to take tim
e to undo the tie but to 

grasp it, as he illustrated with his own, an
d cut it off close to the 

knot. The knot is not cut. The customary c
ut is made where there is 

but a single thickness cf necktie. With a r
ight-handed nurse, what 

happened with the President's tie wan inevi
table. In this cutting, a 

minute nick was made at the extreme edge of 
the knot 	Because of the 

danger of injury to the patient, the collar 
button and the top of the 

shirt are unbuttoned, and that is what the p
ictures of the President's 

shirt show did happen in this case. Trained
 personnel did exactly 

what they are trained to do, what they do i
nstinctively. Because these 

medical personnel are trained to do what the
y automatically did in this 

case, Specter had no interest in it. His in
terest was in the case he 

framed. 

I asked Carrico what Specter did not dare as
k, the simple ques-

tion whether, in his opinion, and based on h
is experience in emergen-

cies, the nick on the knot and the slits in 
the collar were made by 

the nurses, not by a bullet. Carrico consid
ers it unlikely, He saw 

neither the nick in the tie nor the cuts in 
the shirt before the nurses 

started cutting. 

Was any other examination made, I asked him
. He said that he 

followed standard procedure, running his han
ds down both sides of the 

back without turning the body over. The pur
pose is to ascertain if 

there is a large wound. If there is, it can
 be felt through clothing. 

If Carrico, an honest, straightforward man, 
spoke so openly with 

me, I have no doubt that he would have been 
no less informative with 

any and all official investigators, had they
 - any of them - truth for 

their client. 

From Carrico's office in Room 208, I went to
 the sixth floor, 

where Drs. Robert N. McClelland and Perry ha
ve offices opposite each 

other. McClelland was in, Perry was then no
t. McClelland was pleasant, 

greeting me cordially. I asked him about hi
s contemporeneous statement, 

that "the cause of death" was "a gunshot wou
nd of tae left temple" (R527). 

He does remember it and began an apology by 
saying 'it was a total mis-

take on my part". His explanation is that "
Ginger", Dr, Marion T. 

Jenkins, called the spot to his attention. 
McClelland seemed genuinely 

disturbed about this He was bitter that the
 New Orleans assistant dis-

trict attorneys had asked him about it and s
elf'-satisfied with how he 

talked them out of calling him as a witness 
-• by telling them he wonld 

swear it had been a "total mistake". 

I asked him why he never corrected this el/e
ged mistake, espe 

cially when he was deposed and Specter, havi
ng avoided it with obvious 

care, asked him instead if there was anythin
g he had said that he wanted 

to change or anything he wanted to add (61139
). 

McClelland had no answer. So I asked him ho
w he knew it was, in 

fact, a "total mistake". He then shifted t
o this position: "I don't 

know that it wasn't and I don't know that i
t was." We both realized 

this was a far cry from his opening, "it was
 a total mistake," for al-

most immediately, and without vigcrous quest
ioning, he was admitting 

openly and without leading questions that it
 might not have been any 

kind of mistake. A bit embarrassed, he form
ulated still another posi-

tion, "I presume it was a wrong assumption."
 

He was anxious to complain about Garrison an
d his assistants, 

and I listened to a long, bitter and irrelev
ant diatribe, which seemed 

to satisfy him, When he ran down, I asked h
ow he would or could now 

account for such en error, if error it was.
 He then conjectured it was 

a spot of splattered bi.00d,.. Perhaps an exp
erienced surgeon and a pro-

fessor of surgery cannot tell the difference
 between a bullet hole of 

entrance to which he attributed the crime of
 the century and a spot of 

blood. I found it not easy to believe, So 
I asked him how he came to 



wound in the front of the nec
k. The question told the expe

rienced 

hunter and the experienced sur
geon exactly what he had admit

ted, one 

description of an entrance wo
und. He blushed and improvise

d the ex-

planation that there was bloo
d around the wound. I did not

 further 

embarrass him by pressing him,
 for we both knew he had seen 

the wound 

clearly,. He had twice said he
 had wiped the blood off and h

ad seen 

the wound cleerly737—bri
efly, before cutting. 

The official representation an
d that of an unofficial apolog

ist 

to which we shall come would h
ave us believe that bruising i

s a charac-

teristic of entrance wounds o
nly. This is not the case. Th

e reader 

should not be deceived on this
 or by Perry's admission that 

there was 

bruising. Exit wounds also ca
n show bruising. One differen

ce is that 

exit wounds do not have to sh
ow bruising. That in this cas

e there was 

bruising by itself need not be
 taken as an expression of Per

ry's pro-

fessional opinion that it was
 a wound of entrance. The def

initive 

answer is in those words he tw
ice used, quoted directly abov

e, "as they  

111.-148 	" • 	It is e
ntrance wounds only  that alw

ays are of this de- 

-i -rIITAI(311J Thus, Perry haU—
said again and in a 	ere

nt way that this 

was a shot from the front. In 
context, this also is the only

 possible 

meaning of what Carrico had sa
id. 

In the official version, the P
resident's nonfatal and all of

 

Connally's wounds were caused
 by the same bullet. We discu

ssed them. 

Perry was called in on the Con
nally surgery "by the boss" be

cause he 

is an expert on arterial inju
ry. When the other doctors no

ted the lo-

cation of the thigh wound, the
y feared the possibility of pr

oximity to 

an artery. One would never kn
ow this from Specter's questi

oning of 

any of the doctors or from any
 of the reports of federal age

nts. There 

is no reason to believe it is 
because of the reluctance of t

he doctors 

to speak freely. 

Because of the reason for whic
h he had been called in, Perry

 

made careful observations of t
hat wound as he made his exami

nation. 

The hole was much too small f
or a bullet to have caused it

. He said 

that from his examination'of t
he X-rays, the fragment was re

latively 

flat and could not have been d
eposited by a whole bullet tha

t then 

backed out. He showed me with
 his fingers that the fragmen

t was less 

than a half-inch under the ski
n and that it had gone about t

hree to 

three and a half inches after
 penetration. This near-the-s

kin trajec-

tory alone is more than enough
 to invalidate the entire offi

cial story. 

Because he saw no danger to an
y artery, Perry did not remove

 this frag-

ment. This, he said, is the u
sual practice. He volunteered

 that, had 

the fragment been there from a
n unremembered childhood accid

ent, it 

would have presented no hazar
d to Connally. I asked, had t

here been 

such a childhood accident, wou
ld it not have left a scar? Pe

rry said 

the fragment was so thin it ne
ed not have. 

Gradually, as we discussed his
 observations, Perry came to r

ea-

lize that he was providing a p
rofessional destruction of the

 official 

story. So, when we were discu
ssing the Connally thigh woun

d, I re-

minded him that the official p
olice account, written at the 

time of 

the crime and quoting the doct
ors, had said the same thing, 

that this 

wound had been caused by a fra
gment. 

He then volunteered on this po
int that the X-rays showed fra

g-

mentation in Connally's wrist
. When I quoted Shaw's and Gr

egory's 

testimony that there was more 
metal in the wrist than can be

 accounted 

for as missing from Bullet 399
, Perry nodded his head in agr

eement. 

Perry was not unwilling to exp
ress criticism of the autopsy 

doc-

tors. Humes had told Specter t
hat the bruise on the Presiden

t's pleura 

might have been caused by Perr
y's surgery. Perry was affront

ed by the 

suggestion. He said they never
 cause such bruising in trache

otomies 

in adults end are exceedingly 
careful to avoid it in the sma

ller bodies 

of children. When Perry learn
ed of this bruising, he had w

ondered if 

the cause was fragmentation. 
If he then had no way of know

ing it, on 

the basis of my "new evidence"
, that today does seem to be t

he most 

reasonable explanation. 

The autopsy doctors were wrong
 in attributing the chest inci

sions 



realize that perhaps he was in error. That, it turns out, was not any-
thing he had seen or of which he had personal knowledge, but the autopsy 
report taken around and shown by the federal agents: It was not in the 
autopsy report so it was not true, regardless of his own professional 
observation and opinion. 

There was another obvious question and I asked it: Had he, 
Jenkins, or anyone else wiped this alleged spot to see if it was no 
more than a spot of blood or to see if it was a bullet hole when all 
knew there would be an inquest which would have to establish the cause 
of death? His answer was simple, direct and unequivocal: "No." 

I reminded him that Jenkins also had testified to the existence 
of this left-temple wound. McClelland had no explanation. 

Jenkins was not available. His second reference to this under 
oath was remarkably detailed and precise in locating the alleged wound 
in the left temple (6H51). This followed immediately upon an off-the-
record "discussion" with Specter, the content of which Specter described 
as "on a couple of matters which I am now going to put on the record" 
(61150). With regard to Jenkins' professional belief and observation of 
the carefully described and oriented left-temple wound, Jenkins testi-
fied, "you have answered that for me". This is one way of conducting 
an "investigation", with the lawyer telling the expert witness what to 
say and believe. 

Thus it is clear, regardless of whether the doctors' observations 
were correct or in error, on whet could have been a vital element of the 
evidence, the only doctors who have personal knowledge have no basis for 
denying their immediate, competent, professional and unsolicited obser-
vation, that there had been a left-temple wound of entrance and that it 
was the likely cause of death. Instead, they were told by Specter and 
by federal agents what to say and believe and what not to say or believe. 

When I left Room D6lLA and walked across the hall, Perry was in. 

He is a warm, friendly man, inclined to smile pleasantly while 
talking, with what appears to be justified pride in his and his insti-
tution's professional accomplishments. While he remembered me and my 
belief that the official account of the assassination is wrong, he was 
not reluctant to be interviewed. His recollections of the great events 
in which he had been caught up are, and for the rest of his life will 
be, sharp. From my interviews with him, I am without doubt that, had 
he not been subjected to powerful and improper pressures, there would 
have been no word he would have said that would not have been completely 
dependable. 

From time to time embarrassment showed. He began defensively, 
going back to the anterior neck wound. He does not deny telling the 
press that it was one of entrance. He does say that he has been given 
a tape of one of his interviews in which he hedged the statement by say-
ing it was, to a degree, conjectural. Most doctors, under those cir-
cumstances, great urgency, the President as the patient and without 
their having turned the body over, would have said something like "ap-
peared to be" in describing the wound as one of entrance. While super-
ficially maintaining the position in which Specter put him under oath, 
of sayingAbe did not really know whether the wound was of entrance or 
exit, Perry readily admits that Humes correctly understood him to de-
scribe it as a wound of entrance. He also admits that federal agents 
showed him and the other doctors the autopsy report before their testi-
mony. 

As I led him over those events and his participation, what he 
did and the sequence, he recalled that he first looked at the wound, 
then asked a nurse for a "trake" (short for tracheotomy) tray, wiped 
off the wound, saw a ring of bruising around it, and started cutting. 
In describing the appearance of the wound and the ring of bruising, he 
used the words, "as they always are". Pretending not to notice the 
significance of this important fact he had let bubble out, I retraced 
the whole procedure with him again. When he had repeated the same words, 
I asked him if he had ever been asked about the ringed bruise around the 
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to subcutaneous emphysema. The way Perry said this, it was as though 
he were saying, "Any child should know that." Perry, personally, had 
asked for these incisions. They were for a "closed chorostomy". This 
is irrelevant except as a professional opinion on the competence of 
the Bethesda doctors. 

Having learned what Specter suppressed, that Perry is an amateur 
expert in ammunition, I discussed other evidence that Specter suppressed, 
the pattern of fine fragmentation in the right front of the President's 
head as disclosed without explanation in the panel report. Perry was 
without doubt that this could not have been caused by a jacketed, mili-
tary bullet. The reader should remember that, under the terms of the 
Geneva convention, military ammunition is encased in a hardened jacket 
for "humanitarian" reasons, to prevent just this kind of fragmentation 
in human bodies, Military ammunition is designed to avoid explosion 
of the bullet in the body, for a clean transiting of the body. This 
is not the case with hunting or "varminting" ammunition, that is, a 
bullet designed for the humane killing of pests or undesirable animals. 

Perry's opinion is that the fine fragmentation and its pattern 
in the right front of the head alone could be the end of the Warren 
Report. As he thought about this "new evidence" on the wounds, Perry 
said that, from his experience, the panel description of the pattern 
of fragmentation im consistent with what he would expect from a "var-
minting" round, It is the opposite of the behavior of a military round, 
which is supposed to prevent this. 

To illustrate his point, which is not his alone, Parry described 
the explosion of a varminting bullet on a recent hunt, when he had shot 
a prairie dog. The damage in each case was similar. The inference is 
that the massive damage to the President's head could have been caused 
by an entering bullet. Other amateur experts, like Dr. Richard Berne-
bei, had already told me this. 

All his colleagues hold the highest opinion of the county coro-
ner, Dr. Earl Rose, who was avoided with such official diligence that 
his name is not once mentioned in all the testimony. Rose objected 
vigorously to the kidnapping of the corpse. It was his responsibility, 
under the only obtaining law, to perform the autopsy. All the doctors 
agreed that, had he done it, the questions and doubts that now exist 
would not. 

After the interview I discussed the "new evidence" with Perry, 
inviting him to come and see it for himself. I described the report-
ing of medical fact by the Clark panel, then quoted the death certifi-
cate. He said that if the government could do such things he would he 
terrified. I told him, "Then you should be terrified," 

Were one inclined to be terrified about those things which have 
become normal with government and cannot be tolerated in any kind of 
decent society, there would be no end to terror on this subject. 

Another case is one more illustration of the official misuse of 
the Kennedy name. It happened when I was away in early May of 1972. 
During this absence, I received an undated letter from Rhoads. He had 
declassified "the one page of Mrs. John. F. Kennedy's testimony ... 
that had been withheld ..." He enclosed a copy. 

There were many pious speeches in the "Top-Secret" executive 
sessions of the Commission about calling the widow. There was always 
the pretense of concern for the feelings of the bereaved. It had fi-
nally been decided that the chairman and Rankin would question her at 
her 3017 N Street, Northwest, Washington residence, in the presence of 
the then Attorney General, Robert Kennedy. This was postponed until 
the time the Commission expected to have its work completed, hardly the 
proper or appropriate time for interviewing the only close eyewitness 
to the fatal shot. A witness with her knowledge should have been one 
of the first called and one of those most closely examined. 

But finally, at 4:20 p.m. on Friday, June 5, 1964, it came to 
pass. 
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hit him. Bullets do travel faster than sound. Connally remembers his 
reaction to knowing the President has been hit and remembers being hit 
separately and later. The Commission could not accept his testimony 
and conclude as it did, so it did not accept his attestation, his 
wife's, or this entirely confirmatory testimony by Hrs. Kennedy. 

Skipping the remainder of that sentence for a moment, to present 
it in proper context, the next, as edited and published, reads, "And 
Governor Connally screamed." It is not considerations of good taste 
that inspired censoring of the rest of that sentence. The accomplished 
intent is to hide the clarity of her recollection and testimony and the 
emphasis she placed on Connally's "scream" causing her to turn. She 
described how he "screamed", "like a stuck pig". She emphasises this 
again toward the end of the paragraph, "But I heard Governor Connally 
yelling and that made me turn around ..." She began the paragraph in 
the same way, what "made me turn around was Governor Connally yelling". 
Three times in the same paragraph she testified that what made her turn 
around was not awareness of a bullet having been fired, but Connally 
"yelling" and screaming "like a stuck pig". 

And without having heard the first shot, how many were there? 
What did she volunteer before Rankin's dishonest question designed to 
persuade her to testify—ainwer shots than she knew? She testified 
there were four! There was the one she did not hear, the one that 
made Connally Yell; and "I remembered there were three." 

Delay in questioning her, the manner of questioning her and 
whatever she "read the other day" had the inevitable and intended ef-
fect. They "confused" her. As with Zapruder, whose recollection of 
reality was changed from the uncongenial to the official, and as with 
so many others, she was conditioned. As if her suffering were not 
enough! 

And the poor woman, treated like Pavlov's dogs, wound up think-
ing her clear recollection was wrong when it was not. She could not 
understand how she could remember what was officially verboten until 
"I read the other day that it was the same shot that hit them both"! 
She, Governor and Mrs. Connally and the distraught end dedicated Kel-
lerman, 100 percent of the close witnesses on this evidence, were cor-
rect. But correctness was not the desire of those who boasted "truth 
is our only client". So incorrectness became correctness. 

Just like Orwell said, only 20 years early. 

Her distress is further reflected in another changed sentence. 
She did not mean she wanted the Governor killed. What she actually 
testified to is, "But I used to think if only I had been looking to the 
right I would have seen the first shot hit him, then I could have pulled 
him down, and then the second shot would have gotten Connally." 

What her unaltered testimony really says and means, because she 
had turned to the right before Frame 210, the first point at which the 
emission claims the President could have been hit, is that, if she 
had been aware of the first shot, if she had heard it, instead of re-
acting to Connally's yelling, she might have save a the President from 
being hit by the fourth and fatal one, from the only one she saw hit 
("He was zpceiving a bullet"). 

The reader need not wonder about what was removed at the point 
the Commission says "/Reference to wounds deleted7". It includes a 
further reference to Tack of immediate awareness or reaction "in the 
front seat". But no reference to any wound, no description of any, 
the purpose for which the closest eyewitness should have been ques-
tioned. In both versions, the honest and the altered, there is the 
incomplete sentence not referring to Connally but a later time and 
voice, "But someone yelling". In the published form, between this and 
the bracketed insertion, there is only "I was just down and holding 
him down", which is not what she testified. Her authentic words are, 
"But Just down holding him. I was trying to hold his hair on. But 
from the front there was nothing. I suppose there must have been. But 
from the back you could see, you know, you were trying to hold his hair 
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on and his skall an." 

Fa - t 	 a had dea 	od. co as have 	on 	Haa intent- 
nass an ha, 	 a:aao's 	 !CL50t, nhicb s understand- .. 

.npponed u , a:re the hood was ezpload and "I was 
m dowe," 	boa unreaaled vonturo onto the trunk 

of the - ea, dare .. at Rill may well have seved her life, almost at 
the ccot at' nto cwa. Hill's belief, that she was trying to retrieve a 
n4',eoe af .,.OtaHt, 	 muan sanse as arrythang else. Subconsaiously, 
in what must haa.•,  been the most tatcauslating'±y painful reliving, and 
emutianala, aa .ayaod wends tout seam aaaonaraat, she sell more than 
t 	C 	1:11. 

is from the root there WaS nothing" can mesa that there was 
no flap 	hat, 	 far her to paa-Las back ilto en. intact head. 
Twa plecas wora aracalg, The Cammissan 134.S!3 not anytous for this to be 
i.Taawn, utheas aparesoloa of the Harper Pap01"Ga I d'ocoovered, and the 
aanainuIng 

 
.:u . 	ct . co c thaee pictured uf thd pjeca of skull. "From 

tn' b,,ok" -atare, 	17aUaoca  means the piece of skull, from the back of 
the haea. 

The ua-jealtandeble repugnanco comes through unintendedly in her 
dapaasonaliziag te who she dA, suootltu:Ang far the personal pronoun 
"yea wore t:a t,  ho,d h..i hafr on, and hls skull all" There was no 

got es of aganaas. 

Yet a a 	thas subaonsaaus lansapeskIng was apt, in e very 
:coal sose it waa iappraprlate for her to formulate a charge against the 
GommassAch she hr,', no mane to malta, that it was "trying to hold his 
ha:a on, sa0 k‘.1:; 	 mhave thaae wa' mane, And where all offl- 
cthao had a aaam ecoa was tac.ne, 

F 
mon  
misuse Las a. 
sauy to att•• 
one, and it 1 

Mas. 
car-itar aho 
a taapia.a 
bat 
meaa 

ti- aa to 
b.  

'ad liteaelly, tnie la trae. Chsrectorzetl.on of 
a 	9 	 5 Lie ti - a  a nd 

i r each a purpose - is unnecesdaoy. It Is not neces- 
motive, al.ther, for at this point there can be but 
cas, 

id aaaraam that tne President had been shot much 
..amaat caald ,-,3k1,,leaa and 	pin e bum, no- 

Disv j  v .  Eae 	i onflam the unwanted 
ho ch .,a.haays .,a,1 Kellerman, which also 

j this 	ate iiid rememaar 	. a 	way Irrefutably con- 

	

ls,!- ng and misretrannhad 	on- all of it that Cap- 
what she tolafiad sae did is confirmed by this 

'° tcaLmaa:!' abou.:; alas t she CC'd 04E1TEWASH 115 pt 

ii r `,-..aeLraany had to be 1.: ooseed and distorted. This was 
acblfty C purpose cad puaaitys a to. to which the involved offi-

cials ail t.aula aaal tO.d. rise. 

And 	 acal.otaa 	 .t maainal ei.-dence that had 
'ascan, su:ppaa-ed 	3:4"4,01, thas 	.w0 	ta J..gat, That confirms 
haat, So, 	es a.otiatad and sua%-eseed, it Vaa pretended that her 
tatfmany . 	ec.Ata.a f.ao 'tcooto'' away. arta the Foport couad issue. Had 
hev testlw. 	n61; 	 oaoaprci and supraed, this aouid not have 
oaan it C. 

7ea-7 w' nat 	 bafore, be wel?, might be 

Tt came ed same:A-vas of a surprise when. shoat'Ly after returnIng 
hem, 1 iae ,naa thaAa ..a.atrary to uantI haa. boon tald Was Burke Mar-. 
oaaaa'a 	 41- 	, u.aatIag whet f an tera first seemed like ey,-- 
atoya sasa:an to ia,e. al naaa.ls cavored by the contract to a far-o ct 

s. 	cocoas ora,nauda C that contract. 

Fead 	caramphonc -a on Th2.aaaav, .Inuaay 6, 	 me ft-tinkly 
;aata to 	 -alnd aaal; the Waraa, CaommIssion Report,• 

aa,a't notice taalag ta 	 tagethar as to minor 
„ .aa•t 	14113AL. Wc4i4 	 ' 	And. tha is, it had 



It was so brief and superficial that, as printed, the whole 

thing requires less than three pages (511178-8l). When the formalities 

are eliminated and if one considers everything else relevant, the rele-

vant is about two pages. Including formalities, it took exactly ten 

minutes, no more. It was all over at 4:30. 

Mrs. Kennedy was looking directly at her husband when his head 

exploded. The Commission suppressed the relevant frames of the Zapru-

der film (as I exposed in WHITEWASH II). It pretended to make a typo-

graphical error, saying that Life had supplied a series ending with 

Frame 334. But simple aritniFFIE with a J. Edgar Hoover letter told 

me that Life had been asked for and had supplied nine additional frames, 

through rare 343. The Commission suppressed them from its printed 

record. It was not because of the indescribable horror felt and shown 

by the widow as she saw the terrible thing from inches away, not be-

cause of official sensitivity about her feelings, that these frames 

were not published. It is because they, too, contradict the tfficial 

account of the fatal shot and raise doubts about the nonfatal'injuries. 

Her husband's head did explode in her very face. 

At the point where, from the printed transcript, it appears she 

was about to describe this, the Commission, with seeming honesty, in-

serted "/Reference to wounds deleted?". 

This is a deliberate and multiple lie. Mrs. Kennedy made no 

specific reference to Any wounds. Not here and not elsewhere. Rankin 

saw to that, it being Eli obligation to take testimony from her, not 

schmalz, to ask her about the wounds, not avoid it. 

So, he did avoid it. The question to which she responded was 

not about wounds. It is, "Do you remember Mr. /Ulint7 Hill /Ear Secret 
Service Agent7 coming to try and help on the car?" 

And this one acknowledged is not by any means the only change in 

her testimony. As a matter of historical record, I here reproduce the 

entire page. 

6615 

Mr;;. Kennecly 	T don't remember anythincz. 	lac, jtIst down 

li!ce that. 

And finally I remember a voice behind me, or 2=eth5.ng, and 

than I remembered the lx:ople in the front seat finally, or 

somebody Mew something was wrong, and a voice yelling, which 

must have been Mr, Hill, "Get to the hospital," or maybe it 

was Mr. Kellerman, in the front scat. But someone yelling. 

But just down holding him. I.was trying to hold his 'hair on. 

But from the front there was nothing. I sun,pose there must 

have been. But from the back.you could see, you ',:now,you were 

trying to hold his hair on, and his skull on. 

Mr. Rankin. Do youhave any recollection of whether there 

Were one or more shots? 
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Mrs. Kennedy. Well, there must have been two because the 

one that made me turn around,was Governor Connally yelling. 

And it used to confuse me because first I remembered there were 

three and I used to think my husband didn't make any sound when 

he ms shot. And Governor Connally screamed like a stuck, pig. 

And than I read the other day that it was the same shot that 

hit them both. But I used to think if I only had been looking 

to the right I would have seen the first shot hit him, then 

I could have pulled him down, and then the second shot would 

have gotten Governor Connally. But I heard Governer Connally 

yelling and that made no turn around, and as I turned to the 

right my husband was doing that. He was receiving a bullet. 

IyArchivist of the United States 	INWIROMISM 

BY-17tP17- 	Date_1W72  

This can be compared with the printed page. 

As there are changes not indicated in the published transcript, 

so also do they serve specific purposes, not merely to delete the non-

existent "reference to wounds". They are not whimsical. This trickery 

with the sworn testimony is to protect the predetermined official myth-

ological "explanation" of that assassination from its destruction by 

the widow. Because she was the widow, was the closest eyewitness, that 

destruction, at the time the Report was released, might well have been 

total and permanent. 

My efforts to gain access to even an edited and censored "refer-

ence to wounds" by Mrs. Kennedy go back six years from the time, a month 

after its declassification, Rhoads sent me the withheld page. My first 

letter asking for it was written June 26, 1966. Although I was not then 

aware that lying is the way of official scholarship, the response had a 

generous supply of what now, clearly, are lies. To use more polite 

language is to deceive the reader and history. Two excerpts should 

suffice: 

Vibe manuscript transcripts of testimony of witnesses among the 

records of the Commission are withheld from research because they 

contain matter deleted in the published Hearings for the reason 

that the Commission considered publication to be in poor taste or 

the information to be irrelevant to any facet of the Commission's 

investigation (Hearings, Vol. I, p. v.). 
* * * 

The National Archives merely has 

custody of the records of the Commission and can make available 

only those records that have been cleared for research" use. I 

should like to emphasise that it is our policy, and has consist-

ently been our policy to provide access to researchers'on a basis 

of complete equality. 
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The irrelevant comprises most of the published hearings, What 

is "in poor taste" is and always has been readily available, much of 

it published. Repeatedly I have had to be my own censor in masking 

what is in poor taste and the defamatory, such as allegations of homo-

sexuality, in using the unrestricted. And even if a few of Mrs. Ken-

nedy's graphic words might be misinterpreted as in poor taste, that is 

the nature of spontaneous testimony, as it is its importance. In any 

event, it is neither why her words were edited nor encompassed by the 

inserted description of what was suppressed. 

The representation that the "Archives merely has custody of the 

records of the Commission and can make available only those records 

that have been cleared for researce0 is the most deliberate kind of 

duplicity and entirely misrepresents the reality, as the reader should 

remember. The Archives had and exercised the right and obligation to 

declassify the Commission's own records. it is only the records of 

other agencies that have to be "cleared for research" from outside the 

Archives. The Archives used its legal responsibility for political 

purposes, to suppress, and for propaganda, not for scholarship. Cases 

have been cited and we shall resume with one in what follows. 

With the recounted history and with the month's delay in sanding 

this one page to me, I was suspicious. I found myself wondering if it 

could be only by accident that this page was sent the first time I was 

working away from home in six months. Could it be no more than happen-

stance that I would be getting it in a flood of other accumulated mail 

and at a time when I would be deeply preoccupied with different work? 

Consistent with these doubts is the absence of a det.e of the letter. 

the only case I can remember in a truly enormous correspondence. 

So, I made a word-by•-word comparison of the suppressed page with 

the printed representation of it. Prior to any indication of any change, 

I found one that seems significant and, like all the others, is not In 

any way indicated in the published, altered version. 

In the first sentence of the first of the two longer paragraphs, 

the published version has but two seemingly minor changes. The word 

"finally" was shifted. It alters completely what she was saying. It 

is made at best ambiguous when it was unequivocal,. It is made to seem 

that she, or "a voice behind me" or "somebody" undescribed 'finally 

knew something was wrong". And the tense is changed to make it seem 

that her recollection is of the time of her testimony, not the very in-

stant of the crime. "Remembered" is changed to "remember". In saying 

what she actually said, "and then I remembered the people in the front 

seat finally" reacting, she is not criticizing the Secret Service agents 

but saying there war a longer interval between the time of the first 

shot and the time of reaction, "finally". She carried this further in 

the next paragraph, which confirms the unwelcome Connally and Kellerman 

testimony, meaning that the first shot was much earlier than officially 

admitted. 

Rankin was typically cagey and misleading in his formulation of 

his question. he did not ask her how many shots she heard. Instead, 

he put it this way, attempting to influence her response: "De you have 

any recollection of whether there were one or more shots?" 

One of the changes appears to be legitimate, Mrs, Kennedy's use 

of "that" is meaningless without description. It was changed to what 

seems accurate. What the court reporter should have included in the 

transcript but did not was added. Her recollection is faulty, as this 

shows, because it had been changed by what "I read the other day". 

There was, of course, no interest in what she had read. The changed 

recollection is what officialdom desired. Thus, she is made to say 

what the existing pictures prove quite wrong, that she did nct turn 

"to the right" until "my husband was doing this /indicating with hand 

at neck7". She turned much earlier. This is what the rest of the tes-

timony on this suppressed page says. 

She did not hear the first shot. And, what "made me turn around 

was Governor Connally yelling." This is what Connally and his wife 

swore to, that they had heard the first shot, as he could not if it had 



order for my signature ... I can't ve
ry well make an affi-

davit... I don't know whether we nee
d an affidavit. Could-

n't you just simply prepare an order
? I think there should 

be something in the record that suppo
rts my order, and now 

whether it is a good legal support or
 is not is another 

question. 
JUDGE LORING: Couldn't you recite an

 examination of the 

photographs, discovery material of su
ch a nature and so 

forth, otherwise it would serve no us
eful purpose. 

MR. PITTS: That's what I had in mind
. 

JUDGE WALKER: I will do it that way 
but you will have 

to help me ... (p.11) 
* * * * 

DEPUTY CHIEF HOUGHTON: ... the files
 of this investiga-

tion should be separate from all the 
other files and they 

will be under lock and key and there w
ill be a minimum di,s-

tribution of keys. At the moment the
re are three. ... one 

I will have. ... 
MR. PITTS: Nielson has one, and who 

has got the other? 

DEPUTY CHIEF HOUGHTON: Captain Brown
. We are going to 

isolate the files ... (p.32) 

The end of it all was almost as Dulle
s ended that January 22, 

1964, executive session, with Judge W
alker saying, "I don't think we 

will have this written up at this tim
e for distribution." (p.33) 

Like the Warren Commission, those who
 were supposed tc be im-

partial, the judges, were partisans.
 They did what they wanted to 

do, net what justice required. Like 
that order for which Walker would 

find "some kind of ground ... whethe
r it is a good legal" order. They 

feared the decision could be reversed
 because the trial was not fair 

but were assured that Nixon would alt
er the complexion and views of 

the Supreme Court in time for the rem
ade court to support them. 

They were aware that the physical evi
dence had to be preserved. 

Nobody raised any questions of space 
for storage and there was space, 

described as bays, in which the evide
nce could be kept in "packages" 

and "containers," the clothing in pl
astic bags. Along with this were 

what could be taken as hints that som
e might be destroyed. 

Whether cr not this was the intent, i
t is what happened - the 

very next month! But as with the War
ren Commission, it took persist-

ence and diligence by those later see
king truth to expose the destruc-

tion of evidence. 

With this destruction of evidence the
re was the plan for with-

holding it "under lock and key." 

This characterizes the police, the pr
osecution and the courts 

in all three major political assassin
ations. 

It is anything but justice or the que
st for truth or decency 

in society and government. 

It is a close duplication of the FBI'
s suppression of these 

scientific tests, not doing what was 
required in them and then making 

access as difficult as possible to wh
at little it would let out, law 

or no law. 

Pratt did "put it on some kind of gro
und." He did "find myself 

some ground and do it." He did not w
orry about "good legal support" 

and he was openly contemptuous cf the
 appeals court. 

Nixon had already remade the Supreme 
Court by then. 

More "New" Evidence 

Those hundreds of pages of thousands 
of figures Ryan gave us 

that we had not asked for do have val
ues, values obvious since Septem-

ber 27, 1964. Their values are why t
hey are suppressed in the Warren 

Report. One is clear in the last tes
timony in the 26 appended volumes 
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that erpeered two months later. 

did not seek them or the raw materir.1 of those tests only 
becasse I could oit pay for them. 

Io its dotoerotion to protect the judge acting as its agent, 
to government heT to 	liver something that in its all 	would 
appsen impressive. What they gave today is less significant than 
what I suod for. 

If exculpating Oswald were the major queseiou, at 	more than 

a deco: : IL': heec found some way of paying for these necords end would 
ccv.tudgnt them. To redsrt that they do exculpate Go:,leld :s eo is-
port the simple fact. That is why te".3y, too, her to be sugsoressed. 
Bros or' end deeper is. ues became more significant with the passing of 
the years and the c_ef. 	time brought. Osweld's remarried wife teld 
their' children their father was the lone essaesin. There is the ab-
stract question of iustice. But taere remains this unsolved crime 
and this Pins of malfuTiction of all C,UP institutiwne. 

My eerlier suit: ended the decade of suppression of those TOP 
S7]C,RT2 execrtive-sssion trenocripts in which. the Commission was hor-
rified over the pcseibility that Osigaid hart served a federel agency 
and deliberated ho:: to "wipe it cat." Thereafter the major interests 
behefitt]ng from br..lef 	ices innocent are these agencies. For 
ethers concern should be about the Mote of the country as a conse-
quence of all of these now unquestionable abused rid subvensons. 

Most of those hundreds of pages are the row malt(rie:1 of the 
test imp of the riref.fin caste the Dells: police made of Osfui's hands 
and face to determine whether he could have fired. in pistol end a ri-
fle or handled one that had been fired (1'=.1I7L9). The tests do net 
pros e that either did harden. They are capable et proving that either 
coulT hare hero -• g, The" are capable of preying that neither did, 
Other common sug tenses can leave the same deposits ea residues from 
guhfird. The ribs acts of deposits is exculpatory. 

These paraffin tests were subjected to neutron activation 
analysis. The show deposits on the hands, which need mean no more 
than that Oswald handled any of the many ordinary materials that can 
leave the invisible traces NAAs pick up. This means that he could 
have fired 3: pistol, not that he had. There is no similar evidence 
on his cheek. The tests given me show that in seven "control eases 
where others fired a rifle this evidence was left on the cheeks. 
This was the last problem the Commission addressed in what began as 
a whitewash and turned into a coverup. 

An authentic expert was the Commission's -very last witness, 
FBI Spectrographer John F. Gallagher was not called until Septembnr 
15 (1.11746-52), when tho Report 'Was already set in type. He was 
called in such hate that the transcript opens with an apology for 
It, His testimony, taken in complete secrecy, is a brief six and a 
half pages, not enough for the beginning, of an introduction to the 
testimony he could and should have given. 

In this record of intended dishonesty there is no greater 
abomination, no more repugnant abandonment of any standard of hon-
esty or decency. No more completely definitive self-exposure of the 
delibrateness cf the falsification of the actualities of the assas-
sination and of all of history to follow. He could and should have 
testified about all the evidence for which I sued. He was asked 
about and testified to none of it. 

Counsel. Norman Redlich asked Gallagher (151{747) "are you fa-
miliar with any neutron activation analyses which were conducted in 
connection with the assassination of President Kennedy?" Gallagher's 
response was limited to "Neutron activation analyses were conducted 
at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tenn., on the paraffin 
casts from the right hand, and left hand, and the right cheek of Lee 
Harvey Oswald." 

Here Redlich interrupted, He did not ask if any other neutron 
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activation testing was done. Gallagher did not volunteer that it was. 
In his effort to make it appear that Oswald did fire a weapon, Redlich 
slipped in asking Gallagher two questions we shall see are self-in-
criminating. Redlich wanted and got affirmative answers to "with 
regard to the rifle cartridges, did you examine the cartridges which 
were actually found on the sixth floor ..." followed by, "And did you 
determine that the elements barium and antimony were present ...?" 

This was deceptive questioning intended to frame a case against 
Oswald. Redlich kept out of the record that the other evidence, in-
cluding these shells, had been submitted to NAAs. But he could not 
and did not get Gallagher to say that Oswald had fired any weapon 
(1511750). Gallagher did testify that "there are common commercial 
products which do contain" the same chemical elements (15H750). They 
are "found in a variety of common substances" and "are not specific."  

These "common objects" as listed by Hoover (20H1) begin with 
what Oswald spent all day handling on the job, "printed papeb, and 
cloth" - books. Among others are "paint, storage batteries, rubber 
and matches." If any guilt attaches to Oswald from this testing, it 
is that he did the job he was paid to do, handle books. 

When the cast of the cheek was studied, there were greater 
quantities of these traces on the wrong side of the cast, the side 
away from the cheek, than on the cheek side itself. This is what the 
papers given me prove and Gallagher swore to (15H751). 

Redlich went on to become Assistant Corporation Counsel of New 
York City (under Rankin as Corporation Counsel). Then, in 1975, he 
became dean of the New York University Law School. With these quali-
fications, he failed to ask Gallagher if there had been comparative 
testing made on subjects who had fired and handled weapons. The pa-
pers given me establish repeated tests of this kind and that in each 
case the readings were much greater than any from Oswald. Redlich 
also failed to ask Gallagher a single question about Gallagher's own 
work on the spectrographic and neutron activation examinations of all 
the other evidence - all those dealing with the crime itself. All 
these results are contrary to the official and preordained "conclu-
sions" of the "investigation." 

There is and there can be no innocence here. Redlich concluded 
it with a feeble effort to hide his questionable conduct. He asked 
Gallagher if they had had a brief prior discussion and if in the tes-
timony they had covered all they discussed (15H752). This is to say 
that they had connived in advance to eliminate what neither the FBI 
nor the Commission wanted known. 

The Commission had to delay calling Gallagher until after its 
work was entirely over except for problems like this and those posed 
by Senator Russell's disagreement (WHITEWASH IV,pp.21-2,97,132,208). 
What Redlich did was as dangerous as it was unconscionable. Nobody 
dared go into the actual results of any of the tests. And the earlier 
nitrate testing on the paraffin casts made by the Dallas police also 
yielded exculpatory results (R560). 

This deliberate hiding of the truth was already in the Report 
at the time of Gallagher's testimony, which should have been the ear-
liest taken by the Commission rather than the very last. The decep-
tion is furthered under "Expert Examination of Rifle, Cartridge Cases 
and Bullet Fragments" where the Report says that these "were all sub-
jected to firearms identification analysis by qualified experts" (R79). 
These were neither all the tests nor the essential ones. 

That this testing was limited and was not definitive also is 
hidden. At no time and in no way was the Commission or the FBI ever 
able to link all the bullets and fragments to the common origin that 
is a precondition of any investigation or conclusions by either. If 
these fragments did not have common origin, the entire "solution" on 
this basis alone is a deliberate fraud. 

The Report and the 26 volumes completely omit these tests - 
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even mention of the fact of the NAAs being performed except on the 

paraffin casts. 

Buried in Appendix X - not in the text - is the subsection 

"The Paraffin Test." After what could not be avoided, itemizing some 

of the common substances that do leave deposits like those from fir-

ing a weapon or handling one that has been fired ("tobacco, Clorox, 

urine, cosmetics, kitchen matches ..."), the Report admits "A positive 

reaction is, therefore, valueless in determining whether a suspect has 

recently fired a weapon." (R561) It fails to state the obvious cor-

ollary, that the absence of traces is exculpatory. It quotes not 

Gallagher but another agent as saying that he "would not expect to 

find any residues on a person's right cheek after firing a rifle." 

This instead of the known evidence that in all the control testing 

these residues were deposited: 

It was easier to suppress these tests and the fact of their 

being made. 

Were this not enough, the Report then calls the paraffin tests 

"unreliable." Is that why the tests were made? 

It concludes this section (R562) with a distorted version of 

the Oak Ridge paraffin testing without here or elsewhere mentioning 

Gallagher's name or the controls run in those tests, controls excul-

pating Oswald. 

It says only paraffin casts were tested at Oak Ridge! (R562) 

All this addresses more than fact, more than dishonesty. It 

is a clear representation of intent. The intent to foist off on an 

anguished people a fake solution to the assassination of the President 

could not be more apparent. Why else lie and hide and pull all these 

Watergate-like dirty tricks in secrecy and then contrive an Orwellian 

Report that was known to be absolutely false? 

Despite all the perjury and stonewalling, the FBI could not 

avoid delivering more and completely definitive evidence. It includes 

what Redlich and Gallagher contrived to suppress about what both men-

tioned, those empty rifle shells. It includes the real story of the 

so-called "missed" bullet. It includes tests required to have been 

done with NAAs. If there were no NAAs, it is only because the results 

were known and proved the opposite of what was wanted. 

When Hoover died Nixon became the first President to appoint 

another FBI Director. His choice, his own hack, L. Patrick Gray, 

turned out to be a felon, one of Nixon's stable of felons. As FBI 

Director, Gray personally destroyed irreplaceable Watergate evidence, 

then lied about it. The last of his contradictory versions under 

oath was televised before the Watergate committee August 3 and 6, 

1973 (Hearings,pp.3)1119ff). 

Clarence Kelley, the man Nixon felt best qualified to succeed a 

Gray, did not serve an apprenticeship under Hoover. Enough of those 

who learned the Hoover way from Hoover remained in the FBI. 

Oce we nailed the FBI in its lying about what was requested 

in my suit, it had no choice but to pretend to comply - in its terms 

rather than with what I actually sued for. In a letter of TTFil 10, 

1975, Kelley claimed full compliance with the delivery of what he 

represented as all the NAAs. He listed them. The invisible touch of 

the ghost of Hoover swirls around Kelley's actual words intended to 

say "full compliance" without actually saying it, which would have 

been the grossest and most deliberate of lies: 

"It is considered that" these new pages, he wrote Jim, and 

"that already furnished to Mr. Weisberg, responds fully to his FOIA 

request." (Not one paper I had asked for was over delivered.) 

The operative word here is "considered." Who "considered" 

what? The FBI lied and Kelley lied. They hide this from themselves 

with semantics, whatever anyone may attribute to "considered." This 
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