Specter v. Specter


Chapter 8

The Military Controlled the Inadequate and Incomplete Autopsy – Specter's Area

The second conspiracy ‑ and in this chapter we come to what can be regarded as a third one ‑ was the conspiracy within the government to hide the fact that there was a conspiracy to kill.  For its own reasons – and I do not mean this to suggest that the government knew of and was hiding a government conspiracy.  It was to hide the fact that the government was conducting a phony "investigation," that it was not investigating the crime at all.

That the government, from the first, intended not to investigate the crime itself exists in government documents I obtained in all those lawsuits and sometimes without having to sue to get them.

We do see them when we soon come to them.

That the military ordered that the autopsy not be complete was never formally announced.  It just came out by accident in the development of something the government did what it had no business doing.

It interfered in the Clay Shaw case brought in New Orleans by its then district attorney, Jim Garrison.

It sent witnesses there to be witnesses for Shaw's defense, one who testified and one to back him up if necessary.

The one who was a witness, who did testify, was Pierre Finck.

The one who was seat to buttress Finck if that was needed was J. Thornton Boswell.

Both, of course, of the autopsy team.  Two-thirds of it.  And of the military.

Garrison did almost none of the work in court on that case.  The court work was by his assistants.  Most of all it was by Alvin Oser.  It was he who questioned Finck, who was a defense witness.  Finck did not appear for the prosecution.

I was not there for the trial but I have the Finck transcript.  I used it in Post Mortem, particularly in the chapter, "Flatulent Finck and His In-Court Spelling Bee," pages 230 following.

I knew Oser.  His father was a judge and the son also became a judge.  He was, as his handling of Finck shows, an able lawyer.

If I felt it necessary, and I do not, writing more than I did for Post Mortem or making any other than significant additions to it from the many formerly secret records now disclosed, it would not add materially to what I wrote twenty-five years ago.  The transcript of Finck's testimony is lengthy and the missing proof is in it and in what I used of it.

So, we excerpt Finck's testimony as we excerpt what I then wrote about it.

This way has another advantage: we do learn more about Finck – not as a doctor but as a person.

I do add that after this proof of military intrusion into the JFK assassination and the military orders that the autopsy not be complete appeared there was no further major media interest in any of it.

The first words in the Finck chapter are:

Arrogance, self-importance, a determination to be judge, prosecution and defense lawyers and witness ‑ to ask the questions he wanted to answer or to answer not the questions asked of him but those he wanted asked ‑ a scarcely hidden and fierce partisanship highly improper in a man of science and an expert witness in forensic medicine in a criminal proceeding ‑ permeate all 269 pages of Colonel Pierre Finck's New Orleans testimony of February 24 and 25, 1969.

Finck was cocky. (p. 230)

His testimony should have created a national scandal.  It was so inadequately and incompletely reported it went almost unnoticed then and is unknown today.

It entirely confirms the serious charges of this book.  "Scandal" is hardly a sufficient description, but there is no word for that which has no precedent in American if not modern civilized history. ... unparalleled as are the reluctant confessions and admissions wrung from him, verbally kicking and scratching all the way, excerpting on a few of the points should suffice.

But if one wanted to weave a real, honest-to-goodness military conspiracy out of the assassination of President Kennedy ‑ to write an "Eighth Day of May", so to speak ‑ Colonel Finck is a real help.

And he has real, very real, and higher-ranking military help.

For the military did move in at Bethesda, did take over, did put all civilians out and keep them out until the corpse was ready for the embalmers, did see to it that there was no real autopsy ‑ and did threaten all the military who were there with court-martial if they so much as breathed aloud about any thing that happened (p. 231).

There was more about Finck in that courtroom:  Reading is not believing with much of Finck's testimony.  It is difficult to believe such a man possible and the uninformed may find it impossible to believe some of his testimony can be true.

He appears pedantic, impatient with those hardly-tolerated ignoramuses so much beneath him ‑ judge and lawyers ‑ so little worth the time they are taking from him, so far below understanding which he alone can have.  Whether a subconscious compulsion or some other peculiar psychological quirk, a remnant of some hidden elementary-grade relic far in his past, or a deliberate way of showing the contempt his words and manner so clearly indicate he felt for the mere mortals of a system of justice or God alone knows what, Finck spelled out almost everything (page 231).

*     *     *

Not that he was asked to.  He just did it.  Including the simplest words.  This begins with the first thing asked of him (p. 2) by defense counsel Irving Dymond, that he "state" his name.  In the next few pages alone, the words unsolicitedly spelled out for those stupid ones who had merely completed college and law school, opposing counsel and the judge, or, possibly, for the unerudite of the press, include Frankfurt and forensic (p. 4), forum and wound (p. 5), Edgewood (p. 7), riots (p. 8), Humes and Boswell (p. 9).  And this was only the beginning.  It goes on and on, diminishing somewhat when he was pressed on cross-examination, but persists as a compulsion I have never encountered in the examination of thousands of witnesses, some with accents which make their English almost incomprehensible.  It does not characterize his Warren Commission testimony.

For whatever reason, Finck conducted an in-court spelling bee for those he regarded as so clearly inferior to him in every way.  And this accords with his permeating contempt for the proceeding and its participants that is often specific, is rarely hidden, and is particularly inappropriate in an allegedly impartial and dispassionate expert witness, most of all in one with his training in the legal aspects of medicine. This includes the requirements of evidence and the restraints and obligations imposed upon expert witnesses.  He may, perhaps, have intended masking the legal end scientific inadequacies of his previous testimony and record that he knew he would have to face.

Finck is undisguised in his open, deliberate evading of questions when those questions called for answers he, from his lofty and superior position and understanding, just did not went to answer.  Much of his deliberate evasion of response and the clear meaning of the question asked is undisguised.  Often he is skilled, so smooth that neither judge nor prosecutor caught him.  But, when caught and ordered to respond, he out-and-out refused to do as directed.  He undertook to give everyone else legal advice from the witness chair until finally told by patient Judge Edward Haggerty to suspend his legal lectures, that he, Finck, was not running the show.

Finck's testimony grew increasingly reluctant as Oser questioned him.  Finck was a veritable verbal, medical snake, impossible to believe, most of all because of his experience, training, background and former use by the Warren Commission as an expert to authenticate what he had to know was a fake; because he consciously sought to hide evidence that decency and honor compelled of him almost as much as did his function as an expert witness in a criminal proceeding; and because, instead of answering the questions asked of him, he pretended more congenial questions were asked and to the unasked questions he volunteered unasked and self-serving answers.  His appearance was an unending argument in which usually he was not responsive.  Whenever he could get away with it, it was also volunteered and voluble propaganda.

One example is his response to a very simple direction, that he mark on the back of the shirt of one of defense counsel the spot the rear, non-fatal wound entered the President.  Not content with doing as told, as he know, all he was supposed to do, Finck then launched into an entire page (p. 12) of propaganda, for all the world as though he had been asked a question, which he had not been, beginning with an orientation of the wound by what his training told him is wrong, only moving parts of the body.  This means the wound is not and cannot thus be located, for there is no way of knowing the position of each of the movable parts at the time of measurement.

The verbal torrent gushed out, all improper, all non-responsive, all propaganda I think compelled by a guilty conscience, a compulsion for self-justification.  One of the gross examples is, "When examining this wound, I saw the regular edges pushed inward, what we call inverted."  He then repeated this same thing, the second time spelling "inverted" (pp. 231-232).

Finck also was less than honest when that served his purposes:

There was, to Finck's knowledge, an explanation for the condition of the tissues at the edge of this wound and the fact that they were "pushed inward."  They had, in actuality, been pushed inward at that hospital before his arrival but to his subsequent knowledge.  This most unscientific probing was by his navel colleague, Doctor Humes, who had, unnecessarily, having already taken X-rays, in which lead glows like fluorescent light, pushed that tissue in with his little fingers!

So. Finck's outpouring of the unasked, unsought and false is not without purpose.  It is propaganda, not fact or testimony.  It was not in response to the vary simple direction, not even a question, that he "point out on his (Shaw's lawyer's) anatomy the approximate location of the wound," a request made a page and a half earlier.  It is typical of Finck.

Even [F. Irwin] Dymond [defense counsel] thought he had better bring this to an end before the judge did and tried to stop Finck when he interrupted his propagandizing to spell "inverted" for the blighted judge, lawyers, court stenographer and world press.  Dymond spoke only four words before he, too, was interrupted by his witness, Finck, who was determined to control both defense and prosecution proffers of evidence.  The omniscient Finck cut him off after "Doctor, did you make ‑ " to insist on adding further propaganda, his reiteration in different words of the alleged appearance of the edges of this wound.

This is just openers (pp. 11-13).  It never stopped.  It gives the feel of the enormous ago, the man who alone could put it all together, the man who dominated and sought to dominate what evidence could be sought and obtained as it relates to the autopsy and its procedures.

And when the defense lawyer whose witness he was finally turned him off before there was an eruption from the judge or opposing counsel, Finck returned to his spelling fetish, with words so difficult for lawyers, the judge and the press to understand, "abrasion," "entry" and "entrance" all spelled out on page 13.

But, even in the presentation of the defense side of the case, it was not long before the sneaky Finck, who might better have accomplished his illicit purposes by saying much less and letting the skilled lawyer Dymond run the show, started making the most serious errors in judgment and volunteering what would, in any decent society, be the basis of criminal charges against him and his associates (p. 232).

For example, he was asked a simple question to which he should – and knew he should ‑ have answered merely "yes" or "no":  "Now, Doctor, 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 pontification, complete with another needless spelling, this time inaccurately, adding a characterization of that wound as one of exit, while also admitting he did not then see it.  After a half-page of this rambling, he went into a double hearsay, what he know was improper and incompetent, that on the day after the autopsy, "Dr. 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 entirely unnecessary to a man certified in forensic science – "You may not say what the surgeons of Dallas told Dr. Humes.  That would be hearsay."  Finck 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 necessary, Finck could then ask permission to amplify his answer.  Here it was not necessary except for propaganda, which in not the purpose of a legal proceeding.  Dymond, of course, was quite anxious for Finck to load the record with all the propaganda and irrelevancies he could get in and to complicate Oser's already serious problems as much as he could.  So, he let Finck carry on without interruption for most of a page (15) until the judge, for the first but not the last time, called Finck to book (p. 233).

Finck insisted on treating the courtroom as though the judge were medical students he was addressing.  The net effect was that he loaded the record with his propaganda, with such determination he did commit perjury.

Where I refer to fragments in the President's body where Finck and his autopsy companions had sworn there were none my source was the previously cited and quoted autopsy doctors themselves in a report asked of them by the attorney general and his people and by the panel of the nation's outstanding experts gathered to read and interpret, for the Department, the pictures and X-rays of the President, quoted above:

Knowing full well it was entirely improper, Finck 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 on 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 going 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 volunteered and thus gotten into the record, "when the X-rays I requested showed no bullets in the cadaver of the President," to broaden the interpretation 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 President 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 perjurious 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 victims of all this official dishonesty, a statement in which all three autopsy doctors acknowledge the presence of fragments of bullet in precisely 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 "solution" to the crime.  Therein lies sufficient official motive 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. 47, 125, 127 and especially 137) are not needed to establish criminality and gross and deliberate deception.

Finck made other errors, engaged in further deceptions, but to 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", "perforating," "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 understanding, 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 (pp. 233-234).

But before long, running off at the mouth as freely as he had been, Finck got himself into the hot stuff:

By page 48, however, Finck was running backward fast, as in insisting, when asked merely if he had not been "a co-author" of the autopsy 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, including 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 qualified 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 remember 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 Finck 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 (p. 234).

There was an army general.  He was General Wehle.  Wehle was the commanding general of the Military District of Washington.  But he had no control over the Navy's autopsy.  Or hospital.

Finck was not the powerless man who could not do what was right that he pretends, according to what Admiral Calvin B., Galloway told the House assassins committee on May 17, 1978.  In November 1963 Galloway was the commanding officer of the Naval Medical Center at Bethesda.  Quoting from Mike Flanagan's report on his Galloway interview:

Galloway said that he was present throughout the autopsy.  He recalled that three pathologists performed the autopsy.  Also present were the Surgeon General of the Navy and various senior staff members of the President.  Galloway stated that his official position in November 1963 was Commanding officer of the Naval Medical Center.

In addition to disproving Finck's self-serving account of his feebleness during the autopsy, Galloway ended that most indecent of fabrications to cover the manifestation of Specter's "passion" we see and have been seeing.

Galloway stated that various enlisted men took photographs and X-rays throughout the autopsy.

During the autopsy Galloway said that no orders were being sent in from outside the autopsy room either by phone or by person.  He recalled that Pierre Finck, the pathologist with the greatest, expertise, seemed to be the person exercising authority.

No Kennedy, nobody outside that autopsy room gave any orders to those inside it, another invention that enabled Specter to get away with his deliberate failure to do his job.  There is little chance that Specter could have had his political successes if he had done his job and made the record the nation and simple honesty required, that the evidence proved there had been a conspiracy to kill the President.

This is another view of what Specter's "passion" really was.  And is, in his book.

(This Galloway interview is not in the published, public record of the House assassins committee.  It is from the National Archives where it is identified as "Reference copy, JFK Collection: HSCA [RG 233])

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 or 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. 48-49), Finck resisted efforts to get him to identify these others, (p. 51), resorting to generalities, pretending he had been too busy to note the names of the top brass, conspicuous because they served no medico-legal function.

Even for high military mucky-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 official 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 excluded civilians (p. 234-235).

As I also reported in Post Mortem, with the Sibert-O'Neill FBI report (on pages 531 ff.) providing the information, the military police removed all civilians before the start of the autopsy with the exception of the FBI and Secret Service agents.

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 attempted self-defense the Eichmann/Nuremberg concept utterly irrelevant in the United States 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 establishment did anticipate medico-legal needs.  The specific and written orders and 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.

Finck continued (with no omission in quotation), "and at the and 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 verification ‑ 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! (p. 235).

The military who were present at the autopsy, even if they just walked through the room, were given written notice that if they said a word they would be court-martialed.  I obtained a copy of it and published it in Post Mortem.  But there was no mention of anything at all like obtaining the permission of the attorney general.  Who had kept himself entirely out of all proceedings.

(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., presently Dir. Med. Edn., N. Broward Hosp 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 11, 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 was not determined by the requirements of the law or regulation 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 evading and lying, he admitted the orders were military orders and had nothing to do with the family.  Not until the second day of his testimony was the deliberateness of his intended deception and the viciousness of this military effort to blame the family for the gross and shameful deficiencies of the autopsy fully laid bare.

Toward the end of the first day, he acknowledged that this was not "a complete autopsy under the definition used by the American Board of Pathology" (p. 199).  This seemingly full admission is for from it.  The military autopsy manual requires examination of the thorax and neck organs.  It has special sections describing the incisions, exposure and inspections to be made.

What is required for everyone else, including the unwanted, the abandoned, the dregs, apparently is too good for the President of the United States when the ever-loving, dedicated military takes over (p. 235-6).

None of this is in the record of the Warren Commission, where it was Specter's job to bring it to light.  What he calls his "passion."

From Specter's questioning of the autopsy doctors, and Finck was Specter's witness, none of this crucial evidence tainted Specter's proud invention of the mythical single-bullet means of finding that when there was a conspiracy to kill the President, there was no conspiracy.

Which was the beginning of Specter's political life that took him into the Senate and enabled him to run for President.

As he may plan to again.

What was no big deal for Oser, who did his job, as lawyers are supposed to do their job, and he, not Specter, got and made part of our history the fact that the military, improperly, took and kept control of the autopsy of the assassinated President of the United States and, with that control, prevented the basic examinations necessary, like tracing the path of any bullet in the President's body.

Necessary if it was to be concluded that there was no conspiracy.

As Finck testified, As Finck testified, with the military control of the autopsy, the autopsy did not report the fragments of bullet in Kennedy's upper chest-thorax area that were so obvious the autopsy doctors used the language we saw earlier to pretend they were not there while they actually admitted that those fragments were there.  And that special Department of Justice panel of experts, without any cute games with words, stated specifically that there were fragments, in the plural, where Specter said there were none.

A Specter specialty.

If Specter had found no fragments where they were fragments he would not have been able to manufacture the situation that enabled him to pretend that Bullet 399 had had the career it did not have – could not have had – because it was, impossible, in fact and in truth, by the official evidence Specter eliminated and some he could not eliminate.

Getting the truth was no big deal for Oser.  "Providing" that a conspiracy was not a conspiracy was no big deal for Specter.

Who made it possible for the Commission to "conclude" that there was no conspiracy.  That, we see, was the conclusion decided on at the very outset.

Specter made it seem possible to those who wanted it to seem possible when it was completely impossible.

Again, there was complete military control of the autopsy, again it was an entirely inadequate autopsy, and again the indecent effort to blame all of this on the Kennedys, who were victims of it.  Along with all the people of the country.

Yet even into the second day he tried to pretend the required examination, the tracing of the alleged track of the alleged non-fatal bullet through the cadaver, was not done "not to create unnecessary mutilation of the cadaver" (p. 17).  Of course, this was entirely false, the cadaver having been laid open pretty completely, much as he tried to weasel (pp. 32-9).

"The chest cavity of the President" was laid open (p. 33).

"The usual Y-cut incision" was made (p. 34).

This lays open "the rib cage ‑ so you can get the vital organs of the body" (p. 34).

And this means all the organs.  Reproducing such a picture is unpleasant.  It is impossible with the President.  It was not impossible with Oswald, who had no rights to privacy.  Nor were the rights of his survivors considered, there being nothing that needed hiding for which this could have provided a convenient excuse as there was with the President.

So, those who do not have access to medical texts can see just how completely the necessary "Y" cut does mutilate a body by consulting page 119 of Dallas Police Chief Jesse Curry's futile attempt at justifying his own and the Dallas police record, his JFK Assassination File.  A sheet hides Oswald's genitals.  From below the upper edge of this sheet to several ribs below the nipples there is a single, straight cut upward.  At this point the arms of the "Y" begin, two angular lines to the armpits, where there are smaller "Ys," back to the chest and up to the shoulder (p. 236).

"([S]econd day") refers to the second day of Finck's testimony and stenographic transcript of that second day.

As illustrated in the military autopsy manual, the "Y" cut begins above both armpits, into the shoulder joints, is semicircular to below the nipples, and from the center extends downward to the genitals.

This is not "mutilation" enough?  It was done.

With this much mutilation acknowledged, is it credible that a slightly upward probing would cause objectionable "mutilation"?

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

But, regardless, it was an examination required to be made.  And it was not made.

The reason had nothing to do with the alleged wish of the family, that unending and shameful effort to blame the bereaved family for the deficiencies of the autopsy.

Finck admitted that Admiral Galloway personally ordered changes in the autopsy report after it was drafted (second day, p. 4-5).

The autopsy surgeons were threatened by high authority (p. 5) if they said a word.  The man in charge was not this unnamed general but "the Adjutant General" (he meant the Surgeon General) of the Navy, "Admiral Kinney" (p .6).

Skilled and resourceful as he was in misrepresenting, evading and deceiving, in not answering questions, in arguing with everybody, in refusing to behave as a witness, requiring repeated, patient admonition by the judge, Finck, for all his gall and verbosity, also made other sensational disclosures, besides these.

Those autopsy notes I had traced, the existence of which was repeatedly and in writing denied by the Archives, although my "chain of possession" was from the autopsy table to the Commission witness stand?  They did exist, made by all three surgeons, Finck included.  He is the one devised the meaningless means of measuring, flexible measurement, from the mastoid.  He also did some of the measuring, and he made notes he turned in.  In his presence and to his observations, the others also made handwritten notes that seem to have found their way into the official memory hole for they no longer have official existence.  Can there be a better way of assuring the integrity of the Investigation, preserving the reputation of the military, then by the destruction of .the evidence?  Of course not!  Therefore, it was destroyed.

References to the making of measurements and taking of notes abound in Finck's testimony, including pages 69-70, 76, 80-5, 92-6, 123, 129-31, 149-50, 159-60 (pp. 235-236).

As we saw earlier, most of the detailed information in the second version of the autopsy and of what exists, the only holograph of the autopsy, has no basis in the autopsy assassination records, including medical records.  That there was no protest over this is astonishing.  It invalidates the autopsy ‑ of the President of the United States and that when he was murdered!

Not any of this in the literally millions of pages of government records including those supposedly of that assassination and supposedly including all medical records.

The Act of 1992 required full disclosure and that triggered the flow of millions of pages to the National Archives.

As we saw earlier, proving that Oswald's pubic hair were on Oswald's blanket was of great importance to the FBI as it then was to the Commission, which gave it more space in the its Report that, in Specter's part, it gave to the President's fatal shot to his head.

Despite his evasiveness, Finck is specific enough on this point.  Of his own note taking:

When I walked out of that autopsy room I didn't have notes with me, to the best of my recollection.  I remember taking measurements and giving them to Dr. Humes and Dr. Boswell (p. 96)/

What immediately precedes this identifies these as written notes he personally made during the autopsy.  They used small pieces of paper besides the autopsy descriptive sheet.  Twice on this one page alone Finck admits that both the others also took notes:

"I saw both Dr. Humes and Dr. Boswell taking notes at the time of the autopsy" and "both of them made notes during the autopsy."

Among the many impermissible, intolerable facts established beyond doubt by Finck's New Orleans testimony is that, although all the medical men knew that the alleged path of the allegedly nonfatal bullet ‑ through the President ' s body had to be traced, it was not done; all made written notes required to be preserved and they no longer exist; what he participated in cannot and does not qualify as a full autopsy; top military brass immediately took over the autopsy, severely limiting what the surgeons could do and ordering them not to do what they had to do, what had to be done; the commanding officer of the Navy Medical Center ordered changes in the written autopsy after it was prepared, the most substantive changes; and the autopsy surgeons were threatened with retaliation if they opened their mouths (p. 237).

I have gone over what the government said was all the autopsy records.  There is not a single "small piece of paper" in them.  Nor a single piece of paper with notes on it that has blood on it or can be attributed to the autopsy other than little of what the Navy regulations required.

This much the reluctant Finck did admit.  There was much more he did not.  For example, all medical personnel present at the autopsy or who merely passed through the room while it was being conducted received same threat, in writing.

Aside from the grossest improprieties in taking over a medico-1egal function required to be completely independent, especially when is an inquest into how a President was assassinated, can this threatening, this ordering of what must be left out or altered, do other than feed conspiratorial belief about the involvement of the military in some kind of plot?

Why should any general, any admiral, any officer of any rank, went to interfere in any way with what the autopsy would say about how the President was killed?  Why should anybody order that required examinations not be made and reported?

Is there any reasonable non-conspiratorial explanation that can be made?

Why should anyone in the whole world, assuming there had been no conspiracy of any kind, have wanted anything but the most complete, "the most dependable, the most unfettered autopsy examination and report, made with total and complete independence?

One that would permit the existence of no unasked or unanswered questions.

Inevitably, this record requires better answers from the military than silence, lies, destructions and evasions.  Something more than the self-serving falsehoods of the TV tube, the evasions and lies of the unpublicized testimony, performances that I believe involve criminal conduct requiring criminal action (p. 237-238).

The questions I posed in this 1975 writing remain without answer.

There should be no unasked or unaswered question about any matter, no matter how small, when a President is assassinated and we have at least a de facto coup d'etat.

Why should, it is worth repeating, any admiral or general or any officer of any rank in any branch of the military have anything at all to do with an autopsy, particularly that of a President?

Why should any one in the military want to do anything so wrong, so improper, so requiring of suspicion?

Nobody of any rank in any branch of the military has answered this question.

It is past time that someone of them should.

And still again it is Specter's area.

During the autopsy, news correspondent Benjamin Bradlee, a close friend of the slaughtered President and his bereaved wife, was comforting her in the 17th floor tower suite at the Naval Hospital.  Kenneth O'Donnell, the appointments secretary, invited Bradlee to attend the autopsy.  Bradlee later became managing editor of The Washington Post.  He remembered O'Donnell's openness in offering to have him be present at the autopsy and, naturally enough, assumed there could not possibly have been anything wrong with it, else would he have been invited to the cutting-up?  This, also naturally, had much to do with the subsequent editorial policy of The Washington Post, where Bradlee's influence was and remains great, if not with the beliefs of the media in general.

Whether or not one is a close friend, watching an autopsy is a gruesome prospect for the most steel-nerved and iron-stomached.  For a close friend, it must be more unbearable, even to consider.  This is anything but a criticism of Bradlee for not attending the autopsy, for remaining in the tower suite to attempt to comfort the newly widowed friend.  I doubt I could have brought myself to observe such an examination.

But what Bradlee does not know and then did not have any reason to suspect is that Kenny O'Donnell had no more to do with who could or could not be in that autopsy room than he had over who could pass through the gates of Heaven.

But had Bradlee been made of tougher stuff then I, the whole needless national trauma, all those unnecessary tragedies in the wake of the greatest one, might have been avoided.

And the truth might have been forced out.

Had he or any other competent reporter sought access and been refused it, he would have noticed that not the Secret Service but the military had taken control.  Had the press asked for the customary "pool report," the truth might have come out.  Had anyone any way of learning and reporting that all civilians were expelled from the autopsy room and kept out by military force; had anyone had any way of reporting the complete military takeover of this civilian, nonmilitary function; or had any had any way of reporting the completely unacceptable character of the incomplete and inadequate examination of the corpse and that this, too, had been ordered and required by the military, this fake inquest could not have been suppressed for those eleven months during which the unacceptable Report was being made more acceptable by controlled leaks to the essentially unquestioning press.

Much if not all of subsequent history might have been different (p. 238).

This is not an indictment of Bradlee for not doing what I believe I would not have been capable of doing, and I would not have had the extra stress Bradlee had as a friend of the President and his wife.  But the point is that not only did all of the media fail to ask the questions it should have asked, and not only did all of the major media ignore those questions when they were asked by others, but when there was the offer of an opportunity to observe more than the autopsy, to see that it was completely military, that offer was not accepted.

Had it been and had the military, which had put all except the Secret Service and FBI civilians out of the autopsy room, and had it refused to admit Bradlee or turn him around if he had entered that small room, he would have had reason to wonder if not suspect and he might have asked, in his paper, a question that would could have turned it all around, caused a proper inquiry, and if the next day, compel a full and proper autopsy.

So, after 35 years, the questions that should have been asked then still have not been asked by anyone in authority, military or civilian, and that justifies the suspicion that the coup d'etat was not de facto.

When, officially, that was Specter's official responsibility.

And in his "passion for truth," he saw to it that not a word of it came out.
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