Harold Weisberg

Whitewash VI: ARRB Whitewash

Chapter 4

Proving It Wrong Makes the Warren Commission Right

Earlier I referred to the actual functioning of the ARRB as still another of the endless official whitewashings of the JFK assassination and its official investigation.

I also reported that the Board's then general counsel, later its executive director, Jeremy Gunn, asked me for the raw material of some research for my 1975 book, Post Mortem.  It was and for years had been unsafe for me to go to our basement where most of the my records and all of the great volume of them I obtained by a number of FOIA lawsuits are filed.  I invited Gunn or anyone else he night send to come, retrieve the work that Howard Roffman had done for me or, in the alternative, I gave him Roffman's current address in California so he might obtain information directly from him if he preferred that because it was Roffman who had done the work for me, as Post Mortem states clearly.

That Gunn and/or the Board did nothing else about this, as is also confirmed by their depositions and by their report, rather surprised me then because it meant that the coming white​wash, the certain to be coming support of the various official assassination mythologies, which are without credibility, could be credible to most people, to perhaps most other than the few authentic subject-matter experts there are.

Now this was after the Board deposed the autopsy prosectors and others about whom it made no public announcement.

Under FOIA I had requested copies of the depositions of several of the autopsy pathologists.  Any transcript was denied me on what I believed then and now is without question, an utterly spurious claim to exception of the law which permits the withholding of what is to be used in a lawsuit.  By then it was more than merely clear that the board was not going to take any of those prosectors to court although if they repeated or if then denied some of their previous sworn testimony they would be lying about what is material, under oath, and that is the felony of perjury.

The two transcripts in which I was particularly interested where the depositions of Dr. James J. Humes and of J. Thornton Boswell.  They were deposed in February, 1996 and their what they testified to was kept secret for more than three and a half years.  There never was the slightest intention of taking either to court because that could have blown up not on this board but all the earlier official untruths about the assassination.  I bought the transcripts when they were first available and we do get to them.

The real reason the board kept those and the other depositions secret is because it was without question that it had, knowingly, fully informed about it, accepted their perjury, the serious felony that had been their practice from the very beginning, when they began desecrating the President and our history by their simply incredible dishonesties in and about their autopsy and their report on and testimony about it.

We will see more than enough example of this.  There will be no question about it.  It is another national shame, another national outrage, another blind acceptance by the major media.

We see in particular that the tabulation of the officially disclosed assassination information makes them all perjurers.

And, tragically, not them alone.

Whether or not what the Board did makes it guilty of subornation of perjury is a matter of judicial opinion that could be based on a great number of cases.  To me, whether or not it is technically guilty of suborning what it knew was and would be perjury is a distinction without any meaning.  This is because that is what the Board knowingly did, what it intended doing, and what made it guilty of violating the law by denying any access to those transcripts until nobody could do a thing about them.  There is no doubt at all that if those depositions transcripts had been disclosed, should have been, in February, 1996. With or without the reporting of it by the major media there would have been a very loud outcry from coast to coast.

They were not released until the very end of the Board's life, when the Board's report had been written and when there would have been no point in any complaint about what the Board had accomplished by its illegal act of keeping those transcripts secret.

To all of this and more, much more, there is the fact that at the end of 1997 or the early part of 1998 Gunn had told me that the Board had prepared a separate report on those autopsy depositions.  He told me that it would be issued in March and that I would then receive a copy.  There was no such report, which may or may not reflect conflict between the Board and, its staff.  Gunn arranged, if on only by not arranging for it, for me not to get a copy of the Board's report when it was issued.  That certainly kept me from having a word to say about it -‑ as with the opportunity I surely would have, much more than there is in what follows.  (Months earlier I have completed the book‑length manuscript on the fanciful recollections and vivid imagination of a major board public relations opportunity it made out of nothing , the published "notes" of Dallas FBI agent James Patrick Hosty, Jr.  It is. titled Hosty's Pudding.  I had also, long before then completed, the book-length Bogus Revelation: More Official Lies About the Assassination of John F. Kennedy on the lecture followed by the Law Review article by the subject-matter ignoramus and the Board member, Kermit Hall.  "Bogus" is the word Hall misused in his criticisms of criticism of the official assassination mythology, which he began believing and ended endorsing.  To try to keep all of this straight and honest would require the space in the Warren Commission's twenty-six volumes.

I had taken time with Gunn and his assistant and in correspondence and I had made all my work and all I got via FOIA lawsuits available to them and their not sending me a copy of their report, as it did others, when it was issued cannot be taken as a mere oversight.  It was conscious, a deliberate act with the intention of keeping me from leveling legitimate criticism at the Board when its phony deal of a report was available and was virtually glorified by the major media.

Because making a definitive and an inclusive criticism of the Board would be a practical impossibility, we do herein limit it to where the Board was accepting sworn testimony it knew was false and what relates to that.

To the Board's deliberate failure to meet the mandate given it by the law that created it and by its spending most of its time and effort in circumventing that mandate and in doing what was not its function to do – the exact opposite of its mandate, the mandate it invoked when it needed an excuse for what it did and did not do.

The function of the Board was to bring existing and withheld assassination records to light.  It was not to support the Warren Report but from the news accounts of the report, that is precisely what this Board set out to do and, if the word can be used for a crude farce, what the Board did do.  We will see this Board's intent as we examine its depositions of the chief autopsy prosectors and a little more.

It did, with great ostentation, bring an enormous volume of trivia to light.  The first, by the CIA in anticipation of what the Board would do, is of an estimated quarter of a million pages.  There are few people who can take the time and bear the expense of living in the Washington area for the many, many years required to examine that many pages – and they are far from all the CIA alone disclosed.  With not a record of any real assassination significance reported to have been in them.  John Newman wrote a book he titled Oswald and the CIA after his examination of what was disclosed and fat as his book is, he could not connect Oswald with the CIA in any way.  But suggesting that he did would sell books.

(What the cunning CIA, to which too often the American people are its enemy, did was to process those record's under its historical-records program.  What it could withhold under that program it could not properly withhold under the Act that created the Board.  However, with that quarter of a million pages already processed, the board did not create any problems like requiring that those records be reprocessed in accordance with the 1992 Act.  So, as usual, these dirty-work specialists in the CIA got away with their dirty works the target of which was the American people.)

All the publicity the Board got for the trash and trivia it disclosed led the media to believe it was doing what it was mandated to do, make assassination information available.

But if the board had wanted to, as it did not, it could not do the impossible, and with nor real investigation to begin with there were few real records of the assassination itself to disclose.  This is the fact.  But the Board had more than four million pages disclosed.  Most by far were not real assassination record but the  media treated them all as though they were.

The relatively few records that disclosed and related to the investigation of the assassination, that held useful information were lost in the mass.  Those disclosures related to the official investigations, not to new records relating to the crime itself.  We come to a few and I have used some in earlier writings.  While there is no predicting how the major media would have reacted, if it reacted at all to disclosed official improprieties, to Washington's interferences in matters that related to state crimes, the sheer volume of the pages in which a couple of these were disclosed make access to them a practical impossibility.

An example of this is what came out in the deposition of one of the Navy autopsy prosectors, Dr. J. Thornton Boswell.  He testified that the Department of Justice honcho on keeping control of what admitted in re-investigations, Carl Eardley, of the Department's Civil Division, which is not stated in what was disclosed, actually arranged for JFK autopsy prosectors to help the defense in the Clay Shaw case, the Garrison prosecution in New Orleans, and, as soon as there was word that Martin Luther King, Jr., was shot, Eardley tried to shoehorn Boswell into that autopsy.  This came forward toward the end of his deposition of more than two hundred and twenty three pages.  It does not relate to any effort by the Board to obtain withheld assassination records as we see in the seven deposition pages (pages 208-214) that followed.

And, of course, there was no howl of indignation over interferences with the rights of the states by the media or by the political figures who claim interest in and in protecting, the rights of the states.  Not one was quoted with the outrage they usually profess over alleged violation of the rights of the states.

All that is quoted below is from the Boswell deposition.  Gunn asked Boswell not to mention a word about what he was asked and responded to or to say anything at all about this deposition, as was Humes.  But bearing on the Board's intent, to suppress until it could suppress no more, Humes' deposition of two hundred and forty-two pages was also classified.  That is to say, it was required to be kept secret in the interest of national "security."  Under this spurious claim it was withheld from the people in whose supposed interest all of this farce of an inquiry was staged.

Not a word – not a single word – in either deposition qualified for any level of "national security" withholding but these transcripts were denied me for two and a half years when I requested them under FOIA, through the deliberately dishonesty invocation of another of the law's irrelevant exemptions, as cited earlier, not as "classified" for "national security."

And for all that time the mouths of these two assassination prosectors prosectors were closed by the board, in blatant, deliberate, violation of the law and with the obvious purpose of plain suppression.

This excerpt was toward the end of the Boswell deposition:

Q
Were you aware of any other person making a contact with you in relationship to the Warren Commission who suggested that you change your testimony in any way to correspond with any other ideas they might have?

A
No.

Q
Very early on in your deposition today, you made reference to Mr. Eardley from the Justice Department asking you to go to New Orleans; is that correct?

A 
Mm‑hmm.

Q
What did he say to you about the reason he wanted you to go to New Orleans?

A
He was really upset.  He says, "J, we got to get somebody in New Orleans quick.  Pierre is testifying, and he's really lousing everything up."  And I called Jim to see if he didn't want to go, and he was having ‑‑ his mother‑in‑law was ill, and he couldn't go.  So they put me on a plane that day and took me to New Orleans, and that was one of the most interesting adventures of my life.  I met – do you want to hear all of this?

Q
Yes, please.

A
Carl Eardley sent me to a hotel, and I went into the hotel and registered. I was already registered.  I got up to my room, and there was a note on my bedside table telling me to meet somebody at a certain place at a certain time.  And this was a scary place.  This was down around the wharfs, and the federal attorney's office was in a big warehouse down there.  And that's ‑‑ I met somebody on the street.  He took me in there, and then they told me what was going on.  They showed me the transcript of Pierre's testimony for the past couple of days, and I spent all night reviewing that testimony.  And it was this bit about the general.  Jim said, "Who's in charge here?"  And when they asked Pierre in court who supervised and ran the autopsy, he says, "Some Army general."  And so that is why ‑‑ and I never appeared.  I spent two days down there and then came home, never appeared in court.  And the government won their case.

Q
Actually, the government was the district‑attorney.  So my next question for you actually was:  What was the United States Department of Justice doing in relationship to a case between the district attorney of New Orleans and a resident of New Orleans?

A
Well, they ‑ I went over and met somebody, some lawyer in another firm that night, and I don't know who he was representing.  But, obviously, the federal attorney was on the side of Clay Shaw against the district attorney.

Q
Do you remember the name of that federal attorney?

A
No. I have no idea.

Q
Was it Harry Connick?

A
It could very well have been.  That name sounds ‑ of course, Connick is not an uncommon name.  It could have been.

Q
Do you recall meeting with an attorney named Wegman?

A
No.

Q
Or Dymond?

A
Thirty years ago, no, I can't remember that.

Q
What did the government attorney say to you?  Did he help prepare potential testimony for you?

A
They were getting ready to.  I guess it all depended on what Pierre did that next day or something.  I don't know.  All I know is that they -- he was answering in very strange ways their questions, and, yes, they sent me down and talked to me and tried to get me to agree that he was very strange and that I could do a better job or something.

Q
Did you ever talk to Dr. Finck about his testimony?

A 
No.

Q
Did you ever talk to him at all after that point?

A
Oh, yes, many times.  Pierre's wife was there with him, and he was staying in the same hotel I was.  And so we met just by chance at breakfast the day after I arrived.  And we didn't discuss why I was there.  I'm sure he asked me, and I don't know what I told him.  But,  anyway, we have met on a number of occasions since then.  His daughter is in this country, and she was going to school in Missouri for several years.  And I used to ‑‑ they'd stop by here and visit with us as they were on their way.  We were very good friends.

Q
Do you have any idea why he was answering the questions the way he was in the Clay Shaw trial?

A
Well, you'll know when you meet him, if and when you meet him.  He is a very strange ‑‑ but a sharp guy.  He was a good pathologist,  a hard worker.  He was devoted to the United States and to the Army despite the fact that he was going back home.  But he's a strange guy.  I knew that long before we invited him over to help us on this autopsy.  He's just a strange fellow.

Q
Do you recall who paid for your trip to go to New Orleans?

A
I would assume that the Justice Department provided my plane tickets and my hotel bill.

Q
Other than for this experience in New Orleans, were you contacted at any other point by any representative of the U.S. Government to provide assistance for the government in regard to the Kennedy autopsy?

A
No. But aside from that, Carl Eardley called me when King was assassinated and said, "J, we got a problem down in Memphis.  They're alleging that we're letting the Reverend die."  And then he called me back and said, "He died.  Would you go down there and supervise the autopsy?"  And I said I'm the last ‑ by this time, it had been several years, and we'd had an awful lot of stuff about the autopsy.  And so I said, "I'm the last one you want to go down."  And I gave him the name of the guy who was at that time the neuropathologist ‑ I knew what they were going to find because he had been shot in the neck and the spinal cord was severed.  And I gave him the name of the neuropathologist at the AFIP, and he called him and got him to go.

That's the only other incident relative to that.

Q
Earlier in the deposition, you made reference to a letter that you sent, I believe to Mr. Eardley, suggesting that a panel be created to review some of the autopsy material.  Could you describe for me what circumstances led to your writing that letter?

A
This was ‑ had to be '68, maybe.  I'm not sure when it was.  And he just called me out of the blue and said he thought it was a good idea – said they thought it was a good idea to have an independent panel.  I believe that's what it was.

Now, I had been talking about this with perhaps him and other people, Jim particularly, that now that all the material was back, that it should be reviewed, if they're not going to.  And whether Carl suggested it or whether I convinced him, I'm not sure.  But, anyway, he was willing to accept the letter, which he essentially described to me what they wanted, and I wrote it.

You‑have a copy of that, do you not?

Q
Not your letter to him.  We have the report from the Clark Panel, but I haven't seen your letter to Mr. Eardley.

This phonied-up excuse for creating the Department of Justice panel of experts to examine the autopsy film was to cover up the Department's political objective in that review.  In a sense, this board was a continuation of that endless official effort to make the untenable Warren Report appear to be truthful and honest when it is neither.  We have more on this Department of Justice panel and on Eardley as the secret but official fixer of what could not be fixed with honesty.

Gunn tried to make himself look better than still another fixer of what cannot be fixed when he asked Boswell what business if was of the United States government to interfere in a local prosecution.  What Boswell said in what is not any answer to that proper question Gunn accepted as though Boswell had responded, as he did not.  But Gunn had his question in the transcript in a phony pretense of trying to learn why the federal government was doing all this, interfering in a local prosecution and doing that with the improper expenditure of taxpayer money which Gunn does not mention.  And, if any need later arose, Gunn or someone else on behalf of the Board, the life of which had ended, could cite the question as though it got a response to make Gunn and the Board look better.

Gunn knew the actualities of the Finck New Orleans testimony.  The federal government provided him as a defense expert witness in still another interference in what was none of the federal government's business.  The Boswell testimony on that which Gunn here accepts was, to his knowledge not the real story.  Gunn had the real story because I published it, with lengthy excerpts of that case transcript, in Post Mortem and in NEVER AGAIN!, which Gunn did have – and used.

The first day of Finck's testimony he did say that an Army general did control what the prosectors could and could not do during the autopsy but on the second day Finck told the truth, that it was a Navy admiral, and the thrust of his corrected testimony is that it was Admiral C. B. Galloway, commander of that entire Navy medical operation at Bethesda.

Although this was almost entirely unknown, all that we knew in it is that Eardley was the Department's honcho on the deal.  All the rest I had published in the two books cited, above.  But if any element of the media picked it up from them I did  not hear about it or read about it.

As we see -‑ and again this was published more than two decades earlier in Post Mortem – that Department of Justice panel "concluded" that from its examination of the autopsy X-rays and photographs the Warren Commission was correct.  In fact on at least two of the more significant panel statements of what it saw in these X-rays, the Warren Commission, was very wrong.  Very wrong at least twice, once in each of two different X-rays of the President, the real meaning of what the panel said.

As the Board sought to make it appear that the Warren Commission was correct in its impossible conclusion, so also had that been the clear purpose of the earlier Justice panel.  As in between the two that had been the purpose of the Rockefeller Commission of the Ford administration.

This has been the purpose and the "conclusion" of every official; "reexamination" of the assassination.

There is an unconfirmed sidelight to the problems the Justice panel had in doing what was asked of it.  All of the panel were among the most prominent in their fields of medicine.  So, they were unwilling to put their names to a fraudulent "report."  That they stated that the Commission was correct while very obviously proving that it was wrong confirms this and tends to confirm the unconfirmed story that follows.  It is third‑hand to me, but with the proof of the pie in the eating, it is, essentially, a correct account of the crisis that Eardley overcame.

In the Civil Division's offices, the reception room was in the middle, at the entrance.  On the west side of the reception room was the office of the division's chief.  On the the eastern side of that large reception room and on the outside wallof the building was Eardley's office.  He shared it with a man named Jaffe.  I do not, after more than thirty years, remember the rest of Jaffe's name.

In those days my friends in the Montgomery County, Maryland police department, then the wealthiest of the counties in Maryland and Virginia around Washington, told me repeatedly of the young sons of successful professional men getting turned off by what their fathers did because it was required of them or was the requirement of success in what they were doing.  In those days many, of the disenchanted youngsters who turned to dope or to alcohol in the excess were the sons of these successful fathers when, as so many of those sons confessed to the police, they could not abide what their fathers were doing to hold their jobs or to be successful.

The son of Eardley's office mate was turned off by what he heard at home of what Eardley was doing.

What dismayed him is what he said Eardley did when that panel was going to conclude truthfully with what the evidence proved.  In this young man's account Eardley rushed up to the Baltimore office of Dr. Russell Fisher, the Maryland chief medical examiner, one of the members of that panel.  He leaned on Fisher to whip the rest of the board into line and to conclude as was expected of them, saying they confirmed the Warren Report.

Fisher did keep the panel from concluding otherwise in its stated conclusions.  But he could not keep them from including the proof that without any question at all, the Warren Report was not correct.

I brought that panel report to light by printing it in facsimile in 1975, in Post Mortem (pages 561‑595).

Essential to the Warren Report's "conclusions" is it that the fatal shot the President received entered his head at the level of the bottom of the occiput and that the non‑fatal shot which came to be known as "the magic bullet," shed no fragments at all in the President's body.  But the fact is, and the Justice panel members actually state these two disproofs of the Warren Report while saying that the Report was correct!

Instead of stating that the X-rays proved the fatal shot entered low on the back of the head the panel stated the X-rays prove that "it can be seen in profile approximately 100 mm. above the external occipital protuberance" (Post Mortem, page 590, panel text, page 11)

If Oswald fired the fatal shot that impacted at the bottom of the occiput, with the subsequent history of that alleged shot, he could not have fired the bullet that hit the President four inches higher, at the top of his head.

So, the Warren Commission was wrong on this essential evidence.

In the last two chapters of the very first book on the Warren Commission and the assassination, my 1965 Whitewash, that early is included the official evidence and the and the official testimony that the "magic bullet" is an impossible invention.  On that all the doctors questioned about it, including all the autopsy doctors, agreed.  But nonetheless, be​cause it was essential to the official preconception, that Oswald was the lone assassin, it became the official conclusion.

All the doctors asked to testify to what they saw on their examination of the alleged magic bullet stated that more metal was removed from the body of Texas Governor John B. Connally than is missing from the bullet.  (They were not asked to go into the additional metal remaining in Connally's body, two relatively large fragments -‑ one in his chest, one in his thigh, and both visible in the X-rays, -- which were disclosed.)  That metal which can be measured and its weight approximated (as I did in Post Mortem) is enough to disprove the Report, too.  So, if there was any metal in the President's body, any at all, no matter how small, from that shot, the presence  of that metal alone in the body disproves the Report.

This panel, under extreme pressure "concluded" that the Report was correct when it knew it was not correct.  The panel stated that under the heading "The Neck Region" that several small metal fragments are visible in this region! (Post Mortem, page 592, panel report page 12)!

Even Humes, Boswell and Finck said that but not when they looked at those X-rays during their autopsy on which the official account of the assassination is based.

As part of the medical and legal hocus-pocus to which, on deposition Boswell testified, he acknowledged that those prosectors had also examined those X-rays in reaction to the pressure the government was feeling from public criticisms.  We saw that Gunn said they had no copy of the letter that Boswell had been asked to write, but he did.  Boswell's January 26, 1968 letter was, as is customary, not to Eardley but was referred to him.  Boswell's letter was to the attorney general.  Gunn had it because I printed it in facsimile in Post Mortem, on page 574.  The text of the report of those three prosectors, also in facsimile, beings on the next page.  It is a brief report, only four pages long.  But it resorts to the trickiest language, the last sentence in particular.

The brief concluding paragraph is of but six lines:

NO OTHER WOUNDS
The x‑ray films established that there small metallic fragments in the head.  However, careful examination at the autopsy, and the photographs and x‑rays taken during the autopsy, revealed no evidence of a bullet or of a major portion of a bullet in the body of the President and revealed no evidence of any missile wounds other than those described above.

The footnote I added to the bottom of that page, 478, points out that this was tricky language to which those tricky pathologists resorted to perpetuate their earlier lies that were lied to make the report seem to be possible:

Note the careful game with words under "NO OTHER WOUNDS."  Dr. Humes' sworn testimony in that the x‑rays revealed no evidence or bullet fragments at any point in the President's body except the head.  The official solution of the crime cannot stand unless that testimony is true, for the bullet officially alleged to have wounded the neck, 399, is already impossibly burdened by the requirement that it have produced all of Connally's wounds as well.  Here the doctors say only that the x‑rays reveal "no evi​dence of a bullet or of a major portion of a bullet in the body of the President" (as distinguished from the head).  What this peculiar language must mean, and as the second panel later confirmed, is that there are indeed "minor portions of a bullet" in the President's body, a negation of the official solution.

Is it not to wonder how those college history professors on the Board would react if some wise‑guy student handed in this kind of paper?  Or how the other member, a judge, would react if some smart‑aleck lawyer pulled such a trick on him?

It is not to wonder whether Gunn knew about it.  Not only did he have and did we discuss Post Mortem, but as my friend, Dr. Gerald McKnight, head of the Hood College history department, told me before I could read the Humes deposition, Gunn drew heavily on and at some length from Post Mortem.  We come to some of that next.

But as Gunn asked Bronson nothing at all about that language in that report or about any of the fragments mentioned in the report, there also is no known record of his asking the Department of Justice for the records of its whitewasher, its official coverer‑up, for a single page of the records Eardley had to have to perform in that role.

Which includes guiding those in his division who defended FOIA lawsuits and succeeded in withholding much relevant information.

Pertinent information the Board did not boast of making public.

As it did with the obviously fraudulent Hosty "notes" that Hosty had already published in facsimile and so much like that.

As we see, all of this that Gunn went into had nothing at all to do with any alleged effort to disclose so little as a single sheet of withheld assassination information.  Not a word about the Eardley secret operations, which relates very much to the government's behavior and acts when faced with criticism of what the government had done and had not done in the assassination investigation.

This is not a bit abnormal in these depositions, as we see.  There is no effort reflected of any effort to obtain and disclose the few actual assassination records Gunn and others knew existed because the proof, to which we do come, was published more than two decades earlier in Post Mortem.

As we see, when Gunn blundered into the existence of those particular actual assassination records that had been suppressed, he did not blunder into a request for them to be delivered to the Board so it could make them public.

Making them public could destroy any remaining basis for crediting any part of the official explanation of the assassination.

This is but one example of the determination of the board not to make any real effort to make public any real records about the assassination and of its determination to whitewash once again after more than three decades.

62
59

