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Whitewash VI: ARRB Whitewash

Chapter 7

Board Ignored Reasons To Suspect a Military Conspiracy
The Board knew from the first that the autopsy notes were missing and from its record it decided right off to do nothing about that but make the pre​tense of searching for and reporting fully on them.  It did neither.

Gunn, the Board's questioner knew this in detail from Post Mortem.  He asked me nothing about them, much as I reported of them, a bit more of which follows.  He did ask for a copy of the study Howard Roffman made for me of the sources in the available information of what is stated in the autopsy protocol.  Then, when invited up to retrieve them from the files in our basement to which I no longer have safe access, or to send someone to retrieve them for him, or to ask Roffman for his copy, for which I gave him Roffman's address and phone numbers, Gunn made none of these simple efforts to retrieve the details of Roffman's study.  He had the summary in Post Mortem: almost three‑quarters of the factual statements in the protocol have no source in any of the 
disclosed files of the Warren Commission.

What I recall of what I had written of the notes, far from complete after more than two decades, begins in the following with what Finck testified when he was a defense or an anti‑Garrison witness in the Clay Shaw trial.  Finck, under the vigorous cross‑examination of assistant district attorney Al Oser (son of a judge and later a judge himself), testified at first that what they were not permitted to do was dictated by an Army general.  Finck then changed that to an admiral.  What follows is part of a line at the bottom of page 236 and all of page 237 and the first line at the top of 238:

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 who devised the meaningless means of measuring, flexible measure​ment, 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 of the transcript of his New Orleans testimony].

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 be​yond 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 re​taliation if they opened their mouths.

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 re​ceived the same threat, in writing.

Aside from the grossest improprieties in taking over a medico​legal function required to be completely independent, especially when that 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, want to interfere in any way with what the autopsy report would say about how the President was killed?  Why should anybody order that re​quired 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?

From this alone Gunn and the Board knew that the notes by Boswell and Finck both made and gave to Humes do not exist.  Gunn knew, if only from an official publication to which he made reference in the depositions, that this is, at the very least, highly improper if not illegal.  But those depositions reveal no Gunn effort to locate them or any records relating to them.  Or to learn if the prosectors claimed they had the legal authority to destroy them, any of them and if so, get and disclose that claimed authority.

When, as we soon do, we get to those depositions, it should be remembered that it was not Humes alone that made autopsy notes.  Boswell and Finck also did.

When I studied the Finck New Orleans testimony the transcripts of which I then had and still have, while my notations of them may not have been complete, I did note that Finck testified to the making one kind of autopsy notes on twenty​-two different pages.

It is also significant that in New Orleans Finck testified that all three of the prosectors knew they were required to trace the track of what got to be known as "the magic bullet," they made no such effort.  Not really.  That they could not pass, first a finger, which is technically improper, and then a probe, past the shoulder blade on the back, they all knew, as did Gunn, from Post Mortem, that it is, to quote the authority I quoted, "the floatingist bone in the body."  It can move as much upward or down‑ward as two inches.  The President was shot when his arm was not raised,  The futile, in​competent and inadequate alleged effort to prove that wound was made with the President's body prone, not sitting, and with his arms extended straight above his head.  The position in which the prosectors placed the President's arms, as they should have known, was enough to block the probe.

I have a photographic print of a leaked copy of an official autopsy picture in which this is clear.  It is also clear in the medical artist's rendition of this picture published by the House assassins committee.

It is not easy to believe that any doctor of any discipline does not know how much the shoulder blade can and does move yet those pathologists at the Bethesda Navy hospital took their picture and tried to probe the wound when they first placed the President's arms above his head and closed off the track of that bullet.

As Gunn knew, if not from any other source, from Post Mortem.

If any effort was made to determine whether there were any records made of this or if any outside authority was consulted, it is not reflected in the depositions.

It is not easy to avoid the wonder, based on the fact that the top brass did control the autopsy, as Finck swore to, if they had anything to do with the inadequate, incomplete, and unprofessional pretense of a probe of the path of that allegedly magic bullet.  That was essential to the official preconception that Oswald was the lone assassin because it was essential to the pretense that only three shots were fired.  It also precluded any evidence from inside the body on the direction in which that bullet allegedly went.

With the essentiality of the official account of that bullet to the official account of that assassination, did not the Board have the responsibility of locating and making public all records relating to the propriety or the impropriety of the failure to track the path of that bullet, to let the people know, in meeting its obligation to force the disclosure of all assassination records, whether or not this was wrongful, even illegal, by means of disclosure of those records, which do exist and some were referred to in Gunn's deposition questioning?
Ten pages later I returned to my determined and long‑lasting search for these and related records.  I referred to my

. . . systematic written effort to gain access to all the "autopsy or medical papers of any kind or descrip​tion."  The file of subsequent correspondence is thicker by far than the manuscript of a large book.

And this is exclusive of court papers.  In one suit, Civil Action No. 2569‑70, the lower‑court papers alone also are much longer then a long book..

Even letters do make a kind of record for history, as some of​ficials came to realize.  Court records can and do document, and in this case it is of government falsification of the most incredible kind.

At first I believed the policy of the National Archives was to be helpful, genuinely helpful, and that what its staff could not pro​vide just did not exist.  It was a short honeymoon.

There is no longer room for doubt about the intended dishonesty of the Commission's Report as well as of its record.  The Report is internally inconsistent.  It is in violent disagreement with the testi​mony upon which It is based.  That testimony also contradicts itself, as it does its alleged documentary substantiation.  And the most vital documentation, as I soon learned, was missing.

This may seem strong talk to the reader, even at this point, so I refresh his mind on the glaring and irreconcilable conflicts that hit me immediately, as set forth in considerable detail in "The Doctors and The Autopsy", the last chapter of Whitewash:

The Report promises to pinpoint and describe the fatal head wound at various places but at no point does.

The Report says that all the doctors swore that its alleged single‑bullet basis is possible, but in fact, all swore it was impossible – every single doctor questioned did.  Caged, ambitious Arlen Specter, about to make a new career for himself by abandoning Americans for Democratic Action and the Democrats to run (successfully) for Phila​delphia District Attorney as a Republican, after adducing this mono​lithic refutation of his contrived "solution", pulled a pair of quick switches;

a)
he asked each doctor to ignore the reality -‑ "not this bullet, any bullet" ‑- and then asked no more than could one bullet wound two men;

b)
he substituted this hypothesis and the meaningless testimony about it for the reality and then had the Report quote all the doctors as agreeing to his theory which all denied end refuted.

The chief prosector, Doctor Humes, swore in identifying the papers constituting Exhibit 397 that it included two pages of his own notes, some made during the examination of the President's body in the autopsy room itself, and they are not in that exhibit, in its printed version or any of the numerous others, each, later, with some care and effort, recaptured from the official oblivion so Orwellian in character.  Here (2H272‑3) are the exact words:

Mr. Specter.  Now, Doctor Humes, I hand you a group of documents which have been marked as Commission Exhibit No. 397 and ask you if you can identify what they are?

Commander Humes.  Yes, sir; 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 typewritten report made.

*     *     *     *     *

Mr. Specter.  May the record show that the Exhibit No. 397 is the identical document which has been previously identified as Commission No. 371 for our internal purposes (page 247).

The thickness of the files referred to reflect the extent of the effort to make public, as this Board was to have made it public, the assassination information relating to the autopsy and the medical evidence that yielded little but did establish the untruthfulness of what was said officially about what was known to have existed and was not produced, when the law required production of it.

Gunn know about these records and these efforts, as the Board did if it did its most basic homework and certainly at least some of the staff did.  These records are in separate files and I told Gunn and his assistant, Samoluk, what those records were and where they were filed.  What is not mentioned here and is further documented in my administrative appeals.  I directed them to both sets of separate file cabinets when they were here.  They copied nothing and they sent no assistant to copy any of it.

The Humes and Boswell depositions reflect no effort to obtain and then make public any assassination records but they reflect extensive questioning that is mostly on medical matters and the shooting, especially about the impos​sible "magic" bullet.  However, when at the least Gunn knew from what is quoted about above and from other of my work that he had that all the questioned doctors testified to the Commission that this invention was impossible, there was no questioning of them on this or to learn if they made any separate records after they testified.

All three prosectors testified to the Commission that they believed this made‑up shot was impossible.  All three testifies were deposed by the Board and by Gunn, and not one was questioned about their testimony to this impossibility that, as an impossibility, utterly destroys the official "solution" to the assassination.

This omission alone is enough to justify the belief that the Board intended from the first to wind up with the whitewash it applied so diligently.

After noting that Robert Kennedy, who signed the autopsy authorization, was the next of kin, as the form required; and that the Archives insisted that it did not have the official certificate of death, which I later found hidden in the Archives were nobody would look for it; after comment on all that should have existed and did not, not according to the appropriate officials, and; in general, on how poor the autopsy performed on the President was.

Or, as I was soon to write in Whitewash II, the accused assassin got an autopsy worthy of a President of the United States, while the President got an autopsy unworthy of a Bowery bum.

Any one of these deficiencies in the evidence was more than enough to set any legal or criminal investigator off on an evidentiary search.  There were these and many more, so in the spring of 1966 I started.

This brief recapitulation is intended to show the reader that before any book on the Warren Commission was published ‑- including my first, which was the first -‑ I knew the most important evidence, by any standard, from legal to literary, was suppressed and that, as soon as the material in the Archives was accessible, I had superabundant con​firmation.

Or, I knew from the first this was not a wild‑goose chase.  The only questions were, had it all been destroyed and could I get any or all of it?

There were many conferences, including with the Archivists and their top assistants, as well as Marion Johnson, the man in immediate charge of this archive.  They produced what can be expected from such conferences when suppression in the official policy, nothing but polite stalling and outright lies.  Before long it was taking months to get answers to simple requests.  Today some remain unanswered after more than four years.

Then, as I began to ferret through the unpublished files, inter​esting, important unpublished evidence came to light.  Initially, it had been expected that none of the Commission's files would be public.  The political intolerability of this decision was apparent to the pros where it was not to the eminences, and the pros saw to it that under careful control some of the files would be available.  This was not the most publicized fact in government.  It was, in fact, little known.

Two of the first discoveries were among the most exciting.  One is the Sibert‑O'Neill report analyzed earlier.  By accident, it reached another writer, Edward Epstein, who, not understanding it and not real​izing it refuted the basic tenets of his over‑advertised Inquest, added it, out of context. to the paperback reprint.  The other is the receipt in CD 371 (page 248).

The "accident" referred to is clear in my mind,  The first of the month at the end of which Inquest was published, before I read and understood what Epstein had written, the Viking public relations man, Tom Gervasi, asked my help in drawing attention to the book.  I told him about these and other records and how to get them and that, not through Epstein's presumed scholarship, is how those records were available for the Inquest reprint.

Before resuming quotation, with nothing omitted, I note that I also 
have and have read the Board's

depositions of Sibert and O'Neill and they were not questioned about this and much that relates to it that the Board had.  Instead, there was a volume of blabbing.  Sometimes the questioning got close to what should have been asked but it never got to the nitty-gritty:

If what Sibert and O'Neill reported of the medical evidence is true, the Report had to be a fake.  And, the main FBI summary report, CD 1, medically based on Sibert and O'Neill, failed to account for all the shooting or all the wounds.  Hoover at his legal, scientific. in​vestigative best.

The receipt accounts for the existence of some of this missing medical evidence as of the time it reached the White House.  Added to the sworn attestation to its subsequent existence as of the time of the Commission's hearings, it had to be obvious that evidence was sup​pressed, destroyed or both.

To this day, the existence of these autopsy notes is denied, al​though every source stipulates their existence, from Doctor Humes' Com​mission testimony to that of Doctor Finck in Now Orleans ‑- he expanded knowledge in admitting that all the autopsy doctors had made notes and he had turned his in before leaving -‑ to Admiral Galloway's covering letter with which he sent them to the White House and Doctor Burkley's receipt for them to the Secret Service.

But after years of trying, and I mean "years" literally, I have finally obtained some of this missing evidence.  After July 6, 1966, certification by the Archivist. then Dr. Robert H. Bahmer, that it was not in the Commission's files -‑ not one item of it.

Some of what follows may seem to not to be relevant to the Board's mandate but if these depositions are, then almost anything is.  It does reflect government policy of that time and what was done to withhold what ought not have been withheld and, under the law, could not be withheld.  Also, what was leads to assassination information to me was leads for the Board:

My first direct effort with the [Secret Service] also was on May 23, 1966.  It drew no response from Director James J. Rowley.  After a little more then a year, I renewed the correspondence, this time in​voking the Attorney General's executive order.  Rowley insisted that "the Secret Service never did withhold any evidence" from the Commission, subsequently amplified in a manner that can explain the absence from the Commission's files of what the Secret Service did have and the Commission should have  ". . . the information available to the Secret Service relating to the assassination of President Kennedy was made available to the Warren Commission and its staff."  Based on those items of suppressed evidence where I can make an evaluation, I am prepared to believe that the Commission, or, more likely, some of the staff, declined to have what it did not use and was not in its files, not that Rowley hid it from them.

It was at this point that Thomas J. Kelley, by then promoted to Assistant Director in Charge of Protective Service, took over the cor​respondence that grew to an extensive file.

Inherently, writers make judgments, whether or not so realizing or intending.  I prefer to make mine explicit.  The Secret Service was part of a cover‑up, the specific charge of my second book.  It was si​lent when it should not have been, and it remains silent when the course of honor and really dedicated public service requires that it and its personnel speak out.  However, when the pressures of the unprec​edented situation, which would have required that a relatively minor agency set itself publicly against a clear federal policy determination as a substitute for fact end truth, and the adverse effects on employ​ment and careers that would have been inevitable are considered, the silences can be understood, whether or not one agrees with the fact or the motivation.  In various ways I did receive expressions of the deep​est misgivings held by some of the agents through their relatives and friends.

The first thing I went after really made no great difference, but it had the advantage of letting the Secret Service know the act of coughing up need not be painful.  A missing one of the original copies of the autopsy protocol thus was added to those estimated 300 cubic feet.  It was a redundancy, but it was also a precedent.

The first thing of real substance I was able to get, that which I first added to Part I and then removed for further investigation, is Admiral Burkley's copies of the still‑existing autopsy papers.  These are the originals.  The terrible blots on them include the President's body fluids.  They are here reproduced from Xeroxes, not the color pho​tographs I have.  That the President bled once is too much.  It is not necessary to show his blood.  (See pp. 509ff).

However, when, finally, the Secret Service produced these papers, it did not come up with all of them.  It, the Commission and Specter all managed the same omission, the first two pages of the file, CD 371.  One is the November 26, 1963, receipt the Secret Service gave Admiral Burkley for 11 itemized pieces of evidence.  The second is a November 25 letter from Admiral Galloway to Admiral Burkley.  Reason for the remarkable con​sistency in what is missing is not hard to find: Almost without exception, the items covered had disappeared, were not in the Commission's files, in some cases are still missing, and all raised substantial doubts about both the autopsy and the integrity with which it was performed and reported (p. 249).

If as I did, get these original records from the Secret Service, which told me the Commission and its Staff did not want them, it is obvious that the Commission could and should have wanted them -‑ if they intended a real investigation.  If the Board went into this or looked for relevant records, I have no knowledge of it.  Again, if the Board did its homework, it knew and again from Post Mortem, if from no other source.  The Board's grand inquisitor, Gunn, knew.

Continuing with this partial recovery from the memory hole as reported in Post Mortem, with the account of what the Commission could have had and did not want and about which, if the Board obtained more or any relevant records it has not disclosed that in its innumerable press releases, mostly about trivia:

Of all these things, despite his contrary assurance that Exhibit 397 "is the identical document which has been previously identified as Commission No. 371", in the evidence Specter included only a copy of the holograph of the autopsy, one of the typed copies of it, the two Novem​ber 24 certifications by Doctor Humes, the body chart, and what with typical vagueness is made to appear as something separate, the head sketch previously referred to.  This is all, as Volume 17 shows.

The rest, memory‑holed.

I can now clear up a perhaps minor mystery.  Regardless of when he did it, and I emphasize that this is one of the many points at which one must question Finck's evasiveness, that head sketch is on the re​verse side of the original of the body chart.  These forms are one long sheet of paper.  It would thus seem to be a sketch he made at the autopsy bench.  And bearing on the number of sheets of notes, this is but a single sheet.  The only one ever produced (pages 248-9).

Gunn, Humes and Boswell refer to this required Navy form of the body chart as of two pages.  Humes and Boswell, having used hundreds of them, knew it was a single long sheet of paper and Gunn should have known, if only from Post Mortem.

What follows in Post Mortem has since assumed an importance it did not have when I published this in 1975.  Before this was published Humes had not come up with his absolutely false explanation for his autopsy incineration ceremony, his cock‑and‑bull story to explain his doing what he knew very well he should not do.  His explanation is that he did not want any undignified or improper use of the President's blood for commercial purposes.  He was supported in this falsity by Boswell in his deposition.  The deposition testimony also is that in pursuance of Humes' determination that the blood of the dead President not be misused, the testimony is that the bloody sheets in which the body had been wrapped in Dallas were washed.  Gunn, if he had wanted to know, knew from what follows, nothing omitted in quotation, that the story is a lie:

Two of the articles still missing need not greatly concern those whose interest is establishing the truth about what happened and explor​ing the nature of the investigation in its various forms.  They do, how​ever, limn the thoughtful care with which everything was preserved for investigation, for posterity.  I have verbal and written assurances that they have disappeared.  They are the first items, "One piece of bronze colored material inadvertently broken in transit from casket in which body was brought from Dallas," and the fourth, "One receipt dated Nov. 22, for bed sheet, surgical drapes, and shroud used to cover body in transit."

Why these things were permitted to disappear, why the name of the maker of this November 22 receipt was avoided by Robert Inman Bouck in preparing the receipt he gave Burkley, may remain among the minor continuing mysteries,. none of which, I hope all can agree, can be re​garded as acceptable when the assassination of a President is "investigated" (page 250).

It is clear, without any question at all, that Humes could not withhold the casket, the bloody materials lining it or the piece broken off from it.  And those above Humes had no compunctions against that metal piece of the casket that had broken off.  There is no testimony that Humes washed the "surgical drapes" and the "shroud" and they, too, held the President's blood.

In all the many years since Humes made this story up to hide his, real reason for burning the autopsy materials he burned, there has not been any misuse of what he did not throw in his washing machine or what he could not have, that casket and its attached bloody lining.

But hiding and misrepresenting were not limited to Humes et al.  There was much more that this Board should have brought to light along with all relevant records if any had been slithered into the files at the Archives:

At that time in 1967, other of the receipted evidence also was missing, I was likewise assured.  In time, I have been able to inspire sufficient official diligence to retrieve them from the memory‑hole file that in this case did not bottom in an incinerator.  We shall ad​dress them after considering this first resurrection.

It is the official White House copy of what the Commission designated as its File 371.  The first thing in it, this Burkley receipt to Bouck, was omitted -‑ meaning suppressed.  Regardless of who did it, and that we have no way of knowing, the responsibility is Specter's.  If, as is customary in such cases, the file the members were given is iden​tical with what was published in the hearings, then the members did not know of this itemization of evidence in the Burkley receipt, although a copy was in the Commission's files, where I found it in early 1966.  It is not in Exhibit 397, was not published by the Commission.

Examination of the listing provides immediate and obvious expla​nation for this omission, which must be regarded as not accidental but deliberate.  The first seven items were not in the Commission's files.  Of the others, parts of three only are and the fourth was hidden.

Item 2 is described as "One letter -‑ Certificate of Death of John F. Kennedy ‑- State of Texas -‑ dated Nov. 22, 1963."  We have already examined a Texas certificate of death, part of an "inquest" dated ten days before the assassination.  But there is no such letter.  And, should it not be asked, how can an official inquiry into the death have published that verbal monstrosity of all those volumes without in​cluding any certificate of death?

There were at least two. The other, also missing, is the sixth item, "An original six pink copies of Certificate of Death (Nav. Med.N)" (Sic).

In each case we shall come to a good reason, if "good" is the word, for each omission (page 250).

There was so much that was missing that could have been put to the commercializing misuse Humes made up to cover his real purposes in burning the autopsy material.  What Humes made up also applied to any original record or object relating to the assassination, not only to the autopsy, and none has surfaced.  But this outrage by the chief autopsist ought not distract us from all else that was wrongfully missing and for which the Board should have searched along with for any 
relevant records.  Because Gunn made so much use of Post Mortem in his efforts to explain away so much that he did not and could not explain away and because he failed in his obligation to seek to bring to light all relevant information we are handling with these matters as they appeared in the book that gave Gunn his problems for his whitewashing:

Item 3 does not begin to describe what it covers, for in the end I also fished it out.  The description reads, "One carbon of letter dated November 26 from Commanding officer, U.S. Medical School, concerning law and regulations regarding confidential nature of the events."  Aside from the date, no part of this description is accurate, not even the name of the institution, that "U.S. Medical School".

The fifth item covers and will be part of a scandal that will not rest in perpetuity.  Phrased with inept bureaucratic evasiveness, it reads, "one receipt dated Nov. 22, 1963, regarding a carton of pho​tographic film undeveloped except for X‑rays, delivered to PRS for safekeeping."  This is the receipt Roy Kellerman gave for what was represented as but was not all the film.  Ultimately, I got this re​ceipt; too.  It is sufficient to prove that the missing X‑rays were not given to the Secret Service.  "PRS" is the "Protective Research Service" of the Secret Service, the Presidential‑protection section.

How reminiscent that "safekeeping" is of the biblical maiden's lament in the Song of Solomon: "My mother's children made me the keeper of the vineyards, but mine own vineyard have I not kept."

Seventh is, "One receipt from FBI for missle recovered during the examination of the body."  There is no evidence of or testimony about the recovery of a "missle".

The Commission did have an edited version of the eighth item, described as "One letter from University of Texas South West Medical School including report from Dr. Clark and summary of their findings of treatment and examination of the President in the Dallas County Hospital.  Said letter of transmittal states that three carbon copies have been retained in that area." (sic)

That edited version is in CD 392.  It is in the Report as the first thing in Appendix VIII, the so‑called medical appendix (pp. 516‑46).  Because it is reproduced in facsimile, it is surprising that the diligent press did not note as I immediately did (WHITEWASH 168) that the covering letter" is no such thing as published but is, rather, two paragraphs, entirely unidentified and unsigned, and without subtlety cut out of something also not identified.  Even the size of the typing is different from that of the following two pages headed "SUMMARY".

Next is "One copy of autopsy report and notes of the examining doctor which is described in letter of transmittal Nov, 25, 1963 by Dr. Galloway."

That letter by Admiral Galloway is the second page of CD 371.  It is not as described and, naturally, was also not published or in​cluded in that "identical" Exhibit 397.

For some reason, an unknown somebody marked both margins at this item on the original.  Perhaps because it includes what is missing still, "notes of the examining doctor".

"Transmittal letter and seven copies of the above item (autopsy report)", the next listing, also is missing, although at least some of the copies had to have reached somebody.

And the last is that suppressed authorization for the autopsy signed by Robert Kennedy that I had earlier obtained.  All but a single misfiled copy, the one I did find, had been destroyed or removed or suppressed from every one of the many "autopsy" files, although the initial requirement of any autopsy.

Of the many existing self‑descriptions of the official investigation as at best a fraud and at worst a conspiracy, this is one of the most damning, the first itemization of the best official evidence of the crime, most of it withheld from the Commission, which did know of its existence and made no effort to obtain and consider it, permitting it -- knowingly permitting it -‑ to be suppressed.  And what of that evidence?  Not one item in the list without taint and almost all miss​ing -‑ suppressed until after I spent years of the most disagreeable labor, persisting, arguing and, ultimately, threatening legal action, some of it was finally given to me.

Can there be a more frightening self‑description of that of which officialdom is capable?  And of all the stifled voices, muted for undis​turbed employment or, perhaps, from fear -‑ is not this silence an awful crime in itself?

With this the official record when a President is murdered, of what is officialdom not capable?  Who can expect to enjoy any rights, can consider he can live without any fear of what officials can do to him? (pages 250-1).

If these last few paragraphs, which are part of the reason for creating this Board, or if the danger to the country they represent as any real concern of the Board I have seen no reflection of it.  Only of the opposite, of perpetuat​ing the covering up with more whitewash.

It is all within the Board 's mandate.  It should have tried to learn why so much was missing when none of it should have been missing.

For one of a many examples, why all those copies of the autopsy authorization in which the family waived all right to withhold any of the autopsy evidence so mysteriously disappeared.  Could it have anything to do with the latter official explanations in which all the medical evidence that was withhold was attributed to the family -- which in advance waived all right to withhold anything?

That was not something the Board should have looked into, sought and disclosed records relating to it?

Missing, too, is some of the questioning to seek answers to the questions raised two decades before this Board was created and it gave Gunn the job of seeking answers and information, not more whitewash, in these depositions.

Obvious as it is, from what is quoted above, that the Humes explanation for his burning of autopsy information, simply was not true and could not be, Gunn asked him none of these questions.  As we see, he had a few cream‑puff questions that elicited no information, sought no information, and could be used to perpetuate the covering up.

How can mature people consider what we have just seen and not wonder if there had been a military conspiracy to get rid of the President or a multi‑faceted conspiracy that required the burning of those autopsy materials as soon as it was known that Oswald was killed and there would be no trial at which the autopsy materials would have to be produced and subjected to cross examination?

The timing of this entirely improper destruction is established.

The reason for it is an obvious lie.

Which Gunn and the Board avoided establishing.
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