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Bernabel, Haroll Welsberg, and Or. Cyrll Wecht for tnesir zenerous
asslstance in this endeavour., r. Welsberg and hr. Beraabsl .
‘sgpeclally are repponsible for much of the inapiration as well
as the information behind the projsct.. Thers is no other re-
Bearcher who has contributed wors to our undarstanding of Prog-
ldent Kennedy's autouvsy than dalabergs his and Bernabel's une
s2lfish afforts have been of inastimabls valua in 2y worke.

For the reader who is unfamiliar with assassination works,
1t 1s necessary to explain the particular systzm of documsntatisn
used in thls paper. Tha Warren Commission pudlishad 2 lengthy
report accompanied by 26 volumesz of "supporting® tagtimony and
exhiblts. Any refecencs from tha Heport i1s given as followst
"R236%, where "§" stands for ths Warren Heport waich was pub-
lished by The United 3tates Goverament Printing Office, and "236"
or any particular number denotss the page referrad to, Cltatlons
from the 26 volumes take this formj "78423%, where "7" is the
volume number contalning the referencs, "A" denotes "Hearinzs
Before the 4arrson Commission," and "4237 1z the PRAZT NUADSET .
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INTI0DUCSTION

A medico=lezal autopsy 1s lntended to determine with groat
praolsion the causes and circuustances of death of victims of
violant deaths In the case of tha assassination of a Fresident,
Wwa ghould expect accuracy far beyond that demanded by normal
legal standards-=accuracy wnlch should leave no doubt whatsoever
about the nature of the wounds Inflicted and tha direetion
from which thay wera delivered, ia addition to the type of
72@apon causing themn,

Tharsfors, 1t 1s odd that so much doubt and controversy
should surround ths wounds incurred by Prasiisant Eennedy who was
agsassinated 1n Dallas, Texas on Hovember 22y 1963, All of the
controvemgy and uncertainty over the late Przsldent's wounds can
be traced to the source which “a5 responsible for elearing up
such problems--the autopsy psrforned on the svenlng of the
a8sagsination at Bethesda Naval dedical Center in Haryland,

The purpose of this paper ls net to clarify the naturse of
President Kennady's wounds; that is a topic which will ba dealt
with later. Quite apecifically, I am now atleupting to give the
reader a backeround oa tha nafiier in which th2 wounds ware of=

fielally investigatad. This 13 sssentlsl knowledge 18 we ars
ever to know just what dasage was don= to the Presldent's body,

The paper is baslcally divided into two large aresge-tha
actual autopsy and the repert or the Clark Panel. (in 1968,
Ramsey Clark, then Attorney Genseral, apoolnted a Pansl of four
pathologists to examine the photographa and X-rays of the freg-
ldent®s body taken during the autopay. The wrikten report of their
observations is roferred to as tha Panel Report.) The reason
for thesa two main subdivisions 1is that the issuanse of ths Pansl
Report for a good part sked a n2v light on the autopsy and thus
dagerves ssparate, detalled analysis, It is also important that
the gqutonay bs exsmined for what it reveals Indapendent of othar
information.

Our study of ths autongy must #ndergo further division for
tha purpose orf clarity and bettar apprecliation of ths topic
belns considared, It 1s necessary to examine the =zpecific
qualifications of the pathologlsts who conducted thes antopsy
and the effect thess hhd on thas autopey raports Next thers is the
question of the riport liselfe=Just what was included in that
report and even mor: important what wWas laftl out, 4lso %o be
congldersd under this aspect of the autopsy report is the very
intriguing story of how tha final revport cams to bhe writtsn,

W8 will analyze tha panel deport in lizht of "ssveral Tactors,.
Briefly, thars will bhe some backaground om the report snd its
exscutoras, ora detailed, howaver, will bs our comparison of
the Pan=1 Report to the autoosy report; this, as we will sae,
makzy Tor Tastinatinge=ratiher ghoeiking, in Faglbeegbudy,
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CHAPTIA T

PHE DOCTOMN, 143 AUTURSL, TUE 442080, oie THE “Pald TARUUGH (Ha Ha0s®

Moutelda of our luarzar olties, 1t is
asuzlly Liposgibla far ths 1nvistig ting
offloar to nav: btos servicas of a Ltralnsd
madical pathologlst Lo perform autopsiss
which =may e requirad, Gensrally the come
manlty doctor i “ha an callad woon to o
thla tasik, aad, 1f 73 L3 without sosclal
tralning da the f12)d of laxnl medieiaa, the
autopsy 1w 20t $0 ue eatirsly inadequat, sl

“ha [ootors

Thz threa men who wers rigponsible for the pastenortas axamle
astlsn on the bedy of praogident Kennsdy w-ra Jomsandor Jun s Je
dumen, dsvy Jomuandar J. lhnoeaton ’asaelL. aad Lt. dol. Plarre
Pincke Themrz ig no rasson why we shoulil 1at exp3ct thess zaen to
have been of the bast ocallbar to perform th=z autousy; thers 1s
00 rassen Wy anyoag sho was leas bhan the Lact saould have basn
apuolnt«l to conduct the azasinatlion, Out of raassct for ouar
atlonnl “oanr, It was only Pisht $o assurs thabk tha aaturs of
the 2rozidiatts gounds oo RIZarbsiasd YA as cten J9€all nnt wdth
13y Aausa grecielon s posaislagy oun of ros. ant for our f=llen
.rasia:nt, it was only rizint Snat be Lo exainad of only ths -wst
Rizhly respacted oen ia the flald of Paorsagls patholoaie

It 1o trouslisny, thon, 1a ths axtraoce, “rad tho men wio
Wara chescn 2o onrform the autopsy wers wasn less thai the p=at.
The man in chars:s of thne sutopsy, Couwmmadar dues, was Aot sven
a foranziz pathologist, as waw the ga @ with wia as:lﬂtwnt,
lgmmander Jogealls Lbe Usle Flock, whila geing a sonpatant
foransic satholozist, hed exveriznce whileh Ma’ haak ln*,;ly
zdmlniatrutiva——ltmlt@ﬁ chilafly to ravisying the fil:zg of
finished sagss, Let ug onrefnlly 2zaaine tie szesific qualifte
aticng of snch @87 the aubopesy suarzasna,

a2 Batwasn 2o oomeral
holorist. ST ’?i’_’-i’:f

i toy 2osaifatisan of

Thesz s awlts a 21t of 4Lffar
"Tonsit 1Y Jpthkolosist and a Toraas
funckiane of A hosnitel pathologiat B2

ar3amy o tTlssus sildas au 3 asass of satanllsning disgnosis on
1iving sationts. If he 1s callad on €0 porrora an ~.Cooss, it
usuaily “oacerns o patlsnt whe az a"-bus.el ia tias H3391t~1
from a natural diseesae; La sueh dameg b autopsy; 1is dona to
confirm a rra coneelivad dlav ﬂusls or for r Saarch supposes, [he
dutlas of a forwmsle zatholoslut, on the oths asad, lavelwa
2stablishing (nu ain *anuldx: iroa werddzda ) Lhe 2a.Ct cause
and dasnsre of daathy tha gs'tiaz Ly 2oat oftsn Lo cas-s of
violant dzabh, vaviougly, thne nr.lalni, siosdizacn, and “ﬂ.al-
widgs of o f:re:s-w wataoloziat ara oudt: diatliast fror pudss of
Fhe nossiltll man.




Dre Muamez t238iflad 20fora tha Yarran Somnlssion that hig
pftialal tlels van "Director of Laboratories »f tha Nayal 4adleal
Sehool % maw:l [jedioal Cant:r at 3ebhasda.®  dfur2d® datlss uniar
tnils tltla ware thone of a nospltal pathologink. Fhen asksd
anatt nle axvsriense in sunsho® aounds, he adalerszd that kis
Pactlon had beon wors asxtansive In the rlall of natur 1 disayies,
In Fioty, #ith tha sxgestior of onzg couras in thse Tleldl of forsnals
patholexy as #ari of alzx ovarall tralning, thare i3 nn soerbain
fiowladze of ghether Aduaas bad anyg exipzrlanca ghalsosver Ln pare
foraing autopsles on vietlas of gunshot wounas (25349), fet
dum2n W23 cnarssd with the reaponsibliity of conducting and
BUupatvTislag the Prestizat?s sutonsy.

soriclng a3 Hupes' asslstant was Ure Bossell, Prom thnz
tagtineny we lawpn thai Boswell too wig tralanad aslelr i1 the
flald of "sliasicnl and natholozical anatony," o, 10 2331: taras,
nopnltol satnolozy (LH377)e ihus Boswalli's exporilse, as well
a3 fumes®, was apar® from the rlald of forenaiz patnolowy. Lhers
13 no r2assn to dobut that Loth of thess man wars outatsnains '
axparts in thelir fleld; as for perforolng an autopsy oa the body
of o victin of zunshot woundsg, thay ware outri ntly lacompshint,
Thears ia furtisraor: no reason why sucn man should hava hean
callad upon to nerfora such Aan autopsre JOv. illton ilslvearn,
Chiaf Madleal dxazinar of the ity of Haw Yovk amd dlstingmlshed
foransin pethologiat, hns sommented o the owolicr of Humaeas amd
3ogwzll to eonduast thae axarination.

I'va sircally touchzd on tha Fraveszt oralklan of tham
gllestha aslaction of a osnlt) petholosizt to pere
form n uedloo=laezal oltopoy. This zstemmad from thn
mtgbaien hellief that Dasavys a 7 An gunserisgs 3
Laboratory oy p2rfory a hosplicl autopsijessy N2 17
qualified to svaluate gunshot wounds ia Lhe . body,

Itt's like sendiloz a seven=yaarecld boy wno has taken
thiree leasons on the violin owvar to the Hew fork
llharmonle and expeotlng hlm Se serfors a ichalkovaky
Fyuwonony. ne knows how Lo held the wislln =ad Low,
out he has 2 lony way Lo o hefors he oan anka HUSLC, 2

colonsl Finck'a cmas, wnllaz 4Alfferaat Crsa that of t-e othar
doctory, 13 19 moPr: aasuriage Flaox nad alagust bratning Ain
foransis patholosy evén though hls work wms for a :mod varg
adninlatrative (23378)s Fowsver, Lt 15 Flnak's position at tha
avtopsy whleh 13 dlsturblny ¥a aigt remez 2y tint hey an Abay
man, was workinsg under tha sunervision aof a hawr Sacker \n a
Havy hosnlta]l which from the start mada Cor uncoufortable clio=
gumngtune 8,

Thers 1= somathing mors cPlilesl about Tiaek'es sozltisn
wniech nerhaps randared hig 2bllity An forengis wathnlagy usslanz,
Mnek wae mwmacn 2] €0 the autapsy to assilat Suioaw agd Bos 1l
(who anpareatly banawa asars of the shortonadtn s o Thastr tmine
ine once *hay nad atapted ey examinat) 80 of the bady (2H3ILLY,
i arrivad dAuring the pourss of tha apbopsr, afbay ftha reglil vyt



orals had besn removed, de should aota hera taat Ar. Ksaaady
had surfara2d an axplosive type Lajury to tna satira rlzat side
of n13 naad, olowlng out mush scalp, soall, nd brain sattar.

Io remove nis oraln, the scaly nad to Le reflzot2d back in the
dlraction of o ch ear. Bacauss of the =xXbuensive {ragnentation
of tns araniuwa, thls procasdurs caussd all of &She agull sur-
sounding tha gaping nhaad wound to drop off, thus sro9uly dls-
torting the orizlaal sharaster of the wound (2H3I54). FPinck,

the only oma of tna sursa0n8 ¥ith ths coapatance to properly
2xanina tha marcing of this wound to ascartain such laformation
ag Af 1t ware causgad by onz or mora bull2ts and from whish
Alryationg, d1d not s43 tha bady angll after torluy vAdd avidancas
“aa dagtroyad, It is in fact hard Lo Jjud e just hov mich of tha
arizinal Sharastar of tha gounda was dlstorted bafasra Plaok
arrlived, Ya san he surs, Rowayver, that the condlltion of the
body when he 3as 17 savaraly Lisltad the inforaation 28 comld
zathar froa 1t no mattar how ouwalifizd an sranination ha cona
ductad, . ,

Thus, tha antirs autonsy bezing on a s2urT, dlucouraxing
nota, 49 fiad taat tha man ia chlarse of the post-jgortea 2gomie .
Aation w»a= ungualified to perfor bhe tagk at hand 43 was nis
agzlatant; nalther man had any business belaz sresant at that
ALOopay==in any capacity. I[ha autopsy of a tresldant «illzd by
asgazein(z] Lvullets should Ha left to usen a¢lllad in ths fiasld
3f Cforensic pabhinlozy. shig one parson whos: Ltraining sould nava
salvaced the nubtopsy arrived at a4 tlms wnen dum=s and 3oswell
haa gufflciancly »otonad up Lhaly tasi ftnat only drastleally
limttad ianformation oould ce ascartalned, inils is asliMer a
pratiy ploture nor a raassuring oae, vut It 1s oaly the nogine
nins of a2 talz f2v »ore uglv.

e Autopsy

da ar: 7Tary liamlted ia informatlon conc:rainz ths actual
procesdines of the autonsy. HoweWar, what wa 2an Know raveals
that tae Insconpatanz2 of the autopsy aurs=ons olaysd o major
rola In the mannsr in «nlch thay arasutad thalr btazi, The exiatin:
racord ia fall of iastances wherae the autersy pracaadurass $3rs
drastloally awny from the norn, wasrs amlabikss in the most busie
35909 Ware mada,

dnan the rresddent®sz body arrived at ctiz fl:xiical Janker
In 3athasla and bafora tas postmmortem exnwlnablon wasz startad,
Lre Humes supervised the Cagliag of numeroua photographs and A-voys
of tiae head snd torso(2d343). However, 1t 1s almost indespansibis
in casaes of zunshot wouads 10t to have total body Aevays to refar
to in hopes of locating bullats in the body. Hames' fatluras to
4o thls ravzals Just how inadéquat his examlnation was slncs
¥ithdut such X=-poys hi had ao way of Dosias 1f any alsailes
nad #origed cthalr way iato ramote parts o7 the .er-uild-nbt's budy.
it was no. uatll mich latar 1ln ths autopsy that, at tae raguest
28 LUz, Plnex, botal oody Xerays vers propared(2:4354), This is a
cnae wherd Ur. Finsik was able to reaseas the auto sy pragszilags



oefora any lrrevocable damage vag done by tha othe~ twun doctory,

in the eroe of the Preglimtts magalve aead gound, it is
serhaps our most profound loss that somecns 1ile duses was rosSe
sonsible for the exanizinc. We shoul? reeall that the only onses
Lo 4o this sounrd in its origlnal stats were fiumas and dosweall
who, inaall falrness, could probably ncot newve mads haads or tadls
of 1t, Althouza 1t is not eertain Just when bhe dacilaion was
ande to oall in Ur. Finck, we must vonder why Humes was in such
a hurry to remove Yhe Prosidsat's braln and sro3sly distert tha
n2ad wound bef'sra a compztant man hai the shence o axamine it,
In Rls testiony, Humes aasur:i the Commismisn that ha had mads
A capraful eramlaoation of ths marsins of the gaplin: wound (2353},
aven thoush hs obvisusly 414 not have tha exparience to undler-
atand what hs wes lookin:s at, Aven mors surprlsin: 12 the fact
that thare 1s ro record of histologisal slides baing mada from
the pariphsry of this wound(16H982), Such slides sursly would
have laft no doubt as to whether or not this was a wound of
2x1t, not to mention hew many bullets wers rosponsibl: for 1%,

In conjunction with the head injuriss 1s the subsaquant
examination of the hraln, slso conduetad By Humes. <2 learn
from a supnlsmentary raport prapsrsd =nd slmmed zo0lely by Humss
iimaelf on the brain and histolosical =11de studles, that the
braln wasz navar gut into esronal geetions( half-lnch “4lek slicea
throughout the width of the brain){154987), Thiz 1s appallinzg
hers w2 have a case thavs ths braln may hava been struok by
nore thaa on# bullet yat it was subjacted to saly thae moet cursary,
uninformative type of szanination, without corgnal spctlions
there is no way of knowinz tha extsant of damagzs to ths ingide
of the bralneeparticularly to tne laft hanl spgera,

The autopsy disclosed a small enbrance wound in the Prog—
ldent's upper bask, propably Just abave his rizht sheulder bl e,
Jbvlously the bullat causin: this wound hod to nava travallad to
soMe point 1a the bedy sinee ths dsctors thenzalves contend that
at the rlme of the exsmination, 1t was not inoun that +hars s
any wound to the Troant of the body whers such a bullst esuld
nave axited, Y2t the Xerays raveslad that tha bullat was not
insida the bhoiy. Humes A)d what wae naturally te hs erpeatad in
sush a o0asa: ha probad tha depth of the wound, Howsver, hs 414
this with wls Cinzaril It 1s almost incongelvavls that anyans
with thy BBast expariaace in faraasia patinology eoull be ag
outrlzht clodish as to probs a snwall hullat wannd with thaly
finger, = lesrn from a 3scret Sarvics az=nt at tha autonsy
that Col. Finok did later probe tha wound with tha DrOpar ine
strunent=-a atif? plaea of metal wire with o sanll buls at the
end(2893), amaln, this gould wall be anothar asaze where “inoi
wag instrumeatal in puttingz the antopsy procazidnrs imto 1ta
pProper forn,

The doctors vere apparantly rather troudlad bout thils
sntrancs wound to thz backe IA glving 168 locatisa, Inforastiom
Whlen la esssabial to understending the nature of tha rpegllagnty



#ounda, thay moasurad fpom the least rsllable and oartalaly the
wost unorthedox rafarance polnts,. Ufficially, th2 leagatlon of
the wound 1s siven as "14% em, from ths tlp of tha right acromion
pras2ss and 1% em. balow tha tip of tha ri:ht mastoli procegs”®
(163980), Ia layman's tarms, thls 13 anout 5% inoizs from the r1:ht
shoull«r and 5% {aches balow the bYottom of ths rigat sar. An
sxporiencsed foransic patholoazist would never use rofirence polnts
amich ar> locatsd on the most movabls parta of ths body. He
#ould Mave positionsd tha wound in relation to the midiline of ths
body and th2 lewel of a sartaln vartabra, Coansiderins the faot
that at tha tim» of the shootinz Yre. $=2anady was seatad unrizht
119 2t tha tias the zaasureasata xors taken ha wasz lyinz Tacae
dovm, tha differance in the ralative pesitions of tha bodly parts
randers the doctors' meaguramsents totally worthlasgs,

Thers 13 sush a great amount of centroversy surrounding the
th2 whols area of the back wound and a "path through th2 nack”
that we will examins this aspect of the autopsy in nore detaild At
a later tima, For the prassent, howaver, ths praceadlinzg axanplas
3=2rve to show the thro®oughly unprofessi-nal naturs of the
century's most important autopsy. It 18 not surprising that such
a bumbling autoosy did result considering the caliber of “experts”
¥ho wers in charse of the examination, However, that this is
the sole reason for the strange nature of the autapay bagoman
Increasingly lezs ascsptabla,

The Report

The atory behind the finsl autonsy raport of Commander Humss
iz parhaps ona of th= most blzarre in ths anials of forensis
madlcine, Indesd, we will probably naver kaow the completa ghory
behind thls raeport, What we do know 1s almost unbeliavable in
itgalf, T

Comalssion Exhibit 387 is the final typed draft of the
autopsy report written by Humes and sizned by himgelf, Boswvell,
and M™noy, Commlaglon ExhAblt 397 Ls, in part, the handwrittan iraft
from which the Ltypsd verslon wes supposedly nrapared, (Thass
two docunsnts will hersafter be refarrad to as oi'z 387 and
397 respectlvaly.) se learn from the testimony that Humezs 414
An apparantly inexpl@sable thing with the orlzinal wvarslen
of tha subopsy reporte-nst €2 397 which is astually the sasand
verazion of hils »eport, Humes testified:

in privaecy of my own home, early in the wornlng of
S8unday, November 24th, I made a draft of thils raport
which I later raviged, and of wnlica this regrezants
the revision(Ci 397). That draft I personally

bturned 1In the firenlacs of my Bem@sation room. (2H373).

This ia perhapy onz of the Apefikest adaissioas ia hiszstory,
Whataver caused liumes to ravise hls orizinal awtopsy raport,
the readon was apperently inmportant snough for hiw bo mske Sura
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that no ons in the worldi sould aver ses the orizinal draft.

in the years siaca that fateful burnla:, many haves speculited

on what motivated Huaes to destroy the originalf{the AJarran
Comalesion nsver botharsd to ask Humes hiz roason). It soama,
nousver, that Dr, Zoswaell nay have ilnadvertantly providsd us

alth Tha answer, dichard d. Levine, under thz persuation of
darold Jalsherg, intarviewed Soswall for tne Baltinore 3un,

In an articlas which appearad i1a that paper on iovenmber 25, 1955,
Levine wrote a synopsls of his interview., Hars is an interastincz
portion of that articla,

de (Boswsell)] pointad out that, at ths time (of the
autonsy axamination), Oswald was s31ll alive, and it
wag belleved that the autopsy inforaation would bater
later called upon in court proceasdings,

It 13 perhaps, in lizht of this statemant, wors than =
colpeldence that the revigion and subssquent burnin: of tha
original autopay raport occursd in psrfect harmony with tha
daanth of Lee Harvey Oswald, 3y Bosw2ll's owm adaission we
828 thaet the autopsy doctors were awmure of tha fact that thelir
findings would be subjscted to crosse-sxamination at the tréal
of Oawald, 4ith Oswald dead, thare obviously could b3 no trisl
and thus no cross-examination. Humes Ln eff et could nave writs:n
anything=en hils report=-ng mattsr how for reonoved from ot
andi not havs faced the possible charyss of perjury that a trlal
soula hava imposed,

This 1a a very sarious charge for it dirsotly challanges
the integrity of iha aubopsy surgeons, Lot us exaaine that
ravisad draft of the autopsy r2port and sas if 1t laads any
subatancs at all to the possibllity that 1% was changad in a
4oy which oould not hava stood up in a court of law.

Thes handwritten =2s well as the typad draft baglass
with a sectlion entlitled "Cinizsal Summary. Belng nathing of
the sort, 1t bezins by quoting a nawapaper A ;
dashington Poat, Any sort of coaprehzasive aedliso-lagal
autopay report does not includa as part of tns velsvanl findianzs
nswspapar acusounts. The story i1taslf ssrves imaedlately to blas
the entire resort for it tells of only thrs: shobs whlle other
articles of that saze day notad s3ix or saven; 1%t tells of a
rifla being de=n ia a window ggg;g% the Presildsat avean though
anny witnesgses neard shots from othsr directions; Lt aileges that
Pres}ldent fennedy fell forward, laglying a thrust froa a rear
shot, dssplte thz fast that thraes govies show aiam thrown backwardiile

Next Humes rafers to his telephone goavarsation wilth Dr,
Halcoln Parry, one of the doectors who attsnded tha Presidsnt at
saprkland Hospltal 1a Oallas, In the handwritten &raft he reports
Ehat Perry notad a puncture wound of thae autsricr nask, Suncture
uzad 1n refersncae Lo wounds 1s translatad as antraace, an
agsueptlion dAlrasetly onposzd to tha of7ieial autopsy flading that
a wullet exltad from that hole. Zven z20r= shneking is thae faot
that on the final typad wvarsion the ward "puncturs” hag hasn



delebed and replaced with "socond nuch sualler.® Although

dun23 dld rtuch crossing out of words likas "punctura® in his
notes, thers was no indization anywhers to chenga this partisular
descripgtion. Lhe unauthorized revisilon which resultsd compl=ately
changad the mneaning of what dumes had orizinally written,

The remainder of the raport zo2s on to discuss rather lne
adequately the sltuation of the Frasgldent's wounds as obasrvail
at the autopay, The interssting thing about the handwrittan
capy 1s that In no less than five instancss, the word puncturs
has been cross=d out whea used in rafersnce to entranca wounds,
Also, in at least three instances, Humes haas inssrted “presumably”
to modlfy his svaluations of wounds of entranna and exlt, All
of thase changes in the longhand copy cartainly do not malke the
rsport zlve the iLapresslon that Humes is confident of his find-
1lags. In a court of law, all of thass factors would hava cast
aerious doubts on tha v Llidity of the autopsy findinga.

Just from the offileclal published record it 1is apparent that
much information was actually supprassad fron the antopsy raport
(thls 1s a0t taking into acecount what the Panel Rsport rewaals).
included as a part of Ci 397 are two vages of drawings preparsd
during the autopsy which depict to & limited dagrsa the axtant
of the Prasldent's wounds, One of thesa is a top=view of a skull
and shows soma of the araas of damazs present on Hr., ennady's
nead, This sketch shows a 3Jem., arsa of fracture to the left
tzmple region, the deslignation that the vomer (2 tBin bons in
the nos3) was crushed, mnd a Fractura through the floor of the
4loo2 of tha right eys. None of this laformation is includad in
the report itsell which merely alludss o fracturing of the boa=
above the right eye, ths supraorbital ridge (164979).

Other suppressad information comnzs from diffarant Sourssg.
‘ne report of the two FBI azents oreasnt at the antopsy mentions
a sizable fragment of metal fat the rear of thz skull at the
Junctura of the sikull bone,”* Thers is no mantion whatsesvsr in
th2 autopsy raport of this fragment which from the daseristion
gaens to Mave hean of gufiflsient size for recovery durinz the
autgpsy. Also, the supplesmentary autopsy ravort reveals that
examination of histolomical slides from tha parlpherry of the
back wound showad "eoawulatlon necrosis nf “he tizsu-s® which is
A sura sign of entranca, Howevar, Dr, 3oawsll told Richard Lavina
that the sams sliles also ghowadl"the pragenca of forsizn sube
stances such as fiher narticles.”> This too is nosltive proofd
of antrance yat 1t was inexplicably omitted froa both ths autopsy
and supplemental reportsz,.

Thus th2 autopsy r:port 1s no mors essurinz than the dubious
qualificstions of the doctors or ths horribly inent manner in
walch the poatemortem examination was conducted., Thers i3 not
onz single charactoristic of the report whlch would indicnts
that 1ts authors wers confideat of what thsy wera rscording,
dueh information was supprasssd froa the raport much of which
would have sarvad to taechniesally dack-up tha findings (such ag



tha clinlecal proof that ths back wound was osna of anbrans2j.
Yet, 1f tha doctors ware willing to suopress information wilsh
lent susport to their findings, 1t is only too obvious that

thay could jnst as sasily have suppressad data which would run
contrary to thelr consclusions. This is the document which baars
upon i1t the responsibility for ascuratsly and unblazadly raport=
Loz the naturs of Prasidsnt Xennedyls wounds., It 13 21350 the
docunant w2 ars forcad to balieve Af w2 are to aceapt the find-
inzs of the Warren Heport,

The "Path Throuzh the Heck"

Thers l3 ona easa which is 8o parfectly 1llustraiive of the
complately unigue manasr in whieh the sntire autopsy was exeoutsd
that 1t dessrvas minuts examlnation., It is the cass of tha ®oath
through the neck®, a tall pils of 1lies, distortious, contradictiona,
delliberate abfuscatisang, and utter nonsenss upon which rests the
whols substanse of both the autopsy raenort and thae Warrea Report,

#e will =xamine this topic without the beneflt of iuformation
suprlied in the ranal Raport; that will come latsr. For the

time being 1=t us restrala oursslves to thos=s materials with

which the Coumiasion itself worked,

The first information conscerains ths antopsy findings was
broadcast from the Baltimors to the Dallas offica of the FAI
sometine on November 23, 1963, Presmmably, the iaformation was
zatharaed from the two PRI agenta opresant at the auvtonay, Jaanes
Slbert and Francis C'Veill. The ons paze r2port af that brosd-
cast( which was never publishsd by the Warren Coamlaslon) statass
vary plalnly that a bullet hald entered the Prasident's bask halow
tha right ahoulder and genatgatad a ghort dlatance; thers was
raportedly ne point of sxit,.

Three days later, Sibert and 0'Nelll drafted a report which
detallad what they observed at tae sutopsy. That raport, also
not published by the Comailssion but in its files, reitterates
the findings expounded in the original brosdcast. In bath,
rafarsnce 1s made to total body Xerays which disclossd that the
missile whiloh mads this apparsntly short penetration inot amusclsz
of lass than two inches was not to e found anywnera in tha oody,
3oth r:ports also mention tha spaculation of Ur. Humes that tals
bullat could have worked ibs way out of the nack Lf pressure
such ag extarual hsart nassage had been appliad to the chest,

To support this contzantion was information reclavad during tha
autopsy that a bull;t had b2en found on a stratenar at Parkland
Hospltal 4in Dallas,

Ths two FBI agents ware apparently satisfi=d that what they
re2portad was ascurate., Althouzh they wers not called to testify
bafore the Jommiasion, they were intarviewed by Assistant Counsel
for the Comnlszsion, Arlan 3psctar, In a two pag=s memoraniumn &5
nls Antervian dated March 2, 1964, Spacter raport essantially
#hat was aarliar broadeast te Dallas and draft=3 into the agents?



report. If anything, thelr observations are made mors exblicit.
They recalled to Specter that both Humes and Plnok, the gualifiad
man, had aade substantlal afforts to determine what hanpenaed to
to bullet which caused bth2 back wound. One factor is drouzght

up whieh previeously was amblguousj nelther azent was certaln

of whether the spaculation of the bullet falling out of the
wound was advancad before or after ﬁaoelpt 0 the information
about the bullst found st Parkland.,.

Tha F3I a2lso showed no doubts of what the two agents
reported. In a lengthy, bound rsport of Deca=mber 9, 1963,
and 1n a supplenental report of January 13, 1984, bths F3I
statad clearly that = bullet entered the Presldent's bacit
Just below the right shoulder and penetratad a short distance,?
We should also note that several rellable sources rsported
thia finding ag one of the conclusions of thz autopsy. Nawsweek,
Time, Tha New York 23, ) w§sh;n§ton Post, and f?g Journa
of Izﬁergcan Medical A I%Elatlon oarr!adﬂﬁfh ar s%orgas
ﬁhﬁm_ea

id so twice) batween December 18 to January 259.

8o far, thls informatlion has orizinatasd from agents 3ihert
and 0'Nelll. From other witnesses at the autopsy, we can readily
obtaln corrobaration for their story. Two Secrat 3ervice agents
were also aaslgned to bs present throuzhout the exanmination.
doth testiflisd befors the Warren Comalszion and both providsd
acoounts zimllar to what the F3I azents raported. Roy Kellermsn
tagtified that Pineck probed the back wound and was abls $o
fiand no lanss for an outlet(2H%3). 3imilarly, iilliam Greer
could recall nothlng beinsg sald about a channel hailnz present
in the hack wound for the ballet to have gone throush(2H127).
Both nen likewilse confirmed the speculation that the bullat
mlght have droppsd out onto tha Prasident's stratsher at Parklaad.

A1l of thls information persuades us to assume that, at
the time of the sutopsy on Friday nizht, it was tha theory of iHumes
and Flnck that a ballet had entared tha Fraesident's back and
penetrated = short distanece into musclaj this ballet apparsntly
worked 1ts way out of the body, posslbly with the applicatton
of pressure to the chest wall. My use of the word "taeory®™ nere
is esuphamistic. Surgeons parformlins a medlco=-lagal aubopsy
(2spa2clally one 2z inmportant as on the Prasident of the United
dtates) simply do not let a body pass throush their hands when
meraly a thaory 1s bainz satartainad; the whols purposa of the
autopsy i8 to avold such theorizing and estsbllish fact, Thls,
while beyond the sxperiencs of Humes, should havs bean racoge
nizad by Finck who was a forsnsic patholaglst, Furthermore,
from the four govarnment agents progsent during ths entire auntonsy,
#e have no indlcation whatsoever that anything other than a
short pen2tratlon into tha back muscle was consldsrad,

I have used the word "thesory" in 1lizht of s major conclusion
of the offlcial sutopsy report, the one drafted two days altar
the ezazination whea nons of The zovarnument agents could have
in on the hyoothesizing. That report states explicitly that the
bullet whioh 2abared ths back ocomplstaly transversad the asck and



exited tarouzh the front of the throat(16H983). It 13 aifcienit
to say exactly what causesd the autousy dostors to have agueh

A changs of h2art as to so 8iznlficaatly altar thaly orliginal
findings., 4as thera> any valld r=ason for the change?

Lr. Humes iladicated in his testimony that the wound of
ths anterior necx whieh hs postulated as the point of axit of
the back wound hnad been oblitaeratsd by a trachzotomy performed
by Cr. Parry at Parkland, According to dumes, it was not uatil
the day after Lhe autoosy when he callad ferry to confirm that
a trachestomy had baan performed that he laarnzd of a wound to
the front of the neck(284361-362), Ubvioualy, he was left with
a n3w wound to sxplain in hls final report. dilta the rregil nt's
sody out of his nands, we wmust wonder just how competant Humaa
was to account for the throat wound, Unfortunately, na did as
bad a Jjob of explainin this wound as he did in psrforalns the
sntire autousy.

Y0 begln with, Perry told Humes that the anterior wound
w28 onz of entranss, This, although vehemneatly denisd by all
meabsrs of the Commission, is a Tact reported la Huzes® written
draft but changed with no apparent sanctlon 1an the "officianl®
typed version., Humes writes that Perry described the woun?
as "a puncturs wound", synonomous with entrance. Thiz, of
course, ls incoasistant with tha offielml contention that the
wound was ous of exit, The Commission had further proof that
thls was not aa exit wound, at lszst not of = Whole bullat,
Tests performed with what 1s allsged to be the wurder weapon
oroduced exit apertares 10 to iJum, 1n dlamster in simulants
for the human ueclk(17H346). Zvery dootor who saw the wound in
its original form in Dallas usaniaously reportasd that it wag
from 3 to 7Pmm. in ilandber(643,9,15,42,53).

iven assuming the already tenuous assumption that this
was an exit wound, 1ts size precludes its belng caused by any=
thing larwe» than a vather tiny fraguent of bons or metal.
sueh a fragment could have come only from tha sxplosive snot(a)
to the head, dowever, I am informesd by rsliable sourcas famlilliar
wlth ballistics that a small fraguent could not possibly sosssess
enough veloclty to penetrate ths bage of tne skull, tie slnuses,
and the musculaturs of ths 28ck. de ars foread nars to alludas
to Anformation disclosed in the Panel dz200rt, aawsly that thars
Wers no openlags in the base of ths skull which could “4ave be i1
produced by the passaze of a missile, . 2oth of these Tactors
render the “framment theory™ a physical lupossibllity.

Humeas was not aboub to 3ay that thers wng an entrance
wound to the front of the Prezidsnt's bedy althouzh hz had
already alluded to it 1in relating what Perry told him. Thils
would mean that at least two gunmen were Invelved in tha amurder,
one firing from i1 frent of the d2ceaged, Yabt i we pProperly
analyze his orilzinal theory, that a bullet had vpenatratedda
short distance into the back, we can se=z that thls toc wes an
admission of mors than one 28s82a8sin,  Such a wound conld have
been caused only by = bullet travelling at a vary Low valocity,
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However, ths massive head wound was obviously the result of g
Qié? veloelty projectile or projectiles. Humes could not pos-
8lbly fhave axplalnsd the dif=reace iln the wound sharacters if
h2a was to assume that bLoth were caused by bhaklets from the

same rifle, There was no sltsrnative; a high vsloelty proe
J2otile entering the back and striking no bones wouli not
sudrienly stop ghorte-thars would have to have b2:: a continuous
pathe Jhat batter placz for the bmll:t to have exited than
tharoush the anterior nseck wound which Humes malntalns he did
not ss2 and tharafore could not evaluate?

A vapry intzarssting axchanze took placa batwessn Hunes and
Commisslon membdr John J. MeCloy durinz ths tastinong,

Hir. McCloy: I am not clsar what inducad you to come
to that concluszion if you couldn't find the actuszl
2xlt wound by reasdn of the trachectomy.

Comdr, Yumess The report which w2 have submitted,
sir, raorasents our thinking within the 24=48 hours
of the dezath of the President, all facts taken into
account of the situatlon.(23363)

It would be mor: thaa intersesting to know just what "facts”
ware taken into account. Certainly not the fact that Humesz was
told that the front nszck wounl was one »7 antraoncse.

"Tha2 wound of tha antarior portion of the lower neck i3
physically lower than ths point of entrance posteriorly, sir,”
Humes went on to say(2H368). 30 what? Doss that mean that thera
was a path betwean the two wounds, especlally in lizht of the
fact that "substantlal" efforts at the autopsy could find no
such patn? And was the back wound sctually hiszher than tha
front neck wound? Humes was referring to a body lyinz down
when ths shouldsrs compress and ths head 1a pushad bacik, wheu the
unreliable measurements he took althouszh possibly docating =
wound of the nsck on a man sitting up clearly dalfine a lo=
catlon on thes back of a body in autopsy position. And why,
whlle we are on this point, does a sksteh made during the autopsy
show a wound to ths back aa opposed to the sketechss orapared
for the testimony which convenlently railse that wound at lsast
thres 1lnches into the nesk, ilnconsisbant wita ths doctors?
oxn maasursmEents? Jhy are the holes 1n the back of the EPrage
idant's coat over 5 lnches below the top of the collar? And
why also dld evary r2porting witness at the autopsy savs the
blasphemous trio themselves raeport the wound as bainz in the
gsoft shouldar muscls in the g, not the neck? These gquastions
may seem unnacaesgarily firsy, but they have bean askad over and
over again and have naver bsan adoquately answerad; they
degarve answsrs.

Thls 1s not tae complate story of how the "path throuszh

the neck" waas deduced, ilnferred, or ilavsated. It i3 also not
the ugllest part of that story.
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During tha autopsy Humes noted brulving of the latarnal
parts ol thes Pragldent's neck such as contusionsg to the very
top of the rlgnt lung aal some of the musclza in that area.

A8 deseribad by Parkland doctors, the extensive brulsing to the
muscles of thna anturio® neck ware in no way consiatant with the
orderly path postulated in the autopsy roport. +We learn somee-
thing even mors shockingz from a memorandum writtsn by Arlen
dpoecter of an interview with dumes and 3Bosws2ll conduotad nrbor
to thelr tastinony. Spectur writess

They noted, at the time of the autopsy, soms brulsing

of th2 internal parts of the Prasidsat's body in

that srea but tended to attrlbute that to the trachaotomy
at that time,11

This in ltself serves to fPefute the evidensce g¢itsd in the final
report as Indlcations of the "path"e-the intsrmal brulsing.
However, 1a his testimony flve days subsequent to tha interviaw,
Humas wworet

It, thersfore, was our opinion that tha nissils
while not penetrating physisally the plaural cavity
essbruised both the pariatal and the viscoral pleura
(2363) eeede were able to ascertala with absolute
certalaty that the bullet had passed by the apleal
portion of the ri;ht Jung producing the injury which
we mentlonsd,(24367) -

Humes told Specter that thls bruilsinz was arizinally age-
soclated with the tracheotomy; he testifisd und r sath that the
bruising was assoclated with tha paszage of a amlssile., This is
pErjury; this 1s the way the "path throuzh ths neok® wag for-
malated and subzequently shoved down the publis's throat as
part of a ridlculous case that one lonely, demented assassin
zurdered Preaident Xennedy; it is part of the essence of the
Warrsn RBepart,

I will not zo into discusslon hers over whethar thers
really was a continuous back t3 front path throusn tha Presidesnttsz
nack, I will atats without hesitation, howsvar, that the
autopsy doctors iavesntaed this for reasons untpown and unatil
disclosed subject to tha utmost suspicion. IS5 13 mors than
obvlous that the doctora as of Friday niunt postulated a short
penstration 1lnto the soft uwuscle of the Backy even Humss himsslf
admlttad this to thz Commlssion(21367). Yet in thelr writien
report two days later(a reavised varslon with the orlzlnal burned),
they state a diffarent concluslon, a conclusion which they had no
msans of supporting and: actually had to diatory evilenco te make
sven tenable. Wors: yet, Humas perjured himazel{ on onz o the esg=-
sentlal points of hls prepostzrous path. Certalaly, the story of
tihe path tarouzh tns nesck reveals tha trus character of the
Presidsant®s sutopsy and 1ts executors. It i3 an ugly story,
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ugly in that 1t bears aizniflcantly on thz way the Prasidant's
murder wai invastlgatad, uzly in that 1t lavolvs:s gome of ths
most honorable mer in the couantry, uzly ia that 1t has besn
left this way for over five years by the Jovernm:nt of thas
United States.

13



CHAZIDZd IT

THE PANZL 35087

On January 16, 1969, Attorney General Ramsey Clark releagsd
the report of a secret Panel of experts who had, ln February,
1968, axamined thas photographs and Xerays of Fresidant Kennady's
body talken durinz the autopsy. It 1s no colncidenc2 that tha
releass was aad2 on the ave of court proceadinzs instituted by
New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison to have the long
supprasgsed autopsy mabterial seat to Loulslana for use in the
trial of a man charged with consplring to assassinate Presldsnt
Kennedy; the move was a panniey blunder on Ulark's part to
prevent Garrison froli getting these pleotures and X-rays. A4s
soon as the rsport was amde public, the mass media went all out
in proclaiming that thls document sald the autopay findings as
set forth ia the 4darren Rsport ware corrsct, Thilz may be true,
but it 1s also decslving--one oftthe many dzceptlons issued
by the mass media agalnst thoss who dare to challange the
officlal story of Preasllent Keansdyls murdsr,

On the very first page of the “anel Report, 1t 1s written
that at Che reguest of Attorney Genarel Clarx, four physiclans
met in Jashington, DeCe 00 Pebruary 26 and 27,11968 to sramine
various photes, X=-rays, and other evidenee partalalns to the
death of the Fresident, "and evaluate their siznificance in
relation to the mediecal conclusions rscorded in bthe AuTopsy
Bepprtees” Thiz 13 where the daception lies, To svaluats tue
slgnificance of esvidence in ralation to conclusions alrsady
concaived is to exumine svidzncs with a bilas, with the dalibarate
purpose of flading csrtaln things. Ths Panel Raport naver states
Af 1t ware to report data contrary to the conclusions of the
autopsy raport, GOven mors deceiving 13 tha word "econelusions,®
Does thls mesn that tha photographs ani X=-rays ware not to be
evaluated in rslation to tha gbgervationsg sat forth in the
autopsy renort? Ars not conclusions oased on observetions?

In essencs, what the Pansl 1s telling us in tas vaoy firat
Parazraph of Lts report is that Lt was to loonx at ths material
uade avallable to it and see if thers wamesagy support Tor the
concluslons stated in the officlal autopsy report. L2t, d2a-
Plte 1ts final clalm that the matsrials it examined "support®
the autopsy coacluglons, the Fancl included in their r2port
much, aven too much, evidence which 1n no way supports the
official findings.

Ths four physiclans comprising the Janel were Ur. Wllliam
Carnes, Dr. lussel Fisher, Ur. Alan idoritz, sll competant foraisis
pataologlsts, and Dr, 3usszel norgan, a radiologzist. I can
profass no direct knowled:us of the intaegrity of thesa men but
I hava besn given no rezson to believas that in thelir fields,
thay are not extrensly oroficlent, compstant men, Howavar,
all arae employed by iastitutlons which raly heavily on zoverne
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ment funds. OUn June 25, 1969, I recelved a lai‘sr from a
rellapla fellow rasercher who reported the following: "On the
word of someons who knows threz of the Panel doctors personally
and well, I now that they are close to tha military establishe
went{indeed dependant on it) and they would do,..what tihoy wers
told." Tiss with the government and/or military do not necege-
sarily mean that the Panel doctors were controlled by the
country's higher echelons, but it 1s a rsason for regarding

the Panel Report with cautlon. Humes, Doswell, and Finck,
whose report a2xhibit: mors lnconsistancies than san ba reason-
ably attriouted to incompetance, were all employe:s of the
faderal governmsnt; all worksd for ths allitary sstablizhment.

I havs been wivea a very good reason to look upon the
Panel Report with susplolon. Ons of the outstanding, most
lmportant portions of ths “ausl Report dessrves to be quoted
hereg

No one of the undersigned has had any pravious
connection with prior investigations of, or »aports
on this matter, and sach has acted with complate

and unbissed independence free of preconcelved views
a8 to the corrsctness of the amedical conclusions
reached in the 1963 Autopsy Repert and Sunplensnbary
Report,

This aprarent el=an bill of hsalth glven to the Pansl by the
Panel is actually irrelevant 1n llzht of ths firatb paragraph

of thelr rzport which states that they were to worlk with a blas.
The whola purpose of the ranel was to sudsbsatlats 8 prae
concelved visw, lNevarthalsss, we sre left with the line gtating
that "each has acted with complete sand unbiazed independence, .,
I was told of information which goes contrary to thim clain,

The inforamatlion involved Dn. Cyrll Wecht, on2 of the couatry's
mogt distinsuished foransic pathaloglsts; Wecht, a well lmown
eritic of the autoosy report, has had publishsd several of hls
objactlons to tne Jarren deport, I wrote Dr. s<escht atout tne
laformation I had receivad and ssked hingto commant on its
validity. His reply should adegquately 1anloers ths rsader on the
incident in guestiou.

seotie lafoimation that you have 15 quite true,

At the Annual Meoting of the Aamerican icadsuy of For-
engle Solances hsld in Chieago 1a February, 1948,

I was extensiwely gqueationad by ons of &y colleaguas
concerilng various aspacts of tha Warren Bopmrision
Aeport and most particularly, the autonsy and relatad
selentifioc materials. It was not until one year
latey, when the report of the "Impartial Havley Panel?
was releagad, that I learned that this geatlenan

nad besn scheddBd@dto partiecinate 1n +h3 panal raviaw
within a faw days after our mesting in Chicago,

"icted with completa and uabingdd indepsndence?™ I would
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hardly be willinz to regard this stasmant az siancere or honas
in 1isht of what Or, Wescht informed me, Quite frankly, I @ns
appallz=d as should any othar nerson intaerested in truth he unon
learning of such an insident, This knowledza casts a dim 1izht
over thes antire Panel and its renort and orings up the usgly
qu2stlon of tha Pansl's motives and integrity.

There 1s much in the Panel Raeport, ia its dacentiva and
evaslva lanzuage, that I do not f22l qualifizd to analyze,
However, I can 14 most instancaes discsrn what the ranel lo sayinz
of its examination of the ohotos and X=rays. Ihasa gbsarvatisns
can ba coupared with those of the autopsy raport and its
executors. This I have donej I was shocksd at what I fouade

Ths bulk of ths Panel Heport bsgins on the saveath page where
thers 1s discussion of photographs of the Presidant’s badly
blasted head, Th2 vary first varasgraph reports information
which was never msantionsd 1a the officlal autopsy raport,
Referring to the entrance wound to the baci of thz Presicent's
skull, the Panel says: "Th2 margin of this wound shows an ille
defined zonz of abrasion.® The autopsy raport zives only the
size and proportad locatlon of this wound in adiition. to tha
amblguous adgective "lacarated®(16H981), It is somson Xnowladaze
in foransiz pathology that the zons of abraslon around a weund 1s
a vital factor in determining the nature of ths wound, Thus, a
conspicusug ounlssion from the autopsy report the a2lznificance
of which 1s not mentisned by thz Panel,

Parasraph two 12 no mor2 reassurin: fhmnthe antepsy rapert.

Phiotographss..shov tha bBepdof the head with multiple
#aping irresularly stellats lscerations of the

scalp ovaer the rizht paristal, temporal and frontal
reslons,

This says very basleally that the scapd was vory irrsqulurly
torn over tha right froat and 3ids of the Prasident®s head,
Here 15 thas autopsy version.

There 1s a large irragular defact of the soalp

and skxull involving shlafly the paristal hona buc
extending someawhat into the tamporal and onciasltal
raglonz. (16H930)

Iranslated: thsrs was g hole in the scalp and skull on ths right
side of the head extending slizhtly into the r2ar of the head,
Were the autopsy doctors and the Panel doctors looking at Alf=
ferent hends? I think not. The fallura of the Fanal to mention
sllzht occipltal(raar) damaze 1s undarstandasle; why the autopsy
raport maktes no refaranca to ths frontal danaze is azs of now
unexplained. (Thera will b2 mo 2 on this Adsar,)
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On the next page of the Fanel Report 12 discuszsion of
photographs of the Prasident's braln, Thls consumas two jrtok of BN
graphs, Tha Panel was mathswatiocally sonsistant; whlle ths
first parazraph contains no "surprises,” tha second sontalns

wo.

he left nemlsphere is coverad oy generally intact
aracnnoid wlth svidsnce of subarachnoid henarrhaze
aspecially over ths parietal and frontal gyrl and
in the sulei,

In other words, there was hemorrhage(bleadling) over ths rront
and left gide of thne brain. This type of damase Lls oalled
"econtre-couple-danase which has resultad froa the fores of Lhe
8not, not diractly frou the =issils itself. w#hat doss the
supplemantal autdnsy rsport on the brain examination say of this?

There 1s marked engorgenent of the n-ningeél blood
vessels of tha left temporal and frontal rezions
with consldsrable agsoclatad sub-srachnoid hemorrnazas.(15H557)

The autopsy raport then is mentloning such damage only to the front
of the oraln; it hag omitted an area of hemorrhage over thrae
inches 1n dlametar to the left glds of tha brain. Thus it

has slgnificantly alterad the patLern of damage rasulting fron

the fores of ths ShbMl shdt(s); thls can servs only to orante

2 false inmorsssion of the true pleture of what naprensie

In that same paragraph the Pansl describes a wide channel
of lacaration to the entire right side of th2 brain. In the
central portion of the bass of this gaplug laceratioan “"thers
can be s2e=n a Lray brown strusture asasuring approximately
1} x 20mu. Its identlty cannot be astablished by the Pansl,."
Thsre iz not a slngle refarence to thls structura in =21ther
of the autopsy reports or the testinony of any autopsy doctor.
What was it? Such suppression by ths autopay surgeons can ba
regarded only with tha utmost sugplelion.

Next ths Panel discussess photographs of tha Jrassiisat's
torsao, Mentloninz forst the nack wound, thes Cansl Report adds
a much nesded parsgpective as to tha wound's positions; Lt zives
the distange fron the center of the body, a faet from which
the autonsy raport is kind enoush to apare use. OFf the baclk
wound, the Pan2l also statsas the Pollowings:

A wall dafined zone of dbmaslomatlinn of tha adza of
tha Dbaclk wound, most vronounced in ita upner and
outer marging, ldentifles it as having the charace—
taristiecs of the entrancae wound of a bullet,

Agaln, hers is inforaation about the margines of the wound which
the autonay raport is unexcusadly sllant on. This 1= wital in-
formation in investigating bullet wounds. ts omlssicn from tha
autopsy repsrt in $hig cage 1s not indicative of avidence
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contrsry to tha offlcial Mindings; 1t 1s a gtark comuentary ,
howaver, on the thoroushly unprofessional natur: of the antlre
autapey reporte-s raport whicsh woudd have bess scoffed at in
any court of law.

How the Zansl raports its observatlons of the anterlor ngck
wound, Here 13 one of the shockers, on=z of ths intaredting
tidblts oRe Panal orovidesn walch blast the autopsy into a
thousand plecass 1necapabls of aver being reconstructed, Here ig
what the ‘“anel s-y3 of theoanhbetbpr neck,

at th: sita of and above the tracheotoay inclsion

in the fyont of the nsck, there cai e identified

the upper half of the circuaference of a ciroular

cutanecus wound the appearance of which ig CNATAC-
teristic of that of tha exit wound of a bullet,

Shooking news! Let us look at Humes' side of thig affalr,
In hils report, ilumss writes:

seshowever it(the anterlor neck wound) was exten=
ded ag a tracheotomy incision and thus 1te character
‘15 distorted at the time of autopsy, (184941)

Remember  rom th: previous chapter that ome of Humes' chierf
"cov~outa'l in inventing his path tharough the naclk was his lne
siastance that the wound of the anterior neck nsd besn obscurad
by tha tracheotomy inclsion. Aven though Perry had toldi him
this was an entrance("puncture®) wound, he waz able to hide
behind the story that he 3did not see 1t and therefors could not
test it or svaluata 1its character, Humes tostlfisd:

lire HoCloys nay I ask this: In spltae of the inelslon
made by the tracheotomy, was thers any evidence left
of the exit wpaméure?

Comdr, Humes: Unfortunately not that we could age
certain, sir. (2H0369) '

Trus, the record stands that Humes could not ascertalu any avidencas
of an exit apsrture on ths front of the neck, but what is to
o2 sald of hi=n if he found evlidencsz of ths op.osite?

Let us not be foolsd by Tumss® invention bEat the ilneislion
nade by Dr. Perry in attemptin. to save the Prasident ir Callas
obscurad the tiny sntovior wounde Clsan surgleal inelsions do
not obscurs or aven "distort" woundsg. Perry cut ths wound in
half snd that 1s all he did, The wound was still thers and
could have bee: raconstructed in total if the odges of the skin
w2re lined up. It was plainly visible to the cassra which tsoulk
the pleturss se:n by the Cansl ead it should havs bazn Just as
viglble to Humes desplte his laconpetances He wis not blind;
ha obviously hed to zet close enough to ths woun. to asasure
the ilnclsion Co a .Scm. And Amgen Specter, the attornay res-
vonsible for this mess is not Lo 50 without bplame., A weelk after
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Humes testified, 3pecter adducad the followlng teztimony from
ons of the doctorg at larkland who saw the ITe2slisat after the
tracheotony nad besn performad.

ir, 3pscter: Did you obssrvs any wounds on nim

at tha time you férst saw him?

Drs Alkdn: There was a midline nacik wound below the
lavel of tha oricold cartilage, about i to 1.5 cn,
in dianeter, the lower part of this had been cut
across whea I sax the wound, it had Lean gut =oross
#1th a gg??e in the purformanca 2f tae tracheotony.
a)

L3065, emphasiz adls

If Dr. Akin oould have gszen the wound after it was inclgsd
and in s=pite of the turmoll at that o,erat{ng table, then is
it too much to assume that Humes sould havs missed At in the
relaxed, acasemic atmosphere of an autopsy? Furthermore, the
Panel aud Dr., Akin both dasceribe an incision at ths botitom of
the wound thus s¥nosing 2ven more of 1ts orizinal form,

Thlz &8 ugly. If Humes 1s right about ths anterisr neck
wound beins one of exit, then ha perjured himself by sayine he
could agecardaln no traces of it; the Panel tells us udsaouive
ocally that there ware traces of 3 wound, sven worse, gpectar,
who adduced t:stizony that the wound was visidle, made no efforts
to have ldumes set the record strelight. d“hat a sad comuzntary
on these whole shananigans; 1t confirms wnat e iad 2arlilsr
assumec without the benefid of knowladse contalaszd im the Fanel
Report,

Thz Pansl does not walk away Trom this with cleaa nands
eltner, ".,,.the appearance of which 1s characteristic of that
of the exit wound of a bullet,” Wny doss tha Panel in this
one and doubtlessly most important lastancs faill to mention
the characterlstics to which 1t addressed itg2lf? Do=s 1t nean
the slze which, as eatimated by Pariland doctors, wWwas smallaor
than the back eatrance wound? No, exlt wounds are eharmacteris=
ticaXly larger than santranca woundsg, and the Comuizsion's own
tasts proved that, Does 1t mean the surroundlaz tlesue damnge
alage r2norted by fardland loctora? No, this, a charactaristic
of antrance wounds at long range, could not be duplieatsd by the
Comnissi-n®z tests sithsr. Just what does tha fanel msan? It
maans to daeslve, Tha Panel had the doctornsg? testinony at its
dlsposals it was knolii=dzable in exit wound oharacheristicse, Wa
do not need tha Panel to regeat what the Parkland doctors tell
us over ani over again: the antsrior neck wound nad a1l ftha charac=
teristicas of entrancs. Ths fanal's irresponsible statsment
quoted above 13, [ am sorry to raport, a deceptblon tantamount
to a lie,

The zecond portion of the Panel Beport is devotsy to
deseriptions of Xerays of ths fresi.eat's bodye In 1ts first
portion, as we havs sesa, ths Fansl lnadvaztantly subjected that
frail autousy report to numsrous enall elactrical jolts and
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flnally to one se destructive that it turmed the whole thing
into 2 pll=2 of ashes. In thls sectlon, L1t sestiers thoxe ashaz
in tha wind.

Thls n2w ssectlon beginda with Xerays of the Pragldeat's
nsade Lzt us taks the flrst paragraph santence by zentence,
"Thers are multlpls Cractures of the bones of the calvarium
(sxull) bil:terally.® Bllaterally mcans on bobh sides. This
13 an interestinz faot never dirsctly mentionsd 1n the autdpsy
report althousgh it is 1n certala ambdblzuous ways implled,

Thage fractursa extend into ths base of the sgkull
and favolve the floor of the anterinr fosza on the
right side as wall as the wmiidls fossa in the
midlinas,

Frzetures in the anterlor base ol the skull, Agalng not a
slngls word about this in the autopsy raport. Azein we ask
only to =0 unanswared, "Jhy?"

4ith rsspect to the rizat fronto=-parietal region
of ths skull, the traumatic damage is particularly
severe with extensive frasmentation of ths bony
structurss from the idline of the froatal bona
anteriorly to the vieinlty of the pasterior marzin
of* the paristal bone bshind,

L2t us rzcall what we briefly mentionad in ref:rense to froatal
damag3 to the skull earlier in thls chapter, This sentence ls
the slincher, It says in layman's taras tihat the large dafaot
in ths h2ad extsnd:d from the m%dila of the forshead in front
to Just behind tha right aar, ha autopay raport falling to
aentlon any frontal damage wnatsoever h.s suppressed at least

3 to % inches of skull damage. Such an ommisaion is, as ars
all the others, inexcuzable. ZAven mors disturblag, it i3 un-
axplalned,

Above, the fragmentation extends approximataly 235ma.
across ths nidlin=z to involve ad jacsnt portions of
the left parlatal bone...

Can we take any mors of this? Now the Fanel is t=211linz us

that tha defect which thoaza autopsy doctors trisi thétr best

to keep on the right side of the hsad extended 25mm. into the
laft sids on tope w#hat kind of nonazense iz this? It i3 not

the Panel Report who 1g lyinz or covaring up for they are thes
ones with the least motivatlon to 4o soj thers is even photo=
graphlec svidence in sovies of tha asgssaziinatlon to support their
observations. It 1s the aubopsy doctors who ars wearinzg the
black hata 1n this story.

The next thras paragraphs deal with th2 metal fragmanta

in the Prasident's head, Tha flrst, a brisf summary, placea
the najority of fragments "anterlorly and supsriorly.* Ian front
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and abova, a placa of information vital to knowing j@st how the
fresident's head was struck; it is not to be found 1a the aubtopsy
rsport. Also suppres:ed from the autopsy raport bt lacluded
here 1n the Panal Report 18 tha obgervatloan that there were no
metal fragasnts velow or to the laft of the right half of the
braln. This 1s carelessnzss; Lt actually adds strength to the
tenuous conclusions of the autopsy report,

Skippling down a paragraph for clarlty, we gzt tha best
existing deseription of the fragments in the head-=-thelr sizs
and distrisutlon. The Pan2l wes able to dlwlde these frage
mznts into two zrowups. Ona was composad of ralatively larze
fraztants randomly distributed. The othor consisted of "finely
divided fragments®™ distributed lan a reglon Bum, wide and -435mm.
lonze According to the Panael, 1% "eonds" about an lanch avove
and to the right of the right eye, Why "ends”? All psths can
%0 in two dipections. Couldn't the pnath of fragments begin
there? Thiz is a major deception. The Panel for what
ineludza in its report had no hasis for maklag such a judge-
ment; it 13 Alrresponsible, yes, but 1t servas to laply that
thara could bave bezen no other diresctlon for anything in the
Pregident's hody to have moved except in that “posterio=-antarior”
mannar--the only direction known to the autopsy surgeons, the
Jarran Commlagslon, the governmant, and tha Pansl mambers.

The paragraiph we skipped was onz of those "t{wo-in-ons®
dsalss: two surprises in one paraxraph. The shoek of tha first
fsurprige™ 1s cushioned by ianformatlon containad lao the Sibsrt-
0'lielll autoosy report, In disoussing the matal La ths rrasldentt:
head, the two FBI agents mentlon that "ths aext largsst frag-
ment annesrad to be at the rear of the skull at the jJuncturs
of the skull bone."™ Thera 13 no mantion o7 thias {raguznt in
the autopsy rsport and becsus2 of the 1llmited information prior
to the release of the Panel Heport, 1t was lmpossible to evaluate
the siznificance of this ommisslon., iHeras 1g what the Panel adds
to our knowledss:

Algso there is, embedd=d in ths onter tabls of the skull
elosae to the lowar 2dra of the nola, a larze matallic
fragnent wnichs.e.lles 25am. to the rizht of the mid-
line. This frasment as s2an on the lattar filn is
round and measures 5,%5mn. in diameter,

A 6,5mm. frazment on the lower and outer edze of the snbtrance
wound in ths skull. Besides being omltted from tha aubtopsy
report, this fragment was lisd aboul to the Commlission oy Humss.
Two amall bullet fragmeants wers removsd from the head la that
area Just behind the risht eye. Humss testified about this.

esel would say betwsen 30 or 40 tiny dustllks frag-
meats of radlo opagquz materlal, with the exception
of this pne I previously u=zationsd which was seen

to be above an? very sllisghtly deshind the right or-
biteew2 attempted to further examine tne braln, and
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seaX spacifically this fragment which was ths one
we folt to bhe of a size to parmit us to vegover 1t.
(2H333=354, eaphasls added)

dumes, referring to his nobtas, then saw that thers were ace
tually two fragments in that location. But they wars not the
only on2s in ths hsad which would have allowed racovery. Hdumes
could hava ra=moved the 6,5mmn. fragment from tha hack of tha
haad wlth his thumbnail) There 1s no mentlon anywhere of thiz
Tragmant bering removed and Af 1t were, i1t had besn suppressad
fron the evidence,

Th= moat lauportant phece of information in this paragraph
concarns the position of the sntrance wound on the head. [Mirsth
1=t us s2¢ whare the autopsy raport placss thla wound.

3ituated in the posterior scalp approximatsly 2.5cn.
laterally to the right and glizntly above tha
external oecciplital protuberance 13 a Tacarated wound.
(160981, emphasis added)

The exteraal oocipital protubsrances is a bony protrusion at the
pesterlor bage of the skull. According to the autopsy report
the entrance wound was 2.5cm. to ths right and sligntly above
this polnt, Dr, Humes even testified to this fact befora the
darren Comsisslon(2H351). DBasically, this mians that £42rs was
a wounad in the back of the head, iHare 13 the fan2l's varsion:

sesd holesee0an be seen Ain profils aporoxinately
100mm, above the exbtarnszl oceciplital probtubsraance.

100mn, above? That ia four inchesi it in no way can ba taken to
@saa “slisghtly above" or anythlng of the sort. A wound fonr
lnches avowe the extarnal oceipltal protubserance is locatad

at the top of the head in the rear. - This is clearly an obe
fuscation on Humes' part, H1s insxocusably vaszus word "slizhtly"
enabled him to assert something which was not true, that the
entrance wound in th2 head was in the Kk of ‘the head, It was
not; without a doubt, it was on the fop of the hsad. Such a
changs completely invalldatea the pabttern of damazre to tha head
tha autopsy dootors would havs liked us to believa,

fhe Panel enda 1ts obsarvationsz of the actual autopsy
matarlal with an extremely brlef discussion of X-rays of the
frasident®s nack reglon; there are oaly 13 liaes of type in thuis
section. Howevar, what is digsclosed is, in ay oplnion, is the
most shocklng of anything elsa ia the eatirs rsport; I fedl that
it 13 alas the uost effectlive destruction of ths autopsy sur-
g2ons and what thay tried to pawn off ap a medlco-l=zal aubtopsye.
Tnis is the eclincher; note the second senteacs,

Jubecutansous emphysana 1s preseat just to tae riht
of th2 ocarvical spine immediately abovs the anex
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of the right lung, ﬂl?ﬁ veral small metallie
fragmants ars prasent in this region. (emphasls adilad)

Thus, the Panal states incontrovertably that there ware metallie
fraigmants Lln ths Prasidant's nack, A diffarsnt gtory waa told
to the Commission uniar oath by Dr. Humes,

I mentioned previously that X=15¥3 Wars made of the
entire body of the late President, Of course, aad
here I must gay that as I deacribe something to you,
I wight have done 1t before or after in the desg-
cription but for the sake of undarstanding, we
examined carefully the bony structures 12 this
vicinity(the neck area) as wsll as the d=rays, to
see 1f there was any evidsuce of frasturs or of
deposition of metallic fragmeats in the depths of
this wound, and We saw no guch ev dencs, that is

no fractura of the bones of the shouldar girdls,

or of the vertical column, and no matgl%;c fraguents

fore dstectable by X-ray examinatinn, (21361, enphasgls
added

Wa can haridly imagine tagtinony more expliclt, a rare occcurance
froa the man who provided so many eliptical answers. Humas
told the Commission az cleer as day: shemetal was vigible in
the X-rays of the Fresidant's neck, Aad the ransl tells us

Just 55 clearly: there were fragments., Huunes once azgain pere
Jursi himself. This perjury, howasver, is 39 flagrant, go cars-
less, that 1t simply Baffles tha imazinatlion. It zams from the
lips of tha man charged with conductinz thas Presidant 8 antopsy,
the maa whose rapart gerved az the major basis for the entire
farrea Heport.

The remainder of tha Fanal Report 1s devotad to showing
that “the photographs and d=rays dlgcussed hereln support ths
above-guotad portions of the orlginal Autopsy Report and the
abovs-quotad n=dical coneclusions ol the wWarrea Commission
daport.® It 1s essentlally unremwarkablae 1. that 1t =2%thlbits
the sum2 ignorances which couposed the autopsy repert and
domlnated tne thilnilng of its 2X22ULOPS ¢

About thes head wounda, the Pansl uotes that tha abgenca
of metal or penatratiag injury to the left sids of the haad
or tha bas2 of the skull ®elininate with reasonable certainty
the pos:=ibility of a projactile have passed tirou-h the head in
any direction than from back to frontes.® The Pansl hers doas
not addrsss 1tself to the poss1bility that an exploding-typs
prejectile hit the right front of the haad, 3Such an gecurrance
would not have producesd damage ths abgenca of whleh, scaording
to the raport, 1s support for the autopay findilnrcs. At any
ratz, the lnsertion of "with reasonable cartainty” gave the
Jaael Just smouzh rocs to baslt out ot 1ts assumption should
1t aver be pressurad to do 80« Thare 1s alss the carefil
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cholce of words in "a projectlle.® Hers the fanal sesmsto he
workiny under the assuaption that only one bullst struck th: hand §
Af s0, 1t i3 right., It gaw an entrance wouad to tha postarlor
riglon of the head and rlghtly assumed that a bullet must havs
antared the head from the rear aad travallsd toward the front.
Thls accounts for a obullet. DAd yet another bullat strike tha
head and travel in a dirsction otnar than that postulated in tas
autopsy raport? Tha Panel Haport does not a7 e

On the path throuzh the neck, tha Panel Report is somewhat
confuslag, at least alsleading, The report sktes:

There 1z a track betweaen the two cutansous wounds
a2 indlcated by subcutansous emphyssma and small
metallie Tragmants on the Xerays and the contusion
of the apex of the right lunz and lacaration of
the trachaza described in the Autonsy Report,

None of this indicates a track throush the neck and the members
of tha Pan2l knew it. In forensie pathology, tracks ars not
found and paths traced by playilnz "eonnect the dots." This

is tha game the autopsy surgeons played. Yet if we recall the
purpose of the Panal-= to evaluate the evidencs % lation to
the madical conoluslons--we can 3aa the meaning of this sane
t2nces Tha2 track described by ths PFanel 1z a "track” in red3d*tion
to tha autopsy raport, not trus forsnsloc patholozy. Then, ag

Af to pat the autopsy surgsons on the beok, thz rfanal sayss

Ths possiblllity that this bullet mizht have fol=

lowed a pathway other than the one passing throush

the site of the trachszotomy was considesrad. No svilsnce
for thls =mas found.

Iricky lanzuage. The possibllity that the buliet which entered
Lthe back followed any course other than through the anterior
neck was consldared, PFine, but why was it not consldersd that
2 bullet could hava 2§£%;.!§through the front ne I can
believe that the Panel found no evidence to supoort the very
sp2cific »posslbllity that 1t considerad, but becsuse of its own
cautions, I would not expect it to have fouad such evidenes,

It wrilt=as:

Although the preclze path of tha bullst could un-
doubtedly have been d2monstrated Ly ccaplate dis-
gection of the soft tlssue between the two cutansous
goundag, thers 1ls no reason to balisve that the
informatlon disclosed thersby would alter significantly
the concluslons exprasssd In this raport,

Thls is what should have been emphasised from th: start: the
only wa¥id way to trace a path 1s to dissact it completaly. The
fallure on the part of the autopsy surgeons to do thls gave the
Panel doctors the perfect way out of anything tasy said., rJere
haps no avidence was found that the rsar entering bullst lodged
in th2 Presidsat®s back as was origlnally postulated at the
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autopsy. Howevar, qulte baslecally, without dissectlon of the
bullet's path, such svidence would not hav: bean awvallable to
the Panal, It 18 th2 othner possibillitles to whioh the Faasl
gouzht not to address itself that go unanswarsd,

Recaently, I recelved a letter from ona of tha msmbers of
tha Clark Panel. He told ma that "we(the Pansl) were 11 no
way restricted concarning information we mlzht find and con-
clusions we mischt draw contrary to the autopsy raport.” This
iz an intaresting statement and one whlch 1s appropriate for
ay closing comusnts on the Panal.

The first part of the statement 1s false and sarvas to bring
out one of the blgzest shortcomings of the Fanel. The Clark
Panel was most gertalnly restricted concerning information it
could find whether it be congenial to the autopsy findinge or
nots Ths Panel's lnventory of the photographs and X-rays 1t ex-
anined falls to list many important items. Thase were either
dsnlesd to ths Fanel or are unfortunately nonsxistant. Thers 15 no
mention of photographs of tha front of the Frasidsnt's n2ok aven
thoush thers was an important wound thare, Fletures of that wound
viaded Ly the fansl were meraly sideviews. Nor ia there msatlon
of right latsral head X-rays desplte ths fact that the wounds
ware on the rizht sids of the aead. The oaly lateral view sube
witcad to the Panel was taken from the laft sids. Also, all of
the chest/nack [-rays wemn by tha Panel wers anterioreposterior
vlews. ¥Wlth the qusstlon of 2 path throu: h the neck and the
knowledgze of fragments in the neck, 1t is diszusting that latsral
K-rays were not made a part of the Panel's motarial; such wisws
would propsrly show the distribution of the netalllic frazaents in
that area., Nons of this 13 the fault of the Pan=l1 itself.
However, w2 should befir in nind that the ssnel could Jjudge only
tnat whilech it saw,.

The sesond part of tha statement Aincludes the gualifying
clause "contrary to the autopsy report." Obviouszdy, the Panal
disclosed a wealth of informatlion contrary to that ravort; this
has baen the burden of the discussion in this chaptesr. 4s far
as drawinz conclusions contrary to the autopsy report, the Panel
cBhosae not to dao thige It 13 not falr to assart that the Pan:l
aembars were ordared not to do so as 1ls clearly rafuted in my lattar,
Tha 1mportant thing to bear in mind is that 1t was not specifically
thalr purposs to do this. All that ths fansl did do in rsspaot
to fommulating conclusions couater to thosze of ths autopsy ranort
wa3z to imply thaet they saw no evidence to warreat such.

We must be cautious of ilmplications; they ars often deceptlons.
I thlak thare is no documant which showa better just how deceiving
wag the ofllclal asutopsy report than the PFansl Report itsslf.
iat, ewen that report is dacelving. It appears to he a frgak
corroboratlion of the officlal findings; it was seizsd by fhe
mass wedls as belnz Just that; and the publizs who read ths
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n2wWpap2rs and llstenad to telavision, who will naver read tha
Pfanel Report, #11l think jJust thate. TIha formatlion of the faa2l,
its @ork, the lasuance of ita raport=~thay are all decaptions.
LL 13 sad that such devicas are ugzed in r:sponse to wavas

of doubt arising over the Jarren Commiasion's flndings. But,
alag, these too ars deceptions.



CCRCLUSION

I anticipata that the ra=alar will view this paper as un-
nacezsarily nsgative in 1tz approach toward the Presid:at's
autonsy. It 1ls, however, vary unfortunate that there is no
positive slde to the autopay. Thers are no "zzod points*, no
areas for excuse, no instances where it can be sald that Come
mandar Humes came even close to adequately performing his vital
taske In short, we are confronted with an entirsly unacceptable
autopsy=-unacceptBble in a court of law, unssceptabls ag the
final word on ths President's wounds, unaccaptable as the basls
for the Warren Heport.

Whgtwas an incompetant man chosen to parform the most im-
portant sutopsy of the century? And shy was hls assistant w
equally as inept? Why, Af a qualified man wes summonad by Humes
to assist in this endeavour, was ths Presidant's brain ramovad
so hastilly? Parhaps, and I doubt this, thares are regsenmable
Aanswers to these questions. Gven so, we are left with a yet
mors perplexing guestion. Why was this not considersd by the
Warren Commisalon? Its members and staff lawyers were not idiots;
they were nighly capable men with years of sxnerience in law
behind thems Surely they could not have mlssed sueh obvious faults
in the autopsy report, the ceatral plece of avidence of the erima,.

No lawyer would have darasd enter lnto evideance in a court
of law an sutopsy report such sz that drafted by Humes. This
raport breaxs just azbout every pracedent in forensic pathology.
Had this been the case of a skid row bum shot to dzath in tha
gutter, a competant, thorough, and comprensnsive antopsy report
would have besn demanded in court, +#as such a raport, such an
autopsy, too zood for the Prssident of the United States?

Too many guestions reamain about the autopsy. Thase are
questions which no matter how well answersd or explained away
could nsver salvage the Warren Heporti it was thzs Coumission's
duty to ses that thess questlons wore answerad. Yet the Come
mlzslon met each inconasistancy, sach 1is, =ach nqueation with
a standard reply: slleance. When Humes admitted that he had burnad
the orizinal autopay repert, not one Jommiszsioner saw fit to
ask that one simple guestion=--"Why7" when Arlen 3pecter in-
troducesd into evidence the hand-written autonsy draft and the
typed version as identical documents, no onz was thers to bring
out ths fact that the word “"puncture® had bean mysteriously
omitted from the officlal version thus altering the evaluatlon
of the front neck wound as described by Dr. Perry. g£ach time
Humes cautlonad the Commlsalon that the photographs and X-rays
were more raliable than hls own "humbls verbal desoription,” aot
one of thess men familiar with ths proper legal procezduras
sussested obtalnlng the ploturesj they knew this was tha only
evidence acceptable ia court, wWhen Humes declared unl:ar oath,

"We were abl: to ascertaln with absolute certaiaty that the bullet
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had pasased hy the apical portion of tha rizht lung...,” it was
not mentlonsd to him thet 5 days earllsr he had told Specter a
girffersnt gbory, that Pesrry's scalpal had pasied ovar this
20rtiog of the lung; tals was perjury. The2 man gharged with
superviging thls crucial autopsy eammifs s act punlishable by
imprisonnant and not one Commissioner 30 much as blinks an eyel

This 12 too much. ' If we are to accept any aspact of the
autopsy report, than not on2 of the above mentloned criticlsma
should have been allowad to exist. This 13 the basls of the
Warren 3sport, 1t is the manner ian which Prosident Kennedy's
murdsr was investlzgatad, and 1t 1s ona o2f the tenuous shreds
of avidanga that we are asikesd to acc:2pt AL we are to ragard ths
offfclal story of thz assassination as the truth. I say this
1s nonsensigale No r2agonable man should have to stopp s0 low
as to stand for such ancnssnse=, We must open our eyes and
recognize the horrivls fraud thls governuasnt has perpetrated,
It 1s time that we demanded answers.

Let us not foruget the Panel Report for that decelving
doounesnt intendsd as an "answer® was ltself aothinzg mora tham an
officlal obfuscationy it added another block to the towsr of
corruption that has been coastructed. The Panel has handed to
ug on a silvsr platter the most 2xpllclt reasons for rejzcting
what was shcocved down oud throata as an autopsy, as a represen=
tation of the truth, as the product of ths labors of "honorabls®
nele

The most apparent surprises conbalned in tha Panal Report
conecern tha any facts suporessed fro: the autopsy rsvort.
Such suppression 1z, in my view, tanimmount to unforglivabls
corruption, Often, tha slzgnificance of tha facts revesled by
the Panel 1s subduad by the fact that such information mas
abgent from the official racord. Yet how often is thils new
information in opposition to the autcpsy report conelusions?
Does it sven matter, though? I can sea no 1raazon for any subd=
presaion at 23 from such a vital raport,

I wish I could stop akrehe alr=ady lgnominlious charge of
supprassion. However, the Panel [Heport dlseclosss obther ine-
stances where Hdumes commitied perjury. The Pansl makes it un-
denlably olesar thabt tha froant necx wound of ths Presidsnt was
discamabla, visible, unosblitsrated, and obviouws; Humes sWwore
that he could ascertaln no traces of ite Porlurye. The ranel
discloses the presscce of "zeveral gsaall metallie fragmenta™ in
the nsck region; Humas swore that thers were no fragmaats at all
in this resglon. Nors perjurye. To this we ¢an add the perjurious
statement cited earlier.

Incomp=atance ia an unforiunate chargej suppraesslen 1s an
ugly charze; perjury is a disgusting charge. L2t thess are all
charges which ths avidenca forces us to mate at Commandar
Humase. ferhaps a court of law should have tnz fianal say in this
matter, tut presently I am gulded by my own Judgsment, I
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can see no other concluslon than thiss that the autopsy sur-
gesons were corrupt, that their report is not o he belleved,
taat the Jarrsn Report shnould be held up to hths utmost suse
pleion. I cannot posaibly convsy how it galls me to come to
such conclusions, But 1t 1s about time that we wass uz to
the truth.
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