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1.15.89
Jear Tail,

Ag of now, 1f 1 hod snother month of six wasks to prepors for
going to N.0,, 1%d probobly gat my files fairly well strsightenad ous, That
13, 4f there were not alweys othuar chores. 2ne of this morning =111, T think,
in%arast you: T have grrzoged with them for tis vhil ¥illdsas %o testify in
liew (rleens, He will beve his originel picturs, including thos: unpubliczhed,
will testify ea he wsa pot ~sked %o by Liebeler, and his wife will toadifly
tn =esinz the Presidont s hesd g0 backwerds I will «l1so hnave = chocee to @0
aver hiz unpuhlished wictursz with him.

Somehow sttached fo the copy of the Oawald Dollas srrest raport
1 feund n govy of your vary gond 11/26/66 memo on Hoover'e 11/24 stetemcnt,
sexit arponred in the NYTimes. I believe hé 4s o Bit toushy on thls. He nsvar
414 snswer my re:uset for a copy. It hed bean premized, By pacne, rad maver
arrtted, s 1 wrats hime You ses, I boliewe they intercepted a 2opy of 7711,
in vhieh, for the first time anyrhera, the 7 chargen ware contsined, but
not vet 1esuad,

I think T put thiz aside intending it as & rsminder of seme kind
or anothar, 1 have basen awsra of much if aot all the contents, hsve =n use
the clted stortss, I think in 21, anl heve oftsn wondared {not a5 Thompacn)
on all this fuiginz. The necktis peré is elso Laterastinz. - huve not as
yat reached any conclusion on wha%, 1f snythinz, sll %his neons exeept they
were all crooks,

I nlas thiak 1 forgot thin in ™OST IOATIM, I I 414, I'1l hove %o
8441 1% #nd would prefer to 4o 30 separnisly, Deceuss tho# 1s end bhes been %yped
for the nffset cazere nd Indexed. Therefore, only ithe naat urgent chongea
zhould ba mede, The purposs of this lattar is to sak yougp when yxou heve time
{12 1% wrong 3o Bmaure you ewor dn?), 7mu reread sndl rething this, in the
11ght of what wa have sincg laarmed, snd declda wh-ther ynu hove PRy new
thoughts. Torhepe, 23 captionsz, I might find s plses 12 inelude sems of it
under the eppropriste documents in the sppendix.

You wry slec went to r aread the adiition to THITEMASH on what was
smitted frem the FBI reports, espeelslly la the l.ght of fiosver's twatlmony
on whet Johnpon ardarsd hiam to do and Sha prass @ goounta the s his wes o heve
baen the definitive roport,

I preswme you know the Shaneyfalt copy ol the Secrat Sarvies cony
wss substituted for it =g £x 904, - have A1 this eonfirmad, In writing, snd
thot tie Cecr e Gosvige hus oot daposited 1%s coples in the Aronives, as =+
fatarpret 3lsrk's erder %o raquira. I h:ve tzis in writing, $a-.

urriadly,



Paul Hoch

2701 Ridge Road, Apt. 30%
Berkcley, Calif. 94709
Hoverbar 26, 1965

¥r. Hoover!s statement of MNov. 25 does not, in Wy opinion, satisfactorily
answer the critics' questions concerning the performance and reporting of the
autopsy of Prosident Kennecdy.

First, let us examine Mr. Hoover's interpretation of ths FiI Supplamental
Report of Jan. 13, 196k, He states that the doctors!' early obscrvation that
“the bullet had penctrated only a shori distance into ths Prasidant's back was
referred to "in conjunction with the laboratory findings" concerning the danzge
to the front of the President's clothing “to point up" the Yprobability" that
this early observation was in error. ;

Frankly, I do not see how any such inteatlon on the part of ths FBI can
be read into the relevant section of the Report,{entitled "Laboratory examinations
++s President's clothing.ﬁ)The first half appears primarily intended to show that
traces of copper from the bullets allegodly used were found in the c¢lothing at
the back wound. The second paragraph deals with the throat wound. Since no
bullet fragments were found in the clothing, why was the fragmentation of the
bullet which struck the skull mentioned? The implication seens to be that a
fragment of metal (or bene) from the last shot caused the exii wound in the
throat.

Tt should be noted that the latter interpretation was common in news rapors
apparently based on the FEI version of the shooting. (E.g., Washington Post, Dsc.
18, 1963; YT, Jan. 26, 1964, p. 56)

Sines the intent of the Jan. 13 repori is not clear from its text, ones may
ask whethsr, in fact, the laboratory examination of the clothing did indicate
that the bullet had passed through the body. The Warren Report, on the bzsis of
the testimony of FBI agent Frazier, states that "although ths characteristics of
the slit established that the missile had exited to the front, the irrsgular
nature of the slit precluded a positive determination that it was a bullst hole M
(P. 92) As Frazier put it, "that [the shape) is not specifically characteristic
of 2 bullethole to the extent that you could say it was to the exclusion of being

“a piece of bone or some other type of projectile." (5H51) Testifying on the basis

of his examination of the clothing, he said,"I can say that this ho s in the {front)
collar area could have been made by this bullet but I cannot say that the bullet
which entered the back actually came out here or at some other place because I an
not awars of the autopsy information as to the path of the bullet through the

body." (3H51)

This uwnusually eareful testimony, plus the text of the report iteelf,
suggests that the Jan. 13 report did not mean to imply (or at least should not
have meant to imply) that the laboratory examination "clearly" indicated that
the medical observations wers "“probably" in error. ‘

BEven if my analysi$ is incorrsct, how is one to interpret ¥r. Hoover's
statement that " since the F.3.I. knew the commission had a copy of ths official
autopsy, its contents were not repeated in an F.B.I. report 47 (Emph. addsd) The
point at issue is not why there was no FEI Teport spscifically on ths autopsy
report, but why the Jan. 13 report did not reflect the autopsy report. At best,
the Jan. 13 report is supposed to have pointed up the probability that ths
original observation was in error. Yet the autopsy report, which the FBI adwittedly
had in hand, seems to be a much stronger staterent, precluding the possibility
that the original observation was correct. Is is customary for the FBI to hint
that an observation is in error (by putting it in the past parfect tense.and
"in conjunction with" a statement that may be a refutation) waen it has solid
evidsncs that it was in fact in error?



Mr. Hooverts statement is inadequate in other woays as a response U

uestions that have boen raised. For emumunle, it may well be that the I
obtained a eopy of the "original uncul® Zupruder film and "roproducsd this for
the commission, which since has turned it over to fihel national archives.!
However, FBI agent Shaneyfelt testified that he proparsd Commdssion Exnibit
885, which he (incorrectly) describad as the "majority" of the Iramss in {the
Zapruder filwm. As published by the Comwission, four frawmss were spliced out,
and two others were printed in reverse order. llo explanation has ever besn
provided publicly. Also, Mr. Hoover's account of when and how the doctors
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-
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f

decided that the bullet had mone through:ine body is inconsiztent with the
account on pp. 88-89 of the Warren Raport, bul that is ancther story

altogether,

One would be much less suspicious of the entire investigation into ths
assassination if the FBI {br the Warren Report) hed admithbed, clearly and
unequiveecally, that they had made some mistakes. It is trua that Cgmmission
staff membzrs are now admitting that there were loose ends, contradictions,
mistakes, and misstatements. (For example, Mr. Liebcler has advised that the
Dec. 9 FBI report was not Pof principal importance," as the Warren Report
had elaimed.) How many wore “imprecise! statements are there in the Warren
Report, which will be acknowledged only when the critics turn up irrefutable
counter-evidence?

References: Statement by J. Edgar Hoover, New York Times, Nov. 25, 1968, p. 25.
FBI Supplemental Report, Jan 13, 1964 (See Appendix B of Inouast.)

L

" T, personally, fesl that any finding of the Commission will not be accepted
by everybody, because there are bound to be some extremists who have very
pronounced views, without any foundation for them, who will disagree violently
with whatever f{indings the Commission makes.!

J. Edgar Hoover

May 1L, 1964
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