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Q (Uerman): b, Loggs, do 1 gathier from your answer a tioment ago, that
you feel that the sitvation is suel thot nothing need be done and +the
pendulum of public opinion will swing vaci by itseif without any furtler
investigation?

A: No, lir. herman, L didn't. I didn't say that. I said T hod
complete confidence in tlic comnission report. As far as I'm concerned, as a
member of thit commission, if new evidence can be presented, then it should be
looked at objectively. The only thing that 1've scen that has been nresented
in all of tlhiese books, essays, speeches, coumments, has been the fact that the
comnission did not look at the x-rays of the Pe.sident's body made at the

autopsy. 0f course, the wembers of the commission thenselves are not doctors.
Looking at thew, just looking at x-rays would not prove anything to me, I
dou't know how to rcad medical x-rays. ile brought before the conmission the

men who perlorued the autopsy, we examined tiem in great detail. Now, if it
would please anyone, if it would help to ciarify any dounts thot may exist in
the minds of objcetive people, tlen I would say that it tie Attorney General
or somwe appropriate authority wants te appoint a totally objective groun of
doctors and others to look at these x-vays, maybe it shiould be done. But I
would try to disassociate myself from those who are making these comments for
gain, for notoriety, for profit, rather than tbose who have legitinate
questions in their minds. .....

Q (Harwood): M. Boggs, did you agree with the coimission's general
iinding that it was very likely that one bullet struck President Lennedy and
Governor “onnally?

A: The language that we used in ¢ e cowmission report - and I have it
here, 1 reviewed it just a few m nutes ago - we used the word "persuasive",
and the evidence is very persuasive, .. llarwood. To begin with, we examined
very closely the clothes that President hennedy wore on that dreadful day, we
discovered that there was a pullet hoie right here in the collar, right where
the tie is tied, which indicated that a missile peneirated his body. We knew
that one other wmissile had hit Lis slull and had been the fatal one that killed
the President. 1t was very obvious that this missile had come from the rear,
the one that venetrated his tie, and it was - to use a word — it was persuasive
that this bullet hod also nenetrated Governor Connally. Now, we said in the
report that we were trying to rove by negatives. 1le idea that you can prove
a case beyoud any shadow of a question, in a situation lilke this, is utterly
impossiblc. But we examined every conceivable witness, we had about 500
witnesses before the commission, there wust have been — weli, there were wmany
miliions of words of testimony, 26 volumes of the: altogether. The reuwort is
900 pages long (I have it here), and assuming for the moment that Governor
Connally is right, th t he was struck by a buliet other than the bullet which
penetrated the nody of FPresident Nennedy, I thini: it is still very vedll
established that ali of the bullets came from the rewr, which is a significant
point.

.Q: But Mr. Loggs, you say - rather the commission said in its repoxrt -
that there's persuasive evidence, in any event th.t this wasn't necessary to
any essential finding of the comuission, and you have Jjust said that again.

But according to the fili, isn't it true that two bullcts could not have strucck
the men and come from that same rifle, that even though they may lLave come from
behind, that that then meant that there was a second gun being fired at the
motorcade?

A: No, I don't think the films vrove that. I thinx the filwms have to be
viewed in the light of the whole context of evidence hefore the commiss- on.
To begin with, the notion that any member of thec commission or any metber of



BOGES, p. 2

the staff of tie commission sought to do anything excent establis! the truth is
one that I rejeet offkand, as I am sure all of you gentlemen do. e conducted
an exhaustive researvch into everything that transpired on that day in November,
including the life of Oswald from the time he was Lorn, And everything, every
scintilla of evidence pointed up to the fact that this man was what Mr. loover
called a "loner", he was a man who didn't lhave associates, who was not
conspiratorial, whe didn't bring in other peonle. In loolring at the
assassinution you must examine Oswald's Llife and his character and how he
lived, aside frou the physical evidence. And all the physical evidence points
to the fael that the bullets came from the rear. Tle members of the
comiission went to Dallas end went to the Look Depository. I sat there where
tr. Uswald sat and I raised 1be rifle that he used to wmy own shoulder. I
looked through the sight thiat he had. The idea thal you had to be an expert
marksman, lor instance, is one that I reject. This car was moving this way,
away from the building. Almost any marksman using a telescopic sight could
have performed that dastardly deed. So that these are the things that have to
be considered in any appraissal of the watter.

Q (Hﬂrwood?): Well, Mr. Boggs, in taliing about the single bullet, I Jjust
proposed the guestion to you that if it wasu't one bullet it had to be two and
therefore it had to be move than one gun, and the only answer, really. that
you've given here is that Lec larvey Cswald generally ivas a lonmer, which
doesn't seew to we, at least -

A: DNo, no, mo, no, no, no - I've given -
lt = a second man —

A: No, mo - I - no, no ~ I think you misunderstood ue. I said that you
must examine all of the facts and tl.e facts point - the facts do indicate that
he was a lomer, but in a’dition to that, all of the evidence, all of the
evidence, before the commission shows that the bullets came from the rear,
whieh indicates that they all came from Oswald's gun. None of these people
have said that a bullet came from the front. This is a significant point,

Q: DBut the discrepancy that does exist which is pointed out (or which is
claimed to exist, I don't say myself that it does exist because I don't think
anybody can), but it is claimed that wien you look at the Zapruder movie film
made by Abrahas Zapruder, an anateuwr photographer, when you look at this film
of the Fresident's death and youw clieeck the point wiere the ‘resident is
visibly nit, you check the point where the President is visibly hit again, and
you cheek the point where $he Govermor Commally and his wife think he was hit,
that "coumes at a point such that no one co. id have fired the gun these three
times -

A: yell, now, wait a minute -

: Let's not masze a —

A: WVait just a - just a winute. e are taliing in terms of sulit
seconds -

Q: Indeed, fractions of -

A: TFractions of seconds. And tlicse determinations are made by people
who in many cases are somel! ing less than expert. Merriman Smith, who was one
of the witnesses to the assassinction, wrote a very cxhaustive piece about this
very matter in last week's Washington Post. lie goes into these veryissues

that you've talking avout. Now, every person who lias had cnything to do with
the investigation - Mr. lloover of the LI, Governor Comnally who was there, the
members of the commission - have all said that we have examined every
conceivable piece of testimony. A1l T'w saying to you is this: - that we .

established, as best that coumpetent men can establislh, that Oswald assassinated
President Kennedy and aiso shot Governor Conna!ly, Now, if there's any
further evidence that can be turned up I'm for developing it.  Dut the point 1
make is that the idea that the comnission 'idu't make & thorough, an exhaustive
and an objective examination is one that 1 reject.
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¢: Well, ir. Boggs, you carry tremendous weight in the iouse,
Senator ilussell carries trewendous weight in the Senate, =nd without the
at lenst tacit approval of you two gentiemen it's unlikely that there'il pe
another investigation authorized by Congress. Do you have any doubt at all
that Lee llarvey Uswald, acting alone, for personal reasons, murdered
President liennedy?

A: Hone whatsoever. I am totally counvinced of it.

d: Would youw actively oppose, if other nersons were in faveor of it,
would you actively oprose a re—-investigation, say by Congress — withoul the
introduction of new evidence, simply going over the same old ground that you
plowed in the commigsion?

A: Well, T would not actively oppose it. I wouid be for - if any new
evidence exists, for it peing prougbt oul. The Attorney General - remenmber,
the Varren Comuission has been dismisced, we hive finished our woric. We were
formally termunincted by tie President, who appointed us, Now, if there is
new evidence, certainly it sbould be gone into, put remewbner this, i, Herman,
there are many people who would rather believe that tliere was a conspiracy.
This is uwnfortunately hwian nature.

Q: Would you say that an investigation at this time would do more harm
than good - that is, it would only exiplore the same old questions?

Lt Well, again, I don't litte to say anything would do more harm than
good, but if the investigation - if tle ovjective of the investigation - is to
pursue new evidence, that's one thing. If the onjective iz te answer some of

the tiings that hwve been raised up to the present, I wo.ld say that I would
have grave questions about it.

R: Let me give ti:is a slightly -
A:  Bxcept for the autopsy - x-rays.

i+ Let me give this a slightly different turn. You have considerable
experience with criminology and legal affairs in your long term in and out of
Congress, Do you think that Lee Larvey Oswald could have been convicted under
the laws of your state by the evidence that you saw?

A: 0Oh, no guestion about it!

: The evidence was legally binding, ncne of it would liave been thrown
out by constitutionmality rules and so forth?

A: 1 don't think there is any question about the fact that he could have
been convicted of {irst degree murder.

Q: OK.

(Interview turned to other subjects.)



