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John Fitzgerald Kennedy
in memoriam



If a nation expects to be ignorant and free,
in a state of civilization,
it expects what never was and never will be.
— Thomas Jefferson
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Preface

The scientific evidence [Humes and Boswell] documented during their au-
topsy provides irrefutable proof that President Kennedy was struck by only two
bullets that came from above and behind from a high-velocity weapon that
caused the fatal wounds

— Journal of the American Medical Association

On 22 November 1963, John Fitzgerald Kennedy, the 35th President of the
United States, was assassinated in Dallas, Texas, while his motorcade passed
through Dealey Plaza. On 29 November 1963, Lyndon Baines Johnson, 36th
President of the United States, appointed a panel of inquiry—chaired by
the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, Earl Warren—to investigate the
death of his predecessor. A summary of its conclusions—technically only
an advisory report to the President—was published on 27 September 1964.
Twenty-six volumes of related testimony and exhibits were published on 23
November 1964. These are among the very few undisputed facts about the
death of JFK.

According to the 888-page summary of its findings, the Warren Com-
mission determined that President Kennedy had been assassinated by a
lone, demented gunman, Lee Harvey Oswald, who had fired three shots
from the sixth floor of the Texas School Book Depository Building and
scored two hits, one of which passed through the President’s neck and ex-
ited his throat, the other of which entered the back of his head and killed
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him. While denying that it was crucial to their conclusions, the panel in-
ferred that the same bullet that passed through the President’s neck had
wounded Texas Governor John Connally.

President’s Commission on the
Assassination of President Kennedy

Chief Justice Earl Warren, Chairman
Senator Richard B. Russell

Senator John Sherman Cooper
Representative Hale Boggs
Representative Gerald R. Ford

Mr Allen W. Dulles

Mr John J. McCloy

J. Lee Rankin, General Counsel

Established by President Lyndon B. Johnson
29 November 1963

JFK had removed Allen Dulles as Director of the CIA. An interesting event
occurred between the publication of The Warren Report and that of the 26
volumes of supporting documents, namely: the Presidential election of 1964.

This bullet is alleged to have entered Connally’s back and shattered a rib
before exiting his chest, hitting his right wrist and being deflected into his
left thigh, an account that is known as “the single bullet theory”. Because
the bullet that is supposed to have performed these feats displays only slight
distortion, it is known as “the magic bullet”. When the House Select Com-
mittee on Assassinations re-investigated the case in 1977-78, its report sup-
ported these findings, but with the concession that a fourth bullet that missed
had apparently been fired from “the grassy knoll” to the front and right of
the limousine. This led the HSCA to the conclusion that JFK had been
killed as the result of a “probable” conspiracy.

When the Oliver Stone motion picture, JFK, was released in 1991, it
generated enormous interest in the possibility that elements of the federal
government and the military-industrial complex, including especially the
CIA, might have been behind the assassination, perhaps with financing
from wealthy o0il men and the collusion of the Mob. The film was attacked
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by a large number of critics and columnists, many of whom published
their critiques before production was even complete or the movie had been
distributed. The controversy has continued to simmer: while most Ameri-
cans reject the government’s conclusions, they are uncertain what to ac-
cept with regard to the assassination itself
Perhaps the most telling argument for the official view has been the

failure to turn up “hard evidence” of conspiracy in this case, which makes
the critics’ position appear to be an article of faith rather than a product of
reason. The evidence most basic to the official position has always been the
medical evidence, including the autopsy report, X-rays, and photographs,
on the one hand, and photographic evidence, including especially a film of
the assassination taken by Abraham Zapruder, on the other. If crucial evi-
dence of this kind could be proven to have been fabricated, manufactured,
or otherwise reprocessed, that would provide hard evidence critics claim
has been lacking. The studies published here settle this matter— decisively!

The volume you are about to read presents some of the most important
findings about the medical and photographic evidence in the murder of
John F. Kennedy yet to be discovered. A specialist in radiation oncology
has examined the autopsy X-rays and has discovered that some have been
altered to conceal a massive blow-out to the back of the President’s head,
while others have been changed by the imposition of a 6.5 mm metal ob-
ject. Aworld authority on the human brain has concluded that diagrams in
the National Archives purporting to be of JFK's brain must be of someone
other than John Fitzgerald Kennedy. A group of experts on various aspects of
photographic evidence has now found that the Zapruder film of the assassi-
nation has been extensively edited using highly sophisticated techniques.

These findings not only completely undermine the official reports of
the American government in relation to the assassination but also support
the indictment of the Editor-in-Chief and Board of Trustees of a leading
medical journal in the United States and of the nation’s press for failing to
fulfill its obligations and responsibilities to the American people. If we are
entitled to the truth about the assassination of John F. Kennedy, then this
journal has published material that should not have been published and
has not published material that should have been published. And if the
nation’s press has a duty to report new findings and to expose fabrications
and misrepresentations in a case of this kind, then it bears a heavy respon-
sibility for failing to inform the American public, even after repeated and
forceful attempts to bring these matters to its attention.

The contributors to Assassination Science are among the most highly
qualified persons ever to investigate the assassination. They include a dis-
tinguished scholar who was Scientific Director of both the National Insti-
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tute for Mental Health and the National Institute for Neurological Diseases
and Blindness in both the Eisenhower and the Kennedy administrations.
They include an M.D. specializing in X-ray therapy who also has a Ph.D. in
physics, a philosopher of science who is an expert on critical thinking, an
attorney who successfully sued the Journal of the American Medical Asso-
ciation for defamation, a physician who attended both JFK and Lee Harvey
Oswald at Parkland Hospital, and other serious students of this crime.

They were brought together as an unintended effect of the publication
of (what turned out to be) a series of articles in the Journal of the American
Medical Association (JAMA) purporting to discuss and evaluate the medical
evidence in this case. These were widely promoted as providing definitive
scientific evidence supporting Warren Commission conclusions, but actu-
ally appear to conceal, to distort, or to misrepresent some of the most im-
portant aspects of that evidence. The material published here may there-
fore be viewed as an attempt to set the record straight, one which suggests
that JAMA has been grossly abused for apparently political purposes.

It may be difficult to imagine that JAMA could conceal, distort, or mis-
represent some of the most important aspects of the medical evidence in a
case of this kind. It is, after all, one of the leading medical journals in the
United States today, and its Editor-in-Chief is a widely respected journalist.
Ordinarily, authors of articles published in this journal would be authori-
ties in their fields. That, however, is not true regarding the assassination of
JFK, even relative to its medical aspects, about which JAMA'’s author is no
expert, its editor is no authority, and JAMA possesses no expertise. What
JAMA did was to present artfully-written opinion pieces as though they
were science.

These opinion pieces are allegedly based upon interviews, initially
with James J. Humes and J. Thornton Boswell, two medical officers of
the United States Navy, who conducted the autopsy of John F. Kennedy
the night of 22-23 November 1963, and subsequently with Pierre Finck,
a medical officer of the United States Army, who assisted them. Inter-
views with physicians are not science, making it difficult to understand
why the journal promoted them as though they were. If JAMA’s articles
are accurate, these physicians even contradict prior testimony they gave
to the Warren Commission and later to the House Select Committee on
Assassinations (HSCA).

Assassination Science presents studies by physicians, scientists, and
other experts that are intended to place the investigation of the assassi-
nation of JFK on an objective and scientific foundation. The research
they provide exposes fundamental inadequacies in the government’s po-
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sition, especially concerning the authenticity of the most basic “evidence”
in this case. The Prologue supplies a general introduction to the book
and a global overview of the importance of the findings presented here.
Part I reflects reactions to JAMA's publications on this subject, includ-
ing several contemporary submissions and other efforts to correct JAMA's
dissemination of misinformation. Part II records a press conference held
in New York City on 18 November 1993, where important discoveries
undermining Warren Commission, HSCA, and JAMA accounts were pre-
sented to reporters, findings which profoundly affect our knowledge of
this case but which their papers have yet to print.

Part III demonstrates the virtually complete lack of interest in these
matters displayed by the Department of Justice, which appears to pos-
sess neither the talent nor the inclination to understand these discover-
ies or to undertake any appropriate response. Part IV presents the latest
studies of the Zapruder film, which traditionally has been regarded as a
“clock” by which the sequence of events constituting the assassination
has to be measured. The Epilogue has been devoted to the language of
“proof” within this context and to whether the existence of a conspiracy
and of a cover-up has been proven, which suggests that, given the avail-
able relevant evidence, the matter appears to have been settled. The Post-
script affords a philosophical framework—which many may wish to read
before considering the rest of the book—for understanding the com-
plexities encountered in the investigation of the assassination, many
rooted in uncertainties over the authenticity of the evidence.

While almost anyone taking a serious interest in the assassinations
of John F. Kennedy, Robert Kennedy, or Martin Luther King, Jr., might
be characterized as “an assassination buff”, the contributors to this vol-
ume cannot be casually dismissed by means of stereotypes. Robert B.
Livingston, M.D., David Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., and Bradley Kizzia, J.D.,
for example, are persons of accomplishment and, in the case of
Livingston, especially, of great distinction. They have professions at which
they excel apart from research they have undertaken to understand what
happened to JFK. They share the belief that the American people are
entitled to know the truth about our nation's history.

Moreover, while JAMA’s publications brought us into contact with
one another—some of us more frequently than others—each of us has
continued to pursue his own independent research. We have not been
working toward any predetermined conclusions about the assassina-
tion, and the fact that the results of our discoveries have proven to be
mutually reinforcing is striking and significant. Taken collectively, our
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findings afford a highly consistent and strongly supported reconstruc-
tion of crucial elements of the assassination of JFK. For any analysis of
the events of 22 November 1963 to be taken seriously, it must not only
provide a logically coherent account of what happened but also explain
why investigating this case has been so fraught with problems. The stud-
ies in this volume satisfy these conditions.

BRLLAY 1y wian
HALLFT WoRISK

i
-

James H. Fetzer, Ph.D., and David W. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D.,
in Rancho Mirage, California, on 11 June 1997

The documents, articles, and reports presented here are intended to
convey at least three lessons. First, that even journals as prestigious asJAMA
are not immune from political abuse, indications of which abound with
respect to its coverage of medical aspects of this case. Second, that new
discoveries, including scientific findings of fundamental importance, con-
tinue to be made, supporting the possibility that truth is not beyond our
grasp. Third, that journals, newspapers, and agencies upon which we all
tend to depend do not always serve the people’s interests. The pursuit of
truth, the protection of justice, and the preservation of democratic
instituitions require eternal vigilance. As long as we are ignorant, we are
not free.

—James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.



Prologue
The Death of JFK

There are some frauds so well conducted that it would
be stupidity not to be deceived by them.
—Charles Caleb Colton

There was a time when Americans could take for granted that their gov-
ernment told the truth. The very idea that the government would lie to us
was virtually unthinkable during the 1940s and the 1950s. During the
1960s, however, things began to change. Lies and deceit over Vietnam,
Watergate, and the Iran-Contra Affair disillusioned most of us to the
point where we could no longer trust our government. While distrusting
government used to be a symptom of paranoia (of the left or of the right),
that no longer remains the case. During the 1990s, anyone who takes for
granted what the government tells them is regarded as naive. Our prob-
lem has thus become that of exercising our rationality to avoid naiveté
without becoming paranoid.

There are many who think that the steady erosion of our faith in our
government has roots that can be traced to events in Dallas, Texas, on 22
November 1963. Indeed, there appear to be several reasons why we need
to understand what happened at that specific time and place. The conse-
quences of that tragedy continue to influence the course of our history. If
we knew more about it, we might be better positioned to appraise and
cope with those effects. Moreover, we are surely entitled to the truth
about our nation’s history. Knowing the truth might even contribute to
restoring our trust in government. And, if the government was involved,
then knowing might at least help us to take steps to ensure that it does
not happen again.
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Intermittent polling over several decades has repeatedly confirmed
that somewhere between 70% and 80% of the American people do not
believe that John F. Kennedy was assassinated by a lone, demented
gunman named Lee Harvey Oswald, who is alleged to have fired three
shots from the Texas School Book Depository at the President’s
motorcade, scoring two hits, one of which both injured the President
and wounded John Connally, the Governor of Texas, the other hitting
JFK in the head, killing him. The vast majority of Americans thus do not
believe The Warren Report, a far larger percentage of the population than
have ever read it.

What may be more surprising is that, although the The Warren Report
(technically the Report of the President’s Commission on the Assassina-
tion of President John F. Kennedy, issued in 1964) acknowledged that an-
other shot was fired that missed the President entirely—hitting a distant
curb and fragmenting, inflicting a minor injury on the cheek of a by-
stander, James Tague —it did not conclude whether it was the first, the
second, or the third fired. Few Americans realize that the FBI and the
Secret Service maintained yet another story according to which all three
shots hit, where the first hit the President, the second the Governor, and
the third killed the President.

Even more surprising than the existence of multiple versions of the
official Warren Report assassination scenario is that the government no
longer regards that work as final or complete. When the assassination of
JFK was reinvestigated by the Select Committee on Assassinations of
the House of Representatives (HSCA), its report of 1979 drew the con-
clusion that the President “probably” had been assassinated by a con-
spiracy that involved at least one more assassin, who apparently had
been firing from the grassy knoll, as many witnesses who were in Dealey
Plaza at the time had maintained. This is now the American government’s
official position.

Some commentators suggest that the inference to conspiracy does
not necessarily follow, since it may have been the case that this second
assassin was simply another “lone, demented gunman” acting indepen-
dently of the other. The hypothesis that two different and unrelated per-
sons might happen to choose precisely the same location and precisely
the same time —indeed, exactly the same moments of time—to attempt
to assassinate the President, however, must surely have a vanishing prob-
ability. For someone to take it seriously rather than merely advancing it
to obfuscate, confuse, or confound the American people is exceptionally
difficult to imagine.
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President’s death. Ruby was transferred the following day to the
county jail without notice to the press or to police officers not directly
involved in the transfer. Indicted for the murder of Oswald by the
State of Texas on November 26, 1963, Ruby was found guilty on
March 14, 1964, and sentenced to death. As of September 1964, his
case was pending on appeal.

CONCLUSIONS

This Commission was created to ascertain the facts relating to the
preceding summary of events and to consider the important questions
which they raised. The Commission has addressed itself to this task
and has reached certain conclusions based on all the available evi-
dence. No limitations have been placed on the Commission’s inquiry;
it has conducted its own investigation, and all Government agencies
have fully discherged their responsibility to cooperate with the Com-
mission in its investigation. These lusions rep the d
bl ’P_ t of all bers of the C ission and are pr d after
an investigation which has satisfied the Commission that it has ascer-
tained the truth concerning the assssination of President Kennedy
to the extent that a prolonged and thorough search makes this
possible.

1. The shots which killed President Kennedy and wounded Gov-
ernor Connally were fired from the sixth floor window at the south-
east corner of the Texas School Book Depository. This determination
is based upon the following:

(a) Witnesses at the scene of the sssassination saw a rifle being
fired from the sixth floor window of the Depository Building,
and some witnesses saw 2 rifla in the window immediately after
the shots were fired.

(3) The nearly whole bullet found on Governor Connally’s
stretcher at Parkland Memorial Hospital and the ¢wo bullet frag-
ments found in the front seat of the Presidential limousine were
fired from the 6.5-millimeter Mannlicher-Carcano rifle found on
the sixth floor of the Depository Building to the exclusion of all
other weapons.

(e) The three used cartridge cases found near the window on
the muxth floor at the southeast corner of the building were fired
from the same rifie which fired the above-described bullet and
fragments, to the exclusion of all other weapons.

(d) The windshield in the Presidential limousine was struck
by a bullet frogment on the inside surface of the glass, but was not
penetrated.

(¢) The nature of the bullet wounds suffered by President
Kennedy and Governor Connally and the location of the car at
the time of the shots establish that the bullets were fired from
above and behind the Presidential limousine, striking the Presi-
dent and the Governor ag follows:

(1) President Kennedy was first struck by & bullet which
entered at the back of his neck and exited through the lower
front portion of his neck, causing a wound which would not
necessarily have been lethal. The President was struck a sec-
ond time by a bullet which entered the right-rear portion
of his head, causing a massive and fatal wound.

(2) Governor Connally was struck by o bullet which
entered on the right side of his back and traveled downward
through the right side of his chest, exiting below his right
nipple. This bullct then passed through his right wrist and
antered his left thigh where it caused a superficial wound.

(f) There isno credible evidence that the shots were fired from
the Tripla Underpass, ahend of the motorcade, or from any other
Jocation.

2. The weight of the evidence indicates that there were three shots
fired.

3. Although it is not necessary to any essential findings of the Com-
mission to determine just which shot hit Governor Connally, there is
very persuasive evidence from the experts to indicate that the same
bullet which pierced the President’s throat also caused Qovernor Con-
nally’s wounds. However, Governor Connally’s testimony and certain
other factors have given rise to some difference of opinion as to this
probability but there is no question in the mind of any member of the
Commission that. a1l the shots which caused the President’s nnd Gov-
ernor Connally’s wounds were fired from the sizth floor window of
the Texns School Book Depository.

4. The shots which killed President Kennedy and wounded
Governor Connally were fired by Lee Harvey Oswald. This con-
clusion is based upon the following:

(a) The Mannlicher-Carcano 6.5-millimeter Italian rifie from
shichl(]\e shots were fired was owned by and in the possession of

swald.

(&) Oswald earried this rifle into the Depository Building
on the morning of November 22,1963,

(¢) Oswald, at the time of the assassination, was present at
the window from which the shots were fired.

(d) Shortly after the assassination, the Mannlicher-Careano
rifle belonging to Oswald wes found partially hidden between
some cartons on the sixth floor and the improvised paper bag in
which Oswald brought the rifle to the Depository was f};und close
by the window from which the shats were fired.

(e) Based on testimony of the experts and their analysis of
films of the assassination, the Commission has concluded that a
rifleman of Lee Harvey Oswuld’s capabilities could have fired
the shots from the rifle used in the assassination within the
elapsed time of the shooting. The Commission has concluded
further that Oswald possessed the capability with a rifle which
enabled him to commit the assassination.

AT JO yreaq oy,
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This fantastic “two demented gunmen” scenario had the effect of high-
lighting one of the glaring weaknesses of The Warren Report, however,
which was its utter failure to establish a rational motive for Lee Harvey
Oswald to have wanted to kill John F. Kennedy. This is the genius of the
description of the gunman as “demented”. Since an insane person may
act from irrational motives, the actions of an insane person cannot be
expected to be rational. While the Warren Commission never actually
maintained that Lee Harvey Oswald was “insane”, its report strongly
suggested that he was “unstable”, citing various aspects of his personal
history. But was Oswald really demented?

There have been intermittent indications that he was not. According
to Commission member Gerald Ford, Portrait of an Assassin (1965), for
example, Waggoner Carr, the Attorney General of Texas, reported to the
Commission that he had discovered evidence that Lee Harvey Oswald
was an undercover agent for the FBI; that he had been assigned number
179; and that he had been on the payroll at $200 per month since 1962,
right up to the day of the assassination. The Commission relied on Leon
Jaworski, who would become prominent during the Watergate affair, to
explore this issue, but his ties to the CIA as a trustee of the M. D. Ander-
son Foundation have cast doubt upon the diligence of his investigation,
which yielded the finding that these were no more than “false rumors”.

Jaworski’s inquiry, which appears to have been perfunctory, was far
from exhaustive concerning possible connections Oswald might have had
with the United States. Oswald’s military service, defection to the Soviet
Union, marriage to a Russian woman, and seemingly insignificant work
history would support an alternative (non-demented) interpretation if,
for example, he had been covertly working for government intelligence,
as he may have been. It is one thing for a single “demented” gunman to
have attempted to assassinate the President in Dealey Plaza in Dallas at
12:30 p.M. on Friday, 22 November 1963, however, and quite another for
two or more “demented” gunmen to have done the same. If there was
more than one assassin, as the HSCA Report implied, then they must
have had their reasons. The second government report on the assassina-
tion of President Kennedy thus exposed a major defect with the first, one
it left unresolved.

Many books about the assassination have appeared since 1963, such
as Mark Lane’s Rush to Judgment (1966), Josiah Thompson'’s Six Seconds
in Dallas (1967), Gary Shaw'’s The Cover-Up (1976), David Lifton’s Best
Evidence (1980), Jim Marrs’ Crossfire (1989), and Robert Groden and
Harrison Livingstone’s High Treason (1989), to name a few of the best.
Some of these authors, especially Lifton, have focused on the medical
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evidence, suggesting that it might hold the key to understanding what
took place in Dealey Plaza. The autopsy report, X-rays, and photographs,
for example, are usually taken to be the “best evidence” in a murder case.

The assassination of JFK, however, is not a usual case, and the au-
thenticity of the autopsy X-rays and photographs has been challenged
not only by Lifton but by others, including Harrison Livingstone in High
Treason 2 (1992). The problems in this case are remarkable, because the
autopsy X-rays and photographs do not appear to be consistent with the
autopsy report or even with each other. The medical evidence also ap-
pears to be inconsistent with reports of numerous eyewitnesses, includ-
ing physicians and non-physicians, who observed the President’s body at
Parkland and at Bethesda. The problem thus arises of which if any of
our sources qualifies as the “best evidence”.

The inconsistency between the eyewitness reports and the other evi-
dence was dispatched in the case of the House Committee by accepting
the autopsy X-rays and photographs as authentic, which permitted the
members of the Committee to disregard, discount, or discard the eyewit-
nesses, especially those who reported a massive wound to the back of
JFK’s head. The situation thus remained in an uncomfortable state of
semi-resolution when Oliver Stone’s film, JFK, was released in 1991, cre-
ating a national sensation that enormously stimulated interest in the
assassination. While the public might not have read The Warren Report
or the HSCA inquiry, it was still eager and willing to watch what was
shown on the big screen, even a film that implied a conspiracy involving
the federal government.

When Charles Crenshaw, M.D., one of the physicians who attended
JFK at Parkland, published a book, JFK: Conspiracy of Silence (1992), in
which he disputed the autopsy photographs, the problem was further
compounded. Crenshaw not only assisted in treating President Kennedy
on the 22nd but also assisted in treating Lee Harvey Oswald, his alleged
assassin, on the 24th, after he was shot down by Jack Ruby in the base-
ment of the Dallas Police Department. Crenshaw described a small wound
to JFK’s throat and a massive wound to the back of his head, neither of
which could have been caused by bullets fired from a position above and
behind. [Editor’s note: See Appendix A.]

The surge of public interest in these events motivated Congress to
reconsider the secrecy surrounding most of the official records in this
case, the majority of which had been sealed away in the National Archives
for 75 years. It would eventually lead to the establishment of the
Assassination Records Review Board, charged with the responsibility to
supervise the release of major portions of the records. This development
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occurred in spite of resistance by President George Bush, a former
Director of the CIA, who was widely reported to have opposed measures
promoting release of these documents and then refused to appoint any
members to the board.

Within this context, an extraordinary press conference occurred in
New York City on Tuesday, 19 May 1992. A press conference in New
York, even in May, might not sound so out-of-the-ordinary, but this one
was different. George Lundberg, M.D., the Editor-in-Chief of the Journal
of the American Medical Association (JAMA), announced that JAMA was
publishing interviews with James J. Humes and J. Thornton Boswell,
the pathologists who performed the autopsy on John F. Kennedy at
Bethesda Naval Hospital the night of 22-23 November 1963, and with
other physicians who had assisted in the President’s care at Parkland
Hospital in Dallas earlier in the day.

The results of these interviews, Dr. Lundberg reported, provided sci-
entific evidence that President Kennedy was killed by two shots fired
from above and behind with a high velocity weapon, thereby confirming
the findings of the Warren Commission established by President Lyndon
B. Johnson. The autopsy physicians, in particular, were said to have re-
solved questions that have continued to linger in the aftermath of the
assassination, many of which have revolved about the medical evidence
in this case, including the crucial question of the nature of the wounds
inflicted on President Kennedy and the direction and location from which
the bullets may have been fired.

Dr. Lundberg’s presentation, which was conducted behind a lecturn
bearing the logo of the American Medical Assocation, received excep-
tional attention from the American press, including front page coverage
from The New York Times (20 May 1992), with an editorial portraying it
as “proof against paranoia”. Similar reactions occurred across the coun-
try. The forceful way in which Lundberg presented his position no doubt
contributed to the swift acceptance and rapid dissemination of what he
had reported by newspapers and television, including an appearance on
Good Morning America the following day. He seemed to be an authority
on the subject he was addressing.

The articles themselves were actually written by a staff writer named
Dennis L. Breo, whose qualifications for this assignment (to the best of
my knowledge) have never been explained. Partially based upon inter-
views with Humes and Boswell, the first of them, entitled “JFK’s Death—
the Plain Truth from the MDs who did the Autopsy” (JAMA, 27 May 1992,
pPp- 2794-2803), provided ten pages of discussion punctuated with nu-
merous quotes. Unlike ordinary scientific studies, the discourse ranged
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over a wide range of subjects, including the Garrison inquiry (“a fishing
expedition”) and the film JFK (“rivaling the Nazi propaganda films of
Leni Riefenstahl”), with opinions from George Will and Anthony Stone,
who possess no discernible expertise regarding the assassination, and
photographs of the physicians in lieu of relevant evidence.

George Lundberg, M.D. presents JAMAS findings to
the nation’s press on 19 May 1992

The language Breo employed, moreover, was unlike ordinary scien-
tific language, which typically qualifies findings as “tentative” and sub-
ject to further investigation (ideally, experimental replication). Humes
and Boswell were said to have conclusively established:

irrefutable proof that President Kennedy was struck by only two bullets that
came from above and behind from a high-velocity weapon that caused the
fatal wounds. This autopsy proof, combined with the bullet and rifle evi-
dence found at the scene of the crime, and the subsequent detailed documen-
tation of a six-month investigation involving the enormous resources of the
local, state, and federal law enforcement agencies, proves the 1964 Warren
Commission conclusion that Kennedy was killed by a lone assassin, Lee
Harvey Oswald. (JAMA, 27 May 1992, pp. 27-94)

The “six-month investigation” to which Breo referred, moreover, was the
Warren Commission’s own inquiry, which might be expected to “prove”
its own “conclusion”, but hardly qualifies as independent evidence, es-
pecially when the scope and quality of that investigation itself has been
called into question. Indeed, as Sylvia Meagher has shown in Accessories
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After the Fact (1967), the principal “conclusions” drawn in the 888-page
Warren Report are contradicted by “evidence” that is found in its 26 sup-
porting volumes.

Breo’s sweeping claims were especially unlikely to impress those who
suspect that local, state, and federal law-enforcement agencies may have
had a hand in the assassination, if not before the fact in its planning and
execution, then afterward in covering it up. But the article appeared to
have the intended effect. Even the Duluth News-Tribune (24 May 1992)
rhetorically inquired, “Who are you going to believe, Oliver Stone’s movie
or the doctors who performed the autopsy on President John F. Kennedy
after he was assassinated in Dallas?” The answer may have seemed obvi-
ous, especially to those with no special knowledge of the assassination of
JFK.

A second article, “JFK’s Death, Part II: Dallas MDs Recall their Memo-
ries” (JAMA 27 May 1992, pp. 2804-2808), in which several of the other
physicians who had been present discussed events at Parkland Hospital,
appeared with the first. This piece seemed intended to discredit
Crenshaw—who had been emphatic in his denunciation of “official” medi-
cal findings—implying that he had not even been present at the time and
(therefore) could not have made any observations of the wounds. This
was untrue, as JAMA could have determined, since Crenshaw’s presence
is cited numerous times in the Warren Commission’s supporting volumes.
But Crenshaw was not consulted in the preparation of these articles, and
careful scholarship seems not to have been an important desideratum
for JAMA.

The publication of these articles and the publicity that they received
may have generated other, unintended consequences. Having had a long-
standing interest in the assassination, I was stunned by Lundberg’s ap-
pearance on Good Morning America because, from what I knew about
the case, he was presenting a highly distorted and very misleading im-
pression of the evidence. As the editor of one journal (Minds and Ma-
chines) and co-editor of another (Synthese), I was also taken aback that
the editor of a journal such as JAMA would compromise its integrity for
what appeared to me to be the dissemination of false information for
political purposes.

As a result, I decided to look into this matter in order to determine if
my initial impressions were well-founded. I contacted Ronald Franks,
M.D., Dean of the Medical School at the University of Minnesota, Duluth,
where I am a professor of philosophy, to ask if I might borrow the latest
issue of JAMA. Much to my surprise, it had not yet appeared and would
not reach Duluth for another two weeks. In the meanwhile, following
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Franks’ advice, I contacted William Jacott, M.D., a faculty member on
the Twin Cities campus of the University of Minnesota, who happened to
be a member of the Board of Trustees of the AMA and even served as its
Secretary-Treasurer.

Jacott was somewhat perplexed by my concerns, especially since that
issue of the journal had yet to appear. He therefore asked me to get back
to him when I had had the chance to review it. I wrote to him to explain
why I was so upset by Lundberg’s conduct, which led him to arrange for
Lundberg to call me to discuss the matter. The call came as I was sitting
down for dinner with my family. When I told him that you could not
possibly tell how many shots had been fired or who had fired them from
the number that happened to hit, he responded by explaining he
(Lundberg) only cared about the shots that had hit the President and no
others.

I found this fairly astonishing, since the number of shooters and their
locations were obviously crucial to the possible existence of a conspiracy
to kill JFK. The more we talked, the more apparent it became to me that
this man, who was the editor of one of the most prestigious medical
journals in the world, had made up his mind and did not want to be
bothered with inconvenient facts. I drew the inference that he had his
own agenda, which would be confirmed the following year during the
Second Annual Midwest Symposium on Assassination Politics held in
Chicago 1-4 April 1993, when he spontaneously volunteered that he was
not an expert on the assassination and that his only interest in this case
was in his role “as a journalist”.

Our phone conversation convinced me that Lundberg was employing
improper and unwarranted methods of investigation that led to unjusti-
fiable conclusions. In particular, he appeared to be utilizing the tech-
nique of selection and elimination, selecting evidence that agreed with a
predetermined conclusion and eliminating the rest. This technique is
the defense attorney’s dream: using it you can prove that every number
is even (that every person is female, and so on). It violates a basic prin-
ciple of scientific reasoning known as the requirement of total evidence,
which demands that scientific conclusions must be based upon all of the
relevant available evidence.

Indications that his motives were at least partly personal have subse-
quently emerged in the form of a letter from Lundberg to Humes, who is
a close personal friend and, like Lundberg, a former military patholo-
gist. As Bradley Kizzia, J.D., has explained in his contribution to this
volume and as Gary Aguilar, M.D., has elsewhere observed, Lundberg
wrote to Humes on AMA stationery on 26 December 1991 inquiring if
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“Jim” had seen the film JFK, which he described as, “Three hours and 15
minutes of truth mixed with nontruth mixed with alleged truth.” He con-
tinued, “For the younger person, not knowledgeable about 1963—very
difficult to tell the difference”. As the editor of JAMA, he asked for an
interview to rectify the record “at least about the autopsy”.

Lundberg’s personal friendship with Humes, whose involvement in
medical aspects of this case had been severely criticized, implied he had
a serious conflict of interest in covering this matter, which a conscien-
tious editor would studiously avoid. In Chicago on 3 April 1993, he went
even further, asserting that, in his view, the film JFK was “very skillfully
filmed fiction” which he considered to be “a grave insult to the military
physicians involved as well as pathologists in general, maybe medicine
and a whole lot of innocent people as well”. One wonders how Lundberg
would have reacted if an outspoken critic of the Warren Report, such as
Oliver Stone, had made JFK but later admitted that he was “no expert”
on the subject of his film.

In the naive belief that those who were ultimately responsible for the
publication of the journal and the conduct of its editor would want to
know if it was being subjected to abuse, I wrote not only to Jacott but
also to the other members of the AMA Board of Trustees—not once, but
several times. I received responses from two of them, one of whom (the
Immediate Past President of the AMA), John J. Ring, M.D., wanted to
know with what degree of certainty anything about the assassination
could be known. I responded by sending him ten “proofs” of the exist-
ence of a conspiracy or a cover-up in this case, each of which was a valid
or proper argument from premises that, although not infallible, were at
least not seriously contested by either side.

At the suggestion of another member of the Board, I submitted a
summary of my concerns, which was entitled, “A Piece of My Mind:
Lundberg, JFK, and JAMA”, to a special forum of the journal. The forum
editor declined to publish on various grounds, suggesting I submit a Let-
ter to the Editor instead. These letters were limited to 500 words, which
hardly provided an opportunity to say what I had to say, but I played
along, in part because Lundberg had previously invited me to submit
such aletter during our phone conversation. It was also rejected, of course,
and I have discovered that others were being given exactly the same treat-
ment by JAMA.

Charles Crenshaw, for example, was making herculean efforts to have
JAMA amend its slanderous impressions of his book, which Lundberg
referred to as “a sad fabrication”, by requesting the publication of a piece
he had written with Gary Shaw, an acknowledged expert on the assassi-
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nation with whom he had collaborated on the book. JAMA was unwill-
ing to print it, however, and encouraged him to submit a 500-word letter
to the editor, which JAMA also declined to publish. Indeed, it would take
a civil suit and confrontation with trial before JAMA would finally agree
to publish a modest reply by Crenshaw as a part of a substantial settle-
ment.

JAMA remained undaunted, however, and published more articles on
the assassination. Another “At Large with Dennis L. Breo” appeared with
the title, “JFK’s Death, Part III—Dr. Finck Speaks Out: “Two Bullets, From
the Rear” (JAMA, 7 October 1992, pp. 1748-1754), prefaced by a piece
by none other than George Lundberg, M.D., “Closing the Case in JAMA
on the John F. Kennedy Autopsy” (JAMA, 7 October 1992, pp. 1736-1738).
This was identified as an “editorial” in small print at the bottom of each
page. I had to admire the chutzpah of an admitted non-expert on the
assassination of JFK who could assert-—emphatically and without knowl-
edge—that JAMA’s articles “had withstood an onslaught of criticism from
numerous conspiracy theorists”.

More important than the publication of more articles in which par-
ticipants in the autopsy whose views were already a matter of record
reiterated their positions for JAMA, however, was the appearance of a
handful of Letters to the Editor from members of the AMA who took
exception to JAMA's activities. One, in particular, caught my eye, a piece
from a fellow named David Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., which resonated with
views that were in harmony with my own. As a consequence, I wrote to
Dr. Mantik and proposed that we collaborate on a long article or perhaps
even a book dealing with the assassination, especially its medical as-
pects, to which he agreed.

No sooner had I heard from Mantik than I received a phone call from
Gary Aguilar, M.D., who was calling from Dallas, where he was attend-
ing the 1992 meeting of the Assassination Symposium on JFK, which
was becoming an annual affair. Aguilar had heard that Mantik and I
were going to collaborate and asked if he might join us. We discussed the
matter and I thought it was an excellent idea. He also recommended that
a woman by the name of Kathleen Cunningham, well-known to serious
students of the assassination for her considerable knowledge of the medi-
cal evidence and for her success in obtaining records under the Freedom
of Information Act, should join us, with which I agreed. Thus was this
research group formed.

I soon discovered that Mantik had submitted a substantial piece on
the medical evidence to JAMA intended as a corrective to their (in our
view) hopelessly inadequate opinions masquerading as science. Not one
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of us was surprised when JAMA declined its publication. It was apparent
that Lundberg was firmly in control and that he was unwilling to coun-
tenance contrary conclusions, no matter how well-founded. Indeed, the
pieces by Crenshaw and by Mantik are among the finest short studies of
aspects of the assassination I have ever read, as readers of this volume
may judge for themselves. These submissions now finally appear as chap-
ters in Part L.

Meanwhile, Aguilar mentioned the existence of a witness in the case
of whom I had previously never heard, a physician by the name of Rob-
ert B. Livingston, M.D., who had called Humes the day of the assassina-
tion to explain the importance of careful dissection of a small wound to
the throat that had been reported over radio and television—a conversa-
tion that took place before the body had even arrived at Andrews Air
Force Base. This was remarkable in itself, since the autopsy physicians
had testified before the Warren Commission and the House Committee
that they had not known of a wound to the throat until the autopsy had
been completed and the body had been removed for the elaborate state
funeral that would take place on 24 and 25 November 1963. They main-
tained the tracheostomy had obliterated the neck wound.

The tracheostomy had been performed at Parkland Hospital by
Malcolm Perry, M.D., a very skilled surgeon, who was attempting to save
the dying President. Many witnesses, including Crenshaw, have reported
that it was a very clean incision across a small hole just to the right of the
trachea. [Editor’s note: See Appendix A.] This testimony has become es-
pecially important in relation to photographs which have become avail-
able since the HSCA investigation, because these photographs, which
purport to be genuine autopsy photographs, display a large and jagged
wound. [Editor’s note: See Appendix L.] If the wound had looked like this
at Parkland, it is extremely difficult to imagine a tracheostomy would
have been required. Instead, it would have been critical to staunch the
flow of blood into his lungs.

Livingston’s report therefore contradicted the sworn testimony of the
autopsy physicians. The point was extremely important, because it was
their purported lack of knowledge of the existence of this wound that led
them to draw the conclusion—as a matter of inference in the absence of
a dissection, given the body had already been removed—that the wound
to JFK’s back for which they had been unable to track any exit “must
have” exited through the President’s throat. This bullet was then sup-
posed to have impacted the Governor's back, broken a rib, exited his
chest, shattered his wrist, and lodged in his thigh in order to account for
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all the wounds on the basis of only two hits, a feat attributed to a veri-
table “magic bullet.”

If Livingston’s report was remarkable, the man himself was exem-
plary. At the time of his call to Humes, he was the Scientific Director of
both the National Institute for Mental Health and the National Institute
for Neurological Diseases and Blindness, both of which were located at
the NIH Building across the street from Bethesda Naval Hospital. He
held these positions in both the Eisenhower and the Kennedy adminis-
trations. During a distinguished career, he taught at Harvard, Yale,
Stanford, and UCLA, and also founded the first Department of Neuro-
sciences in the world at the University of California in San Diego.
Livingston was already a world authority on the human brain.

Moreover, he had extensive experience treating gunshot and shrapnel
wounds on Okinawa during the Second World War, where he had super-
vised a hospital for prisoners of war and injured Okinawans. When he
heard the report of a small wound to the throat, therefore, he had recog-
nized the description of a wound of entry. He therefore advised Humes
that he had to dissect this wound very carefully and that, if there was
evidence of any shots from the rear, then there must have been at least two
assassins. At about that point in his call, however, Humes told him the
FBI insisted they discontinue their conversation.

I was ecstatic that someone with so much expert knowledge and ex-
perience relevant to the assassination had surfaced and anticipated he
would prove to be an invaluable collaborator in our inquiry. I was not
mistaken. Indeed, I now believed that I had come into association with
two of the most highly qualified individuals ever to study the assassina-
tion. Mantik was not only an M.D. from the University of Michigan but a
Ph.D. in physics from the University of Wisconsin and board certified in
radiation oncology. He was now corresponding with Burke Marshall of
the Yale Law School for permission to enter the National Archives to
study the autopsy X-rays and photographs.

Marshall represents the Kennedy family in these matters, and no one
may have access to these materials without his permission. We were all
enormously relieved, therefore, when permission was formally granted.
Mantik would travel to Washington, D.C., and visit the National Archives
four times in October 1993. An important aspect of his research would
be to subject the autopsy X-rays to optical densitometry studies, an inge-
nious application of a relatively simple technology, which would enable
him to calculate the relative density of the objects whose exposure to
radiation had created the images on the X-rays. His discoveries would
prove to be sensational.
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A major conference was scheduled for the 30th observance of the assas-
sination in Dallas, which we all planned to attend. Livingston had now
determined that the brain diagrammed in documents stored at the Na-
tional Archives must be the brain of someone other than JFK, even though
it was identified as JFK'’s brain. (The actual brain can no longer be found,
and photos of it are classified.) Competent witnesses at the time, including
Kemp Clark, M.D., the Chief of Neurosurgery at Parkland, had observed
two kinds of brain tissue---cerebral and cerebellar—extruding from a mas-
sive wound at the back of the President’s cranium, whereas the brain shown
in the diagrams at the National Archives displays a wholly intact cerebel-
lum. [Editor’s note: See Appendix B.]

When Mantik returned from the National Archives, his results were, if
anything, even more astonishing. His studies had revealed that certain X-
rays had been fabricated to conceal a massive exit wound to the back of the
skull, one that appeared to correspond to the reports of numerous eyewit-
nesses at the time that had been dismissed by the HSCA, which had taken
the X-rays to be the “best evidence”. Now that the inconsistency had been
resolved based upon the results of objective, repeatable scientific experi-
ments, it was no longer reasonable—if it ever truly had been—to disregard
those eyewitnesses’ testimony. A piece of the puzzle had been found.

Given this evidence of a shot to the head from in front, if JFK had been
shot in the head from behind, he had been shot at least twice in the head!
Moreover, Mantik had also studied the chest X-ray and had discovered that
the HSCA account of the path of the “magic bullet” was anatomically im-
possible. By plotting the location specified for the entrance wound on the
President’s back and tracking the path that a missile would have had to
take in order to exit from his throat at the presumed location, he discov-
ered that it would have had to pass through cervical vertebra. In other
words, no bullet could have made such a transit, especially not one that
remained in as nearly pristine condition as the one that was supposed to
have hit JFK and Connally.

The arithmetic of the assassination began to make more sense. There
had always been a great deal of evidence to support the conclusion that the
shot to the back had entered at around the third thoracic vertebra at a
downward angle, which made it virtually impossible for that missile to
have exited higher from his throat. Mantik had confirmed that no bullet
could take the path prescribed by the HSCA report. If the bullet that en-
tered his back had not exited his throat, then the throat wound had been a
wound of entry for another bullet, as Livingston thought, for which there
was considerable independent evidence, including contemporary radio and
television reports and articles in The New York Times.
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a massive gaping wound to the back of his head.
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If the injury to the throat had not been caused by an exiting missile,
however, then that meant that the injuries sustained by Governor Connally
had to have been caused by separate shots. (Indeed, some physicians had
conjectured that the multiple injuries he had sustained had to have been
caused by two separate bullets and not merely one.) Thus, if there were two
wounds to the head—one from in front and one from behind, as Mantik’s
new findings implied, more or less in harmony with Josiah Thompson’s Six
Seconds in Dallas (1967)—then there had to have been at least six shots:
one to the back (from behind), one to the throat (from in front), two to the
head (one from behind, one from in front), one to Connally and one to
Tague.

These were minimums, of course, because there had always been fur-
therevidence of other shots that missed, which Gary Shaw’s Cover-Up (1976),
had documented with photographs. And if Connally had indeed been hit
by two shots, then the number would creep upward. The evidence that the
wound to the back had not exited through the throat, moreover, was sub-
stantial, indeed, including Boswell's autopsy diagram, the shirt and jacket
the President was wearing at the time, a death certificate executed by Ad-
miral George G. Burkley, who was the President’s personal physican, and
an FBI report of 9 December 1963, all of which indicate that the bullet had
entered below his shoulder to the right of his spinal column around the
third thoracic vertebra. [Editor’s note: See Appendix 1.]
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The existence of fabricated autopsy X-rays in the assassination of
John F. Kennedy should be a cause of profound concern for every Ameri-
can. These materials, after all, were created by and under the control of
officers of the United States Navy and Secret Service personnel, includ-
ing especially SSA Roy Kellerman and Admiral Burkley, as the autopsy
report prepared by Humes, Boswell and Finck [Editor’s note: See Appen-
dix F] and the supplemental autopsy report prepared by Humes [Editor’s
note: See Appendix G] clearly state. They were far removed from the
influence of the Mob, pro- or anti-Castro Cubans, KGB, or Lee Harvey
Oswald, none of whom could have created them.

About this time Aguilar, Mantik, and Livingston were contacted by
Harrison Livingstone, who had heard of these discoveries and wanted to
invite them to participate in a press conference in New York City around
22 November 1993. Aguilar and Mantik were somewhat uneasy about
this idea, because Livingstone had had volatile relations with the press
in the past. They therefore asked me if I would serve as the moderator
for this event, which I agreed to do. Livingstone was not happy about
this development, but he grudgingly agreed to it. Livingstone’s publisher,
Carroll & Graf, perhaps the leading publisher of work on the assassina-
tion in the world, decided to sponsor the press conference and send invi-
tations to the press.

The press conference was held at 10 a.m. on 18 November 1993 at
Loew’s New York Hotel. If it was not a total failure, it was not a complete
success. Only a handful of reporters showed up, none of us—apart from
Robert B. Livingston—followed the script, our talks took far too long,
and very little was accomplished. Even though we distributed copies of
each of our presentations accompanied by a packet of supporting docu-
ments, the only domestic coverage we received was two sentences on
CNN the following morning. Livingstone later faxed the message that an
AP reporter who had been present had written what he considered to be
the best story on the assassination of the last thirty years, but it was
apparently killed at the national desk. Much of what we wanted to tell
you now appears in Part II.

After the press conference, we traveled to Dallas for the Symposium
on the Assassination of JFK, where Mantik, Livingston, and Aguilar gave
public presentations reporting the results of their research. Their talks
received ovations from those who were present, but coverage of their
extremely important work by the national press was nil. I tried again
and again to interest the networks, especially ABC, by contacting their
World News Tonight and Nightline programs, but I never got further than
a producer for Nightline, to whom I sent a 26-page fax to which he did
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not respond. At this point, therefore, serious students of the assassina-
tion knew about these discoveries, but not the American people. I felt
profoundly depressed.

Even before the press conference, it had occurred to me that discov-
eries of this magnitude might interest the Department of Justice. With-
out any doubt, I thought, they should interest the Department of Justice.
Between 17 November 1993 and 30 January 1994, therefore, I sent a
series of letters to the Department of Justice, initially addressed to Janet
Reno, Attorney General, but subsequently addressed to Mary Spearing,
Chief, General Litigation and Legal Advice Section, who answered them.
In spite of my best efforts, I was unable to convice them that what we
had discovered required a reinterpretation of the evidence.

The stance of the Department of Justice was that the issues I wanted
them to consider had already been reviewed by the HSCA investigation.
In her letter of 25 January 1994, for example, Ms. Spearing advised me,
“while the report of the House Select Committee on Assassinations was
prepared prior to your allegations, as you noted, it does in fact address
many of the issues which you have recently raised.” Since the findings I
was reporting concerned testimony and conclusions (by Livingston) that
had never before been heard and results of experiments (by Mantik) that
completely undermined the HSCA report, I considered such a response
to be scientifically illiterate and logically absurd. My correspondence
with the Department of Justice can be found in Part III.

Given Lundberg’s editorial “Closing the Case” on the autopsy of JFK,
we were all mildly surprised to discover that he was publishing a third
set of articles in JAMA, including one by Robert Artwohl, M.D., “JFK’s
Assassination: Conspiracy, Forensic Science, and Common Sense” (JAMA,
24/31 March 1993, pp. 1540-1543) and another by John K. Lattimer, M.D.,
“Additional Data on the Shooting of President Kennedy” (JAMA, 24/31
March 1993, pp. 1544-1547). These pieces appeared in a section entitled,
“Special Communications”, which I suspect leaves them somewhere be-
tween opinion pieces and research articles. I discuss the quality of
Artwohl’s presentation, which exemplifies many common fallacies of rea-
soning, in Part I, while Ronald White considers aspects of Lattimer's
work in the Postscript.

Lattimer is a urologist who has long championed the government’s
official account of the assassination (in one or another of its guises). I
have sometimes speculated that President Kennedy would be amused
that a urologist would be a student of his assassination. But then Gary
Aguilar, M.D., a leading critic of the government’s handling of the medi-
cal evidence, is an opthalmologist. I imagine a conversation in which I
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explain that “our side has Dr. Aguilar, an opthalmologist, who helps us to
see straight, and their side has Dr. Lattimer, a urologist, who helps them
to pee straight!” I like to think that Jack would have appreciated the
difference.

Asluck would have it, I was invited by George Michael Evica, who edits
a journal entitled The Assassination Chronicles, to organize a symposium
on possible tampering with the Zapruder film for a conference that would
be held in Dallas during November 1996 by JFK Lancer Productions. I
called David Mantik, who thought it was an excellent idea, and we put
together a list of prospective participants. It was extremely fortunate that
this opportunity brought together some excellent students of the photo-
graphic evidence. On 21 November we held a ten-and-a-half hour work-
shop to critique each other’s research, and on 22 November we presented
our findings, many of which are found in Part IV.

It seems altogether fitting that one of the chapters of this volume be
authored by Bradley Kizzia, J.D., who brought suit against JAMA for
libel and defamation on behalf of Charles Crenshaw. Many of us hoped
that this suit would finally bring major aspects of the assassination into
a courtroom for the first time since the ill-fated Garrison investigation.
According to a piece published in JAMA, JAMA settled out of court for
$213,000, plus publication of a 500-word commentary by Crenshaw in
JAMA, which may be the most expensive Letter to the Editor of all time,
running $426 per word. The settlement was paid by JAMA’s insurance,
which apparently has been cancelled (JAMA, 24/31 May 1995, p. 1633).

Crenshaw’s piece, “Commentary on JFK Autopsy Articles” (JAMA, 24/
31 May 1995, p. 1632), literally includes a large section of the Letter to
the Editor that JAMA rejected in 1993. In an earlier version, he referred
to this volume by its tentative title as the place where his original 6,800-
word article could be found. JAMA refused to publish it in that form, no
doubt not wanting to print a line that read, “The AMA Cover-Up in the
Assassination of JFK”. In an apparent effort to distract attention from
Crenshaw’s piece entirely, it was listed on the contents page in tiny type
under the heading in bold type “Obituary Listing”.

In “Dennis Breo’s Reply” (JAMA, 24/31 May 1995, p. 1633), the author
reiterates the claim that the Crenshaw book is “a sad fabrication.” He also
maintains that “Everything learned during 14 months of pretrial deposi-
tion supports this belief.” But there is an interesting indication that JAMA
may not really believe what it says. The articles that JAMA has previously
published are now described as ones in which “The autopsy pathologists
reaffirmed their 1963 finding that JFK was killed by two bullets fired from
behind”, thereby supporting the Warren Commission’s conclusions.
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Notice the difference, however. In his original article, Dennis L. Breo
emphatically proclaimed that they had conclusively established “irrefut-
able proof that President Kennedy was struck by only two bullets that came
from above and behind from a high-velocity weapon that caused the fatal
wounds”. This most recent sentence appears to be much more qualified
and now claims only that the shots were fired from behind rather than
from above and behind. Moreover, it no longer maintains that he was killed
by bullets fired from a high-velocity weapon, changes that imply JAMA may
have learned something during 14 months of pretrial depositions.

Both changes are significant. If JAMA had done its own homework or if
Breo's articles had actually been subjected to “peer review”, the Editor-in-
Chief might have known that the three autopsy physicians, in sworn testi-
mony before the Warren Commission and the HSCA inquiry, had not only
disavowed depictions of the shots as having been fired from “above and
behind” in favor of affirming they had been fired from “behind” but that
they had also expressed considerable skepticisim about the “magic bullet”
theory. Finck, infact, had dismissed it outright as “impossible” on the ground
that there were more grains of metal left in the Governor's wrist than were
missing from the bullet. And these were JAMA's witnesses!

The situation with respect to the character of the weapon that is said
to have fired the fatal shots is at least equally significant. As Harold
Weisberg in Whitewash (1965), Peter Model and Robert Groden in JFK:
The Case for Conspiracy (1976), and Robert Groden and Harrison
Livingstone in High Treason (1989), have all previously observed, the
Mannlicher-Carcano that is alleged to have belonged to Oswald is not a
high-velocity weapon. It follows that either the wounds have been
misdescribed as having been caused by high-velocity bullets in the au-
topsy report, The Warren Report, and JAMA, or else Oswald has been
wrongly accused of killing JFK. And if the wounds have been
misdescribed, then neither the autopsy report nor any of the studies based
upon it can be trusted.

The ultimate tenability of the government’s position depends upon
its capacity to successfully explain (or to “explain away”) why so much
of its own evidence appears to be inauthentic, fabricated, or falsified.
There are many—entirely too many—disturbing indications that our
government may have been involved in the assassination of JFK, not
least of which is considerable evidence that Lee Harvey Oswald was
framed, including David Mantik’s most recent discovery—namely, that a
6.5 mm metal object was added to certain other autopsy X-rays [Editor’s
note: See the “Postscript” to his contribution to Part I]—and this crucial
early memorandum:
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November 25, 1963
MEMORANDUM FOR MR. MOYERS

It is important that all the facts surrounding Presi-
dent Kennedy'’s assassination be made public in a way which
will satisfy people in the United States and abroad that all the
facts have been told and that a statement to this effect be made
now.

1. The public must be satisfied that Oswald was the
assassin; that he did not have confederates who are still at large;
and that the evidence was such that he would have been con-
victed at trial.

2. Speculation about Oswald’s motivation ought to
be cut off, and we should have some basis for rebutting [the]
thought that this was a Communist conspiracy or (as the Iron
Curtain press is saying) a right-wing conspiracy to blame it on
the communists. Unfortunately, the facts on Oswald seem too
pat—too obvious (Marxist, Cuba, Russian wife, etc.). The Dal-
las police have put out statements on the Communist conspiracy
theory, and it was they who were in charge when he was shot
and thus silenced.

3. The matter has been handled thus far with nei-
ther dignity nor conviction. Facts have been mixed with rumor
and speculation. We can scarcely let the world see us totally in
the image of the Dallas police when our President is murdered.

I think this objective may be satisfied by making
public as soon as possible a complete and thorough FBI report
on Oswald and the assassination. This may run into the diffi-
culty of pointing to inconsistencies between this report and
statements by Dallas police officials. But the reputation of the
Bureau is such that it may do the whole job.

Nicholas deB. Katzenbach
Deputy Attorney General
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This memorandum was sent to Bill Moyers, LBJ’s Press Secretary, by
Deputy Attorney General Nicholas deBelleview Katzenbach on Monday,
25 November 1963, the very day that Jackie, Bobby, and Teddy were in
the process of burying the dead President and obviously distracted from
the investigation of the assassination.

Ask yourself how the Deputy Attorney General, or anyone else on the
face of this Earth, could possibly have known within 72 hours of the
eventwhether or not Lee Harvey Oswald might have had an accomplice—
someone he might have met in Dallas, in New Orleans, in Russia, or in
the Marine Corps. Ask yourself how Nicholas deBelleview Katzenbach,
or anyone else, could possibly have known that it was not a right-wing
conspiracy to blame it on the communists. Ask yourself how he could
possibly have known, at this point in time, that Oswald was not the patsy
he proclaimed himself to be. Ask yourself why speculation about his mo-
tivation should be cut off. And ask yourself whether this memorandum
was meant to reveal truth or to conceal it.

In the final analysis, has the AMA participated in a cover-up in the
assassination of JFK? The evidence that Lundberg abused the journal is
clear. To cite an illuminating indication, he publicly proclaimed this “re-
search” was being welcomed into the “peer-reviewed” literature. But it
had not been reviewed by experts, and he knewthat at the time. He there-
fore made false representations intended to deceive the public. The Trust-
ees of the AMA, moreover, were told what was going on at the time, yet
did nothing about it. The result is that George Lundberg, M.D., with the
complicity of the Board of Trustees of the AMA, has now permanently
associated the AMA with a cover-up in the assassination of JFK.

The significance of our findings, however, far transcends the discov-
ery of dereliction of duty by the Editor-in-Chief of a prominent journal.
What we have discovered here falls into an all-too-familiar pattern of
deceit and deception by our government and by the Fourth Estate. If
John F. Kennedy was hit by four bullets; if autopsy X-rays have been
fabricated to conceal a massive exit wound caused by a shot from in
front; if diagrams of his brain have been created to complement that
deception; if an absolute minimum of six shots were fired in Dealey Plaza
that day; if the Zapruder film has been extensively edited using highly
sophisticated techniques; if Lee Harvey Oswald was framed using manu-
factured evidence; and if the Warren Commission inquiry was merely a
political charade—with a phoney bullet, phoney limo, and phoney
wounds—then what became of America on 22 November 1963?

— James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.
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Who Are the
“ASsassination
EXperts™

In response to the massive publicity that accompanied the first round of
articles on the assassination published by JAMA (27 May 1992), including
the appearance by George Lundberg, M.D., on Good Morning America, as
the Prologue explains, I contacted William Jacott, M.D., who was a mem-
ber of the Board of Trustees of the AMA, to convey my distress about the
apparent abuse of the journal by its Editor-in-Chief. Jacott arranged for
Lundberg to call me, a conversation that convinced me that Lundberg was
employing improper procedures of methodology. Because I believed that
its journal was running the risk of associating the AMA with a cover-up in
this case, I sent a letter to each member of the AMAs Board of Trustees.

I subsequently learned that my timing had been appropriate, insofar as
a meeting of the Board of Trustees of the AMA was held in Chicago not
long thereafter. Even though my letter was specifically intended as a re-
quest for the review of George Lundberg, a member of the Board subse-
quently advised me that, while it generated considerable informal discus-
sion among the Trustees, it was never brought before the board as a matter
of business. If it was discussed further by the Executive Committee, that is
something that I have not learned. But even before the Board met in Chi-
cago, I had heard from two of its members in response to their receipt of
my correspondence.

The first to contact me was John J. Ring, M.D., who was the Immediate
Past President of the AMA. Dr. Ring wanted to know with what degree of
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“metaphysical certitude” these things could be known. He was a fan of The
McLaughlin Group hosted by John McLaughlin, a former Jesuit priest, who
frequently uses that phrase in raising questions about the certainty of the
kinds of knowledge that can be secured about different subjects. So I wrote
a letter to Ring on 22 August 1992 advancing five arguments intended to
prove the existence of a conspiracy or a cover-up in this case, and then a
second on 27 August 1992, advancing another five arguments with the same
objective. My arguments for Ring are now incorporated into the Epilogue.

American Medical Association
Physic:ans dedicated to the realth of America

Raymond Scalettar, MD 515 North State Street 312 464-4466
Chair. Baard of Trustees (Chicago. Minais 60610

September 9, 1992

Professor James H. Fetzer
Professor and Chair of Philosophy
University of Minnesota, Duluth
10 University Drive

Duluth, Minnesota 55812-2496

Dear Professor Fetzer:

Thank you very much for your interesting letter of August
20, 1992 regarding the JAMA coverage of the assassination of
John Fitzgerald Kennedy as well as the handling of that
subject by JAMA Editor, George D. Lundberg, MD. It is
obvious from your letter that you are a substantial scholar
in this field and possess a great deal of knowledge about
it.

I hope you will understand that although the American
Medical Association is the owner and publisher of its
journal, JAMA has traditionally enjoyed editorial
independence. The editor is free to choose whatever he or
she believes should be published, usually after peer review,
and within the goals and objectives of The Journal.

I believe that the publication of the interview with Drs
Humes and Boswell, who performed the autopsy on President
John Kennedy, offers a substantial contribution to history,
has educated many people about various aspects of that
tragic assassination, and has served to promote continuing
discussion among academics, physicians and the public at
large about this historic tragic event. Thus, I believe the
action of publication was appropriate.

I understand that The Journa} will be publishing additional
material on this subject this fall and I urge you to review
it as well when it appears. You are also free to send in a
letter to the editor which would be considered in the usual
manner.

Again, thank you very much for sharing your important
opinion with us.

Sincerely, ] "

a i)
<t ol GH)>
Raymond Scalettar, MD .

RS/ml
cc: AMA Board of Trustees

An official response from the Chairman of the AMA Board of Trustees

An official response from the AMA came in the form of a letter from the
Chairman of the Board of Trustees, Raymond Scalettar, M.D., who thanked
me for my “interesting letter” and stated not only that the journal tradition-
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ally enjoys “editorial independence” but also that he personally believed
the publication of the interview with Humes and Boswell “offers a substan-
tial contribution to history”, has educated many people, has stimulated
discussion among academicians, physicians, and the general public and
was appropriate for publication. He suggested I submit a letter to JAMA.

I could not believe that the Chairman of the Board of Trustees of the
AMA could be so utterly unresponsive to the issues raised by my corre-
spondence and, in a letter of 15 September 1992, I told him so in no uncer-
tain terms. About this time, I sent copies of my correspondence with Ring
and other material related to JAMA's activities to the Board of Trustees.
Lundberg, of course, was completely undeterred, and proceeded to publish
another set of articles on this subject in JAMA (7 October 1992), including
an editorial in which he “closed the case” on JFK’s autopsy as far as JAMA
was concerned. This announcement proved to be premature, when, in JAMA
(24/31 March 1993), he would publish several additional articles.

Although I did not know then, others were having similar experiences.
About the same time, Charles Crenshaw, M.D., was making an effort to
respond to JAMA's assault upon his character and credibility, with the sub-
mission of alengthy but elegant piece entitled, “Let’s Set the Record Straight:
Dr. Charles Crenshaw Replies”, which was rejected by JAMA in a letter
from Richard Glass, M.D., Deputy Editor, dated 21 April 1993. Glass sug-
gested that Crenshaw submit a Letter to the Editor. Crenshaw submitted a
Letter to the Editor on 12 May 1993, which JAMA promptly rejected.

Similarly, on 29 April 1993, David Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., submitted a
long study of the medical evidence, entitled, “The JFK Assassination:
Cause for Doubt”, which was rejected by Lundberg personally “based on
our in-house evaluation” rather than on a traditional peer-review. For
publication in this volume, Mantik has prepared a new “Postscript” con-
cerning the appearance of a 6.5 mm metal object on the autopsy X-rays
of the President’s cranium, which provides a model of scientific investi-
gation and a devastating demonstration that this phantom object has
been added to the X-rays—a striking illustration of the fabrication of
evidence in this case.

Apart from a handful of Letters to the Editor published in JAMA (7
October 1992) and a single letter from Cyril Wecht, M.D., J.D., a world-
famous forensic pathologist, which JAMA could hardly decline (24/31 March
1993), JAMA'’s approach was apparent: reject longer pieces and encourage
letters to the editor, which could then be rejected as well. While Lundberg
would subsequently claim Breo’s work had “withstood an onslaught of criti-
cism from numerous conspiracy theorists” (7 October 1992), the vast ma-
jority of responses and replies were simply rejected, discarded, or ignored.
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JAMA's treatment of Charles Crenshaw, M.D., is a case study in the abuse
of position displayed by the Editor-in-Chief of JAMA. None of us was sur-
prised when a suit for defamation was finally brought against JAMA by
Bradley Kizzia, J.D., which he discusses in his contribution. JAMA went so
far as to suggest that Crenshaw was untrustworthy because he had not
even been present in Trauma Room 1 at the time and therefore could not
have made the observations that he described. Neither George Lundberg
nor Dennis Breo made any attempt to interview Crenshaw in an effort to
determine his side of the story, which would almost certainly have led to
information contradicting what they were to print.

[Editors note: Having watched an interview with Charles Crenshaw
that was broadcast over television during a segment of Geraldo, I was im-
pressed by his apparent candor and sincerity. During an early conversa-
tion, I asked whether, in the many years since the assassination, he had
ever been asked to diagram what he had observed in Trauma Room 1. To
my astonishment, he told me that he had not, but that it had been an unfor-
gettable experience. On 6 October 1993, he sent the enclosed diagrams to
me, which are published here for the first time. See Appendix A.]

The most striking feature of the articles published in JAMA, however, is
that they are not carelessly composed; on the contrary, as Kizzia has ob-
served, they “were masterfully conceived, slickly written and cleverly worded
to give the superficial impression of being based on scientific research”.
What to this day continues to bother me is the extent to which JAMA’s
behavior harmonizes with instructions disseminated by the CIA for coping
with critics of The Warren Report [Editor’s note: See Appendix M]. It is a
formal fallacy known as affinmning the consequent to infer that, merely be-
cause some specific consequence has occurred, any hypothesis that im-
plies it has to be true. But arguments that are deductively invalid are not
therefore inductively improper.

Something that looks like a duck, walks like a duck, and quacks like
a duck might not be a duck. But the available evidence would suggest
that it is and, absent a reasonable alternative explanation, such an infer-
ence is warranted. I do not assert absolutely that this was a CIA-style
propaganda effort to discredit the government’s critics, but it certainly
looks like, reads like, and sounds like one. The available evidence sug-
gests that it was and, absent a resonable alternative explanation, such
an inference is also warranted. And I assert absolutely that, as an at-
tempt to manipulate public opinion and subvert freedom of speech, it
was a disservice to the American people and a most disgraceful episode
in the history of American journalism.

— James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.



A Piece of My Mind:

Lundberg, JFK, and JAMA

James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.

As a professor of philosophy with an extensive background in the study of
scientific reasoning, as the editor of one journal (Minds and Machines) and
the co-editor of another (Synthese), and as a citizen who has been disturbed
by the dissemination of incomplete and inaccurate information regarding
the death of John Fitzgerald Kennedy, I was extremely disillusioned to read
the articles on this subject that have been published in JAMA, including
interviews with Humes and Boswell (27 May 1992) and subsequently with
Finck (7 October 1992). In my opinion, these pieces should never have
been published, especially in a journal as prestigious as JAMA, because
they display the application of improper and unwarranted methods of in-
vestigation and procedures of inquiry that lead to unjustifiable conclusions
and create the impression that the AMA has engaged in a cover-up in JFK’s
assassination.

I previously conveyed my concerns in this matter to a member of the
Board of Trustees, William Jacott, on 24 May 1992, before the appearance
of the first of these two issues of JAMA but after it had received extensive
coverage in local and national news sources on the basis of a press release
and other forms of publicity by Lundberg (including an interview on Good
Morning, America that week). I subsequently wrote to him to elaborate my
concerns with reference to articles and editorials that had already appeared
in a local newspaper, the Duluth News-Tribune (20 May 1992, pp. 6A and
7A), and in The New York Times (20 May 1992, pp. Al and A13). On 10 June
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1992, I reiterated my distress after studying that issue of the journal to
reaffirm my objections to the conduct of the editor in this case.

Dr. Jacott and I subsequently discussed this matter on 8 August 1992,
His response was to propose that he arrange a telephone conversation be-
tween me and Lundberg in order for me to explain my position directly to
Lundberg. On 12 August 1992, Lundberg contacted me and we discussed
the differences in our viewpoints. The substance of our conversation con-
vinced me that [ was correct in thinking that the articles were based upon
improper methods of research and inquiry, which had led to faulty conclu-
sions presented as facts in a biased and unjustifiable presentation inJAMA.
Because the issues involved here are so important and because the editor’s
behavior is so blatant, I wrote a series of letters to the members of the
Board of Trustees of the AMA, which outlined these concerns.

The most important problems with the preparation and presentation of
these articles I raised during our discussion were the following. When I
emphasized to Lundberg that the number and the source of bullets that
have been fired at a target cannot be determined on the basis of the num-
ber that happen to hit the target, he explained that he had restricted his
focus to the two wounds he claims the body had sustained and the ques-
tion of whether JFK was killed by two bullets which had been fired from
above and behind. (Even if JFK had been killed by two bullets which had
been fired from above and behind, however, that would hardly establish
how many shots had been fired or the identity of whoever fired them.)

When I protested that there was considerable evidence—including the
testimony of Malcolm Perry—that the throat wound was a wound of entry,
he insisted that it could easily have been an exit wound, as though the
conclusion that JFK had been shot twice did not hang in the balance. When
I alluded to the autopsy photographs and X-rays and photographs of a
bullet impacted on the limousine, of another bullet being picked up from a
grassy area behind the vehicle’s location, and of the curbing that was hit by
a shot that missed (as even the Warren Commission conceded), he was
very dismissive, suggesting that photographs and X-rays can be faked and
that there is no legal chain of custody to support them.

This attitude bothers me more than any other aspect of our conversa-
tion. The problem we confront in attempting to figure out what happened
in Dealey Plaza on 22 November 1963, after all, is an historical problem,
not a legal one. Moreover, anyone with a serious interest in the assassina-
tion should have known that the Warren Commission was never able to
establish that Oswald had the motive, the means, or the opportunity to
assassinate the President. As various authors have reported, Oswald was
observed on the second floor of the Texas School Book Depository by a
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motorcycle officer and by a supervisor within 90 seconds of the shooting
(as Lifton, Best Evidence 1980, pp. 350-352, among others, has explained).
But if Oswald was on the second floor having a Coke, then he could not
have also been on the sixth floor shooting at JFK.

The more we talked the more apparent it became to me that he was
operating on the basis of (what might be called) the principle of selection
and elimination, selecting the evidence that agreed with a predetermined
conclusion and eliminating the rest. This approach violates a basic prin-
ciple of scientific reasoning, which is known as the requirement of total
evidence. According to the total evidence requirement, scientific conclu-
sions must be based upon all of the relevant evidence that is available,
where evidence is relevant when its truth or falsity makes a difference to
the truth or falsity of the conclusion. In the case of JFK’s assassination, any
evidence about the number of shots fired obviously qualifies as relevant.

Violations of the requirement of total evidence are commonly commit-
ted by politicians, advertisers, and lawyers, who are typically called upon
to present a biased case in support of a predetermined point of view. (We
do not expect a used car dealer, for example, to tell us what is wrong with a
vehicle, even though some states require “full disclosure”.) In courts of law,
the requirement is satisfied by having the prosecution and the defense
present their cases for the guilt or for the innocence of the accused, where
the jury must sort out how the evidence presented fits together in arriving
at a conclusion. The interests of both sides are reflected in various ways,
including the right to cross-examine the testimony of witnesses.

Insofar as the articles in JAMA were based upon unsworn testimony
from persons such as Humes and Boswell, whose reputations could irre-
deemably suffer from any admissions of evidence at variance with their
previous testimony and who were not subject to cross-examination, I was
struck by Lundberg’s reliance upon a double standard. Evidence that up-
held the Warren Commission’s findings was included (even in cases where
it could properly qualify as no more than “hearsay”), while evidence that
undermined those findings was excluded (even in cases where it properly
qualified as relevant photographic evidence that has gone unchallenged).

Indeed, it is striking how blatantly these articles are biased in favor of
the recollections of Humes and Boswell, as though there were no other or
more reliable evidence available. Photographs and X-rays might provide
more accurate and dependable information than fallible and limited memo-
ries, especially nearly thirty years after the event. Yet none of the autopsy
photographs or X-rays appear here, much less any photographs or dia-
grams of Dealey Plaza. No mention is made of the “missile” Humes turned
over to FBI agents at the autopsy (see Groden and Livingstone’s High Trea-
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son 1989, for example) nor of the wounds sustained by John Connally, even
though they make it difficult to believe only three shots were fired.

One of the JAMA articles, of course, was devoted to interviews with
Parkland physicians who had attended JFK in Dallas. Like its companion
piece, no citations or references were given in support of any quotations or
assertions, as though they should be taken for granted at face value. Much
of this piece was devoted to discrediting the published testimony of Charles
Crenshaw, who has maintained that JFK’s fatal wound hit him just above
the right temple (from the right front rather than above and behind). His
views have been elaborated in his book, JFK: Conspiracy of Silence (1992),
and indeed he was interviewed following Lundberg’s interview on Good
Morning, America, during the very same television broadcast.

Malcolm Kilduff reports the President’s death

One need not believe every claim that Crenshaw has made concerning
this case to be struck by certain facts. On the page following page 586 of
Lifton’s Best Evidence (1980), for example, a photograph identified as “Photo
28” shows then White House Press Secretary Malcolm Kilduff pointing to
his right temple in answering a question at Parkland Hospital as to where
the bullet that struck JFK hit his head. And several autopsy photographs in
Livingstone’s High Treason 2 (1992)—found between pages 432 and 433—
show a peculiar “bat wing” configuration that conceals the President’s cra-
nium at the same location Crenshaw reports having observed a wound of
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entrance. These facts suggest that his testimony should not be so readily
dismissed.

The tone in which these articles are written, moreover, ought to give
pause to anyone who imagines that they are objective reports of the testi-
mony of these physicians. From first sentence to last, these stories are clearly
intended to present the case in support of the predetermined conclusion
that the Warren Commission’s “findings” were correct. Indeed, the language
in which they are written seems to be altogether antithetical to a scientific
or medical journal. Instead of qualified characterizations of the evidence
and the conclusions that it might render “probable” or perhaps make “likely”,
many definitive declarations are advanced in a case where it should be
painfully apparent that conclusive findings are not available.

Thus, consider the second paragraph found on page 2794 of JAMA:

The scientific evidence they documented during their autopsy provides irrefut-
able proof that President Kennedy was struck by only two bullets that came
from above and behind from a high-velocity weapon that caused the fatal
wounds. This autopsy proof, combined with the bullet and rifle evidence found
at the scene of the crime, and the subsequent detailed documentation of a six-
month investigation involving the enormous resources of the local, state, and
federal law enforcement agencies, proves the 1964 Warren Commission con-
clusion that Kennedy was killed by a lone assassin, Lee Harvey Oswald. (Italics
have been added here for emphasis.)

This passage, which reads like a promotion for the Warren Commission,
not only grossly exaggerates the kind of evidential support that is possible
here but ignores the controversial character of the Commission’s most im-
portant conjectures, including, for example, the single-bullet theory. [Editor’s
note: See the Postscript.]

This emphasis upon “scientific evidence”, “irrefutable proof”, and so
forth ought to be taken as a sign that what is being presented here consists
of opinions masquerading as facts. If we know anything about this case at
all, it is that “irrefutable proofs” are out of the question. I cannot imagine,
moreover, how anyone could take seriously the suggestion that the Warren
Commission had “proven” that Oswald killed Kennedy, given everything
that is known about the case today. Lundberg’s own bias is evident when he
extends his personal endorsement on page 2803. His attitude, like those
that Humes and Dennis Breo express in the last few paragraphs on this
page, is that any other evidence simply does not matter.
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Since JAMA is supposed to be a “peer review” journal, I asked myself
what the referees of the articles that appeared in the 27 May 1992 issue
should have noted. I would expect comments such as these in any compe-
tent referee report, which strongly hints that they were never subjected to
review:

p- 2794, left-hand column: the middle paragraph provides an unsup-
ported summary of the Warren Commission’s disputed findings as though
they had not been repeatedly challenged; moreover, it asserts conclusions
regarding the shooter, etc., which go far beyond the medical evidence.

p. 2796, center column: how can a “blatantly obvious” wound create so
much controversy? Where is appropriate supporting photographic evidence?
If the head was not thoroughly examined, how could he be sure there were
no other wounds? What do photographs of the physicians prove?

p. 2797, left-hand column. surely Crenshaw never made the absurd sug-
gestion attributed to him here. More important, if the wound really was a
large exit wound of the kind the autopsy photographs display, why would a
tracheostomy be performed in the first place? Would it be necessary? Would
it not be vital to staunch the flow of blood into the throat, etc.?

p- 2799, right-hand column: how could tracking the neck wound have
been “criminal”’? How could a proper autopsy be completed in its absence?

p- 2800, center column: to conduct a proper autopsy, the clothes were
necessary, so how could a proper autopsy be conducted without them?

p- 2800, right-hand column: if the wounds could not be adequately de-
scribed in words, why were the photographs not provided? Drawings, like
memories, can be distorted; there might be many sets of photographs.

p. 2800, right-hand column: repeatedly this author begs the question by
asserting that views at variance with those of the Warren Commission are
“crazy conspiracy theories coming out of the woodwork”. Begging the ques-
tion in this blatant fashion does nothing to establish the truth.

p. 2801, right-hand column to p. 2803, left-hand column: are these medi-
cal personnel experts on the Garrison investigation and on the movie JFK?
Here and elsewhere, recollections are used to “establish” facts going far
beyond what the doctors could be reasonably be assumed to know; yet in
other cases, what the doctors could reasonably be assumed to know (such
as an Army Lt. Colonel knowing the difference between generals and staff,
in the case of Finck, on p. 2802) is forcefully brushed aside. Why are the
opinions of Jack Valenti, George Will, Anthony Stone, and Paul Galloway
quoted in this piece in JAMA? Are they witnesses too?
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p- 2804, right-hand column: why not simply show the photos themselves?
Here and throughout, why is so much opinion masquerading as fact?

p- 2805, middle column: what did his throat look like before the incision?

Summary: there is a disproportionate percentage of opinion and quota-
tion provided in lieu of evidence. The complete absence of documentation
undermines the purpose that these “reports” were allegedly intended to
fulfill. It reads more like tabloid journalism than scholarly research.

A less partisan and more objective article on the same subject can be
found in a recent issue of U.S. News and World Report (17 August 1992, pp.
28-42). It should come as no surprise that a piece of this kind, which fo-
cuses on the fashion in which the Warren Commission staff conducted its
analysis (by interviewing Gerald Ford and numerous members of the staff)
would also support their previous “findings”. More interesting to consider
are its reports that Warren viewed the task of the commission to be estab-
lishing that JFK was killed by Lee Harvey Oswald, that the staff itself was
composed almost entirely of lawyers rather than of investigators, and that
its members were chosen by reliance upon the standard “old boy network”.

These considerations provide a partial explanation for how it could be
the case that the staff itself tended to function less in an investigative role
(which was left almost exclusively to the FBI) and more in a prosecutorial
role. As those of us familiar with the television series, Law and Order, are no
doubt aware, lawyers in the role of prosecuting attorneys seldom conduct
investigations of their own but instead are trained to present evidence that
tends to establish the guilt of the accused, where that “guilt” itself is a mat-
ter about which they have predetermined conclusions. Thus, the staff was
well-positioned to “build a case” against Oswald, which was in effect the
task they had been assigned by Warren and by LBJ.

Even more instructive than these aspects of the operation of the staff
are the accompanying photographs. On page 31, for example, is a familiar
photograph alleged to be Oswald wearing a holstered revolver and holding
his rife and a communist newspaper, which was used to convict him in the
eyes of ordinary citizens. The accompanying discussion conveniently omits
the evidence that this picture was one of several that appear to have been
faked. (See, for example, the discussion and accompanying copies of three
different photos of this type in Groden and Livingstone’s High Treason 1989.)
Even more important than this widely-disputed photograph are those of
the staff reconstructing the scene of the crime that appear on pages 38-39.
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Arlen Specter demonstrating the single-bullet theory

In this case, of course, what we find are three photographs of a vehicle,
one of which is described as showing the young Arlen Specter “demon-
strating the single-bullet theory”. There are several fascinating features of
these photographs. One is that this demonstration shows the back wound
below Specter’s hand by about six inches, thereby illustrating how extremely
implausible it is to suppose that a bullet which entered there could possibly
have exited through JFK’s throat. Indeed, in view of the exact alignment of
Specter’s hand in relation to the pointer in his hand, which is intended to
display the path that a single-bullet would have been required to take if the
single-bullet theory were true, this photograph refutes that theory.

Even more striking is the use of a Cadillac for the purpose of recon-
struction. JFK, of course, was riding in a Lincoln Continental when he was
killed. You do not have to be an expert to recognize the difference between
these cars, which include the relative locations of the seats and distance
between them. Thus, the single-bullet theory, which is the crucial element
that ties together the assassination scenario advanced by the Warren Com-
mission, was not only not based on a reconstruction that used the actual
vehicle in which JFK was riding when he was killed but was instead actu-
ally based on analysis with a vehicle of an entirely different make. This
invalidates any conclusions that were drawn by means of the “reconstruc-
tion” which these photographs record. They cannot establish the single-
bullet theory.

The precise location of the wound in JFK’s back, of course, has proven
difficult to identify. On page 37, for example, two diagrams that were used
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by the Warren Commission are presented, which characterize it as a neck
wound. This appears to be indispensable to the single-bullet theory, since
otherwise it seems inexplicable how a bullet fired in a downward direction
should have exited from the center of his throat at just the level of his tie.
The photograph on pages 38-39, however, identifies its location by means
of a circular mark (which is evident in this photograph) as a back wound,
although the single-bullet theory requires that it has to have hit his neck.

The autopsy photographs that appear in Livingstone's High Treason 2
(1992)—between pages 432 and 433--display two possible wounds, one of
which is considerably higher than the other, but both of which are clearly
back wounds and not neck wounds. The higher of the two, which Livingstone
reports witnesses have said was merely a blood clot, appears to provide
such factual basis as there may be for the single-bullet theory. At least, the
circular mark locating the back wound in the photo in U.S. News and World
Report corresponds to this position and not the much lower location of the
second wound. Neither location fits the single-bullet theory, however, and
there is no other evidence of any other wound to the neck.

The use of the wrong kind of vehicle to reconstruct “the crime of the
century” appears to defy credulity, yet the evidence is categorical. The
misdescription of the back wound as a neck wound likewise seems to be
beyond belief, yet the diagrams leave no doubt. There can be different kinds
of “smoking guns”, and these appear to be “smoking guns” that discredit
the Warren Commission’s findings. Other kinds of “smoking guns” can be
found in the testimony of persons who claim to have participated in the
assassination, such as Chauncey Holt, whose interview with Newsweek (23
December 1991, pp. 52-54)—during which he claimed to have brought
forged Secret Service credentials to Dealey Plaza—invites further investi-
gation. Yet if the Warren Commission’s findings are in doubt, so are the
articles in JAMA.

Were this matter of any lesser importance, I would not impose upon
you to consider these issues further. Before closing, moreover, I ought to
express my appreciation to William Jacott for hearing me out and to George
Lundberg for talking with me. Lundberg, I might add, expressed his agree-
ment that many aspects of the autopsy had gone wrong, from moving the
body from Dallas to the choice of autopsy surgeons. He even invited me to
submit a Letter to the Editor for consideration for publication in JAMA.
My choice of this alternative approach instead reflects my dissatisfaction
not just with the contents of the articles that were published in this journal
but with his dereliction of duty in allowing their appearance.
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For reasons such as these and others conveyed in my correspondence
with the AMA Trustees, I believe that the editor of JAMA has abused his
position by the publication and promotion of these articles on the assassi-
nation of JFK. I believe that his conduct has been unprofessional and im-
proper. I therefore suggest that his behavior in this case be subjected to a
formal review. In myview, the AMA could make an important contribution
by clarifying the attitude of the association about the conduct of its journal
editor. Whether or not all of the facts in this case will ever be brought to
light, it would be unfortunate for the AMA to be even remotely associated
with a cover-up in the assassination of President John Fitzgerald Kennedy.

i

PHOTOGRAPH FROM RE-ENACTMENT

Cemmission Exhibit Ne. DGO s

CE-900 juxtaposing the Altgens photograph of the Lincoln limousine
with the Secret Service Cadillac used in the re-enactment



Lets Set the
Record Straight:

Dr. Charles Crenshaw Replies

Charles Crenshaw, M.D.

The 27 May 1992 issue of JAMA included two articles dealing with medi-
cal aspects of the assassination of President John F. Kennedy. Both were
written by Dennis L. Breo. The first of these two articles drew on inter-
views with two of the autopsy pathologists, Dr. James J. Humes and Dr.
J. Thornton Boswell. The second article, “Dallas MDs Recall Their Memo-
ries,” is said to be based on interviews with Dallas doctors who partici-
pated in the treatment of President Kennedy at Parkland Hospital just
minutes after he was shot. Both JAMA articles contained attacks on me
and my book, JFK: Conspiracy of Silence.
In that book, published in early 1992, I stated:

1.

that I participated in the treatment of President Kennedy at
Parkland Hospital;

that I observed both his head wound and throat wound and that
my medical judgment was that both wounds resulted from shots
which struck him from the front;

that autopsy photographs which I have been shown, said to de-
pict the two wounds, are incompatible with the nature and loca-
tion of the wounds I saw in the emergency room;

that many of my Dallas colleagues reported the wounds to be of
the same nature that I had observed;

that I participated in the treatment of Lee Harvey Oswald on Sun-
day, November 24, when he was brought to Parkland;

37
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6. that while Oswald was being treated, I was called to a telephone
in the operating room, where I talked with President Lyndon
Johnson, who told me that there was a person present in the op-
erating room to take a death-bed confession from Oswald.

I was both hurt and angered by the attacks on my credibility in the
JAMA articles. I consider them to be distortions of the facts and to be
mean-spirited in their tone. I will not engage in requital, nor will I resort
to the inflammatory and damaging rhetoric used against me. Instead, I
will refute, point-by-point, the allegations made against me and my book.

The reader will notice another fundamental difference between this
article and Breo’s articles attacking me. I will cite and document every
statement. The previous JAMA article contained no endnotes or citations.
If author Breo had turned to the previous statements of the Dallas doctors
he interviewed, he would have found that those statements contradicted
what they were telling him, and that, in fact, their previous statements,
contemporaneous and under oath, support my description of the President's
wounds. The official record devastates the points Breo attempted to make.

Friday Afternoon: Parkland Hospital

Just after 12:40 p.m. on Friday, 22 November, I entered Trauma Room 1
at Parkland Hospital with Dr. Bob McClelland.! Several other Parkland
doctors were already there. President Kennedy lay, mortally wounded,
on a stretcher. For the next several minutes, I helped administrate emer-
gency treatment to the President and I observed both his throat wound
and the wound at the right rear of his head.

I helped to remove President Kennedy’s trousers and Dr. Ken Salyer
and I performed a cutdown and inserted an IV catheter which fed Ringer’s
solution into Kennedy’s right leg.? At the same time, other Parkland doc-
tors were performing a tracheostomy, inserting chest tubes, and doing a
similar cutdown on the left leg.?

Two wounds were visible. There was a small, round opening in the
front of the midline of the throat.* This became the site of Dr. Malcolm
Perry's tracheostomy incision. In the occipito-parietal region at the right
rear of the head, there was an avulsive wound nearly as large as a fist.
Bone, scalp, and hair were missing in the region, and brain tissue, in-
cluding much of the cerebellum, was hanging from the opening.® I con-
sidered the throat wound to be an entrance wound and the large head wound
to be an exit wound. Along with many of my Parkland colleagues, I be-
lieved at the time that President Kennedy had been hit twice from the front.
I still believe this today. [ Editor’s note: See Appendix A.]
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The author of the JAMA article had the audacity to question whether
or not I was even present in Trauma Room 1. At one point, Dennis Breo
wrote, “Crenshaw, who was a surgical resident in 1963, is not mentioned
in the Warren Commission’s 888-page summary report . . .”® At another
point, he wrote, “Since it is hard to prove a negative, no one can say with
certainty what some suspect—that Crenshaw was not even in the trauma
room. None of the four [Parkland doctors interviewed by Breo] recalls
ever seeing him at the scene.””

In actual fact, my presence in Trauma Room 1 was noted in sworn
testimony before the Warren Commission eight times by five different
doctors and nurses who saw me there.® Dr. Charles Baxter, who appar-
ently told Breo he could not recall seeing me there, states in his Warren
Commission testimony that I was there! So does Dr. Robert McClelland,
who entered the room with me. Dr. Don Curtis and nurse Margaret
Hinchcliffe also testified that I was present. Dr. Ken Salyer, who worked
with me on the President’s IV, told the Commission the following:

SPECTER. To what extent did Dr. Crenshaw participate?
SALYER. Dr. Crenshaw participated about the extent that I did. We were

occupied in making sure an IV was going and hanging up a bottle
of blood.

SPECTER. Is the—is Dr. Crenshaw a resident?

SALYER. Yes, he is a third-year resident. That’s the reason I remember
him specifically because we were sort of working together there on
that.

The record makes it amply clear that I was in Trauma Room 1 doing
precisely what I wrote in Conspiracy of Silence. Why, then, did Breo make
his innuendos? I believe a major purpose for the May 1992 articles was
to discredit Charles Crenshaw, and that their author and editor either
did not bother to check the official record or chose to ignore what they
found there.

Sunday: The White House Telephone Calls

In my book, I told of being on duty at Parkland when Lee Harvey Oswald
was brought there and of assisting with his treatment. While I was in the
room I observed a large man in a scrub suit, with a gun visible in his
pocket. I did not doubt that he was some sort of government agent, and
I handed him a sterile mask. At one point, a nurse tapped me on the
shoulder and asked me to take a telephone call. In an adjoining office, I
talked with President Lyndon Johnson, who told me that we should try
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to get a confession from Oswald and that a person was present for the
purpose of taking that confession.

In an attempt to refute this, JAMA quotes Dr. Baxter: “Did that hap-
pen? Heavens no ... imagine that, the President of the United States
personally calls for Charles Crenshaw.”

It did happen and there is ample proof. It should first be noted that I
have never claimed that President Johnson called personally for me. I
was simply tapped on the shoulder by a nurse to take the call. But the
call did occur.

1.

Dr. Philip E. Williams, Dallas neurosurgeon, told The New York
Times: “I vividly remember someone said . . . the White House is
calling and President Johnson wants to know what the status of
Oswald is. I heard the statement in the operating room, and it
was not Dr. Crenshaw’s book or anyone else who revived my
thoughts about this because I have said this for years.”

Ms. Phyllis Bartlett was the chief telephone operator at Parkland
Hospital that day. She definitely remembers taking the call from
a man who identified himself as President Johnson, then trans-
ferring the call to the operating room. It was Ms. Bartlett who
disconnected the line while I was talking to Johnson. She was
attempting to transfer the President to the public relations office.
Ms. Bartlett wrote to The Dallas Morning News on 15 July 1992:
“There very definitely was a phone call from a man with a loud
voice, who identified himself as Lyndon Johnson, and he was con-
nected to the operating room phone during Oswald’s surgery.”
The presence of federal agents in the operating room is also well
documented. Alex Rosen of the FBI was ordered by Director
Hoover to get a man to Parkland to get a statement from the ac-
cused assassin. Rosen stated that he has contacted Forrest Sor-
rels of the Dallas Secret Service office. Sorrels says an agent is
already there. The time is 12:18 in Dallas. The Dallas Times Herald
of Sunday, 22 December 1963, carried a story that an agent wear-
ing hospital clothing and a face mask had waited in vain for a
confession from Oswald. In response to this, Dallas SAIC Gordon
Shanklin sent an AIRTEL to Hoover which stated in part: “SA
Charles T. Brown and SA Wallace R. Heitman made arrangements
... to be available in the event Oswald regained consciousness.
In order to save time and be immediately available, these agents
did don operating clothing and took positions outside the operat-
ing room.” But the agents did enter the room. Dr. Paul Peters,
who was present and attending Oswald, said: “There were Secret
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Service men intermingled with the operating room personnel . . .
some were dressed in green clothes as the surgeons ... two or
three shouted in his ear, ‘Did you do it? Did you do it?”

4. In the 20-20 story which ABC did on my book, the network re-
ported on an examination of the Johnson log for the time period
while Oswald was being attended. Quoting historian William
Manchester, ABC reported that Johnson had just told Bobby
Kennedy, “We’ve got to get involved, we've got to do something,”
or words to that effect.

Once again the JAMA articles are incorrect. There is clear and convinc-
ing evidence of both the White House telephone call and the presence of
federal agents in the operating room—as I stated.

The President’s Wounds

There is no doubt in my mind that the attacks on me by a professional
journal last summer were occasioned by my assertion that President
Kennedy’s wounds indicated to a doctor present on the scene that he had
been shot from the front, which meant, of course, a conspiracy. The wound
I saw in President Kennedy’s throat was clearly a smooth and rounded
entry wound. The wound in the right rear of the head, both in its loca-
tion and its nature, must have been inflicted from the front. As I have
stated, my conclusion in Trauma Room 1 was that these wounds were
made by two shots striking President Kennedy from the front. That is
still my firm conclusion today. And the official record—ignored by Breo
and JAMA—will show that I was not alone in those conclusions.

Dennis Breo talked with several of the Parkland doctors about their
experiences and my book. Jim Carrico, Marion T. “Pepper” Jenkins,
Charles Baxter and Malcolm Perry were interviewed. In spite of the fact
that Breo visited in Dallas, he made no effort to contact me or to get my
side of the story. All four of my former colleagues are quoted as having
condemned my conclusions about shots from the front and asserted that
what they saw in the Trauma Room 1 was completely compatible with
the autopsy photographs, as well as the autopsy findings which concluded
that Kennedy was shot twice from the rear, not the front.

As JAMA presented it, this was a case of four Dallas doctors standing
firmly against Dr. Charles Crenshaw, sensationalist. These doctors, if
quoted correctly, seemed to question everything from motive to sanity.
Dr. Baxter is said to have stated that the only motive he could find for me
was “a desire for personal recognition and monetary gain”; Dr. Perry,
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according to the article, said I was on TV “saying this bogus stuff to
reach out for his day in the sun;” Dr. Carrico apparently decided I had
dreams of grandeur; while Dr. Jenkins, according to the article, said,
“Crenshaw’s conclusions are dead wrong.”

Was I out-numbered? No, not at all. My strongest ally went unmen-
tioned by JAMA. My strongest ally is the record—the official record—the
statements made by Drs. Perry, Baxter, Carrico, and Jenkins long before
they ever talked to Dennis Breo and JAMA. The strongest “witnesses”
against JAMA and the four Dallas doctors are the doctors themselves!

Dr. Carrico (upper left), Dr. McClelland (upper right), Dr. Jenkins (bottom left), and
Dr. Crenshaw (bottom right) indicate where each recalls the large opening in the
back of the President’s head. (From KRON-TV, NOVA, and ABC’s Nightline.)

The previous official statements of these four doctors, which we will

now examine, come from three sources:

1. CE-392. This Warren Commission Exhibit consists of statements
written by many Parkland doctors within 2-3 hours of having at-
tended President Kennedy. The statements in CE-392, many of them
handwritten, are of immense significance. Not only are they the
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first accounts of President Kennedy's wounds based on observation
by trained medical personnel, they are also “pure” medical data.
That is, when Drs. Perry, Baxter, Jenkins, Carrico, and others wrote
their CE-392 statements on Friday afternoon, they had no knowl-
edge of “single-bullet theory,” Oswald, “Grassy Knoll,” School Book
Depository, or other evidentiary factors to affect opinions. They also
stand as the only recorded medical opinions about Kennedy’s
wounds before the body was illegally taken from Dallas by the Se-
cret Service. CE-392 is found in the Warren Report, pp. 516-537,
and should be read by any person who is genuinely interested in know-
ing where President Kennedy was shot. It is a shame that Dennis
Breo didn't read CE-392 before he went to Dallas.

2. Warren Commission (WC) testimony. All four doctors testified
under oath before the Warren Commission in March of 1964.

3. Depositions given to the House Select Committee on Assassina-
tions (HSCA) in 1977. Carrico, Jenkins, and Perry were deposed
during 1977, again under oath.

When we examine the four doctor’s previous statements, we find that, in-
stead of refuting my observations, they actually support them.

Dr. Malcolm Perry:
Perry and Kennedy’s Head Wound

Within hours of seeing President Kennedy’s body, Malcolm Perry de-
scribed the head wound as “a large wound of the right posterior cra-
nium.”® Four months later, in testimony before the Warren Commission,
Perry would call it “a large avulsive wound of the right occipitoparietal
area”'® and noted that “both scalp and portions of the skull were ab-
sent.”'! In 1977, in a deposition for the HSCA, Perry stated that “the
parietal occipital head wound was largely avulsive.”?

These three references to the head wound are clearly consistent with
each other. But, as can be clearly seen, they are also clearly consistent
with my own description of the head wound. The three times Malcolm
Perry has described John F. Kennedy'’s head wound to an official govern-
ment body, he has agreed with my description, both in its location and
its appearance.

Perry and the Cerebellum

When Malcolm Perry gave his HSCA deposition, he stated: “There was
visible brain tissue in the macard and some cerebellum was seen.”?
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Perry and the Throat Wound

Malcolm Perry was in a unique position to observe the wound in the
midline of the throat. He made the tracheostomy incision through that
throat wound and inserted a tracheostomy tube. Within a few hours of
President Kennedy's death, Malcolm Perry was in a classroom at Parkland
Hospital, describing Kennedy's wounds to newsmen. A transcript of the
press conference exists. In his statements, Malcolm Perry three times
identifies the throat wound he has just seen as an entrance wound.

Q. Where was the entrance wound?

PERRY. There was an entrance wound in the neck. (Emphasis added.)
Q. Which way was the bullet coming on the neck wound? At him?
PERRY. It appeared to be coming at him.™

(Later in conference)

Q. Doctor, describe the entrance wound. You think from the front of the
throat?

PERRY. The wound appeared to be an entrance wound in the front of
the throat; yes, that is correct.'* (Emphasis added.)

Dr. Malcolm Perry (right) during press conference at Parkland Hospital.
Time is 3:16 p.m., little more than two hours after Perry did a tracheostomy.
Three times during this press conference, Dr. Perry referred to the President's
throat wound as an entrance wound. [Editor’s note: See Appendix C.]
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By the following day, evidence suggesting that the shots which struck
Kennedy had come from the Texas School Book Depository above and
behind him had surfaced. Nonetheless, Perry spoke to Boston Globe re-
porter Herbert Black and continued to hold that a bullet had entered
the front of the throat. “It may have been that the President was looking
up or sideways with his head thrown back when the bullet or bullets
struck him.”'¢ It is clear that on the weekend of the assassination,
Malcolm Perry apparently felt the wound in the President’s. throat was
an entrance wound—and said so.

At the time Perry testified before the Warren Commission in March,
his early statements about the entrance wound in the throat had be-
come a considerable problem for the Commission. Counsel Arlen Spec-
ter undertook some damage control:

SPECTER. Well, what questions were asked of you and what responses
did you give at that press conference?

PERRY. Well, there were numerous questions asked, all the questions
I cannot remember, of course. Specifically, the thing that seemed
to be of the most interest at that point was actually trying to get
me to speculate as to direction of the bullets, the number of bullets,
and the exact cause of death. (Emphasis added.)

The first two questions I could not answer, and my reply to them
was that I did not know, if there were one or two bullets, and I
could not categorically state about the nature of the neck wound,
whether it was an entrance or an exit wound, not having examined
the President further - -’ (Emphasis added.)

The transcript of the press conference does reveal that both Perry
and Dr. Kemp Clark said they were unsure whether one or two bullets
had struck the President, but Perry did make a definite statement about
the throat wound, and nowhere in the transcript is found any refusal or
hesitancy in characterizing that wound as one of entrance.

Allen Dulles, of the Warren Commission, joined in the damage con-
trol effort, suggesting that Perry take each newspaper clipping which
contained information about his press conferences and correct all “in-
correct” quotes attributed to them.'®* Commission records give no indi-
cation of whether or not Perry ever did this.

As can be seen, the record shows that on the weekend of the assassi-
nation, Dr. Malcolm Perry described the throat wound as an entrance
wound—just as I have. And how did Dennis Breo and JAMA deal with
Perry’s news conference statement? “Perry appeared at the riotous press
conference on the day of the assassination and said the fatal shot ‘might
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have come from the front.”!® As has been shown, Perry also said three
times that the throat wound had been inflicted from the front. Did Breo
check the record? (Note: See my Addendum at the conclusion of this
article for more on Arlen Specter and the throat wound.)

Dr. Marion T. “Pepper” Jenkins:
Jenkins and Kennedy’'s Head Wound

In his CE-392, dated 4:30 p.M., three and one-half hours after seeing the
President’s wounds, Dr. Jenkins described a “great laceration of the right
side of the head (temporal and occipital).”?® Fourteen years later, he told
the HSCA: “One segment of bone was blown out—this was a segment of
occipital or temporal bone.”?!

Dr. Jenkins saw the same wound I saw—and described it in the same
way.

Jenkins and the Cerebellum

Jenkins’ CE-392 describes “herniation and laceration of great areas of
the brain, even to the extent that the cerebellum had protruded from the
wound.”?? In March, four months later, he testified under oath, “Part of
the brain was herniated; I really think part of the cerebellum . .. was
hanging out of the wound.”? Jenkins has since stated that he “mis-spoke”
when he called the tissue cerebellar tissue.

Dr. Jenkins apparently was still “mis-speaking” fourteen years after
the assassination when he was deposed by the HSCA. A summary of his
deposition states, “He [Jenkins] noted that a portion of the cerebellum
was hanging out from a hole in the right-rear of the head.”?*

And what isJAMA’s comment about Jenkins and the cerebellum? “Dr.
Jenkins wrote in a 1963 report that Kennedy’s ‘cerebellum’ had been blown
out when he meant ‘cerebrum.”? A study of the record shows that Jenkins
wrote it on the day of the assassination, swore to it before the Warren
Commission four months later, then swore to it again 14 years later to
the HSCA!

Dr. James Carrico:
Carrico and Kennedy’'s Head Wound
Dr. Carrico was the first Parkland doctor to enter Trauma Room 1. A

few hours later he wrote a description of the head wound he saw. Carrico
recorded, “The other wound had avulsed the calvarium and shredded
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brain tissue present and profuse oozing.”? In his Warren Commission
testimony, he located the wound more specifically: “I saw a large gaping
wound located in the right occipitoparietal area,”?” and he told HSCA
there was a “fairly large wound in the right side of the head, in the pari-
etal, occipital area . . . That would be above and posterior to the ear.”?

Carrico and the Cerebellum

In his Warren Commission testimony, Carrico said, “. . . the skull was
fragmented and bleeding cerebral and cerebellar tissue.”? At another
point in his questioning, he said, “I believe there was shredded macer-
ated cerebral and cerebellar tissue both in the wounds and on the frag-
ments of skull attached to the dura.”® In his 1977 HSCA deposition,
Carrico stated, “One could see blood and brains, both cerebrum and cer-
ebellum fragments in that wound.”?'

Carrico and the Throat wound

In his CE-392 statement on Friday afternoon, Carrico did not specifi-
cally call the throat wound an entrance wound, but used another similar
word: “Two external wounds were noted. One small penetrating wound
of mid-neck in lower 1/3.”3? Before the Warren Commission, he gave the
width of the throat wound before Perry’s tracheostomy as 5-8 millime-
ters and said it was “fairly round, had no jagged edges, no evidence of
powder burns and so forth.”33

Dr. Charles Baxter:
Baxter and Kennedy's Head Wound

On the afternoon of the assassination, Dr. Baxter wrote, “. . . the rt [sic]
temporal and occipital bones were missing, the brain was lying on the
table.”3* Baxter then proceeded to read from his CE-392. When he got to
the part dealing with bones being missing and the brain lying on the
table (see above), Baxter is recorded as having read, “the temporal and
parietal bones were missing and the brain was lying on the table.”* The
text Baxter was supposed to be reading said “occipital,” but Baxter, ap-
parently reading his own handwriting, read the term as “parietal,” a lo-
cation further removed from the rear of the head. The reason for this
“misread” is not known.
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Baxter and the Cerebellum

Dr. Baxter testified that “the cerebellum was present—a large quantity
of the brain was present on the cart.”*

Baxter and the Throat Wound

When he testified before the Warren Commission, Baxter conceded that
the throat wound could have been either an entrance wound or an exit
wound.?” But his other statements about the wound are enlightening:
“this wound was, in my estimation, 4 to 5 mm in widest diameter and
was a spherical wound. . . . so that it was very small.”*® “Judging from the
caliber of the rifle that we later found or became acquainted with, this
would more resemble a wound of entry.”*® As late as spring of 1992, Dr.
Baxter, on ABC-TV’s 20-20, stated that the wound he saw could have
been either an entrance wound or an exit wound.”#°

These are the statements, nearly all of them official, of the four Dallas
doctors, formerly colleagues, who ridiculed me and my claims in JAMA.
Let’s total the scorecard:

1. Isaw a wound in the back of the head—occipital and parietal. So
did Jenkins, Carrico, Baxter and Perry. Some say occipital and
parietal, others say occipital and temporal. The occipital bone in
the rear of the head is mentioned by all of us. The size and nature
of the wound is very similar in all our descriptions.

2. I saw cerebellar tissue hanging out of the large head wound. So
did Jenkins, Carrico, Baxter, and Perry.

3. I saw a small entrance wound in the front of the throat. Perry
called it an entrance wound; Carrico called it a “penetrating
wound.” Baxter still says it could have been an entrance wound.

Other Dallas Doctors

Many other Parkland doctors were present in Trauma Room 1 and they,
too, wrote CE-392’s and testified before the Warren Commission. Their
statements further bolster my claims:
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Head Wound

Dr. Kemp Clark

* CE-392—"“two external wounds . . . the other in the occipital area of
the skull. . . alarge wound of the occipitoparietal area.” [Editor’s note:
See Appendix B.]

* WC testimony—“I examined the wound in the back of the President’s
head.” He noted the “presence of the much larger wound in the right
occipital region.”*!

Dr. Paul Peters
* WC testimony—"“I noted that there was a large defect in the occiput.”

Dr. Ronald Jones
* WC testimony—“There was a large defect in the back of the head.”

Dr. Gene Akin
* WC testimony—". . . in the back of the right occipitoparietal part of the
skull was shattered.”

Dr. Robert McClelland

* WC testimony—"I noted that the right posterior portion of the skull
had been extremely blasted ... some of the occipital bone was
fractured in its lateral half.”

Cerebellar Tissue

Dr. Kemp Clark

* CE-392—"“Both cerebral and cerebellar tissue were extruding from the
wound.” [Editor’s note: See Appendix B.]

* WC testimony—". . . cerebral and cerebellar tissue being damaged and

», o«

exposed.”; “. .. the loss of cerebellar tissue . . .”*

Throat Wound

Dr. Paul Peters
* WC testimony—“We saw the wound of entry in the throat and noted
the large occipital wound.”

Dr. Ronald Jones
*“ .. asmall hole in the midline of the neck thought to be a bullet entrance
wound.”
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Again with these doctors, we see the consistent “Dallas pattern”—
small round wound in the front of the throat, large hole opening back-
ward in the right rear of the head, and cerebral and cerebellar tissue
hanging from the skull. It was clear to me that bullets had struck Presi-
dent Kennedy from the front.

The Autopsy Photographs

What I saw in the emergency room at Parkland Hospital forces me to
disagree with the Bethesda autopsy report which concluded that the Presi-
dent was hit by two bullets “fired from a point behind and somewhat
above the level of the deceased.”* The four doctors interviewed by JAMA
say they saw nothing which contradicts that finding.*

At this point, it must be noted that when the terms “autopsy” and
“autopsy findings” are used, one must distinguish between the autopsy
reports and the autopsy photographs and X-rays. Even a casual examina-
tion reveals that the two do not match. Among the major differences:

1. The autopsy report locates a small entry wound in the back of the
head just to the right of the occipital protuberance.** The HSCA
medical panel, examining photographs and X-rays, placed this
wound 4 inches higher, in the cowlick area, in a different bone,
the parietal.*® Those of us who treated Kennedy in Dallas saw no
such small entry wound any place in the head.

2. The autopsy report failed to pinpoint precisely where the bullet
exited the head, but stated that the large defect measured 13 cm
across and involved the occipital, parietal, and temporal bones of
the skull.#” The HSCA medical panel, relying on the photos and
X-rays, decided a bullet exited along the coronal suture, in front
of the ear. The HSCA found the defect involved the parietal, tem-
poral, and frontal bones, but not the occipital.®® This placed the
large skull defect further forward than the autopsy report located
it, and considerably further forward than the wound we saw in
Parkland. In addition, the wound described in both accounts at
Bethesda is much larger than the wound I saw at the back of
President Kennedy’s head.

3. The autopsy report stated that the tissue taken from the right
cerebellar cortex revealed “extensive disruption of brain tissue
with associated hemorrhage.”*
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Photographs of the brain examined by the HSCA are said to show no
damage to the cerebellum, and the committee so reported in 1978.° Sev-
eral of us saw the cerebellum hanging from the massive head wound and
have so reported, some under oath. (There has been heated debate about
the nature and location of an alleged wound in the President’s neck/back.
However, since I never saw this wound, I have chosen not to discuss this
controversy.)

The four doctors who commented to Dennis Breo and to JAMA are
reported to have found no problem with these photographs, in spite of the
fact that they obviously show a head wound of a different size in a totally
different location than the one they saw and reported on November 22. 1
find great problems with any photograph which shows a completely intact
skull at a point where I saw a hole nearly the size of the fist. I find great
problems with any photograph which does not show cerebellartissue shred-
ded and hanging from that hole. I find great problems with any photo-
graph which shows a large opening in front of the ear with a flap of skull
hanging open there, where none of us observed any defect on November
22. There is no way that I can reconcile the autopsy photographs I have seen
with the wounds I saw on John F. Kennedy's body in Trauma Room 1 at
Parkland on November 22. That JAMA reports that my former colleagues
say they can do so amazes me. [Editor’s note: See Appendix A.]

This autopsy photograph shows the back of Kennedy's head completely intact.
Compare this with first photograph of the four physicians indicating the location
of the wound. All of the Parkland doctors described a large defect at the rear of the

head, with bone sprung open and brain protruding.
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Evidence has surfaced to indicate that, since the publication of the
JAMA article, some of the Parkland doctors apparently have tried to stake
a kind of compromise position which would allow them to stand by their
previous statements about the head wound and still endorse the autopsy
photographs as being legitimate. Within weeks of the publication of the
JAMA article, a forum about the assassination was held in Dallas. Dr.
John K. Lattimer was the principal speaker. Also in attendance, and form-
ing a panel, were several Parkland doctors, including Carrico, Baxter,
and Jenkins. I asked to be allowed equal time to speak, but this was
denied. So was my second request, to be permitted just ten minutes in
which to show a videotape presenting my view on the medical evidence.
At this forum, several of the Dallas doctors said they would reconsider
their sworn testimony about cerebellar tissue being damaged and visible
in Dallas.’! This in spite of the fact that some of them had sworn to its
presence as late as 14 years after the fact.> It was in trying to explain the
obvious discrepancies between autopsy photographs of the back of
Kennedy’s head (where no damage is seen at all), and their Warren Com-
mission and HSCA descriptions of a large wound and missing bone, scalp
and hair, that Drs. Carrico and Jenkins came up with a new “reconcilia-
tion”; they apparently believe that the head wound they saw is really
there in the photographs after all—it is simply under the hair. In their
current explanation, the scalp has been reflected by the pathologists and
is being held in place. Thus, underneath the hair, shielded from the
camera’s lens, is actually the occipitoparietal wound we all saw!

In my opinion, this is a completely untenable theory. The reasons for
such an opinion are several:

1. The photographs which depict the back of the head are said to
have been taken before dissection began. No incisions are visible
on the head, no flaps are seen anywhere, and no Y-incision is
seen.

2. A second set of photographs showing the back of the head intact,
have no hands holding the head, so that it would be an impossi-
bility that reflected flaps of scalp are being held in place.

3. X-rays, said to show the skull, show no massive wound in the
back of the head underneath the scalp and hair.
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4. The photographs show a large defect with a flap of scalp hanging
from the skull in front of the right ear. I did not see this, and by
their own admission, the other doctors did not see it.

5. Finally, what legitimate reason would the pathologists have for
moving the reflected scalp and shielding such a crucial piece of
evidence as an exit hole in the back of the head, especially since
there are no pictures which show this defect?

Photographs of the Throat wWound

Several autopsy photographs show what is alleged to be the tracheotomy
incision which Malcolm Perry made through a bullet hole in Kennedy’s
neck. When I first saw these photos, I was shocked at the size and char-
acter of the defect there. According to the autopsy report, the incision
measures 6.5 cm in length.5> When Dr. Humes testified before the War-
ren Commission, he placed the length of the defect at 7-8 cm.>* The wound
which I saw after Dr. Perry completed his work looked nothing like what
I saw in the photographs taken at Bethesda. Dr. Perry had made a small
and very neat transverse incision. I took it to be about 1 to 1 1/2 inches in
length. It was certainly not of the length I saw in the autopsy photos. The
gaping nature of the wound was also inconsistent with what I saw. When
the body left Parkland there was no gaping, bloody defect in the front of
the throat, just the small bullet hole and the thin line of Perry’s incision.

According to the JAMA article, the four Dallas doctors have no prob-
lem in reconciling the autopsy photos with the tracheostomy incision
they observed. “I was right there and the tracheostomy I observed and
the autopsy photos look the same—very compatible,” Dr. Baxter is quoted
as having said.>® Dr. Carrico said, “I've seen the autopsy photos and they
are very compatible to the actual tracheostomy.”*® “They are the same,”
is the comment attributed to Dr. Jenkins.”>” Dr. Perry qualified his re-
sponse: “Of course, tissues sag and stretch after death, but any sugges-
tion that this wound was intentionally enlarged is wrong."”?

Once again, there is a previous record, however. In 1966, three of
these doctorsestimated the length of the incision Perry made in Kennedy’s
throat. Their responses were recorded by a researcher. Dr. Carrico said it
was “between two and three centimeters—which is close to an inch.”*
Dr. Perry, who made the incision, estimated it at “2-3 centimeters,” while
Dr. Baxter remembered it as “roughly an inch and a half.”®

Now, in 1992, these men are said to believe that there is no contradic-
tion between what they saw and the 6.5 to 8 cm gash shown in the au-
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Kennedy's throat as seen in autopsy photograph. The autopsy report says this
defect is 6.5 cm in length. In his Warren Commission testimony, Dr. Humes
stated the length as 7-8 cm. Dr. Perry estimated the length of the incision he
made at 2-3 cm. The incision Dr. Crenshaw saw at Parkland Hospital was
straight and neat, nothing like what this photograph shows.

topsy photographs. It seems to me that the reader will have to decide
which is the accurate response—an interview recorded in 1966 or an
interview done twenty-six years later.

I saw that incision. I also saw the occipitoparietal head wound. When
I am shown alleged autopsy photographs which depict wounds that dif-
fer so markedly from those I saw at Parkland, I have no choice but to
conclude that someone had gone to a great deal of trouble to present a
different story than we had seen at Parkland. The result of those wound
differences caused the body of President Kennedy to appear more like it
had been shot from the rear and less as if it had been shot from the front.
[Editors note: See Appendix A.]

Observing the Head Wound

The JAMA article seeks to minimize the significance of what we saw in
Dallas by implying that the doctors were occupied with life-saving mea-
sures and did not have an opportunity to look at the head wound care-
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fully: “In fact, Dr. Jenkins doubts if any of the Parkland physicians even
had a good look at the President’s head . . .”®!
Once again, though, there’s that pesky record:

Dr. Kemp Clark—“I examined the wound in the back of the
President’s head.”

Dr. Robert McClelland—*“As I took the position at the head of the
table, I was in such a position that I could very closely examine
the head wound.”

Dr. Jenkins was interviewed for an article in the American Medi-
cal News in 1978. In that article, Dr. Jenkins said, “It may be that
I and Malcolm Perry MD) [sic] were the first ones aware of the
head injury. We were standing at the patient’s head and with that
thick shock of hair, when he was lying supine on the stretcher, it
really didn't show that he had part of his head blown away and
part of his cerebellum was hanging out.” This, once again, pin-
points the location of the wound at the rear of the head. Note also
that in 1978, Dr. Jenkins still recalled the cerebellum—suppos-
edly undamaged—as being blown out of the wound.

At the Dallas forum last May, one of Jenkins’ colleagues related
an incident which further emphasizes that the head wound was
seen and examined in Dallas. According to the account given there,
the Parkland team considered opening President Kennedy’s chest
and massaging the heart in that manner. Dr. Jenkins then said,
“Before you open that chest, you'd better step up and take a look
at this head wound.” The chest was not opened.**

There is ample evidence that we did see the head wound. It is a simple
fact that nearly every Dallas doctor, while under oath, was asked by the
Warren Commission where the head wound was located. Each doctor placed
the wound in the back of Kennedy's head. Not one of them said he did not
know, could not remember, or did not have an opportunity to observe.

Summary

Without ever having talked with me, JAMA Editor Dr. George Lundberg
called my book, JFK: Conspiracy of Silence, “a sad fabrication based on
unsubstantiated allegations.”®* In contrast, he proclaimed the JAMA ar-
ticle to be information which “is scientifically sound,”®* furnishes “the
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definitive history of what happened,”®® and “provides irrefutable proof
that President Kennedy was killed by two bullets that struck him from
above and behind.”®® The record, however, indicates otherwise.

1.

Drs. Perry, Carrico, Jenkins, and Baxter apparently chose to par-
ticipate in an article in this magazine which distorted the facts of
this case.

Thesedoctors had already created a record concerning the wounds
of President Kennedy—a record that began just after they saw
the body, a record sworn to under oath.

Their record describes a large wound at the rear of President
Kennedy’s head, the same wound which I wrote about in Con-
spiracy of Silence.

Their record describes a small wound in the front of the throat,
just as I saw and described. One of the doctors (Perry) called this
an entrance wound within two hours of seeing it, and another
(Baxter) admitted in 1992 that it could have been an entrance
wound.

Their record describes cerebellar tissue extruding from the head
wound, just as I described it in my book.

Photographs of the back of President Kennedy’s head show no
wound where they (and I) saw a large wound. They say these
photos are compatible with their observations. I say the autopsy
photographs cannot be reconciled with what I saw at Parkland.

Photographs of President Kennedy’s throat show a defect more
than twice as long as the tracheostomy incision I remember and
more than twice the length these doctors had earlier estimated.
They say the photograph is “very compatible” with what they saw
at Parkland on November 22.

The record, standing in stark contrast to the statements the four doc-
tors are quoted as having made in the May 1992 JAMA article, will not go
away. It’s a pity that Dennis Breo and JAMA chose to ignore that record.
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Addendum: Arlen Specter and History’s Most
Hypothetical Question

When the various Parkland doctors appeared before the Warren Com-
mission, their testimonies were taken by staff counsel Arlen Specter, now
a United States Senator from Pennsylvania. The commission had a great
problem concerning the throat wound, which all these doctors had seen
and many had desribed as being very small, smooth-edged, and rounded—
characteristics of an entrance wound. In fact, several of the doctors had
called the wound an entrance wound by the time their statements were
taken under oath in March of 1964. Instead of simply asking the doctors,
“Was this an entrance wound or an exit wound?” or “What did this wound
look like to you?”, Specter concocted what must be the most convoluted
and hypothetical question in history. This question with minor varia-
tions was put to each of the Dallas doctors who saw Kennedy’s body.

Specter: “Assuming some factors in addition to those which
you personally observed, Dr. Baxter, what would your
opinion be if these additional facts were present: First,
the President had a bullet wound of entry on the right
posterior thorax just above the upper border of the
scapula with the wound measuring 7 by 7 mm in oval
shape, being 14 cm from the tip of the right acromion
process and 14 cm below the tip of the right mastoid
process—assume this is the set of facts that the wound
just described was caused by a 6.5 mm bullet shot from
approximately 160 to 250 feet away from the President,
from a weapon having a muzzle velocity of approximately
2,000 feet per second, assuming as a third factor that the
bullet passed through the President’s body, going in be-
tween the strap muscles of the shoulder without violat-
ing the pleura space and exited at a point in the midline
of the neck, would the hole which you saw on the
President’s throat be consistent with an exit wound, as-
suming the factors which I have just given to you?”¢’

In this amazing, 180-word hypothetical question, Specter has asked the
doctors, “If the bullet exited from the front of Kennedy’s throat, could the
wound in the front of Kennedy’s throat have been an exit wound?” [Editor’s
note: See Chuck Marler, Part IV.]
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[Editor’s note: See David Lifton, Best Evidence(1980), pages 315 and 323.]




On the Trail of the
Character
ASSAaSsSIins!

D. Bradley Kizzia, J.D.

On 22 November 1963, Charles Crenshaw, M.D., was a resident surgeon
at Parkland Hospital in Dallas, Texas. As fate would have it, he became
an involuntary eyewitness to history when President Kennedy was as-
sassinated that day and brought to Parkland for emergency treatment.
Dr. Crenshaw was a member of the trauma team that heroically attempted
to save President Kennedy’s life by administering the medical techniques
for which they were trained. Dr. Crenshaw arrived in Trauma Room 1
with Dr. Robert McClelland and saw the small wound in President
Kennedy'’s throat immediately before Dr. Malcolm Perry used a scalpel
to perform a tracheostomy, and during the course of the emergency medi-
cal measures and thereafter, Dr. Crenshaw observed the large wound in
the back of President Kennedy’s head that was described in the contem-
poraneous medical reports of several of the other physicians on the
Parkland trauma team, including Dr. Kemp Clark, the neurosurgeon who
pronounced President Kennedy dead. It was Dr. Crenshaw’s impression
at the time (as well as the express impression of some of the other doc-
tors in Trauma Room One at the time) that the small wound in President
Kennedy’s throat was a wound of entrance, and the large wound in the
back of President Kennedy’'s head was a wound of exit. Indeed, later on
the afternoon of November 22nd, Dr. Perry and Dr. Clark attended a press
conference at which time Dr. Perry clearly indicated that he thought the
throat wound was a wound of entrance. (Dr. Perry reiterated that opin-
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ion in interviews given in the subsequent days following the assassina-
tion.) [Editor’s note: See Appendix C.]

Two days later, on Sunday, 24 November 1963, Dr. Crenshaw hap-
pened to be on duty and therefore participated on the trauma team that
tried to save Lee Harvey Oswald’s life, after he was brought there follow-
ing his assassination by Jack Ruby. While involved in the treatment of
Oswald, Dr. Crenshaw accepted a telephone call to the operating room
from a man who identified himself as President Lyndon Johnson. Dr.
Crenshaw was told to relay the message to the other physicians who
were treating Oswald that FBI agents would be available in the operat-
ing room to obtain a death-bed confession from Oswald.

Dr. Crenshaw was, therefore, in a unique position with eyewitness
knowledge of some of the most incredible events in United States his-
tory. Still, he did not seek the spotlight at that time mainly for reasons
related to his ambition and career-mindedness. Indeed, all of the Parkland
trauma physicians had been specifically warned in clear terms not to try
to exploit their involvement in those historic events at Parkland in No-
vember 1963. Dr. Crenshaw thereafter went on to have a distinguished
career as the head of surgery at John Peter Smith Hospital in Fort Worth,
Texas, where he established the Trauma Unit. Twenty-five years later,
however, Dr. Crenshaw suffered two minor strokes that affected his sur-
gical proficiency, thereby leading to his retirement. At that time, he was
approached by a writer who was an acquaintance, Jens Hansen, about
publishing his eyewitness account of the historical events at Parkland
Hospital on that fateful weekend in November 1963. Dr. Crenshaw was
initially reluctant, but ultimately agreed and collaborated with J. Gary
Shaw, a widely recognized expert researcher on the JFK assassination,
to write the book, JFK: Conspiracy of Silence.? In the book, Dr. Crenshaw
provided his personal account, as an eyewitness to history, about what
happened at Parkland Hospital, and Gary Shaw contributed the setting
and surrounding events related to the assassination and its subsequent
investigation. The book, JFK: Conspiracy of Silence, was published in
April 1992, and benefited from the publicity and renewed public interest
in the subject of President Kennedy'’s assassination that had been gener-
ated in preceding months by the release of Oliver Stone’s movie, JFK.
The book was quickly a success and rose to the top of The New York
Times Bestseller List for paperbacks. (Because of the importance of Dr.
Crenshaw’s observations that were contained in the book—the first pub-
lication by one of the treating physicians that emphatically disagreed
with the Warren Commission’s conclusion that President Kennedy was
shot by one gunman from behind—the book’s authors thought that the
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book would have more widespread dissemination in the less expensive
paperback form, as opposed to a hardback version that could have been
sold for more money.) Of course, there were some longstanding support-
ers of the Warren Commission and its lone-gunman theory, including
some members of the established media, who questioned Dr. Crenshaw’s
motives for publishing his observations nearly thirty years after the as-
sassination, but the usual less than enthusiastic treatment by some of
the media and Warren Commission apologists was to be expected. The
events of May, 1992, and particularly the involvement of the Journal of
the American Medical Association, however, was not anticipated.

On 19 May 1992, the American Medical Association hosted a press
conference in New York City to promote two related articles in JAMA’s
May 27th edition concerning the assassination of President Kennedy. At
the press conference, Dr. Lundberg alleged that Dr. Crenshaw’s book was
a “sad fabrication based upon unsubstantiated allegations.” Mr. Dennis
Breo, a JAMA writer, was identified as the author of the articles, which
erroneously suggested that Dr. Crenshaw’s observations, as contained in
his book, should not be relied upon because Dr. Crenshaw may not have
even been in Parkland Hospital's Trauma Room 1 at the time that emer-
gency treatment was provided to President Kennedy. The press confer-
ence received massive media attention, and the JAMA articles were widely
disseminated. References to the press conference and the JAMA articles
were even made on the network news and on the front pages of major
newspapers across the country.

On May 20, 1992, the day after the JAMA press conference, The New
York Times published an article written by Lawrence Altman, M.D., de-
scribing JAMA'’s “research [as] less than thorough,” and pointing out that
testimony to the Warren Commission clearly indicated that Dr. Crenshaw
had been in Trauma Room 1 and participated in the efforts to save Presi-
dent Kennedy. Dr. Crenshaw thereafter requested JAMA to publish a re-
traction and apology. This request was denied, but Dr. Crenshaw was
encouraged to submit his own piece for publication in JAMA, which he
did. Dr. Crenshaw’s rebuttal piece, entitled “Let’s Set the Record Straight:
Dr. Charles Crenshaw Replies,” * was refused publication by JAMA as
allegedly being too long (even though it was barely one half the length of
Mr. Breo’s articles in the 27 May 1992 issue of JAMA); but Dr. Crenshaw
was then encouraged by JAMA to submit a 500-word letter to the editor.
Although believing that a mere 500-word letter would be insufficient to
rectify the damage done to his reputation, Dr. Crenshaw nevertheless
did submit a 500-word letter to the editor of JAMA; but again, JAMA did
not publish it.* In April, 1993, almost a year after the publication of the
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JAMA articles that attacked Dr. Crenshaw and the book, JFK: Conspiracy
of Silence, after no apology, retraction, or even correction or clarification
having been published by JAMA, litigation was instituted.

The Suit

Gary Shaw, being a co-author of the book that had been called a “sad
fabrication” by Dr. Lundberg, JAMA’s editor, was joined as a Plaintiff in
the case. Mr. Shaw was a resident of Cleburne, Johnson County, Texas.
Because the court dockets in Johnson County are not as congested as
those in Tarrant County, where Dr. Crenshaw resides, the lawsuit was
filed in Johnson County. The suit was filed against the American Medical
Association, d/b/a Journal of the American Medical Association, George
Lundberg, M.D., Dennis Breo, and others, in the 18th District Court of
Cleburne, Johnson County, Texas, in Cause No. 73-93. The pleadings
filed on behalf of Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw made the following factual
allegations:

This is a case about the abuse of media power, the violation of journalistic
ethics, and the harm perpetrated against individuals in an effort to silence
them.

Good name in man and woman, dear my lord,
Is the immediate jewel of their souls;
Who steals my purse steals trash; 'tis something, nothing;
Twas mine, 'tis his, and has been slave to thousands;
But he that filches from me my good name
Robs me of that which not enriches him,
And makes me poor indeed.
— Othello (1602—4) act 3, sc. 3, 1.155

Following the release of the movie JFK in the late fall of 1991, Warren
Commission apologists like David Belin (the self-proclaimed most knowl-
edgeable person in the world about the JFK assassination) embarked
upon a crusade, which included a nationwide campaign to attack the
movie JFK and those allegedly associated with the movie, including crit-
ics of the Warren Report like Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw. Such cam-
paign made frequent use of the media, including appearances on televi-
sion and publication of written pieces in the print media across the coun-
try. Despite the fact (and perhaps due to the fact) that polls unanimously
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indicated that the overwhelming majority of Americans disagree with
the Warren Report, the usual tactic of such Warren Commission sup-
porters has been to personally attack such Warren Report critics, be-
smirching their reputations and integrity and calling them liars and profi-
teers. The Dallas Morning News was one of the media outlets that pro-
vided a welcome forum for such attacks.

Contemporaneously with the campaign to attack those associated with
the movie JFK and other Warren Report critics, George Lundberg, who
is and was editor-in-chief of JAMA, embarked upon an effort to utilize
the pages of JAMA to respond to the movie JFK and, in his words, “to set
the record straight,” under the guise of “objective,” “scientific,” “peer-
reviewed,” medical research. (In truth, the resulting defamatory JAMA
articles were none of these things.) Indeed, Lundberg himself certainly
was not objective or detached, since he was a personal friend of some of
his interviewees and had a personal agenda. (Lundberg was even pic-
tured and praised in the same JAMA articles.) It was the intent of
Lundberg, JAMA, and Breo (their writer) to utilize the seemingly cred-
ible and legitimate forum of JAMA, as well as the media and public rela-
tions apparatus of the AMA, to try to win back public opinion, silence
the critics of the Warren Report, and terminate further discussion of the
JFK assassination conspiracy controversy.

Dr. Crenshaw was a surgical resident who participated on the trauma
team at Parkland Hospital and in the efforts to save the life of President
Kennedy on 22 November 1963. Two days later, on 24 November 1963,
Dr. Crenshaw was also on the trauma team at Parkland that tried to save
the life of Lee Harvey Oswald. Later, Dr. Crenshaw became and served as
Chief of Surgery for John Peter Smith Hospital in Fort Worth, Texas.
More recently Dr. Crenshaw stepped down as the active head of surgery
at John Peter Smith Hospital, and, along with Mr. Shaw, co-authored the
book JFK: Conspiracy of Silence, published in the spring of 1992. Be-
cause bringing this important information to the public was their para-
mount concern, the book was printed in paperback only and sold inex-
pensively.

The book JFK: Conspiracy of Silence contains a rendition of
Dr. Crenshaw’s observations, as an eyewitness to history, regarding events
that occurred at Parkland Hospital on that fateful weekend in Novem-
ber, 1963. In the book, Dr. Crenshaw reported that he, along with other
medical personnel at Parkland Hospital, observed a small wound of en-
trance in President Kennedy’s throat and a large wound of exit in the
rear of President Kennedy’s head. These observations by Dr. Crenshaw
regarding the nature and location of President Kennedy’s wounds were
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consistent with the reports and testimony provided by other medical
personnel who were also present in the Parkland emergency room on 22
November 1963. Dr. Crenshaw also expressed the opinion in his book
that such observations regarding the nature and location of President
Kennedy's wounds were consistent with shots having been fired from
the front of President Kennedy’s limousine, an opinion that is inconsis-
tent with conclusions stated in the Warren Report. Thus, Dr. Crenshaw
and Mr. Shaw became, along with those associated with the movie JFK,
additional targets of the campaign of the Warren Commission apologists
to refute points made in JFK and to discredit critics of the Warren Re-
port. Indeed, because of the timing of the release and initially favorable
public reaction to their book, the Journal of the American Medical Asso-
ciation, Lundberg, and Breo expanded the scope of their scheme to in-
clude attacks upon Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw.

In April 1992, Mr. Belin traveled to Dallas, Texas, to make one of his
many speeches attacking critics of the Warren Report. Apparently on the
same trip, he met with representatives of The Dallas Morning News. Dur-
ing that meeting, Belin wrongfully attacked critics of the Warren Report
as persons “who tell lies about the assassination,” “assassination sensa-
tionalists,” and he accused persons, like Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw, of
“assassination profiteering.” Belin even falsely claimed that Dr. Crenshaw
“typifies the disinformation.” At or around the same time of Belin’s meet-
ing with The Dallas Morning News, Lundberg and Breo were working on
their defamatory articles to be published in JAMA on 27 May 1992. On
17 May 1992, The Dallas Morning News published excerpts from the “in-
terview” with Belin, including some of Belin’s defamatory remarks. How-
ever, the lengthy interview was substantially reduced and questions were
fabricated or altered by The News to focus the published excerpts on
Belin’s attacks on Dr. Crenshaw and his book.

On 18 May 1992, Lundberg and Breo traveled to New York City to
finalize plans and prepare for a large media event conceived by Lundberg.
At Lundberg’s request, a press conference was to be held in New York
City concerning the defamatory JAMA articles, because it was believed
that more media publicity would be generated in New York. On that
same date, other representatives of the AMA, working for Lundberg and
JAMA, made numerous contacts with members of the media to build up
the press conference scheduled for the next day.

On 19 May 1992, JAMA, Lundberg, and Breo, conducted and/or par-
ticipated in a well-planned, well-orchestrated, major press conference
for the media in New York City, which was attended by many representa-
tives of the print and television media, including the major television



On the Trail of the Character Assassins 67

networks and representatives of the national print media. The purpose
of the press conference was to generate as much media attention as pos-
sible in order to publicize and promote the defamatory JAMA articles
and the attacks on Dr. Crenshaw and the book. Said plan was successful,
in that the press conference was well attended and covered by the media,
and news reports concerning the press conference and the defamatory
JAMA articles were publicized across the nation. Lundberg even stood
behind a podium or lectern that contained the official AMA seal, logo, or:
emblem, so that photographs and videos taken of Lundberg during the press
conference would show the AMA seal, logo, or emblem. The result was to
give the false impression that Lundberg’s statements were made on behalf
of the AMA or at least with the endorsement of the AMA, when in truth,
none of what Lundberg, Breo, or JAMA said or published at the press con-
ference or in the defamatory JAMA articles were the official position of the
AMA, nor were such statements endorsed by the AMA. As part of this well-
orchestrated media blitz, Lundberg gave an interview with a reporter for
The Dallas Morning News on 19 May 1992, and on 20 May 1992, The Dallas
Morning News published a front page article concerning the press con-
ference and the defamatory JAMA articles and the attacks on Dr. Crenshaw
and the book, erroneously referring to Mr. Breo's articles as “the AMA
report.”

During the press conference on 19 May 1992, Lundberg, in writing
and orally, falsely described the book as a “sad fabrication based upon
unsubstantiated allegations.” Lundberg further claimed that the motiva-
tions for those millions of Americans, like Plaintiffs, who believe that
there was a conspiracy behind the assassination of President Kennedy,
“are paranoia, desire for personal recognition and public visibility, and
profit,” and he suggested that the press conference and defamatory JAMA
articles might silence “the honest conspiracy theorists who have simply
not had access to the [alleged] facts.” Lundberg further stated the “hope”
that by virtue of the press conference and defamatory JAMA articles,
“the entire current generation that has been fed docufiction on this mat-
ter as if it were truth will cease to be misled.”

Breo, at the 19 May 1992 press conference and in the articles that he
wrote for the 27 May 1992 edition of JAMA, sought to discredit the book
by wrongfully attacking the integrity of its authors, including the false
suggestions that Dr. Crenshaw was not even present when the emergency
treatment was provided to President Kennedy at Parkland Hospital on
22 November 1963, that Dr. Crenshaw was supposedly not mentioned
in the testimony to the Warren Commission, that Dr. Crenshaw’s descrip-
tions of the nature and locations of President Kennedys wounds were
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inconsistent with the descriptions given by all of the other medical per-
sonnel who saw the wounds, and that no telephone call was received at
Parkland Hospital from someone claiming to be President Lyndon
Johnson when Lee Harvey Oswald was given emergency treatment there
on 24 November 1963. Breo also accused Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw of
being “defamers of the truth” in the defamatory articles published by
JAMA on 27 May 1992. All of these accusations were and are false. In
truth, at least five different witnesses specifically testified to the Warren
Commission about Dr. Crenshaw’s presence and participation in the ef-
forts to save President Kennedy on 22 November 1963, facts readily avail-
able to Lundberg and Breo since the testimony appeared in one of the
Warren Commission Report volumes, which also included an index that
listed Dr. Crenshaw and the seven references to him in the testimony.
Also, numerous witnesses who observed President Kennedy's wounds
on 22 November 1963, have described them in a way consistent with the
observations of Dr. Crenshaw. Many of these descriptions were also clearly
revealed in the testimony to the Warren Commission, some of which
appears in the same volume that refers to Dr. Crenshaw, and in reports
by Parkland physicians that were in the summary volume that Breo claims
that he read. Additionally, other witnesses who were present at Parkland
Hospital on 24 November 1963, recall the telephone call from someone
claiming to be President Johnson.

The defamatory JAMA articles that were authored by Breo, edited by
Lundberg, and published in JAMA on 27 May 1992, were masterfully
conceived, slickly written, and cleverly worded to give the superficial
impression of being based on scientific research. In truth, the articles
were deceptive and in fact, were not objective or well researched; they
were not even scientific or subjected to outside peer review. Lundberg
was clearly not objective, and Breo was obviously not knowledgeable
about the evidence related to the JFK assassination (probably by design).
Indeed, no expert on the JFK assassination at all reviewed the defamatory
JAMA articles before publication. The articles did, however, successfully
accomplish the purpose of creating false impressions regarding Dr.
Crenshaw and his book.

The false accusations made by JAMA, Lundberg, and Breo concern-
ing Dr. Crenshaw and the book were also all made without any attempt
by them to even interview or talk with either Dr. Crenshaw or Mr. Shaw,
which resulted in the one-sided, biased, and inaccurate stories that oc-
curred. (Of course, if they had bothered to interview Dr. Crenshaw and
Mr. Shaw, they would also have been referred to the Warren Commis-
sion testimony regarding Dr. Crenshaw’s presence in Trauma Room 1
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and of the witnesses with knowledge about the LBJ phone call, which
would have deprived them of their ability to later claim lack of knowl-
edge of such information, i.e., plausible deniability.) The fact that they
had failed even to try to interview Dr. Crenshaw was pointed out in an
article written by Dr. Lawrence K. Altman, published in The New York
Times on Wednesday, 20 May 1992, the day after the JAMA press confer-
ence. Dr. Altman’s article also pointed out additional errors in the state-
ments concerning Dr. Crenshaw. Dr. Altman wrote:

But the full [Warren] report makes several references to Dr. Crenshaw. In
two, Dr. Charles R. Baxter and Dr. Robert McClelland, two of the Dallas doc-
tors interviewed by Mr. Breo, told the Warren Commission that Dr. Crenshaw
was in the emergency room.

(Indeed, Dr. McClelland had told Breo the same thing, yet Breo and
JAMA failed to mention that, but instead published the false statements
to the contrary.) On 26 May 1992, The New York Times published a sec-
ond article by Dr. Altman, in which he pointed out additional errors in
JAMA'’s accusations concerning Dr. Crenshaw. Dr. Altman wrote:

The merit of the book aside, it turns out that the journal's research was less
than thorough. It did not try to interview Dr. Crenshaw. Although the Dallas
doctors [allegedly] told the journal they never saw Dr. Crenshaw in the
Kennedy trauma room, two actually had told the Warren Commission that
he was a member of the team. ...Dr. Crenshaw was also on the team that tried
to resuscitate Lee Harvey Oswald after the assassin was shot, and one of
Dr. Crenshaw’s most astonishing assertions is that he answered a call from
the new President Lyndon B. Johnson, who asked about Oswald’s condition.
...In the journal interviews, Dr. Charles Baxter, the emergency room chief,
denied that such a call was received by any doctor. But the denial came from
asurgeon who could not have known about the call because he was not present
during Oswald’s surgery, Dr. Crenshaw said. Indeed, another doctor has con-
firmed such a call, although the details and who made it are not clear. The
doctor... said he had long remembered reports of two White House telephone
calls to the operating room.

Both of Dr. Altman’s articles that were published in The New York Times
were made available and/or received by JAMA, Lundberg, and Breo be-
fore the 27 May 1992 official publication date of the JAMA edition that
contained the defamatory articles written by Breo. Breo, on Lundberg’s
orders, even researched the criticisms leveled by Dr. Altman and con-
firmed that they were justified, yet no effort whatsoever was made by
JAMA to retract or correct the errors before or after publication. Addi-
tionally, JAMA received complaints via telephone calls and letters from
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members of the American Medical Association and other knowledgeable
readers again citing the false and defamatory statements made about
Dr. Crenshaw in the JAMA articles, yet the false statements were never
retracted or corrected by JAMA. Instead, Mark Stuart (the director of
AMA’s media/public relations office in New York City) responded to one
such complaint by calling the book “a pack of lies.” Furthermore, in re-
ply to a letter to JAMA that criticized JAMA and Breo for falsely suggest-
ing that Dr. Crenshaw was not even present in Parkland’s Trauma Room 1
when President Kennedy was treated, Breo quoted from the defamatory
remarks that he had made at the 19 May 1992 press conference:

For years the American public has been hearing from people who were not in
Trauma Room 1 in Dallas and were not in the autopsy room at Bethesda
[Maryland], and yet, who have claimed to know what must have happened
during the medical care of President Kennedy. What we now have are the
reports of the physicians who were on the scene ... We now have the facts
about these critical events in the words of the only people who know these
facts—the very facts that the conspiracy theorists have chosen to ignore. (Em-
phasis added.)

These defamatory remarks were republished by JAMA on 7 October 1992,
long after Lundberg, its editor, and Breo, its writer, were fully aware of
the evidence that Dr. Crenshaw was indeed on the scene and in Trauma
Room 1 when President Kennedy was taken to Parkland on 22 Novem-
ber 1963.

Subsequently, the defamatory JAMA articles were even reprinted and
redistributed by JAMA long after JAMA knew them to contain false state-
ments concerning Dr. Crenshaw and his book. One such reprint was sent,
along with a “News Release,” to ABC's Good Morning America program
in an apparent attempt to sabotage Dr. Crenshaw’s appearance there.
JAMA, Lundberg, and Breo have not been able to identify a single other
article published in JAMA where any other physician was attacked and
treated in a manner similar to that perpetrated against Dr. Crenshaw in
the defamatory articles in question.

Consistent with The Dallas Morning News’ biased and unfair cover-
age of news concerning the JFK assassination (which coverage has fa-
vored Warren Report supporters like Belin, Lundberg, and Breo, and
disfavored witnesses and researchers who have been critical of the War-
ren Report), The Dallas Morning News published an editorial on 24 May
1992 (prior to the official 27 May 1992, publication date of the defamatory
JAMA articles), that praised and commended the JAMA articles and those
who were supposedly quoted therein in a way that allegedly confirmed
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the conclusions of the Warren Commission. In contrast, the editorial
criticized “those who have profited by writing Kennedy assassination
books heavy on paranoia and light on facts,” and who espouse “hysteri-
cal conspiracy claims” and who “irresponsibly seeks to distort the record,”
all language coincidentally similar to the remarks made by Lundberg at
the JAMA press conference in New York City a few days earlier.

The Dallas Morning News obtained copies of the JAMA articles in ad-
vance of publication and provided same to its writer, Lawrence
Sutherland, for purposes of writing another article attacking Dr. Crenshaw
and his book. This article was published by The Dallas Morning News
on 28 June 1992. In that article, Sutherland relied heavily upon the
defamatory JAMA articles and falsely described the book as “peddling
lies” and wrongfully attacked Dr. Crenshaw’s credibility, even though he
never interviewed Dr. Crenshaw or co-author Shaw, in contrast to writ-
ten policy of The Dallas Morning News. Sutherland accused Dr. Crenshaw
of lying when he described a large wound that he observed in the back of
President Kennedy’s head, even though Sutherland knew that other phy-
sicians at Parkland had described the wound similarly. Without bother-
ing to interview any other witnesses either, Sutherland and The Dallas
Morning News republished some of the other false allegations contained
in the defamatory JAMA articles (see above), that is, that Dr. Crenshaw
and Mr. Shaw supposedly made up Dr. Crenshaw’s important observa-
tions for alleged personal gain and that the phone call to Parkland Hos-
pital on 24 November 1963, by someone claiming to be LBJ supposedly
never happened. In July 1992, shortly after publication of the defamatory
Sutherland article, a letter was written to The Dallas Morning News by
the former chief telephone operator at Parkland Hospital, who confirmed
Dr. Crenshaw’s recollection concerning the telephone call to Parkland
on 24 November 1963 by someone claiming to be LBJ; yet The Dallas
Morning News refused publication of the letter, and Sutherland and The
Dallas Morning News failed and refused to retract the false statements in
the article concerning that point.

The defamatory JAMA articles referred to above were published and
distributed to hundreds of thousands of Dr. Crenshaw’s peers in the AMA,
and through the media and otherwise, to millions of readers, listeners,
and viewers. The defamatory publications in The Dallas Morning News
were published and distributed to hundreds of thousands, if not mil-
lions, of subscribers and readers of The News, it being the only major
daily newspaper published in Dallas. The defamatory Belin interview,
editorial, and Sutherland article were each published in Sunday editions
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of The News, which had the paper’s largest daily circulation—in excess
of 800,000.

Dr. Crenshaw attempted to respond to the defamatory attacks upon
him by holding a press conference in June 1992, in Washington, D.C., but
the press conference was not well attended by the media and received little
or no coverage. Neither JAMA nor The News published anything about
Dr. Crenshaw’s response.

None of the attackers bothered to even try to interview Dr. Crenshaw or
Mr. Shaw before making their false and defamatory accusations. Further-
more, Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw sought retractions from JAMA and The
News before instituting litigation, but were refused. Moreover, they sub-
mitted a rebuttal article to Defendant JAMA, which was denied publica-
tion. Instead, it was suggested by JAMA that a letter to the editor be submit-
ted (with a 500-word limitation). Dr. Crenshaw complied with this request,
but publication of the letter to the editor of JAMA was then also refused by
JAMA.

On or about 9 February 1993, The Dallas Morning News did agree to
publish Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw’s rebuttal article, but after it was pre-
pared and sent to The Dallas Morning News, The News reneged on the agree-
ment and refused to publish the rebuttal article. However, on Sunday, 18
April 1993, The Dallas Morning News did publish in the “Corrections, Clari-
fications” portion of the paper the following: “it was not the intent of The
News to suggest that the book authors misstated the facts of Dr. Crenshaw’s
involvement as a physician at Parkland Memorial Hospital attending Presi-
dent Kennedy on 22 November 1963, and Lee Harvey Oswald on 24 No-
vember 1963, or that they had done so out of a motive for profit or any
improper purpose.” Such correction or clarification was contained among
other self-serving language that tended to offset its mitigating effect. Such
publication was also too little too late.

Furthermore, The Dallas Moring News later indicated that an edited
rebuttal article would be published only if Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw
released their claims for damages caused by Sutherland and The News.
Even later, JAMA indicated that it might publish a retraction only if Dr.
Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw dismissed their suit to recover for the damages
already caused to them. The reality is that Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw
have suffered damages resulting from the foregoing defamations, which
subjected them to public hatred, scorn, and ridicule, with resulting embar-
rassment and humiliation, and loss of book sales (Dr. Crenshaw’s book was
knocked from the bestsellers’ list), damages for which JAMA, The News,
Lundberg and Breo have refused to make amends.
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The Discovery

During the course of the litigation, depositions were taken of Mr. Breo,
his immediate editor, Dr. Richard Glass, Dr. Lundberg, Dr. Drummond
Rennie, who was in charge of JAMA's letters to the editor, and three pub-
lic relations employees for the AMA, Mark Stuart, Jeff Moulter, and Paul
Torini. These depositions, as well as documents that JAMA was obligated
to produce in connection with those depositions, provided significant
evidence to support the suit against the JAMA Defendants. The deposi-
tion testimony and documents also revealed troubling information about
JAMA'’s coverage of the JFK assassination topic.

Dr. Lundberg, JAMA'’s editor, has acknowledged that he is no expert
on the JFK assassination. He has stated:

I wasn't in Dallas or Bethesda those days. I am really not much of an expert
on this at all. My role in this is that of a journalist along with Mr. Dennis Breo
of my JAMA stalff. I have essentially no primary source of information, nor do
I plan any.

Thus, when Dr. Lundberg decided to use the pages of JAMA to respond
to the movie JFK, he called upon his friend, Dr. James Humes, one of the
autopsists at Bethesda Naval Hospital on the evening of 22 November
1963. On 26 December 1991, Dr. Lundberg wrote:

Dear Jim, Have you seen the movie JFK? Three hours and fifteen minutes of
truth mixed with non-truth mixed with alleged truth. For the younger per-
son, not knowledgeable about 1963—very difficult to tell the difference. Please
either write the truth now for JAMA or let Dennis Breo (and me?) interview
you (and Bosworth [sic]) soon to set the record straight—at least about the
autopsy. O.k.? Best wishes, George.

Thus, Dr. Lundberg’s own letter indicates that there was an agenda prior
to publication of the JAMA articles in May 1992—“To Set the Record
Straight.” (Lundberg apparently misspelled Dr. Boswell’s name as
“Bosworth.”)

In a news release publicizing Breo’s JFK articles, the AMA publicity
department claimed that Humes and Boswell agreed to talk to JAMA
“their first-ever public discussion of the case—because the interview was
to appear in a peer-reviewed, scientific journal.” This declaration was, at
best, misleading. First of all, both Humes and Boswell had previously
testified to the Warren Commission and before the House Select Com-
mittee on Assassinations (the latter investigation resulted in a report very
critical of Humes and Boswell's autopsy and reached the conclusion that
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President Kennedy was probably assassinated through a conspiracy). Also,
the “interview” with Drs. Humes and Boswell was not published in JAMA,
nor released at the May 19th press conference in New York City as claimed
in the press release. Rather, Mr. Breo’s articles based in part upon such
interviews were published in JAMA, copies of which were disseminated
at the press conference.

Furthermore, the press release suggested that the articles were “peer-
reviewed” and “scientific.” This was not the case. First, according to JAMA,
the articles were written by Dennis Breo, who is not a medical doctor,
nor a scientist by any means. In his sworn deposition testimony, Mr.
Breo claimed that the articles that he wrote on the JFK assassination
“were a work of journalism,” not scientific articles, and therefore were
not submitted for outside peer review. Indeed, Mr. Breo described him-
self as “illiterate about the peer review process,” and stated that there is
a different process for articles submitted by JAMA writers like himself.

Well, the journalists, the staff journalists on JAMA, just write articles that are
reviewed by their editors and that's—there is no outside review.

Q. No peer review?
A. No.

Curiously, Mr. Breo, like Dr. Lundberg, was no expert on the subject
of the JFK assassination. He testified under oath as follows:

By Mr. Kizzia:

Q. Well, let me ask you this. Can you say for sure that prior to 1992 you
had read any books pertaining to the JFK assassination?

A. Ican' say for sure. I mean, it was not a burning interest of mine.

Indeed, Mr. Breo apparently did not even know much about Dr. Crenshaw
or his book before writing the articles that attacked both. Excerpts from
Mr. Breo’s sworn deposition testimony include the following:

Q. Isittrue, Mr. Breo, that you believe that face-to-face interviews are
preferable because they’re more effective?

Normally, yes, I found that to be the case.

And you normally do face-to-face interviews; is that right?

Yes.

Isn't it true, Mr. Breo, that prior to writing that article you had not
sat down and talked to Dr. Crenshaw?

That's correct.

You did not interview him; is that right?

I did not.

oro»
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Just yes or no, sir. Did you read the 26 volumes of testimony to see
if Dr. Crenshaw was mentioned in there prior to writing the articles?
No.

Do you know whether any of the other AMA employees or represen-
tatives who were involved in the press conference had read Dr.
Crenshaw’s book prior to the press conference?

Those involved in the press conference?

Yes, sir.

Idon’t know. My belief [is] they had not.

The editor of JAMA, Dr. Lundberg, was also apparently lacking in
knowledge about Dr. Crenshaw and his book before making his deroga-
tory statements at the May 19, 1992, press conference. The following are
excerpts from Dr. Lundberg’s sworn deposition testimony:

Q.

o»
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Did you try to find out anything about Dr. Crenshaw before you
made your remarks at the press conference in New York City on
May 19th, 1992?

I did not.

Did you know that Mr. Breo had not—not only had not interviewed
Dr. Crenshaw, had not even tried to interview Dr. Crenshaw before
you—Dbefore he wrote his articles that were published in JAMA on
May 27th, 1992?

Yes. I knew that.

Can you state here today under oath that you know for a fact that
you had received the copy of the book [JFK: Conspiracy of Silence]
.. . before the press conference on May 19th, 19922

I've testified that I do not remember what date I received it, so I
cannot testify for a fact as to when I received it since I don't recall.
As far as you know, had any employee or representative of the AMA
or JAMA done any research to find out about Dr. Crenshaw and his
background, credentials, and accomplishments?

I don't know.

When did you first learn that Mr. Breo did not intend to or had not
tried to interview Dr. Crenshaw?

I suppose in April—My best recollection is April, 1992.

How was it brought to your attention that he did not try to inter-
view Dr. Crenshaw or that he did not intend to try to interview Dr.
Crenshaw?

I believe he told me.

What did he tell you?

That he was not going to interview Dr. Crenshaw.

Do you know whether or not Mr. Breo did any research into Dr.
Crenshaw’s involvement on the Parkland trauma team on Novem-
ber 22nd, 1963?
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A. Ido not know.
Q. Did you yourself do any research?
A. 1did not.

In view of the lack of expertise and scholarly research within JAMA
concerning the JFK assassination in general, and Dr. Crenshaw and his
book in particular, one wonders why the Breo articles were not submitted
to outside experts for review before publication, particularly publication
in a journal that was described as “peer reviewed” and “scientific.”
However, when asked about this, Mr. Breo’s immediate editor, Richard
M. Glass, M.D,, stated in his sworn deposition as follows:

Q. Was there any consideration given to submitting Mr. Breo’s articles
to some outside review?
A. No. That just wouldn't have been the process for journalism articles.

Perhaps the truth was just not that important to JAMA. The following
are additional excerpts from the sworn deposition testimony of Dr.
Lundberg:

Q. Was there an intent on your part, or as editor of JAMA on JAMA’s
part, to create the impression through the second article that Dr.
Crenshaw was not on the trauma team that tried to save President
Kennedy’s life?

A. No.

Q. Was it important to you as editor of JAMA to try to avoid creating
that impression?

A No.

Q. Did you do anything to try to verify whether or not what Dr. Altman

said about the testimony of physicians to the Warren Commission

concerning Dr. Crenshaw’s involvement on the trauma team?

Yes.

What did you do to verify that?

I asked Mr. Breo to check into whether somewhere in one of those

volumes of the Warren Commission whether that was there.

You didn't do it yourself?

I did not.

Did Mr. Breo report back to you?

He did.

And what did he tell you?

He said that there were some mentions of Crenshaw’s name in some

of the volumes at the Warren Commission.

Did you give any consideration to publishing a clarification on that

point?

A. No.
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Q. Why not?

A. Wedon't publish clarifications.

Q. Did you give any consideration to publishing a correction on that
point?

A, Yes.

Q. Wasthat around the time of your having read Dr. Altman’s article in
May 1992?

A. Yes.

Q. Why did you ask Mr. Breo to go check to see if Dr. Crenshaw was
mentioned in testimony before the Warren Commission?

To see if he was.

Why did you want to know?

To see whether there had been such testimony and whether Dr.
Altman’s statement was correct.

It turned out that there had been that testimony?

According to what Mr. Breo told me.

Which in your mind verified what Dr. Altman had said?

Yes.

So what, if anything, did you do with this information you received
from Mr. Breo to verify that point made by Dr. Altman?

I reviewed what Mr. Breo had written in his article and determined
that it was factually correct as stated and did not warrant a correc-
tion or a retraction.

>0 ®
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Although Mr. Breo stated in the second part of the JFK articles that
“some suspect that Crenshaw was not even in the trauma room,” when
asked about that under oath, Mr. Breo could not identify any individuals
who told him that they suspected that.

Q. Who were you referring to as supposedly suspecting that Dr.
Crenshaw was not in the trauma room?
A. That’s just a literary reference. Nobody in particular.

But Mr Breo did knowingly omit from the article mention of informa-
tion that demonstrated Dr. Crenshaw’s involvement.

Q. You did not mention the fact that Dr. McClelland told you that he
and Dr. Crenshaw had walked into Parkland’s emergency room to-
gether in your article, did you?

The Witness: I did not.

Of course, what Dr. McClelland told Mr. Breo was consistent with his
testimony to the Warren Commission:
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Dr. McClelland: Immediately upon hearing that, I accompanied the Resi-
dent, Dr. Crenshaw, who brought this news to-me, to the emergency
room, and down to the Trauma Room 1 where President Kennedy
had been taken immediately upon arrival.

Mr. Specter: And approximately what time did you arrive in Emergency
Room 1?

Dr. McClelland: This is a mere approximation, but I would approximate
or estimate, rather, about 12:40.

Mr. Specter: And who was present, if anyone, at the time of your ar-
rival?

Dr. McClelland: At the time I arrived, Dr. Perry—would you like the full
names of all these?

Mr. Specter: That would be fine, I would appreciate that.

Dr. McClelland: Dr. Malcolm Perry, Dr. Charles Baxter, Dr. Charles
Crenshaw, Dr. James Carrico, Dr. Paul Peters.

Dr. Charles Baxter, another physician interviewed by Mr. Breo, had testi-
fied similarly to the Warren Commission verifying Dr. Crenshaw’s pres-
ence:

Mr. Specter: Can you identify any other doctors who were there at that
time?

Dr. Baxter: Oh, let's see—I'm not sure whether the others came before or
afterIdid. There was Crenshaw, Peters, and Kemp Clark. Dr. Bashour
finally came. I believe Jackie Hunt—yes—she was, I believe she was
the anesthesiologist who came.

Although Mr. Breo wrote in his articles that he interviewed these doc-
tors “in the wake of a new book written by one of their former Parkland
Hospital colleagues, Charles Crenshaw, M.D.,” he denied under oath
during his deposition testimony that one of the purposes in writing the
JAMA articles was to respond to Dr. Crenshaw’s book.

By Mr. Kizzia:

Q. Was one of the purposes of the publication of the articles that you
wrote for JAMA to respond to Dr. Crenshaw’s book?

A. No.

Mr. Breo’s editor, Dr. Glass, however, acknowledged the opposite dur-
ing his deposition:

Q. Was one of the intents or purposes of part two of the articles that
were published in JAMA on May 27th, 1992, that was written by
Dennis Breo to respond to Dr. Crenshaw’s book?

A. One of the intentions was to have the Dallas physicians who were
there respond to the book.
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Although during the 19 May 1992, press conference in New York City,
Dr. Lundberg stood behind a lecturn upon which a large American Medi-
cal Association seal or emblem had been placed, so that it would be dis-
played in videotaping and photographs of the press conference, Dr.
Lundberg acknowledged in his sworn deposition testimony that his state-
ments and those of Mr. Breo’s, at the press conference and in the JAMA
articles, were not the official position of, nor endorsed by, the AMA.

Q. Were the statements contained in the two articles that Mr. Breo
wrote which were published in JAMA on May 27th, 1992, statements
of the official position of the AMA?

A. No.

Q. Were the statements that Mr. Breo made at the May 19th, 1992,
press conference statements of the official position of the AMA?

A. No.

Q. Were the statements that you made at the May 19th, 1992, press
conference statements of the official position of the AMA?

A. No.

The Settlement

By the fall of 1994, the litigation had been on going for a year and a half.
Many pretrial battles had been fought, including time-consuming proce-
dural and discovery disputes. Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw had each un-
dergone multiple days of deposition questioning. Due to his poor physi-
cal health, Dr. Crenshaw, in particular, had been worn down by the pro-
cess. In October of 1994, the parties to the litigation attended a court-
ordered mediation. Mediation in the Texas state court practice is an in-
formal, non-binding gathering of the parties, their attorneys, and a court-
appointed mediator with the intended purpose of trying to reach an
amicable settlement. In this case, the mediation lasted a full day, but the
JAMA Defendants ultimately agreed to pay Dr. Crenshaw and Gary Shaw
$200,000.00, reimburse a substantial portion of their court costs, and
publish a rebuttal article (to be written by Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw)
in JAMA. While the amount of the settlement money would not come
close to full compensation for the damage caused to their reputations,
both Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw placed considerable value on the pub-
lication of the rebuttal article, a remedy that no court or jury had the
power to order.

At the time of mediation, the JAMA Defendants insisted that as part
of the settlement, the amount of money to be paid was to be kept confi-
dential. Several weeks later, after apparently having received some criti-
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cism about JAMA’s handling of the case and the settlement, the JAMA
Defendants claimed that the entire agreement was supposedly to be kept
confidential. Of course, this was a curious claim, not only due to its be-
latedness, but also due to the fact that part of the settlement provided for
publication of a rebuttal article, which would inherently seem to belie
confidentiality. Nevertheless, Dr. Crenshaw and Mr. Shaw reluctantly ac-
quiesced to the demand by the JAMA Defendants to keep the settlement
confidential from that point forward, but later the JAMA Defendants once
again changed their mind and decided that no confidentiality provision
whatsoever (not even as to the amount of money paid to Dr. Crenshaw
and Mr. Shaw) should be required as part of the agreement.

Ultimately, approximately $213,000.00 was paid to Dr. Crenshaw and
Gary Shaw, on behalf of the JAMA Defendants, to partially compensate
them for the damages to their reputations and reimbursement for a por-
tion of their court costs. Additionally, in the 24/31 May 1995 issue of
JAMA, a limited and edited version of Dr. Crenshaw’s rebuttal article was
finally published. Of course, this was more than three years after the
original articles were published that led to the defamation suit; and JAMA
refused to publish the well-documented rebuttal article originally sub-
mitted by Dr. Crenshaw. Instead, JAMA insisted upon severely limiting
the length and censoring the content of the piece. Also, no apology or
retraction was published. Rather, JAMA aggravated the situation and em-
phasized its irresponsibility by publishing a new smear piece about Dr.
Crenshaw, Mr. Shaw, their book, and the case. The following is one of
many letters that was sent in an attempt to dissuade JAMA from stoop-
ing to this new low.

April 21, 1995

George D. Lundberg, M.D.
Journal of the American Medical
Association

515 North State Street

Chicago, Illinois 60610

Re: Charles Crenshaw, M.D. and Gary Shaw v. Lawrence
Sutherland, et al. Cause No. 73-93; In the 18th Judicial

District Court of Johnson County, Texas

Dear Dr. Lundberg:
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Although the above-referenced case has been settled, I am
writing to you (with Mr. Babcock’s permission) to make an-
other plea on Dr. Crenshaw’s behalf that JAMA'’s proposed “com-
mentary” not be published.

I have enclosed a copy of the rebuttal article that was pub-
lished by The Dallas Moming News on Sunday, December 19,
1995, pursuant to the settlement agreement reached in the
above-referenced case. This rebuttal article was published with-
out any response or further attacks upon Dr. Crenshaw or his
book by The News. As you may know, The Dallas Morning News
had previously published a correction/clarification in the “Cor-
rections, Clarifications” section of the newspaper (a copy of
which I have also enclosed). Of course, The Journal of the Ameri-
can Medical Association has to date not published a correction
or clarification concerning any false impressions created by the
misleading and inaccurate statements and publications by JAMA
and its representatives to the erroneous effect that Dr. Crenshaw
was not even in Parkland Hospital’s Trauma Room 1 on No-
vember 22, 1963, when President Kennedy was treated there.
This failure on JAMA's part to correct and/or at least clarify the
misimpressions that it created is obviously unfortunate. What
is even more regrettable is that JAMA apparently intends to
publish a new smear piece about Dr. Crenshaw at the same
time that it belatedly publishes Dr. Crenshaw’s brief rebuttal
article, which was edited and severely limited by JAMA.

Just in case you did not receive copies of my prior corre-
spondence to your attorney objecting to the commentary pro-
posed by JAMA, I have enclosed additional copies of letters dated
December 27, 1994, February 20, 1995, February 27, 1995, and
March 6, 1995. The “commentary” is inaccurate and grossly
misleading and unfair. For example, the proposed piece know-
ingly and intentionally continues to foster the false impression
that Dr. Crenshaw was not involved in the emergency care given
to President Kennedy at Parkland Hospital on November 22,
1963. Certainly, you now know that several witnesses, includ-
ing Drs. McClelland and Baxter, testified under oath to the
Warren Commission that Dr. Crenshaw was there. Dr.
McClelland testified then and told Dennis Breo in 1992 that he
and Dr. Crenshaw entered the Parkland Emergency Room at
the same time (W.C. Vol. VI, pp 31-32). Dr. Crenshaw was the
first doctor named by Dr. Baxter when asked during his War-
ren Commission testimony about doctors on the Parkland
trauma team that worked on President Kennedy (W.C. Vol. VI,
p. 40). Dr. Baxter’s later expression of uncertainty was in re-
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sponse to a question about “other doctors” in addition to those
he had already identified (W.C. Vol. VI, p. 41). For JAMA to
falsely suggest otherwise is outrageous considering the harm
already caused. The proposed “commentary” also tries to per-
petuate the false allegation that Dr. Crenshaw’s descriptions of
JFK’s wounds have been inconsistent with the descriptions of
the wounds given by many other witnesses, including the
Parkland doctors, at the time of the assassination. As you know,
the reports and testimony provided to the Warren Commission
by numerous witnesses contained descriptions of the nature
and location of President Kennedy's wounds that were virtu-
ally identical to Dr. Crenshaw’s descriptions. There are other
inaccuracies in the proposed “commentary” that can be spe-
cifically pointed out to you if you are interested.

I urge you as Editor of JAMA, to reconsider publishing the
additional “commentary” that furtherattacks Dr. Crenshaw. Pro-
fessionalism, indeed decency, and certainly fairness would seem
to dictate that JAMA refrain from doing so, particularly since
so much damage has already been caused to Dr. Crenshaw. The
principles of fair and objective journalism should not be aban-
doned in favor of pride and the emotional urge to have the last
say. As I have emphasized before, there is no adequate means
for an individual, like Dr. Crenshaw, to even respond, much
less rectify the harm caused by publication of misinformation
to hundreds of thousands of his peers. The power of mass com-
munication should not be exercised so irresponsibly. I would
also point out and/or remind you that the release language in
the settlement agreement in this case applies only to one publi-
cation in JAMA, not to other publications such as oral state-
ments or other written statements, or even to republications or
reprints.

Very truly yours,
D. Bradley Kizzia

Unfortunately, nothing could convince JAMA that it should not pub-
lish the new “commentary,” not even the knowledge that it contained
misleading and false statements, was contrary to journalistic ethics, and
was harmful. JAMA’s commentary even included the preposterous claim
that all of the information developed during discovery supports its posi-
tion in the litigation! The sampling of deposition excerpts from JAMA’s
own witnesses, as shown above, obviously prove otherwise. The medical
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oath of “do no harm” simply does not apply to JAMA’s brand of medical
journalism.

It seems incredible that the awesome power of the media, including
JAMA and those that reported on the New York City press conference,
can be employed so irresponsibly to damage individuals in the eyes and
minds of millions of people, which damage can never be undone. Private
individuals obviously do not have the power or resources to adequately
respond to attacks in the mass media. The legal system provides only a
partial remedy. Because of the freedom provided to the media by the
First Amendment to the United States Constitution, no court can legally
order publication of a correction or apology; but consider the chilling
effect on an individual’s exercise of free speech on a controversial sub-
ject that vilification (or fear of same) in the mass media can have. As
philosopher Joseph Hall once said: “A reputation once broken may pos-
sibly be repaired, but the world will always keep their eyes on the spot
where the crack was.”

One wonders whether JAMA, its editor, and Mr. Breo really believe
that their handling of this matter has served to dignify an allegedly pres-
tigious, scientific medical journal. Do they really think that trying to de-
stroy the reputation of a distinguished and honorable medical profes-
sional who merely offered his opinions on a controversial subject was
appreciated by its readers? The potentially devastating power of the free
press requires that it be responsibly exercised, a notion that JAMA ap-
parently has either failed to learn or merely has decided to ignore and
abandon in the case of the assassination of John Fitzgerald Kennedy.

Notes

! This chapter is excerpted from Conspiracy to Silence: JFK Doctors Legal Tri-
umph over the AMA and the Media as an Eyewitness to History, a manuscript
in progress concerning the litigation filed by Charles Crenshaw, M.D. and
Gary Shaw, authors of JFK: Conspiracy of Silence, against publishers of alleg-
edly defamatory attacks against Dr. Crenshaw and/or the book following the
book’s publication.

2 Charles A. Crenshaw, Jens Hansen, and J. Gary Shaw. JFK: Conspiracy of
Silence (New York: Signet, 1992).

3 See David Mantik, Part ITV.

4 Dr. Crenshaw’s 500-word letter to the Editor of JAMA was finally published
two years later as part of the settlement with JAMA. See JAMA (May 24/31,
1995), p. 1632.
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The most familiar Oswald backyard photograph, which was used to convict
him in the mind of the American public. For an excellent discussion of
reasons for thinking it was faked, see Robert Groden, The Search for
Lee Harvey Oswald (1995). [Editor’s note: See Part IV.]




ThinKing Critically
about JFK’s
ASSassination

James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.

Students who wonder whether the study of critical thinking has ben-
efits in coping with problems in the world may want to consider the
following critique of an article by Robert Artwohl, M.D., “Conspiracy,
Forensic Science, and Common Sense”, that recently appeared in The
Journal of the American Medical Association (24/31 March 1993), pp. 1540—
1543. It affords a nice illustration of uncritical thinking on an important
subject that affects everyone. It also illustrates the fallacy of supposing
that articles that appear in reputable sources, such as JAMA, are there-
fore credible. This article is surely not.

Fallacy #1: first paragraph, left hand column, p. 1540:

ArTwoHL: “correspondence to the Journal indicates many physicians
are still sympathetic to a key proconspiracy tenet regarding the
Kennedy assassination: that the autopsy physicians conspired with
the military, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the Secret Service, and other
agencies of government to disguise and suppress medical evidence
that would show President Kennedy was publicly executed in
Dealey Plaza on November 22, 1963, by multiple gunmen.”

This is an example of the straw man fallacy, which creates an artifi-
cially inflated version of a position in order to destroy it and thereby
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claim to have discredited readily available but more defensible versions
thereof. Notice, for example, that JFK could have been killed by multiple
gunmen without a conspiracy involving the autopsy physicians; that the
autopsy physicians could have been unwitting pawns; that the entire
military and CIA and FBI or whatever need not have been involved for
there to have been a conspiracy, and so forth. A conspiracy does not
require mass meetings, pep rallies in Washington Stadium, or anything
of the like to exist and succeed.

Consider a parallel argument concerning the Iran-Contra affair:
Reagan would have had to consult with his cabinet, the White House,
the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the State Department and numer-
ous ambassadors, and so on. Everyone in Washington would have had to
know. So the Iran-Contra affair could never have taken place. Or that
legal segregation, for example, should be opposed because it means blacks
will be moving into your neighborhood, they will be living next door;
dating your daughter, fathering your grandchildren. Or that gay rights
means that gays are going to be able to rent rooms in your home, seduce
your sons, embarrass your wives and your friends, throw naked parties
in the backyard, on and on.

Fallacy #2: second paragraph, left hand column, p.
1543:

ArtwoHL: “To simulate the neck wound, they fired through 14-cm-
thick gelatin blocks or animal muscle.”

This is a case of misdescribing—or even fabricating—evidence. What
neck wound? We know of an injury to the throat, which Malcolm Perry
originally described as a small wound of entrance. We know of one or
more possible back wounds, which do not align properly to have been
the entry wound for an exit wound at the location of the throat wound.
So what wound is Artwohl discussing?

This can also be described as a case of begging the question by taking
for granted something that is disputed and not in evidence. In the form
of a question, this is known as the leading question, which attorneys are
permitted to use in questioning hostile witnesses in courts of law. When
the issue is whether O.J. murdered Ron and Nicole, the prosecutor might
ask a hostile witness, “Mr. Simpson, what made you think your plan
would work?” Of course, there are drawings of a neck wound that were
used during the Warren inquiry, but the existence of a corresponding
neck wound is another thing entirely.
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Fallacy #3: third paragraph, left hand column, p.
1543:

ArtwoHL: “To investigate the head wound, his group fired at gela-
tin-filled skulls from a distance of 270 feet, approximately the dis-
tance from the Texas School Book Depository to President
Kennedy’s head at the time of the fatal shot. . . Olivier, a scientist,
used his realm of expertise and he formed a reasonable conclu-
sion: Oswald’s rifle and ammunition were capable of inflicting both
of President Kennedy’s wounds.”

Several fallacies are going on here at once. Notice the presumption that
JFK was hit by only two bullets (“both of [his] wounds”), which obviously
begs the question, since there is conflicting evidence of a back wound, a
throat wound, and possibly two head wounds, not to mention evidence of
other missiles that appear to have been fired at the President. Moreover, no
indication is given of whether the rifle used (described as “Lee Harvey
Oswald’s gun”) was in the same condition in which it was originally said to
have been found (with a misaligned sight, etc.). Nor is there mention of any
other experiments conducted by firing from other locations, such as the
grassy knoll, the Dal-Tex Building, or the Criminal Courts Building. This is
another case of special pleading by considering only evidence favorable to
your own pre-determined point of view and ignoring the rest.

Notice especially that the only question addressed is whether or not it is
possible to inflict such wounds with a rifle of that kind. Even if it were
possible, that hardly shows that it kappened or even that its occurrence is
probable. If Oswald was on the second floor having a Coke, for example,
then he could not have been on the sixth floor firing at Kennedy. If the
foliage on a Texas oak would have obscured the vision of anyone who fired
at the motorcade at the time of the first shot, it is silly to suppose it was
fired from that location. Nancy Sinatra could have inflicted the damage
described if she had been there shooting at JFK. The question is not whether
a reworked Mannlicher-Carcano could possibly have done the damage—
incidentally, precisely which wounds are being accounted for here: the
imaginary neck wound? some specific head wound?—but the actual cause
of the actual wounds that the President sustained.

Fallacy #4: fourth paragraph, left hand column, p.
154.3:

ArTwOHL: “One must also remember that what might seem unusual
or even impossible to the inexperienced may be quite common to
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the expert. The relatively small amount of deformation of the so-
called pristine bullet is a rally cry for the conspirati. However,
forensic pathologists with extensive gunshot wound experience
do not find this unusual.”

This is a nice example of the appeal to authority. There are two kinds of
appeals to authority, however, only one of which is fallacious. The falla-
cious appeal occurs when someone who is an authority in one area is cited
as an authority in another. The non-fallacious appeal occurs if someone
who is an authority in an area is cited in relation to that area. Citing Einstein
on religion, for example, might be fallacious, but citing Einstein on physics
is not. In this case, the author is identified with a “Department of Emer-
gency Medicine”, but is not otherwise described. Moreover, “forensic pa-
thologists with extensive gunshot experience” who do not find this [lack of
deformation] “unusual” are uncited except for an “oral communication”
from a V. G. M. DiMaio. But the case of JFK and the magic bullet is hardly
a normal case, and no evidence is cited that establishes that the slightly-
deformed bullet under consideration could reasonably have been supposed
to have caused all the damage it has to have caused if the magic bullet
theory is true. The question once again is not merely one of possibility but
of probability or of actual fact. Observe that the evidence cited is essen-
tially anecdotal (“story telling”) instead of comparative studies under con-
trolled experimental conditions.

Since this concluding section of his paper is entitled, “Forensic Science
and Common Sense”, it is intriguing that here he is appealing to expert
opinion to correct common sense, which might indeed find the idea that so
much damage could be done with so little deformation improbable or im-
possible. If common sense and expert opinion conflict, then one might as
well cite whichever “evidence” strengthens your cause. This appears to be a
methodological inconsistency that functions as a case of special pleading.
(Calling those who hold views contrary to your own by odd names, such as
“conspirati,” coincidentally, does not automatically make their opinions
false or your’s true. Instead it suggests that arguments for your position
may be few and far between.)

It may be appropriate to observe that Lattimer commits a different kind
of fallacy in describing the same bullet as “deformed” and “decidedly not
pristine” in Figure 4 on p. 1546, for example. What is going on here is a
tacit shift in the comparison class that determines the meaning of the de-
scription of the bullet as “pristine”. The bullet shown in Figure 4 may be
“deformed” in relation to bullets in mint condition, but it is surely “pris-
tine” in relation to the deformed slugs that typically result from inflicting
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the kind of damage this one is supposed to have inflicted. Using language
that is ambiguous in this fashion is to commit the fallacy of equivocation.

Fallacy #5: first paragraph, middle column, p. 1543:

ArtwoHL: “The autopsy findings and all photographic and available
assassination films support the fact that there were two shots from
the rear.”

Blatant question begging. This claim is highly disputed on many
grounds and cannot be a “fact” if it is untrue. There appear to have been
at least two shots from the front and multiple shots from the rear.

Fallacy #6: first paragraph, middle column, p. 1543:

ArtwoHL: “Although the preponderance of nonmedical evidence
indicates that Lee Harvey Oswald acted alone as a maladjusted
individual killing President Kennedy with a Mannlicher-Carcano
rifle, it cannot totally disprove his acting with (or being duped by)
a small private group of conspirators in a plot to assassinate
President Kennedy.”

Question begging in the first instance, but curiously concessionary and
disingenuous in the second. The “nonmedical evidence” to which he refers
is no doubt The Warren Report, which was neverable to establishthat Oswald
had either the motive, the means, or the opportunity to assassinate the
President. So this part is clearly begging the question. Toadmit that Oswald
might have “acted with . . . a small private group of conspirators in a plot to
assassinate President Kennedy”, however, is remarkable in several ways.
Why would the group have to be s#all? Moreover, how small is “small”? If
we add one more member to a small group, is it still small? Why couldnt it
be fairly large? And why does it have to be private—to imply that it is not
“public”? Do assassins normally conspire in public? A small group plotting
together would still be a conspiracy. So what he is apparently trying to
subtly convey is that “public officials” (of the government) could not possi-
bly have been involved. But how could he possibly know? This is more
purely gratuitous begging the question.

Fallacy #7: second paragraph, middle column, p. 1543:

ArTwoHL: “ there are large problems with logic and common sense
with the government-led or government-involved conspiracy
theories.”
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Straw man. No one suggests that the govenment as such was involved,
which would invite the question, “If so, which branch?” Individuals who
happened to be government officials may have been involved in a con-
spiracy without it being either government led or government involved.
Logic and common sense require that all of the evidence be considered.

Fallacy #8: second paragraph, middle column, p. 1543:

ArtwoHL: “If the Secret Service, the FBI, the CIA, and other agencies
with close access to the President wanted to dispose of him, they
could have availed themselves of a number of covert means of
dispatch. It is difficult to believe a government-led team of
President’s assassins came up with the following complex plan.
First, take several years setting up Lee Harvey Oswald. Then, get
him a job in the Texas School Book Depository so he could be in
position to kill the President and meticulously plant evidence with
which to frame him. For the central piece of evidence, obtain a
cheap mail-order rifle with an inexpensive sight. (Apparently no
one thought to spend a few more dollars and get a more credible
rifle.) Arrange to have the President fired upon from several
different directions using at least three teams of marksmen. (Why
would it take several teams of marksmen, not one, not two, but,
by conspirati count, three to six volleys of gunfire to hit a slow-
moving target at close range with the fatal head shot?) After the
President is hit with multiple bullets from multiple directions, the
military and numerous government agencies, beginning right at
Parkland Hospital, move quickly to conceal multiple bullet holes
from civilian physicians (or coerce them all into silence), whisk
away bullets, alter the President’s body, forge roentgenograms and
photographs, and alter every home movie and photograph of the
assassination to conceal the true nature of the injuries and the
number of accomplices involved.”

Absolutely vintage straw man. Notice, for example, that conspiracy
scenarios do not require involvement by “the military” or “government
agencies”, numerous or not, but only by enough people in the right places
at the right times. Depending on who wanted JFK dead—there are quite
a few candidates, from LBJ and J. Edgar Hoover to Charles Cabell and
other associates of the CIA, including anti-Castro Cubans and the Mob—
it may have been more fitting to assassinate him in public, especially by
having a plausible patsy to throw off public suspicion, than to remove



Thinking Critically about JFK’s Assassination 91

him by covert means, which would inevitably create questions and moti-
vate inquiries that might have been inconvenient. Moreover, a public
execution sends signals of many kinds about who really controls power
in the USA. Artwohl betrays a remarkable lack of imagination about the
possibilities of conspiracies of different kinds, where there could have
been a number of alternative assassination scenarios, with other “pat-
sies” waiting in the wings if the Dealey Plaza scenario had not played
itself out.

Moreover, it would have been essential to have the means to make
sure the President was killed. Triangulated fire provides a standard
method of ambush, especially in the case of a moving target, which can
be difficult to hit under the best of conditions. (Is Artwohl familiar with
the problems involved in hitting relatively small moving targets from
100 yards or so? Here I think his lack of knowledge betrays him. Having
several teams would be virtually indispensable to guaranteeing the suc-
cess of the kill.) Moreover, the problem with the rifle may well have been
that easy access to quality weapons that could be bought on any corner
store in Dallas would not leave a paper trail to implicate Oswald. Not all
the photographic evidence needed to be dealt with—only the most im-
portant. Some photographs were not picked up at the scene of the crime,
which is one of a number of reasons the case has remained alive. And if
Artwohl really wants to understand the behavior of the physicians at
Parkland, for example, he ought to pick up a copy of Charles Crenshaw’s
Conspiracy of Silence (1992). This exaggerated caricature of assassina-
tion theories may look impressive on the surface, but resorting to such
arguments betrays the superficiality of his position.

Fallacy #9: third paragraph, middle column, p. 1543:

ArtwoHL: “The most astonishing feature of this plan is that the
plotters would have to have been confident in advance they would
be able to recover every bullet, find every witness, control the
movements of hundreds of witnesses, and destroy every
photograph and home movie that had incriminating evidence and
leave behind those that did not.”

Another straw man. It is not the case that every bullet had to be found,
every witness intimidated or killed, or every photograph or home movie
recording incriminating evidence be distorted or destroyed. But the more
the better. It would certainly be advantageous if you could control the
course of any legal investigation by local, state, or federal authorities,
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perhaps by taking matters out of their hands, if that were something that
could possibly be arranged. The key is having a story that diverts atten-
tion from the actual motives of those who were behind the assassination
onto a patsy, preferably one far removed (even apparently of the oppo-
site political persuasion) from those of the conspirators. Artwohl appears
to be ignorant of the vast literature on this subject, from Six Seconds in
Dallas (1967) to Farewell America (1968) to Best Evidence (1980) to The
Fish is Red (1987) to High Treason (1989) to Act of Treason (1991) to High
Treason 2 (1992) and many other works that provide substantial evidence
of conspiracy and cover-up in the assassination of John Kennedy. He
mentions a few works, including Conspiracy and Crossfire, but merely to
lampoon them. His understanding of this case appears to be shallow.

Fallacy #10: fourth paragraph to end, middle and last
column, p. 1543:

ArtwoHL: “In the illogical world of the Kennedy assassination
conspiracy and its associated booming entertainment industry, any
fact or finding that contradicts the popular Rube Goldberg scenario
is dismissed as disinformation. Any contrary document or
photograph is judged to be a government forgery. Any person or
group who questions the conspirati’s erroneous or unsubstantiated
claims is denounced as a coconspirator or dupe. . . . Even JAMA,
its editor, and the American Medical Association have been added
to the proconspiracy list of accessories after the fact. As the years
pass, one thing becomes abundantly clear: for the conspirati, it is
conspiracy above all else, including forensic science, and common
sense.

Ad hominem (abusing the man). Saving the best for last, Artwohl goes
out in a blaze of criticism, which impugns the motives of everyone who
ever doubted the account found in The Warren Report. The inadequacies
of this position are enormous, since a scientific analysis of any phenom-
enon must be based upon serious consideration of all of the available
evidence. If JAMA, its editor, and the American Medical Association are
now candidates for being accessories after the fact, it may be because
the editor of JAMA appears to have abused his position by repeatedly
publishing articles that display the application of improper and unwar-
ranted methods of investigation and procedures of inquiry that lead to
false or unjustified conclusions and create the indelible impression that
the AMA has engaged in a cover-up in the assassination of JFK.
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Ignorance is preferable to error; and he is less remote from the truth
who believes nothing, than he who believes what is wrong.
—Thomas Jefferson

Recent articles in the Journal of the American Medical Association (JAMA)
have concluded that only two shots, both from the rear, struck JFK.
This position is loyal to the Warren Commission (for simplicity, its sup-
porters are described here as loyalists). The opposition (here described
as critics) argue for more than one gunman, i.e. a conspiracy of one
stripe or another. A recent JAMA editorial' implied that dissent among
well informed persons (especially physicians, JAMA's intended audience)
ought now to cease. The present discussion, however, departs radically
from this view. It is argued here that much of the JFK data is still sub-
ject to serious dispute. The critics believe that the evidence in this case
is like a soap bubble: it changes hues depending on the viewer’s position
—and sometimes vanishes entirely.2**> Primary emphasis here is placed
on the medical evidence: first, because it is so critical to this case and,
second, because JAMA has recently aroused more interest in it. Central
to this discussion will be evidence for two successful shots from the
front in addition to what were probably two successful shots from the
rear.

93
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The Autopsy: The Skull Wound

The senior autopsy pathologist, James J. Humes, recently stated to JAMA®
that both the entrance and exit wounds were readily evident on the skull.
This is, at the least, misleading. What the pathologists saw initially was a
very large skull defect (hole). There was no obvious exit site and only a
suggestion of an entrance site. This was confirmed by Humes in his testi-
mony’ to the Warren Commission; he reported that until very late in the
autopsy, “A careful examination of the margins of the large bone defect at
that point . . . failed to disclose a portion of the skull bearing . . . a wound
of—a point of impact on the skull . . .” The absence of an exit site was also
confirmed by the third pathologist, Pierre A. Finck, in a long letter subse-
quently sent to his superior, Brigadier General J. M. Blumberg, at the Armed
Forces Institute of Pathology. His description of an absent exit wound on
the skull was quoted by the House Select Committee on Assassinations
(HSCA): “No exit wound is identifiable at this time . . .”®

There was a suggestion of an entrance site but this evidence was, at
best, incomplete. Regarding this 15 x 6 mm proposed entrance wound in
the occipital scalp, Finck® added that there was only a portion of a crater
present on the underlying skull. Of this same proposed entry site, Boswell’
stated, “. . . there was a hole here, only half (emphasis added) of which was
present in the bone that was intact.” It seems apparent, therefore, that the
skull itself, other than containing a large defect, offered only minimal clues
to a transiting bullet.

Humes described the autopsy as concluded by 11 p.M.,'° but then added*
that at some later time, “. .. I would have guessed it was midnight or 1
o’clock in the morning . . . ,” three bone fragments (Humes, apparently in
error, recalls only two in JAMA!!) were received in the morgue by Dr. John
H. Ebersole, the radiologist. Radiographs,'? but apparently no photographs,
were taken of these. Their exact discovery site has never been certain, but
many critics accept their authenticity. The pathologists placed the largest
bone fragment (10 x 6.5 cm and triangular'®) into the right anterior parietal
area, near the vertex. According to the autopsy protocol,'* minute metal
particles were seen at one corner on the radiographs, where there was “. . .
a portion of the perimeter of a roughly circular wound presumably of exit
which exhibits beveling of the outer aspect of the bone and is estimated to
measure approximately 2.5 to 3.0 cm in diameter.” These metal particles
suggested to the pathologists that a bullet had passed nearby. Though the
pathologists stated that the direction of the bullet was apparent from the
beveling on this largest bone fragment, what they completely failed to de-
scribe, is how they determined the orientation of this fragment. It was solely
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this orientation, based on the exit site, that determined the direction of the
bullet. If this orientation had changed by x degrees, so also would the tra-
jectory have changed by x degrees. Despite the centrality of this concept,
the pathologists remained strangely silent regarding this essential step.

The difficulty faced by the pathologists was described vividly by Humes:!
“ It was not so easy to accurately locate the wound of exit because of the
great disruption of the fragments and loss of tissue and bone in that area,
so that we placed it a little behind or a little below or a little wherever [sic]
in relation to what now we may collectively decide . . .”

Humes'? provided further insight into their difficulties at the autopsy:
“To state what the problem was, the basic problem was [sic], as we re-
flected the scalp, various fragments of bone, some fell into the cranial cav-
ity, some came to the table, some adhered to the dura and so forth ...”
When asked by Allen W. Dulles whether the point of exit in the skull could
be clearly determined, Humes'¢ responded, “No sir, it was not, other than
through this large defect . . .” Then several minutes later he!” added, “The
fragments were so difficult to replace in their precise anatomic location.”
On another occasion, when commenting on the skull radiograph, he!® said,
“. .. this bullet was so disrupt[ive], those fragments I think could virtually
be any place.” In 1977 the HSCA tried to fit in yet one more piece of skull.
This was the Harper fragment,'® discovered after the autopsy, trapezoidal
shaped and 7 x 5.5 cm. Of this attempt Dr. Charles S. Petty?® admitted:
“Well, it’s [referring to the skull] terribly fragmented, and we can't really
reconstruct it.”

In spite of this understandable confusion, the pathologists have now
claimed in JAMAS to have “irrefutably” completed just such a reconstruc-
tion of entrance and exit wounds. This achievement would have occurred
at a stage when there was one less bone fragment than was available to
Petty, an experienced forensic pathologist. After reviewing the evidence, he
found further reconstruction impossible. The critics also note that there is
no surviving photograph or radiograph to confirm these reconstructions.
Reliance must therefore be placed on the integrity and accuracy of the
pathologists. If, for example, this large fragment were placed somewhat
more posteriorly (or especially if it were rotated by 180 degrees), the pa-
thologists might well have concluded just the opposite: that a shot came
from the front. Subsequent reviewers were therefore unable independently
to verify either of these reconstructions. The fragments themselves were
probably buried with the body.

Moreover, even if the anterior placement and orientation were correct,
as some critics concur, the skull beveling seen might well have resulted
instead from an oblique shot from the right front. This is, in fact, exactly
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the type of trajectory described by Dr. Kemp Clark,? the Parkland Hospital
(Dallas) neurosurgeon: it was “tangential” and caused by a bullet which hit
“the right side of his head.” Whether the beveling and metal fragments
seen on the 10 cm bone fragment could have been caused by a tangential
shot from the front has never been addressed by wound ballistics experts:
no experiments were performed and no literature references were cited to
rule this out. The critics conclude, therefore, that the “irrefutable evidence”
cited by the pathologists for the skull entry and exit sites is considerably
less than certain.

The proposed entry site on the posterior skull presented yet another set
of difficulties. According to testimony twice repeated by the second pa-
thologist, J. Thornton Boswell,*?? with Humes at his side, the right poste-
rior entry wound of the skull was also reconstructed late that night. It is
striking that such an absolutely essential step in the autopsy (possibly the
most important of the evening) was not even mentioned in the FBI autopsy
report?*?*?> prepared by James W. Sibert and Francis X. O’Neill, who were
both eyewitnesses to the autopsy. David Lifton?® has suggested that both
men had left the morgue before 1:00 a.M., at which time the autopsy had
seemed complete. The three bone fragments most likely arrived after this
time. At this early morning hour, then, based primarily on these bone frag-
ments, the pathologists!! placed the entry site at 2.5 cm to the right of the
external occipital protuberance (EOP) and slightly above it. The smallest
of the three late arriving bone fragments fit right into this site according to
Boswell.*?? It is extraordinary that Humes? has admitted to having no rec-
ollection of this most critical step; in the absence of such a reconstruction
the evidence for this entry site would be greatly weakened. Despite this
state of knowledge, the pathologists concluded that a shot from the low
right posterior occiput had exited near the top front of the head, to the
right of midline (Note A). In view of the extensive damage to the skull and
the literal movement of skull fragments during the autopsy, critics ques-
tion whether such a reconstruction could be reliable. What is clear is that
the essential conclusion about the head trauma—a single shot from the
rear—was based primarily, not on evidence found on the skull itself, but
rather on these bone fragments, whose origin and ancestry have remained
uncertain.

Despite Humes’ admitted ignorance of this entry wound reconstruction
and its absence from the FBI autopsy report, many critics still accept this
reconstruction, but will argue—based on the pattern of brain trauma,? the
eyewitness testimony, and the photographic evidence—it still cannot rule
out that a second shot struck from the right front a short time later.?3%3!
Evidence on the skull for such a second shot might well be absent since all
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of the missing bone fragments were never found. In fact, without the late
arriving bone fragments, the pathologists’ lack of knowledge of the exit
wound would have been equally great. In addition, such a frontal shot may
have entered through a large gap in the skull which was blown out just an
instant before by the exiting posterior shot. Dr. John Lattimer’sexperiments,3?
for example, show skull missing in exactly this area after a single posterior
shot. The trauma from the first shot could easily destroy post-mortem pho-
tographic and radiographic evidence of such a frontal shot. However, there
is one major empirical support for such a frontal shot which could persist:
this would be a large right occipital skull defect. This issue is central to this
case and shall be addressed in detail later; suffice it to say that the eyewit-
ness testimony seemed unanimous that a large right occipital defect did
exist. The pathologists did not directly contradict this; instead, they avoided
a clear description of this area. The radiographs may also yield more infor-
mation on this point.3* From these considerations and others to be devel-
oped below, the critics ultimately conclude that a single posterior head
shot is, at best, misleading and possibly not a complete explanation.

The maximum length of the skull defect was described as 17 cm on
Boswell’s face sheet** but only as 13 cm by Humes in the autopsy protocol.
Why would Humes exclude Boswell’s opinion from the written protocol?
The critics answer that since the 17 cm measurement would place the pos-
terior border of the skull defect near the EOP and therefore imply a large
hole in the right occiput, Humes deliberately understated this number to
make it appear as though the large defect were more anterior. However, the
author® and, independently, several of his colleagues, have measured and
photographed this 13 cm distance on several skulls (measured from near
the coronal suture). Even this 13 cm distance extends well into the upper
portion of the occipital bone.

In addition, if Boswell’s recollection of the EOP is correct, there must
have been a visible hole (assuming it to be a separate hole) near the EOP
until very near the end of the autopsy. The area of the small bone fragment
that was said to fit into this hole near the EOP was 3—4 square cm.'? The
total diameter of this entry wound, therefore, must have been at least sev-
eral centimeters, yet no other observer at Parkland or Bethesda ever saw
such a separate hole, which surely should have been easily visible. That the
wounds were easy to see is confirmed in JAMA by Humes:* “The wounds
were so obvious that there was no need to shave the hair before photo-
graphs were taken.” Yet this supposedly obvious entry wound cannot be
seen anywhere on the posterior head photograph,* which was presumably
taken at the beginning of the autopsy, before any reconstruction. Its con-
spicuous absence has naturally led critics to question the authenticity of
the photograph.
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The pathologists themselves never clarified whether there was just one
large defect or two separate defects, one large and one small. When this
question was put to Ebersole, this author was told that the distance be-
tween the EOP entry wound and the posterior border of the large defect
was only 2 to 2.5 cm.*” This description clearly places the large defect well
into the occiput, perhaps even into the low occiput. (Pertinent to this, it is
also useful to recall the diagram?® of the large skull defect agreed upon by
the Warren Commission after interviewing the pathologists; the large de-
fect shown there also extended either into or very close to the occipital
bone.) Furthermore, since the width of the reconstituted bone fragment
was also about 2 to 2.5 cm,? there may well have been only one large defect
before reconstruction. In other words, the only bone between the small
hole and the large hole was probably just this small fragment. This large
defect then would have encompassed the proposed entry wound.

Such a conclusionis entirely consistent with other eyewitness testimony,
especially since no one saw a separate entrance hole. This single, large
defect would have encompassed much of the right posterior skull. Since
the entry hole was low in the occipit, near the EOP, this large defect would
also then have had to be low in the occiput. This suggests to critics a shot
from the front. It is most pertinent that the experiments of both Lattimer
and the government experts at the Edgewood Arsenal®® consistently pro-
duced primarily anterior skull defects when 6.5 mm Mannlicher-Carcano
bullets were fired into the rear of these skulls. Most loyalists, aware of the
significance of absent right occiput, are therefore forced to argue that the
right occiput must have been intact, especially in light of these ballistics
experiments. The condition of the right posterior skull has, not surpris-
ingly, assumed a central role in this entire debate.

The loyalists also note that no bullet fragments were found in the left
brain on the radiographs and they suggest that this rules out a shot from
the right front. But critics respond that this may be overly simplistic: the
frontal trajectory may well have been tangential, entering near the right
temple and exiting through the right posterior skull. The remaining right
lateral skull, easily seen on the anterior-posterior (AP) radiograph,* is con-
sistent with this interpretation.

The Autopsy: The Back and Throat Wounds

At the conclusion of the autopsy only a shallow right back wound had
been identified. The FBI autopsy report?’ stated that it entered “. . . a short
distance . .. the end of the opening could be felt with the finger.” At the
1969 Clay Shaw trial, Finck® testified that its depth was “the first fraction of
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aninch.” Incorrespondence to Brig. Gen. J. M. Blumberg (1 February 1965),
Finck?® stated, “This wound cannot be probed with the soft probe avail-
able.” Finck? also testified on 24 February 1969, when explicitly asked if he
had attempted to probe the wound, “I did.” Humes*' concurs that the neck
wound was not dissected: “Dissecting the neck was totally unnecessary and
would have been criminal [sic].” None of the autopsy findings therefore
suggest a penetrating wound to the back.

In the autopsy report, the back wound was located 14 cm inferior to the
mastoid tip and 14 cm from the acromion. No distance from midline or
from scapula was stated, though Humes described it as being just above
the scapula.® The pathologists claimed to have known nothing of a throat
wound until the next morning, when Humes spoke to Dr. Malcolm Perry in
Dallas.*! [Editor’s note: See Appendices F and J.] Humes has consistently
claimed that the wound was obscured by the tracheostomy. This state of
ignorance has been contradicted by Ebersole,* however, who more than
once has stated his awareness of the throat wound that night. The present
author?” was also advised by Ebersole that he was aware of the throat wound
at the autopsy, based on a telephone call by someone to Dallas after 10:30
p.M. that evening.

Admiral G. G. Burkley was the only physician who was present at both
Parkland and Bethesda. He arrived in time to suggest that JFK be given
Solu-Cortef.** At Bethesda, he apparently acted as liaison to the Kennedy
family. Though Burkley apparently missed the Parkland press conference,
it still seems inconceivable that none of the Parkland physicians and none
of his own associates mentioned the throat wound to him. There would
have been time to talk on the flight back that afternoon. (Curiously, the
throat wound was not mentioned by Burkley in the death certificate pre-
pared by him. [Editor’s note: See Appendix I.] Unfortunately, Burkley’s rea-
son for this omission has never been elicited; he was never asked to testify.)
In the ordinary course of events, Burkley, more than anyone else, should
have been aware of the throat wound. Is it conceivable that, if he knew, he
would have kept this information from the pathologists? Though this ques-
tion cannot be answered with certainty, there is more than one source which
strongly suggests knowledge, at the autopsy, of the throat wound, despite
statements to the contrary by the pathologists.

On 27 January 1964, the Warren Commission met in Executive Ses-
sion. This top secret transcript was released only some years later after a
Freedom of Information Act litigation was filed. During this session, J. Lee
Rankin,* General Counsel for the Warren Commission, quoted from an
autopsy report (possibly the FBI version) which described a fragment (not
awhole bullet) exiting the throat as the cause of the throat wound. To place
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this event in context, it should be recalled that the pathologists submitted
their final autopsy protocol on Sunday, 24 November 1963. After Humes’
reputed Saturday morning (23 November) conversation with Dr. Malcolm
Perry of Parkland, he speculated that the back wound and the throat wound
were caused by a transiting shot from the rear. This bullet, in his view,
exited undeflected and intact through the throat.

Since the pathologists did not explain the throat wound by an exiting
fragment after their talk with Perry, the conjectured fragment quoted by
Rankin must necessarily have been discussed before this call to Dallas. This
discussion could not have occurred between the autopsy and the Dallas
telephone call (only several hours had passed and Humes had been at a
religious commitment*’), so the pertinent discussion could have transpired
only at the autopsy itself. This quote, therefore, suggests knowledge during
the autopsy of the throat wound. It does not, however, make clear who was
aware of the throat wound. Humes’ surprisingly nonchalant state at the
end of the autopsy, despite apparently failing to find the neck bullet, is
illustrated by his comment to JAMA:*' “We knew we would find the expla-
nation sooner or later.” How did he know this? And, if not at the autopsy,
then when? Is he implying that they had agreed to ignore the throat wound
until after they phoned Dallas the next morning?

Lt. Richard A. Lipsey,* an aide to Major General Wehle, told the HSCA
that, while at the autopsy, the pathologists described three [sic] shots strik-
ing JFK from the rear, with one bullet entering the rear of the head and
exiting the throat. The HSCA agreed that, even though Lipsey had based
his conclusions on observations at the autopsy, there could be no throat
exit from the head bullet because the pathologists believed that the throat
wound was an exit from the upper back wound. But the HSCA overlooked
the critical issue. The issue was not whether Lipsey was right or wrong in
his explanation of the throat wound (the pathologists, after all, supposedly
reached their final conclusions only after their telephone call to Dallas), but
whether he correctly recalled any discussion at the autopsy about the throat
wound. How could the throat wound have been debated at the autopsy if no
one had known about it? And if there had been no discussion of a throat
wound at the autopsy, why would Lipsey invent such a conversation? The
HSCA seemed insensible to the doors that were opened with these com-
ments.

Surprisingly enough, this same scenario was also reported by JAMA*
on 4 January 1964, in referring to the autopsy findings: “The third bullet hit
Kennedy in the back of the right side of the head. A small fragment of this
bullet also angled down and passed out through Kennedy’s throat . . .” Lipsey
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apparently was not the only one who had heard a discussion of the throat
wound at the autopsy.

At a news conference that afternoon at Parkland Hospital, Dr Malcolm
Perry* three times described the throat wound as one of entrance. [Editor’s
note: See Appendix C.] This interview was carried by the major television
networks, radio, and reported by UPI. It seems most likely that some of the
several dozen persons at the autopsy would have heard this media report
of a frontal throat shot. In fact, Dennis David, who was Chief of the Day for
the Bethesda Navy Medical School, reported that he went into the office of
the Master at Arms and listened to the radio with none other than Dr. Boswell
late that afternoon.’! Finck has informed JAMA®? that he was spending a
quiet evening at home with his wife when he was called at 7:30 p.m. by
Humes. He may therefore also have listened to media reports; he has not,
however, commented publicly upon this. Even the HSCA3 concluded, “It is
conspicuously unclear (emphasis added) from the autopsy report alone that
during the autopsy, the pathologists were unaware and failed to recognize
that there was a missile perforation in the anterior neck.”

Based on these considerations, as well as several eyewitness reports
(Ebersole is one, but there are others not cited here), some critics conclude
that the pathologists were aware of the throat wound that night. Feigning
ignorance would have excused them from dissecting a possibly nonexist-
ent transit wound. Other critics, less willing to blame the pathologists, sug-
gest that their superiors may have deliberately withheld this information
from them, possibly to protect their innocence, but also possibly to ensure
that dissection of the hypothetical bullet track would not be done. What
seems clear to most observers, in any case, is that no one at Parkland or
Bethesda saw both the back and throat wounds on the same occasion and
that no one ever dissected the hypothetical track between them. This tran-
sit trajectory is therefore pure speculation, according to the critics.

The autopsy protocol also contradicts the initial comments of the
Parkland physicians,* both those who observed the throat wound them-
selves and also those who heard it described. It was said to be a small
round wound (pencil-sized) entirely consistent with an entry bullet; ini-
tially, no one described it as an exit wound. Only later, after a long para-
graph of hypothetical preconditions listed by Arlen Specter during the offi-
cial inquiry, did they concede that it could have been an exit wound.>
[Editor's note: See Charles Crenshaw, Part 1.] However, none of them has
ever said, based on appearance alone, that an entry wound was unlikely.
The critics wonder what additional data could have changed their minds.
They never saw the body again, nor did they ever see the throat wound
again. The critics suspect that their testimony—or the impression conveyed
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by theirtestimonyduring Specter’s questioning—was modified for reasons
unrelated to their personal observations.

In the autopsy protocol, the back and throat wounds are described as
“presumably” of entrance and “presumably” of exit, respectively. [Editor’s
note: See Appendix F.] The recent reports of the pathologists to JAMA® have
elevated their degree of confidence to a much higher level than presump-
tion. Yet, amazingly enough, the pathologists have never offered any clues
to support their quantum leap toward certainty. Critics naturally wonder
what additional evidence the pathologists could possibly have seen since
the autopsy to have so increased their degree of confidence. If there is such
evidence, after all, why have they failed to share it?

On the photograph of the back,> the wound lies slightly above the right
scapular spine. Visibly this appears to be at the level of the upper thoracic
spine rather than at the level of the lower cervical spine. The thoracic loca-
tion was confirmed by the HSCA,>” which placed it precisely 1.1 cm inferior
to the first thoracic vertebra, T1. Since the lung typically extends close to
the superior border of T1, a transit trajectory at this level would almost
certainly have resulted in a pneumothorax.>>** Since none was seen, how-
ever, this proposed transit trajectory is immediately called into question.
An alternate, more superior, trajectory is suggested by the chest radiograph
which shows minor trauma to the right T1 transverse process.>® The corre-
sponding cephalad-caudad level on the chest radiograph is the disc at C7-
T1. In the autopsy protocol, the pathologists described an apical pulmo-
nary contusion which is quite consistent with the same vertical level. This
evidence then suggests a trajectory through a cross sectional level near the
C7-T1 disc, or possibly slightly above this. According to the HSCA> the
bullet entered 5 cm to the right of the midline. Because the lateral edge of
the C7 transverse process is also nearly 5 cm from the midline, the bullet
necessarily would have had to pass directly through the C7 transverse pro-
cess, or possibly even the body itself.** The corresponding cervical fracture,
which should have been severe from such a direct hit, is not seen. It is also
useful to recall that the cervical transverse processes present a very tight
barrier in the vertical direction, so that this argument is independent of the
vertical level in the cervical spine. The proposed transit trajectory therefore
seems purely imaginary—at both the cervical and upper thoracic levels.
Humes was admittedly ignorant® of the cross sectional anatomy which is
pertinent to this proposed trajectory. (This ignorance should not be sur-
prising since CT scans of the body did not come into widespread use until
the late 1970s.)

In most adult males, the distance (Note B) from midline to acromion is
21 to 24 cm; since the back wound was 14 cm from the acromion, the
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calculated distance from midline to the wound should then be 7 to 10 cm.
Entry this far lateral yields a horizontal trajectory angle much too large (30
degrees) to fit with the sixth floor sniper’s nest in the Texas School Book
Depository. This is true even if JFK's torso were slightly rotated—the HSCA®!
suggested a 5 degree rotation at most. The angle from the limousine to the
Depository can be easily measured from overhead photographs or accu-
rate maps of Dealey Plaza; it is about 10 degrees. The large discrepancy
between 10 and 30 degrees has never been explained. Most critics conclude
therefore that the back wound resulted from a nonpenetrating wound, for
example, shrapnel, a defective or nonpristine bullet, or possibly even a post-
mortem injury, intentional or unintentional.

Though the official version is that no bullets or large bullet fragments
were found at the autopsy there are, surprisingly, several distinct hints to
the contrary. On 4 January 1964, JAMA® reported that “The first bullet . . .
hit JFK in the upper part of the right back shoulder. The bullet did not go
through his body and was recovered during the autopsy (emphasis added).”
The Washington Post®* of 18 December 1963, confirmed that a bullet was
removed from deep in the shoulder. The Post®? reaffirmed this several years
later on 29 May 1966, reporting that the information had initially been
confirmed with the FBI before publication. As late as 26 January 1964, The
New York Times® reported that a bullet had lodged in JFK's right shoulder.
In an interview with David Lifton, Admiral David Osborne®* (then Captain
and Chief of Surgery at Bethesda) insisted that he saw an intact bullet that
night. He stated that he knew this “. .. because I had that bullet in my
hand, and looked at it.”

And again:* “Well, the bullet existed, I'm sure of that.” Dennis David®
has also told David Lifton that he typed a receipt for four large lead frag-
ments that night; the total amount of metal was more than one bullet.
Jerrol F. Custer, the Bethesda radiology technologist, has reported seeing
a bullet (or large fragment) fall out of the back when JFK was first elevated
off the table in order to insert a radiographic plate. There is also in evi-
dence an FBI receipt for a missile.’’ It is incredible that this receipt was not
given to the Warren Commission; it became public®’ for the first time in
1966. The discovery in JFK’s body of another bullet, or even large frag-
ments comprising more than one bullet, would imply a fourth shot and
strongly suggest a conspiracy—because of the time constraints for one gun-
man.

There is, in addition, a readily visible 3 x 5 cm discoloration on the right
upper back, just below the lower neck fold. The HSCA® described this as a
contusion or post-mortem lividity. It is unfortunate that no microscopic
slides were prepared from this site to provide further clues to etiology. But
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it is most peculiar that this is well above the visible back wound. Why this
particular site, of all possible sites on the back, should show discoloration
is strange. The critics naturally wonder whether this discoloration was a
contusion produced by a nontransiting frontal bullet or fragment that
stopped near this site. Even the entire twelve volumes of the HSCA offer no
explanation for this obvious discoloration. (The Warren Commission, of
course, could not comment on this because they studied no photographs.)

The Autopsy: The Pathologists’ Performance

The reliability of the autopsy protocol has been challenged for several rea-
sons: logical inconsistencies, inappropriate ignorance, and obvious depar-
tures from standard practice. The central conclusion of only two shots,
both from the rear, depends crucially on trust in the pathologists’ abilities
(for example, on their reconstructions of both entry and exit wounds). In
view of this required trust, any reasonable observer would like to have evi-
dence of their reliability. What is found, however, is just the opposite. A list

of these pathological aberrations follows.

1. The posterior skull entry site was later raised by pathological and radio-
logical reviewers® by the astonishing distance of 10 cm (four inches)! If
the pathologists’ entry wound were wrong by 10 cm, how then can anyone
be certain that their exit wound site was any more accurate? Such a large
error in placement of the exit wound could reverse the trajectory!

2. The largest radiopaque object on the skull radiographs is in the cowlick™
area; this is several centimeters above the junction of the two lambdoidal
sutures and the coronal suture. It is 6.5 mm in diameter (the same size as
the Mannlicher-Carcano bullet), is nearly round, and is the most obvious
object on the extant radiographs (even to a five year old, as the author can
verify). Yet it was not mentioned by the pathologists, even though they
described and physically removed two clearly smaller fragments. In addi-
tion, all three signed a statement that contained this sentence:”* “How-
ever, careful examination at the autopsy, and the photographs and x-rays
taken during the autopsy, revealed no evidence of a bullet or of a major
portion of a bullet in the body of the President . ..” Ebersole also con-
firmed to this author that no large bullet fragments were seen on the ra-
diographs the night of the autopsy.’” It is inescapable, therefore, that seri-
ous controversy exists about the authenticity of the obvious 6.5 mm ob-
ject now seen on the AP radiograph. It would have been possible, even in
1963, to add such an object to a radiograph.’*[Editor’s note: See Mantik’s
Postscript.]

3. Atrail of dustlike metal fragments was described in the autopsy protocol
and in Humes' testimony’? as beginning near the EOP and ending above
the right frontal sinus. The largest fragment recovered ( 7 x 2 mm) was
located just above this sinus.”> Humes has now confirmed this trail to
JAMA."! Ebersole’s description®’ to this author also concurred with this
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trail. During the HSCA interviews, even Dr Joseph Davis,® a pathologist
on the Forensic Pathology Panel, reported that he saw tiny metal frag-
ments along this same trajectory. Amazingly, however, this is not what the
extant radiographs show. On the lateral radiograph, small radiopaque
objects begin near the cowlick area, more than 10 cm above Humes' trail.
This apparent trail then extends forward on a nearly horizontal plane.
(This description could just as well be reversed in space—there is no di-
rectionality.) Why would Humes describe the trail in this location to JAMA,
when it is in such obvious conflict with the radiographs? And why was he
not questioned about this by JAMA?

All three pathologists, including Finck, who wassaid to be skilled in wound
ballistics, reported that they could not see the throat wound despite in-
specting the entire perimeter of the tracheostomy.*® Subsequent patholo-
gists, however—looking at only photographs—easily saw the inferior por-
tion of this wound at the edge of the tracheostomy.™ It is particularly odd
that this wound was not seen by the three pathologists insofar as their
self-admitted task was to find the missing bullets.

Humes” before the Warren Commission (7 to 8 cm) and Boswell on his
autopsy diagram (6.5 cm) did not even agree on the size of the tracheo-
stomy. To JAMA," Humes altered his reported size by nearly a factor of
two to fit more closely with standard sizes; he decreased it to 3 to 4 cm,
only half of what he had stated to the Warren Commission.

Humes (13 cm), in the autopsy protocol, and Boswell (17 cm), on his
diagram,’ disagreed by a surprisingly large amount with each other on
the size of the skull defect. It is difficult to understand how a ruler could
be read so differently by two professionals standing at the same table and
examining the same body. If Humes’ measurement were done after recon-
struction of the posterior entry wound it would, of course, be the smaller
of the two measurements. But it is Humes, not Boswell, who failed to
recall this step. In any event, the reconstituted fragment is too small to
explain this 4 cm difference between the two pathologists.'?

The pathologists reported the back wound as 7 x 4 mm, with the long axis
vertical.*? Subsequent pathologists measured this as 9 x 9 mm, a rather
large discrepancy in size, to say nothing of shape.

Later review panels® described the lateral distance of the back wound
from midline as 5 cm; the pathologists’ measurements, as noted above,
imply at least 7 to 10 cm.

ToJAMA, for the first time in the history of this case, Humes'! has admit-
ted that he had prepared a diagram at the autopsy. For the critics, espe-
cially, this news was a major confession. This is in striking agreement
with what Boswell”” told Josiah Thompson: “Yes, I'm sure there was an-
other sheet, which had that measurement on it, and which had height,
weight, and some other information. I'm sure of it.” Humes has also stated
to JAMA*' and to the HSCA?® that he faithfully copied everything that he
had burned in his fireplace; if so, where is the diagram that he now admits
to having prepared? The critics, and some loyalists, too, have often won-
dered at the paucity of information on Boswell's diagram and the great
difficulty of interpreting it. In view of the above revelation, is it possible




106

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Assassination Science

that Humes’ mysterious lost diagram was intended to be the primary one,
but later had to be destroyed because it was not consistent with the offi-
cial version of two bullets from the rear?

One of the most amazing and serious oversights was the pathologists’ fail-
ure to coronally section the brain. The brain was examined nearly two
weeks later; thus giving Humes ample time to review standard protocols
for this. With this much time to prepare, ignorance can hardly be the
explanation. Is it conceivable that Humes would have undertaken such a
momentous task without reviewing in detail standard protocols, especially
since, by his own admission, he was not experienced in gunshot autop-
sies?

No abrasion collar was reported for the back wound. For Finck especially,
a presumed expert in such matters, to overlook such a critical (and often
central) item in forensic pathology is truly extraordinary. Later review-
ers” immediately noted this essential feature. It seems difficult to explain
this omission as mere incompetence.

Humes has assured JAMA,* regarding their Warren Commission presen-
tations: “These drawings are very accurate . . .” However, when the verti-
cal level of the back wound shown in Humes’ drawing was reviewed by
the HSCA, Dr. Michael Baden?®! reported: “We place the entrance perfora-
tion a bit [sic] lower, almost 2 inches lower than depicted in the Warren
Commission exhibit.” After this announcement, the critics were not sure
whether they should have been more astounded at the supposed error
made by Humes or, rather, the surprising deprecation by Baden of a large
5 cm discrepancy. After the HSCA’s attempts to minimize the 10 cm skull
entry wound discrepancy, and now this additional 5 cm discrepancy, the
critics naturally wonder what outer limits the loyalists would accept as
tolerable in an autopsy.

On one occasion Humes stated that the shot to the head came from above®
and on another® he claimed that the anatomic data could not answer this
question. The critics naturally wonder how the evidence could possibly
have changed during this interval, or if Humes’ memory were defective,
how it could fail him on such a major question.

In the Supplementary Autopsy Report'®, the mass of the brain is 1,500
gm, at the upper limit of normal. Yet Humes stated to JAMA'' that the
upper two-thirds of the right cerebrum was missing. These two state-
ments are mutually exclusive. Also, quite astonishingly, no fresh brain
mass was stated, yet masses were listed for other less critical organs.
ToJAMA, Humes® stated, “I believe in the single bullet theory that it struck
Governor Connally immediately after exiting the President’s throat.” How-
ever, when queried by the Warren Commission on exactly the same point
he said,® “I think that is extremely unlikely.” Actually he stated this twice
in quick succession to the Warren Commission®’ so there can be no possi-
bility of misunderstanding him (Note C). Then, after all this testimony,
Boswell®” and Finck,®® who were listening to it, offered their unqualified
support for it. These totally opposite statements by Humes are absolutely
irreconcilable. Even more astonishing, he seems (JAMA, too, for that mat-
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ter) to be oblivious to this. No questions have been asked and no explana-
tions have been offered by him for this astounding behavior.

16. In addition to the above major concerns, the HSCA® faulted the patholo-
gists on yet other serious issues that are not detailed here. Forensic pa-
thologists such as Milton Helpern® and Charles Wilber®! have seriously
criticized their performance. And finally, Dr. Michael Baden,*> who chaired
the HSCA Forensic Pathology Panel, described the autopsy as “woefully
inadequate” and noted that neither Humes nor Finck had ever done an
autopsy involving a gunshot before! Although Finck was the designated
expert, he had only sat in an office and reviewed records of US military
personnel®> who had died of gunshot wounds. In view of the judgment
required to reconstruct the reported two skull wounds, the pathologists’

lack of actual experience with gunshot wounds seems germane.
In the face of all of these concerns, critics, perhaps not so unreasonably, are
somewhat chary of relying exclusively on statements from the patholo-
gists, especially when they are described as “irrefutable proof.” The critics
would like some independent confirmation of these conclusions which,
they believe, is at best difficult and frequently impossible to find.

If not the reliability, at least the forthrightness of the pathologists has
recently been proven questionable. Both Humes®? and Finck,* in response
to JAMA, have persistently refused to comment on JFK’s chronic Addison’s
disease. Now, however, JAMA (Note D) has confirmed this diagnosis,* based
on autopsy findings. (This was not the first attempt by JAMA. On 10 No-
vember 1964, JAMA sent an inquiry to Admiral E. C. Kenney, which was
forwarded to Admiral G. G. Burkley. After three months no response was
received by JAMA®*® from Burkley.) The pathologists, for over 29 years now,
by their dogmatic silence on this point, have covered up a major medical
fact. If the pathologists have hidden this fact, merely by their selective si-
lence, what else may yet lie hidden in their collective silence regarding the
remainder of the autopsy? Gary L. Aguilar, M.D.,'®and physician colleagues
recently submitted to JAMA for publication a list of 20 critical questions
still unanswered by the pathologists. This was eventually, of necessity, pub-
lished elsewhere. Pertinent to this, when Humes was interviewed after his
HSCA appearance by Paul Hoch,!®' he replied, “I wish they'd asked some
more questions . . . [ was surprised at the Committee members . .. They
sort of had a golden opportunity, you know. I was there, but they didn’t
choose to—and it didn't bother me one way or the other. Whatever pleased
them, pleased me.” The critics naturally wonder what Humes was thinking
about; were any of these 20 questions in his thoughts?

The pathologists have only raised further suspicion by hiding from the
media, to say nothing of hiding from their own colleagues. To date, they
have never appeared in an adversarial setting in which they were required
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to respond to critical questions. Even Dr. Cyril H. Wecht, a member of the
Forensic Pathology Panel for the HSCA and a long-time critic of the War-
ren Commission, was prevented from directly questioning his own col-
leagues in pathology. This was accomplished by the simple expedient of
excluding him merely because he had already viewed the autopsy materi-
als.'0?

[Editors note: The author has deleted a section discussing the Zapruder
film, which has now been superceded by his contribution to Part IV.]

The Autopsy: The Photographs

There is one reason that subsequent pathologists concurred with a head
shot from the rear. It is the presence of an apparent entry wound near the
cowlick area on the photograph.*In fact, if this were authentic, identifica-
tion of this wound would hardly require any special expertise. The much
more difficult question is one of authenticity. The main witness for alter-
ation is, surprisingly enough, the chief pathologist, Humes himself. When
queried about this visible wound, he said,''? “No, no, that’s no wound.” He
affirmed this again:!'3“. .. I can assure you . . . there was no defect corre-
sponding to this [upper location] in the skull at any point. I don’t know
what that is. It could be to me clotted blood. I don't, I just don't know what
it is, but it certainly was not any wound of entrance.” Some loyalists may
propose that the scalp was simply being lifted up for this photograph. How-
ever, Humes''* was explicitly questioned about this and he said, “That is
not the case.” His very next words were, again commenting on the poste-
rior head photograph,'* “Because I submit to you that, despite the fact that
this upper point that has been the source of some discussion here this af-
ternoon is excessively obvious in the color photograph, I almost defy you to
find it in that magnification in the black and white.” Finck!'"> had the same
opinion as Humes when he testified several years earlier at the Clay Shaw
trial: “.. . I don't endorse the 100 mm . . . I saw the wound of entry in the
back of the head . .. slightly above the EOP, and it was definitely not 4
inches or 100 mm above it.” These dramatic testimonies by Humes and
Finck have not deterred numerous subsequent pathologists, simply by view-
ing the photographs (none of them examined the body), from claiming
that the upper cowlick wound was the entry site.

To JAMA, Humes?® stated that the true wound near the EOP was so
obvious that shaving the hair was not required; it is this supposedly genu-
ine wound that Humes (and everyone else for that matter) cannot see on
this same photograph. According to the HSCA,!'® “Drs. Ebersole, Finck,
and Boswell offered no explanation for the upper{visible] wound. . .” Shortly
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afterward the HSCA!"¢ stated, “Dr. Finck believed strongly that the observa-
tions of the autopsy pathologists were more valid than those of individuals
who might subsequently examine photographs.” And, eventually, the
HSCA!"® summarized its own plight: “ The panel continued to be concerned
about the persistent disparity between its findings and those of the autopsy
pathologists and the rigid tenacity with which the prosectors maintained
that the entrance wound was at or near the EOP.” Despite this astonishing
state of affairs, the authenticity of the photograph has never been properly
addressed and the defiant testimony of the pathologists themselves has
been totally ignored (Note F). The critics naturally wonder what additional
evidence the loyalists could possibly require before entertaining serious
doubts of their own.

To virtually every eyewitness, these photographs are perplexing. They
show a completely intact right posterior skull, which is in absolute conflict
with the medical records of numerous Parkland physicians.!'®* Even on a
widely broadcast Nova television program on PBS in 1988 involving four
Parkland physicians, the placement of their hands well behind the right
ear to locate the large skull defect is in gross conflict with the posterior
head photographs. This conflict persists in the memories of ancillary per-
sonnel at Bethesda,'"” and even with the measurements and descriptions of
the pathologists themselves. The autopsy protocol specifically describes
the skull defect as extending into the “occiput.” The photographs, however,
show the defect far above the occipital bone. The pathologists were never
asked if these photographs were accurate. In fact, on the one question they
were asked based on the photographs (regarding the posterior entry wound),
they disagreed by four inches!

To the critics this situation is prima facie evidence of either alteration
or else an unimaginable and simultaneous incompetence by three suppos-
edly qualified pathologists. In his HSCA testimony,'?* Humes clearly agreed
with the cowlick entry site while pointing at the lateral radiograph (best
seen on videotape), but in JAMA!! he reverted to the EOP site (Note G).
Also, he and his colleagues had previously drawn the entry site on an actual
skull for the HSCA. A photograph of this identification was printed by the
HSCA;"! it undeniably shows the lower EQOP site. This skull photograph
stands in astonishing conflict with Humes’ radiographic testimony. He was
never asked about this incredible discrepancy.

Since the photographs were reported as taken before the autopsy, the
posterior head photograph should at least show the defect which Boswell
reconstructed with a late arriving bone fragment. The scalp entry wound
described by the pathologists was 15 x 6 mm; before insertion of the bone
fragment it should have been larger'? by about 2 cm, yielding a total diam-
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eter close to 3.5 cm, certainly large enough to be seen easily on the photo-
graph, just as Humes claimed. Such a defect is nowhere in evidence.

Loyalists respond that distinguished experts have verified that the mul-
tiple skin and facial features on the photographs are indeed JFK’s. Many
critics accept this conclusion for the skin and facial landmarks, but protest
that the scalp hair was not (and intrinsically could not be) authenticated.
For the critics, therefore, the central issue of scalp authenticity remains
unresolved.

At least six Parkland physicians saw cerebellum, usually reported as
injured, through the skull defect; their reports appear for all to read in the
widely available Warren Report.!'® To make the pointeven clearer, Dr. Kemp
Clark, the neurosurgeon, in a handwritten note!'® described seeing both
cerebral and cerebellar tissue. The intact posterior skull, as seen on the pos-
terior head photographs, however, clearly prohibits viewing a structure as
inferior as the cerebellum.

The photographs contain no identifiable overhead (vertex) view of the
skull defect or even a useful view from the right lateral. Either of these
could have resolved some of the current conflicts. Critics regard the ab-
sence of such views:as highly suspicious, particularly since Humes recently
advised JAMA?® that no significant aspect was left unphotographed. Finck
also stated to JAMA'?? that he had helped to photograph the posterior skull
entry wound, which is the same wound near the EOP that cannot be seen
by anyone.

Perry'?® first described the tracheostomy wound to Lifton as 2-3 cm
wide, but he later altered his public statements and took responsibility for
the much larger incision seen in the photographs. Critics note that tra-
cheostomy incisions are rarely more than 3 or 4 cm wide. Even Perry’s
colleagues at Parkland do not recognize his work in this photograph.'*
Ebersole has expressed his own surprise to this author at the appearance
and especially the size of this incision.?” Some critics, though certainly not
all, have suggested that the throat wound was enlarged before the autopsy
in order to look for a bullet.

Multiple sources have described the back wound as distinctly lower
than seen in the photographs:

a. Burkley’s death certificate:'>1?¢ stated as T3.

b. Boswell’s diagram (approved by Burkley):** the wound appears to be at
about T3.

c. Ebersole* to Mantik: T4.

d. JFK shirt and coat: size, location, and orientation of holes.'?’

e. J. Lee Rankin:* while viewing a photograph, he stated that the bullet en-
tered below the shoulder blade.
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f. FBI agents Sibertand O'Neill.*
g.  Secret Servicemen Clint Hill'® and Glen Bennett.'”

Critics wonder whether the back wound may have been raised on the
photograph so that an (imaginary) exit through the throat might seem more
feasible. Humes’ measurements imply that the back wound was at least 7
to 10 cm lateral to midline, in distinct disagreement with the HSCA pathol-
ogy panel, which placed it only 5 cm from midline. The 7 to 10 cm location
would scarcely permit an anterior midline exit, as already noted above. A
pneumothorax—which was not seen—would have resulted from either (a)
the more lateral location of 7 to 10 cm or (b) the T-3 level. Neither of these
anatomic descriptions therefore seem consistent with a transit trajectory
through the upper chest.

The Autopsy: The Radiographs

The number of skull radiographs in the official record is three; of these,
only two are printed in the public record. Jerroll F. Custer, the radiology
technologist at the autopsy, has reported taking at least five skull radio-
graphs,'3'3! including one oblique/ tangential view of the large posterior
defect. Ebersole also informed this author that a total of five or six views
of the skull were obtained. In addition, one of the HSCA radiologists, Dr.
David O. Davis, referred to other skull views that he had seen;!3? this is a
particularly odd comment, especially since nothing else has ever been said
about these other views. The critics naturally wonder if views showing the
large posterior defect were culled out some time after the autopsy.

The radiologists who consulted for the HSCA concluded that there was
no suggestion of a shot from the front. It is strange, however, that the evi-
dence for this conclusion was based almost exclusively on the lateral skull
radiograph. The condition of the right posterior skull, based on the AP
radiograph, was largely ignored. There appear to be surprising findings on
the AP view that warrant further investigation.3* Were the radiologists de-
liberately avoiding the condition of the right occiput on the AP view? Quan-
titative scans of the original AP radiograph could still be done to ascertain
just how much bone remains in the right occiput.® So far, however, access
to this material has been remarkably limited and the proper studies have
never been done.

Some radiologists described an entry wound near the cowlick area, 10
cm above the EOP. However, radiologist William B. Seaman'** observed,
regarding the proposed cowlick entry on the lateral skull radiograph, that
this upper point “. . . suggests entry but is not conclusive.” He also said that
he could not denote beveling of the skull at that point.!3 Despite this equivo-
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cation, Dr. Michael Baden,'** Chairman of the HSCA Forensic Pathology
Panel, altered the meaning of plain English to conclude that “. . . all of the
radiologist consultants with whom the panel spoke with [sic] and met with
[sic], all concluded that without question there is an entrance bullet hole
on the upper portion of the skull . . .” Dr Seaman was not invited to com-
ment on this statement.

The critics wonder where these experts would have placed this entry
wound on the AP view. Based on HSCA data,'* the entry was 1 cm above
the 6.5 mm radiopaque object. At this site on the AP radiograph there is no
apparent entry hole. There is instead a small transverse defect clearly nar-
rower than the 6.5 mm object seen here. The bone fragment in this vicinity
is otherwise intact. A corollary question is whether this bone fragment lies
on the posterior or anterior surface of the skull. If this bone fragment lies
on the anterior skull surface, then the posterior skull surface is nowhere
evident, an intolerable situation for the loyalist. If the fragment is on the
posterior surface, there is no evident ingress. The loyalists must therefore
choose between (a) absent right occiput or (b) no visible entry site on the
AP radiograph.

Radiologists described fracture lines as radiating outward from the pro-
posed cowlick entry site. On the AP view, however, these lines do not actu-
ally extend to the proposed entry site; they stop short of it. Dr. David O.
Davis'*2 was careful to choose his words: “. .. the linear fractures seem to
more or less [sic] emanate from the embedded metallic fragment.” Unless
they unequivocally extend to this 6.5 mm object they cannot represent frac-
ture lines caused by a posterior skull bullet.

The apparently linear, nearly horizontal “trail” of radiopaque densities
seen near the vertex on the lateral skull radiograph lies well above the pro-
posed cowlick entry site. A spinning bullet would be expected to eject small
pieces of metal at a wide range of angles and not solely in the small solid
angle that is seen. In addition, the trail would be expected to be cone shaped,
narrower at the beginning and wider toward the end; instead, it shows no
such effect at all. Moreover, the “trail” is obviously too high to fit with the
proposed entry site. And, on the AP view, the “trail” simply vanishes; there
is no “trail” at all. The apparent trail on the lateral view is merely an optical
illusion; the particles are, in fact, widely scattered in space. The AP and
lateral views are so different, in fact, that some observers have wondered
whether they are even spatially compatible. Dr. David O. Davis'?? stated his
own impression as follows: “It is not possible to totally explain the metallic
fragment pattern that is present from some of the metallic fragments lo-
cated superiorly in the region of the parietal bone, or at least projecting on
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the parietal bone are [sic] actually in the scalp. The frontal view does not
give much help in this regard and it is impossible to work this out com-
pletely.” Surely, if one of the HSCASs foremost experts had difficulty with
the locations of these radiopaque objects, they deserve more attention.

Authenticity Issues

It is not within the customary province of pathologists or radiologists to
address authenticity issues. These specialists sometimes even seem embar-
rassed or awkward when asked about possible alterations. Though some
steps were taken by the HSCA to rule out modifications, other steps either
were not or could not be taken. Some loyalists will not even discuss this
question. As authenticity is often at the forefront of the critic’'s mind, con-
versations with loyalists often stopsuddenly and uncomfortably at this point.
Some critics, however, will never rest easy until more attention is paid to
these issues.

The loyalist naturally responds to authenticity issues by reciting the
studies of the HSCA.!*” Several serious, still unresolved questions regard-
ing the photographs and radiographs have already been listed above. The
loyalist also emphasizes that the Bethesda personnel gave their seal of ap-
proval to these items after reviewing them at the National Archives.!* The
critics reply, however, that apparently none of them, not even the radiolo-
gist Ebersole, noticed the obvious, nearly circular 6.5 mm object on the AP
radiograph or, if they did, they failed to describe it. It is astounding that
Humes, after spending the better part of a day at the Archives while review-
ing this material, has admitted'**that he failed to see the presumed skull
entry wound near the cowlick area on the posterior photograph. This is the
same photograph that is now the subject of so much dissension. Is it re-
motely possible that he was not shown this photograph at the Archives?
Finally, if one of these individuals had suspected that something was differ-
ent, would he have said so publicly? What consequences would have fol-
lowed such a statement? Might it not have been easier quietly to assume
that his memory had failed him? By analogy, it is useful to recall that even
now some of the Parkland physicians seem more persuaded by the photo-
graphs than their own previously well documented initial recollections.

The critics’ list of candidates for alteration may seem long. It should be
noted, however, that scarcely any critic insists that all of these have been
modified. In fact, a modest but critical alteration to one or a small number
might be quite sufficient. A good illustration of such a minimal require-
ment is the entry wound seen on the posterior head photograph, which
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even Humes could not accept. Such a change, all by itself, could totally
alter the complexion of this case. The candidates are listed here.

1.

The autopsy protocol. The first draft was certified by Humes as
burned by him in his home fireplace.'**'*! No questions were asked
and no explanations were offered for this behavior. (Humes did
explain why he burned his autopsy room notes,'*> but was never
asked why he burned his first draft.) The complete disappearance
of Humes’ autopsy diagram has already been noted. He was never
asked, in view of his statement that he had faithfully copied every-
thing, why this absolutely critical item never showed up anywhere.
Finally, the wording of the final draft seems deliberately vague,
imprecise and unprofessional.

The Zapruder film. On frame 313, the authenticity of red cloud of
presumed blood and tissue and the two linear streaks (purported
to be bone fragments by Lattimer) have both been challenged, on
photographic' and scientific (physics) grounds.* Further studies
may yet provide more insight into these issues.** [Editors note: See
Part IV and especially David Mantik, Part IV.]

Photographs. The location and appearance of both the skull and
back wounds have been questioned. There are also numerous iden-
tical poses'* which suggest to the critic that crucial incriminating
photographs have been removed only to be replaced by simple
duplicates (so that the total number would not change). Humes'
disagreement with the posterior skull wound on the photograph
raises very serious authenticity concerns. It may be the central is-
sue in this entire case. Even the photographer himself, Floyd
Riebe,"*! has denied the authenticity of this photograph, particu-
larly with respect to the supposedly intact posterior skull. What
additional evidence, the critics wonder, is required before loyalists
would be willing to consider this issue seriously?

Radiographs. The 6.5 mm object embedded in the posterior skull
near the cowlick area was described neither by the pathologists
nor by the radiologist Ebersole at the autopsy, even though they all
viewed the radiographs in the morgue and they were all looking
for bullet fragments. Was it added later to implicate the Mannlicher-
Carcano bullet? This 6.5 mm object is presumably the cross sec-
tion of a bullet. Amazingly, however, both the nose and tail (War-
ren Commission Exhibit Numbers 567 and 569) of this same bullet
(Note H) were said to have been found in the front of the limou-
sine."¢1¥7 How is it possible for a nearly complete cross section
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from somewhere inside the bullet to embed itself on the outside of
the skull? Experts'*® have never seen even a nose fragment from a
fully jacketed bullet embed itself in this manner, 1 cm below the
entry site, to say nothing of an internal cross section performing
such an astounding feat. In addition, the “trail” of small radiopaque
objects(presumably bullet fragments) has changedlocation in space
by 10 cm, and these radiopaque objects may also have increased in
size. There appears to be a trail on the lateral skull view but not on
the AP; are these spatially compatible? Were subtle changes made
in the posterior portion of the lateral skull radiograph in order to
cover a large defect there? It is noteworthy that, despite the claims
of authenticity by the HSCA, this critical posterior area was never
examined for authenticity. And, finally, why were findings on the
AP radiograph either ignored or misinterpreted?

5. Neutron activation analysis. The bullet fragments examined by the
HSCA in 1978 should have been identical to those examined in
1964 by the FBI. They had exhibit numbers which implied identity.
The technique itself would not have altered the masses. Yet, amaz-
ingly enough, as clearly shown in tables compiled by Wallace
Milam'#from the original HSCA data'*® and the FBI bench notes,
all the masses (except for one tiny fragment) had grown within the
space of 14 years! In addition, the size and shape of the original
larger skull fragment (7 x 2 mm) had changed in a spatially impos-
sible manner when it laterappeared in a photograph by the HSCA.'>!
Have substitutions been made?

Logical Issues's?

Even if two shots struck JFK from the rear, as JAMA maintains, that says
nothing about the total number of shots fired. Even the HSCA agreed that
two shots hit from the rear. Yet because it concluded that another shot was
fired from the front (but missed, in their view), the HSCA endorsed a prob-
able conspiracy. JAMA'’s conclusions by themselves, therefore, cannot rule
out a conspiracy. Though JAMA's editor'>® has clearly stated that he does
not disagree with this logical conclusion, this same editor nevertheless per-
mitted his designated writer, Dennis Breo, to violate this same consider-
ation in the same issue of JAMA! Breo'>stated, “How Lee Harvey Oswald,
a political fanatic and the lone (emphasis added) gunman bought by mail
order a surplus World War II Italian rifle . . .” Without any prelude, Breo
thus claims that a conspiracy has been ruled out. How this conclusion
logically follows from the interview with Dr. Finck (who is the purported
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subject of this article) or, for that matter, from any of the other medical
evidence discussed by JAMA, is never clarified by Breo. On the contrary, he
appears to introduce issues which lie far beyond the medical evidence. To
address the nonmedical issues in the debate of lone gunman versus con-
spiracy would require at least an entire monograph. Is it possible that Breo's
(or even JAMA'’s) biases are showing here?

To the critics, the requirement of total evidence (taking into account all
of the available evidence) is seriously violated by the loyalists. They seem to
select whatever data fits their view and ignore whatever does not. They
may, of course, respond that the critics dismiss evidence in a similar fash-
ion by invoking alterations as an excuse whenever they dislike the data. To
this, however, the critics at least answer that modifications can usually be
subject to testing, while the overt suppression of data can never be subject
to testing. Moreover, because of the obvious inconsistency of at least some
of this data, as extensively outlined above, participants in this debate, no
matter which side is selected, must make some difficult choices: for ex-
ample, for the posterior skull entry wound (contrary to the equivocations
of Dr. Petty), they must choose between either the lower EOP site or the 10
cm higher cowlick entry site—both cannot be correct. Neither Humes nor
subsequent reviewers ever suggested that there were two posterior skull
entry wounds. (Because of the time constraints for a lone gunman, two
wounds would immediately suggest a conspiracy.) Other dilemmas have
been noted above. If alteration is not invoked as an explanation for these
inconsistencies, then some other reason (or reasons) must be advanced.

The Historical Milieu

From the earliest days after the assassination, authors assembled long lists
of JFK’s enemies. As intricate interlocking webs emerged among these
groups, the possibility of conspiracy loomed ever larger in the minds of the
critics. To the critics, the loyalists seemed to inhabit a world in which gov-
ernment employees were incapable of gross evil. Critics stand aghast at the
thought processes displayed by G. Robert Blakey, Chief Counsel to the HSCA,
when he was interviewed on Crossfire about Oliver Stone’s movie. He said'>
thatif “. . . the shot came from the front, there was a cover-up, therefore the
military-industrial complex did it, therefore my nation is corrupt, and that’s
just obscene.” If current (or even past) government employees are excluded
a priori from the list of suspects, how can any investigation follow evidence
which might possibly point in that direction? And if the same investigation
is led by Blakey, which it was, what questions might automatically be ruled
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out by subordinates who are expected to follow orders, no matter whether
explicitly or implicitly stated?

Some critics suggest that the loyalists’ view of human nature derives
from outmoded and sanguine philosophies antedating the two World Wars—
or at least antedating Watergate. They wonder if loyalists have truly noted
the astonishingly wide range of behavior seen in the human species, par-
ticularly when careers, reputations, or fortunes are at stake. The Ameri-
can government itself has by no means always been exemplary: witness the
Gulf of Tonkin “incident,” the My Lai massacre cover-up, Watergate, Iran-
Contra, Iraqgate, and many others. Is the JFK assassination (at least in its
post-mortem aspects) merely one more example of similar behavior? Con-
versations tend to founder when these issues are encountered.

Though critics accept generic government incompetence as an expla-
nation for some strange features of this case, nevertheless, the ongoing
inaccessibility of much of this data (such as photographs and radiographs)
seems to some critics yet one more sign of an ongoing government cover-
up of the assassination. The Assassination Disclosure Materials Act of 1992
could help allay some cynicism, depending on how it is implemented. Cer-
tainly many more specialists should be given access to these materials. A
greater sense of openness and accessibility could even lessen widespread
suspicion of government institutions. If indeed there is nothing to hide,
why should the government wish to promote the appearance of impropri-
ety? In March 1993, Dr. Robert Artwohl, a loyalist, was admitted to the
National Archives to view the JFK artifacts. Though the timing of this visit,
which occurred shortly before Artwohl appeared at the side of JAMA’s edi-
tor during a public debate, seems an odd coincidence, this development by
itself is encouraging. More experts should be given access. Critics believe
their own experts should be given equal time.

Summary

This discussion has reviewed some of the contradictory medical and sci-
entific evidence in the JFK assassination. The confused nature of these
data make it impossible to exclude shots from the front. There is, more-
over, strong evidence for at least two shots from the front. Evidence for a
frontal throat shot includes the original testimony of the Parkland physi-
cians, the anatomy of the upper chest/ lower neck, the nonpenetrating back
wound, and the statements of Bethesda personnel and the national media
who reported a bullet (or at least large fragments) found in the shoulder/
neck area. Evidence for a frontal head shot includes the double motion on
the Zapruder film, the deficient explanations of the loyalists for the poste-
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rior head snap, the descriptions of the Parkland physicians, the pattern of
brain trauma, the eyewitness testimony of nonphysicians (Dealey Plaza,
Parkland, Bethesda) and, most especially, the absent right occiput.

Critics claim that foreigners (Europeans are often cited'*) are much
more on their side in this debate. It is said that foreigners regard Ameri-
cans on such issues as oddly innocent or even naive, unable or unwilling to
recognize pertinent historical parallels. They point out that in these foreign
conspiracies it is often a powerful political opponent who has benefited
most. Why should America be different? Are Americans a species different
from the rest of the human race? It is here perhaps more than anywhere
else that loyalists and critics part company. It is notable that this has noth-
ing at all to do with the basic facts of the case.

The renowned Cambridge don, C. S. Lewis, who also died on Novem-
ber 22, 1963, once met someone who claimed to have seen a ghost, yet for
the rest of his life, refused to believe in ghosts.'*” For him, seeing was not
believing. For the loyalist, too, believing in political evil may be a prerequi-
site to seeing. In addition, a measure of courage may be required to face
the ominous consequences of such a belief: the comfortable foundations of
American civilization, and especially its political norms, are quickly called
into serious question. Embarking on such a journey cannot be lightly un-
dertaken; even for Americans who are famous and educated, it is much
less painful to look away.

Even full disclosure of the JFK data might leave some persons in these
two camps still separated, so wide is the chasm that divides them. When
facts alone are insufficient to settle disputes, our human prejudices stand
exposed. Eventually, if we wish truly to understand this case, we must all
recognize in ourselves the color of our own preconceptions.
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[Editor’s note: The original version of this paper was composed in
April and revised in May of 1993. It has undergone minor revisions
during July of 1997 for its publication in this volume.]

A.

As the autopsy began, the pathologists were told that three shots had been
heard and that JFK had fallen forward, bleeding from the head. They were
also told that a rifle barrel had disappeared into an upper floor of the
Texas School Book Depository.'* It is now well known that JFK fell back-
ward. [Editor’s note: This issue is explored further and reassessed in Part
IV.] The other two statements have also been vigorously debated. The crit-
ics naturally wonderwhat conclusions the pathologists would have reached
if they had been correctly told that JFK had fallen backward, and also that
there were four shots and that at least one shot had come from the front—
all positions with some support, according to the critics. Even the HSCA
was in complete agreement with each of these positions. The pathologists
were also told that the (note the singular article) assassin had been appre-
hended. Since Oswald was shot before?” they completed their final draft, it
is perhaps not so surprising that they reached the conclusions they did.
Since the tip of the acromion is readily palpated, this distance is easily
measured on adult males. There is an alternate approach, which is well
known to radiation oncologists from irradiation of the mantle area in
Hodgkin’s Disease. It is rarely possible to see both acromia on a 17-inch-
wide radiographic film; two separate overlapping films are usually required
to encompass the mantle area. If both acromia could fit onto a 17-inch
film, the distance from midline to either acromion would be 17 x 2.54 / 2
=21.6cm.

Between these two statements, Humes had told the HSCA?®* yet a third
version, exactly midway between these two extremes—theagnostic’s view:
“From our point of view . . . the peripheral things as to whence cometh
the missile and where it went and various other things and [the] so-called
single bullet theory has been, in part, attributed to us, and that’s not our
doing ... Those kinds of things are peripheral, but we've been sort of
involved, or our names have been involved, with those kinds of conjec-
tures that we really cant make any definite opinion about or scientific
opinion about [sic].”

Addison’sdisease was clinically confirmed in 1977 by Joan and Clay Blair;*
after interviewing one of JFK's physicians, and published in their book,
The Search for JFK. Prior to that, in 1967, Dr John Nichols had published
his own very convincing observations in JAMA.*” J. A. Nicholas® had pre-
viously described three patients with adrenal insufficiency who had suc-
cessfully undergone surgery. One of these was an otherwise unidentified
37-year-old male who had had lower back surgery at Cornell University
Medical College in New York City on 21 October 1954. Nichols noticed
that The New York Times, of 22 October 1954, had announced on page 17
that Senator Kennedy had had surgery on 21 October 1954. Removal of a
metal plate four months later was also coincident in the medical journal
and in The Times, thereby providing yet one more confirmation of JFK’s

identity.
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E. This estimate of 400 gm is very conservative. It assumes that nearly all of
the bone fragments went straight forward. If instead these bone fragments
had a significant component of transverse linear momentum (i.e. up,
down—or even backward), the required mass of the ejected brain tissue
would be correspondingly larger, perhaps even much larger. It should also
be noted that Alvarez’s choice of 10% for the ejected mass is a realistic
illustration but is not essential. It is possible both to calculate and mea-
sure speeds of the ejecta from data in the Alvarez paper; the ejecta speeds
are 40-50 ft/sec. The distance traveled by the bone fragments in Lattimer’s'®
experiments can be shown to be consistent with these speeds. With this
information, it is then easy to calculate the ejected masses required to
produce the JFK head recoil speed'® of 1.6 ft/sec. These masses are in-
deed significant.?

FE  Recently in JAMA'7 Dr. Charles S. Petty endorsed Humes' placement of
the skull entry wound: “There were no bullet defects other than those
described by Humes in his report.” What Petty does not say is that when
he served on the HSCA Forensic Pathology Panel he officially disagreed
with Humes by 10 cm (four inches). He voted for the photographic cow-
lick entry site instead of the pathologists’ EOP site. He now seems disin-
genuously to want to have it both ways! Or if his opinion has changed, he
has not informed his readers of that change of mind, nor has he stated his
reasons for such a turnabout.

G. Humes (and Boswell, too) gave yet a third location for the posterior skull
entry wound. When questioned by Petty before the HSCA® Humes replied,
“[Tt's] below (emphasis added) the EOP.” When this question was repeated
with some apparent incredulity by Petty, Humes assured him, “Right.”
And then Boswell chimed in: “It’s to the right and inferior (emphasis added)
to the EOP.”

H. Since morethan three bullets would likely mean a conspiracy (because of
the timing problems), the loyalists insist on only three bullets. In the loy-
alists’ view, one bullet (“the magic bullet”) traveled intact through both
Kennedy and Connally. Another bullet missed. Unless large fragments of
this latter bullet ended up in the front of the limousine, only the bullet that
traversed Kennedy's head could have both (a) left two large fragments in
the limousine and also (b) embedded a 6.5 mm fragment in the cowlick
area of the skull. The Warren Commission'** did conclude that these two
large fragments came from the bullet that passed through JFK’s head.

Postscript
The President John F. Kennedy Skull X-rays:
Regarding the Magical Appearance of
the Largest “Metal” Fragment

About four years ago I sat down to breakfast with my 7 year-old son and my 5 year-
old daughter. I had just decided that it was time to try a simple experiment. Over
the preceding months my attention had been drawn to the JFK autopsy X-ray films
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(Figures 1 and 2). Since my schedule at that time permitted almost no free mo-
ments, I had chosen that brief interlude at the breakfast table to stare again at the
puzzling prints of these films in David Lifton’s Best Evidence (a best seller first
published in 1980). In particular, the mysteries of the 6.5 mm object seen there had
puzzled me. It was supposedly the largest piece of metal on the skull films, but the
pathologists could not recall it—nor did they remove it! Defenders of the patholo-
gists had offered one absurd explanation after another in their defense. These ex-
cuses had ranged from a proposal that they had actually removed it—even though
they never described it—from the back of the skull (where it was obviously lo-
cated). In fact, the pathologists persisted in saying only that they had removed the
much smaller fragment above the right frontal sinus. Another defense was the in-
evitable psychological one—they were so harassed that they couldn't see straight!
Or perhaps it had simply fallen off before they could retrieve it!

This object seemed ridiculously plain to see, but I wondered just how easy this
could be. So I decided to try Christopher, our seven year old. “Christopher,” I said,
“Could you come here and find the bullet?” In a second, he was at my side and,
without hesitation, he pointed straight at it. Now I wondered how far I could carry
this, so I turned to our five year old, who was seated across the table and hadn't
seen Christopher point. “Meredith,” I said, “Do you think you could find the bul-
let?” So she marchedaround the table and looked at the print, momentarily puzzled.
“Well, what's it supposed to look like?” she asked. When told that it was white,
there was only a fleeting hesitation before she pointed at the correct area and said,
“Is that it?” Unfortunately, I could not also fairly ask my wife since she was the
medical director of our local emergency room!

In the official version then, we are supposed to believe that what could not be
seen at the autopsy—by three experienced pathologists, one radiologist, numerous
ancillary medical personnel, and all too many onlookers---could be spotted almost
instantly (and independently) by five year-old and seven year-old children. The point
of this essay is to resolve this riddle. Before we arrive at that point, however, some
history is in order.

A Brief History

The X-ray film in question was taken from the front, with JFK lying on his back
at the Bethesda Naval Medical Center. The X-ray film was placed directly behind
his head and the X-rays entered from the front. This is an anterior-posterior view,
usually abbreviated simply as “AP”. This film (Figure 1) shows a nearly round, 6.5
mm, very white object within the upper part of the right orbit. At the 4 to 6 o'clock
quadrant, however, a section is missing, so that it is not perfectly round.

On the lateral film (Figure 2), a small fragment is scarcely visible (on prints) at
the rear of the skull, near the cowlick area. This was much easier to see, though, on
the X-ray films at the National Archives. On this lateral view it is about the same
height as on the AP—about 6 mm high, but it is only 3 to 4 mm wide (i.e., from
front to back).

On the AP view, this object is overwhelmingly the most impressive metal-like
object. That was confirmed all too quickly by my children. (They would have had
more trouble on the lateral view.) On this AP view, there is another small piece of
metal—7 x 2 mm. It lies directly above the right frontal sinus. The pathologists
always refer to this one when asked about the largest fragment—and they did re-
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move it. It was later subjected to several scientific tests. Reference to this fragment
is also found in the FBI report prepared by Sibert and O’Neill (Warren Commission
Document CD-7), who were present at the autopsy that night.

This same 7 x 2 mm piece of metal can also be seen on the lateral view (Figure
2), where it does indeed lie just above the right frontal sinus—exactly where the
pathologists described it. The FBI report also refers to a second, somewhat smaller,
fragment: “The largest section of this missile as portrayed by the X-ray appeared to
be behind [it should have said above] the right frontal sinus. The next largest frag-
ment appeared to be at the rear of the skull at the juncture of the skull bone [prob-
ably the lambdoid suture].” My own comments appear in italics here.

Roy Kellerman of the Secret Service (who sat in the right front seat of the
limousine during the shooting), was interviewed by Jim Kelly and Andy Purdy at
the Holiday Inn North, St. Petersburg, Florida (24 and 25 August 1977, p. 3) for the
House Select Committee on Assassinations (HSCA). He said that the skull X-ray
film showed a “. . . whole mass of stars, the only large piece (emphasis added) being
behind the eye which was given to the FBI agents when it was removed.” Since it
was the 7 x 2 mm fragment that was removed, the implication is clear —Kellerman,
like everyone else, knew nothing about the much larger 6.5 mm object that is so
obvious on the AP view. It is surely odd that none of the government panels ever
asked the four autopsy physicians whether they had seen this 6.5 mm object during
the autopsy.

When the HSCA asked chief pathologist James J. Humes about the largest metal
fragment, for example, he unhesitatingly referred to the fragment above the right
frontal sinus (7 HSCA 251). He never did discuss this 6.5 mm object on the AP that
is unequivocally at the back of the skull (as determined from the lateral view).
When Gary Aguilar, M.D., recently asked assistant pathologist J. Thornton Boswell
about this fragment, Boswell also only described the fragment above the right frontal
sinus. And he clearly added that all the other metal fragments were very small,
distinctly smaller than the 7 x 2 mm fragment above the right frontal sinus. And he
made no mention at all of the most obvious fragment on the AP film.

Shortly before his death several years ago, I was able to ask the radiologist,
John H. Ebersole, M.D., this same question (telephone conversations of 2 Novem-
ber and of 2 December 1992). At the moment of that question, the entire interview
came to an abrupt halt—the question remains forever unanswered. My tape re-
cording of that interview has now been donated to the Assassination Records and
Review Board (ARRB) as part of their collection. Anyone can play it for them-
selves. It has some other interesting moments, too.

After reviewing the X-ray films on 1 November 1966, at the National Archives,
the autopsy pathologists, the radiologist, and the photographer stated, “However,
careful examination at the autopsy, and the photographs and X-rays taken during
the autopsy, revealed no evidence of a bullet or of a major portion of a bullet (em-
phasis added) in the body of the President . ..” This statement is remarkable for
what these reviewers do not say: they fail to comment on what they actually saw on
the films during this review on 1 November 1966!

The eyewitness testimony, therefore, is unanimous—this 6.5 mm object was
not seen at the autopsy. It first appeared in the historical record after the Clark
panel review in 1968. Its magical appearance at that time is what has prompted the
title of this essay. (One member of the Clark Panel was Russell Fisher, M.D., Mary-
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Figure 2. The official right lateral X-ray of JFK's cranium.
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land State Medical Examiner, who performed the controversial autopsy in 1978 of
John Paisley, a probable CIA operative; see William R. Corson, et al., Widows, 1989,
Chapter 8).

There are additional puzzles about this object. According to the Warren Com-
mission (Exhibit Numbers 567 and 569), both the nose and tail of this same bullet
were found in the front of the presidential limousine (see Lifton, 1992, Chapter 4
and Warren Commission Hearings, 1964, Vol. 17, p. 257 ). But how is it possible for
a nearly complete cross section from somewhere inside the bullet to embed itself
on the outside of the skull? Experts have never seen even a nose fragment from a
full metal jacketed bullet embed itself in this manner, let alone a cross section from
inside a bullet. (See Bonar Menninger, Mortal Error, 1992, p. 68). In addition, the
fragment is not at the bullet entry site selected by the HSCA—it lies one cm inferior
to their chosen entry site! How does such a metal fragment migrate one cm below
its supposed entry site and then embed itself into the skull after such a migration?
It sounded to me as if someone had invented smart bullets before the smart bombs
of the Gulf War. Needless to say, no one has ever explained this queer migration—
but that is the official story!

Logically, it made more sense to me that this 6.5 mm object had been superim-
posed onto the X-ray film. There is a very good reason why someone might want to
do that. The rifle attributed to Lee Harvey Oswald was a 6.5 mm Mannlicher-
Carcano—-exactly the same rather unusual caliber as this object! Furthermore, Lee
had supposedly shot JFK from the sniper’s nest in the Texas School Book Deposi-
tory, which was behind Kennedy. Therefore, since this bullet fragment was the right
size and it was located on the back of the skull, we were supposed to believe that
Lee did it.

But how could someone change an X-ray film without using razor blades and
tape? Of course, no government investigation could take such an unconventional
proposal seriously, so it was never explored. The HSCA did compare X-ray films
taken of JFK before his death and after, from which they confirmed that the au-
topsy X-ray films were really JFK’s. Although I also have done that—and concur
with the conclusion—that was not really germane to the issues surrounding this
6.5 mm object.

I thought it might be interesting to look at the autopsy X-ray films. So I wrote a
letter to Burke Marshall, the Kennedy family attorney. He controls access to all of
the autopsy material, even though they are actually stored at the National Archives.
About a year (!) later; I received formal permission to see them. In fact, over the
years I have reviewed them on seven different days. (I also got to examine the
autopsy photographs, JFK’s clothing, the 7 x 2 mm fragment, and the “magic bul-
let.”) On my first visit, I obtained some really strange measurements on this object.
Shortly afterwards, I thought of how to do the whole experiment right. Before I get
to that point, though, I must introduce the subject of optical density.

About Optical Density

X-rays are created by exposing objects to radiation and capturing their images
on film. Where X-ray films are very black, many X-rays have hit the film. For ex-
ample, the air around the skull in these autopsy films is very black. Where the bone
is very thick, however, the X-ray film looks quite transparent (white in books). The
area around the ear (the petrous bone) is especially clear because it is the densest
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bone in the body. Simply by looking at a film, a radiologist (or anyone else who
wants to learn) can tell a lot about the tissues that the X-rays encountered in their
path to the film. It is easy for him (or her) to spot a bone—or an air cavity—because
they are so distinctive. So the more tissue in the path of the X-rays, the whiter the
image; the less tissue, the darker the image. It is rather like trying to read a sign in
a dense fog. The harder it is to see the sign, the more fog is in the way—just like
trying to read a metal sign in the X-ray beam through a lot of bone. And vice versa;
where there is little fog, the sign is easy to see, just like a metal sign would be easy
to see on an X-ray film taken in air.

If you wanted to know how much tissue (relatively speaking) the image repre-
sented at any point on the X-ray film, you could measure how black or white the
image was at that point (by measuring how much light gets through at that site).
The optical density at any point is directly related to light transmission. Such mea-
surements are very simple to make. After calibrating a small device (the densitom-
eter), the film is placed on the surface which is a light box. At one point on the
surface there is a second (small) light source that shines through a tiny hole (usu-
ally one millimeter in diameter, although this can be varied, as I did in these experi-
ments). The point on the X-ray film that you want to measure is placed directly
over this small hole and the arm above the table is brought down to make a tight
contact with the film at that point, so that no outside light can interfere. Inside the
arm is the detector that measures how much light actually gets through the film.
The machine reads this in optical density units.

Optical density is technically defined as

OD =log,,(I/1),

where Io is the incident light intensity and I is the transmitted intensity. This defi-
nition has the advantage of making optical density proportional to the amount of
silver halide reduced to black metallic silver. For example, if two films of OD equal
to one (10% of the light gets through) are overlaid, the combined OD will be two
(1% of the light gets through), which makes good sense from the point of view of
physics. An OD of zero represents 100% transmission—all the light gets through. If
you took an X-ray film of a really thick piece of lead, that’s about what you would
see. An OD of 1.00 represents a transmission of 1/10 or 10%; an OD of 2.00 repre-
sents a transmission of 1%; an OD of three yields 0.1%; an OD of four, 0.01%, and
so on.

In daily radiological practice, ODs of most X-ray films are centered around 1.0.
This choice is automatically made by the human eye for convenience in discrimi-
nation among commonly viewed human tissues as seen on an X-ray film. The usual
working range is from about 0.5 to 2.0. It is unusual for the OD of observed tissues
to exceed 3.0 except as a byproduct of exposure requirements at other sites on the
film. An OD of 2.0 will appear quite dark, while an OD of 0.5 will appear nearly
transparent.

A Thought Experiment

If this 6.5 mm object was a fake, it should not yield measurements consistent
with real metal. For example, there might be especially bizarre results when com-
paring the ODs from the lateral to the ODs on the AP—because one view has real
metal and the other does not. Let’s use fog again to illustrate this principle. Sup-
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pose you are in a dense fog trying to read a sign. Also imagine that your twin is
standing in the sunshine well outside of the fog. He can see how thick the fog is
between you and the sign, because he can see where it starts and where it ends (for
example, you might think the fog goes all the way to the sign—but you might be
wrong!) Meanwhile, though, you can also tell where the fog is thickest—that's where
the sign will be hardest to read. You could even develop a kind of scale for measur-
ing just how much fog there was between you and any part of the sign. And your
twin, on the other hand, would be like someone looking at the AP view—on that
view anyone can see with his own eyes how thick the metal is from left to right. But
if you look at the lateral X-ray film and you measure the ODs (that’s like looking
through the fog) you also would be able to tell (relatively speaking) how thick the
metal was.

So what would happen if the image on the AP had been faked? Suppose some-
one had simply made the image more transparent at just this site so that it would
look like a cross section of a bullet. What would that do to the ODs? On the AP view,
the ODs would be very low (0.5 or a little more—which is what they are). And this
would tell us that the metal here was very, very thick. It might even make us think
of lead, because X-rays have a hard time getting through lead. But if you next
looked at the lateral view (I'm assuming that this X-ray is authentic—as we will see
later), you would see for yourself (just using your eyes—no ODs) that the metal was
only a thin sliver (from front to back). So you would then have a paradox: you
could see with your own eyes that it's quite thin on the lateral view (from front to
back), but the ODs (taken on the AP) would tell you that it’s very thick! So obviously
something would have to be wrong.

That was the experiment I proposed to do. I wanted lots and lots of OD mea-
surements along lines in many directions. But first I had to do something creative.
I borrowed a very precise gear mechanism from our X-ray measuring tank (we use
this to measure how intense the X-rays are at any specific depth). Next I built a
sturdy little plastic jig and secured the gear mechanism to it. Then I screwed the
entire apparatus to the densitometer. More importantly, though, I could now manu-
ally scan the films in a systematic manner and get 100 measurements every centi-
meter! Using a razor blade edge, I also reduced the size of the small transmission
hole to nearly 60 microns—that was quite small, much less than the usual one
millimeter. That would allow me to measure very narrow areas on the film, which
I needed to do since I was taking 100 data points every centimeter. Now I was
ready. Best of all, when I tested it, the whole thing worked and was small and easy
to carry. So I took it with me to the National Archives.

Back at the Archives

At the Archives, I first focused on the lateral X-ray film. I scanned the 6.5 mm
object from top to bottom, at 0.1 mm increments (Figure 3 and Table 1). What was
quite surprising to me was how little the ODs changed from just outside this object
(where there was bone) to inside the object—that meant that it must be quite thin
(from left to right inside the skull). This was a very promising start, because it
should have looked quite thick—after all, on the AP view, I could see that it was 6.5
mm thick (from left to right). So I had discovered a serious inconsistency right
away. And there were more to come. On this lateral film, I actually scanned this
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Figure 3. JFK lateral skull X-ray: 6.5 mm object.
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object from top to bottom in several parallel lines, but these were all quite similar,
so only one of them is shown in Figure 3.

I continued with the lateral X-ray film, but next I scanned it from back to front
instead of from top to bottom. This would be really interesting. I could see on the
AP that the object had been chewed out at the 4 to 6 o’clock quadrant. That meant
that there was a lot less metal at the bottom. So on the scan near the bottom, the
ODs should show a lot less metal (i.e., the image should look darker and the ODs
should be higher). In Figure 4, three scans are shown, going from back to front.
One scan (S) was taken near (but still inside) the superior border, another (C) was
taken near the center, and a third (I) was taken near the inferior border (but still
inside). The data from these three scans were nearly identical to each other, except
near the front surface of the 6.5 mm object—here the ODs were lowest on the
inferior scan. That meant there was more metal at the bottom than at the center or
at the top (on going from left to right within the skull). But that was exactly the
opposite of what was obvious to the eye on the AP view! On the AP view, anyone can
see that the width is much less than 6.5 mm at the bottom—where the section was
chewed out. But these ODs tell us just the opposite—that there was more metal at
the bottom! If anyone had wanted evidence of forgery, this was about as good as it
could get, but there was still more to come.

Apparent Actual
Object oD Width* Width**
6.5 mm 1.50 thin 2-3mm
amalgams 1.00 wider 10 mm
7x2 mm 1.60 thin 2mm

*from right to left
**35 seen on the AP view

Table 1. ODs on the Lateral Skull X-ray.

I also measured the ODs just outside of this metal fragment at postions corre-
sponding to each hour of the clock; starting at 12 o'clock. These ODs are 1.72, 1.45,
1.33,1.25,1.11, 1.24, 1.41, 1.59, 3.30, 3.24, 3.49, and 3.44. The largest number here
were measured in the air behind this fragment. The smallest numbers were found
anterior to the fragment, where the ODs inside and outside the fragment were very
similar. That similarity implies that the fragment is extremely thin at its anterior
edge.

I next turned to the AP view and scanned across the center of this 6.5 mm
object, going from right to left (Figure 5 and Table 2.). This scan tells us that there
is more metal (quite a lot more) on the right side than on the left side (by “right”
and “left” I always refer to the skull’s left and right sides). That was a little odd, of
course, because the object initially had looked round and uniform. Then I decided
to remove my glasses and take a good look at it. (I am extremely near sighted, so
with my glasses off I can see small things—like splinters in my children’s fingers—
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really well.) To my amazement, I could actually see that this object was not one but
two! It was a superposition of images! Just inside the right border of this object I
could see a crescent shaped metal fragment; its right border was almost perfectly
parallel with the right border of the 6.5 mm object. Its (right to left) width was only
about 2-3 millimeters across at most places. It was quite irregular and ragged look-
ing—like shrapnel often is. Additonal little bits and pieces were splattered around
inside the 6.5 mm object and there were even tiny pieces just outside the 6.5 mm
object. These latter pieces were so small, however, that I hadn'’t seen them in prints
that appear in books. And at the bottom it was definitely wider—exactly what the
ODs had told me! I suddenly understood—I was seeing the original shrapnel through
the superimposed 6.5 mm object! And what I saw there was completely consistent
with all the measured ODs! This was the authentic fragment that James Sibert and
Francis O'Neill had described [ Editor’s note: in their FBI report about the autopsy].

) Apparent Actual
Object oD Length* Length**
6.5 mm 0.60 very long 34 mm

amalgams 0.74,0.78 long 3040 mm
7x2mm 1.44 short 2mm
*from front to back
**ag seen on the lateral view

Table 2. ODs on the AP Skull X-ray.

In a wonderful book, The Technique of Special Effects Cinematography (1965/
85), p. 177, Raymond Fielding reports that a typical outcome in superposition spe-
cial effects is the “phantom” effect, in which background detail can be seen through
an actor. If this X-ray image had been produced by a photographic superposition
process—I later show that it was and how to do it—then that would explain my
ability to see the original metal fragment right through the forged object. As care-
fully as I could, I then sketched the real shrapnel—the sketch is still in my notes.
But on the AP view, the OD scan through the 6.5 mm object also tells us (Figure 5)
how much shrapnel (relatively speaking) there was on the original X-ray film. The
6.5 mm object, since it was faked, is most likely uniform in OD (when you see how
it was done that will be obvious) so any changes in OD across this object (on the
AP) are probably due to the original shrapnel. The OD graph shows just what I saw
with my glasses off—the original metal is almost completely on the right side of the
6.5 mm object.

When I got home I realized that I had another experiment to do: what would a
real 6.5 mm metal fragment look like on an X-ray film—and what would the OD
scan look like? I already had a 6.5 mm Mannlicher-Carcano bullet—someone had
given me one. It was time to sacrifice it. I sawed off about 3 mm of the base—there
was obvious lead in the bullet. From previous experiments, I already had several
authentic human skulls. So I taped this bullet fragment to the back of the skull, just
like in the autopsy X-ray films. I adjusted the skull position under the fluoroscope
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until it matched the autopsy X-ray films and I took a lateral X-ray film. It really
looked very similar to the autopsy film: it was in the right spot and it overlapped
the skull bone just right. Then I scanned it (Figure 6). In the same figure, for com-
parison, is the 6.5 mm object from the lateral autopsy film. Note that the ordinate
(the vertical scale) has been greatly changed from Figure 3, in order to show both
on the same graph.

This comparison is quite striking. Whereas the OD of the autopsy 6.5 mm ob-
ject was almost the same as the background bone (it was only about 0.2 OD units
more transparent), the OD of the real metal was almost 1.5 OD units more trans-
parent. This is quite a large difference: it meant that the image of the real metal
transmitted over 10 times as much light as the area right outside of it—but the
autopsy image did not even transmit twice as much light as the area just outside of
its borders. That’s why it was so hard to see in the prints that I had been looking at.
This experiment was telling me the same thing that I had already learned at the
Archives. On the lateral view, a real 6.5 mm piece of metal should have looked
much whiter (or more transparent) than the object on the lateral autopsy X-ray
film. On the autopsy film, it was real enough, all right, but it was thin—much
thinner than 6.5 mm—just as Sibert and O’Neill had said, and just as I had seen
with my naked (and myopic) eyes on the AP view.

Next Ilooked at the teeth. The teeth are not seen in the prints in this book—or
anywhere else for that matter. But they are very easy to see on the X-ray films.
Kennedy had extensive dental repairs; except for the incisors and canines, he had
fillings almost everywhere. Most of these amalgams were probably inserted during
his pre-adult years and (typically) would have been composed of nearly equal parts
of mercury and silver. Both of these elements have high atomic numbers and there-
fore would naturally appear transparent on an X-ray film. On the AP, these amal-
gams mostly overlap one another—they are like a long slab of dense mercury and
silver that is many centimeters long. The reason these dental amalgams important
is that the teeth can serve as a superb measuring stick for how much metal there is
in other objects on the same film (in a relative sense). In particular, I had found that
the OD of the 6.5 mm object on the AP was about 0.6, which suggested that it was
very thick (from front to back). So I wondered how this would compare to the
amalgams.

As I expected, these amalgams were quite transparent. The ODs on the right
side of the AP view were about 0.78; on the left, they were 0.74, on average (see
Table 2). These values all imply less metal (front to back) than for the 6.5 mm
object! How could that be? How could the 6.5 mm object be longer (front to back)
than all of those dental amalgams added together? On the lateral film, I could see
with my eyes that this 6.5 mm object was only 3-4 mm thick (from front to back)—
that was clearly much, much thinner than all of those dental fillings all lined up—
by almost a factor of 10! But that is what the OD data were telling me—so this
made no sense at all. But, of course, if someone had simply overexposed this area
to lighten it up (so that it would look like 6.5 mm shrapnel), then that’s what should
be expected.

Now recall that the pathologists actually removed one metal fragment from the
skull. On the AP view, this 7 x 2 mm fragment has an OD of 1.44 (see Table 2), a
much higher number than the OD of 0.60 for the 6.5 mm object on the same film.
These widely differing ODs suggest that the 6.5 mm object is, by far, the thicker of
the two (from front to back). But we can see their actual thicknesses (from front to
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back) on the lateral view—and they are nearly identical! So this makes no sense
either. (I had to be sure, of course, that overlapping tissue within the skull—on the
AP view—did not confound this conclusion. I was able to assure myself that this
was not a problem by obtaining OD data just outside of these objects and also by
correlating the lateral and AP views.) On the lateral view, the OD of the 7 x 2 mm
fragment was 1.6 (see Table 1). This provided strong evidence that the 7 x 2 mm
fragment was real—the ODs on the lateral and AP were consistent with one an-
other. And I also knew that they were consistent with what I saw with my naked
eyes. So this real fragment behaved quite differently from the faked 6.5 mm object.

There was one last question: on the lateral view, how did the ODs of the teeth
compare to ODs of the 6.5 mm object? And here, again, there was nothing remark-
able—which, in itself, was strong evidence that this fragment had not been altered
on this view. The ODs of the teeth are about 1.00 (see Table 1). From the above
graphs, we have already seen that (on the lateral view) the ODs of the 6.5 mm
object are about 1.5, so the teeth must contain much more metal (from left to right
within the skull) than the 6.5 mm object. From the data already reviewed here, we
know that the 6.5 mm object is not really 6.5 mm wide—it is really closer to 2 to 3
mm wide. Since the dental amalgams are significantly wider than this (as seen
with the naked eyes on the AP view), the ODs of the amalgams and the (real) 2-3
mm fragment are completely consistent with each other—which could not be true
if the object were 6.5 mm wide!

The evidence for alteration from this data is therefore quite overwhelming. All
lines of evidence point in the same direction and are consistent with one other. To
make this very transparent, I shall summarize all these arguments as follows:

1. On the lateral view, the 6.5 mm object (by the OD data) measures much
thinner (left to right) than a comparable slice from a real Mannlicher-
Carcano bullet.

2. On the AP view, a superposition of images inside this 6.5 mm object is
evident to the naked (myopic) eye: one is the genuine bullet fragment
described by Sibert and O’'Neill, while the second is a phantom introduced
in the darkroom at some later date.

3.  On the AP view, the OD scan across this 6.5 mm object is entirely consis-
tent with what the naked eye sees: most of the real metal is on the right
side.

4. On the lateral view, there is more metal (by the OD data) at the inferior
pole of this 6.5 mm object (left to right) than at the center or at the supe-
rior pole. To the naked eye, however, the 6.5 mm object has a bite taken
out precisely at this level—so the OD data (on the lateral film) are grossly
inconsistent with the (AP) visual image.

5. On the AP view, the ODs of the 6.5 mm object tell us that it is thicker (front
to back) than all of the dental amalgams superimposed on one another!

6. On the lateral view, the OD measurements tell us that the 6.5 mm object is
much thinner than one dental amalgam! This is, of course, what should
be expected, since the lateral view is authentic and the real metal was only
2-3 mm across (right to left).

7  On the lateral view, the ODs of the 6.5 mm object and the 7 x 2 mm frag-
ment (the real one) are similar—as they should be for fragments about 2
mm thick (from right to left). This is consistent with the FBI report, but
not with the visible 6.5 mm object on the AP view.
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8. On the AP view, the 6.5 mm object is astonishingly thicker (by OD data)
than the 7 x 2 mm object (from front to back), even though the unaided
eye can see (on the lateral view) that they are actually about the same
thickness.

All this evidence is completely self-consistent—and it tells us that the 6.5 mm
object was not originally on the AP view. But how could someone add an image of
a bullet onto an X-ray film? The X-ray films (and the photographs, too) were treated
with a kind of reverence by the government agencies who examined them (the
HSCA, especially)—as if they were immutable objects of nature. Their attitude was
that witnesses could lie or could be mistaken, but that the autopsy X-rays and
photographs would never mislead; thus, if the X-ray films and photographs dis-
agreed with the witnesses, wasn't it obvious that it must be the witnesses who were
wrong? Although everyone knows that photographs can be forged—a practice that
started even before the Civil War—see Fielding, 1965/85, pp. 73-74, for some fasci-
nating photographs—surely there could be no tampering with a Presidential au-
topsy! In any case, it was simply taken for granted that X-ray films such as these,
once taken, could not be changed.

Unfortunately, what everyone had forgotten was that X-ray films can be dupli-
cated (by a photographic process in the darkroom, using light alone)—so that if
photographs can be altered, so can X-ray films! After I discovered how to do this
for myself, I began to experiment. I even produced a skull X-ray film with a scissors
inside the skull—as if the neurosurgeon had forgotten an entire scissors. It was fun
to show this at lectures. But the really remarkable thing was not the location of the
scissors—it was the color of the scissors! Since surgical scissors are metal, this
should have looked transparent (or white). Well, this scissors was black—meaning
that it was scissors composed of thin air!

Some unexpected problems

Before we pursue this discovery, however, I must mention some surprises
that I had to confront. Modern duplicate X-ray films have an emulsion only on
one side, like photographic film. Standard X-ray film, on the other hand, has
an emulsion on both sides—and so did these autopsy X-ray films! This surpris-
ing observation put me off the scent for a while. I was not familiar with double-
sided emulsions being used for making copies. If these films had had images on
just one side, I might still have been able to argue that they were copies. But
then I noticed that the image appeared on both emulsions! I could conclude
this because the emulsion had peeled off in several places so that I could see
one emulsion at a time. Actually, I used the background grid lines on the film
for this purpose, which was just as good. There were about 2.3 lines per milli-
meter, and with my glasses off I could see these well. I also used a high power
microscope to confirm that the image occurred on both sides; because the depth
of field was so shallow, I could focus on one side at a time. This observation
made me think that the films had to be originals. Furthermore, when I tried to
copy an image onto a double emulsion film, the films turned a bizarre greenish
color—which was clearly unnatural.

As time passed, however, all of these issues were resolved. One evening, as I
was puzzling over these conundrums, I decided to phone a very good friend, a
superb diagnostic radiologist at the hospital where I work. He did not have an
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immediate answer either, but said that he would dig through his library of old
medical physics books. A short time later he called back with some astonishing
news—in the mid- to late-1960s the film manufacturers began adding a dye to
their emulsions so that it was no longer possible to use it for making good
duplicates (John B. Cahoon, Jr., Formulating X-ray Techniques, 1961/65). My
jaw dropped! Now I understood why I had failed to make good copies when using
double emulsion films! The next night my wife and I flew to San Francisco and I
can still remember my elation over this discovery as we walked down the aisle to
take in The Phantom of the Opera.

In those days, hardly anybody (perhaps no one) used single emulsion du-
plicating film like everyone does today. The Kodak catalog from 1963 does not
list it, although it does appear in catalogs from a few years later. Instead, every-
body made duplicates by using regular double emulsion film—only they had to
be clever about it. I slowly discovered all of this in talking to older technicians
and radiologists. It was the technicians especially who remembered this, be-
cause they were the ones who had to do it! And as I searched the old textbooks
I was amazed at what I found. They contained detailed recipes for copying film
onto standard double emulsion films—down to the second in exposure time
(Cahoon, 1961, pp. 40-43). This was all done with a simple light box—no X-
rays were needed. And this same author (a radiologist) even said that this tech-
nique was so good that it was hard to tell the original (Figure 15A) from the
copy (Figure 15B), and to prove his point, he printed them side by side. At least
in the book, I couldn’t tell them apart either.

So this mystique about the immutability of X-ray films (at least in that era)
was wrong. Neither the Warren Commission (which did not actually review the
X-ray films) nor the HSCA (which did review them in the late 1970s) consid-
ered the issues that I have presented here. Without a properly recorded chain of
custody, of course, X-ray films would have been no more legitimate in a court-
room than photographs. Nowadays, however, it would not be possible to do
this with double emulsion film; the dyes added to the emulsion simply won't
permit realistic looking X-ray films. As a final note on this matter, last fall Dr.
Cyril Wecht recommended that I serve as an expert witness in a case in which a
question of forged X-ray films actually arose. My findings (for several reasons)
were that the films in that case were authentic. (I was a little disappointed not
to be able to use my knowledge in a more exciting manner!)

The final mystery was the presence of an image on both emulsions. From my
training in radiation oncology, I had remembered that not too much light crosses
over from one emulsion to the other in an X-ray film. Such crossover is consid-
ered undesirable because it tends to fuzz out the image. Then one day I phoned
the experts at Kodak. Two of them got on the line, including Arthur G. Haus,
Director of Medical Physics, and we a had a round table discussion. (I later had
the pleasure of meeting Haus at one of my specialty meetings in Los Angeles; he
also graciously reviewed this article for me.) In the course of that conversation,
they stunned me. They said that for film in the 1960s, a great deal of light could
cross over from one side to the other—sometimes even enough to produce a
nearly equal image on both sides, even though it was exposed to light from only
one side! So there, at last, was the explanation. In the early 1960s, nothing spe-
cial had to be done to copy a superior image onto a double emulsion film. Fur-
thermore, the image would be nearly equal (and of good quality) on both emul-
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sions, just as I had seen on the autopsy films. That was because the 1960s films
were not as good as our present ones--—crossover is more limited nowadays. (See
Arthur G. Haus, 1995, Characteristics of Screen-Film Combinations for Conven-
tional Medical Radiography, Eastman Kodak Publication No. N-319.)

How it was done

So now, at last, we can explain what happened. Sometime after the autopsy
the original X-ray films were taken to the dark room for copying. There is a clue as
to when this event occurred. Within one month after the autopsy, John Ebersole,
theradiologist, was called to the White House to look at the X-ray films. The strange
episodeabout “Aunt Margaret’sskirts” (HSCA Record No. 180-10102-010409, Agency
File No. 013617, pp. 5-6) suggests that Ebersole was being tested on his reaction to
the altered films. (The official excuse of needing his help for a Kennedy bust makes
no sense. If X-ray films were really useful for this purpose, then those taken during
life would have been much more appropriate than the badly fragmented skull seen
at the autopsy.) Ebersole, however, is either very tongue-in-cheek about all of this
or else astonishingly naive. (Also read about the experiences of the technologist
Jerrol Custer below.)

A simple piece of cardboard (or whatever you wish to imagine) was cut out in
the shape of a 6.5 mm fragment; it is anyone’s guess as to why the bite was taken
out (most likely, though, a perfect circle would have looked too suspicious to be
shrapnel). Then the film was duplicated in the usual fashion, using light in the
darkroom. But before the duplicate film was developed it was exposed one more
time. This time the cardboard template was placed over the duplicate film so that
light could only pass through this 6.5 mm hole. That area on the duplicate film
then, when developed, would look very transparent, just like the autopsy 6.5 mm
object. In fact, the variety of things that I could do with this approach was limited
only by my imagination. One day I took my daughter’s tracing template for a
pteranodan to the office; when I went home that night I had a skull X-ray film with
a pteranodan inside! (I had to use single emulsion film, of course.)

So the pathologists were right, after all. They really hadn’t seen that 6.5 mm
object at the autopsy. The entrepreneur who did this had to be clever, however. If he
had simply placed a counterfeit image onto the AP view willy-nilly, most likely it
would not have been spatially consistent on the two views. But, by using something
that was already there, Mother Nature solved the problem for him. He did not
bother to alter the lateral—there was no need to. All he had to do was add the fake
image right over the pre-existing shrapnel that the FBI had reported. Mother Na-
ture had already located this image on both films consistent with reality, so he had
no decisions to make. In fact, a small army of expert radiologists have noticed no
problems at all with the AP film—which is not a discredit to them. These issues are
only accessible through OD measurements. Of course, in retrospect, it would be
interesting now to ask the radiologists about the “phantom”image—i.e., being able
to see the original shrapnel through the 6.5 mm object. But that might not be fair,
because they are not experts in special effects cinematography!

Summary

Now, in view of all of the above, it would be extraordinarily interesting
to ask the pathologists some more questions. If we are fortunate, that may
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actually have occurred within the past 18 months. When the ARRB recently
interviewed these men, they had already received from me several questions
about this 6.5 mm object—specifically submitted in preparation for the in-
terviews with these men. That report will be made public before the ARRB
expires on September 30, 1998. At this time, all I have heard (second hand)
is that the pathologists conveyed the impression that they wanted to be some-
where else.

One last comment needs to be made. I had the great pleasure of meeting Jerrol
Custer, the X-ray technician from the original autopsy, during our press conference
in New York on 18 November 1993. Although he does not specifically recall a 6.5
mm object, he admits that his memory is now fuzzy about this. But he definitely
recalls that he took several sets of skull films. The radiologist, Ebersole, told me (on
tape) that he took at least five X-ray films of the skull. He also told the same story to
the HSCA (HSCA Record No. 180-10102-010409, Agency File No. 013617, p. 19;
pp. 45-46, and p. 51), a document was finally released in 1993. The problem is that
there are now only three skull films—not nearly enough to match the five or six
that both of these men recall. And if anyone would know, they should—and on this
point, they agree with each other, even though they have not spoken to one another
since the autopsy.

Custer recalls a remarkable occurrence. On the day after the assassination, at
the Bethesda Naval Medical Center, he was asked to take X-ray films of skull frag-
ments and bullet fragments taped together. He was directed to do this by someone
in his department and also by a plainclothes agent whom he did not know! (See
Harrison Livingstone, High Treason 11, 1992, pp. 216-217.) His story fits all too well
with what I have described here; it also suggests that a fabrication team was at the
autopsy site as early as the following morning. Probably none of Custer’s films
were used, however. Sooner or later, this team would have recognized that this goal
was much easier to achieve in the darkroom with a simple template, as I have
described above. (They might not have known this immediately, however, since
there were no recipes for altering X-ray films—especially for Presidential autop-
sies!)

It is safe to conclude that the current AP skull film in the National Archives
cannot be an original, which must have been destroyed. For the success of the
fabrication team, it would have been essential not to leave too many films in the
file—the more that were left, the more alterations would have been required. Al-
though they are easy enough to make, the real challenge then would have been to
complete the alterations consistently from film to film. Custer recalls taking an
oblique X-ray film (taken through the large occipital defect), where matching that
view precisely to the altered AP view would have posed a colossal challenge. It
would have been better to leave as few X-ray films behind as possible. (On the
second lateral film, the posterior skull, including the 6.5 mm fragment is cut off;
Custer says he did not have enough room in the autopsy suite to get his portable
unit in proper position for this. This one could therefore be safely left in the collec-
tion.) There are other (measurable) reasons for suspecting that the other two (both
lateral) skull films have also been altered. These changes occur in another area,
which would not have interfered with identifying them as Kennedy’s. In fact, Custer
has stated—repeatedly and emphatically—that the current skull X-ray films do not
look like the ones that he took. I think I know what he means, but that is a story for
another book.
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One final conclusion may be drawn. The shallow wound in JFK's back has
long been a puzzle [Editor’s note: This is the wound located at about the level of the
third thoracic vertebra.] The pathologists were unable to find any penetrating bul-
let track there. But now that we know that real shrapnel was located at the original
site of the 6.5 mm object and can see that it lies on the outside of the skull—and
because a tiny piece of metal is visible on the outside of the left scalp—it is not
unreasonable to propose that shrapnel (probably from this same posterior shot;
some witnesses describe such a bullet) also produced the superficial back wound.
Since shrapnel typically does not penetrate very deeply, that would explain the tiny
scalp fragment perfectly. That finding would have added another shot to the War-
ren Commission’s scenario and would have forced them, on that basis alone, to
posit two or more assassins. It should come as no surprise, therefore, that such a
possibility was not one that was ever entertained.
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p CASE CLOSED

THE ASSASSINATION
OF PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY

Mark Lane, 1966
Lawyer and Authar

“There is no convincing evidence
*that Oswald fired a gun from the
sixth-floor window of the Boek

. Depository or anywhere else on the
day of the assassination.”

Robert Groden, 1989

Author

“Who killed President Kennedy?
It took a comtination of the CIA
" controlled Cuban exiles, Organized
- Crime, and the Ultra Right Wing,
with the support of some pelitically
well connected wealthy men to

pull it off”
Jim Garrison, 1967 Jim Marrs, 1989
New Orleans  Auther
District Attorney “Therefere a world-class assassin was

tecruited.... Armed with a contract
from the world crime syndicate, this
preraier assassin was given entree to
the conspiring groups within the
US.intelligence, the anti-Castra
Cubans, right-wing hate groups, and
the military.”

Oliver Stone, 1991
Film Director of JFK

| “The Warren Commission is as much
amythas our film isacounter-
myth....The film contends that the
President of the United States was
killed by his cwn government.”

“The JFK assassination was a
homosexual thrill-killing.”

David Lifton, 1980
Author

“The President’s body was inside the
B Dhllas casket when it was put

“aboard Air Ferce One at 2:18, but
was no longer inside the casket at
2:47, as the plane rolled dewn the
runway.”

ONE MAN. ONE GUN. ONE INESCAPABLE CONCLUSION.

BY GERALD POSNER

RANDOM 23k HOUSE

A Random House promotion for Case Closed from The New York Times

(24 August 1993), p. B4, insinuating that those who are critics of
The Warren Report are virtual traitors to their country




Part 1l

The Press
Conference that
Never was

In late October of 1993, David Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., Gary Aguilar, M.D.,
and Robert B. Livingston, M.D., were invited to participate in a press con-
ference by Harrison Livingstone, co-author with Robert Groden of High
Treason (1989) and author of High Treason 2 (1992). He had learned about
Mantik’s studies of the autopsy X-rays and about Livingston's conclusions
regarding the diagrams of the brain stored in the National Archives. He
was about to publish a new book, Killing the Truth (1993), which printed
material from the four of us, including several of our submissions that
JAMA had rejected.

For reasons explained in the Prologue, Mantik and Aguilar wanted me
to serve as moderator. Since we were expecting a substantial turnout from
the press, I planned for each of us to make brief presentations that would
take in total no more than 30-35 minutes to present. We then expected the
floor to be open to discussion, most of which we presumed would focus
upon Mantik’s discoveries and Livingston's observations. Mantik had not
only found that the lateral cranial autopsy X-rays of JFK had been fabri-
cated but also that the trajectory for the “magic bullet” plotted by the HSCA
could not be sustained and that there were indications that JFK had taken
two bullets to the head. The problem would be to explain how he had dis-
covered this.

The fabricated X-ray serves as an appropriate illustration. X-rays are
created by projecting radiation through an object that is suitably situated
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in relation to a photographic plate. The object will absorb radiation pro-
portional to its density, where denser objects absorb more than do those
that are less dense. Consequently, denser objects permit less radiation to
impact on the photographic plate, thereby creating a lighter image. Using
an extremely sensitive device known as an optical densitometer, it is pos-
sible to measure the amount of light an X-ray permits to pass through it.

Using this technique, Mantik was able to reconstruct the density of the
objects that created the X-ray and detected a striking abnormality. The
properties of the lateral images reveal that very dense material (possibly of
a kind employed in oncology) was used to “patch” a major defect to the
back of the head—not by filling in the cranium at the location where many
witnesses reported having seen a gaping wound, apparently, but by super-
imposing X-rays to create composite fabrications. He has replicated these
results many times by repeated measurements and by fabricating X-rays.

Only Livingston actually stuck to our game plan. On the occasion of the
assassination, he had called Humes at Bethesda Naval Hospital to discuss
the importance of the small wound to the throat he had heard about from
radio and television reports. During this conversation, which occurred on
Friday afternoon, before the plane carrying the President’s casket had landed
at Andrews Air Force Base, he had emphasized how important it was to
carefully dissect the wound, especially since, if there had been shots fired
from the rear, then there would have had to have been more than one as-
sassin. [Editors note: See his Clarification.]

In addition, Livingston, a world authority on the human brain, had
come to the conclusion that the diagrams of the brain stored in the National
Archives, which displayed an intact cerebellum, must be of the brain of
someone other than JFK. He knew from observations made by competent
physicians who had attended JFK, including Kemp Clark, M.D., the Director
of Neurosugery at Parkland Hospital, that cerebellum had been seen
extruding from a massive wound to the back of the Presidents head. He
had concluded that the diagrams and the observations could not have been
of the same brain.

These were striking and important developments. But he also explained
that a friend of his named Richard Dudman had been present in Dallas as
a reporter for The St. Louis Post Dispatch at the time of the assassination.
He had observed what appeared to be a through-and-through hole in the
windshield of the Presidential limousine, which may have been located in
the upper left-hand corner. Livingston subsequently learned that the Secret
Service had obtained a dozen windshields from the Ford Motor Company,
allegedly for “target practice”. He speculated that securing that many wind-
shields raised doubt regarding whether the windshield in the National Ar-
chives was on the car in Dallas.
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Although we were not aware of it then, Roy Schaeffer had noticed some-
thing others have overlooked in the Altgens photograph, perhaps the most
famous picture taken in Dealey Plaza at the time. (Schaeffer has also found
indications a bullet passed through high on the back seat of the limousine
in Commission Exhibits CE-346, CE-353 and CE-874.) While it has been
published in many places, especially excellent prints can be found accom-
panying an article by Richard Sprague, “The Assassination of President
John F. Kennedy: The Application of Computers to the Photographic Evi-
dence”, Computers and Automation (May 1970), on pp. 44-45, and in Rob-
ert Groden, The Killing of a President (1993), which includes a similar two-
page print on pp. 30-31. (CE-900 includes a cropped Altgens photograph.)

The windshield in the Altgens photograph

The windshield the Secret Service later produced
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What Schaeffer noticed is that, slightly to the right and barely above the
upper-right-hand corner of the center-mounted rear-view mirror (looking
toward the vehicle as it is displayed in the photograph), there is something
that has the appearance of a small spiral nebula at exactly the location the
President’s left ear would be visible were it not obscured by a white image.
The small spiral nebula has a dark spot at the center, strongly suggesting a
through-and-through bullet hole. This is quite different from the windshield
that the Secret Service produced, which shows a starlike configuration.
Groden (1993), p. 36, has published photos of both, side by side.

When all was said and done, the press conference had run about two-
and-a-half hours. Aguilar read two new papers of his own—which are not
presented here—so I also read something that I had prepared for him. Al-
though Mantik had been successful in explaining his optical densitometry
studies to those who were present, the results were nevertheless disappoint-
ing. We received exactly two sentences on CNN the following morning and
some international coverage, but nothing more appeared in the national
press. We flew from New York to Dallas for the Assassination Symposium
on JFK, which in this case was being held overlapping the 30th observance
of that event, where Mantik and Livingston would present their findings.

At this point in time, therefore, experts on the assassination were famil-
iar with these developments, but not the American people. I was acutely
distressed and sought to rectify the situation. For several days, I tried to
persuade ABC that it should pursue this story, but World News Tonight
thought that it was appropriate for Nightline, and Nightline would not bite.
The closest I came to making progress in convincing anyone that it was
worth taking seriously was a conversation I had with an associate pro-
ducer of the program, Mark Nelson, who asked me to send him informa-
tion. I sent along a 26-page fax, but after that, he refused to take my calls.

Unwilling to admit defeat, I subsequently sent letters to Ellen Goodman
of The Boston Globe (dated 30 November 1993), to Lawrence K. Altman,
M.D., of The New York Times (dated 1 December 1993), and to several oth-
ers. Only a few months before, I had written to Howell Raines in his capac-
ity as Editorial Page Editor to criticize Christopher Lehmann-Haupt's re-
view of Gerald Posner, Case Closed (1993), and later I would write to Arthur
Ochs Sulzberger in his capacity as Publisher objecting to the obituary of
Marion “Pepper” Jenkins, which cited Case Closed as though it were a seri-
ous work. These publications by The New York Times were convincing evi-
dence that, when it came to JFK, even our most distinguished paper had a
lot to learn. Its literary style may have been more sophisticated than the
Random House ads it ran targeting Warren Commission critics as though
they were traitors, but they had a similar effect.

—James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.
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18 November 1993 James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.

Recent articles on the assassination of JFK that have appeared in JAMA and
Gerald Posner’s new book, Case Closed, purport to reinforce the Warren Com-
mission’s familar findings. All three sources agree that JFK was hit by only
two bullets that were fired by a high velocity weapon, that they caused his
fatal wounds, that they were fired from above and behind by a Mannlicher -
Carcano rifle and that Lee Harvey Oswald was the only one who fired them.1

The national press warmly embraced these reaffirmations. A lead editorial
in The New York Times, titled “Two Shots, From the Rear”, swallowed JAMA
whole and described its articles as “proof against paranoia”2 U.S. NEWS pub-
lished a long report on Case Closed, lauding it as “a brilliant new book [that]
finally proves who killed Kennedy" 3 Dick Cavett said that anyone who now
continues to reject the single bullet theory “must have a few loose screws".4

JAMA has emphatically proclaimed that the autopsy pathologists settled the
matter once and for all, asserting, “The scientific evidence they documented
during their autopsy provides irrefutable proof that President Kennedy was
struck by only two bullets that came from above and behind from a high-
velocity weapon that caused the fatal wounds” and that an extensive inves-
tigation had demonstrated that the Warren Commission was right.5 But the
evidence we present today demonstrates that their conclusions were wrong.

The “extensive investigation” to which JAMA appeals to justify the Warren
Commission’s findings turns out to be the Commission’s own inquiry, which
blatantly begs the question. The principal evidence was an autopsy report
that used The Washington Post to imply three shots had been fired from the
Texas School Book Depository in its opening "Clinical Summary”! This move
enabled the Commission to take for granted what it was intended to prove.

JAMA's articles are similarly scientifically insignificant because they were
produced by the selection of evidence in support of a predetermined point
of view. [ emphasized this idea in a series of letters to the AMA Trustees.6
Case Closed fares no better. Posner appropriates one side of a study of the
assassination that was conducted by Failure Analysis Associates, after it was
commissioned by the ABA to prepare both sides for a mock trial, which end-
ed in a hung jury.7 If Posner told us that he was presenting just one side of
the story, that might be acceptable. But he never explains his methodology.

Here is an example. He reports that Oswald qualified twice with scores of
of 212 in 1956 and of 191 in 1959. This sounds fine, since 212 makes him

I
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a “sharpshooter” and 191 a "marksman”.8 But what about 1957 and 1958?
He should have been qualifying once a year.9 Moreover, while this might
make him “an excellent shot” in relation to "the average male", it depends
on how that notion happens to be defined. Do we include young boys who
have never held a rifle and old men too weak to fire one? If he dropped
21 points between 1956 and 1959, why not expect him to drop 2! more
by 19627 Who knows how bad a shot Oswald might have been by 19637

JFK was allegedly killed by a Mannlicher-Carcano, which is a cheap, unreli-
able and inaccurate bolt-action weapon. Posner lists anything that makes

a silly choice look plausible and ignores or distorts inconvenient evidence
(Appendix A). He maintains “[t(s) low kickback compared to other military
rifles help(s) in rapid bolt-action firing", but neglects to say that the action
on Oswald’s rifle was so difficult that it pulled expert marksmen off target.
Even his Marine Corps training was not conducted with a bolt-action rifle!10

Posner tells us that the muzzle velocity of Mannlicher-Carcanos is 2,000 fps.
His appendix on "The Ballistics of Assassination” is based upon this premise.
But he might have also told us that this makes them medium to low velocity
weapons.11 If JFK was killed by bullets from a high velocity weapon, then
Posner has proven that he was not killed by a Mannlicher -Carcano. If we
are permitted to pick and choose our evidence, we can “prove” almost any-
thing. This is the technique employed by your typical used-car salesman.

Studies that draw conclusions that do not take account of all the available
relevant evidence violate a basic requirement of scientific reasoning.12 So
why does the nation's press heap praise upon an obvious piece of fakery?

In one respect, I would commend Posner, however, when he endorses the
principle that conflicts in testimony ordinarily should be resolved in favor
of earlier recollections, when memories are less likely to be contaminated.| 3
When we follow Posner’s advice, our strongest evidence about the nature
of the wound to the throat is the Parkland Press Conference (Appendix B),
where Malcolm Perry described it three times as being 2 wound of entry,14
and our strongest evidence about the wound to the head is testimony about
his treatment at Parkland, such as Kemp Clark's summary (Appendix C), in
which he described cerebral and cerebellar tissue extruding from the back
of the head.15 This establishes strong evidence for two hits from the front,
and means that, when we follow Posner's principle, we contradict his book.

Like Mr. Cavetl, many have been impressed by the application of computer
technology to analyze this crime. To project the three cones that take in the
sixth floor of the Depository as the sniper's location, however, you have to
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determine the location of the wounds and trajectories of bullets that made
them. That requires calculating angles of impact relative to the position of
the body order to infer back to their source. Search through the entire 607
pages of this "brilliant new book" and you still will not find them. Of course
computers can be programmed to draw cones like these, but they must be
told where to draw them. If JFK had an entry wound in his throat, where
is the cone for this wound? And if he had an exit wound in the back of his
head, where is the cone for that wound? Posner is posing with technology.

NOTES

1. These articles appear in The Journal of the American Medical Association
(JAMA) issues of 27 May 1992, 7 October 1993, and (most recently) 24/3 |

March 1993. The book is Gerald Posner, Case Closed (Random House, 1993).
2. The New York Times (National Edition), 20 May 1992, p. Al4.

3. US. NEWS (Special Double Issue), 30 August-6 September 1993. See also
a book review in The New York Times (National Edition), 9 September 1993.

4. 1 watched Cavett say this, but | cannot remember the exact (recent) date.

5. The Bethesda autopsy report, for example, describes “two perforating gun-
shot wounds inflicted by high velocity projectiles” as the cause of death. See
Report of the Warren Commission (The New York Times, 1964), p. 504. It is
repeated by JAMA 27 May 1993, p. 2794, and by Posner, Case Closed, p. 303.

6. I contacted Willam Jacott, Secretary-Treasurer of the Board of Trustees of
the AMA, about my concerns when [ first discovered what was going on. He
arranged for a telephone conversation between me and Lundberg. 1 subse-
quently sent a series of letters to the trustees. For a history, see Harrison
Edward Livingstone, Xilling the Tryth (Carroll & Graf, 1993), Appendix H.

7. Patricia Holt, "Assassination Enigma Endures", San Francisco Chronicle
Book Review, 5 September 1993, p. 10. Her review of Posner's book, “The
JFK Assassination, Revisited”, pp. 1 and 10, is an excellent piece of its kind.

8. The term "marksman” requires disambiguation. Ordinarily, a person is
a "marksman” if they are highty qualified with arifle. In miliary termin-
ology, however, "marksman” is also the lowest level of qualification with
arifle. So a marksman (in the second sense) is not a marksman (in the
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first sense). Moreover. there are three categories of gualification with a
rifle, based upon a total possible score of 250 points (50 points possible
at each of five distance-position combinations). "Experts’ must score at
least 220, "sharpsheoters” must score between 210 and 219, and "marks-
men” between 190 and 209. 170, for example, would be unsatisfactory.

9. I served in the Marine Corps from 1962 to 1966 and was stationed at
the Marine Corps Recruit Depot in San Diego from 1964 to 1966. Annual
qualification with a rifle was always vigorously enforced for all Marines.

10. Oswald's Marine Corps rifle training did not include using a telescope,
firing down from a six-fleor building, or firing at a moving target, either.

11. Posner asserts that the muzzle velocity of the Mannlicher-Carcano is
2,000 fpson p. 104, p. 319n, p. 338, and again on p. 474. However, as
John Withers. Precision Handloading (Stoeger Publishing, 1993, p. 135,

for example, observes of the use of this term, ‘Today. most contemporary
sheoters would agree that a high velocity rifle cartridge is one whose bullet
is propelled at a muzzle velocity of about 2,500 feet per second or faster.”
Others who have made the point that Mannlicher-Carcanos are medium or
medium-to-low velocity rifles include Peter Model and Robert Grodon, JFK:
The Case for Conspiracy (Manor Beoks, 1976), p. 86, and Robert Grodon and
Harrison Edward Livingstone, High Treason (Berkeley Beoks, 19901}, p. 214.

12. This is the total evidence requirement. Evidence is relevant whenever
its truth or falsity makes a difference to the truth or falsity of a conclusion.

13. Posner remarks, "Resolving every conflicting account is impossible. How
ever, the statements can be sifted for internal inconsistencies and judged for
credibility. Testimony closer to the event must be given greater weight than
changes or additions made years later, when the witness's own memory 1s
often muddled or influenced by television programs, films. beoks, and dis-
cussions with others” (p. 235). His own beok fares poorly by these criteria.

14. The transcript of the Parkland Press Conference was not given to the
Warren Commission on the ground it was part of over 200 hours of television
coverage, which the networks had not yet had time to transcribe. It should
be apparent, however, that it would have had to have been among the very
first presentations covered on 22 November 1963 and could have been eas-
ily made available to the members of the Commission without great effort.

15. Clark’s summary was published in the Report of the Warren Commis-
sion {New York Times, 1964), pp. 483-484, but not as a report to the FBI.
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18 November 1993 James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.

As-a-member-of-the-AMA. | am dismayed with the editor of JAMA. He has
grossly abused his position and created the impression—which no doubt will
long endure~that the AMA has contributed to (and thereby participated in)
a cover up in the assassination of JFK. To be somewhat more precise, he has
used the journal to perpetrate “a cover up of the cover up”, by reaffirming

findings that were never jusiifiable as though they were always justified.1

Let me explain. The logical structure of the Warren Report, as-be-Fetzer—has
-€leasly-implied, is that of one question-begging argument depending upon a-
nother for its own validation. The Warren Report takes for granted that the
autopsy report is sound. The autopsy report, in turn, takes for granted that

its “Clinical Summary" is sound. Its "Clinical Summary”, however, reports no
more than some rumors and speculations published in The Washington Post!

It may be helpful to recollect the time line of these events. John F. Kennedy
was assassinated at approximately 12:30 P.M. on Friday afternoon. He was
pronounced dead at 1:00 P.M., a half-hour later. That was on the 22nd. The
body was transported to Washington on the Presidential plane and taken to
Bethesda. The body arrived around 7:30 P.M. on Friday for an autopsy that
would last well into the night and would not conclude until the early hours.

The article in The Washinglon Post cited in the "Clinical Summary” was pub-
lished on Saturday the 23rd, after the autopsy was done and the body gone.
We therefore confront the curious situation that the offical autopsy report of
the death of our president begins by summarizing information published in
a newspaper after the autopsy was complete! 2 This conjures up images of
Humes, Boswell and Finck rushing to read The Washington Post in order to
know what their autopsy report should say. It gets curiouser and curiouser.

In order to appreciate Dr. Mantik 's experiments, it should be observed that
there has always been substantial evidence that the head wound was in the
back of the head. At least forty-one(!) witnesses reported seeing a massive
wound there, testimony you can find condensed in Appendix D. Ordinarily,
the only reasonable explanation of the convergence of their estimony that
there was a gaping wound to the back of the head would be that there was
a gaping wound to the back of the head. But this case was not “ordinary”.

What inhibited drawing this obvious inference was the existence of contra-
dictory evidence in the form of the autopsy X-rays and photographs, which
display an intact scalp. Here is an example, which may be familiar. Walter

1
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Cronkite talked about it during a NOV A special. Given autopsy X-rays and
photographs that display an intact scalp, the only inference that it appears
possible to draw is that the witnesses were simply wrong. Indeed, if they
were authentic, that would be the right inference to draw. But they aren't.
Dr. Mantik's findings thus enable us to draw an otherwise obvious inference.

The situation with regard to the throat wound is just as curious. #nce again,
there has always been substantial evidence that the throat wound was one
of entry. This testimony is condensed in Appendix E. As-Br—Fetzer-earlier
vbserved; Malcolm Perry, who performed the tracheostomy and absolutely
had to know, asserted during the Parkland press conference—not once, not
twice, but three different times—that this was a small, round wound charac-
teristic of a wound of entrance. This question lingered in doubt only because

the Bethesda physicians claimed that they didn't know about it at the time.3

Among the highly suspicious actions that Humes took in relation to the au-
topsy is that he destroyed the ‘first draft” of his autopsy report. If he only
learned of the existence of the throat wound on Saturday morning, as Arlen
Specter has suggested, then this behavior might have been justifiable. Thus,
in US. NEWS (October 10, 1966, p. 49), Specter implied that Humes altered
his findings upon learning for the first time, on Saturday morning, that the
tracheostomy performed by Dr. Perry in Dallas had obliterated a bullet wound
in the front of the President’'s throat.4 Indeed, Perry would later maintain
that the had been "misquoted” during the press conference and, when ques-
tioned by Specter before the Warren Commission, would say that his conver-
sations with Humes were on Saturday, after the autopsy itself was complete.y

There is a growing body of evidence that the pathologists already knew of
the existence of a wound to the throat prior to the autopsy. This includes
not only the Parkland transcript (Appendix B) and the Clark summary (Ap-
pendix C) but testimony by John H. Ebersole, the Bethesda radiologist, who,
in documents that have only now become available by an Act of Congress,
described conversations between Bethesda and Parkland that occurred dur-
ing the autopsy at least seven different times.6 And we now have the testi-
mony of Dr. Robert B. Livingston, who was the Scientific Director of the two
National Institutes of Health in 1963, who called Humes the afternoon of the
assassination to discuss the importance of the wound to the throat, of which
he had learned from coverage that day. You will hear about this from him.

If Humes already knew about the throat wound, especially as a wound of
entry, prior to the autopsy. he could not have learned for the first time of its
existence until after it had been done. By pretending that he did not know
about it till the body was no longer available for examination and dissection,
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Humes could then “infer” it was an “exit” for the back wound. which could be
relocated upward where it would penetrate the body on the back of the neck,
thereby becoming consistent with the (Dallas) death certificate description

of Kennedy's death as due to "multiple gunshot wounds of head and neck"17

Once we accept this testimony about conversations between Perry, Humes,
and Livingston on the 22nd, we have strong evidence for these conclusions:

(1) that Humes, Boswell. and Perry lied under oath, etc.;
(2) that government officials promoted a cover-up; and,
(3) that the single-bullet theory is entirely indefensible.

Even more importantly, an entry wound to the throat also destroys the sole
assassin scenario—unless JFK was looking back toward the Book Depository
Building when he was struck in the throat, as Perry himself proposed before
he was pressured into changing his testimony (which illustrates the strength
of his enduring, sincere belief that the throat wound was a wound of entry).

We are told that eternal vigilance is the pricé of liberty. Without a critical
and observant press, our nation cannot remain free. We must never forget!

NOTES

Dr. Aguilar
1. Dr. Mantik and +were among those to protest JAMA's conduct by writing
letters to JAMA, some of which were published. They have been reprinted
along with a group-written letter that JAMA refused to publish in Harrison
Livingstone's Killing the Truth (Carroll & Graf, 1993), Appendices F and G.

2. Report of the Warren Commission (The New York Times, 1964), p. 500.
Dr. Aguilar
3. On behalf of my collegues who are present, Br—Fetzee-and Dr. Mantik, |
want to record our profound indebtedness to our colleague who is absent,
Kathleen Cunningham, for her generous and unstinting efforts in investiga-
ting the assassination at considerable inconvenience and personal expense.
She has believed in the “throat wound ignorance theory" for a longer time
than any of the rest of us and deserves credit for researching this matter.

4. One of the earliest studies to invite attention to this issue was a piece
by David Welsh and David Lifton, "A Counter Theory: The Case for Three

Assassins”, [n the Shadow of Dallas (see especially pp. 68-69), which was
published by Ramparts as a summary of research conducted during 1966.
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5. A partial transcript of his testimony may be found here as Appendix F.
A different view comes from a Parkland Hospital emergency room nurse,
Audrey Bell, who told Harrison Edward Livington that on the morning of

23 November 1963, "Dr. Perry was up all night. He came into my office

the next day and sat down and looked terrible, having not slept. 1 never
saw anybody look so dejected! They called him from Bethesda two or three
times in the middle of the night to try to get him to change the entry wound
in the throat to an exit wound. They really grilled him about it. They houn-
ded him for a long time.” See High Treason 2 (Carroll & Graf. 1992). p. 121.

6. This testimony has just been released under the new declassification law.
The Clark summary, incidentally, is important for several reasons, not least
of all because it hints that the physicians had Parkland medical reports in
hand describing a wound to the throat before they wrote their own report!

7. The Certificate of Death, which is signed by Theron Ward, Justice of the
Peace, and dated December 6, 1963, describes the death as due to "multiple
gunshot wounds of the head and neck”. The Bethesda autopsy report states
“CAUSE OF DEATH: Gunshot wound, head", but provides further elaboration.
Report of the Warren Commission (The New York Times, 1964), pp. 500-504.

[Editor’s note: See Appendices D, E, F, and J.]

Catalogue ad for the alleged Oswald rifle, a six-shot, clip-fed, Italian
carbine, which is not a high-velocity weapon
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This version is intended for a public talk to a lay audience.

OPTICAL DENSITY MEASUREMENTS
OF THE JFK AUTOPSY X-RAYS
and
A NEW OBSERVATION BASED
ON THE CHEST X-RAY

David W. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D.

In this talk I will present new evidence that the autopsy X-rays of President John
F. Kennedy have been altered, that there were 2 shots which struck the head, and that the
magic bullet is anatomically impossible.

Just before Halloween this year, I visited the National Archives on four separate
days to examine the autopsy X-rays and photographs. While there I used a technique --
called optical densitometry — to study the X-rays. This technique has been available for
many years but has never been applied to the JFK autopsy X-rays. It measures the
transmission of ordinary light through selected points of the X-ray film. If I had measured
thousands of points I could have constructed a three dimensional topographic map of she
X-rays. The higher points on this map would represent the blackest areas of the X-ray
film and would correspond to areas in the body where the most X-rays had passed
through to strike the film. In a way, therefore, the information contained in the X-ray film
is converted from two dimensions into three dimensions and is that much richer in detail.
The range of peaks and valleys on such atopographic map would be expected to fall
within a well defined range for a normal human skull. Any values which lie outside of
this range — and especially those which lie unnaturally far outside — would not be
consistent with ordinary skulls and would raise questions of authenticity.

ormal ical Density Measurements

In an X-ray the whiter areas represent denser tissues, such as bone. That is
because fewer X-rays strike the film and, during the development process, this area turns
relatively lucent. On the other hand, less dense tissues, such as air, permit more X-rays to
pass through to the film and these areas then become dark. With that in mind, I shall tum
to the JFK autopsy X-rays. On the skull X-rays taken from the side -~ they are called
lateral X-rays — in the rear portion there is an obvious large white area that is easy to see
on both the left and right skull X-rays. By contrast, in the frontal area the X-ray is
unusually dark. When I first saw these two areas I was struck both by how extremely
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white and how extremely black they looked. Both areas looked very different from what 1
was used to seeing in my own patients. I was therefore very anxious to measure these
areas for optical density to see if they were normal or not. What I found was quite
astonishing. The posterior white area transmits almost 1000 times more light than the
dark area! This large difference was seen on both the left and right lateral skull X-rays. 1
suspected that this large ratio was nowhere near normal so I measured these same areas
for patients whom I had seen in the clinic. Their X-rays looked entirely unremarkable to
me — like hundreds of others that I had seen. My measurements showed only small
differences in optical densities between the front and the back. At most, the rear portion
of the skull was slightly whiter and transmitted up to twice as much light as the anterior
portion. I concluded therefore that the measured differences of about 1000 between the
front and back of the JFK skull were too large to be explained by any ordinary
differences as seen in typical patients. In fact, the very lucent area at the rear of the skull
was almost as lucent as the densest bone in the body -- and I actually measured this on
the JFK autopsy X-ray. This bone is the one which surrounds the ear canal. Not only is
this bone around the ear very dense, but it is also very thick -- it extends from one side of
the skull to the other. In order for the white area at the rear of the skull to match the
whiteness of this very dense bone, all of the brain in this posterior area would have to be
replaced by very dense bone — and the bone would have to extend from one side of the
skull to the other. No human skull is constructed in this fashion.

I was fortunate to have for comparison an 8 x 10 black and white print, obtained
from the National Archives, of alateral skull X-ray, taken of JFK during his lifetime.
This extreme range of whiteness to blackness is not seen in this X-ray print.’asjudged by
the unaided human eye. Unfortunately, these X-rays are kept at the JFK Presidential
Library in Massachusetts and were not made available to me for optical density
measurements.

Besides the two lateral skull X-rays --one left and one right — I also examined the
X-ray taken from the front. There is a 6.5 mm nearly round so-called bullet fragment seen
within the sight eye socket. On the lower border of this fragment, at about the 5 o'clock
position, a large bite is missing. The left to right width of this object at this lower level is
therefore much less than the width of this object at its center. On the lateral X-ray,
therefore, using the optical density measurements, I would naturally have expected this
object to appear thicker at the center than at the bottom. To my surprise, however, the
optical density measurements showed just the opposite: they implied distinctly more
metal at the bottom! This fragment clearly does not behave like an object which was
physically present on the body during the original X-rays. If, on the other hand, it was
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added later as a second image to the original frontal X-ray, as in a composite, it could
hardly be expected to be consistent with the lateral X-ray. Because no one bothers to take
optical density measuraments, anyone who prepared such a composite would not have
worried about making the two views consistent for optical density.

This disagreement between the frontal X-ray and the lateral X-ray was not found
in other objects on the X-rays. For example, there is a 7 x 2 mm metal fragment located
well above the right eye. This is seen on both frontal and lateral views. On the lateral
view its optical density was quite homogeneous. That is what I would have expected from
the way it looks from the froot. It therefore appears to be real — that is, it was located on
the body during the original X-rays. In fact, the pathologists described removing it. By
contrast, it is most peculiar that the pathologists did not remove the much larger and more
obvious 6.5 mm round object which should have been quite accessible at the back of the
skull. Considering that the pathologists' main task was to find bullets, or at least large
bullet fragments, it is astonishing that they did not even describe this object! My work
suggests that they did not see it for a good reason -- perhaps it was not there, at least not
in its present appearance. I should also add that when I asked the autopsy radiologist, Dr.
John Ebersole, whether he saw this object on the X-ray on the night of the autopsy, he
refused to answer my question and he abruptly terminated what had otherwise been a
reasonable conversation. JAMA has so far refused to publish my article which contained
a summary of my conversation with him. Unfortunately, Dr. Ebersole passed away
several moaths ago. I believe that I was the last to ask him questions about the autopsy.

I noticed several additional odd features in this large white area at the rear of the
skull. If this white area really represents a normal bone fragment, it should have ebout
the same shape on both the left and right lateral X-rays, allowing, of course, for small
differences in perspective. In fact, however, the superior border has a distinctly different
shape on these two lateral views: on the left view, a small, but distinct, peninsula juts
upward at ope point where no similar feature is seen on the right view. The otber, more
normal appearing, bone fragments do not show such odd featuses.

On close iaspection, this remarkable white area is distinctly wider on one lateral
view than on the other. This implies that it was located closer to the right side of the
skull. On the frontal X-ray, such an extremely dense object should have been as visible as
a tyranpasaurus rex in downtown Manhattan at noon. However, when I looked at the
frontal X-ray, there was no such beast to be seen.

The aberrations seen on these X-rays are so diverse that no explanation can
accommadate such an ensemble except for the explanation of composites, i.e., they are
composed of superpositions of more than one image. Most likely, the original image was
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authentic. There are numerous unique features of JFK in these X-rays which were
confirmed both in this study and in the prior study of the House Select Committee on
Assassinations (HSCA). After the original image was reproduced by an X-ray copying
machine, and before development, a second image was most likely superimposed on the
first. This technique could have been used to add both the very dense area at the rear on
the lateral X-ray and also the 6.5 mm object on the frontal view. Such a technique, of
course, had no guarantee of producing consistent optical densities. On the contrary, it
almost guarantees inconsistency.

You may well ask why no physician has officially proposed composites before.
Well, you must remember that such composite X-rays are simply not seen in clinical
practice. If you have never in your life seen a ghost would you recognize one if you saw
one? And if you really did see one, would you admit that you believed in ghosts? Harry
Livingstone tells me that his radiologist friend, Dr. Donald Siple, had actually suspected
for some time that these X-rays were composites, so perhaps I am actually arriving at this
conclusion rather late in the game. Quite possibly, there are many more of us out there
than anyone has suspected. After today we may find out!

A Search for the Posterjor Bullet Entry Site in the Skull

The HSCA concluded that a bullet entered the back of the head slightly above the
6.5 mm object which is seen on the frontal skull X-ray. They reached this opinion based
on observations of the lateral views. Oddly enough, they did not comment on the location
of this bullet hole as seen on the frontal X-ray. On this frontal X-ray, I carefully scanned
the area above the 6.5 mm fragment, looking for their described bullet hole. As judged by
optical density measurements, there is no such hole anywhere in this vicinity.

An altemnate, but much lower site, was emphatically described by the autopsy
pathologists in their official HSCA testimony and was recently confirmed in their
interviews with the Journal of the American Medical Association (JAMA).
Unfortunately, I could not do satisfactory measurements at this lower site on the frontal
skull X-ray because there is dense bone from the front of the skull which overlaps this
site. If, however, this lower site is correct - and it is generally agreed that there are no
other candidates for this bullet entry site -- then there is no good explanation for the
obvious and numerous metallic fragments near the top of the skull, at least 4 inches
higher than the lower entry site. I have always found it odd that these fragments near the
top of the head were not described by the pathologists. Even JAMA did not venture to
ask the pathologists about these oddly located metal fragments which are so obviously
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inconsistent with a lower entry site. The pathologists suggested that the bullet which
entered from the rear headed toward an area well above the right eye. But these dense
metal objects are so far from this path that they are impossible to explain without
invoking a second bullet near the top of the skull. This was exactly the dilemma that the
HSCA tried to resolve by elevating the entry site on the back of the head by nearly 4
inches. Since I could not find an entry site at this location in my measurements, the
HSCA entry site is quite unlikely. The pathologists' much lower site then becomes that
much more likely. On this point, my work is in rare agreement with JAMA. The
numerous bullet fragments near the top of the skull, however, would then require a
second bullet for their explanation. This is clearly not in agreement with JAMA. This
obvious conflict has never been addressed by the pathologists — no one has even asked
them about it! JAMA refused to publish a jointly authored letter to the editor when we
raised this question. Jerroll Custer, the radiology technologist who took the X-rays, and
who is here today, has confirmed to me that this collection of metal debris was indeed
present on the original X-rays.

The Chest X-Ray

I also found some surprising results based on the chest X-ray. I made accurate
measurements of the width of the spine directly on the X-ray. The front to back thickness
of the body at this site (14 cm) as well as the distance of the back wound from the midline
(4.5 10 5.0 cm) were supplied by the HSCA. Since this latter distance can be measured
independently on photographs of the back, I also did this. The so-called exit site at the
front of throat was described by the Parkland doctors as being very near the midline.
When I placed these measurements onto a cross section of the body and then connected
the bullet entry and exit sites by a straight line, | immediately saw that the "magic" bullet
had to go right through the spine. This path would have caused major damage to the
spine and would have been very obvious on the chest X-ray. In fact, there is no major
trauma like this anywhere in the spine. Because of the impenetrable vertical barrier
produced by the transverse processes up and down the entire cervical spine and because
of the total width of the cervical spine, there is no place for the bullet to pass through
anywhere in the neck and still exit through the midline of the throat. If, instead, the upper
chest is considered as a possible bullet trajectory site, then another problem arises. The
bullet would have to go right through the lung. But no lung damage of this type was seen
by the pathologists and none is seen on the X-rays either. This "magic” bullet simply
cannot enter through the back wound and then exit through the throat wound without
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hitting the spine -- or else causing major lung trauma! It is odd that this rather simple
reconstruction with exact measurements has never been done before. Its very simplicity,
however, provides direct evidence that the object which entered the back could not have
exited at the front of the throat. This throat wound, which looked like an entrance wound
to the Parkland physicians when they first described it, may indeed have been an
entrance wound.

Smngg Y

This work has demonstrated singular features in the JFK autopsy X-rays. The
range and number of these is so great that there can be only one satisfactory explanation
-- these images are composites. Even to the unaided eye they appear to be composites.
Now optical density measurements have added further confirmation for this view.

In addition, strong evidence is cited to demonstrate that two shots struck the skull.
Finally, a simple anatomic reconstruction shows that the "magic" bullet truly had to be
magical to pass through the spine without leaving a trace of serious trauma.
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made at the National Archives. My thanks also must needs go to Mr. Burke Marshall for
granting me permission to view the JFK autopsy materials and to the Kennedy family for
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so many years. David Lifton was a regular source of motivation and information. The
Assasgination Archives and Research Center (AARC), headed by Mr. Jim Lesar,
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A pre-mortem (while living) X-ray of JFK's cranium (right-side)

A right profile of President John Fitzgerald Kennedy
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Mantik's analysis of the right lateral X-ray of JFK's cranium
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18 November 1993 Robert B. Livingston, M.D.

My “revelations” are three: Two are based on highly credible
medical testimony. The third is from a trusted friend, an “eyewitness,”
who published in The New Republic that on the 22nd of November 1963, he
saw a “hole” in the windshield of the President's limousine.

Medical Evidence:

1. |t was reported at the time--and reinforced in subsequent testimony
by physicians who attended the dying President at Parkland Hospital in
Dallas--that on initial examination, prior to the tracheotomy, they found a
small wound in the President's neck near the midline, just to the right and
slightly below the trachea. (See Appendices B and E.)

2. Also reported from Parkland Hospital was that large amounts of
cerebellar tissue were extruding from the wound in the back of the
President's head. (See Appendices C and D.)

A small wound from a high-velocity projectile indicates a wound of
entrance. | know this from authoritative studies in medical literature
which analyzed bailistic wounds. Characteristically, high velocity bullet
or shrapnel wounds show a smali, neat wound of entry and a much larger
wound of exit. This has been thoroughly analyzed with high-speed
photographic and X-ray analyses. As a projectile advances through air,
there Is a supersonic shock wave that forms a V-shaped shroud that
expands alongside and has a turbulent zone which follows behind. When
the builet or shrapnel penetrates living tissues, this shock wave balloons
out conspicuously, causing extensive cavitation and an irregular, splitting-
tunneling of ruptured tissues which trace the path of the projectile. When
the missile leaves the body, tissues are splayed outward, and the skin is
split open by force of the compression wave travelling ahead of and
trailing alongside the projectiie. Such a bullet or shrapnel fragment
invariably causes a large wound of exit--with the skin usually split in a
cruciate or star-shaped fashion.

My experience in this respect is not simply academic: | personaliy
cared for hundreds of bullet and shrapnel wounds in my service in the Navy
Medical Corps during the battle for1Okinawa, where | established and
directed the only hospital for wounded Okinawans and Japanese prisoners
of war throughout the duration of that battle. There were several
instances, moreover, when our hospital was strafed by Kamikaze pilots.
On two such occasions, physicians operating with me, with our hands in
the same wound, were themselves wounded. One lost the use of his left
hand and the other, with shrapnel smashing through his right shoulder, had
a paralyzed flail arm ever after. He was driven to convert from being an
orthopedic surgeon to being a radiologist.
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'The Parkland Hospital physicians were thoroughly experienced in
treating bullet wounds. They could readily recognize wounds of entrance,
and clearly distinguish them from exit wounds.

Because of my position as Scientific Director for two of the
National Institutes of Health--the National Institute for Mental Health and
the National Institute of Neurological Diseases and Blindness--because |
had met President Kennedy while serving in the U.S. Public Health Service
during the transition from Eisenhower to Kennedy and throughout the
Kennedy administration--because | knew several Cabinet members and
other principals, and, most importantly--because my scientific
responsibilities were directly pertinent to the conduct of the President's
autopsy and interpretations of damage to his nervous system, | paid
careful attention to the unfolding news. Thereby | learned that: a) there
was a small frontal wound in the President's throat, and b) substantial
parts of the cerebellum were extruding from the wound in the back of his
head.

Because the wound of entry in the front of his neck required that the
President had to have been assaulted frontally, this seemed to me to be a
matter of utmost importance for the autopsy. | therefore telephoned from
my home in Bethesda to the Bethesda Naval Hospital where the autopsy
was to be performed. This was prior to arrival of the President's casket
from Dallas to Andrews Air Force Base. | was put through to the Officer
of the Day who quickly provided telephone access to Commander James
Humes who was to head the autopsy team.

Dr. Humes said he had not heard much reporting from Dallas and
Parkland Hospital because he had been occupied preparing to conduct the
autopsy. | told him about reports describing the small wound in the
President's neck. | stressed that, in my experience, that would have to be
a wound of entrance. | emphasized the importance of carefully tracing the
path of this projectile and of establishing the location of the bullet or any
fragments. | said carefully, that If that wound were confirmed as a wound
of entrance, that would prove beyond peradventure of doubt that a bullet
had been fired from in front of the President--hence that if there were
shots from behind, there had to have been more than one gunman. At just
that moment, there was an interruption in our conversation. Dr. Humes
returned after a pause to say, “Dr. Livingston, I'm sorry, but | can't talk
with you any longer. The FBI won't let me.” | wished him good luck, and
the conversation ended. | wondered aloud to my wife, who had overheard
my side of the conversation, why the FBl would want to interfere with a
discussion between physicians relating to the important problem of how
best to Investigate and Interpret the President’s wounds. Now, with
knowledge of the apparently prompt and massive control of information
that was imposed in order to fix the respansibility for the assassination
of President Kennedy on a single assassin--working. alone--I can
appreciate that the FB! Interruption of our conversation may have been far
more meaningful than | presumed at the time.
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| conclude, therefore--on the basis of direct, personal experiences--
that Dr. Humes did have his attention drawn: (a) to the small neck wound
of projectile entry, {b) to its significance for the autopsy as well as (c)
for its potential forensic significance. Dr. Humes' testimony to the
Warren Commission that he only learned about the neck wound on the day
after completion of the autopsy, after he had talked with Dr. Perry in
Dallas by telephone, means that the autopsy (and Dr. Humes) were already
under explicit non-medical control prior to the start of the autopsy. (See
Appendices H and |.)

Significance of Cerebellar Extrusion

With respect to the large amount. of cerebellum reported protruding
from the wound at the back of the President's head, this is also highly
significant. Several physicians--I believe all of the physicians attending
the President at Parkland Hospital--testified that they saw cerebellum
protruding from the wound in the back of the President's head. Among
those, Dr. Kemp Clark is known by me as a distinguished neurosurgeon who
certainly would not be mistaken about identifying cerebellum--even after
it had been forced out of a messy, clot-filled wound. Nor is Dr. Crenshaw
likely to be mistaken, either: He described the cerebellum as *hanging
outside the wound by a thread of tissue.”

The blow-out of the cerebellum, ejected upwards through the tough
tentorium, and thrust posteriorly out through the gaping wound in the rear
of the skull would have required a violent sub-tentorial explosive force
that would have had to rupture the tentorium and force large portions of
the cerebellum posteriorly, out through the occipital wound.

The cerebellum is attached by three stout bundies of fibers that
arise from and deeply penetrate into each side of the brainstem. If these
six sturdy attachments were torn loose so as to leave only a thread of
tissue attaching the cerebellum, then the brainstem itself must have been
thoroughly disrupted. This pontine segment of the brainstem is just
posterior to those centers that govern arousal and that support
consciousness. Such cerebellar uprooting would probably have led to an
abrupt eclipse of the President's consciousness, more assuredly even than
the massive disruption of the right hemisphere and cutting through the
posterior corpus callosum.

it is important to recognize that the cerebelium is anchored tightly
to the brain stem and is separated from the main chamber of the skull by a
thick, dense. strong sheet of dural tissue, the tentorium, which is firmly
anchored to the skull four-fifths of the way around the rim of the
posterior chamber (fossa) of the skull. Tentorial attachments leave only a
small opening between the posterior fossa and the main brain cavity, This
opening encircles the midbrain which, in turn, connects the lower
brainstem with the rest of the forebrain.
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The point of entry of the occipital-parietal bullet, although
somewhat variously located in different documents, has never been
positioned below the occipital protuberance, which is the landmark for the
level of tentorial attachment posteriorly. Any bullet shock-wave applied
from above, therefore, would press down on the tentorium and force the
brainstem downward, not upward and backward. At the angle of trajectory
presumed for this posteriorly entering bullet, it would be very unlikely to
disrupt the tentorium, and if it did, it would certainly not force
cerebellum to be extruded posteriorly.

Therefore, if cerebellum was extruding posteriorly--and | believe
the medical witnesses at Parkland Hospital could not have been mistaken
about this--that means there had to be powerful forces exerted from
beneath, which developed sufficient shock against the tentorium to
rupture it upwards and simultaneously to detach and extrude cerebellar
tissue through the wound in the back of the President's head. This might
have been caused by a bullet entering his neck from in front, or perhaps a
fragment of such a bullet, passing upward through the floor of the
posterior fossa and disrupting the cerebellum and tentorium.

Questions have also been raised concerning the supposed temporal
lobe bullet with a postulated entry point somewhat above and directly in
front of the President's right ear. This possible entry point is related to
the so-called “bat-wing” configuration that appears in autopsy
photographs of the President's head, and to “Photo 28" that appears in
David Lifton's Best Evidence. This presumably was caused by a bullet
that invaded the President's skull from a frontal angle on the right side.
If a bullet with this entry location did not blow out the back of the
President's head, then it might have pointed downward sufficiently to
smash into the posterior fossa and disrupt cerebellum and rupture the
tentorium, with the observed effects of cerebellar extrusion.

As you have learned from Dr. David Mantik., photographs in the
archives identified as pictures of the President's brain plainly show the
cerebellum in superior and lateral views as being intact. This is also true
for the drawing, presumably from a photograph of the President's brain:
the cerebellum is drawn in as though it had not been disrupted.

It simply cannot be true that the cerebellum could have been seen
extruding from the occipito-parietal wound--by several experienced and
tharoughly competent physicians--and for the same brain to be seen in
superior and lateral photographs. and depicted in a drawing (superior
view) showing the cerebellum as being apparently intact. A conclusion is
obligatorily forced that the photographs and drawings of the brain in the
National Archives are those of some brain other than that of John
Fitzgerald Kennedy.
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A. HSCA exhibit F-302. Drawing made from photograph of brain
illustrating subcortical damage.

B. Mirror image drawing of left hemisphere in Flgure A. Distortion due
to damage and/or post-fixation artifact is minimal.

C. HSCA exhibit F-302 (again). Orawing made from photograph of brain
. to show subcortical damage.

D. Mirror Image drawing of left hemisphere in Figure A. Black line
illustrates schematically the direct cortical damage predicted based upon
skull X-rays, which Dr. Mantik has now demonstrated to be composites.

These figures are from Joseph N. Rilgy, Ph.D., “The .Head Wounds of John
Kennedy: 1. One Bullet cannot Account for the Injuries,” in: The Third

Decade (March, 1993), pp. 1-15. These particular drawings appear on page
.

The Hole in the Windshield

In the supporting documents (Appendix J), there is a single page
from the 21 December 1963 issue of The New Republic. It is entitled
*Commentary of an Eyewitness.” It was written by Richard Dudman, a
reporter for the St. Louis Post-Dispatch. Dick Dudman is a classmate of
mine from Stanford. He telephoned me about this from Dallas shortly
after the assassination; and our families had a dinner discussion on this
subject in Washington, D.C. within a week or s0 of the assassination. Dick
Dudman toid me about the windshield then, although to the present he does
not know whether the hole he saw penetrated the windshield. He was
prevented by the Secret Service from testing the hole’s presumed patency
by probing it with a pen or pencil.

There is evidence that the Ford Motor Company had an order for a
dozen windshields for the Lincoln limousine similar to that which bore
President Kennedy on the day of his assassination. These were for “target
practice,” presumably to see how much or how little security the
windshield provides. But that “target practice” on a dozen windshields
leaves in some doubt whether the windshield in the National Archives is

the same one that was in the Kennedy limousine at the time of the
assassination.
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Note Mr. Dudman’s unambiguous eyewitness account: “A few of us
noticed the hole in the windshield when the limousine was standing at the
emergency entrance after the President had been carried inside. | could
not approach close enough to see on which side was the cup-shaped spot
that indicates a bullet has pierced the glass from the opposite side.”
[Notice here, also, that the exit of a bullet through glass is larger than its
entrance, according to the same physical principles that obtain when a

bullet penetrates flesh, viz., the small entry wound in the President's
neck.)

In our personal conversations, Dick Dudman was informative in a
further sense: The “hole” in the windshield was high up in the left hand
corner of the windshield. In that location a bullet could not have directly
nicked or penetrated the windshield if it had been fired from the sixth
floor of the Texas Book Depository Building. Therefore, if such a nick or
hole was not in the windshield when the limousine turned the corner from
Houston Street to Elm Street, it would have had to be caused by a
projectile with a quite different direction, casting additional uncertainty
on the “single assassin” hypothesis. These implications are weaker that
those relating to the wound in the President's neck, but offer further
indications that another gunman shot at the President at about the same
time.

i
|

Robert B. Livingston, M.D., with David W. Mantik. M.D., Ph.D.,
in Rancho Mirage, CA, on 12 June 1997
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Tue New Reevstic

ch_, 2/, 1923 J

Commentary of an Eyewitness

Some of the points raised here bothered me on the
scene in Dallas, where [ witnessed President Ken-
nedy’s assagsination and the slaying of the accused
assassin two days later. Three circumstances - the
entry wound in the throat, the small, round hole in
the windshield of the Presidential limousine, and the
nwnber of bullets found afterward - suggested that
there had been a second sniper firing from a point In
front of the autoowbile.

The throat wound puzzled the surgeons who at-
tended Mr, Kennedy at Parkland Memorial Hospital
when they learned how the Dallas police had re-
constructed the shooting. Dr. Robert McClelland, one
of the three doctors who orked on the throat wound,
told me afterward that they still believed it to be an
entry wound, even though the shots were said to have
been fired from almost directly behind the President.
He explained that he and his colleagues at Parkland
saw bullet wounds every day, somatimes several a

or three inches wide. At each end is a five-foot wooden
fence that screens the approaches to the viad
Normal Secret Service procedure is to have local
police stationed on and under any such overpass be-
fore a Presidential de approaches. The stand-
ing order also is to clear each overpass of all specta-
tors. The Secret Service now declines sll comment on
the inati fusing to the specific
question as to precautions taken with respect to that
particular viaduct. Rallroad police seem to have been
assigned responsibility there. The arsa is marked with
no-trespassing signs as private railroad property. Rail-
road police chased away an Assodiated Press photog-
rapher who tried to set up his camera these before
the motarcade arrived. But the precautions apparently
were not perfect. Early reports of the shooting told
of a police pursuit of a man and woman seen running
on the viaduct. There was no report that they were
caught. Regardless, their presence indicates that un-
iy " d

day, and recognized easily the ch ically tiny
hole of an entering builet, in contrast to the Jarger,
tearing hole that an exiting bullet would have left.

A few of us noticed the hole In the windshield
when the I ine was ding at the gency
ontrance after the President had been carried inside.
I could not approach close encugh to ses on which
side was the cup-shaped spot that indicates a bullet
has pierced the glass fr m the opposite side.

As for the number of bullets, although all who
heard them agreed there were three shots, authorities
repeatedly mentioned four bullets found afterward -
one found in the floor of the car. a second found in the
President’ a third ed from Govemnor
Connally’s left thigh, and a fourth said to have been
removed from President Kennedy’s body at the Naval
Hospital in Bethesda. On the day the President was
shot, I happened to learn of a possible Afth. A group
of police officers were examining the area at the side
of the street where the President was hit, and a police
inspector told me they had just found another bullet
in the grass. He said he did not know whether it had
anything to do with the assassination.

With these circumstances in mind, I returned to the
scene t0 see where a shot from ahead of the Presi-
dent's car might have originated. From the stretch
traveled by the car when the shots were fred, a
lazge sector in front is taken up by a raliroad viaduct,
It crosses over the triple underpass, through which
the motorcade was routed. No buildings are visible
beyond the viaduct; it forms the horizon.

Between the tracks and the near side of the via-
duct is a broad gravel walkway. Along the side is a
three-foot concrete ballustrade, with upright slots two

teateh
s

P had access to that vantage point.

The south end of the viaduct is £ ur short blocks
from the office of the Dallas Morning News, whare
Jack Ruby was sesn before and after the shooting.
He had gone to the Newos office to make up an adver
tisement for his strip-bease plase. An employee re-
membered the time as 12:10 p.m., because the ad
deadline was noon and Ruby often was late. The
advertising man Ruby wanted to see had gone out
to watch the motorcade: he returned at 12:43. un-
aware that the President had been shot. No one re.
membered for sure seeing Ruby between 12:15 and
12:45. The shooting was at 12:30.

If the entry wound In the throat presents any

Erobhm to the FBI in analyzing the crime, the agency

as not indicated this by its actions. Dr. McClendoa
said a few days ago (December 9) that no official
investigators. from the FBI or anywhere else, had
questioned the surgeons at Parkland Hospital about
their observation of the throat wound.

Conclusions reached in a post-mortem examination
at Bethesda would have questionable validity. The
doctors at Dallas had made their incision through the
bullet hole in performing a tracheotomy in an effort
to restore satisfactory breathing. The hole was slightly
below the Adam’s apple, at the precise point where
a trach v tly is perf d. Changes in tis-
sue in the severa) hours before the body reached
Bethesda, moreover, would have increased difficulty
of reconstruching the path of the bullet.

Ricmaxp Dwoman

Rickaro Duoman is a reporter for the St. Louis
Post-Dispatch and author of Men of the Far Right.

Richard Dudman’s “Commentary of an Eyewitness,” which appeared in
The New Republic (21 December 1963) p. 18
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Robert B. Livingston, M.D.
7818 Camino Noguera
San Diego, California 92122-2027
Tel: (619) 455-0306; Fax: (619) 455-1874

31 0; 445-2301 Fax
310) 445-2300 Tel
PAGE ONE OF FOUR PAGES

2 May 1992

David Lifton
11500 West Olympic Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90064

Dear David Lifton:

This is a copy of a letter | have sent by Fax to Harrison Edward Livingstone. | have
also printed a copy to send to Peter Dale Scott for his information. | send this to you with
the hope that you would be willing to respond by obliging me to do a better job of
gesentmg the experiences herein related, experiences that concern the assassination of

resident Kennedy, the autopsy and the Lincoln limousine windshield, as per our
discussion over the telephone today. | look forward with keenest anticipation to reading
Best Evidence. Many thanks for the contact and your advice.

Your book, High Treason 2: The Great Coverup: The Assassination of President

John F. Kennedy, has attracted my personal and professional interest. | write to contribute

a couple of specific, athough minor, experiences that may add to your avalanche of already

f(ompegmg evidence that a conspiracy was involved in the assassination of President
ennedy.

| was employed by the U.S. Public Health Service as Scientific Director of the two
National institutes of Health in 1963, when President Kennedy was assassinated. In that
office | had witnessed the marvelous transition of government and public engagement from

1Please permit me to introduce pertinent information about myself by way of this footnote: 1 am a
Professor of Neurosciences Emeritus at the University of Califomnia San Diego (UCSD) where I founded the world’s
first Dep: of N iences--in 1964, Previously, I taught Pathology at Stanford, Physiology at Yale,
Psychiatry at Harvard, Anatomy and Physiology at UCLA, and Newosciences at UCSD, always trying to leam how
the human brain works, structurally and functionally. This is an easy way to make a living--inasmuch as nobody
knows how the brain works. In mid-career, I served as Scientific Director, combining direction of Basic Research for
two of the National Institutes of Health: the National Institute for Mental Health, and the National Institute of
Neurological Diseases and Blindness.

During World War 11, I served as a f Q- g) to Li in the U.S. Navy Medical Corps
(Reserve) in the Pacific Theater, includi g and di g the only pital for ded Oki and
Japanese throughout the Battle of Okinawa. Medical and surglcal ponsibilities required my ination and

treatment of a large number of bullet and shrapnel wounds.

At UCSD I produced a film, “The Human Brain: A Dynamic View of its Structures and Organization,”
which you may have seen on BBC, NOVA, National Geographic Specials or otherwise. The film won numerous
national and intermational documentary film awards. Itis consndered by practitioners of modem brain imaging, those
engaged in Posiron Emnssmn Tomography and M: i e Imaging, as a “gold rd of normal human
goss neuroanatomy.”




Livingston: Letter to David Lifton

169

2

Eisenhower to Kennedy and was keenly interested in Kennedy as a human being, as a
hope-inspiring national and global leader; and, abruptly--tragically--as a victim of a terrible
human, national, and international tragedy--cut down by a fusillade of gunfire that made him
promptly unconscious, catastrophically disabled, and within a few short hours, thoroughly
dead. Animportant consciousness snuffed out before all our astonished eyes. My concem
has grown almost to alarm, over the years, that the full information concerning his
assassination has been denied public examination.

| heard realtime broadcasts relating to the shots in Dallas while | was in the process of
leaving the Massachusetts General Hospital, in Boston, to take an Eastern Shuttle to
Washington, D.C., on the afternoon of November 22, 1963. | was thereatfter riveted by
taxi radio and later radio and television descriptions of the sequences of events following
the shooting. | was carefully attentive to information from eye-witness reports: acoustic
perceptions of gunfirings, visual perceptions of the physical and human layout and
movements throughout the Plaza--to the front, to the sides, to the rear of the President’s
limousine--and possible sources of the shooting: from the overpass?--from the Grassy
Knoll?--from the School Book Depository?

There were immediate arresting descriptions of the crowd’s breathtaking, startled
dismay, police motorcyclists’ and Jackie Kennedy’s responses, combined, after a longish
latency, with limousine and cyclist accelerations, some protective Secret Service responses-
-and some prudent ducking and flattening of the crowd, prompted by those unexpected,
sharp staccato bangs:--loud exhaust backfires? --firecrackers? --gunfire? -how many?

There were descriptions of President Kennedy leaning forward, reaching up for his
throat, “as if to adjust his tie,” Jackie Kennedy rising, tuming, and climbing over the trunk to try
to aid her husband and enlist Secret Service help, the President's head jerking backwards,
and his body slowly toppling forward and to his left, while the motorcade accelerated, with
his head coming to be cradled in Jackie Kennedy's lap. Eyewitness reporters seemed
immediately convinced that President Kennedy had been hit and perhaps seriously
wounded, while the parade turned into a flank route flight to the Parkland Hospital. Most of
the prompt reporting of where the shots may have come from seemed to focus on the
overpass, and less emphatically, the grassy knoll, as the most likely sources of the attack.

Reports from the Parkland Hospital described a massive wound to his head, the
President being unconscious and completely paralyzed--physicians and nurses laboring to
support his life. Then there was the detail of “a small wound in his neck, just to the right of his
trachea.” The doctors, while preparing an emergency tracheotomy, tried to establish
whether whatever missile had entered the President’s neck might have penetrated his
lungs. He was, after an agonizing interval, pronounced dead.

The small neck wound, as has been repeatedly emphasized, must be a wound of
entry. The President’s head was described as having such a large defect of skull, and torn
and macerated scalp, over the right side and back of his head [the mostly right, parieto-
occipital region). After reflecting the scalp further and looking into the cranial vault without
having to rongeur or gigli-saw any stable bone--in order to open the skull for a preliminary
look, someone reported that the brain was sufficiently exposed and torn apart in the right
hemisphere that you could see down practically to the level of the thalamus.

| didn't hear anything from Parkland about the cerebellum being exposed or falling
out. The cerebellum would likely have been spared direct damage, being protected by
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the tough, well anchored, overlying tentorium which is not mentioned as having been
breached in any of the documentation | have seen. | assumed from the outset that the
occipito--parietal wound on the right side must be a blow-out wound of exit, and presumed
that the left hemisphere may have remained largely intact.

- . -

Also relevant, | learned from a former classmate of mine from Stanford who was then
a reporter for the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Richard Dudman, that he was one of the White
House press group that accompanied the President to Dallas. Not getting much
information from the Parkland Hospital, Dick went out to inspect the Lincoln limousine in
which the President and Connolly and their wives had been riding. He thought he saw, for
certain, that there was a through-and-through hole in the upper left margin of the windshield.
He described the spaling-splintering of glass at the margins as though the missile had
entered from in front of the vehicle. When he reached over to pass his pencil or pen
through the hole to test its patency, an FBI or Secret Service man roughly drew him away
and shooed him off, instructing him that he wasn't allowed to come so close to that vehicle.

Ifthere were a through-and-through windshield penetration, in that location, according
to Dick, it had to come from in front. According to him, it would have beenimpossible to hit
the windshield in that location from the overhead angle from the School Book Depository,
nor would a through-and-through penetration have been likely to be caused by a
ricochetting bullet bouncing up from the rear.

- - .

What is most relevant from my personal experience is that on that same evening,
before the President’s body on Air Force One had arrived at Andrews AFB, | telephoned
the Bethesda Navy Hospital. | believe that the call was made before the plane arrived
because | recollect that it was following that call that | watched Robert S. McNamara (Bob
McNamara, is a long-standing, since 1852, mountain-climbing and hiking companion of
mine) receive the Kennedy entoura%e and the casket being lowered on a fork life from the
rear of the Air Force One onto the field tarmac.

Inasmuch as | was Scientific Director of two of the institutes at the NIH--and both
institutes were pertinent to the matter of the President’s assassination and brain injury--the
Navy Hospital operator and the Officer on Duty put me through to speak directly with Dr.
Humes who was waiting to perform the autopsy. After introductions, we began a pleasant
conversation. He told me that he had not heard much about the reporting from Dallas and
from the Parkland Hospital. 1told him that the reason for my making such an importuning call
was to stress that the Parkland Hospital physicians' examination of President Kennedy
revealed what they reported to be a smallwoundin the neck, closely adjacentto and to the
right of the trachea. | explained that | had knowledge from the literature on high-velocity
wound ballistics research, in addition to considerable personal combat experience
examining and repairing bullet and shrapne! wounds. | was confident that a small wound of
that sort had to be a wound of entrance and that if it were a wound of exit, it would almost
certainly be widely blown out, with cruciate or otherwise wide, tearing outward ruptures of
the underlying tissues and skin.

| stressed to Dr. Humes how important it was that the autopsy pathologists carefully
examine the President’s neck to characterize that particular wound and to distinguish it from
the neighboring tracheotomy wound.
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| went on to presume, further, that the neck wound would probably not have
anything to do with the main cause of death--massive, disruptive, brain injury--because of
the angls of bullet trajectory and the generally upright position of the President’s body,
sitting up in the Emousine. Yet, | said, carefully, if that wound were confirmed as a wound of
entry, it would prove beyond peradventure of doubt that that shot had been fired from in
front--hence that if there were shots from behind, there had to have been more than one
gunman.. Just at that moment, there was an interruption in our conversation. Dr. Humes
retumed after a pause of a few seconds to say that “the FBI will not let me talk any further.” 1
wished him good fuck, and the conversation was ended. My wife can be good witness to
that conversation because we shared our mutual distress over the terrible events, and she
shared with me my considerations weighing the decision to call over to the Bethesda Navy
Hospital. The call originated in the kitchen of our home on Buming Tree Road in Bethesda,
with her being present throughout. After the telephone call, | exclaimed to her my dismay
over the abrupt termination of my conversation with Dr. Humes, through the intervention of
the FB!. | wondered aloud whr they would want to interfere with a discussion between
thysicians relative to the problem of how best to investigate and interpret the autopsy.
low, with knowledge of the apparently prompt and massive control of information that was
imposed on assi%nment of responsibility for the assassination of President Kennedy, | can
ahppreciate that the interruption may havebeen farmore pointed than | had presumed at
that time.

| conclude, therefore, on the basis of personal exper ence, that Dr. Humes did have
his attention drawn to the specifics and significance of President Kennedy’s neck wound
prior to his beg.iannir’\'g the autopsy. His testimony that he only learned about the neck
wound on the day affer completion of the autopsy, after he had communicated with Doctor
Perry In Dallas by telephone, means that he either forgot what | told him [although he
appeared to be interested and attentive at the time] or that the autopsy was already under
explicit non-medical control.

That event, coupled with Dick Dudman’s report to me around the same time, of what
appeared to him to be a penetrating hole through the Lincoln windshield, seems to me to
add two grains of confirming evidence to the conspiracy interpretation. Incidently, sometime
later, | learned that the Secret Service had ordered from the Ford Motor Company a
number of identical Lincoln imousine windshields--*for target practice™. It seems to me that
they might have wanted to learn how much protection could be expected from such a
windshield. Alternatively, they might have wanted to produce an inside nick in a windshield,
without through-and-through penetration, so that they could substitute that nicked windshield
for the other one, if it were needed for corroborative evidence relating to the Warren
Commission's investigative interpretation and thesis.

| hope that this information may be helpful in some measure. With every good
wish,

Yours sincerely,

Robert B. Livingston, M.D.
Professor of Neurosciences Emeritus, UCSD
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FAX

To: Maynard Parker, Editor, NEWSWEEK
444 Madison Avenue, New York, NY 10022
Tel: (212) 350-4470; Fax: (212) 350-5146

From: Robert B. Livingston, M.D.
Professor of Neurosciences Emeritus, UCSD
7818 Camino Noguera, San Diego, CA 92122-2027

Tel: (619) 455-0306; Fax: (619) 455-1874

10 September 1993
PAGE ONE OF FOUR PAGES
Dear Maynard:

I wouldn’'t bother you with this, but since the files on
JFK’s assassination have recently been opened, new interest is
focussing on evidence which casts doubt on the “single
assassin” conclusion of the Warren Commission.

| was Scientific Director of the National Institute for
Mental Health and (concurrently) of the National Institute of
Neurological Diseases and Blindness, at the time of the
assassination. These two institutes are obviously relevant to
interpretations of brain damage sustained by the president.

On the basis of November 22, 1963, broadcasts from
Parkland Hospital, | felt obliged to call Commander James
Humes, at the Bethesda Naval Hospital, who was about to
perform the autopsy. Our telephone conversation was completed
before the body arrived at Andrews AFB. | called to retail
media reports from Parkland Hospital that there was a small
wound in the front of his neck, just to the right of the trachea.

Humes said he hadn’t been paying attention to the news, but
was receptive to what | had to tell him. We had a cordial
conversation about this. Based on my knowledge of medical and
experimental analyses of bullet wounding, and personal
experiences caring for numerous bullet and shrapnel wounds
throughout the battle of Okinawa, | told him that a small wound,
as described, would have to be a wound of entry. When a bullet
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exits from flesh, it violently blows out a lot of tissue, usually
making a conspicuous cruciate opening with tissue protruding.
A wound of entry, however, just punctures as it penetrates. So
| stressed the need for him to probe that wound to trace its
course fully and to find the location of the bullet or fragments.
| especially emphasized that such a wound had to be an entry
wound. And since the president was facing forward the whole
time, that meant that there had to be a conspiracy. As we
talked about that, he interrupted the conversation momentarily.
He came back on the line to say, “I'm sorry, Dr. Livingston, but
the FBI won’'t let me talk any longer.” Thus, the conversation
ended.

Two important subsequent events are noteworthy:
Commander Humes did not dissect that wound, and when asked
why not, in the Warren Commission hearings, he said that he
didn’t know about the small wound in the neck until the
following day when he had a conversation with Dr. Perry at
Parkland Hospital.

A further issue concerns reports of the appearance of
cerebellar tissue in the occipital wound. This was first
reported “live” as observations by an orderly, and by a nurse,
both of whom were in the surgery where attempts to resuscitate
the president were conducted prior to his death. 1 didn’t give
any credibility to those stories and dismissed them from my
focus at the time, attributing what | thought must be mistaken
identification of cerebellum to a likely lack of tfamiliarity with
neuroanatomy by two non-medically trained individuals. It
would be easy to assume cerebellum in looking at macerated
cerebral tissue protruding from a bloody wound. But since then,
around six reputable physicians who saw the president at that
time have testified that cerebellum was extruding from the
wound at the back of his head. That is an important clue,
indicating that something must have burst into the posterior
fossa with sufficient force to uproot the cerebellum and blow a
substantial hole through the heavy, covering, well-anchored,
tentorium, which separates cerebellum from the main chamber
of the skull.

There is a third clue, relating to a probable hole in the
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upper left corner of the limousine windshield, which | learned
about on that day, or the next, from a reporter for the St. Louis
Post Dispatch, my friend and Stanford classmate, Dick Dudman--
whom you probably know. According to the spaling of the glass,
Dick was convinced that it was a through-and-through
penetration, but wasn’t permitted to test that by putting his
pen through the presumed hole.

Well, | have long been urged to document these experiences:
| had correspondence with Peter Dale Scott, a Professor of
English at UC Berkeley, David Lifton, author of Best Evidence,
and, as well, and Harrison Edward Livingstone (no relative)
somewhat over a year ago which | can transmit to you if you are
interested. More recently, | have had numerous conversations
and visits with Gary Aquilar, an ophthalmologist in San
Francisco, and conversations with James Fetzer, a Professor of
Philosophy at the University of Minnesota, in Duluth. | have
made and distributed to family and friends copies of this
correspondence, and also a 45-minute video-tape recording that
recounts these experiences, including reading some of the
correspondence. Such distribution was advised so that if
anything untoward happened to me, the documents would speak
for themselves.

Today | received a three-page Draft Fax from Jim Fetzer
which he was addressing to 60 MINUTES in New York, describing

what | have described above. | told him to not send that fax, to
which he agreed.
If the matter is to be considered “newsworthy” | would

feel a great deal better if you would give me your advice as to
how best to proceed. | would much prefer NEWSWEEK to handle
the matter, with your shepherding, if you will, than a slam-bang
program where one guy says he had an important telephone
conversation with another guy, and the other guy says he doesn’t
remember any such conversation: End of dialogue. That kind of
treatment seems to me to add more confusion rather than
clarity to the situation.

I end this by expressing to you my personal dilemma over
what might be best to do, if anything. You can appreciate that |
am concerned that the assassination has not been been
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adequately claritied, after 29+ years. And, also, that | have a
respectful willingness to contribute this sort of evidence--if
you and others consider that to be advisable. Some thoughtful
people have implied that if | remain silent my lifte may be In
danger! [which Is to me unbelievable], and that the best
security Is to make the evidence public.

Again, my apologles, Maynard, for dragging you Into this: |
trust your judgment and will respect your advice. With every
good personal wish,

Yours sincerely,

Bob Livingston

16 July 1997 Robert 8. Livingston, M.D.

Careful readers may have noticed, as David Lifton has observed, that there
is an inconsistency between my Letter to David Lifton of 2 May 1992, where
| report having heard nothing from Parkland about exposed cerebellum, and
my Statement of 18 November 1993, where | describe hearing of extruding
cerebellum by way of radio and television coverage on 22 November 1963. |
am (increasingly) confident that my later statement rather than my letter is
correct. | specifically recall hearing information about extruding cerebellum
that was attributed (by reporters) to an orderfy, to a nurse, and to a doctor
(as sources) at the time. | also remember quite clearly that this was one of
the issues that | was going to discuss with Humes before the FBI cut us off.

On reports of sources of the shots, speculation about shooters on the grassy
knoll or in the vicinity of the Triple Underpass were supported by descriptions
of large numbers of persons rushing to those locations immediately after the
assassination. The press was widely broadcasting two shots to the President
—one to the throat, one to the right temple—that were fired from in front and
those appeared to be the most obuvlous places for their origin. | am grateful
to David Lifton for bringing these matters to my attention through Jim Fetzer,
because | want the record to be clear and unambiguous about my experiences.
| appreciate the opportunity the editor has provided to make this clarification.

A clarification provided by Robert B. Livingston, M.D.,
on 16 July 1997, in response to questions posed by David Lifton




176 Fetzer: Letter to Howell Raines

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Department of Philosophy 10 University Drive
Duluth Campus epartment of Philosop Duluth. MN $5812,2496

13 September 1993 218-726.8548
Fax:218.726-6386

Mr. Howell Raines

Editorial Page Editor

The New York Times
229 West 43rd Street
New York, NY 10036

Re: Christopher Lehmann-Haupt's Review of Gerald Posner’s Case Closed

Dear Editor,

Gerald Posner has set a new standard for revisionist historians. If evi-
dence does not support your version of events, ignore it, distort it or simply
make it up. JFK's back wound was about ive inches below his shoulder, not
on the back of his neck. The throat wound was a wound of entry, not of exit.
His bleod and brains were blown out to the left rear, not the right front. The
photo Marina is supposed to have taken of Oswald is one of three that Dallas
police appear to have [aked. He had neither the motive nor the means to Kkifl
Kennedy. He admired JFK, he was a mediocre shot, the rifle was unreliable—
and he was on the second floor having a Coke when the President was shot.

There is at least as much evidence for these contentions as there is for
Posner’s. During a press conference at Parkland Hospital. for example. Mal-
colm Perry described the throat wound as a wound of entry—not once, but
three times! Transcripts are held by CBS and by the LBJ Library, but it was
alsoreported by Tom Wicker in The New York Times (23 November 1963),
p. 2. Moreover, on the death certificate signed by Admiral George Burkley,
the back wound is described as “in the posterior back at about the level of
the third thoracic vertebra™, the location depicted an the inside [ront-cover

of the Report of the Warren Commission published by The New York Times.

Posner treats possibilities as though they were probabilities, no matter
how unlikely. His position implies Oswald sprinted about 136 feet across the
sixth floor, concealed his rifle. ran down four flights of stairs, darted into the
lunchreom and bought himself.a Coke between |2:30 and 12:31 PM, which is
not only implausible on its face but rather difficult to reconcile with Howard
Brennan's account of a lingering assassin, not to mention that several women
who were on the stairway reported that he simply wasn't there at the time.
Posner combines locations where Oswald was observed by witnesses (about
10%) with hypothetical speculjations (about 90%) in constructing his scenario.
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Mr. Howell Raines 13 September 1993

So far as | am able to discern, that 10% typifies the truth content of
Posner's work. None of us should be surprised that books like this are pub-
lished. What is more distressing is that a reputabje newspaper such as The
New York Times should endorse an obvious piece of fakery as “brilliant™l [t
takes no brilliance 1o distort evidence, trash witnesses and rewrite history 10

fit a preconceived point of view. [f your editors, writers, and reviewers do
not know enough 10 recognize garbage in a matter of this magnitude, what
confidence can we have in your reporting on lesser events? And what has
become of the critical standards that used to typily American journalism?

Yours truly,

%yw\v\ A
ames H. Fetzer

Professor

Ford Made Key Change
In Kennedy Death Report

WASHINGTON, July 2 (AP) —
‘Thirty-three years ago, Gerald R.
Ford changed — ever so slightly —
the Warren Commission’s main sen-
tence on the place where a bullet
entered President John F. Kennedy’s
body when he was killed in Dallas.

Mr. Ford’s change strengthened
the commission’s conclusion that a
single bullet passed through Ken-
nedy and wounded Gov. John B. Con-
nally, — a crucial element in the
commission’s finding that Lee Har-
vey Oswald was the sole gunman.

Mr. Ford, who was a member of
the commission, wanted a change to
show that the bullet entered Kennedy
‘‘at the back of his neck” rather than
in his uppermost back, as the com:
mission originally wrote.

Mr. Ford said today that the
change was intended to clarify
meaning, not alter history.

“My changes had nothing to do
with a conspiracy theory,” he said in
a telephone interview.

According to The New York
Times (3 July 1997), p. AS,
Warren Commission
member Gerald Ford
changed the description of
the President’s back wound
from “his uppermost back”
to “the back of his neck”, an
alteration that greatly
enhanced the plausibility of
the “magic bullet” theory.
Even the use of “his
uppermost back” appears to
be highly misleading, since
the wound was between his
shoulder blades at the level
of the third thoracic
vertebra, which would be
about six inches below the
collar. [Editor’s note:
See the Prologue and
Appendix 1.]
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Duluth Campus Depaniment of Philosophy 10 Umversary Drive
Duluth, MN 55812.2496

218-726-8548
Fax:218-726-6386

1 December 1993

Lawrence K. Altman. M.D.
The New York Times

229 West 43cd Street
New York, NY 10036

Dear Dr. Altman,

As it happens, ] am a member of a research group that includes Gary
Aguilar, M.D., and David Mantik. M.D.. Ph.D., that has been investigating the
medical evidence in the assassination of JFK. We-Dr Mantik, in particular—
have made significant discoveries about the X-rays in this case, which Dr.
Mantik has now established scientifically 10 be compqsile fabrications.

We presented our findings during a press conference at Loew's Hotel in
New York on November 18th. Unfortunately. because it was being sponsored
by a publisher, Carroll & Graf, at the invitation of an author with whom the
press has had uneasy relations. Harrison Livingstone, no one came. At Jeast,
no one with an appropriate medical and scientific background was present.

A woman from Reuters struggled 1o compose a piece {copy enclased).
which presented a very [limsy version of what we were presenting. Some-
1hing else went out via the Xinhua Qverseas News Service, dbut what | have
is only a fragment lcopy enclosed). These pieces do not appear 1o be very
successful in conveying the nature and significance of what we have done.

I would be gratefu! if you could take a look at what we have found. |
am enclosing a lairly complete compendium ¢f what was presented at that
time. In addition to our presentations. the appendices were 2150 provided.
1 hope you agree that our findings are of great importance to this case. If
you would like to contact any of those involved in this inquiry, please reach
me at (218) 726-7269 loffice) or at 1218) 724-2706 (home).

.
Yours truly.

RN

James H. Fetzer
Professor
enclosures
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M. T. Jenkins, 77,
Doctor Who Tried
To Revive Kennedy

By WOLFGANG SAXON

Dr. Marion Thomas Jenkins, the
Texas anesthesiologist who tried to
resuscitate both President John F.
Kennedy and his assassin, Lee Har-
vey Oswald, 31 years ago, died on
Monday at his home in Dallas. He
was 77.

The cause was stomach cancer,
his family said.

Testifying during the Warren
Commission’s investigation In 1964,
Dr. Jenkins related the particulars
of the President’s wounds and the
actions he and his colleagues took on
Nov. 22, 1963. His testimony was
taken at Parkland Hospital by Arlen
Specter, then the assistant counsel of
the commission and now a Republi-
can Senator from Pennsylvania.

Dr. Jenkins again was in the emer-
gency room two days later for the
treatment of Oswald, who was
gunned down by Jack Ruby while in
police custody. The doctor’s role was
: described in the best-selling book by
Gerald L. Posner, ‘‘Case Closed: Lee
Harvey Oswald and the Assassina-
tion of JFK.” (Random House,
1993), which sought to refute the
various conspiracy theories about
the murders.

Dr. Jenkins was born in Hughes
Springs, Tex., the son of a country
doctor. He was a graduate of the
University of Texas at Austin and

| received his medical degree from its

medical branch in Galveston in 192n

He became the director of the De-
partment of Anesthesiolegy at Park-
land in 1948 and professor and chair-
man of the Department of Anesthesi-
ology at the Medical School in 1951.

Dr. Jenkins and a colleague de-
vised a procedure that is used every
day in operating rooms around the
world when they found that by giving
an intravenous saline solution to sur-
gical patients with strong blood pres-
sure and pulse, the need for a blood
transfusion was reduced.

Dr. Jenkins is survived by two
sons, Dr. Gregory L. Jenkins of Los
Gatos, Calif,, and Dr. Philip N. Jen-
kins of Dallas; a daughter, Christine
L. Jenkins of Los Anpeles; a brother,
Vance K. Jenkins of Hughes Springs,
and two grandsons.

More obituaries appear
on preceding page.

3 S

< (%

The copper-jacketed,

6.5 mm “magic bullet.”
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Uy V}%{SITY OF MINNESOTA
s gl oot s B

// 6 December 1994 e ressis
Fax:2/8-726-6386

Arthur Ochs Sulzberger

I ew. i

229 West 43cd Street

New York, NY 10036

Dear Mr. Sulzberger,

As an admirer of the paper you publish, | have been dismayed at the
irresponsible coverage of recent developments in the assassination of JFK
provided by The New York Times. An obituary of Marion "Pepper” Jenkins
that appeared on 23 November 1994, for example, included a promotional
citation of a recent book by Gerald Posner entitled Case Closed as though it
were an authoritative source on the assassination, when that is manifestly
not the case, as virtually every serious student of this subject is aware.

In spite of a fatuous review of this book in your own newspaper, the
work is known to be a blatant misrepresentation of evidence in this case.
Mr. Posner took the prosecution brief prepared for a mock-courtroom trial
by Failure Analysis Associates, disregarded the corresponding brief pre-
pared for the defense, and pubished it without proper acknowledgement.
If you want confirmation, please contact Roger McCarthy, CEO of FAA, who
can easily be reached at {415) 688-7100 {phone) or (415} 688-7366 (faz).

vew York Times is therefore participating in perpetuating a hoax
on the American people, first, by a completely irresponsible review of this
work, second, by citing it in an obituary (of all places!) as though it were a
responsible source. There are many other works of vastly greater merit on
this subject, some of which—such as David Lifton's Best Evidence—have also
been best-sellers. yet  do not find them cited in your newspaper. | deign
to suggest that a paper as distinguished as your own surely can do better.

Indeed, major developments involving the medical evidence are tak-
ing place without discernable attention from the fourth estate. 1 enclose
a copy of the student newspaper of this campus, the UMD Statesman (27
January 1994). This issue includes an article based on a lecture in which
[ summarized some of these developments. [t is ironic and paint'u} that a
student paper should be more responsible than our newspaper of record.

Yours truly,

Hesaad
James H. Fetzer
Professor
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JFK cover-up exposed by UMD professor

Fabricated evidence links Kennedy assassination with federal government

By 2ach Johns
Staff Writer

Startling new evidence has
been found about the assassi-
nation of ‘'John F. Kennedy.
The team of researchers who
made these discoveries was
organized by Dr. James H.
Fetzer of UMD's philosophy
department, who presented
this information last Wednes-
day evening at a lecture in
Kirby Ballroom.

Fetzer and his colleagues
have found new medical evl-
dence that conclusively shows
JFK was shot from two differ-
ent directions, therefore mak-
ing the "lone gunman" theory
impossible and a conspiracy
definite.

This is underscored by new
evidence brought forth by
Fetzer's team that JFK's au-
topsy photos and X-rays had
been fabricated. In recent
years many conspiracy theo-

front and rear).

New Findings in the Assassination of JFK
*Autopsy X-rays and photographs proved fabricated.
*Magic bullet theory proven impossible.

*Kennedy hit at least four times: once in throat (from
front), once in back (from rear), twice in head (from

*Autopsy drawings and photos of Kennedy's brain
concluded to be of a brain other than JFK's.

ries have abounded, charging
everyone from the Cubans to

- the mob to the Soviet Union

with the crime.

Fetzer says fabrication of
the autopsy X-rays can only
point to a cover-up from
within the United States Gov-
emment.

One member cof Fetzer's
group Is Dr. David W. Mantik.
Mantik is a Ph.D. physicist
and M.D. radiologist who trav-

eled to Washington D.C. and
examined autopsy X-rays and
photographs in the National
Archives on four separate oc-
caslons.

He says that even when he
first looked at the X-rays with
his naked eye, there seemed
to be too much contrast be-
tween the light and dark sec-
tions In relation to X-rays he
had been used to seeing.

He applied a special tech-

nique known as “optical
densitometry” to study the X-
rays. That technique had
never been used before on
JFK's X-rays. Using this tech-
nique Mantik discovered that
the autopsy X-rays are com-
posiles — superpositions of
more than one image — an

therebyaltered. :

Mantik's discovery also
provides powerful evidence of
two bullet wounds to the
head, while the Warren Com-
misslon states there was only
one.

In addition, on the basls of
kis study of the chest X-ray,
Mantik discovered that the
“magic-bullet” theory s im-
possible because, accordinge
to his calculations, the bullet
would have to have struck
Kennedy's spine.

The X-rays show no dam-
age that would have been
caused had the wounds been
inllicted the way the oflicial

report describes them.

In combination with other
evidence, these findings Indi-
calte that President Kennedy
was hit at least four times:
once in the throat (from (n
front). once In the back (from
the rear), and twice in the
head (once from the front and
once from behind).

The Warren Report and
HSCA report, both of which
afirm that he was hit only
twice, therefore, have been
completely discredited Ly Dr.
Mantik's discoveries.

An assoclate member of Dr.
Fetzer's team s Dr. Robert B.
Livingston. Dr. Livtngston has
reported a conversation he
had the day of the shooting
with Commander James Hu-
mes, who hecaded the autopsy
team at Bethesda Naval Hos-
pital.

Livingston, who was the
Sclentific Director of both the

JFK104
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JFK: Cover-up discovered

From 1
National Instilute for Mental
Health and (he National Insti-
tute of Neurological Diseases
and Blindness in 1963, pald
close attention to the news re-
ports comlng in.

When he heard (hat (here
was a small frontal wound in
the Presicent's throat, he con-
sidered it a “matter of utinost
importance for the autopsy”
so he telephoned the hospital.
The reason he felt that infor-
mation was so important was
becatise a small hole means
an entrance wound, which
meant Kennedy must have
been shot from (he front.

In his conversation with
Humes, Livingston stressed
the Importance of tracing the
path of the bullet and (hat, if
it were confirmed as a wound
of entrance and if there were
bullets that were shot from
the rear. then thers would
have to be more than one gun-
man. At {that manent, Living-
ston says. their conversation
was Interrupted. After the
pause, Humes said, "Dr. Liv-
Ingston, I'm sorry, but I can't

talk with you any longer. The
FBI won't let me.”

Despite Dr. Livingston
drawing Dr. Humes' attention
to the throat wound and
stressing its importance, Dr.
Humes sald in his testimony
before the Warren Commis-
sion that he only learned
about the throat wound the
day after the autopsy.

Dr. Livingston believes that
this testimony and the FBI's
intervention "means that the
autopsy (and Dr. Humes) were
already under explicit non-
medical contiol prior to the
slart of the autopsy.”

Dr. Livingston, who had ex-
tensive experience with bullet
and shrapncl wounds serving
with the Navy Medical Corps
during World War 11, is also a
world authority on the human
brain.

He has noted that several
of the physiclans attending
the President at Parkland
Hospital testified that they
saw cerebellum protruding
from the wound in the back of
the President's head. But the
autopsy photographs show

the cerebellum completely in-
tact.

Based on multiple sources
of expert testimony describing
cerebellum tissue extruding
from the head and comparing
that testimony with drawings
and photographs of the brain
that are avallable at the Na-
tional Archives, Livingston
has concluded that “the pho-
tographs and drawings of the
brain in the Natlonal Archives
are those of some brain other
than that of John Fitzgerald
Kennedy."

Fetzer's group presented all
of this information on Nov. 18,
1993 at a press conference in
New York. City. Because it was
sponsored by an author of a
new book and his publisher,
only a few reporters turned
out. The reporters who were
there were mostly book re-
viewers, not versed in the as-
sassination. *

Although a 1eporter from
the Reulers news service
wrote a story focusing on the
fabrication of the X-rays that
recelved some inlemational
attentlon, a more comprehen-

JFK to 11

-

sive story written by an Asso-
clated Press reporter was ap-
parently killed at the national
desk.

Thus far, the most national
coverage that has been
brought to these discoveries
were two sentences on CNN
the morning [following the
press conference.

Fetzer observed that bolh
Mantik and Livingston pre-
sented their findings at a con-
ference on the assassination
of JFK held in Dallas Nov. 18 -
22 of last year and received

11
JFK: Press shuns story
standing ovations.
From 4 *This lack of coverage 1s dif-

ficult to understand,” said
Fetzer. "At this point there has
been more international cov-
erage than national coverage!”
Thus, at: present. experts
on the assassination are
aware of these developments,
but ordinary citizens are not.
Fetzer stressed the (mpor-
tance of these discoveries.
*The American people are en-
titled to know what happened
to this country on Nov. 22,
1963, and we are going to do
whatever we can to ensure

‘that they find out.”
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Part Il

The Pursuit of
Justice in a
Bureaucracy

Cynical readers may find it difficult to believe that the nation’s most so-
phisticated newspaper, The New York Times, could be ignorant about devel-
opments in the assassination of JFK, one of the few momentous events of
modern American history. And, indeed, the circumstances under which
our discoveries have received no significant national exposure lend them-
selves to more disconcerting interpretations. An article by Carl Bernstein,
“The CIA and the Media”, Rolling Stone (20 October 1977), for example,
suggests that our most powerful news organizations have worked hand-in-
glove with the CIA in the past. Perhaps that relationship has continued to
this day.

Bernstein’s analysis of this unhealthy relationship is laced with illustra-
tions, including the conduct of Joseph Alsop, once one of our leading syn-
dicated columnists, who took pride in his work for the CIA, which appar-
ently included suggesting to President Lyndon Johnson that the investiga-
tion of the assassination of his predecessor might be well-served by ap-
pointing a committee of inquiry, which became the Warren Commission.
Even more disturbing to me personally, however, was Bernstein's report
that certain news executives had entered into formal secrecy agreements
with the CIA, including, to my dismay, Arthur Ochs Sulzberger, Sr., of The
New York Times.

One of the problems with maintaining rational beliefs in the times in
which we live, as explained in the Prologue, is the need to avoid naiveté
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without becoming paranoid. We can sustain our most cherished beliefs in
the face of contrary evidence by pursuing the practice of selection and elimi-
nation, but that approach dictates we ignore evidence that is both relevant
and available. Without inviting paranoia, there are other indications that
coverage of these striking, even sensational, findings in the assassination
of JFK may have been suppressed for reasons other than ignorance.

How Amencas Most Powerfu

News MediaWorked Hand =
in Glove with the Central Intelhgence
Agencyand Whythe - l
Church Commnttee Covered lt Up 1

'THE CIA AND THE MEDIA

!
{
i
i

RE

BYCARL BERNSTEIN

by his syndicare. Hcdndmgabcuuuh-uuhdmduwbyzh:

newwnptn that peinted his colutnn. He wesit at the request of the CTA. i
Alsop is one of more than 400 American journalaa who in the past oweny.five l

years have secredy carried out mnp\umsoﬁ::‘:t: Central Intelligence Agencyi

-

n 1953, Abop, then ‘one of Americal leading syndicated columaisss, i
I w:m to zI{:’mem to covér an elecrion. He did not go because he wis asked

according to d on file ag CIA h dveupumnhn relationships ¢
with the Agency were tacit; some wete explicir, Thete was cooeration, accommodation and !
overlap. Journalists prcmdcd o full range of clardestine sérvieer—from simple intelligence- -
gothering to serving as go-betweens with spies in Commiuniat Countries. Reportecs shared * |
their notehooks wirh the CIA. Edirors shared their staffs. Sotne of the journabises were 'V~
Puliteer Prize winners, distinguished rvparm-: who considered themselves nmhmdor- :

4

Farmer W Tos” apote Catt Rerwst wis vow rwbing on ¢ hvol vt oivh b f e Cold W

Bernstein reports that, according to CIA officials, their most valuable
associations by far have been with The New York Times, CBS, and Time, Inc.

We made other attempts to reach out to the press to advise them that
major developments were afoot. When Robert B. Livingston, M.D., and
I were contemplating our alternatives for disseminating new informa-
tion about the assassination, I suggested that we send a fax to 60 Min-
utes, in which we describe his conversation with Humes on 22 Novem-
ber 1963, which contradicts Humes’ sworn testimony to the Warren
Commission and to the House Select Committee on Assassinations.
Livingston was reluctant to do so, however, because of the confronta-
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tional character of the program. Instead of that, he preferred to fax his
findings to Newsweek.

One of his reasons for taking this approach, moreover, was that
Livingston and Maynard Parker, the Editor-in-Chief of Newsweek, were
both members of the Board of Trustees of Stanford University. Thus, he
felt more comfortable proceeding in this fashion because Parker was
someone he knew and felt he could trust. The fax was sent out on Fri-
day, 10 September 1993, and by Monday, 13 September 1993, I had re-
ceived a call from the office of Maynard Parker advising me that the
material we had sent was being forwarded to Evan Thomas in Washing-
ton, D.C., who was then completing a special issue focused on the assas-
sination of JFK.

The special issue of Newsweek appeared on 22 November 1993, but
there was not a word reporting what Livingston had to say. Instead, the
bottom line was that there had been a cover-up, but it had been benign,
simply an attempt by bureaucracies to cover their tails in the aftermath
of the assassination, where they had badly blundered by failing to offer
the President adequate protection and by neglecting the threat posed by
Lee Harvey Oswald. So the critics were right—there had been a cover-
up! But everyone could rest easy, because it was nothing to be worried
about.

When we then appeared at the press conference on 18 November
1993, copies of each of our statements were given to each member of
the press along with a bound set of supporting documents. Included in
that set was a copy of the fax that Livingston had sent to Maynard Parker.
If anyone noticed that the Editor-in-Chief of Newsweek had been given a
scoop he declined to pursue, I have not heard about it. In preparing for
the press conference, I had a conversation with Kent Carroll of Carroll
& Graf, who explained to me that we should spell everything out and
that I must not forget reporters are not investigators. That may be part
of the problem.

My efforts to interest the Department of Justice in our findings were
if anything even more disheartening. I wrote to Janet Reno, Attorney
General (with supporting documents), but I heard from Mary Spearing,
Chief, General Litigation and Legal Advice Section. She appreciated my
efforts, but suggested I study the HSCA report, which had appeared in
1979. 1 found this hard to believe, since the information that I was con-
veying, which had not been available in 1979, went far beyond the scope
of the HSCA investigation, which was predicated upon the assumption
that the autopsy X-rays were authentic and were the “best evidence” in
this case.
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In her letter to me of 25 January 1994, Spearing explained that every
unsolicited letter is reviewed by at least three attorneys who are famil-
iar with the assassination investigation and that, while they would be
glad to receive further “new evidence” from me, they regret that “we
will be unable to reply to your letters in the future.” In my response of
30 January 1994, I observe that, unless these attorneys possess the sci-
entific qualifications to appraise Dr. Mantik’s studies, their opinions are
completely irrelevant. The concerns I am raising are scientific questions
about matters of fact and not legal questions that could be answered by
attorneys.

I had incidentally mentioned two of Robert B. Livingston'’s friends,
Robert McNamara and Elliot Richardson, in my letter to Janet Reno of
17 September 1993, which Livingston thought inappropriate. I there-
fore wrote to them to explain the context in which this had occurred.
Their replies are printed here. Moreover, on 4 November 1994, during a
recent congressional campaign, President Bill Clinton visited Duluth. I
gave a copy of a video I had made about the assassination to an aide I
met in the gym, where the President would later speak, but I did not
presume it would actually find its way to him. I was grateful to receive
his letter of 21 November 1994,

Although the Department of Justice appears to have neither the tal-
ent nor the inclination to pursue these new developments, I still believe
that there are some promising indications of renewed interest in these
matters. On 24 October 1994, for example, I wrote to John R. Tunheim,
Chairman of the Assassination Records Review Board, to invite his at-
tention to work by Mantik and Livingston, which had been presented
during our ill-fated New York press conference. [Editor’s note: See Part
I1.] Very much to my surprise, he responded in his letter of 14 February
1995 by inviting me to meet with him in order to pursue these matters
further. We had a very cordial conversation.

A more important indication that the country might finally be moving
in the right direction has been the appointment of John Deutch as Director
of the CIA. Among his first acts has been to “clean out the upper echelons
of agency management”, a change even The New York Times (22 May 1995,
p. A10) has endorsed. I can only hope that his successor, George Tenet, will
possess half of his integrity and a quarter of his courage. If cases like the
assassination are ever to be legally resolved, however, we need special pros-
ecutors who can convene grand juries, negotiate plea bargains, grant im-
munity, and issue subpoenas, as Elliot Richardson, “Special Counsels, Petty
Cases” (The New York Times, 5 June 1995, p. A11), has observed. The pur-
suit of justice requires no less.

—James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Duluth Campus Department of Philosophy 10 University Drive

Duluth, MN 55812-2496
17 September 1993 218-726-8548
Far:218-726-6386
The Honorable Janet Reno
Attorney General of the United States
Department of Justice
Tenth and Constitution Avenues, NW
Room 4400
Washington, D.C. 20530

Re: New Evidence in the JFK Assassination
Enclosures:

(1) Robert Livingston letter to David Lifton of 2 Mary 1992

(2) Robert Livingston letter 1o Harrison Livingstone of 5 May 1992

(3) Partial transcript of Perry's Press Conference of 22 November 1963
(4) Partial transcript of Perry's Testimony before the Warren Commission
(5) Short Curriculum Vitae, Robert B. Livingston, 1993

(6) Brief Curriculum Vitae, 1993, Robert B. Livingston, M.D.

Dear Madam Attorney General,

This letter brings to your attention a witness whose testimony appears
to provide conclusive evidence that James Humes, one of the medical officers
who performed the autopsy on John F Kennedy at Bethesda Naval Hospital,
had knowledge of the existence of a wound to the throat and of its import-
ance as evidence of a shot fired from the front--and therefore of a second
gunman--on Friday, the 22nd, prior to conducting the autopsy, even though
he has claimed that he only learned of a wound to the throat the following
day, Saturday, the 23rd. after the autopsy was over. In 1963. this witness,

Robert B. Livingston. M.D.,

was the Scientific Director of (both) the National Institute for Mental Health

and the National Institute for Neurological Diseases and Blindness. which are
branches of the National Institutes of Health, a position he held originally in

the Eisenhower Adminsstration and later in the Kennedy Administration. He
was then (and remains) an international authority on the human brain. with
extensive milstary experience in dealing with bullet and shrapnel wounds.

Dr. Livingston is extremely well-known and highly respected. not only in
his field of expertise but also through his official and unofficial contacts with
government officials, including, for example,
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Blliott Richardson, former Attorney General; and
Robert McNamara, former Secretary of Defense;

who number among his personal friends. The importance of his experiences
in relation 1o the assassination are well-understood by those with whom he
has had correspondence, including, for example,

Harrison Livingstone, author of High Treason 2 and
Peter Dale Scott, author of Crime and Cover-Up.

if you would like 10 know more about the man himself or the importance of
his testimony, | recommend that you contact these persons for verification

of his past positions and ongoing relationships with McNamara and Richard-
son and of the significance of what he has to say with Scott and Livingstone.

Perhaps [ should provide an outline as background to his testimony. As
you will discover from his letters to David Lifton and to Harrison Livingstone
{Enclosures { 1) and {2)), Dr. Livingston telephoned Dr. Humes the afternoon
of Friday, 22 November 1993, 10 advise him of the evidentiary importance
of the wound to the neck that was being widely reported on radio and tele-
vision, especially as a result of the Parkland Press Conference held earlier in
the afternoon, where Malcolm Perry. the surgeon who performed a tracheos-
tomy on JFK, stated three times that the wound to the throat was (or appear-
ed 10 be) a wound of entrance (Enclosure (3)).

One of the most suspicious actions taken by Humes in relation to the au-
topsy is that he destroyed the Tirst draft” of his autopsy report. [f he only
fearned of the existence of the throat wound on Saturday morning, as Arlen
Specter has remarked, however, then this behavior might have been justifi-
able. Thus, "Specter suggests that Dr. Humes altered his lindings upon learn-
ing for the irst time. on Saturday morning. that the tracheotomy perfor med
by Dr. Perry in Dallas had ubliterated a bullet wound in the front of the Pres-
ident’'s throat” (In the Shadow of Dallas. p. 69, citing 2 WCH 367). (Indeed,
Perry would later maintain that he had been "misquoted” during the press
conlerence and, when questioned by Specter before the Warren Commission,
would say his conversations with Humes were on Saturday (Enclosure i4)).)

If Humes already knew about the throat wound, especially as a wound of
entrv. prior to the autopsy, he could not have learned for the first Lime of its
existence until after it had been completed. Given that Humes did not know
about it till the body was no longer available for examination and dissection.
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he ceuld then “infer” that it was an “exit” for the back wound, which could be
relocated upward where it would penetrate the body on the back of the neck.
thereby becoming consistent with Theron Ward's death certificate description
of Kennedy's death as due to "multiple gunshot wounds of head and neck"!

If Dr. Livingston's testimony concerning his conversation with Humes on
the 22nd is accurate, then it provides strong evidence for these conclusions:

(1) that Humes, Boswell, and Perry lied under oath, etc.,
12) that government officials promoted a cover-up; and,
(3) that the single-bullet theory 1s almost certainly false.

Even more significantly, an entry wound to the neck also destroys the single
assassin scenario (unless JFK was looking back toward the Book Depository
ory Building when he was struck in the throat, as Perry himself suggested
belore he was pressured into changing his testimonVy, which illustrates the
strength of his enduring belief that the throat wound was one of entrance).

The “throat wound ignorance theory”--namely, that the doctors feigned
ignorance of the throat wound in order 1o suppress evidence that would un-
dermine the ali-too-familiar official version of the assassination--seems Lo
be very difficult o resist in hight of br. Livingston s 1estimony. [ believe 11
provides the kev to understanding, not the assassination itself. necessarily,
but the cover-up. In this sense, it may properly be regarded as a "smoking
gun’. From the nature of the cover-up, moreover, inferences concerning the
assassination itse{f almost certainly can be more easily drawn.

If you would like 1o have more evidence in support of the throat wound
ignorance theory, | would be glad to put you 1n contact with researchers who
have access 1o copies of the death certificates, the transcript of the Parkland
press conference. and other documents obtained under the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act related to Enclosures (3) and (4). If you would like for me to do
so, | can send vou a video-tape of Dr. Livingston's testimony. {| have added
enclosures (5) and (6) for your use.) If there is any way in which [ may be
of assistance 1n this matter, do not hesitate 10 contact me.

Yours truly,

LB B
Office: (218)726-7269 James H. Fetzer
Home. (218) 724-2706 Professor

(*%]
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Brief Curriculum Vitae, 1993 Robert B. Livingston, M.D.

Education: Stanford University (AB, 1940); Stanford Unlversig Schooal of Medicine
LMD. 1944); (Residency, |ntarnal Medicine {under Arthur L. Bloomfield], Stanford
niversity Hospitals, 1943-1945).

Academic Appointments: Stanford University (Instructor of Pathology [under
Alvin Cox], 1943-45); Yale University School of Medicine (Instructor to Assistant
Professor of , under John F, Fulton], 1946-52); (concurrently) Harvard Medical
School (Assistant Professor of Psychiatry [under Harry Solomon), 1947-48); UCLA
School of Medicine (Associate Professor to Professor of Physi

H. W. Magoun and John Field}, 1952-57); Adjunct Professor, Mid-Career Course, U.S.
State Department, 1957-1964; Founding Chair, UCSD School of Medicine, Depatment

of Neurosciences (Professor of Neyrosciences, 1964-1989 [with Theodore H. Bullock,
Robert Galambos, Reginald B ckford, John O'Brien, Marjorie Seybold, Fred Gage, Robert
Terry, and Rober Katzman); Quest Professor of Neurosciences, at Hirnforschungsinstitut
der Universitét Zdrich gunder Konrad Akert}, 1971-72); Science Advisor to His Holiness,
the Dalal Lama], 1989--),

[Aim of academic career is to invesligate combinations of nervous and mental functions,
using a variety of neuroanatomical, neurophysiological, behavioral and clinical techniques
and discipines.)

Advan ed Training: Université de Généve (National Research Council Senior
Fellow in Neurolo‘gz. Lunder Oscar Wyss], 1948-49&; niversitat ZOrich ﬁdlno [under Walter
Rudolph Hesi], 49); Collége de France (Wiihelm B, Gruber Fallow in Neurology,
gnder Alfred Fessard], 1949-50); Oxford University (ditto [under F.S.C. Little and Paul

lges], 1950); Universitet GOteborg (US Public Health Service Senior Fellow in
Neurology, [with Bo QGernandt and Holger Hydén), 1956); Massachusetts Institute of
Technology {(Research Associate, Neurosciences Research Program, [under Francis O.
Schmitt], 1961-1973).

National Service: US Navy Medicai Corps (Reser e), Word War I, Lieutenant
j.g.) to Lieutenant: Established and directed the hospital for wounded Okinawans and
apanase POWS throughout the battie of Okinawa, U.S. Navy Bronze Star, 1945;
"Interpreter” for surrender of Japanese Army in North China, [U.S. Marine Corps needed
Beopla with even modest Chinese and Japanese language training), 1945; Chief, Medical
attalion Laborato y, 2nd Marine Division, Tiensin and Peking, throughout "Cease-Fire"
between Kuomintang and Chinese Communists, 1945-46; émmmmm to the
President, National Academy of Sciences, and Chairman, National Research Council, 1950-
52; j j . National Institute for Mental Healith, and (concurrently) National
Institute of Neurological Diseases and Blindness, 1957-1964; Member, first Life Sciences
Committee, NASA, advisory for life support systems, safety, communication, and
seglg:tlon of first Astronauts, 1958-63; first Natiopal Schalar, National Library of Medicine,
1 .

International Diplomatic Contributiongaternational Phgsicians for the
Prevention of Nuclear War {IPPNW), winner of 1985 Nobe! P ize for Peace, lEEag'
Emissary [with Lars Engstedt] to Egypt. Jordan, Syria, Kuwait, Bahrian, and Saudi Arabia,
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to gersuade Arab physicians to contribute internationally to the prevention of nuclear war;
IPPNW Ambagsador, to Tibetan Govemment-in-Exile, Dharamsala, India. Contributed to
three successive East-West Dialogues 1987, 1989, 1990 on Mind and Life Sunder Tenzin
Qyatso, His Holiness, The Dalai Lama, winner of the 1989 Nobel Peace Prize]. Participant,
two international diplomatic missions conducted by the Center for the Study of the Person
[under Carl Roaers] in Rust, Austria, and, with Gay Swensen [afler Rogers' death) in San
José, Costa Rica, [under President Arias], to establish a dialogue between the
gov rnment of Nicaragua and the United States.

Research Contributions: Neocortical representations of visceral functions In
monkey and chimpanzee [with Ernest Sachs, Jr.. Sam Brendler, and José Delgado);
Human frontal and cingulate cortical representations of visceral funct ons jwith Wiiliam P.
Chapman, William H. Sweet, and Kenneth E. Livingston]; Plasticity ot muscle synergy in
humans [with Altred Fessard, Jean Paillard, and Auguste Tourney}; Eye movements
controlled by frontal eye fields and occipital visual fields in monkey; Frontal motor
representations in deep sulci of cats (with José Delgado); Localization of frontal eye fields in
cats; Headtuming and eye deviation elicited by stimulation of frontal cortex in freely moving
cats [under Walter Rudolt Hess, with Donald A. MacDonald]; Explosive decompression at
high attitude [with Samuel Gelfan and Leslie Nims]; Use of biological potentials to wam of
anoxic anoxia [with Harold S. Burr); Segregation, origin and destination of first-order
sensory dorsal column axons [under Paul Glees]: Central control of ascending sensory
pathways (with Ratll Herndndez-Pe6n and Haraid Scherrer}; Corticalinfluences on brain
stem conduction systems, and on brain stem arousal mechanisms [with John D. French,
Raul Hemandez Pedn, W. Ross Adey and José Segundo]; Cerebrospinal fluid equilibria;
Somatic functions of the nervous system [with Raul Hernéndez-Peén}; Differential seizure
susceptibility in monkey coitex [with John D. French]; Prevention of seizures in monkeys
by intravenous procaine injections [with John D. French, Bruce Konigsmark, and Ken
ichland); Vestibulo-spinal motor projections (with Bo Gernandt, Sid Gilman, and
Magdolna Iranyi); Brain mechanisms and behavior; Neurophysiology of brain stem
reticular formation [with Frederic G. Worden); Neurophysiological contributions to internal
medicine [with Frederic G. Worden]; Longltudinal spinal and brainstem reflex systems
relayed through the buibar reticular formation [with Muneo Shimamura); Dynamics of
acoustic pathways under control of middle-ear muscles {with Amoid Starr and Peter Carmel;
What makes the sloth so slothful? [with T.H. Butiock, Donald B. Lindsley, and Robert
Galambos]; Central control of receptors and sensory transmission systems; Role of
central nervous mechanisms relating to reinforcement; Ultrastructure of myelin glial-axonal
junctions, and functional dynamics of synaptic boutons [under Konrad Akert);
Cinemorphology of whole human brain serial surfaces, in registration, exposed at
microscop cally thin intervals throughout the entire brain in 68 "normal” human brains [with
Hcg Mills and Thornton Egge); Three-dimensional reconstruction of one whole human
brain, using interactive computer graphics [with Kent Wilson, Bill Atkinson, and Bud Tribble,
). A film on this subject [produced under Sy Wexler] won sweepstakes awards at ali
major Intemational documentary film festivals in 1976/7, and has been shown repeatedly on
NOVA, National Gao%raphic Society, BBC, OMNIMAX, and many other television
rograms, worldwide. Undernourishment affectingEhuman brain development in the U.S.
Emder Doris H. Calloway, with Helen Ross, and Elisabeth Stern]. Expeditions include:
hips' Physician and Chiet Diver, Scripps Institution ot Oceanography Expedition
CAPRICORN {under Roger Revelle and Walter Munk], 1951-1952; Alpha Helix
Expedition to the Amazon [with Theodore H. Bullock and Donald B. Lindsley], 1968;
Expeditionto Panama [with Theodore H. Bullock and Robert Galambas) 1970.
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Research Publications: Some 200 research publications including a few
research monogrephs. Chapters on Neurophysiology in a textbook for psychologists;
Chaptars on Neurophysiology in a textbook for }gsychiatrists-these latter were
republished as a separ te monograph,  Sensory Processing, Perception, and Behavior,
1978; Section on Neu ophy iology consisting of a dozen ch pters in Best and Taylor's
Physiological Basis of Medical Pracvce, 11th gdiﬁo n, 1985, 12th Edition, 1990.

Lectureships:; AAAS Holklay Sclence Lecturer, for State-wide honor high school
tudents: Florida, 1958, Oregon, 1959; National Sigma Xi Lecturer, 1960 and 1961;

Queen Kamehameha Lecturer, University of Hawaii Schoot of Medicine, 1965; AAAS

Chi Lectureship [shared wﬂ1hg§l1&sabeth Stem), 1978 and 1979; Sachs Memonial

Extra-Curricular Activities: Co-incorporator [with John F. Futton), the Joumal of
the Hisw%ofMeddne , 1951, Panicigbed closely with Leo Szilard in founding the Coundil
for Abolishing War, which became the Counal for a Livable World ,1862. Co-Incorporator
[with Richard J. Bamet, Marcus Raskin, and Christopher Jenche), of the institute for Policy
Studies, 1962. Co-Incorporator [with Fritjof apra] of the Elmwood institute, 1979. Active
Em}er Be%rg nlr'gaw:s]algo Intemaﬁg;al nz?ysidans fg’rl mami:ravssntion oIINucIaar War, as o
mﬁssaa’ r:Deptg uncl representative .S. national Physicans
Social Responsibilty; House of Delegates, 1986-88, President, 1992.

A map of the motorcade
route published in The
Dallas Morning News (22
November, 1963), which
does not indicate the
detour actually taken
through Dealey Plaza via
Houston and Elm Streets.
Continuing through
Dealey Plaza on Main
Street to Industrial
Boulevard would have
provided a more direct
route to the Trade Mart,
where JFK was scheduled
to speak. [Editor’s note:
See Robert Groden, The
Search for Lee Harvey
Oswald (1995), p. 103.]
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U. S. Department of Justice
Criminal Division

Washingon, D.C. 20530

DEC 7 1B

Professor James H. Fetzer
Department of Philosophy
Duluth Campus

University of Minnesota

10 University Drive

Duluth, Minnesota 55812-2496

Dear Professor Fetzer:

Your two recent letters to the Attorney General regarding
the assassination of President John F. Kennedy were referred to
the Criminal Division of the Department of Justice for response.
You submitted "new evidence" related to the emergency treatment
and subsequent autopsy of President Kennedy in November 1963.
You expressed particular concern about the frequently debated
topic of the direction of the bullet which caused a wound to
President Kennedy's neck. In addition to providing copies of
correspondence discussing this issue, you endorsed certain
published conspiracy theories.

As you are probably aware, in 1978, the United States House
of Representatives Select Committee on Assassinations issued a
detailed report regarding President Kennedy's assassination.
That report includes evaluations of the findings of the Warren
Ccamiscion and Sf numerous other assassination theories which
emerged after the Warren Commission completed its work. The
Select Committee's final report and accompanying 12-volume set of
hearing reports, the latter consisting of exhibits and evidence
considered by the Committee, were released to the public and are
available in many public libraries. Those Congressional
publications provide a detailed analysis of autopsy findings and
address many of the issues which you have raised regarding the
assassination of President Kennedy.

Since the House Select Committee report, there have been
numerous private evaluations of physical evidence from the
assassination, including autopsy photographs and reports. The
Federal Government has also released virtually all of its records
related to the assassination investigation, which records are
being made available to the public through the National Archives.
We believe that the issues which you have raised have been
thoroughly examined over the years, and that the evidence and
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analyses now available to the public from government and private
sources address your concerns.

We appreciate your efforts in contacting the Department of
Justice regarding this matter of mutual concern.

Sincerely,

Jo Ann Harris
Assistant Attorney General

Ll
. Spearin;) Chief
Litigation and
Legal Advice Section

James H. Fetzer, Ph.D., with Robert B. Livingston, M.D.,
in Shelter Island, California, on 13 June 1997.
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Duluth Campus Departmeni of Philosophy 10 University Drive
Duluth, MN 55812-2496

218.726.8548
18 December 1993 Fax: 218-726.6386

Mary C. Spearing, Chief
General Litigation and
Legal Advice Section PERSONAL AND
Criminal Division CONFIDENTIAL
US. Department of Justice
Suite 200, Wash. Ctr. Bldg.
1001 G. Street. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

References:

(a) Letter from Mary C. Spearing to James H. Fetzer ¢/ 7 December 1993

(b) Letter from James H. Fetzer to Janet Reno of 17 September 1993 with
enclosuresre: New Evidence in the JFK Assassination

(c) Letter from James H. Fetzer to Janet Reno of 27 September 1993 with
enclosures re: New Evidence in the JFE Assassination

(d) Letter from James H. Fetzer to Janet Reno of 14 December 1993 with
enclosures re: Fabricated Evidence in the Assassination of JFK

Dear Ms. Spearing,

This letter is written to lodge a complaint about your casual and dismis-
sive response in reference (a) to infor mation that [ sent to the Attorney Gen-
eral via references (b) and (c). The first paragraph of reference (a) acknowl-
edges the receipt of “two recent letters 1o the Attorney General” but does not
otherwise identify them with respect to their dates or their contents, which
included several specific enclosures in each instance. Your letter indicates no
file number or other identifying number, leading me to suspect that it might
be impossible to retrieve my correspondence, were it appropriate to do that.

Let me indicate several reasons why | cannot take your reply seriously
as a response to the information provided by references (b) and (c). You say
I submitted “new evidence” using quotes around that phrase as an indication
that what [ submitted is not really gnew evidence. In your second and third
paragraphs, moreover, you refer to the report of the House Special Commit-
tee on Assassinations as a rebuttal to my submission. But the testimony to
which | invited attention was not presented to the HSCA and therefore was
neither accepted nor rejected during that investigation. [t therefore surely
qualifies as "new evidence™ in rejation to the HSCA report that yeu mention.
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Moregver, the information that I provided in references {b) and (c) ac-
tuaily undermines the conclusions of the HSCA report. The testimony of Dr.
Robert B. Livingston, who was the Scientific Director of the two National In-
stitues of Health in the Eisenhower and Kennedy Administrations (making
him the highest ranking scientist in both administrations), in particular, pro-
vides decisive refutation of the claim—advanced repeatedly—that Bethesda
physicians Humes, Boswell and Finck did not know of a bullet wound to the
throat until Saturday, the 23cd, after the autopsy had been completed. as |
explained in reference (a). (See especially enclosures (1) and (2) thereto.)

You trivialize the importance of this testimony, which comes from an
unimpeachable source, in the first paragraph of reference (a), in which you
assert that | wrote to "express concern about the frequently debated topic
of the direction of the bullet which caused a wound to President Kennedy's
neck” and that, in addition to providing copies of certain correspondence, |
“endorsed certain published conspiracy theories”. This summary of what I

did is hlghly mlsleadmg however, smce | was not “expressing concern. but
Vi vxden ears t ive, that Hume \'{

If this evidence is accepted—and I cannot imagine why it should be re-
jected, especially out of hand as you have done, by anyone with a serious in-
terest in this case—then it provides the strongest corroboration of (what ref-
erence (b) referred to as) the lhroat \vound |gnorance theory Thus l_vma

al i i uate—bu itti v
important evidence, which retains its probative force whether you recognize
it or not. Other significant evidence was provided by reference (c), including
the Swinford FBI report, describing exposed cerebral and cerebellar tissue.

As | explained in reference (b), the new evidence to which 1 invited the
attention of the Attorney General provides support for several conclusions:

(1) that Humes, Boswell, and Finck lied under oath. etc.;
(2) that government officials promoted a cover-up; and,
(3) that the single-bullet theory is almost certainly latse.

It also destroys the Warren Commission's hypothesis of a sole assassin firing
from the Texas School Book Depository Building. According to your response
in reference ta), however, this amount to no more than my ‘endorsement” of
“cectain published conspiracy theories”. Such a reply is totallv unacceptable.
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I have now sent additional evidence io the Attorney General by means
of reference (d). The evidence that | have provided there invites attention
to several new discoveries made by David Mantik, M.D., Ph.D. Dr. Manik is
both a Ph.D. in physics (Wisconsin) and an M.D. (Michigan), who is a board-
certified radiologist practicing in California. Dr. Mantik visited the National
Archives four times during October and repeatedly examined the X-rays of
President Kennedy's skull and body that are preserved there. As you may
discern from reading enclosure (3) and Appendix G, he has discovered that
the X-rays are fabrications and that the HSCA single-bullet theory is wrong.

Dr. Mantik's findings are of the greatest importance to this case and go
far beyond the HSCA inquiry. Indeed, Robert Blakey has acknowledged on
several occasions—some of which | have on tape, if you want to view them~
that testimony of many witnesses—such as Charles Crenshaw, M.D.—was not
taken because the house committee had access to “better evidence”, namely,
the autopsy X-rays and photographs. | therefore hope that you do not plan
to respond to reference (d) by referring again to the HSCA report, which has

been discredited by Dr. Mantik's objective and repeatable scientific findings.

[ would also observe that other evidence provided by reference (d) de-
serves serious consideration, including, for example, Dr. Livingston's conclu-
sion that the diagrams and photographs in the National Archives that pur-
port to be of the brain of John F. Kennedy must be of someone else’s brain.
It does not take a rocket scientist to appreciate that the opinion of a world
authority on the human brain in a case of this kind must be taken seriously.
I therefore hope that you will not again trivialize the importance of what I
am submitting. | am not alone in believing that the Department of Justice
has neither the talent nor the inclination to examine this case objectively. I
therefore urge the appointment of a special prosecutor to pursue this case.

Yours truly,

Dyt A

James H. Fetzer
Professor

¢ Jo Ann Harris, Assistant Attorney General
Louis J. Freeh, Federal Bureau of Investigation
The Honorable Janet Reno. Attorney General
The Honorable Al Gore, US. Vice President
The Honorable Bill Clinton. U'S President
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Spearing: Letter to Professor James H. Fetzer

U. S. Department of Justice

Criminal Division

Washington, D.C. 20530
JAN 25 ooy

Professor James H. Fetzer
Department of Philosophy
Duluth Campus

University of Minnesota

10 University Drive

Duluth, Minnesota 55812-2496

Dear Professor Fetzer:

Reference is made to your letter of December 18, 1993,
copies of which you indicated were sent to the President,
Vice President, Attorney General, Assistant Attorney General for
the Criminal Division, and Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. You will recall that you objected to the response
which you received from this office to two previous letters to
the Attorney General regarding the assassination of
President Kennedy.

We are troubled by your view that you "cannot take ([our]
reply seriously" and we will attempt to address your specific
concerns regarding the response which you received. You
complained about our failure to identify the dates of your two
letters to the Attorney General which led to our response. 1In
your letter of December 18, 1993, you identified three letters
(dated september 17, 1993, September 27, 1993, and
December 14, 1993) which you sent to the Attorney General; our
letter was a reply to the two letters in that list which you sent
prior to the date of our reply. You also objected to our failure
to recite the contents, including specific enclosures, of those
letters, beyond our brief summary of your theme. While we did
not believe that it was necessary to provide you with an
inventory of the enclosures which you sent to us, we can confirm
that we received all attachments, including correspondence from
Robert Livingston, various transcripts, an FBI report, and your
curriculum vitae.

You also objected to the use of quotation marks in our
reference to your submission of "new evidence." The quotation
marks were intended to reflect that we were quoting your
characterization of your submission. In fact, over the more than
30 years which have passed since the assassination, numerous
conspiracy theorists have debated the same aspects of the
assassination which you recently questioned -- the integrity of
named medical personnel involved in examination and autopsy of
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the President's body in 1963, the direction of the bullet which
struck the President and the resulting impact upon his body,
whether additional bullets struck the President, and whether
there were additional assassins. These issues have been
repeatedly examined by both the government and numerous private
interests in response to theories and allegations raised by
others. Accordingly, while the report of the House Select
Committee on Assassinations was prepared prior to your
allegations, as you noted, it does in fact address many of the
issues which you have recently raised.

As you may be aware, the Department of Justice has a wide
range of criminal justice and other responsibilities. While the
Department has devoted substantial investigative, technical, and
legal resources to the Kennedy assassination during the past 30
years, other demands upon our personnel necessitate some limits
upon our efforts in providing responses to the substantial volume
of letters which we receive from frequent correspondents
regarding the Kennedy assassination. Every unsolicited
submission is reviewed by at least three attorneys familiar with
the assassination investigation, and referrals are made to the
FBI as appropriate for further inquiry; but, it is not possible
to provide detailed written discussions of specific evidentiary
issues submitted to the Attorney General. Accordingly, while we
would be pleased to continue to review any "new evidence" or
opinions which you refer to the Department, we regret that in the
interest of conservation of scarce resources we will be unable to
reply to your letters in the future.

We appreciate the efforts of private researchers who have
continued to evaluate the evidence related to the Kennedy
assassination. The ongoing disclosure, through the National
Archives, of almost all Executive Branch and Congressional
documents related to the assassination should facilitate such
efforts. Further, the publication of assassination theories will
continue to support a very constructive process of public debate
regarding this important event in our history. We appreciate
your interest in the assassination and your willingness to advise
the Department of Justice of your views.

Sincerely,

Jo Ann Harris
Assistant Attorney General

Qy s

Mayy C.|Spearing, Chief
General'Litigation and
egal Advice Section

‘\\5 N
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Fetzer: Letter to Mary C. Spearing

}Ay{a’ksxw OF MINNESOTA

Dul 'Campu.t Department of Philosophy 10 University Drive

Duluth. MN 55812-2496

30 Janvary 1994 I

Mary C. Spearing, Chief

General Litigation and PERSONAL AND
Legal Advice Section CONFIDENTIAL

Criminal Division

US. Department of Justice

Suite 200, Wash. Ctr. Bidg.

1001 G Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20530

References:

(a) Letter from Mary C. Spearing to James H. Fetzer of 25 January 1994
(b) “JFK Cover-Up Exposed”, UMD STATESMAN (27 January 1994)

Dear Ms. Spearing,

In reference (a) you indicate that the “new evidence™ I provided by my
earlier correspondence had been dealt with by the HSCA inquiry and other
investigations. Since I was reporting to you the results of studies of the X-
rays conducted in October 1993 employing a scientific technique known as
“optical densitometry” which bad never before been employed for this pur-
pose, your response is not only logically absurd but scientifically illiterate.

I understand that you pass my submissions past three attorneys knowl-
egeable about the assassination, but unless they possess the relevant scien-
tific qualifications to appraise Dr. Mantik's studies—by virtue of possessing a
Ph.D. in physics and an M.D. with a specialty in radiology, for example—their
opinion is completely irrelevant. This is a scientific question about a matter
of fact and not a legal question that could be answered by a set of attorneys.

I have no interest in embarrassing you personally or the Department of
Justice. But [ want you to know that this story is gradually making its way
into the public domain. (Take ten minutes of your time and read the article
in reference (b), which is enclosed. It will be time well-spent.) If you ever
involve yourself personally in a case rather than supervise those who deal
with them, this is the time. You must come to grips with this development.

Yours truly,
pevaA T
J

James H. Fetzer

Professor
enclosure
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ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON
INTERNATIONAL SQUARE BUILDING
182S EYE STREEY, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

October 4, 1993

Professor James H. Fetzer
Department of Philosophy
University of Minnesota
10 University Drive
Duluth, Minn 55812

Dear Professor Fetzer:

Thank you for your letter of September
26, 1993 and its enclosures. They raise
disturbing questions -- questions that I
didn’t know my friend Bob Livingston is
uniquely able to shed light on.

As to the use of my name, I suppose I
would like to have been consulted in advance,
but if I had been I would gladly have
consented to its use for the purpose in which
it appears.

With best wishes,

Sincere /ly,

Elliot L. Richardson

cc: Dr. Robert B. Livingston
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McNamara: Letter to Professor James H. Fetzer

Robert S. McNamara

155 F\nns_y]nnia Avenue, N. W, Washington,D. C. 20004

November 15, 1993

Dear Professor Fetzer:

Please accept my sincere apologies for the delay in
responding to your September 26 letter re Robert
Livingston's testimony on the assassination of President
Kennedy. Your letter was received during Mr. McNamara's
absence from Washington. Upon his return several weeks
later, he did ask me to write to you. Apparently the
letter became attached to another, and it has just come to
my attention.

In response to your letter, Mr. McNamara asked me to say
that he is not qualified to discuss the matters raised by
Bob Livingston's letter, and that it was his impression at
the time, that the Warren Commission had made a thorough
report.

Again, I apologize for the delay in transmitting Mr.
McNamara's remarks to you.

Sifigerely,

ci}f.l_LIUHZV

anne Moore
Secretary to
Robert S. McNamara

James H. Fetzer
Professor

University of Minnesota
Department of Philosophy
10 University Drive
Duluth, MN 55812-2496
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 21, 1994

Mr. James H. Fetzer

Professor of Philosophy
University of Minnesota, Duluth
Duluth, Minnesota 55812

Dear James:

Thank you for the videotape. It
was thoughtful of you to share your work
regarding the assassination of President
Kennedy.

I appreciate your generosity and wish
you the best.

Sincerely.

T Clicon
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Fetzer: Letter to John R. Tunheim

VBASITY OF MINNESOTA

Dulut

ampus Deparimeni of Philosophy 10 Universiry Drive
Duluth. MN 55812-2496

2/8-726-8548
Fax: 218-726-6386

24 October 1994

The Honorable John R. Tunheim

Chief Deputy Attorney General CONFIDENTIAL
The State of Minnesota

102 State Capitol

St. Paul, MN 55155-1002

Re: New Evidence in the Assassination of JFK

Dear Mr. Tunheim,

As it happens, I am a professor of philosophy at the University of
Minnesota, who teaches on the Duluth campus (Enclosure (1)). During 19-
92, I organized a researcn group to investigate the assassination of JFK
in response to a series of articles that appeared in The Journal of the
AMA (JAMA). Our results have been significant (see, for example, Enclos-
sures (2) and (3) and the summary of cur findings provided by the article
in Enclosure (4)).

Although I have made repeated effurts to convey these findings to
the Department of Justice, the response I have received has been hope-
lessly inadequate (see Enclosure (5)). It is extremely distressing to
have made what appear io be major discoveries of new evidence in this
case and to have them casually dismissed by the Department of Justice.
I would be grateful for any advice or assistance that you might be in a
position to provide.

I would be happy to provide you with supporting materials about any
aspect of our discoveries, in person or by mail. I would be giad to tra-
vel to Minneapolis to meet with you, if that would be appropriate. I am
certain that I could arrange for you to contact or to meet with Dr. David
Mantik, Dr. Robert Livingston, or other members of this group, if that is
something that you would prefer. I hope you will agree that our findings
are of great importance to this case.

Yours truly,

eSQL~3VRI¥g1

James H. Fetzer
Professor

Enclosures:

(1) Curriculum Vitae for James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.
(2) Statement by David Mantik, M.D., Ph.D.

(3) Statement by Robert B. Livingston, M.D.

(4) Copy of UMD STATESMAN (27 Januatry 1994)

(5) Correspondence with the Department of Justice
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Assassination Records Review Board

600 E Street NW = 2nd Floor ®* Washington, DC 20530

February 14, 1995

James H. Fetzer

Professor, University of Minnesota
10 University Drive

Duluth, MN 55812-2496

Dear Professor Fetzer:

I very much appreciated receiving your letter and accompanying materials regarding
the research that you and others have done on the assassination of President Kennedy. ]
found your materials to be very interesting and I regret that I have been unable to respond
until now. The Assassination Records Review Board has been busy organizing its work
including hiring staff and securing office facilities. I am very interested in meeting with
you to learn more about the research you have done. Perhaps we could meet in St. Paul al
a time that would be convenient for you. A meeting involving other members of your
research group should perhaps await an opportunity to include Review Board staff in the
meeting.

As I am sure you are aware, the focus of the Review Board is to locate and secure
all documentary evidence of the assassination for eventual public release. Itis certainly
not our mission to solve any of the mysteries that remain surrounding the event, but we
are certainly interested in any kind of material -- written, photographic or otherwise --
that would shed light on this very important subject.

Please give my office a call and we can set up a time to discuss these issues more
fully. Again, I thank you for your interest in the work of the Review Board.

Sincerely,

;)T(JZ« ﬁ.Q besdibive

John R. Tunheim
Chair

Telephone: (202) 724-0088 m Facsimile: (202) 724-0457

ADDRESS FOR REVIEW BOARD CHAIR:
102 State Capitol a St. Paul, MN 55155 u Telephone: (612) 296-2351 & Facsimile: (612) 282-5097
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Using known dimensions of the communist newspapers “Oswald” is holding,

it is possible to prove that this photo is a fake. The subject is too short
to be the person Jack Ruby killed—who was about 5' 10" tall—
or the newspapers are too large to be genuine.




Part IV

The Zapruder Film:
Seeing but
Not Believing

For the 1996 JFK Lancer Conference that would be held in Dallas 21-23
November, I was invited by Debra Conway and George Michael Evica to
organize a session on the possibility that the Zapruder film might have
been edited or otherwise altered to misrepresent events in Dealey Plaza
on 22 November 1963. After extensive discussion, we agreed to hold a
preliminary workshop on the 21st that would be limited to a small group
of investigators for us to have the opportunity to exchange our findings
and critique our results prior to their presentation during the public ses-
sion to be held on the 22nd. The workshop would last ten-and-a-half
hours and be followed by a four-and-a-half hour symposium.

The workshop participants included David Mantik, David Lifton, Jack
White, Chuck Marler, Noel Twyman, Ron Hepler, Roy Schaeffer, and
Robert Morningstar, with contributions by Martin Shackelford, Art
Snyder, and Sherry Gutierrez. The public session held on the 22nd in-
volved presentations by Jack White, Chuck Marler, Noel Twyman, David
Lifton, David Mantik, and me. In my capacity as chair of this session, I
provided a framework for understanding reasoning about the evidence
in this case from the perspective of what is known as “inference to the
best explanation”, which is addressed in the Epilogue. The chapters in-
cluded here are representative of what we presented in Dallas.

After 20 years of thinking about the authenticity of the Zapruder film,
Jack White provides us with a veritable cornucopia of cinematic anoma-
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lies that establish a prima facie case that it has been edited in many dif-
ferent ways. What I mean by this assertion is that, unless these anoma-
lies can be “explained away” on rational grounds, their existence sup-
ports drawing the conclusion that tampering has occurred on the basis
of an inference to the best explanation. If there are better explanations
for the white blob, the pink “spray”, Greer’s head-turn, the missing car-
stop, the missing Connally left-turn, the peculiar change in the visual
field and so on, it is not obvious.

Jack White has achieved near-legendary status within the assassina-
tion research community for his excellent work on the photographic evi-
dence, including studies of the backyard photographs of Lee Harvey
Oswald that establish—conclusively, in my view—that they have been
faked. [Editor’s note: See, for example, The Third Decade (September 1991)
and The Third Decade (May 1992).] Although he mentions in passing the
popular sentiment that it is difficult to prove a negative, there is an un-
derlying ambiguity that overlooks the difference between non-existence
claims (such as that there is no intelligent life elsewhere in the universe)
and negations of generalizations (such as that it is not the case that every
President has been assassinated).

The reason why it may be possible to have conclusive evidence that
some of the evidence in this case—the autopsy X-rays or the diagrams of
the brain, for example—has been subject to fabrication or alteration is
because “proofs” of this kind do not require exhaustive research of every
possibility but only the establishment of specific fabrications or alter-
ations. Thus, the attempt to prove that the backyard photographs are
genuine and not merely real—no one would dispute that they are photo-
graphs and “real” in that sense—would require establishing that the sub-
ject was indeed Oswald, that he had posed as portrayed at that specific
location at some specific time, and so forth, which is far more difficult
than finding specific features of photos proving them fakes.

Ron Hepler astutely observes that when the presence of a feature or
the absence of the feature renders an hypothesis inconsistent with the
evidence, it should be discarded in favor of alternative hypotheses that
are consistent with the evidence, as inference to the best explanation
requires. In this case, he discovered indications that John Connally was
struck twice, once by a bullet that entered his back and shattered a rib
before exiting below his right nipple (at about frame 315) and once by a
bullet that hit his right wrist and impacted in his left thigh (at about
frame 338), a round that appears to have been fired from the Dallas County
Records Building. This study by itself supplies enough evidence to refute
The Warren Report—even on the basis of the edited Zapruder film!
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As Mike Pincher, J.D., and Roy Schaeffer report, an important study by
Philip H. Melanson that appeared in The Third Decade (November 1984)
substantiates the claims advanced by David Lifton, Best Evidence (1980),
pp. 555-557, for example, that the film was in the possession of the Na-
tional Photographic Interpretation Center run by the CIA already Friday
night, 22 November 1963. In their reconstruction of this occurrence, they
calculate that the film left Dallas about 4 p.m. CST, arrived in Washington,
D.C., by 10 p.m. EST, and was reprocessed in time for a new original and
three copies to be returned to Dallas by 7 a.m. CST the following morning.
Their study offers many indications that the film was subjected to editing
by the CIA, the most important of which is the blink pattern observed in
the film, which deviates from the pattern to be expected.

Not the least striking feature of Chuck Marler’s contribution, which fo-
cuses upon the Warren Commission’s use of phoney numbers that were
changed from those established by the original surveyors of Dealey Plaza,
is how beautifully it illustrates the methodology employed by the
Commission’s staff: if the evidence does not confirm the predetermined
conclusion, then ignore it, distort it, or fake it. It may come as no suprise
that Arlen Specter played a major role in manufacturing this evidence, analo-
gous to those we have previously discovered with regard to the magic bul-
let theory and the hypothetical question in Part I, which lend support to
Marler’s proposal that he be tried for obstruction of justice.

David Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., provides a fascinating and comprehensive
study of multiple indications that the film has been subjected to at least
two kinds of editing, which might be called vertical editing (removing whole
frames) and horizontal editing (editing within frames). His background mag-
nification analysis provides convincing evidence that, as the limousine passes
the Stemmons Freeway sign, features in the immediate foreground are
being edited out and background features magnified, with an average mag-
nification effect of 1.6:1. Although it may be initially puzzling why the lim-
ousine appears to recede to the very bottom of the visual field up until
frame 313, when corrections are made for this effect, the limousine moves
back toward the center of the visual field.

Even more importantly, Mantik amasses eyewitness and other photo-
graphicevidence in support of a reconstruction of the missing frames, which
concludes that the driver, William Greer, actually brought the vehicle to a
stop in Dealey Plaza after bullets had begun to be fired. This was such an
obvious indication of Secret Service complicity in the assassination that it
had to be edited out. In agreement with Josiah Thompson, Mantik finds
that JFK was hit at least twice in the head—once from behind and once
from in front—but that these hits were temporally separated by as much as
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asecond or more and merged together during the process of reconstituting
the film. This may be the most brilliant example of inference to the best
explanation in a complex case that we shall ever confront.

An important point of which Americans are generally unaware is that
legal procedure permits photographs and motion pictures to be used as
evidence in courts of law only when a foundation for their introduction has
been established by eyewitness testimony. According to McCormick on
Evidence, 3rd Edition (1984), Section 214, concerning photographs, mov-
ies, and sound recordings, for example:

The principle upon which photographs are most commonly admitted into
evidence is the same as that underlying the admission of illustrative draw-
ings, maps and diagrams. Under this theory, a photograph is viewed merely
as a graphic portrayal of oral testimony, and becomes admissible only when
a witness has testified that it is a correct and accurate representation of the
relevant facts personally observed by the witness.

The practice of the Warren Commission and apologists for its findings ap-
pears to be the opposite, where photographs and films—including X-rays—
have been used to discount the testimony of eyewitnesses, which is the
better legal evidence.

A widely-held belief holds that eyewitness testimony tends to be unreli-
able. It was one of the more remarkable aspects of Mantik’s research, there-
fore, that he discovered a strikingly high degree of agreement among mul-
tiple witnesses about shots that hit the President’s head. This led him to a
review of the current literature on the reliability of witnesses, including
Elizabeth Loftus, Eyewitness Testimony (1996). On Table 3.1, he discovered
a summary of research with 151 subjects, which reported that, when sub-
jects considered what they were observing to be salient (or significant),
they were 98% accurate and 98% complete with respect to their observa-
tions—reinforcing their importance as evidence and offering one more in-
dication that popular opinions are not always true.

The problem with photographs and films—including X-rays, we now
know— is that they can be subjected to alteration and fabrication. Contro-
versy over the admissibility of photographs of 0.J. Simpson wearing Bruno
Magli shoes, which his civil counsel maintained had been faked, offers a
recent illustration—one that tarnished Robert Groden’s reputation, in spite
of his excellent work on the assassination of JFK. The Oswald backyard
photographs, which have been shown to be fakes (as I have explained above),
turn out to support Oswald’s contention at the time that his face had been
imposed upon someone else’s body. What is fascinating about this discov-
ery is that it would have been unnecessary to frame a guilty man, one more
striking indication Oswald was the “patsy” he proclaimed himself to be.

— James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.



Evidence . . . or Not?
The Zapruder Film:

Can It Be Trusted?

20 Years of Thoughts About
the Authenticity of the
Zapruder Film

Jack White

In the mid-1970s when I first was privileged to meet legendary editor, au-
thor and JFK researcher Penn Jones, Jr., I had already been studying the
assassination for more than ten years. I had developed a slide show called
The Framing of Lee Harvey Oswald which I would show to anyone willing to
listen. In due time, I showed it to Dallas researcher Mary Ferrell, and she
said, “Penn must see this.”

She invited to her house to see my show, as I recall, Penn, Gary Shaw,
the late Larry Ray Harris, and several other researchers. We all sat around
well past midnight discussing the case and the slides I had shown. All were
highly complimentary, but a comment that Penn made stuck with me.

"Your show is very good, but it is too general and repeats information mostly
already known or published by others. To really do good research, you need to
specialize! Pick out one or two JFK subjects that really interest you, and then
research the hell out of them,” Penn advised me in his usual colorful manner. 1
soon refocused my research into two areas which interested me most. . . (1) all
the photographs related to the assassination, and (2) the identity of the accused
assassin, Lee Harvey Oswald.
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The first area was a natural outgrowth of my occupation. . . advertising
art director and photographer. I was rather expert with still cameras, had
shot thousands of slides, and operated my own darkroom.

The second area interested me for several reasons. Oswald, his mother,
and his brother all had resided in Fort Worth, my home town. I already was
familiar with his defection and many other things about him. Yet the inves-
tigation of him by the Warren Commission seemed very superficial. And
the motive ascribed to him seemed absurd. It was obvious that Oswald
probably was operating on behalf of some intelligence agency, and was
controlled by his handlers to take the fall for the assassination.

Penn invited me to one of his lectures, and I eagerly accepted. The high-
light of his talk was the showing of Mark Lane’s Rush to Judgment film, and
a showing of the Zapruder film which was photographed from a movie
screen. It was very poor quality and dark. It was spliced onto the end of the
Lane film, which was on 16mm, and to get it to 16 mm, Penn had projected
a small 8 mm copy on to a screen and rephotographed it with a 16 mm
camera. Poor as the image was, it was a shock I will never forget, to see the
President’s head explode. It made me ill.

Afterward, I learned that Penn had for sale small 8 mm spools of the Z-
film. He had been among those who helped “liberate” the film (into the
hands of researchers) while a copy of it was in the possession of New Or-
leans District Attorney Jim Garrison. Garrison let it be known among re-
searchers who were helping him that the subpoenaed Z-reel would be in
his office overnight without special security, and well . . . if someone hap-
pened to “borrow” it overnight and have it duplicated . . . well, he just would
not have any idea how that could have happened.

A word to the wise was sufficient. Copies were made and the film re-
turned to the DAS office without its being missed. Penn and several other
early researchers ended up with copies, which they then had further dupli-
cated. The color was poor, the quality was bad, but there it was for anyone
to see . . . the Zapruder film of the killing of John Fitzgerald Kennedy.

I gladly paid Penn the $20 cost for the small 8 mm spool, even though I
did not have a projector. . . but I quickly remedied that by purchasing one.
I guess I was the only person around who owned a projector just to show a
single strip of film lasting less than 20 seconds. From then on, I opened
each slide presentation by cranking up the little projector and shocking the
spectators by showing the Z-film. Without fail, the audience gasped audi-
bly each time as the President’s head exploded.

I was both sickened and fascinated as I watched this silent 8 mm film
over and over during my JFK lectures. I had no reason then to doubt that it
was the most accurate record of what had happened in Dealey Plaza.
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Later Penn obtained from Robert Groden a much better 16 mm copy of
the film, which had been steadied by Rotoscoping. The color was much
superior to the murky 8 mm pirated copy. It had a sound-on-film narration
by Penn. I was one of the first to purchase one of these superior copies
from Penn for $90. Again, I did not have a 16 mm projector, so had to invest
about $600 in a Bell and Howell 16 mm sound projector. Even though all
my lectures were free, I felt that this investment would vastly improve the
impact of my slide show. I was right; audiences were fascinated by such a
graphic depiction of the execution of the President.

Then in 1977 1 obtained excellent 35 mm slides of each frame from
Groden slide copies. After careful frame-by-frame study, I began to have
questions about seeming anomalies I had noticed. As possibly the first re-
searcher to speak publicly on these questions of tampering, I have pointed
out many of these things in my lectures for more than 15 years, as Jim
Marrs documents in his 1989 book Crossfire.

First let me state that my area of photographic expertise is “still” pho-
tography, not motion pictures; I have never owned or operated a movie
camera. Although many of the principles are the same, I have hesitated to
get too involved in researching this important motion picture film, because
true expertise is required and hard to establish ... and it is difficult to
defend one’s observations without proper qualifications.

However, even without movie expertise, anybody with a good eye and a
little common sense can make valid observations when examining a movie
one frame at a time, for then it becomes an inspection of a series of still
photos, each frozen in time, and not necessarily dependent on movie tech-
nology. So in examining the slides of each frame, here are some of the
things I have noticed:

1. The white “blob” on JFK’s right temple. It is very white, changes
size and shape, moves around and seems to show that the President’s
forehead was missing. The part of JFK’s head which remains seems
totally inconsistent with the autopsy reports and witness observa-
tions.

2. The pink “spray” of brain matter goes only forward and is obvious
for only one frame. I believed it should go backward from the exit
wound and be seen for several frames.

3. Greer's sudden head turn to look at JFK seems unnaturally abrupt.
Other researchers have done intensive studies of the timing of
Greer’s movement.

4. Numerous witnesses reported that the limousine nearly came to a
complete stop, yet I cannot detect a limo stop either in the motion
or still frames. The brake lights come on, but the limo speed seems



214

Assassination Science

to remain constant. The blinking lights in front seem to not be
uniform. [Editor’s note: See Mike Pincher and Roy Schaeffer, Part
V]

Connally said he turned to his left to look at the President, then
turned to his right. The film does not show this. Other parts of his
testimony, as well as that of other limo occupants, do not seem to
match what is seen.

After Kennedy has been hit, there is no blood on Connally’s right
cuff from a magic bullet wrist wound, and he continues to grip his
Stetson hat. Such massive damage would have caused blood to
spurt immediately, and it seems that for the single bullet theory to
work, blood would have been seen quickly after JFK is wounded.
And, of course, if his major major wrist nerves were severed, he
could not have continued to hold the hat.

As the limo gets closer to Zapruder, the field of view seems to de-
crease more than it should, almost as if Zapruder was zooming in
on the limousine, yet he testified that the zoom was set on maxi-
mum telephoto for the entire film. The cropping of the limousine
seems too extreme at the bottom, cropping out the Newmans, who
were standing by the curb. I believe the Newmans should have
appeared in the foreground at about the time of the head shot. But
if frames have been eliminated, leaving the Newmans in the frame
would present major problems; therefore I think the fabricators
zoomed in and cropped the Newmans out of these crucial frames.
Perhaps even the reflections of the Newmans in the shiny side of
the car could have been a problem. For instance, examination of
Willis 5 slide reveals much detail of the TSBD reflected in the trunk.
It seems reasonable that the Z-film should also show reflections.
Unnatural jerkiness of movement or change of focus or movement
is apparent in certain frame sequences. In two frames, in the fore-
ground of each, the limousine is in sharp focus. But in the back-
ground, Jean Hill and Mary Moorman are sharp in one frame and
blurred in the adjacent frame. This is repeated in the next two
frames. Photographically, this is impossible, I believe.

A white spot on the grass behind the limousine seems to move
erratically rather than smoothly as it should, and seems to change
size and shape. Dr. David Mantik has done a very thorough analy-
sis of this phenomenon.

In subsequent years, I have continued to study the film, plus books and
articles about it, and other researchers have suggested to me other pos-
sible areas of tampering. The most significant of these are:
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Observation 1

Ron Redmon, a school principal in Indiana, has studied the Z-film ex-
tensively. Ron discovered that approximately 20 spectators along the north
Elm curb east of the Stemmons sign do not appear to move for more than
three seconds, while every spectator on the south curb does move. By over-
lapping images from two slide projectors, I determined that Ron was prob-
ably correct. It seems to me that a single image of the 20 spectators had
been repeated over and over. It seems improbable that in this period of
time not a single person moved an arm or leg, waved, or changed position
to any noticeable extent. Ron speculates that when frames were removed
in this sequence, spectator movements would have been very jerky, so they
had to be stabilized by repeating them. In correspondence with me, Ron
also mentioned many other possible signs of tampering, which he summa-
rized in The Fourth Decade in March of 1995. These include:

A. In frames 144-153 (one-half second), spectator Hugh Betzner
has moved a distance which exceeds human speed capability . . .
indicating excised frames.

B. Inframes 155-161 (one-third second), spectator Linda Willis has
turned 180 degrees and comes in contact with spectator Robert
Croft, another instance of superhuman speed . . . again indicat-
ing excised frames.

C. Inframes 161-180 (approximately one second), Linda Willis takes
several steps, and Rosemary Willis takes several steps . . . again
much too fast, indicating excised frames.

D. Looking at the Stemmons sign, in frame 161 it is in perfect con-
dition, but by frame 183 there is a significant notch on the top
left edge, yet by frame 188, the notch disappears.

E. In frame 255, Ron speculates that a fake shadow has obscured
driver William Greer, to his west. Since the sun was overhead
and to Greer's left, Ron says this shadow is inconsistent.

F. In frames 312-321, Governor Connally turns 90 degrees in one
half-second. Also the white spot on the grass in the background
moves more than 10 feet in one half second.

G. Inframes 321-336, JFK’s head moves from the seat back to lean-
ing forward with his head in contact with Jackie’s left arm in less
than one second, seemingly too fast.

H. In frames 153-155 (one-ninth of a second), a woman who is the
thirteenth person east of the Stemmons sign has shifted her feet
significantly . . . more than should be possible.
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In frames 335-336 (one-eighteenth of a second), Jackie moves
her right arm a significant distance. Ron reminds us that labora-
tory tests show that a human eye blink is one-twenty-fifth of a
second, and a flinch or startle response of moving an arm, leg or
head takes one-fifth of a second as a basis for his conclusions.
Comparing the Willis 5 and Betzner photos, which are almost
simultaneous in time, Ron notes that in Willis five adults and a
child can be seen framed between the posts of the Stemmons
sign, but in the Betzner picture, from a similar angle and a split
second earlier, the same persons are not seen. Also, two women
appearing in Zapruder in this sequence (188-210) should be seen
in Willis and Betzner are not seen.

. In recent correspondence with me, Ron cites Dan Rather’s de-

scription of the film and compares it to what is seen. Rather, of
course, was one of the first persons to view the Z-film. Early in
his commentary, Rather says the film shows . . . “The President’s
automobile was preceded by one other car . . . [the film does not
show this] . . . the President’s black Lincoln automobile made a
turn, a left turn, off Houston Street onto Elm Street [the film
does not show this]. It got about 35 yards from the corner of EIm
and Houston . . . at the moment the President put his hand up
and lurched forward and it was obvious he had been hit . . .”
The present film begins with the limo already on Elm at frame
133 and the forward lurch is between frames 188-200. “Gover-
nor Connally,” Rather continued, “. .. in the seat just in front of
the President, sensed something was wrong . ... his coat was
unbuttoned . . . and as he turned he extended his right hand to-
ward the President, he exposed his entire shirt front and chest
... and was wounded with . . . a second shot (as Redmon com-
ments, no existing Zapruder frames show the specific action that
Rather describes, with the governor in full turn with hand ex-
tended toward the President). Rather continues, “. . . the third
shot hit the President, and . . . his head went forward with con-
siderable violence.” Was Rather looking at an unaltered different
film . . . or is he just a lousy reporter?

Ron also documents how several lampposts seen in the Z-film
have seemingly changed locations compared to other photos
takenthat day. He goesinto this in detail in an unpublished manu-
script. In comparing the Bond slides, the Bronson slide and the
Z-film, some of the lamp-posts seem to change position.
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M. In frame 213, Ron notes that shadows of several bystanders are
at the right border of the frame, disappear in frames 214-216
and reappear in frames 218-19, a seeming improbability.

N. Ron has compared the known Bronson slide with the Z-film, and
concludes that either the known slide has been cropped, or else
there was a second unknown Bronson slide, because an FBI docu-
ment describes things not seen in the Bronson slide.

O. In the Altgens photo, motorcycle officer Chaney seems to be di-
rectly abreast the limo, looking directly into the face of JFK; no
Z-slide can be found which shows this.

P. Also in the Altgens photo, a shadow in the street of a spectator
aligns with officer Martin’s motorcycle. The Z-frames that show
this shadow/bike alignment are 240-242. But the problem with
this is that Jackie Kennedy, Greer, and Kellerman are shown in
entirely different positions than in the Altgens photo.

Q. Ron also has devoted extensive study to indications that a free-
way sign similar to the Stemmons sign, known to exist and seen
in other photos, cannot be seen in the Z-film, but should be.

Observation 2

Chuck Marler discussed with me, and also wrote articles regarding his
motion study of the limousine, his study of the flashing limousine lights,
and the rapid turn of Greer. Along with Noel Twyman, Chuck made exten-
sive motion picture studies of head turns, and found that a head turn of
150 degrees in one-eighteenth of a second is impossible, as Greer is shown
doing in frames 302-303. Chuck’s test show that such a head turn should
have taken at least 5 frames. What happened to the four other frames?

Observation 3

Milicent Cranor discussed with me what she interprets as condensation
streaks she thinks are bullet paths, and also her evidence that frames have
been removed in several places, particularly relating to Connally move-
ments and JFK movements following the head shot. She did an extensive
study of Connally’s movements from photos and witness statements, and
says the Z-film does not correspond to other evidence. Also Milicent claims
to have at one time viewed at a major network studio a version of the Z-film
which contained things not seen in the present film. She asked to see the
film at a later time to confirm what she had seen earlier; her request was
refused.
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Observation 4

Richard Bartholomew discussed with me why he thinks numerous
frames have been selectively removed. Richard is related by marriage to
friends of the Zapruder family, and thus has some inside information. He
says Mr. Z was troubled by several things he distinctly remembered seeing
no longer being in the film, such as certain movements by Kennedy and
Connally he could not find. Richard also noted that frame 227 has a mo-
tion blur in which Connally’s head seems to face in opposite directions.

Observation 5

Dr. David Mantik has discussed with me why he thinks certain frames
have been removed and/or resized. He agrees with my impression that the
film seems to zoom-in as the limo nears the point of the head shot. He has
done a thorough mathematical analysis of the white spot on the grass in
the background which seems to change size and shape and moves about
erratically. He also thinks the Newmans may have been cropped out of the
foreground to disguise the effect of missing frames.

Observation 6

Harry Livingstone, in Killing Kennedy, brought many of these valid ob-
servations together into a single source, despite numerous technical inad-
equacies. I will not attempt to summarize Harry’s many excellent observa-
tions here, as he covers them thoroughly in his book. He repeats many of
the observations that I and other researchers have pointed out as being
possible areas of tampering.

Observation 7

Daryll Weatherly, in an appendix to Livingstone’s book, presents his
Vector Analysis blurring study, which is perhaps the most important new
scientific evidence of tampering. Again, I will not summarize his findings
here, as it is better to read it in Harry’s book. Essentially, Weatherly has
noticed motion “streaks” in various frames by which he can make determi-
nations using mathematical calculations which he calls Vector Analysis. It
is a little over my head, butI highly recommend that it be read by everyone
interested in the possibility of tampering. If Weatherly is correct, his analy-
sis alone may prove tampering.

Observation 8
Robert Morningstar, like Mili Cranor, also has discovered condensation

lines (or vapor trails) of possible bullet paths in certain frames. He also has
showed me a frame from a CD ROM version of the film, which I have as yet
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been unable to verify, in which Jackie’s face is totally blank, without eyes,
nose or mouth. And on another frame, he has discovered a mysterious very
tiny register mark (+) in the extreme lower right corner of one frame.
Morningstar, working in conjunction with earlier research done by Roy
Schaeffer, has developed an excellent analysis of the limousine’s flashing
lights, which in the Z-film do not flash at the expected flash rate. This was
first pointed out to me about 1990 by researcher Schaeffer, and a year or so
later by Chuck Marler. In 1996 at the JFK Lancer Conference in Dallas,
Morningstar learned of the flashing light studies of Schaeffer and Marler,
and has taken it several steps further with a highly analytical research pa-
per, which appears to show conclusively that frames have been removed
from the film.

Observation 9

Jim Marrs furnished me a copy of a letter by Chester Breneman, Dealey
Plaza surveyor, who assisted Life Magazine and the Secret Service with
motorcade reconstructions. Breneman had been furnished color enlarge-
ments of all Z-frames to work from. Breneman wrote, “On 3 frames after a
frontal entry shot, we saw blobs leaving the back of the President'’s head and
disappearing on the fourth frame.” These blobs cannnot be seen on the ex-
isting Z-film. Breneman also said that, “many of the frames used for posi-
tioning during reinactments were not included among those published,
and that all the frame numbers had been changed.”

Observation 10

Researcher Alan Eaglesham, Ph.D., has done a study which shows that,
in two frames of the Muchmore film, the position of JFK does not corre-
spond with the President’s position at approximately Z-280.

These are all valid reasons to distrust the Zapruder film as evidence.
These are questions which must be resolved. I do not know the answers.
Because movie photography is beyond my field of expertise, I have no way
of knowing the “who and how” of possible tampering. Some researchers
and self-proclaimed “experts” deny the possibility of tampering because
technically in the 1960s it was “impossible” to tamper with 8 mm film and
have it appear to be a camera original. But I know enough about photogra-
phy in general to say that almost anything is possible in image alteration,
even though the general public may be unaware of it. Much further study is
needed. But let me close by just saying this: If even one of these anomalies
noticed by researchers is valid . . . then the Zapruder film has indeed been
tampered with . . . and thus is a false record of the crime of the century!
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The Case for
Zapruder Film
Tampering:
The Blink Pattern

Mike Pincher, J.D., and Roy L. Schaeffer

It has long been presumed that the world-famous Abraham Zapruder
film of the 22 November 1963 assassination of President John F. Kennedy
in Dallas, Texas, is the single most demonstrative piece of evidence in
that crime. It has been used to calculate the number of shots fired that
fateful day, when and from where. The Warren Commission placed heavy
reliance upon it in incriminating Lee Harvey Oswald, and the
Commission’s critics have likewise used it to proclaim the impossibility
of the “lone gunman” hypothesis.

But regardless of the leanings of the analyst, the film is traditionally
perceived on a “what you see is what you get” basis—not on its inconsis-
tencies and incongruities. Its fundamental reliability has rarely been
challenged. The purpose of this paper is to show that, after the initial
development of the film at the Kodak film processing laboratory in Dal-
las, crucial editing was performed within an approximate five-hour time
period between the assassination itself and the debut of the film to the
news media the following morning in Zapruder’s “Jennifer Jr., Inc.” dress
shop on Elm Street directly across from the Texas School Book Deposi-
tory. Editing of such a wholesale nature leads to the inevitable conclu-
sion that there has been a conscious concealment of compelling evidence
establishing a conspiracy to kill the President.

It will also be shown that the conspicuous editing at Z-132-133
(wherein one of the lead police motorcycle escorts proceeding westward
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down Elm Street in the middle lane vanishes into thin air to be instantly
replaced by the Presidential limousine in virtually identical position) was
not a harmless deletion of extraneous action but, rather, part of an over-
all effort to conceal vital information in ascertaining the true assassina-
tion scenario.

Specific Instances of Film Editing

The Zapruder film that is most widely shown to the public contains 486
frames,! and can be broken into three parts based on their scenery. The
First Scene was prior to frame labeling and consisted of 16 frames.
Therein, Beatrice Hester is sitting down on a park bench, with her hus-
band Charles sitting on concrete steps immediately to her right. Marilyn
Sitzman, their friend, is standing facing them about equidistant between
them, her back to the viewer. The park bench was only a few yards from
the pedestal on the North Pergola where the Zapruder assassination foot-
age was taken. Beatrice is wearing a green dress and looking toward her
husband. She is seen holding her purse on her lap with her right hand,
with her left hand motionless near her chin. Charles is dressed in a dark
suit and is looking toward Marilyn, with both of his hands grasping a
brown lunch bag between his two legs as he is leaning slightly forward.
Marilyn is wearing a black head scarf and beige dress; she faces the
Hesters and appears to be talking to them.

In this brief footage there are basically two principal movements oc-
curring within .9 seconds of film, one visible to the naked eye on close
scrutiny and one not. The visible movement is of Marilyn’s right forearm
swinging upward rapidly to her waist to complete the folding of her arms
within six frames, about one-third of a second at 18 fps, an impossible
feat. The second movement, invisible to the naked eye, is Charles’ head
turning 60 degrees in one frame to look at Beatrice, another impossible
feat. The viewer would have to see that frame in isolation.

The reader is advised that this overall 16-frame sequence appears on
most copies (absent special deletion) and can only be practically observed
by using a single-frame counter on most VCRs. This sequence is of para-
mount importance because this editing reflects the technique utilized
throughout the numbered frames in the main body of the film.

From frame Z-001-132, Scene Twwo captures the movement of three
lead motorcyclists reaching the intersection of Houston and Elm Streets.
Therein, one of the three leaves the formation by proceeding north on
Houston Street while the other two complete the turn onto Elm. Zapruder
continues to film the progress of the two cyclists approaching him on
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Elm Street until frame Z-132. At Z-133, Scene Three shows the Presiden-
tial limousine replacing the cyclist as aforementioned and proceeding
westward down Elm Street about three seconds prior to the first shot
(presuming its occurrence at Z-189) and continues until after the assas-
sination is completed and the film ends at Z-486.

Three other specific instances of film deletions appear, first, between
2277-287 [where Charles Brehm’s son magically appears clapping his
hands next to his father, an impossible movement within an approxi-
mately one-half second time interval (further explained later)], second,
at Z-312-313 [the head blast] and, third, Z-315-321 [limousine driver
and Secret Service agent William R. Greer’s head movements from back
to beyond perpendicular (front) while front seat passenger Secret Ser-
vice agent Roy Kellerman remains practically stationary looking to his
front]. The Z-312-313 head blast, depicting a full mushroom cloud ex-
pulsion of blood and brain tissue within the confines of two frames, con-
founds all natural laws of physics. This effusion achieves full vertical
height within one-ninth of a second, defying the normal stimulus and
reaction time of one-quarter of a second. In real time, presuming the
generally recognized Zapruder film speed of 18.3 frames per second (fps),
this apex would require 4.5 frames to occur.?

At Z-315-316, Greer begins turning his head from looking back and
facing the President to returning to the front at about 15 degrees, an
exaggerated movement. At Z-316-317, however, the head turn is an in-
credible 110 degrees, an impossibility within the confines of a single-
frame, one-eighteenth of a second time interval.

Likewise, the two-frame, one-ninth of a second, 125-degree scenario,
is also impossible. Although Greer’s turning of the remaining 40 degrees
at Z-317-321 to fully face the steering wheel is conjectural, his total 165-
degree turn in the space of six frames at a one-third of a second time
span is beyond human capability. Realistically, Greer’s total movement,
back to front, would take at least a full second to accomplish.?

There is demonstrable physical evidence to help verify this premise.
If the reader flashes his hand in front of his face in approximation of
one-third of a second, it appears as a blur. The eyes are incapable of
staying in full focus in following this action. If Greer’s 165-degree move-
ment in one-third of a second truly depicted real time, it would likewise
appear as a blur. But blurring of this nature is not seen in the Zapruder
film. Also noteworthy is that shortly after frame Z-295, and before the Z-
313 head shot, Texas Governor John B. Connally’s torso quickly turns
and falls toward wife Nellie’s lap and they both descend at an unrealisti-
cally accelerated pace toward her jump seat, which is directly behind the
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driver’s-side front seat. When the viewer is alerted to these phenomena,
they are readily observable. But without such prompting, they are rou-
tinely bypassed. Therein lies the rub. Continuity in the film is preserved
well enough to elude all but the most probing eye. How is this possible?

The “How” of Film Editing

It is submitted that this deception was accomplished by excising frames in
a systematic, frame-by-frame manner throughout the film so that the film
speed was reduced to its present 18.3 fps status from an original 48 fps
(Zapruder himself reportedly claimed to have used 24 fps but his camera
had only two frame settings; see Enclosure 1).* This deletion appears to
have been done without considering the blink rate. But by doing so, the
edited frames appear more in synch with the remaining action than they
actually were, creating an illusion of uniformity and consistency.

The evidence substantiating this position is best appreciated by chro-
nologically tracing the film’s processing. The assassination itself took place
at about 12:30 p.m. CST. Zapruder returned promptly to his dress shop,
immediately called the FBI office in Dallas from that location, and then
brought his camera to WFAA-TV (which was near the dress shop), where
he did a live interview with Jay Watson. During this time, the Kodachrome
film was delivered to an Eastman Kodak lab across from Love Field in
Dallas. This lab specialized in a developing technique required for
Kodachrome film that is most commonly called K-14 processing.®

After accompanying Zapruder from the television interview, Zapruder
and Forrest V. Sorrels, head of the Secret Service in Dallas, both arrived
there at about 2:00 p.m. CST.® The development of the original took about
an hour-and-three-quarters’ and, after quickly reviewing the film, Zapruder
and Sorrels went to the Jamieson Film Company on Bryan Street in Dallas
to have three copies of the original made, which appear to have been con-
tact prints.® Shortly before 4:00 p.m. CST, the copies were completed.

Because of the copying techniques employed, at least the original and
one copy (a work print) were flown from Love Field to Andrews Air Force
Base in Washington, D.C., a 1,307-mile trip, and transported to the Na-
tional Photographic Interpretation Center (NPIC) in Suitland, Maryland,
located about eight miles from Andrews.’ The approximate timing was a
4:00 p.M. departure plus four and one-half hours flight time plus one hour
for the difference in Time Zones from CST to EST. Therefore, the film ar-
rived at Andrews about 9:30 p.M. EST and, according to our best estimate,
was in the hands of the NPIC not long after 10:00 p.m. EST, a calculation
that coincides with David Lifton’s report that the film was in the possession
of the CIA already on Friday night, the day of the assassination.’
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That the film was flown to Washington and in the hands of the Secret
Service by 9:55 p.M. EST receives support from a handwritten memo by
Max Phillips, Special Agent for the Protective Research Section (PRS) of
the Secret Service.!* An important study by Philip H. Melanson, which ap-
peared in The Third Decade (November 1984), explains that the Secret Ser-
vice was dependent upon the CIA for technical assistance, including the
analysis of photographs and films. The most important evidence that he
discusses is CIA item #450—nine pages of documentsrelated to analysis of
the Zapruder film by the NPIC for the Secret Service—obtained under the
Freedom of Information Act by Paul Hoch. Melanson’s study substantiates
the conclusion that the CIA had the film and reprocessed it that night.!!

At NPIC, the original was reviewed and a least partially edited. Then,
a modified camera having similar characteristics to Zapruder’s Bell &
Howell camera made a duplicate copy to replace it. In turn, three copies
were made of the duplicate using a standard optical printer. The entire
process took about five hours and was completed by about 3:00 a.m.
EST."?(See Enclosure 3, depicting the probable editing and copying meth-
odologies used at NPIC.) Departing from Suitland, Maryland at about
3:15 a.M. EST, the film was returned to Love Field at about 6:45 a.M. CST
on 23 November 1963 and delivered to Zapruder’s dress shop by the
Secret Service at about 7:00 a.M. CST.

It was sold by Zapruder sometime after 8:00 a.M. CST to Richard
Stolley, who, as bureau chief of Life magazine in Los Angeles, Califor-
nia, had flown to Dallas on 22 November 1963 to cover the assassina-
tion. Reportedly around 6:00 p.M. CST, Stolley had learned of the film
through Life part-time reporter Patsy Swank, who called from the Dal-
las police headquarters. Looking up Zapruder’s phone number in a phone
directory, he tried to contact Zapruder at his residence at approximately
15 minute intervals, finally reaching him at about 11:00 p.m. CST.!3

Zapruder told him that he would meet him at the dress shop at 9:00
A.M. CST the following morning. However, Stolley in fact arrived there
an hour earlier and reached an agreement that conveyed to him certain
film rights. At about 9:00 a.M. CST on 23 November 1963, the film was
shown once by the Secret Service at Zapruder’s dress shop to a small
press corps that included Dan Rather of CBS, a representative from The
Saturday Evening Post, and a member of the Associated Press. Immedi-
ately thereafter, Stolley snuck out the back door with the duplicate origi-
nal and one copy and transferred them to Chicago for analysis and pro-
duction at the R.R. Donnelley Graphics Company Life laboratory.'?
Thirty-one Black and White individual frames were thereafter published
in Life’s 29 November 1963 issue.
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Physical Evidence of Film Tampering

The most unique physical evidence of film tampering at NPIC is the
presence of a register mark at Z-028, appearing as a plus (+) sign just
above and to the right of a woman wearing a red blouse with blue verti-
cal and horizontal stripes. (See her location using Robert Groden’s book,
The Killing of a President, at page 22 [Z-188—she is the fourth person to
the left of the Stemmons Freeway sign] and at page 25 [excerpted from
the Charles Bronson film].)

A register mark may be used as a guide in aligning scenes in a film or
film copies to an original, and, in this case, in all likelihood, served as a
centering and focusing aid to help keep a duplicate film at a 1:1 ratio. It
is not detectible to the naked eye at Z-028 but is observable when the
frame is enlarged through a viewer device.'* Here, it was placed strategi-
cally between the second and third road strips from the crosswalk on
Elm Street. If one marks that spot, it is seen that after the Presidential
limousine pops into view, the register mark corresponds to Kennedy’s
position at Z-188 or approximately when the first shot occurs.

It alsoappears that an emulsion removal mark was strategically placed
on the film in one frame about the time that Jean Hill and Mary Moorman
first appear.'¢ The mark was most likely used for co-ordinated editing of
such other assassination films as the Marie Muchmore and Orville Nix
8mm films in an effort to avoid any inconsistencies between them.

The “Why™?

We now know the fact of editing and the how. What remains is the “why”?
What action has been deemed not fit for public consumption? The ex-
planation cannot concern its graphic nature. We plainly see the dreaded
consequences of a head shot, wherein, along with the foregoing expul-
sion, there is in plain sight the near removal of the President’s skullcap.
We also see the wounding of Governor Connally and a bewildered
Jacqueline Kennedy trying to crawl onto the trunk. The only logical con-
clusion is that these excisions promote the concealment of the specific
activities of specific actors, primarily in the Presidential limousine. It is
beyond the scope of this paper to explore these conspiratorial specifics.

An advantageous effect—if not conscious design—of the film speed
reduction is that the illusory time in which a single assailant could have
accomplished the deed is expanded. If the three-shot scenario at the ac-
cepted time frame of 5.6 seconds for the 18.3 fps is considered from Z-
210-313, that time reduces down to 4.3 seconds at 24 fps. Based on Gov-
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ernment testing, the minimum firing time between shots for the sus-
pected 6.5 mm Mannlicher-Carcano rifle (disregarding the time required
for aiming the weapon) is 2.3 seconds,!” making the Warren Commission
three-shot version under the 24 fps Zapruder was reported to have used
problematic, at best. [Editor’s note: See Enclosure 1.]

Even if the 5.6 seconds parameter for 18.3 fps is not accepted, any
different reference point is nonetheless correspondingly expanded by the
18.3 fps conversion, thereby superficially enhancing the feasibility of that
hypothesis.

The editing at Z-132-133 can now be placed in a more proper per-
spective. Despite Secret Service regulations prohibiting greater than 90-
degree turns in Presidential motorcades, the Kennedy limousine made
an extraordinarily wide 120-degree turn from Houston Street to Elm
Street, showing the impropriety of the selected motorcade route.'®
Zapruder probably captured this event, as he filmed the limousine’s
progress on Elm Street in its entirety.!? At the very least, this omission for
many years circumvented raising many appropriate questions.

The Proof is in the Pattern

Are our proofs of editing now exhausted? Hardly. There were discern-
ible (although different) emergency light blinking patterns on the front
grills of both the motorcade lead car, a 1964 Ford Falcon driven by Dal-
las Police Chief Jesse Curry, and the Presidential limousine, a modified
1961 Lincoln Continental convertible. The Z-132-133 editing totally omits
the Curry car from view and drastically reduces the viable observation
time for the alternate blinking pattern of the emergency lights on the
front grill of the limousine. [Editor’s note: There are no such lights on the
rear.] This makes comparisons more difficult and the idea of making
comparisons for purposes of detecting editing less apparent.

The emergency light pulse rate was a constant one established at .41
seconds by an electronic flip-flop switch installed into the electrical cir-
cuitry. At 18 fps, if unaltered, the Zapruder film would feature the emer-
gency light pulse occupying about seven frames per side. Using the Rob-
ert Hughes film, these durations were calculated by observing the limou-
sine as it approached the intersection of Main and Houston streets. The
blinking pattern probably escaped alteration there because the assassi-
nation itself occurred on Elm.

The Hughes film shows the limousine emergency lights blinking in a
constant and consistent pattern except when the vehicle is actually mak-
ing the right turn onto Houston Street, wherein the signal pattern is
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changed by an override switch that was operative at all turns. After the
turn is completed, the pattern returns to normal.

However, the Zapruder film emergency light blinking pattern lacks
this consistency. By examining the blink pattern from Z-133 to Z-181, it
is clear that more than seven frames are seen in the pattern, indicating a
faster speed than 18 fps. The limousine is hidden from view by the
Stemmons sign between Z-182 and Z-211. Once past there, an irregular
(and thereforealtered) pattern is perceived, but only briefly, as Zapruder’s
camera angle makes the pattern unobservable after Z-238.

The emergency light blinking pattern is of great evidentiary value in
the confirmation of film editing and is only observable when a frame-by-
frame reference is made. This must be charted out, as it is not noticeable
with the naked eye. (See Enclosure 4-A through 4-C for an illustration of
this pattern on a frame-by-frame basis. 4-A explains how the expected
pattern for the limousine was mathematically determined by using the
Hughes film, 4-B is a graphic showing the actual pattern on a frame by
frame basis, and 4-C is a graphic showing the expected pattern in any
given 18-frame sequence.)

The Sun Flare that Got Away

Despite great pains taken during the editing process, not all evidence of
conspiratorial implication in the Zapruder film was deleted. At Z-330-
332 (and verifiable in the Orville Nix film version as well), a flare of light
appears emanating from the chrome strip just above the windshield on
the right side of the center-positioned rear view mirror holder. This light
dispersal is not consistent with a mere reflection from the Sun. It radi-
ates out beyond what would be expected from that source, appears too
much as a burst, is peculiarly confined to a small portion of the strip
itself and lasts for too brief of a time period. This is the only occasion in
the Zapruder film wherein such a flare appears.

There was, however, physical evidence recovered on the night of the
assassination which helps explain this phenomenon. Warren Commis-
sion bullet fragments 567 (the nose portion, which weighed in at 44.6
grains) and 569 (the tail portion, which weighed in at 21 grains) were
found on the front seat of the limousine directly below the chrome strip
in question and were purportedly matched to the Mannlicher-Carcano
rifle associated with Oswald.?

This can be linked to the flare of light where such an effect is consis-
tent with the reflection of sunlight off the debris caused by a bullet strik-
ing the chrome strip. [Editor’s note: A photograph of the damage to the
chrome strip may be found in the Epilogue.]
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The sun flare appearance at Z-330 and the presence of the chrome
strip indentation at that same spot are not coincidental. An assassina-
tion photograph taken by Mary Moorman—that corresponds to some-
where between Z-315 and Z-321 on the Zapruder film—shows that the
visor rod (attached where no indentation appears) was not separated
from the chrome strip at that time. Therefore, the indentation could not
have been the result of an earlier shot during the assassination itself or
from any previous occurrence.

What is the significance of this finding? Assuming 18 fps, it is com-
pelling evidence that there was a shot at Z-330 which followed a head
shot at Z-313 by less than a second afterward (because there are only 17
frames between the two shots). Yet, Neutron Activation Analysis (NAA)
tests conducted in 1964 by the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) on
behalf of the FBI found no traces of blood on either fragment.?'

After further NAA testing was conducted in 1977 by Dr. Vincent Guinn,
nuclear chemist at the University of California, Irvine, on behalf of the
House Select Committee on Assassinations (HSCA), the inference was
drawn that both fragments came from the same bullet.?2 But that implies
the Z-313 head shot could not have come from the Oswald rifle. In fact,
it could not realistically have come from the same shooter—even if he
had used two separate weapons (and there is absolutely no evidence in
the case to support that conclusion). It seems inevitable that there had to
have been a minimum of two assailants; hence, a conspiracy.

Why was this sun flare appearance not deleted as well? In the space
of (what we take to be) roughly five hours of editing, it probably was
simply overlooked. Perhaps it might have thrown everything out of deli-
cate synch, but, more than likely, it went unnoticed in the zeal to edit out
more obvious infringements.

Was All Editing “Coordinated™?

As to the aforementioned co-ordinated editing efforts at NPIC to syn-
chronize the Zapruder film with other assassination footage, we have
already seen that these efforts were not a complete success.

As aforementioned, between Z-277 and Z-287, at Z-277, the Presiden-
tial limousine is seen just beginning to pass two persons standing close
to the curb near the limo, namely, Charles Brehm and the famous
“Babushka lady”. She is standing directly behind Brehm, who is clap-
ping his hands as the limo slowly passes in front of him. Unseen at Z-277
is Brehm’s son, who is standing behind his father and directly in front of
the Babushka lady. Ten frames later, the son is standing next to his father
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and clapping, a movement impossible in the approximate half-second
assigned him. In real time, this would require at least 1.2 seconds.

Among other examples, in frame 42 of the Marie Muchmore film
(which corresponds to Z-313), it can be observed that the President’s
head is angled or sloped downward to a greater degree than at Z-313
itself.

Conclusion

In sum, the evidence suggests that our government assumed control of
the Zapruder film as well as a substantial portion of the overall JFK as-
sassination film record and, in so doing, reduced them to historical forg-
eries. Consequently, it appears to have concealed crucial information from
an unsuspecting public. Such judicious editing at prominent junctures
of the assassination footage strongly hints at a conspiracy, with elements
of the government directly involved. Although this conclusion stands on
its own merits, a similar finding is supported by the Z-330-332 editing
oversight (the sun flare), which by itself seems to destroy the notion of a
single shooter.

Notes

1. Harold Weisberg, Case Open (New York: Carroll & Graf, 1994), p. 13. The offi-
cial numbering of each frame of assassination footage was done by FBI Agent
Lyndal L. Shaneyfelt, a laboratory agent.

2. This has been determined by co-author Schaeffer from timing experimental
video footage taken by Dr. John Lattimer of head shots of human skulls filled
with brain matter painted white. The entire explosion lasts slightly less than
half a second. The rate of expansion and contraction of this event is practically
the same. Because the human skull has an anatomical pressure cavity, the full
effusion and vertical expulsion of brain matter could not reach apex within the
bare confines of Z-312-313 as depicted in the Zapruder film.

3. In January of 1990, co-author Schaeffer observed Greer's remarkable head
movement from back to front within six frames of the Zapruder film at Z-315-
321. Using a real person to reenact this movement, he determined that the
most realistic time to accomplish this feat would be one full second. Even if
reasonable minds were to differ on the precise real time required, one-third of
a second is physically impossible under any measure.

4. Harold Weisberg, Whitewash II (Hyattstown, MD: Harold Weisberg, 1966), FBI
document dated 4 December 1963 by Robert M. Barrett, file no. DL 89-43,
Appendix, p. 184.

5. TheK-14 process is a complicated, reversal-type procedure created by Eastman
Kodak laboratory. The Kodachrome film consists of three separate color layers
placed on a support base. After the film is processed, each of the three layers
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containing the colors cyan, magenta, and yellow change into a three-in-one
color transparency positive film.

Harold Weisberg, Photographic Whitewash (Frederick, MD: Harold Weisberg,
1967 and 1976), FBI agent Switzer interview with Willis, dictated 19 June 1964,
Appendix at pp. 181-183, esp. p. 182.

Co-author Schaeffer served a six-year, government-sponsored apprenticeship
in film development through the auspices of the International Typographical
Union in Colorado Springs, Colorado, from 1963 to 1969. He has ascertained
the developing time for the Kodachrome film by extrapolating data provided in
Photo-Lab-Index (Dobbs Ferry, NY: Morgan & Morgan). It is published yearly
and the relevant data is the same in each publication.

Weisberg (1966), the FBIdocument dated 4 December 1963 by Robert M. Barrett
in the Appendix at p. 184. It is co-author Schaeffer’s opinion that a Bell & Howell
model J made contact prints, instead of optical prints. It should be noted that
an optical printer omits any photographic scenery in the sprocket hole area. A
contact printer does not. [Editors note: Noel Twyman has spoken with Bruce
Jamieson, who has told him it was not done with an optical printer. See David
Mantik, Part IV.]

See Enclosure 3. The editing and copying methodologies described therein show
why the original and at least one copy were necessary. David S. Lifton, Best
Evidence (New York: MacMillan, 1981, Carroll & Graf, 1988), pp. 555-557.
Enclosure 2 is a copy of the memo published in Josiah Thompson, Six Seconds
in Dallas (1967), p. 311. Harold Weisberg, Photographic Whitewash (1967), p.
138, prints a copy that indistinctly indicates the date of “11/22”.)

Philip H. Melanson, “Hidden Exposure: Cover-Up and Intrigue in the CIAs Se-
cret Possession of the Zapruder Film”, The Third Decade (November 1984), pp.
13-21.

Lifton reported that the process of reproducing an original and three prints of
the reproduced Zapruder original would be expected to take about seven hours.
He did not attempt to co-ordinate the times from known data at various pro-
cess points as the authors of this article have done, nor did he consider any
other sources as the co-authors have in order to arrive at this time frame.
Michael Benson, Who's Who in the JFK Assassination (New York: Carol Pub-
lishing Group, 1993), pp. 431-432. See the entry for Stolley, Richard B..
Oliver Stone and Zachary Sklar, JFK: The Book Of The Film (New York:
Applause Books, 1992), pp. 410-412.

Co-author Schaeffer discovered this mark while examining a copy of the
Zapruder film through a viewerdevice in early 1993. Schaeffer believes frames
Z-141 and Z-028 were used to help align two scenes (Z-001 to Z-132 and Z-133
to Z-485.

16. At the ASK Symposium on the Assassination of JFK in April of 1993, researcher

17.

18.

Robert Morningstar pointed out the emulsion removal mark during a debate
with Robert Groden on “Gestalt Editing”. Co-author Schaeffer believes it was
used to help co-ordinate other films so that they appear to align with the
Zapruder film.

Robert J. Groden, The Killing of a President (New York: Viking Penguin, 1993),
p- 125.

Benson (1993), p. 426. See the entry for Secret Service Agent Sorrels, Forrest V.
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19.
20.

21.

22.

Groden (1993), p. 19.

The Warren Commission Report (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), p. 87 and pp.
515-516; The Warren Commission Report (New York: St. Martin’s Press, n.d.), p.
85 and pp. 557-558.

Neutron Activation Analyses were conducted for the Warren Commission and
also for the HSCA inquiry. A useful summary may be found in Lifton (1980/88),
Pp. 556-559.

Testimony of Dr. Vincent Guinn, HSCA Vol. I, p. 504.

Argumentatively, the conclusion reached by Dr. Guinn as to the identification
of these bullet fragments as being from the same bullet is debatable. During its
own inquiry, the Warren Commission had found that the fragments could be
identified as having been fired by the same rifle but not as fragments of the
same bullet; see, for example, The Warren Commission Report (New York: St.
Martin’s Press, n.d.), p. 85 and pp. 557-558.

However, since there were variations in composition between the two frag-
ments, the finding ought to have been that they were fragments of different
bullets, as a number of authors have observed. See, e.g., Peter Model and Rob-
ert J. Groden, JFK: The Case for Conspiracy (New York: Manor Books, 1976),
pp. 69-70 and p. 79.

Similarly, since Dr. Guinn reported observing highly atypical variations in the
composition of 6.5 mm bullets manufactured by the Western Cartridge Com-
pany, the strongest inference he ought to have been able to reach under those
conditions was that no definite conclusion could be drawn. Compare Robert J.
Groden and Harrison E. Livingstone, High Treason (Baltimore, MD: The Con-
servatory Press, 1989), esp. pp. 200-201.

Gerald Posner, it may be worth noting, speciously concludes that: “This lack
of uniformity among the Carcano bullets allowed him [Guinn] to match the
fragments with a degree of certainty normally not available, even in a sophisti-
cated test like neutron activation” [Gerald Posner, Case Closed (New York: Ran-
dom House, 1993), p. 342]. (Emphasis added). This argument is specious for at
least two reasons: firstly, the referenced bullets were 6.5 mm but not specifi-
cally Carcano bullets; and secondly, the “degree of certainty [that was] nor-
mally not available” in this case would have been “total uncertainty” due to the
heterogeneity of the bullets (i.e., their lack of uniformity).

Regardless of the accuracy of the Guinn findings, two salient points are ap-
parent. Firstly, no conclusion as to the heterogeneity or homogeneity of the
bullets or fragments therefrom can alter the reality of two separate shots for
the head shot and chrome strip shot. This is due to the lack of blood or brain
tissue found on either of the two limousine front seat fragments and the clear
presence of a sun flare at Z-330-332, a bare 17 frames after the head shot, and
the lack of evidence of damage to the chrome strip in the Moorman film after
the head shot but prior to the sun flare.

Secondly, regardless of the starting postulates assumed by the “lone gunman”
advocates, they once again inexorably lead to contradictory and therefore non-
sustainable results, Posner’s aforementioned analysis being a primary case in
point.
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OEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGA'IOI

Date .Decepber 4, 1863

ABRAHAX ZAPRUDER, 3 tte-Street, Dallas,
aivuﬁm%:\ber 1963, he was standing in the

park area north 6f 2Im SIféoi and jus of the_inter—
sﬁgﬂn&%&nﬁ?rna“ﬂousxgn_ Streets. He had taken this posi-
tion _gn__gg_er‘ﬁr%e 8 nillimeter novié IiIR OF Th& PPesident
and the Presidential motorcade as_it passed by him, He stated
hé:’?ﬁa with hizm 2 Béll ard Howell 8 millimeter zoom-l€ns camera,
wiich was a Ge Or

. Je addsed e Rad
] this camera previously with a 25-foo £ 16 _milli-
moter £i1m, W, Sct arior 6% of 8 milli
Iilm, He had shot tha TIrs ax. al ad reversed
e

taETo a6t on Novembe

Tk 2-ea of some girls who WoOT 7Y office, prior to the
arrival of the Presidéntial. motorcada. ﬂa_s.t&&d_h_i%,am”a
was fully wound, mgt,(m;lxs on maximum goom-lensy The
cazera was set to take normal speed moV AMOS Y
per second., The control buttons for the zoom~1dT8 WEIS 1oL
touchad once he started taking photographs—of- the Presideantial
rotorcade,

Z2PRUDER stated that he first picked up the motor-
cade as it made the turn on to Elm Street.from Houston Street.
Tae rotorcade then passed behind a street directiopnal sign
azd from that point on until it disappeared from sight to his
right, or the west, he was taking moving pictures of the
President's car. He stated he had started taking pictures prior
to the first shot being fired and continued taking pictures
until the motorcade disappeared to his right. - ZAPRUDBR advised
La could not recall.hut having heard only two shots and, also,
stated that he knew that from watching through the viewfinder
that the President had boen hit.. . stated he -took the exposed
fila imnediately to the %‘W&wm::jgm Street,
Dalles, and stayed with e m through its entire processing.
Ez had the original print and throe copies made. The f£ilm was
in color, The original is on 16 millimeter film, and according
to Lr. ZAPRUDER is nuch clearer than those appearing on 8 milli-
reter £ilm. Ho subsequently turned over two coples to the
United States Secrét- Service and sold the original and ome copy
to Life Iagazine.

i, ZAPRUDSR furned over to Special Agent ROBERT XM,

2

SAMRITT his Boll and Eowell 8 millimeter zoom-lens camera
describod above. Ho requested that the camera be returned
to him ozfter it had sorved its use to the FBI. He advised
this camora had bssn in tha hands of the United States
9acrot Service ageants on December 3, 1963, as they claimed
thoy wantod to do soms chocKifg of it. He, also, stated

ke had received a call from the Bell and Howell éompany

voo stated they wantsed to place the camera in their archives
acd would replace the camera with a new one,

on _12/4/63 Dallas, Texas DL 89-43
_—_a Fite #
by Ssecial Ageny __BOBERT M, BARRETT  /gmf Datedictared 1274763

THis decument containg neither recommendations m
or canclusioas of the N perty
Tour 43eACY: Lt 30d its ure ol te be outeids your -q:-.cly. W tathe pee S fhe FRL ded e tosned e

Enclosure 1. FBI Interview with Abraham Zapruder
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Enclosure 2. Secret Service Memo of 22 November 1963
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It should be made clear at this point that the camera used to
duplicate the Zapruder film was not a standard optical printer,
the camera used had special attachmemts especially equiped

to handle the duplication of the film. When duplicating the
film special care was taken when deleting the sprociet hole
area where dye marking were located. These marking are normally
placed on the film wvhen made at a Kodak laboratory.

After establishing a briefing era similar to

board used for editing frames,
frames were excluded simply by
advancing the original Zapruder
film to the next appropriate
frame to be copied.

After an edited copy of the
original vas made and developed.
the film was duplicated by an
optical printer three times.
Prior going to the NPIC three
copies vere also made of the
film at Jamieson laboratory

in Dallas. The Jamieson copies
were contact prints. They differed
fram the NPIC's version, in that,
sprocket hole scenery remained
intact

‘Original
Zaprrier

After the
Kodachrome film was loaded,
and aligned with the origi-|
nal Zapruder film, the cam-

camera was used to take
single frame exposures
of the original Zapruder

Zapruder's

tvoe of aperture
duplicated during
each frame of the
486 frames of the

Zapruder fiim
translucent P

copyboard

Film

=

/Y

[7?
4

T_’ight source

Cozyright 1993
Roy. L. Schaeffer

single
frame
counter

Enclosure 3. The Camera used to Duplicate the Zapruder Film
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AW THE PRESIDENTIAL LINOUSINE ENERGENCY LIGHT BLINK RATE WAS DETERMINED

The oniginal (/96/) emengency light agatem on the fnont bumpen of the Preaidential
Limousine was neplaced by a new one in /967; the new one wan placed in the front gnill.

The new one had a completely diffenent blink nate than the one on the Presidential lim-
ousine duning Preaident Kennedy’s aaransination. In checking, the oniginal emengency

light agatem had neven been found aften the new aystem was inatalled. So in onden to

time the blink nate of the emengency lighta I timed the different film ahot of the passing
Preaidential limousine with a atopwatch fnom Lemmon Ave., Tuntle Cneet Blvd., Cedan Spnringa
Rd., Hamwood Stneet, Main Stneet, Houaton Stneet and Elm Stneet. By avenaging out these
blink natea fon one cycle [left-night) I diacovered each film timed out to appnoximately
.82 aeconda. In exploning thia anea funthen I timed the Robent Hughea film fon two cyclea.
I found the passengen aide emengency lighta to atay on fon 8 fnames befone awitching to the
dniven's aide. The dnriven’s aice nemained on fon 7 frames. 7 divided by .4/= 17.07, &
divided by 4/= 19.5/. 36.58 divided by 2= /8.29 frames pen second. (Robent Hughea Film)

I then checked the chanted blink nate from Z2-/33-2238. Fnom 2-136-145= (0 framea,
thia waa the pasnengen aide, 2-146-/54= 9 fnames (dniven’s aide). By uaing the eame
foamula in the Robent Hughea film and applying it to the Abrctam Zapnuden film I found
the passengen aide /0 divided by .4/= 24.39, 9 divided by .4/= %6.34, divided by two=
23.17 {names fon the Zapnuden film.

To make aune of thin neault I tnied a diffenent method. 1 timed the Zapnuden film
fnom 2-133-2-18/. The time was 2.2 aeconda. I dircounted 2-133-135 and Z2-174-18/ be-
cause the fnames wene not pant of the two cyclea. 2.2 seconds minua /0 frames equala
/.66 seconda. So 38 frames wene left (the two cyclea). [ tlen divided 38 by /.66.
The neault war 22.89 framen pen second. Thir waa the speed of the Abnaham Zapnuden
{film. By doing thia I found that the Zapauden film nan et mone than /8.3 fnamea pen
second. Because the Zap/um'en camena only had two aetting, /6 and 48, the film appeana
to have nun at 48 framea pen second, and altened doun to approximately 2k fnames pen
aecond. By uaing the blink nate chant fnom 2-133-2-18/, 2-206-2-238, the chant demon-
atnates an ennatic pattean in the Zapruden film, especially aften the Presidential
limouaine passes from behind the Stemmona Road aign. From thia analysia the Abnaham
Zapruden film in all probability wmn extensively altened.

Copynight 1993, clanification /998

[Editor’s note: Roy Schaeffer has clarified this point in
response to questions posed by Joe Durnavich.]

Enclosure 4-A. How the Limousine Blink Rate was Determined
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rev. 1992 2-211-214

Copyright 1993 Roy L. Schaeffer.
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Enclosure 4-B. The Blink Light Pattern Observed on the Z-Film
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If no editing was done to the Abraham Zapruder film this would be the actual pattern seen

on the two emergency lights embedded on the front fender grill of the Presidential 1imousine
during frames Z-133-Z-238. For eighteen frames the blinking pattern would be constant as

seen in this diagram. The lights as seen below would switch back and forth as seen below.

This would ke the pattern seen in the Abraham Zapruder film for eighteen frames, or .82 seconds.

going off

00000000
9000000

9 00000eeY
0000000 &«

Enclosure 4-C. The Expected (Norinal) Blink Rate Pattern




The wounding of
Governor John
Connally

Ron Hepler

The Single “Magic” Bullet Theory continues to endure as the official
version of the wounding of Governor John Connally. Many highly re-
garded critics of the Warren Commission, rightly dismiss the idea that
one bullet wounded both men, but accept the general time frame of the
Governor’s wounding. But if the presence of a fact, or the lack of a neces-
sary fact, makes a theory impossible, then that theory must be discarded
and a new theory developed which includes all of the known facts. To
date what has been occurring is rather to ignore the evidence that doesn't
fit the existing theory. I would like to offer a different scenario of the
wounding of Governor Connally-—one that is observable on the Zapruder
film, is backed up by numerous testimony, and is supported by scientific
evidence.

When I first began studying this case I was attracted to the wounding
of Governor Connally because little attention had been paid to it, yet it is
central to the Single Bullet Theory. I had read about the Governor’s La-
pel Flap, shoulder drop, and puffed cheeks. While I recognized that the
time separation between these events logically precluded that they were
all the result of a single bullet strike, I had no reason to believe that the
Governor had not been wounded during that time frame.

In this commonly accepted view, the Governor was wounded shortly
after the throat shot to the President, but long before the fatal headshot.
Yet, two thirds of all ear witnesses of three shots, including Secret Ser-
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vice Agents William Greer and Roy Kellerman seated in the front of the
limousine, tell a story diametrically opposed to this. These witnesses heard
a single shot followed by a pause, then two shots in rapid succession.

The Connallys’ Assessments

Governor Connally told the Warren Commission, “I was turning to look
back over my left shoulder into the back seat, but I never got that far in
my turn. I got about in the position I am in now facing you, looking a
little bit to the left of center, and then I felt like someone had hit me in
the back.”! He elaborated to the House Select Committee on Assassina-
tions (HSCA):

so I was in the process of, at least I was turning to look over my left shoulder
into the back seat to see if I could see him. I never looked, I never made the
full turn. About the time I turned back where I was facing more or less straight
ahead, the way the car was moving, I was hit. I was knocked over, just doubled
over by the force of the bullet. It went in my back and came out my chest
about 2 inches below and to the left of my right nipple. The force of the bullet
drove my body over almost double and when I looked, immediately I could
see I was just drenched with blood.?

This sequence of events where the Governor turns to the left just prior
to being hit is also reported by Mr. S.M. Holland, who was standing on
the triple overpass, in Mark Lane’s documentary film, Rush to Judgment:
The Plot to Kill Kennedy: “The first bullet, the President slumped over
and Governor Connally made his turn to the right and then back to the
left and that’s when the second shot was fired and knocked him down to
the floorboard.”

Mrs. Nellie Connally supported her husband’s description in her tes-
timony to the House Select Committee:

Mr. Dodd: “So, you are still looking at the President and it is your recol-
lection that you then heard what sounded like a second shot?”

Mrs. Connally: “Yes.”

Mr. Dodd: “Is that correct?”

Mrs. Connally: “Yes. What was a second shot.”

Mr. Dodd: “At that point your husband, Governor Connally, slumped
over in your direction?”

Mrs. Connally: “No, he lunged forward and then just kind of collapsed.” *

What the Governor, his wife, and Mr. Holland aptly describe is
Newton's Law of Conservation of Momentum. It says that when an ob-
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ject in motion collides with a stationary one, all momentum will be con-
served or, in other words, all momentum will be accountable after the
collision. This conservation of momentum results in the deceleration of
the bullet, accelerating the torso as the bullet penetrates the body im-
pacting bones, and so forth.

Identifying the Impact

When I learned of these statements concerning the impact of the bullet,
it was immediately apparent that such forward motion would pinpoint
the time of the impact within one frame of the Zapruder film, so I de-
cided to look for that motion. At frame 224, the time of the Lapel Flap
there is no motion that matches the description given by the Governor.
SoIlooked at Frame 236, the shoulder drop, surely if the bullet drove his
shoulder down it would have driven him forward; but no. What about
frame 238, the puffing of the cheeks? Still no forward motion. Rather
than accept that the Governor was not yet wounded, most researchers
choose to ignore the statements of the two people most intimate with the
event, the wounded man and his wife who was seated next to him at the
time of the shooting.

So I continued to let the VCR run in slow motion. During the headshot
sequence I thought I saw the governor driven forward. I replayed the
headshot sequence time after time at normal speed, in slow motion, and
in single-frame step mode, often covering the President with my hand so
as to be able to focus completely on the Governor without my eyes being
drawn to the headshot.

That was it. The bullet obviously impacted him under the armpit at
frame 315 as he attempted to raise himself from his wife’s lap. The first
evidence of motion is visible at frame 316. He is driven forward and hits
the back of the front seat at frame 323. He immediately collapses just as
Mrs. Connally had described in frame 326. A second violent motion is
noticeable at about frame 338 when run at normal speed. This motion is
most likely the impact of the wrist shot that then goes on to cause the
thigh injury. Evidence of the Governor’s wounding after the headshot
was noted by Robert Groden in his book, The Killing of a President,* as
Shot #6.

All indications are that the Governor was the victim of the last two
shots of what was at least a four-shot volley aimed at the President’s
head. The first shot of this volley, at frame 312, was apparently only a
tangential hit, gently shoving the President’s head forward and possibly
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denting the windshield frame of the limo. The second shot from the grassy
knoll at frame 313 was a solid impact, driving the President’s head vio-
lently backward. With JFK’s head deflected from its targeted location,
the third shot sailed past at frame 315 and into the Governor’s back shat-
tering his fifth rib, rupturing his right lung and exiting out of his chest.
The last shot, fired at about frame 338, impacts the Governor’s wrist,
shattering the radius bone with the remains coming to rest in his thigh.
[Editor’s note: For an alternative analysis, see David Mantik, Part IV.]

Shots occurring almost simultaneously, such as at frames 312, 313,
and 315, would likely not be differentiated, but heard as a single shot
and its echoes by witnesses, although some witnesses, including the Gov-
ernor himself, apparently did hear them as automatic weapons’ fire.
Whereas, the late shot at frame 338 would certainly be differentiated
and heard as a separate shot, thereby matching the reports of the major-
ity of ear-witnesses. Co-ordinating the fire into such volleys is a logical
strategy to hide additional shots as echoes.

Having determined that the Governor had been wounded immedi-
ately after the headshot to the President, what caused the Lapel Flap,
Shoulder Drop, and Puffed Cheeks?

Nellie's Quick Reaction

A close analysis of the Zapruder film will reveal that Nellie Connally was
the first to react defensively, by turning and pressing her back against
the left side of the car. In frame 190 and the Willis Photo #5,°> taken at
about the same time, Nellie is still facing forward indicating that she had
not yet recognized the threat; but in frame 240, she can be seen to be in
this position with certainty. Her location as evidenced by her hair, which
is essentially all that is visible, appears already fixed as early as frame
225. Considering that she cannot be seen to make a turn after exiting
from behind the Stemmons Freeway sign, it is apparent that she had
already assumed the position much earlier. Her testimony to the HSCA
indicates that she made the turn while hidden from the camera by the
Stemmons Freeway sign, “I just heard a disturbing noise and turned to
my right from where I thought the noise had come and looked in the
back and saw the President clutch his neck with both hands”®.

While the Secret Service agents appear thoroughly confused, Nellie
has analyzed the threat and is galvanized into action to pull her husband
from the line of fire and down into her lap. She testified to the Warren

Commission, “I just pulled him over into my arms”;” and to the HSCA,
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“. .. the only thing I could think of to do was to pull him down out of the
line of fire, or whatever was happening to us and I thought if I could get
him down, maybe they wouldn’t hurt him anymore. So, I pulled him
down in my lap.” Nellie’s left hand can be seen grasping the Governor’s
left arm to pull him into her lap at frame 273.

The Lapel Flap

Gerald Posner, in his book, Case Closed,® wrongly described the fact that
Governor Connally’s lapel flapped up at about frame 224 as evidence of a
bullet strike. For such a bullet to penetrate both men, as proposed in the
Single Bullet Theory, the right to left trajectory through Connally would
have to line up with JFK’s neck and the weapon.

At frame 224, Connally is seated erect, relaxed with his torso facing
forward. The trajectory of the bullet that entered under his right armpit
and exited below his right nipple was measured by Dr. Robert Shaw,
Governor Connally’s attending physician, at an angle of 27 degrees rela-
tive to the forward facing torso.’ If this trajectory were traced backwards
at frame 224, the bullet would have passed several feet to Kennedy’s right.

If the lapel flap is not the result of a bullet hit nor the result of wind,
as some assume, the only logical cause of the lapel flap is Nellie pulling
to the left on the back of her husband’s suit coat in her attempt to “. . .
pull him down out of the line of fire”. Evidence of Mrs. Connally’s effort
is that the “V” of his lapel is no longer centered, but is moved to the right
beginning with frame 223, then causing the lapel flap at frame 224.

The shoulder anchors the lapel at the top while the button anchors it
at the bottom. A leftward tug on the back of the coat pulls all slack out of
the fabric. As tension continues to increase, the middle of the lapel is
able to move. This movement of the middle of the lapel fold causes the
fold to flap open.

The Shoulder Drop

Governor Connally’s shoulder can be seen to drop sharply at frame 236,
while his torso remains essentially stationary. This movement was re-
ported as evidence of a bullet hit by Dr. Cyril Wecht in his testimony to
the HSCA. ' Governor Connally was not hit in the upper arm or the shoul-
der, either of which could have driven the shoulder down, but instead he
was wounded under the armpit. In addition, the trajectory through the
body of 25 degrees downward, as measured by Dr. Shaw,!' would have
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transferred the majority of its momentum in the forward direction in-
stead of downward, as was noted by the Governor and his wife.

This shoulder motion could only have been the result of a downward
pull on his right arm or coat sleeve by his wife in her attempt to extricate
him from the line of fire. Since his torso was turned to face the right side
of the car at this point in time, his right arm was within Nellie’s reach.
The fact that his right arm is not visible throughout this event is further
indication that it was behind his back. During this time he rotates fur-
ther around to the right as a result of Nellie pulling on his right arm/coat
sleeve. Note that he remains in the same shoulder-down orientation
through frame 261, over a second later. If he had been struck by a bullet
the shoulder would have rebounded upward after ending its downward
travel; instead, it is obviously being pulled down. Additional evidence of
the pull on his right coat sleeve is that the collar and lapel of his coat are
pulled toward his right shoulder.

The Puffed Cheeks

The puffing of Connally’s cheeks, visible at frame 238, is believed by
many to be evidence of the compressive effects of a bullet or rib frag-
ments penetrating the lung. At well over 1,000 feet per second, the bullet
rips through the chest cavity and the lung, opening them so that no pres-
sure is retained. The puffing of cheeks would require a much slower
building of pressure. This puffing of his cheeks may very well be due to
abdominal muscular tensioning prior to his lung being ruptured. This is
probably the result of being pulled off balance, backward, by his wife.
Such abdominal muscular tensioning results in pressure upon the dia-
phragm. In most cases people hold their breath to add support to ab-
dominal strain, thereby puffing the cheeks. The same condition occurs
when exercising the abdominal muscles, such as with sit-ups.

Both attempts of tugging at his coat and arm are consistent with
Nellie’s final success in getting him into her lap; so too is the puffing of
his cheeks as he resisted the backward pull.

Additional evidence that the Governor was not hit between frames
220 and 240, is the fact that he does not exhibit the effects of the impact
of a bullet. A high-velocity bullet that destroys five inches of his fifth rib,
parts of which practically explode out of his chest, would cause severe
pain. It was described to the Warren Commission by Dr. Shaw as “. ..
both a shocking and painful wound”.!? The pain would be evident as a
grimace of agony on his face. It is not! His facial expression is one of
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being startled and confused. Shortly thereafter, as he is falling into his
wife’s lap, he can be seen watching the President with interest, an activ-
ity that he later denies. This obvious concern for the well-being of an-
other, visible in frame 273, is not the action of a severely wounded man.

Trajectory of the Back Wound

Importantly, while raising himself and turning left, his torso was leaned
over toward Nellie from the seat that he originally occupied. This left-
leaning angle of the torso, relative to the normal vertical posture, rotates
the bullet’s apparent trajectory clockwise. With this rotation, the down-
ward angle of the shot gives the erroneous appearance of a more right-
to-left trajectory through the body, which of course is exactly what we
see with his wounds.

A photo of the limousine taken at Parkland Hospital'? has evidence of
the emergence of this bullet. There is a severe dent in the lower left cor-
ner of the chrome panel surrounding the ashtray in the back of the front
seat. This final impact before falling to the floor of the car, would be
consistent with the trajectory described earlier as well as bullet frag-
ments retrieved from the vehicle.

The Governor Cries Out

According to the Warren Commission Report, “Observing his blood cov-
ered chest as he was pulled into his wife’s lap, Governor Connally be-
lieved himself mortally wounded. He cried out, ‘Oh, no, no, no. My God,
they are going to kill us all’”!* It is quite evident on the Zapruder film
that he was not yet covered with blood when he was pulled into Nellie’s
lap as is obvious in frame 273; and this sequence of events is not sup-
ported by the Connallys’ testimony to the HSCA, as noted earlier. But, he
does appear to be mouthing these words during this period.

While it makes perfect sense for him to make such an exclamation
after hearing the first shot and prior to being wounded himself, it is
ludicrous to expect this of a man who had “a sucking wound of the chest”.
This description of his chest wound and ruptured lung was given to the
Warren Commission by Dr. Shaw as, “. . . he had what we call a sucking
wound of the chest. This would not allow him to breathe.”** The “suck-
ing wound of the chest” allows air to be inhaled and exhaled via the
wound, rather than through the windpipe or larynx. This inability to



246 Assassination Science

breathe would essentially eliminate any significant amount of air across
the larynx, precluding his crying out.

Nellie supports the timing issue with her testimony to the Warren
Commission: “. .. As the first shot was hit, and I turned to look at the
same time, I recall John saying, ‘Oh, no, no, no.’ Then there was a second
shot, and it hit John . . .”.'* She reinforced the timing with her statement
to the HSCA: “. . . John had turned to his right also when we heard that
first noise and shouted, ‘no, no, no,” and in the process of turning back
around so that he could look back and see the President—I don'’t think
he could see him when he turned to his right—the second shot was fired
and hit him.”'” The Governor's statement to the HSCA indicates that he
was having trouble keeping his story straight, “When I was hit, or shortly
before I was hit—no, I guess it was after I was hit—I said first, just al-
most in despair, I said, “no, no, no, . ..”. '* This Freudian slip indicates
that he actually made the statement before he was wounded, but that did
not fit the official story and had to be altered.

The Last Shot

The last shot, apparently a belated final round of the four-shot volley,
struck Connally in the wrist and thigh at about frame 338 as he lay across
the car. He can be seen to make a violent movement immediately after
frame 338, which is evidence of the bullet’s impact. Timing for this shot
is supported by data developed during the acoustic analysis of the Dallas
Police radio tape, as well as data on the camera motion analysis of the
Zapruder film by W. K. Hartman, and Frank Scott separately for the
HSCA. ' This bullet’s trajectory, if extended back through the approxi-
mate location of JFK'’s head, would most likely originate from the roof of
the Dallas County Records Building, where a spent 30.06 cartridge was
found in 1975 by an air-conditioner repairman.?

Summary

Contrary to popular belief, Governor Connally does not appear to have
been wounded until after the fatal headshot to the President. Several
strange occurrences, such as the lapel flap, the shoulder drop, and the
puffed cheeks that have been ascribed to be the result of bullet hits, actu-
ally were due to Nellie’s continued and eventually successful efforts to
pull her husband down into her lap and out of the line of fire. The key to
determining the actual timing of the Governor’s wounding is the transfer
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of the bullet’s momentum to the torso as it impacts the rib bone. This

m

omentum transfer is visible immediately after the headshot to the Presi-

dent. Both bullets that wounded the Governor were part of a final volley
that probably included four shots in a little over one second.
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The JFK
ASSsassination
Re-enactment:
Questioning the Wwarren

commission’s Evidence

ChucK Marler

On 24 May 1964, in Dealey Plaza, attorneys for the Warren Commission
and agents of the FBI and Secret Service conducted a re-enactment of
the assassination of President Kennedy. The purpose of this re-enact-
ment was similar to other murder investigations—to obtain precise mea-
surements of the crime scene and determine bullet trajectories. Based
upon these findings, they would reconstruct the sequence of events that
ultimately became the foundation of evidence in determining if it was
possible for the accused suspect, Lee Harvey Oswald, to have committed
that crime. Typically, most crime reconstructions are based upon very
limited information about the murder. The location of the victim and
facts about the body gained from forensic medicine are usually all that is
known prior to revisiting the crime scene for further analysis.

Six months prior to this particular re-enactment, however, the War-
ren Commission had a substantial amount of evidence about the assassi-
nation, which included three home movies of the murder, over one hun-
dred eye witnesses accounts, and dozens of photographs of this crime
while in progress. The pivotal group of individuals who conducted the
re-enactment had previously spent over seven full days in various study
sessions analyzing the films and photographs. This group included Arlen
Specter, Norman Redlich, and Melvin Eisenberg from the Warren Com-
mission, Thomas Kelley and John Howlett from the Secret Service, and
Leo Gauthier, James Malley, and Lyndal Shaneyfelt from the FBI.! Armed
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with this wealth of information, the re-enactment was conducted on 24
May 1964, and later served as source material for the Warren Commis-
sion to make several critical determinations: 1) when President Kennedy
as well as Governor Connally were hit by bullets; 2) the exact location of
the limousine when the occupants were struck; 3) the trajectories from
the sixth floor window; 4) the Zapruder frames in which the oak tree
obstructed the view of the motorcade from the sixth floor window, and
5) the speed of the limousine as it traveled down Elm Street.

Recent analysis of existing Warren Commission exhibits, along with
the discovery of new documents, now establishes a clear and convincing
case that the survey measurements made for the Warren Commission by
Robert H. West, Dallas County Surveyor, were altered, the 24 May 1964,
re-enactment was orchestrated by Arlen Specter to insure his single bul-
let theory would not be contradicted, and the Zapruder film was altered
to conceal footage that would have proved President Kennedy was struck
by multiple assassins. Initial evidence of the crime scene and the shoot-
ing sequences as established by the Zapruder film produced a different
version of the assassination than depicted in the Warren Commission’s
final report. To understand what occurred , it is necessary to study the
evidence and exhibits that had been produced prior to 24 May 1964.

The first survey plat of Dealey Plaza was made by Robert H. West,
Dallas County Surveyor, on 26 November 1963, just four days after the
assassination. The survey was made for Time-Life, the new owners of
the Zapruder film, and was never introduced as a Warren Commission
exhibit.? The second survey and first government re-enactment was ac-
tually conducted by the Secret Service just two weeks after the assassi-
nation on 5 December 1963. Utilizing again the services of Robert H.
West, the Secret Service took photographs from the sixth floor window
of the Texas School Book Depository that tracked the movement of a
white Lincoln convertible at various intervals on both Houston and Elm
Street. A survey plat of Elm Street along with data from the re-enact-
ment was introduced as Warren Commission Exhibit 585. It is during
the re-enactment that Charles Breneman, who assisted Mr. West, was
quoted in a 1978 newspaper as saying that he “saw three frames of the
Zapruder film which showed large blobs of blood and brain matter fly-
ing from Kennedy’s head to the rear of the car.”® In the version of the
Zapruder film printed in the Warren Commission exhibits, no blobs of
brain and blood are seen flying to the rear.

The second government re-enactment in Dealey Plaza was conducted
by the Warren Commission on 24 May 1964, approximately six months
after the assassination, and once again used the survey expertise of Rob-
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ert West. A survey plat of Elm Street from this re-enactment was intro-
duced as Commission Exhibit 883. There are, however, significant differ-
ences between these two exhibits depicting the crime scene in Dallas. To
understand the differences between the two, it is important to remem-
ber that when the Secret Service survey was made on 5 December 1963,
the Warren Commission was meeting for their first time.* As of that date
Arlen Specter, the Commission lawyer handling this area of the investi-
gation, had not yet developed the “single bullet theory” necessary for any
lone gunman explanation.

A professional survey requires being as exact as is humanly possible.
An essential aid in understanding any survey is the explanation of the
scale, legends and symbols that are used to produce it. The 5 December
1963 survey (CE-585) is a typical engineering drawing, with a border,
the usual title block in the lower right-hand corner, a legend (which ex-
plains the symbols used), and a properly signed certification as to the
authenticity of the information shown on the drawing.> On 30 March
1964, this plat was introduced as Warren Commission Exhibit 585 dur-
ing the testimony of a Mr. Simmons, who used it in placing targets for
rifle tests. Commission Counsel Melvin Eisenberg introduced it with this
strange non-sequitur: “solely to show the basis which Mr. Simmons was
using in his test, and not for the truth of the measurements which are
shown here.”® The introduction of the May 1964 survey re-enactment,
CE-882, however, received more respect from the Warren Commission
lawyers. This survey plat, again made by Dallas Surveyor Robert West,
came wrapped and sealed in a container—one which was never opened
and to date has never been released to the public. It was Commission
Counsel Arlen Specter who asked Chairman Earl Warren that the seal
not be broken and the plat not be taken out of its container. Mr. Specter
instead introduced what was represented as a cardboard reproduction
of Mr. West’s survey as CE-883. Specter also introduced as CE-884, a
tabulation of elevations and angles for selected Zapruder film frames
which Specter stated were also contained on the sealed survey map.” The
24 May 1964 plat (CE-883), which the Commission relied upon for the
truth of the measurements for their re-enactment, is unlike the other
survey prepared by Mr. West: it is uncomposed, has no border, no title,
no title block, no legend, and no certification.®? In order to adequately
study these exhibits it may be necessary to make enlargements since the
plats were reduced in size to less than a half-page photo in Volume 17 of
the Commission’s hearings. The reason why the only precise measure-
ments of the crime scene are so difficult to identify—and used so spar-
ingly—will soon become obvious.
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Yet another difference between these two plats is the location of the
three rifle shots. The December 5th survey (CE-585) shows three “X”
markings on Elm Street—ones that correspond to President Kennedy’s
location at Zapruder frames 208, 276, and 358. The three X’s represent
the locations of the three rifle shots (as verified by lower drawing of the
trajectories from the depository building) and is contrary to the Warren
Report which concluded one shot missed the limousine and its occu-
pants.’ The location of the X’s also raises questions as to what reference
points were used for their location on Elm Street. Certainly a copy of the
Zapruder film would also have been available to the Secret Service from
its owner, Time-Life. The “X” furthermost west on Elm Street would place
the last shot in front of the concrete steps where eyewitness Emmett
Hudson stood (calculation based upon reference to pairs of traffic lines
on Elm Street and measurement of 294 feet from depository window).
This would place the last shot significantly west of the location at Z-
frame 313 that was established as the last shot in the May 1964 re-enact-
ment. Two other Commission exhibits also refer to the last rifle shot
much further west than Z-frame 313. The location of the “X” on the far
left in the December 5th survey is next to an Elm Street “5+00” identifi-
cation on the survey plat. An examination of Commission Exhibit 875,
which refers to the December 1963 re-enactment, states “no picture was
taken at 5+00 mark as this was about 4 feet from impact of the third
shot.”*? The “5+00” mark is approximately 35 feet west of Kennedy’s po-
sition at Z-frame 313. Additionally, CE-2111, a memorandum dated 13
February 1964, from Secret Service Agent Sorrels in Dallas, stated “This
concrete slab and manhole cover is located on the south side of Elm
Street almost opposite to where the President’s car was located when the
last shot that killed President Kennedy was fired.”'! The concrete man-
hole cover is located over seventy feet from the limousine’s position at Z-
frame 313. At the bottom of the December 5th survey (CE-585) is a note
“Revised 2-7-64” which indicates at least as late as February 1964 that
the last shot was still fixed near the concrete steps. It is also interesting
to note that in Emmett Hudson’s testimony to the Warren Commission
he was sure the second shot hit Kennedy in the head. After the second
shot, a young man standing next to Hudson repeatedly told him “to lay
down, theyre shooting the President.” While Hudson was “close to the
ground” he heard a third shot fired when the limousine was “about even
with those steps.”!? The Mary Moorman photo shows that Mr. Hudson
was still standing when Kennedy was struck in the head at approximately
Z-frame 313. James Chaney, the motorcycle officer to the immediate right
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of the limousine, also stated in a radio interview at Parkland Hospital
that the “second shot struck Kennedy in the face.”'?

Another significant discrepancy is the number of pairs of traffic lines
on Elm Street between the intersection with Houston Street and the triple
underpass. The first plat made by West (CE-585) has thirteen pairs of
traffic lines, while the May 1964 plat shows twelve. The length of the
traffic lines also differ. The lines in the December 1963 survey are all
fifteen feet in length with an interval of twenty to twenty-four feet be-
tween each pair. The lines in the May 1964 vary in length from fifteen to
twenty feet with an interval ranging from fifteen to twenty-six feet (as
the May 1964 survey does not provide a scale, one can create his own
using the forty feet width of Elm Street). The difference in traffic stripes
in the May 1964 survey places the fifth pair of lines further west on Elm
Street than the earlier survey. The fifth pair of lines are critical clues
since the uncropped photograph taken by Associated Press photogra-
pher James Altgens clearly identifies the location of the limousine on
Elm Street with its left front tire aligned with the fifth traffic line.! As
Altgens’ photograph was correlated with Zapruder frame 255, the fifth
pair of traffic lines are an important crime scene reference. If the loca-
tion of these lines in the May 1964 survey (CE-883) are in error and
placed too far west (downhill) on Elm Street, then all other prior Zapruder
frame references would have been affected. This issue is of extreme im-
portance when determining the Zapruder frames in which the oak tree
blocked an assassin’s view of the motorcade from the sixth floor window.

When one studies the FBI re-enactment of Altgens’ photograph in
CE-900 the only matching alignments in the photographs is the accu-
rate location of the vehicle’s left front tire on the fifth traffic line. In the
24 May 1964, re-enactment photographs: the Secret Service stand-in is
further west than Roy Kellerman—who is directly aligned with the edge
of the concrete column, the Presidential stand-in is further west than
President Kennedy—whose left hand aligns with the edge of the con-
crete column, and the tree limb blocks out the letter “O” in “Deposi-
tory’—whereas the “O” is almost fully visible in the re-enactment. Addi-
tionally, the vertical alignment of the vehicle’s left rear tire with land-
marks on the depository building demonstrate how far off the re-enact-
ment was from the true location of the limousine in Altgens’ photograph.
The alignment problem could not be corrected by moving the photogra-
pher west (left) without causing the camera’s view to switch to one of
looking directly into the front of the re-enactment vehicle which already
depictsless of its side than the limousine in the Altgens’ photo. It is there-
fore obvious that the re-enactment vehicle is too far west and needs to be
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backed up approximately seven to eight feet. However, if that move was
made, the front left tire would no longer align with the fifth traffic line.

The credibility of the 24 May 1964, re-enactment is rendered further
suspect by an examination of the field survey notes retained by Dallas County
Surveyor, Robert H. West, which were used to construct the survey plat of
Elm Street (introduced to the Warren Commission by Arlen Specter in the
sealed container and never opened). Based upon the meticulous work and
analysis of assassinationresearcher Tom Purvis, who has been correspond-
ing with Robert West since 1991, the level of government deceit can now be
understood. This is not the first time Mr. West and surveyor, Chester
Breneman, have raised questions about the validity of the survey. Both have
been quoted as being astounded that the published figures did not match
theirs or the figures taken in the 1964 re-enactment.'> Mr. Purvis, however,
has obtained copies of Mr. West’s field survey notes and using his Army
training in survey combined with close scrutiny of the re-enactment exhib-
its, has brought new insights to this issue. The survey notes of Robert West
that warrant particular study include:

a. Calculations regarding the size and height of the Stemmons freeway sign
that blocked Zapruder’s view in his film. Request for this information was
made on 16 March 1964, by Special Agent John Howlett of the U.S. Secret
Service, Dallas office.

b. Calculations of the elevation of the concrete pillar (430.8 feet) on which
Mr. Zapruder stood to film the assassination and also the elevations for the
concrete steps and wing to the left of Zapruder. Both calculations were made
and furnished to the Secret Service two months before the May 1964 re-
enactment.

c. Field notes made during the 24 May 1964, re-enactment in which the posi-
tion of the President’s head is spotted on Elm Street coincident with fourteen
frames from the Zapruder film. Data from these notes were included in CE-
884 as were re-enactment photographs depicting measurements from fixed
points, CE-888 through CE-902.

Comparing Mr. West's field notes with CE-884 will prove significant
alterations were made. CE-884 is a data block containing Zapruder film
frame numbers, elevations, and distances from the re-enactment. It was
drawn on the survey plat (CE-883) but apparently was introduced as a
separate exhibit due to the difficulty in reading it. When one examines
Mr. West's field notes of the fourteen Zapruder frame locations, there are
no measurements made for frames 161, 166, and 210 as contained in the
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data block. However, Mr. West did make measurements for frames 168,
171, and 208, which are not included in CE-884. The distances and el-
evations he made for these frames have been used for frames 161, 166,
and 210 respectively. A closer examination of the lettering of the frame
numbers for 161, 166, and 210 in CE-884 indicates numbers that are not
consistent with the others. The “1” in 16/ is not consistent with other
“1’s”; the “6’s” in 166 are not consistent with the shapes of the other “6’s”,
and the “0” in 210 is also inconsistent with other zeros. The fact that Mr.
West’s data block has been altered with different frame numbers is fur-
ther corroborated by an enlargement of the original survey plat which
indicate that frames 168, 171, and 208 were entered on Elm Street and
not the ones that appear in the data block (CE-884). In an interview I
conducted with Mr. West, he indicated he was not given the opportunity
to look at photographs from the Zapruder film to substantiate President
Kennedy’s location on Elm Street at designated Zapruder frames. He
was merely told that specific locations represented Zapruder frame num-
bers and to make the necessary measurements. Mr. West told me he was
astonished that his May 1964 survey plat was introduced in a sealed con-
tainer and commented on the altered data block that “whoever changed
my numbers didn’t even use a Leroy pen (a lettering guide) but did it
freehand.”!®

It is difficult to speculate precisely why these exhibits were altered,
but is noteworthy that the frames 208-211, not published in the Warren
Commission exhibits, are frames these re-enactments focused on. The
consequence of the alteration caused the first two frames of the Z film to
be positioned further west on Elm street while Z-frame 210 was moved
slightly to the east. Using the measurements for the distance the limou-
sine traveled from CE-888 through CE-902, a calculation of speed be-
tween frames 168 to 171 indicates the vehicle traveled 3.7 miles per hour
but 28.7 miles per hour between frame 207 and 208. Altering Z-frames
208 to 210 would reduce the 28.7 mph to 9.6. However, the speed calcu-
lation between the altered numbers on Z-frames 161 to 166 is just 2.2
mph. These calculations demonstrate how erroneous the Warren Com-
mission re-enactment was, as neither the original nor the altered data
for Z-frame references are consistent with the speed of the limousine
during these sequences.

The alteration of this data block raises further questions as to what
other information may have been changed but still undetected today.
The third column on CE-884 lists the calculations of the elevation of
President Kennedy's head at the specified Zapruder frames. When these
figures are juxtaposed with the elevations of the pavement on Elm Street,
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it yields an average height of forty inches. The top of President Kennedy’s
head was established by the Secret Service to be 52.8 inches above the
Elm Street pavement.!” Why would the elevations of Kennedy’s head in
CE-884 be understated by over one foot? Why was the elevation of the
structure upon which Mr. Zapruder stood taken along with elevations of
the lower steps in March 1964? Why weren' these figures included on
the survey plats? What possible evidentiary relevance would the lower
steps next to Zapruder have? All of this points towards the obvious ques-
tion: were these measurements made two months before conducting the
re-enactment to help stage a phony one?

Substituting the more accurate difference of 52.8 inches for the dis-
tance from Kennedy’s head to the street, the corrected elevation at
Zapruder frame 222 would be 427.0 feet. Based upon West’s survey notes
the elevation of the concrete structure that Zapruder stood on was 430.8
feet and the top of the Stemmons freeway sign was 431.42 feet.!®* Using
a height of 5'10" for Abraham Zapruder the camera would be held at eye
level of 5.25 feet above the elevation of the concrete structure for a total
camera elevation of 436.05 feet. At frame 222 the Stemmons sign was
approximately 54.5 feet from Zapruder and 55.5 feet from President
Kennedy’s position. Based upon these measurements and using the cor-
rected 52.8 inches elevation of Kennedy’s head from Elm Street, Abraham
Zapruder should have been able to film President Kennedy’s head (as
well as his neck area) above the Stemmons Freeway sign throughout the
entire sign obstruction sequence (including Z-frame 222). A close exami-
nation of Zapruder’s Warren Commission testimony gives indications
that he saw more of President Kennedy than is currently visible in the
Commission’s version of his film. Testifying on July 22, 1964, Mr. Zapruder
stated “I heard the first shot and I saw the President lean over and grab
himself like this (holding his left chest area)...in other words, he was
sitting like this and waving and then after the shot he just went like that.”
Later as Commission Counsel Liebeler reminds Zapruder that there was
a sign that was in the film, Zapruder responds, “Yes, there were signs
there also and trees and somehow—I told them I was going to get the
whole view and I must have.”"®

Is it possible that the Zapruder film was altered to increase the height
of the Stemmons sign to conceal President Kennedy’s reactions when
struck by the first bullet? The discovery that the Zapruder film was at the
CIAs National Photo Interpretation Center (one of the most sophisti-
cated photo labs in the world)* may take on additional significance. Did
the re-enactment personnel photograph the Zapruder film re-enactments
from a lower elevation (concrete steps next to the structure where
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Zapruder stood) in order to make the sign block more of the background
images? These questions may at first appear as wild and unfounded specu-
lation; however, the re-enactment photographs—allegedly taken from
Zapruder's position—do little to give confidence that this did not occur.

The photographs in CE-894 compare the Zapruder frame 222 with
the Warren Commission'’s re-enactment photograph. According to the
Secret Service, the Presidential stand-in was 62 inches from the ground
(due to a different vehicle being used).?! The stand-in should have been
even more visible above the Stemmons sign based upon the above eleva-
tions. Furthermore, in the re-enactment photo there is a considerable
amount of space between the concrete wall and the branches of the tree
in the background—whereas the Zapruder frame shows that the tree
leaves are even with the wall. Is this difference due to a lower camera
elevation than Zapruder's or to an absence of wind blowing on the tree
limbs during that morning’s re-enactment? In another comparison be-
tween Zapruder frames 166 and 185 (CE-889 and CE-890), Zapruder
has panned his camera left to right to follow the limousine down Elm
Street. More of the Stemmons sign is visible in frame 185 and the con-
crete wall, with the two rows of square openings on the far right, can be
seen. In the government’s re-enactment of frame 166 and 185 the free-
way sign is less visible in 185 and the number of square holes in the
concrete wall that are visible has been reduced from seven to five and a
half. Additionally, more of the building in the far background at the up-
per left edge is visible. In frame 185 the photograph also captures more
background height. The windows on the building in the background, as
well as the freeway signs over the traffic light, are clearly more visible. Is
this perspective the result of a lower elevation or the camera being
inadvertedly tilted up and to the left?

While camera angles may be subject to debate, one of the most obvi-
ous observations about the 24 May 1964, re-enactment is that the Presi-
dential limousine was not used. In fact there was not one photographic
exhibit from the Warren Commission where the limousine was used. In
the 5 December 1963 re-enactment, the Secret Service used a white Lin-
coln convertible which differed considerably from the dimensions and
configuration of the actual vehicle Kennedy was slain in. The photo-
graph in CE-875 shows the vehicle as it clears the oak tree. In this ex-
hibit it would appearthat the bullet trajectory going through the Kennedy
stand-in would have missed the person directly in front of him—let alone
be able to strike him near his right armpit area. This photograph was
made before Arlen Specter invented the “single bullet theory” explana-
tion. The Secret Service vehicle, dubbed the Queen Mary, was used in all
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subsequent re-enactments due to its continuous bench style seat that
allowed a wide latitude for the Connally stand-in to be positioned. The
jump seats in the Presidential limousine were not bench style seats and
would make this positioning more difficult. The photograph made of
frame 210 in the May 1964 re-enactment shows the Connally stand-in
sitting significantly to his left in the “Queen Mary” vehicle to align with a
plausible single bullet explanation. Had the Presidential limousine been
used, the Connally stand-in would have been balancing his weight on the
corner of his right buttock. Arlen Specter’s single bullet theory re-enact-
ment was equally insulting. His Connally stand-in is leaning to the right
and slumping in a position Connally assumed in Zapruder frame 240
(well after he was hit). The rod Mr. Specter is holding doesn't align with
the wound locations and demonstrates a left to right trajectory—even
though a trajectory from the Texas School Book Depository would have
been right to left. These recreations are so far removed from the truth
that they make a mockery out of the entire investigation.

One of the most compelling arguments for alteration of evidence is
the recent discovery that at Zapruder frames 302 to 303 and again at
frame 316 to 317, the driver of the Presidential limousine, William Greer,
has turned his head approximately 100 degrees in one frame or .05 sec-
onds. In attempts to duplicate Mr. Greer’s accomplishment, the fastest
head turn took four frames or .22 second.?? The experiment also showed
that the farthest the head could turn in one frame after it was already in
motion was 47 degrees. The obvious and inescapable conclusion is ei-
ther that the 54-year-old William Greer was a cyborg with a bionic neck
capable of moving his head three times faster than any human being or
that frames have been intentionally deleted from the Zapruder film.

The distinct possibility that there was a final shot, one which struck
the President after Zapruder frame 313, has been once again raised by:
studying the precise measurements in the 5 December 1963, survey plat,
reexamining the testimony of Emmett Hudson, comparing the reference
in CE-875 that the third shot struck at the “5+00” mark (which was west
of Z-313), and looking at CE~2111 which stated the limousine was oppo-
site the manhole cover at the final shot (the manhole cover is west of
313). Secret Service Agent Clint Hill also testified he heard the sound of
a shot “just about as I reached it (the limousine.)”? It is very possible
that a double hit to Kennedy’s head occurred with the first shot driving
him forward and the second shot causing him to fall backward. This
sequence would explain why Kennedy’s head moves forward at frame
314 and suddenly reverses itself at frame 315. Of course frames 316 to
317 is the suspicious area where the driver makes a 140-degree head-
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turn in one frame and is the area where the Muchmore film has also
been damaged or spliced. Perhaps this is why the three witnesses closest
to the area of the double head shot, Emmett Hudson, James Altgens, and
Abraham Zapruder, did not testify until 22 July 1964, when the Commis-
sion was finalizing the final report.?* James Altgens’ precise location on
Elm Street is also a critical issue. Mr. Altgens testified that he was pre-
pared to make a picture at the very instant the President was shot. He
had prefocused his camera to 15 feet focal length because he wanted a
good close-up. Altgens was certain Kennedy was fifteen feet away from
him and had his camera almost up to his eye when the President was
struck.? As the limousine was in the center lane on Elm Street, a fifteen
foot distance placed the last shot directly in front of him. Altgens’ posi-
tion can clearly be seen in the Zapruder frame 349 significantly west of
Jean Hill/Mary Moorman and the limousine’s position at frame 313.
Altgens was standing just east of the concrete steps and his statements
support the testimony of Emmett Hudson who said the last shot hit
Kennedy “in front of those steps.” Hudson'’s testimony corroborates
Altgens’ position when he describes a man with a camera across Elm
Street and shooting pictures “up toward those steps.”?® A final shot oc-
curring in this area may be why Zapruder frames past frame 334 were
not printed in the Warren Commission exhibits.

It is also clear that there were many surveys performed prior to the
24 May 1964, re-enactment. The first survey plat made by Robert West
occurred just four days after the assassination on 26 November 1963, for
Time-Life—the owners of the Zapruder film (perhaps the Assassination
Records Review Board should petition Time-Life to release the survey as
an assassination record). The next survey was performed for the Secret
Service on 5 December 1963. According to Thomas Kelley, Inspector for
Secret Service “we took some photographs of the assassination on 5 De-
cember 1963 from the window of the Texas School Book Depository, and
from the street””” Why weren'’t the photographs made from the street,
perhaps from Zapruder’s perspective, published in the Warren Commis-
sion exhibits in order to be compared with those made on 24 May 1964?
Why were the photos made from the depository window the only ones
included in CE-875?

Finally, as seen from the evidence presented, the re-enactment on 24
May 1964, is flawed. Vehicles were not aligned with the precise locations
established in evidentiary photographs. Survey measurements made by
Robert West were altered to conform to other Zapruder film landmarks.
Questions also still remain today about the true location of the Stemmons
freeway sign. In 1965, the Stemmons sign was removed from Dealey Plaza
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altogether.?® The disturbing testimony made by Emmett Hudson on 22
July 1964, that “they have moved some of those signs”? gives credence
to the argument that any movement of signs could have occurred after
the measurements of the sign were made on 16 March 1964, and before
the May 1964 re-enactment. Mr. Hudson was the groundskeeper for
Dealey Plaza and would be very familiar with the physical structures of
Dealey Plaza—more so than any other person. He made this statement
as a factual observation without attaching any significance to it.

This deception of the American public by the May 1964 re-enactment
appears to have been engineered by a small number of individuals. In the
sixth floor window of the school depository, manning the master radio con-
trol unit for the re-enactment personnel, was none other than Arlen Spec-
ter.® Tt is difficult to understand why Specter used the sixth floor window
as the control unit for the re-enactment when all photographic evidence to
conduct a precise re-enactment was made from the street. It is also appar-
ent that while he was up there, Specter didn't correct the Connally stand-in
position to coincide with his own single bullet theory re-enactment as illus-
trated in CE-903. Arlen Specter, who with a sleight of hand introduced
altered evidence (CE-883 and CE-884) and concealed the original survey
plat, should be tried for obstruction of justice at the very least. Instead
Senator Specter, who was the Senate’s top recipient of special interest cam-
paign contributions for 1992 elections®, had the temerity to announce in
November 1994 his unofficial candidacy to become the Republican nomi-
nee for President in 1996.

Hopefully, this article provides new research information and raises
questions about the assumptions that have been made about the accuracy
of the crime scene data used by the Warren Commission. Without all the
pieces of the puzzle, it is difficult to state with any degree of certainty pre-
cisely how the 35th President of the United States was murdered. But, it is
becoming more and more conspicuous that governmental evidence has
been obscured, concealed, or altered.

Notes

As the JFK Assassination Records Review Board begins its important work,
researchers should not lose sight of the many documents that have already
been made public over the years—ones that clearly demonstrate a conceal-
ment of the truth regarding the assassination of President Kennedy. We
must not allow the release of sealed records to become an endless paper
chase that continuously postpones efforts to appoint a special prosecutor.
Justice delayed is justice denied. The work of a prosecutor will take many
years to complete and can parallel efforts to release all related files.
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As a final note, a special note of appreciation is expressed to Mr. Tho-

mas Purvis for providing documents, Warren Commission references, and
sharing his analysis and research for this article. Without his contribution,
this article would not have been possible.
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Special Effects in
the Zapruder Film:

How the Film of the Century
was Edited

David W. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D.

When you have eliminated the impossible, whatever remains,
however improbable, must be the truth.
—Sir Arthur Conan Doyle

On 22 November 1963, T was working toward a Ph.D. at the Biophysics
Laboratory at the University of Wisconsin in Madison. Several of my fellow
graduate students and I had just finished our lunches and were listening to
a noon radio program. Suddenly, a bulletin came through from Dallas,
Texas—the President had been shot! Then a few minutes later all of our
worst fears were confirmed. Although that event is sculpted into my memory,
it is a bit odd that I cannot recall my first viewing of the Zapruder film.
Most likely it was the fall of 1975, when I attended a lecture at Los Alamos,
New Mexico. By then I had started a new career and was rotating through
the University of New Mexico as a medical student. The speaker was the
Nobel Prize winning physicist, Luis Alvarez, who presented his personal
analysis of the Zapruder film. What I do know is that I did not leave that
lecture with a firm belief that JFK’s head snap was proof of a conspiracy.
When Oliver Stone’s movie appeared in 1991, my interest in the as-
sassination was rekindled. I recalled that, after all those years and many
personal moves, I had still retained the preprint (American Journal of
Physics 1976, 44: 813) from the Alvarez lecture. I now began to review it.
Alvarez had concluded that only an external force could produce such a
head snap. For this force, he offered a simple explanation from physics—
namely, that a jet effect of forward going biological tissue had pushed the
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head backward. But now, as I read this, and as I read the eyewitness re-
ports, I realized that the head snap was a paradox. So I began to wonder:
was Alvarez wrong—or was his idea merely irrelevant? I realized that I had
underestimated the seriousness of the problem. It was time to find out who
was right.

Now, several years later, I have come to a surprising conclusion—no
explanation offered so far is either correct or relevant. I do not believe that
a frontal shot, with any reasonable sized rifle or bullet, could produce the
observed head snap—too much energy is required. Alvarez's explanation,
also, is inadequate and irrelevant. By taking both of these positions, I risk
losing any friends that I might have on either side of this issue!

In this essay, I present new information regarding the authenticity of
the Zapruder film. I also review old evidence, some well known (but per-
haps misunderstood) and some overlooked, but chiefly I attempt to inte-
grate a wide variety and quantity of evidence that bears on this question. It
is only recently that this issue has come to the fore. There is an unusual
diversity and amount of evidence that points toward alteration—too much,
in fact to be ignored:

—there should not be so many witnesses who disagree with the film
(none of them agree with it!), but who also agree so consistently with each
other;

—there ought not to be witnesses who saw an earlier version of the film
that contained scenes not in the present film;

—the film itself should not contain a cornucopia of mysterious and
paradoxical features, some of which have come to light only recently.

Finally, I describe my own recent visits to the National Archives where
I examined what are described as first generation copies of the Zapruder
film and a reenactment film taken with Zapruder's camera. (I have not had
an opportunity to see the so-called original film; that opportunity may yet
come.)

Some readers may be surprised that none of this evidence rules out
alteration, and they should be surprised. Much of it, in fact, points toward
alteration. For example, it is striking that two investigators, working inde-
pendently of one another, have each identified his own (independent) set of
strange features on the same frame of the film. Furthermore, for each of
these two cases, film alteration is the most sensible explanation—perhaps
even the only possible explanation. That surely would not have been ex-
pected, but it has happened. Along the way, I also seek to explain some
heretofore enigmatic items—ugly ducklings, so to speak. When one expla-
nation for all of these strange puzzles—that extensive film alteration was
deliberately carried out—has such enormous explanatory power, and when
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the quantity of evidence from so many different directions is all so suspi-
cious, then surely this hypothesis deserves a fair hearing. Those who desire
to preserve the alleged “authenticity” of the film now are beginning to ap-
pear more and more like the Ptolemaic astronomers who added epicycle
upon epicycle in their futile attempts to preserve a geocentric paradigm.

The Centrality of the Zapruder Film in the
ASsassination.

[Editor’s note: Many photographic images are discussed here but few are
shown. Serious students should obtain copies of Robert Groden's The Kill-
ing of a President (1993) and Richard Trask's Pictures of the Pain (1994).
Black and white reproductions of the individual Zapruder frames from 171
to 334 may be found in The Hearings of the Warren Commission, Volume
18. The 35 mm slides are available for public viewing at the College Park
facility of the National Archives. Noel Twyman's Bloody Treason (forth-
coming) will contain 26 color reprints of different frames. Excellent color
images were printed in the Life magazine issues of 29 November 1963;
early December 1963 (Memorial Edition); 2 October 1964; 25 November
1966; and December 1991. For a brief history of the film (and its visit to the
CIA), see Mike Pincher and Roy Schaeffer, Part 1V.]

If there had been a trial for Lee Harvey Oswald, or anyone else for that
matter, would the Zapruder film have been accepted into evidence by the
court? David Wrone (“The Zapruder Film. A Brief History with Com-
ments,” 1997), Professor of History at the University of Wisconsin-Stevens
Point, has emphasized that there was no chain of possession, nor even
an effort to maintain one. If anything, Wrone notes, Warren Commis-
sion (WC) staff members Samuel Stern, Wesley Liebeler, and Arlen Specter
(now Senator from Pennsylvania) carefully avoided that whole area. No
records were obtained from Life, no official statement collected regard-
ing the damaged areas at the several splices, no record of who had the
film, or where it had journeyed for the several months before it was pre-
sented to the WC. (Weisberg had made the same point many years ago;
Harold Weisberg, Whitewash 11, 1966, p. 210.)

Milicent Cranor notes that legal concerns about photographic tam-
pering go back to the 1920s. She also reminds us that, for photographic
information to be accepted as evidence in court, the images must be
vouched for, and their whereabouts ascertained at all times (McCormick
on Evidence, 3rd edition, 1984, Section 214). The legal principle is that
eyewitness testimony has priority over photographs. This principle was
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turned upside down by the battalions of lawyers who worked for the House
Select Committee on Assassinations (HSCA) and for the WC. For them,
against all legal precedent, the assumption was always the reverse: if the
witnesses disagreed with the official view, it was assumed that they were in
error or even lying. On the other hand, the photographs (and the X-rays,
too) were assumed to be immutable monuments to truth. In a real trial, no
competent judge would have permitted this illegal approach. In view of the
astonishing absence of elementary record keeping for possession of the
film, it is likely that no data obtained from the film could have been used in
a trial. The paradoxes of the first two reenactments (see below) raise tan-
gible concerns about the validity of the Zapruder film as evidence (timing
issues, specifically). An attorney for either side could have emphasized that
point in addition to the lack of custody if he (or she) wanted to keep the
film out of court.

Furthermore, the WC’s marked inattention to details of the Zapruder
film was shown all too clearly by staff member Wesley Liebeler’s gross ig-
norance of the most obvious splice in the film at Z-212 (David Lifton, Best
Evidence, 1980, pp. 24-27). An example of incompetence (some cynics re-
gard this as deliberate deception) is the reversal of the critical frames Z-314
and Z-315, at the moment of the first head shot (Lifton 1980, p. 7)—which
was first discovered by a private citizen, Raymond J. Marcus.

It is also somewhat incredible, especially for official investigations of
this magnitude, that neither the WC nor the HSCA provided any detailed
summaries of the sequence of events in the motorcade (Wrone, in particu-
lar, has made this point). Especially for the WC, with its singular lack of
interest in the Zapruder film, it would have been expected that such an
eyewitness summary of the motorcade events (especially a compilation from
multiple witnesses) would have been indispensable to its investigation. At
the least, such a summary could have been compared to the Zapruder film
to assist in validating the film. Nonetheless, that, too, was not done. So not
only is the chain of custody absent, but a coherent compilation of eyewit-
ness accounts is also missing. It is a major task of this essay to complete
just such a summary from the eyewitness accounts and then to compare
this to the events seen in the film. These two scenarios do not agree at all.
Regarding the disinterest in the film shown by the WC, Weisberg notes
(Whitewash II, 1966, p. 213) that Robert Bahmer, the U.S. Archivist, ad-
vised him that “There is no print of the Zapruder film among the records of
the Commission that is identified as having been received from Life maga-
zine.”

Despite these significant points, however, the centrality of the film in
understanding the assassination has been assumed by most investigators—
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almost without question. The highly respected private investigator and
former professor of philosophy, Josiah Thompson (Six Seconds in Dallas,
1967, p. 6) stated: “Yet if it is studied with the utmost care and under opti-
mum conditions, it can yield answers to enormous questions. Where did
the shots come from and when were they fired?” On the next page he states,
“Quite obviously, the Zapruder film contained the nearest thing to the ab-
solute truth about the sequence of events in Dealey Plaza.”

Robert Groden (The Killing of a President, 1993, p. 19) has also clearly
staked out his belief in the authenticity of the film: “The Zapruder film
offers the most accurate reflection of the assassination.”

And Alvarez (American Journal of Physics, 1976, p. 825) added his own
endorsement: “That is why I find the photographic record so interesting; it
doesn't have the normal human failings.” (It is the purpose of this paper to
illustrate the enormous irony of this statement.)

In the late 1970s, the HSCA utilized the film extensively—particularly
via the work of the Itek Corporation. But no official investigating body has
ever raised—let alone explored—questions of authenticity.

Several histories of the film have been written, either exclusively or as
part of a larger work. These authors include Philip Melanson, Harrison
Livingstone, Noel Twyman, Richard Trask, David Wrone, and Martin
Shackelford. Of these, the first two doubt the authenticity of the film, while
Twyman, also dubious, explores some of the technical issues in his new
book, Bloody Treason (1997). Trask (Pictures of the Pain, 1994), on the other
hand, accepts authenticity almost without comment; even in his very large
and well documented work, the word “authenticity” is absent from his in-
dex. In a personal conversation (telephone call of 28 July 1997), Wrone also
advised me that he believes in authenticity. And Martin Shackelford, a com-
mitted student of this case, has also retained a strong vocal commitment to
authenticity.

The Availability of the Film.

The film was shown repeatedly during that initial weekend. Zapruder’s
partner, Erwin Schwartz, has recalled for Twyman that he saw it about
15 times. Dan Rather saw it once and has been vigorously pilloried for
describing JFK’s head as going rapidly forward (as opposed to rapidly
backward—as seen in the extant version). Both of these men describe
events in the film that are no longer seen; this is discussed in more detail
below. After that weekend and the immediately succeeding days, except
for a viewing by the National Photographic and Interpretation Center
(Melanson, “Hidden Exposure,” Third Decade, November 1984), there is
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no record of another viewing until 27 January 1964 (over two months
later), when a second generation copy was shown by FBI Agent Lyndal
Shaneyfelt to a small WC audience (Trask 1994, p. 100). In a letter from
Secret Service Chief James Rowley (1-27-64) to Life’'s Washington Bu-
reau chief Henry Suydam, Rowley confirmed that the film had not been
shown to anyone outside the Secret Service staff (Martin Shackelford,
“A Chronological History of the Zapruder Film,” 1995, unpublished). This
relatively long hiatus—and the fact that the audiences were different—
may have provided a sufficient time interval for film alteration. The origi-
nal film was shown at a joint meeting with WC staff on 25 February 1964
(5H138); for fear of damage to the film, however, it was not stopped to
project individual frames. A copy of the film was subsequently examined
in slow motion and also frame by frame (Trask 1994, p. 100). Also see
Weisberg (Whitewash I1, pp. 211-213) for events during this time period.

In early 1969, the film was subpoenaed (and released) from Time, Inc.,
for the Garrison trial. While there, many copies were made and bootleg
copies proliferated, especially on college campuses. Even slides of indi-
vidual frames became available to the public. Public interest in the film
accelerated when the backward head snap became widely known. This snap
was widely touted by critics of the WC as being obvious evidence of a shot
from the front—and therefore evidence of conspiracy.

In early 1975, Groden screened his copy of the film for the Rockefeller
Commission (Shackelford, 1975). The film was first shown on public tele-
vision by Robert Groden on NBC's Good Night America with Geraldo Rivera
on 6 March 1975. Groden showed his enhanced version, which was a great
improvement over previously available copies. A viewing of Groden’s ver-
sion by Congressman Thomas N. Downing (Virginia) and staff in April 1975
helped to trigger the formation of the House Select Committee on Assassi-
nations (HSCA). By concluding that at least two gunman had probably
fired in Dealey Plaza, this most recent government investigation contra-
dicted the WC—they rejected the lone gunman theory. By doing so, the
HSCA thus turned the JFK assassination into an officially recognized con-
spiracy.

Early Critics of the Film

If not the earliest critic of the film, Harold Weisberg was surely its most
vocal, particularly in Whitewash II (1966). He cites a particularly curi-
ous testimony (p. 180) in which Lyndal Shaneyfelt reports that the FBI
reenactment took only 3.5 seconds (between Z-222 and Z-313), as op-
posed to the expected 5 seconds found in the Zapruder film (Whitewash I1,
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p. 180). This discrepancy was not resolved in Weisberg's discussion, nor
has any subsequent investigation put this issue to rest. If the reenactment
was accurate, then the limousine’s average speed in this interval must have
been distinctly greater than the official speed of 11 mph (a time of 3.5
seconds would yield a speed of 15.7 mph, assuming that 11 mph is indeed
correct). This issue recurs later when the question of a limousine stop is
discussed; if such a stop did occur then the time to transit the required
interval during the actual motorcade would be longer—and perhaps con-
sistent with the official time of 5 seconds. Another possibility is that the
FBI report for Zapruder’s camera speed is incorrect. These issues are all
addressed below.

In a manuscript never published but informally circulated (Fred
Newcomb and Perry Adams, Murder from Within, 1974), questions of au-
thenticity were raised and the authors pointed out several inconsistencies
in the film. These included:

1. that Dan Rather reported seeing evidence of a successful shot on
Connally’s shirt front—a witness is even cited who saw the same
event (Bill Newman);

2. that numerous witnesses said that the limousine stopped after shots
had been fired;

3. that, between frames Z-280 and Z-300, JFK and Connally virtually
disappear; and

4. that, from frame to frame, the limousine displays a variety of ir-
regular movements, including traveling only 10 feet within 21
frames between Z-197 and Z-218 (this is only about one half of the
expected distance).

Because they also suggested that William Greer, the driver of the Presi-
dential limousine, had fired the fatal shot, their work was ignored or ridi-
culed by a large percentage of those (few) readers who did have access to
the manuscript. In retrospect, the quality of the images available to them
was quite inferior to those widely available today and probably led to an
error with respect to Greer. [Editor’s note: Because the film has been exten-
sively edited, however, this issue appears to be very difficult to resolve.]

Recent Critics of the Film.

Although these writers had raised serious questions, their effort was largely
ignored for many years. It was mainly with the publication of Harrison
Livingstone’s Killing Kennedy (1995) that these questions began to be dis-
cussed among a wider audience. In his book, the chief contributor to this
effort was Daryll Weatherly, a graduate student in mathematics, who of-
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fered several original and penetrating observations that are discussed be-
low.

Then in November 1996, several individuals met in Dallas, Texas, under
the umbrella of JFK Lancer Productions (headed by Debra Conway) to
discuss the film. The chairman for this panel was Dr. James H. Fetzer,
McKnight Professor of Philosophy from the University of Minnesota, Duluth.
A closed session was held on November 21. This format permitted free and
open discussion in a small group setting. Then, in a formal program ex-
tending over five hours on November 22, six speakers listed numerous ar-
guments against authenticity of the film. Besides Fetzer, this panel included
Jack White (photo analyst), Noel Twyman, Chuck Marler, David Lifton (Best
Evidence, 1980) and me. In the ensuing several months, particularly by e-
mail, discussions raged pro and con as others passionately joined in the
arguments over authenticity.

Arguments Favoring Authenticity

The arguments against authenticity may be better understood after first
reviewing (and responding to) those arguments that favor authenticity.
Most of these have been summarized by the National Archives in “Tech-
nical review of the Zapruder film from NARA' courtesy storage hold-
ings,” by Charles W. Mayn (21 December 1995). Although this report is
available to the public, it has remained little known. Despite discussing
several important issues, it left unaddressed several questions that cur-
rently occupy students of the film. These arguments are listed first, after
which item by item responses (indicated in italics) are offered. Items 1
to 6 are in the NARA report. Items 7 to 10 have been suggested by others.

1. The film has two different segments of identification leader spliced to its
head with identifying information handwritten on the leader. This is typi-
cal of film that has been processed, with the leader being added later. T#is
is necessary, but not sufficient evidence. It would have been possible to imi-
tate this.

2. Intersprocket images are present. This is characteristic of most regular 8
mm cameras. This is probably a necessary requirement; if intersprocket
images can be copied, however, it is not sufficient.

3. A splice exists at a point known to have been damaged historically. This
does not preclude alteration elsewhere in the film.

4. Another splice occurs where a tree trunk lies to the right of the sign; this is
historically consistent. These are necessary requirements, but the film could
have been altered before—or even after—this damage occurred.

S. There are no images from a prior generation—i.e., no edge prints
(manufacturer’s ID symbols), no images of splices, no images of sprocket
holes, and no images of prior damage. This is a strong requirement. It is
addressed in great detail below.
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The color is consistent with Kodachrome film exposed in daylight as
opposed to the color “cast” often seen in duplicate films. This is also
necessary, but not sufficient. Jack White [Editor’s note: See Jack White,
Part IV.] states, from his extensive experience in still photography, that it
is often impossible to distinguish an original from a copy. I put this same
question to Bruce Jamieson (telephone conversation, 24 July 1997), who
produced the first generation copies of the Zapruder film on 22 November
1963 in Dallas. He said that although out-of-camera Kodachrome is dis-
tinctive film, a good copy could be difficult to distinguish—unless com-
pared side by side with the original. But that is a catch-22 in this case—it
is the original that is in doubt.

The emulsion side faces away from the viewer. That would be expected
for a camera original-—or for every alternate generation after that. Within
the camera, the emulsion faces forward (to minimize loss of image). There-
fore, in order to view the image correctly, it is necessary to look through the
film from the opposite (shiny) side—so that light enters the eye in the same
manner that it enters the camera. It would be possible to make a first
generation copy with the emulsion side facing away; there are no particu-
lar constraints on how this is done. (This observation was offered to me by
the author of the NARA report.) This condition is necessary but not suffi-
cient.

There was not enough time for the task. This argument is the most diffi-
cult for me to address since it presupposes an expert's understanding of the
time required for specific tasks, such as excision of frames and editing
within frames. I have already noted above that there were over two months
between the assassination and the first known WC viewing. A lengthy ed-
iting period would also seem to be required since the editors could not
have known what other films or photographs might later appear and con-
tradict their edited version. In fact, the FBI collected many movie films
(e.g., Nix and Muchmore) and photographs in the following weeks. It should
also be remembered, however, that films that were collected too late could
still have undergone alteration. Finally, viewers of the film from that first
weekend report seeing events not present in the current version, so it is not
likely that all the film editing was completed during the first night. Having
said all of this, however, I am still impressed at some of the images in the
29 November 1963 issue of Life. Shackelford notes that this issue was on
the newsstands by the following Tuesday (November 26). This issue in-
cluded frames with the Stemmons freeway sign, the street lamp (in which
Connally begins to vanish off the bottom of the film), several frames from
the Z-320s in which JFK is near the bottom edge and a portion of his head
is grossly missing, and multiple frames after this in which the limousine
moves abruptly upward in the field of view. In light of the discussion be-
low (in which 1 conclude that the bottom of frames before and after Z-313
have been deliberately cropped), at least some editing within frames must
have been completed within the first few days. Whether that is too fast or,
instead, is quite feasible, will naturally depend on the facilities and per-
sonnel available; but about this, nothing at all seems known at this time.
During all of this discussion, however, one important point should not be
lost—no intersprocket image was reproduced for the public until 25 No-
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vember 1966 (Life). It is in this region especially that work was required
by the editors; this same region is the focus of much discussion below. My
best guess is that, unless time permitted, this work was completed in stages,
with images first being sucessively prepared for the two early issues of Life,
but with all frames not completed until some time before the first WC
showing on 25 February 1994.

No optical printers existed for copying film to include the intersprocket
scenes. (Robert Groden has even recalled an unsuccessful offer of a re-
ward to anyone who could provide such a machine.) It is known that a
copy of the “home movie” portion of the film does include intersprocket
images. (I have seen these.) Whether the motorcade sequence would also
be copied into the intersprocket area seems to be in some doubt. See the
discussion of printers below, especially with respect to contact printers
and the issue of visualizing edge prints. Also note comments below by
Bruce Jamieson. Optical printers are extremely useful for copying huge
numbers of frames and long lengths of film. However, when the length of
film to be copied is only slightly over 6 feet long and contains fewer than
500 frames, it may be sufficient to construct a custom copier (perhaps
operated manually) so that the intersprocket images could be incorporated
into the new version. There would almost certainly not be any technical
barrier to assembling such a device. The main challenge, as usual, would
be resources and time. [Editors note: See Pincher and Schaeffer, Part IV,
for a possible system for copying the film.]

No film editor inclined to a lone gunman scenario would have left the
head snap in. Although no final answer can be given to this objection
from common sense, several responses may be offered. The first was actu-
ally noted by WC Assistant Counsel, Wesley Liebeler, who admitted that
the WC never paid much attention to the head snap—at least not until the
critics seized upon it (KTTV, Los Angeles, February 1967). It was, in addi-
tion, shown to the WC and that seemed not to cause any concern. And, as
I noted above, I do not recall being convinced by it in 1975 either. A second
response is that the film’s editors worked only with still photographs; they
did not concurrently view their work as a movie film. When they did view
their final product (as a movie), they may have recognized some problem
areas but were unwilling (or unable, given the time constraints) to embark
on another round of alterations. It is likely that removal of the head snap
would have been technically feasible. The more pertinent question, though,
is: at what cost of time and effort? Editing within a fair number of addi-
tional frames (a labor intensive task) would most likely have been required.
A complete excision of the head snap would have left JFK leaning forward
in his slumped position for an exceptionally long time, including many
frames before Z-313 and for many afterwards, too. Such an image may
have conflicted too much with eyewitnesses who saw something quite dif-
ferent: some saw JFK moving to an erect posture, while others saw JFK hit
while sitting erect. Finally, it should be recalled that this film was never
intended for wide viewing—nor did that actually occur until 1975, twelve
years later, and then only by private efforts, mainly by Robert Groden. By
then, whoever had issued the orders for film alteration had no doubt
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achieved his (or her) purpose—the ballgame was already over. The cover-
up did not need to be perfect; it needed only to succeed for a limited time
interval—and that was achieved. In addition, an imperfect cover-up does
not surprise many critics who see evidence for such human imperfections
in other (attempted) cover-ups in this case.

Arguments Against Authenticity.

These arguments are divided into several categories for ease of discus-
sion. They are presented in the following sequence.

1. Disagreements between eyewitnesses and the film.

2. Disagreements between early viewers of the film (November 1963)
and what is currently seen.
Disagreements between the film and other photographs or movies.
Disagreements between the film and the first two reenactments
S. Internal inconsistencies in the film.

W

1. Disagreements between eyewitnesses
and the film.,

Did the Limousine Stop? Arguments Pro

In UPI's Four Days (1964, p. 17), the author notes: “In the right hand
picture [a frame from the Muchmore movie film], the driver slams on the
brakes and the police escort pulls up.” And Merriman Smith (p. 32) states:
“The President's car, possibly as much as 150 to 200 yards ahead, seemed to
falter briefly.” This book became available in early 1964, only a few months
after the assassination. Newsweek (2 December 1963, p. 2) wrote: “For a
chaotic moment, the motorcade ground to an uncertain halt.” And Zime
(29 November 1963, p. 23) asserted: “There was a shocking momentary
stillness, a frozen tableau.”

Even Trask (Pictures of the Pain, 1994, p. 209), who does not raise ques-
tions of authenticity, quotes Bobby Hargis, the motorcycle man on the left
rear, as saying, “I felt blood hit me in the face, and the Presidential car
stopped immediately after that and stayed stopped for about half a second,
then took off at a high rate of speed.” (6H294; i.e., Volume 6 of the Warren
Commission Hearings, p. 294.) How Trask reconciles this statement with
the film he does not say. To my knowledge, Hargis is the only witness who
states a specific time interval for the limousine stop. Hargis, as a motor-
cycle officer on the left rear, was positioned perfectly to recognize whether
or not such a stop had actually occurred.
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Even Gerald Posner, an ardent supporter of the WC and surely a sup-
porter of film authenticity, does his cause no good at all when he writes
(Case Closed, 1993, p. 24): “Incredibly, Greer, sensing that something was
wrong in the back of the car, slowed the vehicle to almost a standstill.” It
would be interesting to ask Posner to point to this moment in the film.

All of these comments are in obvious conflict with the film. No abrupt
slowing of the limousine is seen and it certainly does not stop. Further-
more, new observers of the film almost never comment on such a marked
deceleration. In a detailed frame by frame analysis, Alvarez did identify a
sudden deceleration from about 12 to 8 mph, centered at about Z-300 and
extending over about 0.5 seconds (nine frames); this would begin at about
Z-295, only a few frames before the head snap begins. This slowing, how-
ever, is subtle and is not usually noticed by viewers of the film.

It is peculiar that this modest, almost imperceptible, deceleration—lasting
only one half of a second(!}—should be what prompted several dozen eyewit-
nesses todescribe this as a marked slowing, or even a possible stop. If this event
made such an impression in Dealey Plaaa, why do observers of the film not
respond in similar fashion today? Vince Palamara (“59 Witnesses: Delay on
Elm Street,” The Dealey Plaza Echo, July 1999) has since updated his original
article to now include at least 59 witnesses who described a limousine stop on
Elm Street. (Also see “Questioning the Limousine’s Speed on Elm Street,” by
Chuck Marler; The Fourth Decade, May 1994, p. 19.) A partial list of such eyewit-
nesses follows (where the letter “H” represents one of the 26 volumes of the
Warren Commission Hearings and the first number identifies the volume and
the second number the page):

a. Jean Hill: “... the motorcade came almost to a halt at the time the shots
rang out. . .. It [the limousine] was just almost stopped.” (6H208-209)

b. Charles Brehm: “between the first and third shots the President’s car only
seemed to move some 10 or 12 feet . . . almost came to a halt after the first
shot . ..” (22H837) [To the left rear of the limousine, near the curb.]

c. Earle Brown: “when the shots were fired, it [the car] stopped.” (6H233)
[Police officer on overpass.]

d. James Chaney: “. .. from the time the first short ran out, the car stopped
completely, pulled to the left and stopped.” (2H44-45) [Motorcycle officer
at right rear of limousine.] Chaney was quoted by Marrion Baker; his
fellow officer. Mark Lane confirmed that Chaney had said this (2H45)

e. J.W. Foster: “immediately after [JFK] was struck .. . . the car . . . pulled to
the curb.” (Commission Document 897, pp. 20-21) [Police officer on over-
pass.]

f. Bobby Hargis: “The [limo] stopped immediately after that and stayed
stopped for about half a second, then took off . . . ” (6H294) [Motorcycle
officer at left rear of the limousine.]

g. Harry D. Holmes: He noticed the car pull to a halt, and Holmes thought:
“They are dodging something being thrown.” (Jim Bishop, The Day Kennedy
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was Shot, 1967, p. 176; TH291) Postal inspector, Post Office, one block
away, using binoculars.]

h. Douglas Jackson: “the car just all but stopped ... just a moment.”
(Newcomb and Adams 1974, p. 71) [Motorcycle officer, right rear of lim-
ousine.]

i.  Robert MacNeill: “The President’s driver slammed on the brakes—after
the third shot . . . ” (The Way We Were, 1963. The Year Kennedy was Shot,
1967, p. 193) [Press car in the motorcade.]

j-  Billy Joe Martin: He saw the limousine stop for “just amoment.” (Newcomb
and Adams 1974, p. 71) [Motorcycle officer, left rear of the limousine.]

k. Mary Moorman: She recalls that the car was moving at the time she took
her photo and when she heard the shots, and has the impression that the
car either stopped or slowed before accelerating. (19H487) [Immediately
left of the limousine near the curb.]

I.  Bill Newman: “I believe Kennedy’s car came to a full stop after the final
shot.” (Bill Sloan, JFK: Breaking the Silence, 1993, p. 169) [Immediately
right of the limousine near the curb.]

m. Alan Smith: “The car was ten feet from me when a bullet hit the President
in the forehead . . . the car went about five feet and stopped.” (Chicago
Tribune, 11/23/63, p. 9; Newcomb and Adams 1974, p. 71) [Unknown loca-
tion.]

n. RoyTruly: “I saw the President’s car swerve to the left and stop somewheres
down in this area.” (3H221) [In front of the Texas School Book Deposi-

tory.]
o. Major Phil Willis: “The party had come to a temporary halt before pro-
ceeding on to the underpass.” (7TH497) [Across the street from the Texas

School Book Depository.]

Notice an extraordinary concordance here: all four motorcycle men
who were closest to the limousinerecalled a stop! Surely if anyone would
recall this event correctly, they would. As is discussed below, the prob-
ability for eyewitnesses being wrong on a simple fact like this is surpris-
ingly low—but here we have all four recalling the same event in the
same way. In addition, Moorman and Newman were extremely close
witnesses, one on each side of the limousine. It is also odd that a list of
individuals who said that the motorcade never stopped or slowed has
never been assembled. (An essential requirement, of course, would be
that they be uninfluenced by subsequent viewing of the film.)

Did the Limousine Stop? Arguments Con

Several arguments against a stopped (or noticeably slowed) limou-
sine have been advanced. An inevitable one is psychological—at mo-
ments of high drama, events seem to slow down. This phenomenon cer-
tainly occurs; many of us are doubtless familiar with it. Regarding the
events in Dealey Plaza, however, it can be replied that many of these
eyewitnesses simply did not know what was happening—or even that it
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was important. Many did not immediately recognize that they were wit-
nessing an assassination—or anything else of historical importance.
Some thought that firecrackers were going off (see 50 such witnesses in
Newcomb and Adams 1974, p. 86), while others thought they had heard
the backfire of a motorcycle (see 19 such witnesses in Newcomb and
Adams 1974, p. 86). In either of these cases, strong psychological rea-
sons for perceiving time as slowed down are absent. Despite this, how-
ever, a large number do recall a notable change in the limousine speed.
To give added support to the accuracy of their memories, the probable
reliability of eyewitnesses for recalling such a fact is addressed below.

Another objection to a limousine stop is that those vehicles farther
back in the motorcade may have stopped but the Presidential limousine
continued without delay, so that reports of stopping were misapplied to
the limousine. Indeed, it is likely that followup vehicles did slow, but
that cannot be the entire explanation. Many of the closest witnesses (e.g.,
the motorcycle men, Mary Moorman, the Newmans) would have had no
reason to watch any other part of the motorcade, especially during those
brief moments when the limousine passed them. But these witnesses,
too, recall a dramatic deceleration of the limousine.

Can these Eyewitnesses be Trusted?

It has long been standard practice to impugn the reliability of eyewit-
nesses in general, but particularly so in the two official investigations of the
Kennedy assassination. Whenever conflicts arose between their desired
conclusions and the eyewitness reports, both the WC and the HSCA persis-
tently either ignored the eyewitnesses (several in the best locations—Bill
Newman, Marie Muchmore, Orville Nix—were not even asked to testify) or
it was claimed that they had to be mistaken. Even John Connally was not
believed (he originally reported that he saw JFK hit before he felt any
shot himself). Both he and his wife always remained thoroughly con-
vinced that these were two separate shots. But to concede this would have
been to admit one too many shots—and so his testimony had to be ig-
nored. Seth Kantor, a Scripps-Howard newspaperman, is another example.
When he described seeing Jack Ruby at Parkland Hospital, he was ignored
by the WC. No reasonable explanation was offered by the WC for why Kantor
(who had known Ruby personally) would be mistaken on such a simple
observation or why he would have lied. Kantor later wrote a book about his
own experiences and always insisted that he really had seen Ruby. Later,
the HSCA also agreed with him.

Robert Blakey, the General Counsel for the HSCA, in his conspicuous
and self-proclaimed public passion for objective data, seemed almost to
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run a vendetta against eyewitnesses. Rather than rely on eyewitnesses, he
chose instead to emphasize data that he could label as scientific. The chief
example of this was the acoustic data on which the HSCA based its conclu-
sion of probable conspiracy. And this, Blakey, in turn, pinned on the Mafia,
who were his own special area of interest. A subsequent review, by a panel
from the National Academy of Sciences, refuted those acoustic conclu-
sions, thus detonating the main pillar of Blakey’s case—his purported pas-
sion for scientific data thereby exploding in his face. The acoustic data is
still discussed occasionally—it is possible that the issue is not totally settled,
but it was not settled by Blakey’s staff and experts. (Also see Thomas
Canning’s comments below on Blakey’s modus operandi.)

On another occasion, Blakey’s comments showed that he failed to un-
derstand even the fundamental basis of the scientific method and the con-
clusions reached thereby. When interviewed by Bob Beckel about the neu-
tron activation analysis work on the bullet fragments, he said, “The single
bullet theory is proven beyond reasonable doubt for anyone who has rea-
sonable technical competence and will study the physical and other evi-
dence” (Larry King Live, CNN, 21 May 1992). What Blakey had failed to
understand is that scientific truth is never final, but is always subject to
further testing. And if incontrovertible new data emerges, then any scien-
tific paradigm can be overthrown, even after centuries of acceptance. The
geocentric paradigm has already been noted above as a model for this pro-
cess. (The authenticity of the Zapruder film is in the same category—it
deserves acceptance as authentic so long as emerging new data do not con-
flict with it at too many points.)

It is useful to recall that both the WC and the HSCA were not only led by
attorneys but almost entirely staffed by attorneys. The WC sought only
minimal expert opinion. Although the HSCA employed many experts, in-
cluding scientific and medical consultants, its final conclusions were al-
most always formulated by attorneys—over whom the experts could exer-
cise no veto power whatsoever. [Editors note: See Ronald F. White, Post-
script.]

The expert asked to analyze bullet trajectories for the HSCA, Thomas
Canning, stated his frustration to Chief Blakey in a letter of 5 January 1978
(HSCA Agency File #014258): “The compartmentalization which you ei-
ther fostered or permitted to develop in the technical investigations made
it nearly impossible to do good work in reasonable time and at reasonable
cost . .. .The most frustrating problem for me was to get quantitative data—
and even consistent descriptions—f{rom the forensic pathologists . . . . Much
of this rather negative reaction to the hearings themselves stems from my
being strongly persuaded to rush through a difficult analysis at the last
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minute, abandon my regular pursuits for two days, try to boil down forty-
five minutes of testimony to thirty, and then listen and watch while two
hours of excellent testimony is allowed to dribble out over most of a day.”

And so Blakey’s attempt to prove a conspiracy, by ignoring the eyewit-
nesses, failed. By ignoring them, however, he overlooked a small mountain
of clues. There is no question but that eyewitnesses are notoriously unreli-
able for identifying faces of strangers only briefly glimpsed. They also do
poorly at recalling the specific details of a complex sequence of events.
However, when the degree of complexity is lower, and particularly for ob-
servations that are considered important, an altogether different conclu-
sion results.

At the University of Michigan, an experiment with an unexpected result
was performed in 1971 (by sheer coincidence, I was Assistant Professor of
Physics at Michigan at that time). Elizabeth Loftus summarizes this work
in Eyewitness Testimony (1996). Her book won the National Media Award
for Distinguished Contribution from the American Psychological Founda-
tion. The book jacket says what you would expect it to say—it implies that
eyewitness testimony is unreliable. However, Table 3.1 on page 27 tells quite
another story. The data cited are from J. Marshall, et al., Harvard Law Re-
view 84 (1971): 1620-1643.

A total of 151 observers were shown a two-minute movie in color and
sound—with a fairlycomplex set of actions. The researchers identified about
900 items present in the film that could have been mentioned. The observ-
ers were interviewed immediately after the viewing; they were urged to
recount, in all possible detail, what they had seen. The researchers then
assessed these responses based on accuracy, completeness, and saliency.
Accuracy and completeness were determined by what was actually seen in
the film. Saliency, however, was determined, not by the researchers, but
rather was defined internally—i.e., by the responses of the observers them-
selves. Specifically, if an item was described by over 50% of the observers,
it was considered highly salient.

Marshall, et al. then listed the accuracy and completeness of the re-
sponses vs. saliency, as follows:

Saliency Accuracy Completeness
0 61 64
1-12 78 81
13-25 81 82
26-50 83 92

51-100 98 98
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In view of all that has been said about eyewitness unreliability, these
data are quite astonishing—if over 50% of the witnesses considered an item
to be salient, then they were 98% accurate and 98% complete! Did the
HSCA consider this? It is noteworthy that this study was published in 1971,
years before the HSCA even came into existence. It is doubtful that Blakey
had taken time to search for evidence of this nature on eyewitness reliabil-
ity.

Therefore, when many dozens of witnesses all recall an event—such as
the slowing of the limousine at a critical moment—this Michigan data
strongly suggests that they are recalling the event correctly. As a not en-
tirely hypothetical example, if a single witness has only a 2% chance of
being wrong (as in the table above), and if 10 witnesses report the same
event, what is the probability that they are all wrong? This subatomic num-
ber is (0.02)!° = 107 = 0.00000000000000001! Actually, these witnesses might
even claim a higher level of accuracy than the Michigan film viewers, be-
cause the events in the Zapruder film lasted for only a few seconds, while
the Michigan film lasted for two minutes. And if many of these witnesses
recall in a consistent manner—as they do—that the limousine slowed or
that JFK’s head moved in a particular sequence, then this Michigan experi-
ment stands as a serious warning to all of us that such testimony cannot be
dismissed out of hand, as Blakey was only too eager to do.

Did JFK's head move backward abruptly?

Another major disagreement between the film and the eyewitnesses is
the backward head snap. This is so dramatic and has been so popular among
WC critics that it has been accepted for decades as evidence of a frontal
shot. In fact, when Alvarez asked for the best evidence of a conspiracy, the
head snap was offered to him. Unfortunately for his view, however, although
a weak jet effect may sometimes occur under optimal conditions, there is
now much evidence against the jet effect as an adequate explanation for
the head snap. [Editors note: See Ronald White, Postscript.]

It should first be noted that the jet effect in the Alvarez experiments
resulted from soft nosed bullets. When he used full metal jacketed bullets
(like those purportedly fired by Oswald), the jet effect was greatly reduced.
John Lattimer's shooting experiments were claimed by him to provide strong
evidence for the jet effect. He filled 12 real human skulls with fresh brain
tissue and white paint, shot them with 6.5 mm full metal jacketed bullets
and filmed the entire sequences. In all 12 cases he claimed that brain tissue
exited explosively and the skulls moved toward the shooter every time
(Kennedy and Lincoln, 1980, p. 251). The only other experiment to use hu-
man skulls was reported by the Edgewood Army Arsenal. These results
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were reported in 1978 (1 HSCA 404). In 10 successive skulls filled with
gelatin, all 10 skulls went forward, in the direction of the bullet! None went
backward!

Also, you will see that as the skull goes forward, some of the material of the
skull and the contents were blown out toward us. Consequently, the opposing
momentum carries the skull away from us . . . . In fact, all 10 of the skulls that
we shot did essentially the same thing . ... they also lost material toward us,
that is, toward its right and therefore rotated toward its left. (1 HSCA 404.)

In this last phrase, “toward us” refers to the viewers who were to the right
of the skulls. Theseresults therefore stand in dramatic contrast to Lattimer’s.
To date, Lattimer is the only individual to claim a useful jet effect with full
metal jacketed bullets.

As a personal footnote, I heard Lattimer present his data at a Chicago
conference in Spring 1993. To this date, as we shall soon see, his results
remain unconfirmed. Several critics of his work have noted that he unnec-
essarily added a new interacting mass—the ladder upon which he placed
his skulls. That the ladder definitely moves—thereby taking up energy and
complicating the experiment—is obvious from his photographs (Lattimer,
p. 257). Recently, based on two new sets of shooting experiments, Lattimer's
apparent results with full metal jacketed bullets have been called into seri-
ous question. This work has been done independently by Doug DeSalles,
M.D,, a physician from Sacramento, California, and by Art Snyder, Ph.D., a
physicistat the Stanford University Linear Accelerator Center (SLAC). Like
Alvarez, both experimenters used melons. In repeated attempts, their ex-
periments showed either no jet effect at all, or, at most, only a minimal
wavering in the backward direction. (With hunting type ammunition,
however, a jet effect was seen.)

Milicent Cranor (“The Joker in the Jet Effect,” The Fourth Decade,
January 1996, p. 28) astutely notes that Alvarez overlooked one impor-
tant interaction. Alvarez (1976, p. 819) wrote: “My analysis involves three
interacting masses, the bullet, the jet of brain matter . . . and the remain-
ing part of the head.” But there is one more interaction—the one that
occurs when the bullet breaks up (into many tiny pieces) on striking the
posterior skull. This interaction, however, would have expended a great
deal of energy, leaving that much less available for the jet effect. And this
interaction was left out of Alvarez’s calculations.

To make matters noticeably worse for the jet effect, Snyder also noted
that Alvarez’s calculations had assumed that the bullet actually stopped
within the melon—Alvarez had used the classical model of the ballistic
pendulum. That was, of course, far from the case, since the bullets had
actually exited at very high speeds from the opposite side of the melons.
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And this was especially true for those with full metal jackets. For the jet
effect to be successful, a great deal of energy must be deposited within
the melon—and the only source for this energy is the bullet. So when
the bullet traverses the target nearly unimpeded, very little energy can
be left behind, and that, in turn, greatly reduces the jet effect. This ob-
servation alone—to say nothing of the actual results of the shooting
experiments—casts serious doubt on the jet effect as a relevant explana-
tion for the head snap. It is therefore most likely that the correct expla-
nation for the head snap must be sought elsewhere.

The other traditional explanation for the head snap has been the
“neuromuscular reaction.” This was first proposed to the HSCA not by
any neuroscience specialist, but by a wound ballistics expert based on
his viewing old films of goats being shot in the head. To date no official
testimony has been obtained from appropriate specialists (the neuro-
scientists) on this question. At the very least, interspecies differences in
neurophysiology would leave this conclusion open at least to some doubt.
In addition, the usual reaction to such brain trauma is not the highly
directed movement observed in the Zapruder film but rather random
muscular activity. Even Alvarez concluded that the highly directional re-
coil seen in the Zapruder film required the application of an external
force.

Yet another objection to the decerebrate rigidity invoked by the HSCA
is the time of onset; even the HSCA admitted that this would develop
only after several minutes. I have been unable to find any literature ref-
erences that even hint that this reaction could occur within millisec-
onds in human subjects—as is required for the head snap as seen in the
film. Furthermore, in a large collaborative study (A.E. Walker, Cerebral
Death, 1981, p. 33) with over 500 patients who experienced cerebral
death, 70% were limp when observed just before death and an addi-
tional 10% became limp at about the time of death. At the very least,
therefore, based on all of these considerations, the attempt by the HSCA
to implicate a neuromuscular reaction is open to serious doubt. More-
over, the minimum requirement has never been met—the appropriate
experts have never been officially consulted.

An additional argument against a neuromuscular reaction is that
the observed reaction in the film is much too fast to fit with such a
reflex. By the analysis of more than one study, within the space of one
Zapruder frame interval (55 msec), the head clearly moves backward.
Typical human reflex times are 1/4 to 1/2 second (250 to 500 msec). This
is an extraordinary discrepancy—a factor of 5 to 10, which, all by itself,
makes this scenario quite unlikely.
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Alvarez described ejection of 10% of the melon mass. For a 5 kg head
(based on my personal measurements and calculations) this corresponds
to an ejection of 500 gm of brain and skull. The combined mass of the
bone fragments brought to the autopsy plus the Harper bone fragment
(found later) would yield about 80 gm (assuming a density of 1.65 gm/
cc, a total area of 67 square cm, and a skull thickness of 3/4 cm), thus
requiring an additional loss of at least 400 gm of brain tissue. The
autopsied brain, however, was a remarkably large 1500 gm, which im-
plies little or no loss of brain tissue. Unless there was a major loss of
brain tissue therefore, the jet effect becomes insignificant for this par-
ticular case. Alvarez never commented on any of these issues. (The above
figure of 1500 grams for the autopsied brain is disputed by many crit-
ics, including Robert B. Livingston, M.D., a greatly respected neurosci-
entist. [Editor’s note: See his “Statement of 18 November 1993.”] I have
also performed many point by point optical density measurements of
the skull X-rays. These are radically inconsistent with the 1500 gram
figure. The above illustration uses this number merely because it is given
in the Supplemental Autopsy Report.)

The chief pathologist, James J. Humes described 2/3 of the right cere-
brum as missing (JAMA, May 27, 1994, Volume 272, p. 2798); this would
probably correspond to less than 400 gm. In the above paragraph the
estimate of 400 gm was very conservative. It assumed that nearly all of
the bone and brain fragments went straight forward. If, instead, these
fragments had a significant component of vertical (or even backward)
momentum, the required mass of ejected brain tissue would be corre-
spondingly larger, perhaps even much larger. It is possible both to calcu-
late and to measure the speeds of the ejecta from the Alvarez paper; the
ejecta speeds are 40-50 ft/sec. The distance traveled by the bone frag-
ments in Lattimer’s experiments are consistent with these speeds. With
this information it can be shown that the ejected masses required to
produce the JFK head recoil speed of 1.6 ft/sec are indeed significant.
But there is simply not enough missing brain—even as reported by
Humes—for this purpose. Alvarez never did discuss where this tissue for
the jet effect was supposed to come from.

What happens to real human heads whentheyareshot? In 1992, China
executed six prisoners. This was videotaped and shown on ABC Nightly
News. Michael T. Griffith has viewed this; I have condensed his report here.
Each prisoner was shot in the back of the head with what appears to be an
SKS or type 56 rifle. The bullet energy is similar to the Mannlicher-Carcano;
it is also a full metal jacketed bullet. All men were kneeling and leaning
forward at angles similar to JFK’s before frame Z-313. None of the heads
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exploded as seen in Z-313. In all cases the heads were thrust forward and
all six fell forward, away from the rifle. The chief difference from Z-313
was that the muzzle was only about one foot from the head. Nonetheless,
this videotape is compelling evidence against the explanation that Alvarez
has advanced.

A final explanation for the head snap was revisited by Jacob Cohen
(Commentary, June 1992, p. 32), an arch supporter of the lone gunman
theory. He posits a shove from Jackie as the primary mechanism. Even
this, however, flies in the face of common sense; it would surely be odd for
Jackie to force her husband’s head back with such almost inhuman speed,
particularly if he was already injured—which she surely suspected by then.
That she might have done so at a much slower speed, however, is likely;
that evidence will be discussed below. If such a backward movement of the
head had been assisted by a sudden acceleration of the limousine, then the
head snap might be remotely possible. However, the movement of the other
limousine occupants makes that unlikely. Their motions at that moment
are not consistent with a dramatic acceleration. In any case, the Itek mea-
surements (see below) placed the final nails into this coffin.

The traditional critics’ explanation—a frontal shot—was taken to task
by Itek as part of its work for the HSCA. A double pendulum model (one
mass for the head and a separate mass for the torso) was used. The in-
crease in gravitational energy to an erect posture for an initially forward
leaning torso and head is quite significant. I revised some of Itek’s bio-
logical values, but even after this, I still found their conclusion convinc-
ing: no reasonable bullet had enough energy to lift JFK’s head and torso
against gravity and also to deliver the observed kinetic energy. WC critics
are often unhappy with this result, but the calculations are quite con-
vincing. Unfortunately, they are far too long to print here.

The Itek work offered one more astonishing conclusion (Trask 1994,
p- 125)—that has been overlooked by everyone. They noted that Jackie
moved forward by an amount similar to JFK at Z-312 to Z-313. Even
more astonishing is that she moves backward at Z-313 to Z-314 with
even greater magnitude than JFK! This is the moment of the famous
head snap! Thompson (1967, pp. 90-93) had earlier described JFK’s
double movement in these frames (like Raymond Marcus and Harold
Weisberg before him) and had correctly noted the enormous magnitude
of JFK’s acceleration and deceleration in rapid succession—a magni-
tude of several g’s. (As is discussed below, automobile decelerations rarely
exceed 0.4 g.) He concluded from this that JFK was hit once in each
frame, first from the rear at about Z-312 and then from the front at Z-
313. But if the rapid changes in JFK must be attributed to two bullets,
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then the even greater changes in Jackie require an even more creative
hypothesis. (Also note that Jackie’s movements in the same direction as
JFK in this brief interval make it virtually impossible for her to push
him back at all—if she had done this, she should, of course, have gone
in the opposite direction.)

In summary, the jet effect really does not apply to this case—nor
does the neuromuscular reaction. And a frontal bullet cannot do what is
seen in Z-313; too much energy must be expended against gravity. Fur-
thermore, even if any of these might possibly work, an explanation for
Jackie’s incredible excursions would still be missing. And so, at this sur-
prisingly remote point in history, there is still no explanation for the
head snap—an extraordinary state of affairs. It is the purpose of this
essay to offer an alternate hypothesis—one that explains not just the
head snap but an entire menagerie of curious creatures including a bird.
[Editor’s note: See the “Postscript” to David Mantik, Part I.]

How did JFK's head move after the head shots?

Yet anotherserious disagreement between the eyewitnesses and the film
is the specific path that JFK’s head followed in those brief moments after
the head shots. This is a new issue, one that has emerged from several
independent lines of evidence. As more and more data in favor of film alter-
ation appeared from many sources, I began to realize that it was time to
question some deeply rooted impressions. Repeated viewing of the film—
with its vivid movements, its brief spray of blood, Jackie’s reaction, Clint
Hill's rescue attempt, and the final acceleration—all these had irresistibly
left a strong impression on me that I had just seen something real. But now
it was time to ask a new question: if the film had been altered, then what
really had occurred and how could we know? In particular, I wondered now,
did the film initially show evidence of two successful head shots? As this
new door opened for me (two head shots) a surprising sequence of hitherto
vaguely puzzling observations slowly began to make sense. I began to real-
ize that the remarkably vivid image of the single head shot had so trans-
fixed my memory that I had forgotten—or simply overlooked—the eye-
witness reports that suggested two different head shots. Even those who
disagree with the lone gunman theory—and who even believe in two
head shots—often speak of “the head shot.” This is further evidence of
the persistence and power of the visual image for the human brain.

There is a surprisingly wide variety of evidence that favors two success-
ful head shots. For this scenario, the eyewitnesses merely provide the key
for unlocking the door. Behind that door, however, lies a small mountain of
evidence—much of it indirect, but at the same time remarkably consistent.
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What had happened to me, however, was the opposite—I had blundered
into this room, only later to discover that the eyewitnesses held the key to
the door. It was late one night that I finally began to suspect that there
might be a pattern to the eyewitness accounts of the head shot sequence, if
only I would look for it. And, as I began to review their statements, I was
startled at the concordant pattern that emerged. I was astonished that I
had not seen it before and I wondered how I had found consistency in their
statements before. It seemed most unlikely that the remarkably consistent
pattern that emerged would have occurred at random. Although that ini-
tial review postponed my bedtime, it was only in the next several days and
weeks that I fully realized how well the eyewitness accounts made other
data more comprehensible. But this new scenario was quite inconsistent
with the movement of JFK’s head as seen in the film. To avoid the confu-
sion that would probably result by presenting the evidence first, I next
present my current understanding of what the witnesses saw; the evidence
for this interpretation is then presented in the following table.

A Reconstruction of the Two Head Shots.

After an early shot hit JFK in the throat, his head (and torso) slumped
forward noticeably with elbows raised, and he stayed forward briefly. While in
this position, the limousine began to slow and he was struck by the first head
shot (from the rear, the one discovered by the pathologists)—but no head
snap followed. He fell forward more—probably into Jackie's lap, as the limou-
sine (probably) continued to brake. Several witnesses describe his head as
jerking slightly to the left with this shot; others saw his hair rising up, but
there was no bloody spray. Zapruder may have seen him grasp his left chest at
the moment of this head shot (7H570). A bloodless bone fragment (probably
from the skull vertex) was briefly glimpsed over his right shoulder (by Jackie;
also seen in the Moorman photograph), after which it fell into the limousine
(where it was later found), but there was no spray of blood. After this, Jackie,
now clearly aware that something was wrong, slowly raised JFK’s head to an
erect position so that she could look into his eyes (this is seen in the film as the
head snap). Then the second head shot struck while he was sitting mostly
erect—entering from the front at his hairline, superior to the lateral border of
his right orbit. He went forward for a second time and fell into Jackie's lap for
his final rest. This shot occurred much farther down Elm Street (probably
40 feet farther) and produced a bloody halo that was seen by many wit-
nesses. (Such a downhill site was actually identified on a Newsweek pho-
tograph (22 November 1993, p. 74); their source was listed as the National
Archives.) The time interval between these two successful head shots cannot
be known with certainty, but multiple lines of evidence (more than eyewitness
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reports, as we shall see) strongly suggest that it was greater than one second;
it may well have been several seconds. At about this time, the limousine had
begun to speed up. (It is outside the scope of this essay, but the rising bullet
trail on the lateral skull X-ray is entirely consistent with a second head shot
while JFK was erect—in fact, only when the head is erect can such a trail
occur for a frontal bullet. For any reasonably positioned frontal gunman, a
rising trail could never occur for a frontal shot with the head oriented as
seen in Z-312. Frames immediately thereafter are not possible either.)

The evidence for this scenario initially derives from those eyewitnesses
closest to the limousine. Included are bystanders on both sides of EIm Street,
the motorcyclists, and the Secret Service (SS) agents, mainly those from
the first vehicle behind the limousine (nicknamed the Queen Mary). Of
about twenty close witnesses who offered an opinion, eight to ten (depend-
ing on the criteria being used) describe another shot after the first head
shot—either by theirdirect or indirect statements. The other witnesses don't
deny this—they simply don’t mention it. At least eight witnesses describe
exactly what happened to JFK with the second head shot—he fell forward!
Some witnesses even recall specific events that occurred between these
two head shots—thusbuttressing the case for two closely spaced, but readily
distinguishable, shots. And no one saw a head snap! In addition, Secret
Service (SS) agents in the followup car are consistent in describing JFK’s
reactions and movements. [Editor’s note: See Bonar Menninger, Mortal
Error 1992, Appendix, for their statements.]

These data are assembled in more detail in the following table, based
in part on the findings of Milicent Cranor. (Her findings will be pub-
lished in Probe this fall; also see “The Magic Skull,” The Fourth Decade,
July 1995, p. 36.) I believe that I am in agreement with her interpreta-
tion; she may, however, interpret some of the data in this table differ-
ently from me. Note that many witnesses recall an audible shot after a
visible head shot. And none of these witnesses describe a head snap,
although all of them were looking at JFK during the critical interval. And
the one individual (Altgens) who heard a last shot coincident with a head
shot was so far down the street that it could not correspond to Z-313.
Instead, his recollection fits extremely well with the first reenactments,
which are discussed below.

A Reconstruction of the Two Head Shots

Frame Comments Evidence

250 Kellerman leans forward, begins left turn to rear (complete at Z-270), Z-film
turns forward by Z-285, speaking into car radio by Z-327.

276-290 Shots are fired. AB
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302-304

305-315

306-313

312-314

313-315
315-317

317-321

314-321

315-343

c. 321+

321+

321+
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A shot may have hit Connally (JBC) here (or earlier).

Limousine begins braking.

Driver (Greer) still looking forward (but preparing to brake).
Greer completes rapid right turn to rear.

Greer brakes while looking back.

Greer looks back for entire interval.

Greer continues to brake.

JBC begins falling forward—at least until Z-334.
Limousine slows to a stop.

Motorcycles begin to overtake limousine.

First Head Shot. Strikes right occiput. Time is approximate.

JFK’s hair flew up.

Skull fragment without blood seen by Jackie; also see Moorman photo.
No bloody halo was seen with this shot.

JFK grabs his left chest.

Much time and space are missing. JFK’s neuromuscular control
is gone—he “slumps” into Jackie’s lap as the limousine brakes.
Jackie screams just after this.

The limousine goes five feet after the first head shot and stops.

Greer turns forward—and begins to lift his foot from the brake.
More time and space are missing.

Moorman photo taken after first head shot; bone fragment seen
over JFK’s right shoulder. Moorman hears more shots after this.
Secret Service men (including John Ready) enter the street.

JFK’s head moves to an erect position as Jackie lifts him
upward (slowly) and looks into his face.

More time and space are missing.

Several witnesses proceed to describe the second head shot.

JFK falls forward—for the second time.

No head snap is reported by anyone.

Clint Hill begins to run—touches limousine at Z-343.
Clint Hill hears second head shot after he touches limousine.

Second Head Shot. Time and space are missing again. The limousine
is actually farther down Elm St. The film’s editors have moved
the limousine uphill—according to the witnesses it should be closer
to Z-358. A bullet strikes the right temple/forehead— the right
occiput is blown out. No head snap is seen.

A frontal head shot can only produce the metallic X-ray trail when
the head is far back, i.e., within several frames of Z-321.
A bloody halo (or explosion) is seen.

(Some time after first head shot.)
Spectators scatter, fall to the ground, run up the knoll,
and then, after all this, another shot is heard.

< c

=

BB
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327-337

343+
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A new skull defect becomes apparent. CcC
JFK falls forward. According to the witnesses, this event must occur DD
just after Z-358 (as seen in the current film). As before, time and
space have been lost through the editing process.

The limousine finally accelerates. EE

Evidence

First reenactments: See below. Camera jiggles at Z-290 (Stroscio).
Kellerman (SS): “I turned around to find out what happened when two
additional shots rang out and the President slumped into Mrs. Kennedy’s
lap ....I heard Mrs. Kennedy shout, “What are they doing to you?” I
yelled at William Greer to “Step on it, weTe hit!” and grabbed the mike
from the car radio, called to SA Lawson that we were hit . . . .” He added
that he was facing forward during the “flurry” (when he was on the car
radio), and that he did not look back again until Jackie was on the trunk.
[Kellerman sat next to the limousine driver.]

JBC shirt faces Zapruder, Newman, Rather. JBC's movements may have
shown a shot.

Alvarez speed analysis.

Common sense; typical time to brake. Kinney also suggested that Greer
took his foot off the accelerator during this time.

Common sense—he is still looking back; also, brake light is on in
Muchmore film (at least for “Z-311 to Z-319”).

Z-film; also common sense—brake is still on. This also suggests no lim-
ousine acceleration before Z-334, which is confirmed by Clint Hill’s tes-
timony below.

See above witness table regarding limousine stop—also see Moorman,
Muchmore blur analysis in the discussion below.

All 3 movie films: Nix, Muchmore, Zapruder.

Nix film: Cranor sees a bone fragment seven frames before “Z-313.”
Brehm: “The President was leaning forward when he stiffened percepti-
bly; at the same instant . . . arifle shot sounded. . . the President seemed
to stiffen and come to a pause when another shot sounded and the Presi-
dent appeared to be badly hit in the head . . . and then [he] roll[ed] over
to his side . ...” Brehm then heard a third shot. Cranor: JFK'’s head
made a slight “tic” of a movement to the left. Jean Hill: “Just as I yelled,
‘Hey,’ to him, he started to bring his head up . . . and just as he did the
shot rang out . . . .” After the second shot she saw JBC “fall to the floor.”
With the third shot, “President Kennedy was hit again and . .. further
buffeted his body and . . . [she noticed] his hair standing up . . . it just
rippled up like this.” Moorman: She heard a firecracker sound almost
simultaneously with her photograph; then she saw JFK “sort of jump,”
and slump sideways; then Mrs. Kennedy screamed. Schwartz: JFK's head
“kind of twisted” to the left.

Brehm: He saw JFK’s hair fly up with a head shot and then he heard a
third shot. J. Hill: “the hair on the back of his head flew up.” Hickey:
“The first shot of the second two seemed as if it missed because the hair
on the right side of his head flew forward.” Kinney: The second shot hit
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JBC, the 3rd hit JFK; with this he saw “hair coming up.” He hit the
siren; Clint Hill began to run.

Jackie: “I could see a piece of his skull and I remember it was flesh
colored . .. No blood or anything.” Also note bone fragment seen in
Moorman photograph.

. Denied by Hill. Not reported by Moorman, or other nearby spectators.
Although the Newmans did see blood, they did not describe a halo. They
were in the best position for a close look at the right side of JFK'’s head,
where some blood might have been expected.

Zapruder: “Well, as the car came in line almost [i.e., Z-313], I heard the
first shot and I saw the President lean over and grab himself like this
[holding his left chest area]. I heard a 2nd shot [most likely this was the
2nd head shot farther down the street] and saw his head openup ....”
Many witnesses (or viewers of an early film version) describe “slump-
ing.” Especially note Cranor, Finck, Jackie Kennedy, Lattimer.

Jean Hill, Mr. and Mrs. Bill Newman; see Mary Moorman above.

Alan Smith: “The car was ten feet from me when a bullet hit the Presi-
dent in the forehead . . . the car went about five feet and stopped.”
Z-film; also, it is common sense to stop braking when looking forward.
Note that as the braking stopped, the limousine could still have coasted
downhill slowly.

Z-film; Greer’s head turn is too fast. For a more realistic turn, see
Kellerman’s turn between Z-270 and Z-285.

See background objects for the site of the photograph.

Bill Newman: “A car filled with SS men was just behind the President’s
car, and when it was right beside us, it paused, and I saw several men
with what looked like Thompson machine guns get out of the car.”
Marrion Baker: “and that was when the SS were trying to get in the car.”
John Ready (SS): “At this time the SS car seemed to slow and I heard
someone from inside this car say: ‘He's shot.’ I left the followup car in
the direction of the President’s car but was recalled by ATSIC Emory
Roberts as the cars increased their speeds. I got back on the car and
seated myself beside Mr. Roberts on the front seat.”

Z-film: Thompson (1967) graph, p. 91. Note that JFK was most poste-
rior at Z-321. Schwartz: “What she kind of did was push him back up-
right . . . Kind of pushed him like she was looking at him, saying, ‘What'’s
wrong?’ And then his head goes like that [probably with the second head
shot—he has already described the slight leftward rotation with the first
head shot that several witnesses saw] . . . And whew! The whole half of
it come off.” Ault: “Following the first shot . .. Kennedy appeared to
raise up in his seat . . . and after the second shot the President slumped
into his seat.” Hargis: “I heard the 1st shot . . . the President bent over
... Connally turned around.. . . it looked like the President was bending
over to hear what he had to say . . . [when JFK] straightened back up in
the car . . . his head exploded.” Hickey (SS): “He was slumped forward
and to his left, and was straightening up to an almost erect sitting posi-
tion ... .[When] he was almost sitting erect I heard two reports . ..
[The] last shot . . . made him fall forward and to his left again.”
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Kinney (SS): “The first shot was fired . .. and it appeared that he had
been shot because he slumped to the left ... Immediately, he sat up
again . . .. At this time Clint Hill jumped off and ran to the President’s
car. .. .At this time the second shot was fired. With this, simultaneously
with the President’s car, we stepped on the gas. I released the siren at
that time.” Newman: JFK “went across Jackie’s lap, then he went back.
He went both ways.”

Shaneyfelt testimony, based on Z-film.

Landis (SS): “When I heard the sound [like a high powered rifle] there
was no question in my mind what it was. My first glance was at the
President . . . .I did not realize that [he] had been shot . .. .I immedi-
ately [looked] over my right shoulder . . . I saw nothing . . . .Jack Ready
said, ‘What was it—a firecracker?’ So far two or three seconds [had
elapsed]. [After checking the crowd, the limousine tires, and thinking
about what to do] I glanced toward the President and he appeared to be
fairly upright . . . leaning slightly toward Mrs. Kennedy with his head
tilted slightly back. I also remember Clinton Hill attempting to climb
onto the . . . President’s car. It was at this moment that I heard a second
report and it appeared that the President’s head split open with a muffled
exploding sound.” Clint Hill (SS): “The sound came from my right rear
and I immediately moved my head in that direction . . . .[As I did so] I
saw the President hunch forward and then slump to his left. I jumped
from the followup car and ran . . .. I heard a second firecracker noise
but it had a different sound—like the sound of shooting a revolver into
something hard. I saw the President slump more toward his left.” Clint
Hill: “This is the first sound that I heard; yes, sir. I jumped from the car
...[and]ran... Just about as I reached it there was another sound . . .
—it seemed to have some kind of echo. I put my right foot . . . on the left
rear step, and I had a handgrip . . . when the car lurched forward. I lost
my footing and I had to run three or four more steps before I could get
back up in the car. Between the time I originally grabbed the handhold
and until I was up on the car—the second noise that I heard had re-
moved a portion of the President’s head, and he had slumped noticeably
to his left.”

Clint Hill: See immediately above. Also note the following exchange.
Arlen Specter: “Now what is your best estimate on the time span be-
tween the first firecracker type noise you heard and the second shot
which you have described?” C. Hill: “Approximately five seconds.”
Hudson: “and so the first shot rung out and, of course, I didn't realize it
was a shot ... I happened to be looking at him when that bullet hit
him—the second shot . . . .it looked like it hit him . . . a little bit behind
the ear and a little above the ear [on the right side] . . . this young fellow
that was standing there with me . .. he says, ‘Lay down, mister, some-
body is shooting the President.’. . . he kept repeating, ‘Lay down,” so he
was already laying down one way on the sidewalk, so I just laid down
over on the ground when that third shot rung out ... .” Hudson: “He
was looking directly at JFK and saw his head slump sideways with the
first shot. He heard two more shots in rapid succession. He estimated
that he was thirty feet from the car when he heard the shots . . . ” (FBI
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Report, File #DL-89-43). Hudson: “He said that the last shot hit JFK
near the steps, just in front of where he was standing. He is also sure the
second shot hit JFK in the head. After this second shot he was told to
lay down.” (FBI Report #DL 100-10461). Hudson: “I don’t know if you
have ever laid down close to the ground, you know, when you heard the
reports coming, but it's a whole lot plainer than it is when you are stand-
ing up in the air.” (Hudson stood near the top of the stairs.) Rather: JFK
“went forward with considerable violence.”

Lateral skull X-rays: the trail rises within the skull, from front to back.

. Altgens: He saw the second bullet just knock JFK straight down. He saw

“. .. flesh, blood, and bones fly from the right side of JFK’s head . . . to
the left of the limousine.” He was also sure that this was the last shot.
“At the time JFK got the fatal blow to the back of his head, I was offi-
cially fifteen feet from the car—the distance on my camera showed that
footage [he was a professional photographer for AP]—a distance for
which I had already prefocused.” Decker: “I distinctly remember hear-
ing 2 shots. As I heard the first, I looked back over my shoulder and saw
what appeared. . . to be a spray of water come out of the rear seat of the
President’s car.” Hargis: “I heard the first shot and I saw the President
bent over and Governor Connally turned around . .. When President
Kennedy straightened back up in the car. . . his head exploded.” Landis
(SS): “I heard ... the report [first audible shot] ... from behind me,
over my right shoulder . . . I heard a second report and . . . I saw pieces
of flesh and blood flying through the air and the President slumped out
of sight toward Mrs. Kennedy.” E. Roberts (SS): [I heard the] “first of
three shots fired, at which time I saw the President lean toward Mrs.
Kennedy. I do not know if it was the next shot or third shot that hit the
President in the head, but I saw what appeared to be a small explosion
on the right side of the President’s head, saw blood, at which time the
President fell further to his left . .. .About this time I saw SA C. Hill
trying to geton the . . . car....” After SA Hill got on the rear step . . . it
appeared that SA John Ready was about to follow and go for the right
rear step; however, I told him not to jump, as we had picked up speed,
and I was afraid he could not make it.” Mr. Willis: He heard three sepa-
rate sounds, was sure from his war experience that all three hit their
target, and he also saw a red halo. Mrs. Willis: She saw the second shot
take off JFK’s head and produce a red halo. Zapruder: “I heard the first
shot and I saw the President lean over and grab himself like this (hold-
ing his left chest area) . . . I heard a second shot and then I saw his head

”

openup....
Kivett (SS): “As the motorcade was about 1/3 of the way to the under-
pass ... I heard a loud noise . .. .It sounded like an extremely large

firecracker. As I was looking . . . to my right rear I heard another report
....Ilooked toward the Vice Presidential car, and as I did so, I could see
spectators, approximately 25-50, scattering—some were falling to the
ground, some were running up a small hill, and some were just standing
there stunned—here I heard the third shot.” C. Roberts: “Just seconds
afterthatI heard. . . backfire. .. .saw a man sprawled over. . . his daugh-
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ter ... I saw a policeman running across the park . . . pulling his pistol
...I heard a second shot ... .”

CC. Z-film: Note how the light reflection changes over the skull vertex.

DD. Altgens, Ault, Finck, Kinney, Landis, Rather, and many more.

EE. C. Hill (SS): He had his hand on the handgrip, heard a shot hit, then lost
his grip as the limousine accelerated. Shaneyfelt places his first touch at
Z-343. Kellerman (SS): “We just literally jumped out of the God-damn

road.”

Trask (1994), p.71, quotes a Mike Wallace interview with Clint Hill
twelve years after the assassination. Hill believed that if he had been 0.5
to 1.0 seconds faster he could have taken the final bullet himself. Since
Hill is seen (Shaneyfelt, 15H699—see intersprocket area) first reaching
the car at Z-343, even one second earlier would have been only at Z-325,
still well after the supposed single head shot at Z-313. Hill had not changed
his story—it was still grossly at odds with the film.

Jean Hill has denied seeing a red halo. It is striking that the halo was
also not reported by her adjacent friend, Mary Moorman. If the red halo
was associated with the second head shot, but not the first one, that would
explain their experiences. Both Jean and Mary were probably distracted by
gunfire that seemed to them to come from directly across the street. Most
likely they stopped tracking JFK at that point and therefore did not observe
the halo, which was associated only with the second head shot. That such a
spray should be seen only with the second shot is quite understandable.
The blood available during the first shot is only the amount pumped through
a lacerated blood vessel per frame exposure time. However, for the second
shot, the situation would be quite different. In that case, blood could actu-
ally accumulate within the intracranial cavity for many, many exposure
times; the time interval between shots was probably at least one second
and may have been longer. Even in a one second interval, however, the
amount of pooled blood available would have been greater by a factor of at
least ten—perhaps even much greater—thus making a spray of visible blood
quite likely.

James Altgens, an AP photographer far down Elm Street, was strategi-
cally located to see the second head shot. He had just finished another
photograph (later correlated with Z-255). Since he was busy preparing for
his next shot, he did not see the first head shot but saw only the second,
which was much closer to him. In his letter to Doug Mizzer (21 Novem-
ber 1994; see Livingstone 1995, p. 135), he writes as follows:

As for my position of being alongside the limo at the time the fatal shot was
fired, I believe we are dealing in inches [meaning that was just about right].
Realizing that the limo was constantly moving, with airborne fragments com-
ing my way, I still maintain that those fragments landed at my feet. And, the
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reflex of JFK'’s head—back then forward—as claimed in the Zapruder film, I
did not see the backward movement. When first told about it I figured that it
was an optical illusion . . . .At the time JFK got the fatal blow to the back of
his head, I was officially fifteen feet from the car—the scale on my camera
showed that footage—a distance for which I had already prefocused.

It is noteworthy that, unlike the witnesses above, he does not hear any
more shots after this head shot. That is because it was the second head
shot. His observation of airborne debris is also consistent with other
witnesses who saw this with the second head shot. Finally, his report of
being 15 feet away must be taken seriously. Altgens was a professional
photographer for AP and it was his business to know distances. If he is
right about being only 15 feet from JFK at the time of the second head
shot—and he is certainly emphatic about his distance—then this shot
must have occurred well after Z-313. In fact, it matches the last shot in
the first reenactments very well (see below). This is about 40 feet farther
down Elm Street from Z-313. (Altgens’ photograph at about Z-255 was
one of the most widely circulated; he took this (Livingstone 1995, p. 135)
with his 105 mm lens set for infinity, which was 60 feet or beyond.)

These witnesses do not all report the same specific details. They are in
different locations so they hear and see different parts of the whole scene.
They also pay attention to different aspects of the live scene unfolding be-
fore them. This is all quite different from the Michigan experiment, in which
all viewers had the same perspective (they all watched the same film). Within
those constraints, however, the consistency of all these witnesses with one
another is really quite striking. It seems unlikely that, randomly, they would
all devise such compatible stories. Most of all, though, their concordant
disagreement with the WC is quite overwhelming—none of them report
what the WC concluded.

was tissue debris visible in the air after the head shots?

Several eyewitnesses reported debris in the air after the head shots. The
left motorcycle officer, Bobby Hargis, for example, testified: “It seemed like
his head exploded, and I was splattered with blood and brain, and kind of
a bloody water” (6H294). The day afterwards he reported, “I thought at
first I might have been hit” (The New York Daily News, 24 November 1963,
p. 100). This has generally been assumed to mean that he thought a bullet
had struck him—he knew, after all, that something had hit him.

Vince Palamara (The Third Alternative, 1993, handwritten appendix, p.
1) reports that the driver of the follow-up car, Samuel Kinney, said that he
saw the right rear of the President’s skull blown out by the fatal shot, and
that the left windshield of the follow-up car and Kinney’s left arm had been
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splattered by blood and brain matter. James Altgens (see above comments)
and SS agent Paul Landis both saw pieces of flesh and blood flying through
the air Mrs. Eva Grant (Jack Ruby’s sister) reported that Tom Howard,
Ruby’s attorney, was trying to sell a photograph that showed half of JFK’s
skull in the air (14H479).

Mary Moorman'’s famous Polaroid photograph (Groden 1993, p. 34;
Trask 1994, p. 235, p. 247) may show a skull fragment. JFK’s right shoul-
der, especially on the clearest available copies, is topped by an Alpine
mountain. This very white object may also appear between JFK and the
seatback in Z-323 to Z-338. It also seems to be described by William
Manchester (The Death of a President, 1967, p. 160): “and one fragment,
larger than the rest, rises over Kennedy's falling shoulders and seems to
hang there and then drift toward the rear.” This was presumably based on
Manchester’s reported viewing of the film on 75 occasions (John Corry, The
Manchester Affair, 1967, p. 45). This is also consistent with Jackie’s com-
ment that she saw a flesh colored (and bloodless) skull fragment.

Trask reports that the time interval between Z-313 and this Moorman
Polaroid is about 0.2 seconds. This interval may also be estimated from
elementary physics. Assuming that the vertical distance from the top of
JFK’s head to his right shoulder in this photograph is about eight inches (it
would be more if he were erect), and that the skull fragment traveled no
appreciable distance above the skull vertex, the time of flight may be calcu-
lated to be a minimum of about 0.20 seconds. It could have been longer—
even a good deal longer if the fragment had first ascended. This time inter-
val would correspond to 3.7 frames. Therefore this fragment should be
seen at about Z-316, or sometime thereafter in the Zapruder film. It may
be visible between JFK and the seatback in Z-323 to Z-338. Charles Brehm
told Mark Lane, “That which appeared to be a portion of the President’s
skull went flying slightly to the rear of the President’s car and directly to its
left. It did fly over toward the curb to the left and to the rear.” (This is cited
by Thompson, 1967, p. 99.)

The only suggestion in the film for flying objects are the two forward
going streaks seen in Z-313 and, to a lesser degree, in Z-314. For many
reasons, however, these are inconsistent with the eyewitness reports of de-
bris in the air. First, the speed of these streaks can be calculated to be ex-
traordinarily high. The distance traveled by the upper streak within the
exposure time of an 18.3 fps camera (1/36 sec) is about 7-8 feet. This yields
a minimum speed of 135 ft/sec. It could well be higher if the flying object
had started its flight any time after the shutter opened. Elementary physics
then yields a maximum ascent of 252 feet (neglecting air resistance) and a
total flight time of 8 seconds. These are both quite incredible. To make
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matters even worse, the horizontal displacement for the lower streak would
be 424 feet, well beyond any reasonable distance reported by the observers.
Interestingly enough, it is also well beyond the distances of 20 to 40 feet
that Lattimer reported in his own experiments (Lattimer 1980, p. 251).
Furthermore, even if these streaks did represent such tissue, then by con-
servation of linear momentum JFK’s head should go downward and back-
ward, not upward and backward, as is seen. (See Milicent Cranor’s “The
Joker in the Jet Effect,” The Fourth Decade, January 1996, p. 28.) Therefore,
based on all of these arguments, whatever these two streaks represent,
they cannot represent biological tissue from JFK’s head.

How fast was the limousine moving?

Regarding the speed of the Presidential limousine during the assassina-
tion, SS agent Samuel Kinney observed that at the time of the first shot, the
speed of the motorcade was “3 to 5 miles an hour” (HSCA Document # 180-
10078-10493). For comparison, Alvarez described it as 12 mph. But Alvarez
is required to assume a camera speed of 18.3 fps. This is called into ques-
tion below. The reenactment time of 3.5 seconds (Whitewash I1, p. 180), as
discussed above, is also inconsistent with Alvarez’s speed.

HSCA Document # 180-10099-10491 is an eight page summary report
of an interview with SS agent William Greer, the driver of the limousine.
He reports motorcade speeds which ranged from ten to thirty miles an
hour, although when he made the turn into Elm Street from Houston his
speed had slowed to about three to five miles per hour. “We were almost
stopped,” Greer said. Note also the comments of Roy Truly (above): he
describes the limousine as almost striking an abutment and nearly stop-
ping as a result.

Did all the withesses hear the same 3 shots?

Although the WC was at great pains to limit the total number of shots
to three, they spent little time trying to decide if all the ear witnesses
actually heard the same three shots. Milicent Cranor (“The Magician’s
Tools”, Probe, November/December, 1995, p. 7) reports the following (also
see table below). Independent of what they did or did not see, the major-
ity of witnesses said that the last two shots were close together. The wit-
nesses listed below were more specific about how close together these
shots were. Each heard only one shot, followed by a pause, and then a
flurry at the time the head exploded. Between the first shot and the flurry
they heard no shot. That means that they missed one of the first two
shots. (See Carol Hewitt’s ground breaking work on rifle silencers in the
same reference as above.) I would add that Thompson (1967, pp. 254-
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271) has also compiled a long and detailed list of witnesses. This list
confirms that many, if not most, witnesses (of those who report) did not
hear three equally spaced shots. Any two closely spaced (authentic) shots
are incompatible with a single gunman firing a Mannlicher-Carcano. If
only one of these ear witnesses is correct, the Warren Report is wrong.

One Shot, then a Flurry. In Between: No Shot.

Witness
C. Ault

J. Bell

G. Bennett
L. Bowers

J. Connally

W. Greer
G. Hickey

T. Henderson
C. Hill

J. Jarman
(Mrs.) L. Johnson

R. Kellerman

K. O'Donnell
W. Taylor

C. Walther
L. Willis
M. Woodward

S. Weitzman
R. Youngblood

Statement

“close enough to be from an automatic rifle” (24H534)
“in quick succession” (The New York Times, 11/23/63, p. 5)
“a second shot followed immediately (18H760)

“Like this: Bang, . . ., bang, bang”, as he rapped his knuckles
on a table to demonstrate (6H288)

“The thought immediately passed through my mind that
there were either two or three people involved . . . or some-
one was shooting with an automatic rifle . . . because of the
rapidity of these two.” (4H133-4, 138, 147; 1 HSCA 42, 52-
53)

“simultaneously” (2H118)

“in such rapid succession . . . no time element in between”
(18H762)

“in rapid succession” (22H524)

“The second shot had “an echo. . . double sound.” (18H742,
2H138-144)

“third shot was fired right behind the second” (3H204)

“in rapid succession” (Robert MacNeill, The Way We Were,
1963. The Year Kennedy was Shot, 1967, p. 192)

“flurry . . . plane breaking the sound barrier . . . bang, bang”
(2H76) [After turning forward at Z-285, he spoke into the
car phone by at least Z-327; he heard the flurry while he was
on the phone; Jim Marrs, Crossfire, 1989, p. 12.]

“almost simultaneously” (7H448)

“In the instant that my left foot touched the ground, I heard
two more bangs.” (Commission Exhibit 1024, p. 783)

“almost at the same time” (Commission Exhibit 2086)
“two real fast bullets together” (7H498)

“The second two shots were immediate . . . as if one were the
echo of the other . ...” (Nigel Turner, The Men Who Killed
Kennedy, 1988)

“simultaneous” (7H106)
“in rapid succession” (MacNeill 1967, p. 193)
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Did JFK raise his hand to his head just before he collapsed?

Thompson (1967), p. 16, claims that, among Manchester’s many errors,
one is particularly substantial and especially difficult to understand, be-
cause Manchester claimed to have memorized every movement (Look, 4
April 1967). Manchester (1967, p. 158) states: “Now, in a gesture of infinite
grace, he raised his right hand, as though to brush back his tousled chest-
nut hair. But the motion faltered. The hand fell back limply. He had been
reaching for the top of his head. But it wasn't there anymore.” Thompson
adds, “We know from the Zapruder film that no such gesture ever occurred.”

But what are we to think when Jackie says nearly the same thing? In
her WC testimony she states: “I could see a piece of his skull and I remem-
ber it was flesh colored. I remember thinking he just looked as if he had a
slight headache ... No blood or anything. And then he sort of did this
(indicating), put his hand to his forehead (emphasis added) and fell in my
lap.” (5H180). Is it likely that she is making this up—and that it simply
happens to coincide so closely with Manchester’s account of the film? (This
disagreement is reminiscent of a similar one that Milicent Cranor discov-
ered in speaking to Bill Newman. He had tried to tell Garrison that JFK fell
downward and leftward as if struck by a baseball bat. But Garrison would
not believe him—because it was not in the film.)

When did Zapruder begin filming?

Zapruder told CBS News that he began filming as soon as the limousine
turned onto Elm Street from Houston Street (CBS News, 23 November
1963; see also Commission Document No. 7, p. 12). [Editor’s note: See Mike
Pincher and Roy Schaeffer, Part IV, for the FBI interview with Zapruder.]
But the film shows a long gap between the earlier motorcycles and the
limousine’s first appearance at Z-133. Several questions naturally arise at
this point. Why would Zapruder expend valuable film footage on the mo-
torcyclists but not take all possible footage of JFK? He had been extremely
frugal in using only 17 frames to film his acquaintances at Dealey Plaza—
actually less than one second at 18.3 fps! He had also made a trip home
during the day to retrieve his camera for this special occasion. And he had
just switched his film to the second side so that he would have the entire
track available. Furthermore, he had enough space on the film to catch this
event—the motorcade occupies only 6 feet 3 inches of film length, whereas
a standard track has at least 25 feet. Even if he had filmed in slow motion
(48 fps), he still would have used only about 16 feet (assuming the limou-
sine speed calculated by Alvarez). So it is quite puzzling that he waited so
long to begin filming. Or did he really begin filming when the limousine
was at the top of Elm Street, just as he said he did?
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2. Disagreements between early viewers of
the film (November 1963) and what is
currently seen.

Erwin Schwartz was Zapruder's business partner and during that
weekend he was often at Zapruder’s side. He was recently interviewed
by Noel Twyman and Richard Bartholomew (Bloody Treason). Schwartz
recalls viewing the film about 15 times during that initial weekend. He
saw tissue debris flying to the rear—an event not seen on the current
film. He does not report a head snap, but does recall Jackie lifting JFK's
head upward and backward (presumably in order to see his face better).
He also describes JFK’s head as twisting to the left (possibly with the
first head shot), something also suggested by the comments of Mary
Moorman and Jean Hill. Experts had also previously noted that such a
head rotation could occur with head shots (7 HSCA 171).

Manchester watched the film, perhaps as many as 75 or even a 100
times. He recalls seeing JFK sitting upright, waving, and then slump-
ing. “A fine spray of blood and pieces of skull are thrown into the air in
one quick upheaval.” (Corry 1967, p. 45.) Also notable here is the ab-
sence of a head snap—and JFK’s upright posture at the time of the (sec-
ond) head shot.

Chester Breneman [Editor’s note: See Jack White, Part IV] wrote a
three page personal letter to his nephew on 9 April 1973, describing his
experiences. He and Robert West had been the surveyors for the Life
magazine and Secret Service reenactments of November and December
1963. For this task, he had been provided with enlargements of frames
from the Zapruder film—to assist him in determining locations and dis-
tances. On page three, he states, “On three frames after a frontal (empha-
sis added) entry shot, we saw blobs leaving the back (emphasis added) of
the President’s head and disappearing on the fourth frame.”

An interview with Breneman by Jim Marrs also appeared in the Fort
Worth Star-Telegram (14 April 1978), in which he made the same point.
In fact he made it even more forcefully—he described the blobs of back-
ward flying debris as large (emphasis added). What Breneman had seen
led him to say, “The only thing I know for sure is that shots came from
two different directions.” Elementary physics also suggests that such
debris should be seen on multiple frames (see below). Breneman added
one other curious comment. He reports that one of the Life investiga-
tors said that his own life (no pun intended) was not worth a plugged
nickel and Breneman recalls, “Then he pulled back his shirt and showed
me his bullet proof vest. I thought that was a little odd.”
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The experiments of Alvarez and Lattimer also support this conclu-
sion. Debris remains visible for many frames in each of their films. So
why isn't it (easily) visible for multiple frames in the Zapruder film?

Dan Rather (CBS News, 23 November 1963) offered his own descrip-
tion of what is currently not seen in the film: “Governor Connally, whose
coat button was open, turned in such a way to extend his right hand out
towards the president . . . And as he turned he exposed his entire shirt
front and chest because his coat was unbuttoned—at that moment a
shot very clearly hit that part of the Governor.”

Milicent Cranor has advised me in personal conversations and cor-
respondence that in 1992 she saw an unusual version of the film at the
NBC Archives. She studied this repeatedly in slow motion on superior
equipment. This is her summary.

Kennedy was hit in the right temple while Moorman and Jean Hill were vis-
ible in the background. JFK’s head rotated slightly counterclockwise (i.e.,
left)—just a tic. A flap of skin or bone swung out on a vertical hinge. The
hinge became horizontal and the flap became part of what looked like a giant
clam. I never saw the famous “blob” nor did I see clouds of gore. I only saw
thin translucent lines intersecting the head that scientists (in fluid dynamics)
tell me are most likely condensation lines left in the wake of a bullet. One line
suggested the shot came from Zapruder’s immediate left. About 1/2 second
later JFK went flat across Jackie’s lap, not forward but leftward, away from
the viewer. JFK then came back up to about where he was before. His head
made two nearly imperceptible jerks, a tip to the left, a tip to the right. Then
he bucked backward—but there was no head snap. He moved all of a piece,
as if given a shove in the sternum.

She then adds: “I recently realized that an early description of the
film—by John Lattimer of all people—fits my own impression of this
version.” Lattimer, in describing Z-313 to Z-320, stated that “the
President’s body, which had already tilted to his left, with his head hang-
ing downward and forward, moved slightly forward at the moment of
impact, but then stiffened and lurched completely over to his left, onto
the rear seat of the automobile, from which Mrs. Kennedy then rose
and pivoted, to allow him to lie down on the seat” (Resident and Staff
Physician, May 1972, p. 60). He later changed his story to match the
public version of the film (Kennedy and Lincoln, 1980, p. 248).

Is it pure chance that Dr. Pierre Finck, one of the autopsy patholo-
gists, actually agrees with Lattimer’s first description? In his “Personal
notes on the Assassination of President Kennedy” (1 February 1965)
written to his superior, Brig. Gen. J. M. Blumberg, he states: “On 16
March 1964 I also had the opportunity to examine COLOR PRINTS,
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approximately 10 x 20 cm, stamped ‘US Secret Service, Washington,
DC’ on the back and made from the only color film taken at the time of
the Assassination of Kennedy . .. .[These] clearly show how Kennedy
slumped forward from a sitting position . . . .This sequence of photo-
graphs is compatible with a bullet hitting Kennedy in the back and with
another bullet hitting him in the head, both from behind.” This docu-
ment was released only in the past several years from the Otis Historical
Archives at the National Museum of Health and Medicine, Armed Forces
Institute of Pathology. His description is, of course, quite at odds with
the current public version of the film, which displays a grossly obvious
backward head snap—an event that neither Lattimer nor Finck (nor
Cranor) saw in an apparently different version of the film. These seem-
ingly fantastic intimations of multiple versions of the film even surfaced
in Life magazine (2 October 1964). Frame Z-323 had a caption that de-
scribed JFK’s head “as snapping to one side.” Another version of the
same date has this picture replaced by Z-313 and a caption saying that
JFK’s head went “forward,” consistent with a shot from the rear. Paul
Hoch and Vincent Salandria (Newcomb and Adams, p. 143) together
discovered six different versions of Life for this same date.

Dan Rather (The Camera Never Blinks, 1977, p. 127) of CBS has re-
ported that security at Life for the film was extremely poor and that any
major executive could order his own version of the film. Is it possible
that some of these (possibly) unaltered films have persisted through the
years? Did Cranor see one of these?

3. Disagreements between the film and other
photographic evidence.

In prior discussions, I have listed the Moorman photograph as possible
evidence for a limousine stop, mostly because the foreground motorcycles
are blurred while the limousine seems as well defined as the background.
That analysis is, however, complicated by issues of proximity and perspec-
tive. I shall therefore turn instead to another film taken during the shoot-
ing on Elm Street—Marie Muchmore’s 8 mm movie film. Thompson’s map
(p. 253) places her (witness #104) on the grass of Dealey Plaza, just in front
of the wall (Archives, CD 735, 1, p. 8). But Trask disagrees (inside front
cover)—he places her on the other side of the wall, closer to Main Street!
The grass in front of the wall is easily seen in the Zapruder film, but she is
not there. However, her unattached shadow may be there (see discussion
below)! Herlocationis also discussed by Milicent Cranor (“The Magic Skull,”
The Fourth Decade, July 1995, p. 36). Cranor notes one other anomalous
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feature: even though Muchmore was closer to the book depository than
Zapruder, the spastic camera motions in Zapruder’s film (that have been
attributed to his reaction to Oswald’s gunshots) are not seen in Muchmore’s
film at the supposed time of the Z-313 head shot!

Muchmore’s view was across Elm Street toward Zapruder; she was no-
ticeably farther away from the limousine than Zapruder at Z-313. Because
of her distance, the resolution of her film is not as good as the Zapruder
film. Her camera, however, ran at a purported 18.5 frames per second (fps),
according to the FBI (Trask 1994, p. 206). This nearly one to one corre-
spondence with the Zapruder camera rate (as also determined by the FBI)
should make intercomparison of frames straightforward. Close inspection
of the limousine in the Muchmore film shows that the right taillight is on
(only the brake would cause this—the blinkers controlled only the front
lights) for nine successive frames; these correspond to about Z-311 to Z-
319 (Groden 1993, pp. 33 and 37, shows two of these frames; see also the
back of the dust cover). Before and after these frames, the taillight is not
visible. Therefore the brake was on for at least nine frames (about half a
second) or perhaps even longer; that cannot be determined from this film.
If the brakes were applied just before the head shots, then the limousine
would probably have slowed. If a shot occurred around Z-276 (see first
reenactments below), then the braking that begins around Z-295 (per
Alvarez) may be a reaction to this shot. The time interval of about 20 frames
would be long enough for a braking response to occur—even using the
official camera speed of 18.3 fps.

The Muchmore film may provide better evidence of limousine slowing
than the Moorman photograph: there are more images, but even more
importantly, it does not suffer the drawbacks of proximity and perspective
that are evident in the Moorman photograph. By examining the Muchmore
frame shortly before Z-313, as printed in Groden (1993, p. 33), the reader
may draw his own conclusions. Note the reflected highlights on the rear of
the near motorcycle: they are distinctly blurred. So is the image of the tire
and the rear fender. For comparison, look at the limousine. On the rear
tire, the whitewall trim seems quite well defined—as compared to the mo-
torcycle tire. Also examine the limousine right rear taillight and immedi-
ately adjacent fender. Again, this seems better defined than the motorcycle
fender. Also compare the clarity of the limousine hand grip (seen against
the background grass) to the rim of the motorcycle windshield. All of this is
consistent with a very slow limousine speed. Also note that the foreground
characters are seen quite clearly, implying that the camera tracking is quite
slow at this time. Even the closest female figure on the far right is not
blurred due to her proximity to the camera. Since the limousine image is
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clearerthan the motorcycle, we knowthat the camera is preferentially track-
ing the limousine. And, since the bystanders are sharply defined, the logi-
cal conclusion is that the limousine speed is much closer to the bystanders
(zero) than to the motorcycles. I have also viewed all of the adjacent frames
in the Muchmore film with a loupe and cannot avoid the same conclu-
sion there (based on the degree of relative blurring)—the limousine is
hardly moving. This deceleration appears to begin shortly after Z-300,
just as Alvarez said. Simply from qualitative appearances, however, this
deceleration appears to be much larger than he suggested, with a final
speed much less than his 8 mph. (David Lifton provided me with excellent
individual frames from the Muchmore film.) It is also striking that in the
Zapruder film, in Z-315 and in Z-317, the pedestrian in the background
grass is also seen with great clarity—just as would be expected if the
limousine had stopped at that time.

There are other photographic clues to the slowing of the limousine. In
both the Zapruder and Nix films (probably in Muchmore, too), the two
motorcycles on the left rear begin to overtake the limousine after about Z-
305. That would be consistent with limousine slowing. The timing of this
event is particularly compelling since the other evidence (especially the
eyewitnesses) also suggests that the limousine slowed at precisely this time.
The Nix film, however, shows a near uniform speed through Dealey Plaza.
Twyman has calculated this to be 9.2 mph after the equivalent of frame Z-
300. (This assumes that the film was shot at 18.5 fps (Trask 1994, p. 190), as
was reported by the FBI.) It would also be most useful to measure the
speed before the frame that corresponds to Z-300, so that a comparison to
the Zapruder film can be made. A distinct head snap is also visible in the
Nix film.

Supporters of Zapruder film authenticity have argued, quite naturally,
that alterations of the Zapruder film are unlikely because appropriate al-
terations of both the Nix and Muchmore films would also have been re-
quired. Although, at first glance this inevitable argument from common
sense seems compelling, some reasonable responses can be offered. It should
first be noted that the FBI made extensive efforts to capture all possibly
relevant photographic evidence. Nix turned his original film over on De-
cember 1 (Trask 1994, p. 183). The Muchmore film was sold to UPI and
was featured in Four Days which was published in early 1964 (Trask 1994,
p- 205). The FBI received a copy by about mid-February 1964.

After requesting and receiving a copy of his film from the FBI, “He
[Nix] stated that the copy ... does not appear as clear as his usual pic-
tures.” (Trask 1994, p.190). Some years later, Nix’s granddaughter, Gayle
Nix Jackson, said that the government kept the original film and still re-
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fused to make it available to her. She added that her grandfather believed
that the government altered the film and the copy returned to him, though
she simply doesn't know the truth (Trask 1994, p. 197). In a conversation
with Milicent Cranor (May 1993), she said that her grandfather believed
that frames had been removed from his film. In a technical report (21 De-
cember 1995) on the Nix film at the National Archives, Charles Mayn stated
that their copy is not an out-of-camera film. Groden reports (1993, p. 32)
that after Nix’s film was returned to UPI in 1978 by the HSCA it was never
located again.

These films actually may not agree with one another as well as is widely
believed. Doug Mizzer (Livingstone 1995, p. 138) has pointed out an appar-
ent discrepancy between the Zapruder and Nix films. Clint Hill testified
that he grabbed Jackie and put her back into her seat (2H138-139). In the
Nix film, Hill gets both feet onto the limousine and puts one hand on each
of Jackie’s shoulders. He even seems to be hugging her head and shoulders
as he pushes her back into the seat. But the Zapruder film shows that he
did not reach her until she was already back in the seat.

Although Shaneyfelt (15H699) testified that Clint Hill did not touch
the limousine until Z-343, my review of individual frames of the
Muchmore film shows him there by (the equivalent of) Z-332; by (the
equivalent of) Z-336 his foot is rising to touch the rear step, an impos-
sible manuever unless he already had a handgrip.

This fall, Milicent Cranor will publish in Probe a powerful summary
of eyewitness evidence that motorcycleman Chaney passed the limou-
sine while going to report to police chief Curry before the final head
shot. In the Nix film, there is no sign of this event. Nor are there any
spectators running up the knoll before the final head shot in this film
(see Reconstruction Table), as several witnesses reported seeing before
the final shot was heard. And Emmett Hudson recalled actually being on
the ground during the last shot (SH560-561), but he is not in this position
anywhere in the Nix film. Furthermore, he also described his young com-
panion as being on the ground before him. That is not seen either.

I have been struck by how difficult it is to see the acceleration of the
limousine after the head shots—in the Nix and Zapruder movie films
(Muchmore stops too soon to know). This dramatic acceleration caused
Clint Hill to lose his grip after his first contact with the limousine. Its mag-
nitude is typified by Glenn Bennett’s (SS) comment: “The President’s car
immediately kicked into high gear” (18H722-784). This nearly uniform
speed, especially for the Nix film, seemed very obvious in the frame by
frame, slow speed, and normal speed modes available on the Medio
Multimedia’'s JFK Assassination: A Visual Investigation (1995). Twyman has
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confirmed this visual impression by measuring the limousine speed for
frames on the Nix film that correspond to Z-301 to about Z-326. The
graph of position versus frame number is a beautiful straight line, con-
sistent with a speed of 9.2 mph (assuming 18 fps). What needs to be
done, however, is to continue this graph for the entire film, or at least for
the portion that includes the moment of the dramatic limousine accel-
eration. It will be most interesting to see if that acceleration can be quan-
titatively corroborated by the Nix film.

Insofar as the Muchmore film is concerned, Groden (1993, p. 37) notes
that while UPI had the original film, it “was cut or mutilated at the frame
that showed the moment of the head shot.” The original copy cannot be
located. In a technical report (21 December 1995) on the Muchmore film at
the National Archives, Charles Mayn states that their copy is not an out-of-
camera film. It is therefore not possible simply to say about either of these
films that the original film agrees (or disagrees) with the Zapruder film.
The originals are gone.

If the Zapruder film has been edited, then it should also have been pos-
sible to alter both the Nix and Muchmore films. It is even likely that less
effort would have been required for these two films. The above comments
on the Nix film, however, do raise very serious concerns about its authen-
ticity. It should also be recalled that we have only the FBI statement for the
film speeds. In any case, if the Zapruder film can be shown to be altered,
then these two other films, of necessity, must also have been modified. On
the other hand, if the Zapruder film survives all attacks, then the issue is
moot. I have therefore, for the most part, decided to focus on the Zapruder
film. However, there is much that could still be done with the other two
films. For example, no one—to my knowledge—has yet attempted an analy-
sis of streaks in any frames of these films (see below discussion regarding
Weatherly’s work on the Zapruder film).

Pincher and Schaeffer have developed an ingenious observation into a
compelling conclusion. [Editor’s note: See Mike Pincher and Roy Schaeffer,
Part IV.] By comparing the blink pattern on the front of the limousine on
Main Street (as seen on the Hughes movie film) to the same pattern on the
Zapruder film, a paradox ensues. Since the Hughes camera speed is known,
the blinker frequency can be calculated. Then a prediction can be made for
the Zapruder film between frames Z-133 and Z-238 when these blinkers
are visible: each blinker should be on for about 7 frames. In fact, between
Z-133 and Z-181, the blinkers are consistently on for about 9 frames. Be-
tween Z-182 and Z-211 the blinkers are hidden behind the sign and after
this an irregular (but also inexplicable) pattern is seen. If the blinker speed
was truly constant, the only way for more than 7 frames to appear in se-
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quence is for Zapruder’s camera to be running faster than the purported
18.3 frames per second (fps). This is powerful and direct evidence that
something is wrong with the film—in particular, the camera speed of 18.3
fps is called into serious question. The observed blinker frequency in the
Zapruder film is actually more consistent with 24 fps than with 18 fps.
However, that speed (24 fps) was not available on Zapruder's camera. Pincher
and Schaeffer therefore propose that Zapruder's camera had actually run
at 48 fps and that frames were excised so as to bring the nominal speed
down to a range of 12 to 24 fps. Although, at first sight this may seem
inconceivable, there is a surprising range of otherwise puzzling data that
begins to make sense with this new hypothesis. I shall return to this issue
later.

4. Disagreements between the film and the first
tWO reenactments.

Independently of one another, Chuck Marler [Editors note: See Chuck
Marler, Part IV] and Daryll Weatherly (The Investigator, Winter 1994-95,
p. 6) completed a superb job of detective work on the first two reenact-
ments. These were done on 26 November and 5 December 1963. Because
of the extensive and detailed nature of their work, only a brief summary of
their conclusions can appear here. The chief finding is that the second
survey (conducted by the SS) showed “X” marks on Elm Street for the
three shots (see photographs and diagrams in Weisberg, Whitewash 11, pp.
243-248; also Livingstone, 1995, photographs 9-16)—these correspond (ap-
proximately) to frames 208, 276, and 358 (the frames had not been num-
bered yet).

This map is accompanied by supporting data (CE 585). It is tantalizing
that the first of these shots occurs within the small number of frames sup-
posedly damaged at Life magazine (a very unusual event, according to
Marler, who has worked extensively with such film); these frames were
missing for several years until 1967, when they were printed in Six Seconds
in Dallas. The other odd feature, of course, is that the limousine and its
occupants are almost completely hidden behind the freeway sign at this
point! One naturally wonders how a successful shot could have been iden-
tified at that point, but that is where these early reenactments consistently
place it.

To further compound the mystery of these (supposedly) accidentally
damaged frames, it should be duly noted that one of the reenactment frames
(from 24 May 1964) was a missing frame, Z-210! Although this frame was
not published with the other frames in volume 18 of the Hearings, it was
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printed (intact) in CE 893 along with the corresponding photograph of the
reenactment! The intersprocket image does appear to be absent, however,
just as it was later when printed in Six Seconds in Dallas (1967).

Some investigators have proposed that the Stemmons sign was deliber-
ately elevated by the editors in order to hide JFK when he was struck by the
bullet at this time. (A related issue, that the sign was moved very soon after
the assassination, was raised on 16 December 1963 by WC member John J.
McCloy (Newcomb and Adams 1974, p. 131): “You see this sign here (point-
ing to a Z-frame); someone suggested that this sign has now been removed.”)
At first such an editing change seemed likely to me, but as I analyzed all the
pertinent photographs, I became convinced that the superior and far edge
of the sign had not been altered. The left portion of the sign was stretched
out, however, as the magnification studies showed. This latter conclusion
also derived support, in my view, by careful comparison of the relative po-
sition of the left post to the reflected highlights on the small tree above and
just to the right of the post. The horizontal separation between these two
objects actually increases over successive frames; this also was evidence
for a composite image. Nonetheless, it seemed most unlikely to me that the
sign had been elevated in order to obscure JFK. But that still left a prob-
lem: why did the reenactments place a shot where JFK was invisible?

The enigma of how the first reenactments could have identified a shot
while JFK was hidden behind the sign was addressed by Livingstone (1995,
p. 61-63). Weatherly had discovered an astonishing document (CD 298, p.
11) that described the location of Nix in a wholly impossible manner. In
this document, he is placed precisely—with distances specified—where the
well known “Babushka Lady” was standing, on the grass on the far side of
the limousine! Nix was actually located near the corner of Houston and
Main, nearly a block away! The images on this film are even summarized:

Nix . . . photographed the motorcade as it approached the triple underpass.
Nix photographed the left side of the Presidential car with Mrs. Kennedy in
the foreground waving when the President’s head suddenly snaps to the left
and the car picks up speed as a man jumps on the left handhold. The Nix film
runs about 8 seconds.

Livingstone adds that this is clearly not the Nix film—that film is only
about 6.5 seconds long (Trask 1994, p. 185). The extant Nix film does
show a backward head snap, but this film describes only a sharp left-
ward movement, consistent with the second head shot as I have described
it above. As further confirmation that this leftward movement coincides
with the second head shot, note that Clint Hill climbs onto the limou-
sine—and the limousine accelerates—only well after the first head shot;
therefore, what is being described can only fit with the second head shot.
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This supposed film of Nix, of course, is missing. That this film was of
some interest to the investigation is confirmed by an interview that was
actually conducted with the photographer (Commission Document No.
2, p. 31). By now the question should be obvious: since JFK was ob-
scured in the Zapruder film at the site of the first shot in the first reen-
actments (Z-208), was the film of the “Babushka Lady” used to identify
this first shot?

There is a surprising amount of unexpected additional support for a
final shot at about Z-358 (such a shot is, of course, no longer seen on the
extant film). It should first be noted that the data table places this shot at
294 feet from the depository window, near the bottom of the steps below
Emmett Hudson. This is well beyond the 265 feet cited in the Warren Re-
port for the last shot (frame Z-313). A second WC exhibit (CE 875) actually
displays a photograph of Elm Street in which this last shot is identified as
being nearly 40 feet past frame Z-313. Finally, there is CE-2111, a SS report
which describes the manhole cover as located almost opposite the limou-
sine site at this last shot. This manhole cover is actually 70 feet beyond Z-
313—hardly opposite the official last shot at Z-313. Marler also quotes the
testimony of Hudson (cited above); Hudson describes the last shot as about
even with the steps and he also describes his actions between the two head
shots. The statement of James Altgens, a professional photographer (cited
above) also supports this whole scenario—he was only 15 feet from JFK,
with his camera pre-focused, when the final shot hit. This indubitably places
the last shot far after Z-313. (Altgens can be seen in Z-349, far west of Hill
and Moorman.) Marler adds the coup de grace by noting that a data table
(CE-884) has actually been altered. This is known both from close inspec-
tion of the shape of the numbers (the altered digits have a different shape
from other digits of the same number) and from comparison to surveyor
Robert West’s still existing field notes. For further details the reader is
strongly encouraged to read Marler’s and Weatherly’s reports. [Editor’s note:
See Chuck Marler, Part IV.]

If everything were simple and straightforward, none of the above anoma-
lies should exist. Not only do they exist, but all of the available points of
disagreement are consistent with one another—a truly astonishing state of
affairs. But there is even more. Michael Stroscio, a physicist associated
with Duke University, has recently published a short article (“More Physi-
cal Insight into the Assassination of President Kennedy,” Physics and Soci-
ety, October 1996, p. 7) in which he identifies more camera jiggles than the
three conceded by Alvarez. [Editor’s note: See the Enclosure.] One of these
occurs shortly before Z-290 and it is not a small one. Alvarez was aware of
this but chose to ignore it based on his speculation that a siren had gone off
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just before this. (There was—and still is—no evidence for a siren at this
time. Regarding the siren, see above comments by Kinney.) The concor-
dance between the large jiggle seen just before Z-290 and the first reenact-
ment is truly intriguing. In case there is any concern about the apparently
imperfect match between Z-290 and the second shot in the first reenact-
ments (at Z-276), several items should be kept in mind: (1) there is a time
delay for impulses to show up on the jiggle analysis; (2) at the first reenact-
ment, the frames had not yet been numbered—only the approximate site
on the street was identified; and (3) if film editing has occurred, then the
frames with the jiggles could have been moved by a modest distance, con-
sistent with the natural resolution within the frames. This site on the street
could have been misidentified (or even deliberately moved) by virtue of the
natural uncertainty of position within the frames. (See comments below
from Salamanowicz for the HSCA on this issue.)

To close this section, it might be asked what the shot at Z-276 (or there-
abouts) represented—surprisingly enough, the reenactments do not clarify
this. Initially, I had thought that it was the first head shot, but that does not
fit. The strongest argument against this is the Moorman photograph. The
background images in this photograph clearly place this photograph after
Z-313. Furthermore, a skull fragment is seen over JFK’s right shoulder and
the limousine is seen on Elm Street downhill of Z-313. If the shot at Z-276
had been the first head shot, then elementary physics tells us that this skull
fragment must have sailed over 150 feet vertically before coming down to
its position on the Moorman photograph. If, however, its maximum eleva-
tion had been only three feet (it could have been less, of course), then it
should have been airborne for only about 8 frames (less than half a second)
and it should appear about where it does in the Moorman photograph—
assuming a first head shot at Z-313. I had to conclude, therefore, that the
shot at Z-276 was not a head shot. Nonetheless, something about it had
been obvious—or it would not have been identified as it was. It seems most
likely that it was the shot that hit Connally. This moment may have been
identified in one of the original films by his movements or perhaps by the
appearance of blood on his shirt.

5. Internal inconsistencies in the film.

Many of these issues are summarized by Jack White and also by
Pincher and Schaeffer [ Editor’s note: See Part IV for both contributions.]
These items include the white object at JFK’s right temple, the spray of
blood, Greer’s head turn, Connally’s invisible left turn, apparently super-
human movements by multiple individuals, as well as other items. Not
all of these items are discussed here.
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The rapid head turns of the limousine driver, William Greer, between
about Z-302 and Z-304 and again at Z-315 to Z-317 seem impossibly fast to
many observers. I have looked at these frames many times myself, in the
slides at the Archives, on high quality copies made from the Lifton movie
version, and on 8 mm film rented from the Zapruder attorney. These all
appear the same to me and the angular displacement per frame interval
does seem unnaturally large, just as reported independently by each of
Twyman, Schaeffer, and Marler. I found this rapid turn especially convinc-
ing on a CD-ROM titled JFK Assassination: A Visual Investigation produced
by Medio Multimedia (1995). In this format, it is possible to move quickly
between frames (in either direction) so that the rapid turn is readily visible.
Experiments with athletic subjects by each of Twyman and Marler have
been unable to reproduce this angular speed.

Immediately related to this issue is the lack of motion blurring dur-
ing these rotations. Given the angular displacement and the approxi-
mate exposure time per frame of 1/36 sec (the denominator is 18.3 times
2), blurring must be seen—that is simply unavoidable. Experiments by
Twyman and Marler confirm this; Twyman even saw large blurs at 60 fps,
for a fit athlete attempting his fastest turn. Rapid movements are seen at
other sites such as the movement of Jackie’s right arm between Z-327 and
Z-328; there is a significant displacement, which seems both too large for
theshorttime interval, as well as too large not to show a blur. Such consid-
erations again raise the question: were frames excised at fairly regular in-
tervals—thus speeding up the action?

That the spray of blood at Z-313 is cleartly visible for only one frame
initially struck me as incomprehensible, particularly in view of Alvarez’s
experiments with melons. It also seemed unlikely to me that so many eye-
witnesses would distinctly recall such an event if the spray really had lasted
for only 1/18 of a second. This was the first objective item to cause me to
consider film alteration seriously. These melon frames are printed in the
Alvarez article. Melon debris is readily visible in the air, even in these poor
quality prints, for at least 5 to 6 frames. Although the camera speed here
was faster (24 fps), thisis still an enormous discrepancy visa vis the Zapruder
film. Even simple physics calculations show that an object starting from
rest at 52.8 inches elevation (see Marler for the position of JFK’s head above
Elm Street) will take 0.52 seconds to reach the pavement. That would cor-
respond to 9 or 10 frames in the Zapruder film. Similar results are seen in
Lattimer’s experiments with human skulls. No experiment has shown near
total disappearance of such a spray within one frame, or even in two or
three frames.

Schaeffer has noted a remarkably symmetric plus sign at the center of
Elm Street at Z-028. This does not exist at the same site in the frames
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before or after this. Nor have other such symbols been seen in the film,
except for one I describe below at Z-308. It is possible, however, that more
of these will be discovered when a thorough search is made, especially
since my own discovery was accidental. Schaeffer conjectures that this may
have been used as a register mark for aligning the film during copying. (I
also saw this plus sign in the best SS copy at the Archives—see below.)

The Soaring Bird

Twyman has recently identified a new and extraordinary feature within
the intersprocket area. It is seen in both the WC prints and in the Archives
slides. This feature is particularly obvious in some frames, e.g., Z-226. (It
even appears on the front cover of Life for 25 November 1966.) For conve-
nience in locating it, however, refer to Z-241. First identify the helmet of
the far motorcycle man. Then draw an imaginary line straight up to the
bottom of the sprocket hole. At almost the bisector of this line is a small
dark spot, slightly smaller than the holes in the retaining wall. Running
through this dark spot is a line from 8 o’clock to 2 o’clock; the entire image
looks vaguely like a soaring bird at an angle, as it catches an updraft. In Z-
226 this dark spot is surrounded by a bright halo. And above the halo (just
barely discontinuous from it) is an imperfectly rectangular white area that
covers the top of the wall and extends slightly over it. This “Soaring Bird”
image repeats very frequently (but not always) throughout the WC images
and the Archives’ 35 mm slides. It is absent in Z-224 and Z-225, then re-
turns in Z-215 to Z-223. It is present in many (but not all) frames before Z-
200, often surrounded by a white halo. The halo seems inconstant in shape,
sometimes looking more like a square than a circle. The dark spot (herein-
after called “The Black Hole”) always seems positioned at the same point
with respect to the sprocket hole, as if it had been placed there on purpose.

The Soaring Bird recurs through multiple frames after Z-241, including
many frames in the Z-300s and Z-400s. It is also seen during the head shot
sequence. The questions raised by this apparition are, to say the least, con-
sequential. Why does this specter (pun intended) occur only intermittently?
Why does it occur at the same place below the sprocket hole? Why does the
halo change shape? Is a similar image seen in the “home movie” portion?
Is it seen in the first 17 frames of the motorcade track? Was The Black Hole
used as a register mark for positioning the film? And why does the rectan-
gular shape above the soaring bird in Z-226 (also in Z-227 and possibly in
Z-225) appear so rarely? And why have all those prior Zapruder film ex-
perts not brought this to our attention? Surely, at the very least, if they
noted it, they should have sought to explain it. And then there is Shaneyfelt,
the FBI agent who numbered the frames (5H139) and who was the FBI's
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primary expert on the film before the WC. With his first hand knowledge of
the film, why did he not relate what he knew about this figure? Finally,
anyone who believes in film authenticity will certainly want an explanation
for this strange entity.

Twyman adds one more peculiarity. In the slides from the Archives (sup-
posedly made directly from the original film), the intersprocket images
suddenly vanish in Z-413 and Z-414; the intersprocket area is simply black.
Why is this? Are these intersprocket images truly absent from the “origi-
nal?” And, if not, why was the intersprocket image excluded from these
slides? Are these intersprocket images now on any images at the Archives?
Can the “original” 8 mm be checked to see if the intersprocket images are
there for these frames?

In the upper one-third (approximately) of the intersprocket area, begin-
ning at about Z-310, a superimposed image appears; this persists through
Z-334, the last image printed by the WC. In several frames this is particu-
larly well seen, Z-327 for example. There can be little doubt but that this is
the front tire, strut, and fender of a motorcycle on the right side of the
limousine. This part of a motorcycle on the left side would be blocked from
Zapruder’s view by the limousine. On several frames, the trunk of the lim-
ousine even seems to be visible behind the motorcycle. The reader may
judge this similarity for himself by comparing the motorcycle image as
seen in the Muchmore film (see the rear dust cover of Groden’s book) to
the image as seen in the intersprocket area. These images seem identical
to me.. This image abruptly vanishes on the first frame after those printed
by the WC, as can be seen on the Archives’ slides.

Even on photocopies that I made from the WC Hearings, I could see
this image—in fact, that was when I first noticed it. It is even more obvi-
ous on the slides in the Archives and in the large, high resolution prints
made by Twyman. The appearance of this image is odd since it is never
seen in the central (projected) image. The second odd feature is that,
uncannily, it begins just before the head shot sequence. The third odd fea-
ture is that such superimposed images do not occur elsewhere in the film—
only here during the head shot sequence! The fourth odd feature—it is
really quite striking—is that this superimposed image appears in the same
location that The Soaring Bird and The Black Hole appear above. In fact,
The Black Hole is usually seen superimposed on the front of the tire, or
very close to it. Bruce Jamieson (personal conversation of 24 July 1997)
told me that any superimposed image in the intersprocket area would be
most unlikely. And he certainly could offer no explanation for the sudden
appearance of an image when there had been none before.
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Such a superimposed image is also missing from the first track (the
“home movie” side). Why such an overlap occurs only during the head shot
sequence and nowhere else—unless an artifact of alteration is accepted—is
a mystery. Was the faint image of the motorcycle wheel placed here deliber-
ately in order to distract the viewer from its true intention of providing a
useful background for inserting The Soaring Bird and Black Hole, so that
registration of frames could be keyed to these images during editing?

If this hypothesis is correct—namely, that the motorcycle image has
been deliberately superimposed (to assist in frame registration)—then the
position of this image might not be entirely consistent from frame to frame.
That would be because it was merely placed to assist in registration of
frames and not necessarily to appear in a true relationship with other ob-
jects in the scene, such as the limousine. So I measured the distance of the
top of the fender from the bottom of the sprocket hole and then calculated
the fraction of the intersprocket area that this distance occupied. I did this
for all frames available to me. I used large color magnifications (about 8 x
11 inches) supplied to me by Noel Twyman. These distances were mea-
sured with an EKG caliper; with this precision tool, I have generously esti-
mated the measurement error for most frames as about 1%. These results
are shown in the following table.

Intersprocket Image: Distance from Fender to Sprocket Hole

Z Frame Fraction of Frame (%) Z Frame Fraction of Frame(%)
312 13.5+ 0.1 322 (not available)
313 13.5 323 6.3
314 15.2 324 4.4
315 179 325 22+0.07
316 19.8 £ 0.15 326 5.9

308 (sic) (+) 327 5.1
318 17.6 328 5.2
319 8.95+0.07 329 9.1 +0.07
320 5.15 330 8.5
321 6.7 331 6.7

The effects of measurement error are selectively displayed above. Be-
tween Z-312 and Z-318 the limousine position is quite constant with re-
spect to the bottom of the frame. But in this interval the fender moves a
huge amount with respect to the sprocket hole. This is easily visible to the
eye once it is noticed. It also far outside the measurement error. Further-
more, the frame to frame changes are not monotonic (that would occur if
the motorcycle were moving away from or toward the limousine): in par-
ticular, notice the position reversal within one frame interval (55 millisec-
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onds) in the sequence from Z-315 through Z-318. After this, the erratic
behavior only worsens. None of this would be expected for a real image as
initially recorded by the camera. However, for a deliberately superimposed
scene, with only slight attention paid to proper placement of the new im-
age, such a random skipping around by the motorcycle would be expected.
To make this point even more powerfully, note how precisely the limousine
follows the curb from about Z-300 to the last printed frame (Z-334). During
this long interval, the driver (Greer) exercises near surveyor’s precision—
despite gunshots and his turn to the rear, and also despite eyewitness testi-
mony that he swerved to the left and stopped.

One frame is shown out of sequence above: Z-308. It actually ap-
pears in the National Archives slide carousel at this point—where it has
replaced Z-317. This is an old problem—first pointed out decades ago
by Harold Weisberg—and still not corrected. What is curious about this
frame, though, is that a plus sign similar to the one that Schaeffer first
noted on Z-028 reappears. It is seen just below the sprocket hole, close
to where the black hole inevitably is located (when it is present); this
frame, however has no soaring bird nor a black hole. These were prob-
ably not needed here since the plus sign was available. This plus sign is
visible on the 35 mm slide in the Archives and also on the large print
that Twyman made.

I also had the unique advantage, for all of this work, of constantly
checking my observations against black and white photographic prints
made directly from those printed in the WC Hearings (Volume 18). These
images are, of course, superior to those printed by the WC. This plus
sign was also visible on Z-308 in this set. Shackelford has suggested that
these plus symbols are mere random artifacts in the image and are found
elsewhere in the film as well. In fact, to date I have not found any oth-
ers, nor has anyone else to my knowledge. They are quite geometric, not
what would be expected from random lines. And if Shackelford knows
of any more, he has not publicly identified them.

There is another bizarre event that supports this conclusion of deliber-
ate superposition of images at this point in the film. In the frames that
include the right sided motorcycle, it remains within the intersprocket area
while background objects progress regularly across the field of view. The
lone pedestrian in the background grass provides a guide to this progress.
However, between Z-321 and Z-322 there is almost no change in the rela-
tive position of this pedestrian and the motorcycle. It is as though the mo-
torcycle has suddenly stopped within one frame interval and then restarted
within the next frame interval. This is all, of course, easily understandable
if these images are merely the result of careless film editing.
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The image of the right motorcycle wheel, strut, and fender implies an-
other conclusion, one of momentous importance. Recall that this image
never appears in the central portion of the frame. The arguments above
(and the comments by Jamieson) make it quite certain that this apparition
did not originally appear in this intersprocket area—it was added later. But
if this is true, then where did the image come from? There can be only one
possible answer to this question: it must have been present on the original
image (in the main portion of the frame). It has merely been edited out of
the bottom of the frame—possibly in order to exclude the Newmans (and
adjacent spectators) from the bottom of the image. If they had been left in
and frames had been irregularly excised (e.g., during a limousine stop),
then their positions with respect to the limousine would have revealed non-
uniform motion of the limousine. In addition, movement by any of them
would have appeared either unnaturally accelerated or simply too erratic.

This deletion of the bottom of the frame has placed JFK, and Connally,
too, at nearly the edge of the image. This has often struck viewers as odd,
especially since Zapruder was quite confident that he had filmed the entire
sequence. In fact, the current images show that he almost missed JFK dur-
ing the head shot sequence, and Connally appears quite beheaded in some
frames. This is most peculiar because Zapruder had no difficulty centering
JFK in the frames before or after the head shot sequence. It cannot be
argued that he was distracted by the sounds of the head shot, because they
had not yet reached him—the supposed jiggles from this are seen in Z-318
and later. And if the gunshots had caused him to lose his tracking, then
such errors should be seen after the head shot. In fact, just the opposite is
seen. He regains his tracking skills again—just when he should have lost
them.

But this almost fatal (presumed) tracking error was so outrageous that
I thought it would be interesting to see how other photographers at Dealey
Plaza performed that day during the motorcade procession down Elm Street.
So I combed carefully through the photographs in the books by Groden
(1993) and Trask (1994). Many of these images are present. I measured the
location of JFK'’s head with respect to the center of each frame (I recognize
that it is possible that some of these may have been cropped; nonetheless,
particularly flagrant tracking errors would not be correctable). Nearly ev-
eryone of these showed JFK within 10% of the frame center. Even those
rare exceptions where he was more eccentric were nowhere near as inept
as Z-313. I performed the same measurements for successive Zapruder
frames and graphed these; the worst frames were obviously those near the
head shot sequence, as though Zapruder knew the head shots were coming
and he wanted to miss them. Furthermore, these frames were grossly worse
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than the rest. This analysis, therefore, provides indirect support (certainly
not proof) for the excision of the bottom of the head shot frames.

Weatherly’s Streaking Analysis

Weatherly, in an insightfulanalysis (Livingstone 1995, pp. 371-381), takes
Alvarez’s work to its logical conclusion and raises new and curious issues
related to image streaking. For example, between Z-193 and Z-194 the cam-
era moves to the left. This is easily determined by simply looking at the
right edge of the frame—the image shifts with respect to the frame edge,
presumably as a result of uneven camera movement (i.e., poor tracking).
As Alvarez noted, such a movement should produce streaking—of the back-
ground figures, the sign, and the closer bystanders. But none of this is
seen—it is all quite paradoxical. Based on this, Weatherly proposes that
this is a composite scene. This is a remarkably simple and powerful argu-
ment. It is difficult to avoid this conclusion.

Meanwhile, from Z-194 to Z-195 the motorcade occupants appear un-
changed, but both the background and foreground are very fuzzy in Z-195—
quite different from Z-194. If the limousine is being tracked similarly in
these two frames, then why should the clarity of the background (and fore-
ground) be so different between these two frames? Weatherly notes that
this phenomenon occurs repeatedly throughout the film—one part of a
frame changes a great deal while another part (inexplicably) stays the same.
This might be expected if these frames were composites; it is extremely
difficult to imagine any other explanation. Another example of contradic-
tory information is Z-212. Here—using an unspliced copy from Life—the
posts on the Stemmons sign are quite blurred, but the holes in the masonry
wall in the background are quite well defined. Since neither of these ob-
jects is moving their visual definition should be similar—but it is not.

Between Z-198 and Z-199 the camera obviously moves to the left—note
the disappearance of the tree trunk at the right edge. As a result of this,
some streaking should be seen in Z-199—unless Zapruder knew how to
stop moving when the shutter opened. But no streaking is seen—not even
on tiny highlights (observe the background for these). Weatherly again con-
cludes that different parts of the frame indicate two incompatible actions
for the camera. In both cases, a composite scene is the simplest explana-
tion. Weatherly adds one more significant point—no frames between Z-
166 and Z-216 were published by Life in late November, so none of these
composite frames had to be completed by then. Also recall that no images
published by Life contained any intersprocket images until 1966.

Between Z-302 and Z-303 (during Greer’s rapid head turn to the rear)
the camera moves quite uniformly with the limousine—i.e., it tracks well.
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The evidence for this is that the bright reflection in front of the windshield
appears in the same place (at the right edge of both frames). In Z-302, Jean
Hill and Mary Moorman (standing) are very fuzzy, but in Z-303 they are
extremely clear. Even if it is conceded that the camera tracked normally
immediately before the shutter opened for Z-303, then stopped when the
shutter opened, and then tracked well again when the shutter closed, there
must be blurring of the motorcade (since the camera would have had to
move abruptly between tracking and not tracking). However, no blurring is
seen.

Similar comments apply to Z-308 to Z-311 for Moorman and Hill. And
more paradoxes occur in Z-313 to Z-315. In Z-315 (one of the most interest-
ing of all of the frames), the background pedestrian suddenly becomes quite
clear whereas in the frame before she is quite blurred. And this occurs
despite (supposedly) excellent tracking—note the similarity of the image at
the right edge of the frame. Also note the double image of the motorcycle
windshield within the intersprocket area, even though the limousine im-
age appears single. This is also the frame immediately before Greer’s rapid
head turn and the frame in which the head snap begins to accelerate.
Weatherly interprets this data to mean that frames have been excised from
the head shot sequence, possibly to remove evidence of a frontal head shot.
Any reader with a logical bent for objective data is advised, in the strongest
terms, to review Weatherly’s analysis thoughtfully. It is beautifully simple
and the conclusions are inescapable.

The above examples are merely several of many that occur throughout
the film. The intersprocket area, especially, is home to many of these odd
features, particularly image doubling—sometimes of only part of the
intersprocket image. Because of the selective nature of these double im-
ages, vibration of the film edge during exposure cannot be accepted as an
explanation. Some of the most astonishing peculiarities involve the ap-
pearance of JFK and Jackie. In frames Z-316 and Z-317 Jackie has no facial
features (even on the slides in the Archives), even though other objects
seem well defined. Compare this to Z-312 where her facial features are well
defined. In Z-327 to Z-330 a large wedge is missing from the top front of
JFK’s head (Jackie’s upper torso and left shoulder are visible where his
head should be). All of these events could easily have occurred in an im-
properly prepared composite frame.

A particularly obvious and inexplicable event occurs on frame Z-213.
(Roy Schaeffer brought this to my attention.) Near the center of the right
border are two shadows (at about the level of the tree—ignore the two
near the curb), apparently from two bystanders off the edge of the frame.
Their length, shape, and direction are all consistent with shadows of other
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nearby bystanders. (Curiously, one of the shadows does not extend all the
way to the right edge.) However, these shadows are absent in the preceding
and following frames. In fact, they do not reappear again until Z-217—but
here they are in a slightly more superior location (as if both bystanders had
moved away from the camera). These shadows are never seen again. And
the area in which such bystanders should have stood can clearly be seen in
multiple subsequent frames—but no bystanders ever appear. I have noted
above that Thompson shows Muchmore in approximately this area on his
map. Was one shadow due to Muchmore? If so, how did she and her com-
panion appear and disappear within one frame interval?

Alvarez detected a sudden deceleration from about 12 to 8 mph, cen-
tered at about Z-300 and extending over about 0.5 seconds (nine frames);
this would begin at about Z-295. From this, Art Snyder (e-mail, 20 De-
cember 1996) calculates a deceleration of about 0.37 g. He notes that
this rapid slowing should toss things about and adds that most cars do
not decelerate more than 0.4 g. He cautions, however, that Alvarez's data
are not very accurate and that the slowing could have taken longer than
0.5 seconds. When I examined the frames immediately after this, how-
ever, I could see no visible effect on the occupants from such a dramatic
deceleration. JFK, in particular, should be observed because he no longer
had voluntary muscular control and should have been thrown forward.
But over many, many frames before and after this he seems quite immo-
bile.

In reality (as opposed to the film) he should have been—and probably
was—tossed forward by the deceleration—recall the many witnesses who
reported that he slumped (or fell) forward. Also recall several reports of his
falling into Jackie’s lap (see Cranor, Lattimer, and Finck above). Did this
occur when the limousine braked? If so, then those frames have been re-
moved. And if the limousine stop was real, but no longer visible in the film,
then JFK’s slumping would also no longer be seen in the film—both events
would have disappeared at once. Furthermore, if this falling into Jackie's
lap had occurred, then Jackie would, quite naturally, have lifted his head in
order to look into his eyes. With frames excised, this would have looked like
the head snap in the current film. Is there some other explanation for the
multitude of witnesses who describe “slumping”, especially in the sequence
in which it is often described?

The White Spot in the Grass

Between Z-313 and Z-336, there is a white spot in the grass beyond the
limousine. At first I thought that this object had been added to the film (to
give the illusion of uniform motion) because it was not visible in the Life
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images published on 29 November 1963, because it conveniently appeared
for the first time in the head shot frame (Z-313), and because its behavior
was so odd. I was later reminded by Jack White that Bothun photo #4
(Trask 1994, p. 156) does show a white object in the grass—at about the
right location. Nonetheless, this object, as seen in the Zapruder film still
has peculiar features. I have projected slides of these frames and traced the
size, shape, and location of this white object. First I centered each frame
from left to right based on the far left light atop the limousine roll bar, and
from top to bottom by using the curb. The distance of the projector was
held constant throughout. On a very long sheet of white paper I traced the
white spot from frame to frame, drawing its size and shape as exactly as I
could. As a control, I also traced the size and shape of the above noted light
on the roll bar.

Next, I measured Zapruder’s (supposed) camera tracking errors by mea-
suring (with an EKG caliper) each successive shift of the image at the right
edge of the frame. (This is the same principle that was used by Weatherly.)
This provided a wealth of data, all of which should be consistent. But it
turned out to be far from that. When the image at the right edge of the
frame stayed constant or nearly so, it (should have) meant that Zapruder
was tracking the limousine very well. Therefore, the width of the light should
be at its smallest. Although there was a trend in this direction, there were
several occasions in which the width was two, or even three times, larger
than the smallest width. This made no sense at all.

On the other hand, when Zapruder’s tracking slowed down (the frame
image is shifted to the left), then the width of the white spot should be
smaller than when he is tracking well (because the camera’s relative
speed with respect to the white spot is lower). The pattern seen here
was even more erratic than above. The width was seemingly unrelated
to Zapruder’s (supposed) tracking; on many occasions it was two or more
times larger than it should have been. And this was far outside the mea-
surement error during tracing. In fact, once I noticed this, I could sim-
ply look at the image and perceive immediately—without even measur-
ing—that it was paradoxical.

Similar paradoxes persisted when the width of the white object was
compared to the width of the light. In addition, the frame to frame dis-
placement of the white object was particularly egregious as it passed into
the intersprocket area. Between Z-334 and Z-335, the displacement was
180% of normal; for Z-335 to Z-336 it was only 50% of normal. (Abnormali-
ties in magnification within the intersprocket area are discussed below.) In
view of all of this, therefore, it is most likely that composite frames are
being viewed again. The white spot plays a remarkably effective role—it
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yields a convincing impression that the limousine is moving uniformly,
during a period in which virtually all the eyewitnesses tell quite another
story. And, as often seen above, the worst editing again occurs within the
intersprocket area, which was probably not intended for public viewing.

The analysis above was only for the horizontal direction. But tracking
can also be examined in the vertical direction. By measuring the distance
from the bottom of the frame to the light on the roll bar (the far left one),
Zapruder’s (supposed) vertical tracking can be determined. At frame Z-
332, the limousine suddenly jumps superiorly by a huge amount—mean-
ing that the camera (supposedly) lurches downward. There is a jogger at
the top of the frame with his feet widely spread. The frame jump is about
the same distance as the separation between his feet (or more). Such an
Olympian downward displacement of the camera cannot avoid producing
a severely blurred image of everything in the frame. But nothing like that is
seen. Surely this frame is displaying a physical impossibility. This event, in
all probability, occurred because of defective film editing. It may also be
telling us that the bottom of Z-331 has been edited out and is therefore no
longer seen.

Maghnification Anomalies.

When I measured the width of an object, or the distinct separation be-
tween two stationary objects, from frame to frame, then that interval re-
mained constant—until that interval (or object) crossed the junction be-
tween the intersprocket image and the central image. And when that oc-
curred, the measured distance increased progressively, getting larger as the
interval progressed into the intersprocket area. An excellent example of
this is the measured width between the two posts on the back side of the
Stemmons Freeway sign between Z-212 and Z-218. (See Figure 1.) The
prints in the WC volumes were used for this purpose. This measured dis-
tance increased by over 12%—for only 6 frame intervals. By contrast, be-
tween Z-191 and Z-207, before the first post enters the intersprocket area,
this interval remained quite constant. I have found this effect repeated in
virtually all frames (measurable objects are required, of course) between Z-
212 and Z-313. T am continuing to examine other parts of the film.

A simple excuse for this is inevitable—perhaps the camera lens was
nonlinear for objects this far off the central axis. Even if this were true,
however, it would still be odd for such discontinuous changes to occur so
abruptly within the lens—as if the manufacturers had devised the lens to
be adequate precisely up to the very edge of the field with no tolerance for
error at all and then managed to produce a sudden change at just that
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point. Besides this oddity, lens aberrations do not typically occur in such a
discontinuous fashion.

The Zapruder Film
§stemmons Freeway Sign
1. [-——
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é 1l|'el-I~.‘~."A.-'i-.v.-.--.n-,.....‘...i‘...._...-...;.._ ........
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Figure 1. Magnification measurements on
the Stemmons Freeway sign

Unfortunately, the problem is even worse than it appears. If this were a
simple matter of lens aberration, then such magnification changes should
be uniform through the intersprocket area for all of the frames. But that is
not the case. For example, examine what happens between frames Z-173
and Z-189, in which multiple bystanders are seen to the left of the freeway
sign. For these frames, the interval measured was between the left sign
post and the seventh bystander left of the sign. This particular interval was
chosen because the total length measured (on an individual frame) is very
similar to the separation of the two signposts (as was used above). The
magnification change over this 16 frame interval is only 1%. This poses a
serious paradox: if lens aberration is the explanation, then why should it be
12% for a short interval (6 frames) but only 1% for a longer interval (16
frames)? At the very least, this is an uncommon optical phenomenon.
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I close this section with two bizarre scenes. Recently, Marler rented an
8 mm copy of the Zapruder film. At Z-316 in this version of the film, a
solitary pedestrian is seen in the background. In the two frames he has
provided, compare her continuous shadow in the first frame (Figure 2.)
with her discontinuous shadow which extends well into the intersprocket
area (Figure 3.). On this particular frame the shadow is clearly broken into
two parts. When I tried to rent this same film, however, I was advised that
there were no films with intersprocket images. I am grateful to Marler for
making these frames available for publication here.

Several summers ago, while visiting me in the mountains, David Lifton
gave me an 8 mm film in a light blue plastic container with a red and white
label. In handwritten black ink it was titled: ZAPRUDER #2 FILM (WITH)
“OPTICAL EFFECTS.” Lifton does not recall where he got this. After I de-
termined that the sprocket holes would not fit into my father’s old 8 mm
(silent) projector (I have all of his many old films and still show them) I put
it aside for several years. Then, out of curiosity one day, I began tolook at it
frame by frame. I was stunned. A large number of frames had either obvi-
ous double exposures or some other unnatural feature. For example, when
Clint Hill tries to climb onto the back of the limousine, the curb can be seen
through his leg! In the “original” Zapruder film, in at least Z-344 through
Z-362 (the last frame I examined), there is a self-luminous appearance to
Clint Hill's image just above the sprocket hole.

This is grossly obvious and cannot be explained by sunlight—this area,
after all, should be in total shade. This odd image in the “original” film
reminded me of the luminous appearance of Clint Hill in this most pecu-
liar film from Lifton. Raymond Fielding (The Technique of Special Effects
Cinematography, 1965/85, p. 177), while discussing traveling mattes (see
below), reports that a typical effect seen in such superposition special ef-
fects is the ‘phantom’ phenomenon, in which background detail can be
seen through an actor. I have since looked at many of these frames (from
Lifton’s film) under the microscope and have made slides of them through
the microscope. The symbols for the date of manufacture of this strange
film are two solid triangles—the same symbols that occur on the Zapruder
film. According to information provided by Kodak, films with this symbol
were manufactured in 1941, 1961, and 1981. Is it possible that this version
may play a role in understanding some of the mysteries of the Zapruder
film? Why should such frames exist at all? Who made them? And for what
purpose? (Special effects are discussed in greater detail below.)
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Figure 3. Pedestrian with broken shadow
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Personal Observations at the
National Archives.

In order to settle these many issues, a review of the original film at the
National Archives would be ideal. I therefore requested the support of the
ARRB for this purpose. Although I received a sympathetic reply from the
board, further events were already in place. Within a very short time after
my letter, the ARRB officially recommended (24 April 1997) that the film
be made public property. Although I could still ask the Zapruder family
attorney for permission for such a review, the implications against authen-
ticity might not be cheerfully received, particularly since the purchase price
could be adversely impacted. I resolved instead, for the moment, to review
only the May 1964 reenactment film and, for a second time, to review the
FBI and Secret Service copies of the film, all of which are held by the Na-
tional Archives. I am grateful to the Archives for permission to view these
items. My two visits to the Archives took place in October 1996 and in June
1997 (shortly after my letter).

In an attempt to simulate Zapruder’s effort on 22 November 1963, a
reenactment film was shot on 24 May 1964, through Zapruder’s camera.
When I looked at this film, I was immediately surprised—it contained no
intersprocket images! The intersprocket area is simply black. This was fairly
conclusive proof that this film was not the original, but rather a copy. Staff
members assured me that this was the only copy in their possession and
that they did not know where the original was or if it existed at all. Addi-
tional evidence that this is a copy is that the emulsion side faces the viewer.
Even more evidence is that images appear to be out of sequence (spliced
in) yet no physical splices are visible. There are actually two successive
reenactments, i.e., the vehicle is filmed twice as it travels down Elm Street.
Lyndal Shaneyfelt, the FBI expert confirmed this in his testimony (SH162).
A third sequence was also filmed with Zapruder’s camera—at stationary
points en route—and I viewed this also.

Despite the fact that this film was a copy, the image color and clarity
were very good. To my amateur photographer’s eye, I could not easily dis-
tinguish it from an original. (Such comparisons, of course, are best made
with known originals side by side; I did not have that opportunity.) Unlike
the film shot by Zapruder, there are no anomalies such as portions of frames
alternately going in and out of focus, and there is minimal blurring due to
camera or subject movement. Some of this may be explained by the use of
a tripod—which Zapruder had not used.
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For this reenactment, Shaneyfelt (SH176) stated that the time interval
between the sites corresponding to Z-222 and Z-313 was 3.5 seconds—
instead of the 5 seconds assumed by the WC. This latter was based solely
(there is no other time clock) on an assumed camera speed of 18.3 fps: for
the 91 frame intervals between Z-222 and Z-313 then, this time interval is
91 + 18.3 fps = 4.97 seconds, just as Shaneyfelt said. Using Shaneyfelt's
time interval, the speed of the limousine in the reenactment is 11 mph x (5
+ 3.5) = 15.7 mph!

As I was very interested in the camera speed, I counted the number of
frame intervals between two fairly well defined points: the first corresponded
to Z-222 (the tree in the background identifies this site with very good ac-
curacy—certainly within one frame interval) and the second was where the
limousine is exactly opposite the camera (where the roll bar is precisely
vertical—this corresponds to Z-316). I counted the number of frame inter-
vals several times and got