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LETTER OF SUBMITTAL

U.S. House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SeLEcT COMMITTEE ON ASSASSINATIONS,
Washington, D.C., December 29, 1978.

Hon. Eomunp L. Hensaaw, Jr.,
Clerk of the House, U.S. Capitol,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. HENsEAW : On behalf of the Select Committee on Assas-
sinations, and pursuant to the mandate of ITouse Resolutions 222 and
433, I am filing for presentation to the House of Representatives the
enclosed Summary of Findings and Recommendations of the Select
Committee on Assassinations. ‘

As has been agreed upon with the Speaker of the House, the Com-
mittee is filing this Summary of Findings and Recommendations while
the preparation of the complete volumes of its Final Report continues
under your auspices. The complete Final Report will include Volume
I, the Findings and Recommendations of the Select Comnmittee with an
analysis of the evidence concerning each finding and recommendation;
and Volumes IT and sequential volumes, which will contain the Com-
mittee’s hearings, scientific reports, and other materials pertinent to
the Committee’s investigation. These volumes will be presented to the
House as soon as they can be suitably prepared for publication, includ-
ing, where appropriate, the declassification of classified information.
It is anticipated that the entire Final Report will be published by
March 30, 1979.

Sincerely,
Louis Stoxes, Chairman.
(T
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I. Finoings oF THE SeLecr COMMITTEE ON ASSASSINATIONS IN THE
AsgassinaTioN oF Presment Joun F. Kenneovy 1v Darvas, Tex,,
Novemser 22, 1963

A. Lee Harvey Oswald fired three shots at President John F. Ken-
nedy. The second and third shots fired struck the President. The third
shot he fired killed the President.

1. President Kennedy was struck by two rifle shots fired from
behind him.

2. The shots that struck President Kennedy from behind him
were fired from the sixth ficor window of the southeast corner of
the Texas School Book Depository building.

3. Lee Harvey Oswald owned the rifle ltl.gat was used to fire the
shots from the sixth floor window of the southeast corner of the
Texas School Book Depository building.

4. Lee Harvey Oswald, shortly blélfgore the assassination, had
excess to and was present on the sixth floor of the Texas School
Book Depository building.

5. Lee Harvey Oswald’s other actions tend to support the con-
clusion that he assassinated President Kennedy.

B. Scientific acoustical evidence establishes a high probability that
two gunmen fired at President John F. Kennedy. Other scientific evi-
dence does not preclude the possibility of two gunmen firing at the
President. Scientific evidence negates some specitic conspiracy allega-
tions. :

C. The committee believes, on the basis of the evidence available to
it, that President John F. Kennedy was probably assassinated as a
result of & conspiracy. The comunittee is unable to identify the other
gunman or the extent of the conspiracy.

1. The committes believes, on the basis of the evidence available .
to it, that the Soviet Government was not involved in the assassina-
tion of President Kennedy.

2. The committee believes, on the basis of the evidencs available
to it, that the Cuban Government was not involved in the assas-
sination of President Kennedy.

3. The committee believes, on the basis of the evidence available
to it, that anti-Castro Cuban groups, as groups, were not involved
in the assassination of President Kennedy, but that the available
evidence does not preclude the possibility that individual members
may have been involved. :

4, The committee believes, on the basis of the evidence available
to it, that the national syndicate of organized crime, as a group,
was not involved in the assassination of President Kennedy, but
that the available evidence does not preclude the possibility that
individual members may have been involved.

5. The Secret Service, Federal Bureau of Investigation, and
Central Intelligence Agency, were not involved in the assassina-
tion of President Kennedy.

(3N
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D. Agencies and departments of the U.S. Govermmnent performed
with varying degrees of competency in the fulfillment of their duties.
President John F. Kennedy did not receive adequate protection, A
thorough and reliable investigation into the responsibility of Lee
Harvey Oswald for the assassination of President John F. Kennedy
was conducted. The investigation into the possibility of conspiracy in
the assassination was inadequate. The conclusions of the investiga-
tions were arrived at in good faith, but presented in a fashion that
was too definitive.

1 1. The Secret Service was deficient in the performance of its
uties.

(@) The Secret Service possessed information that was not
properly analyzed, investigated or nsed by the Secret Serv-
ice 1 conncction with the President’s trip to Dallas; in ad-
dition, Secret Service agents in the motorcade were inade-
quately prepared to protect the President from a sniper.

() The responsibﬁity of the Secret Service to investigate
the assassination was terminated when the Federal Bureau
of Investigation assumed primary investigative responsibil-
ity.

2. The Department of Justice failed to exercise initiative in
supervising and directing the investigation by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation of the assassination.

3. The Federal Burean of Investigation performed with vary-
ing degrees of competency in the fulfillment of its duties.

(@) The Federal Bureau of Investigation adequately in-
vestigated Lee Harvey Oswald prior to the assassination and
properly evaluated the evidence it possessed to assess his po-
tential to endanger the public safety in a national emergency.

(0) The Federal Bureau of Investigation conducted a
thorough and professional investigation into the responsi-
bility of Lee Harvey Oswald for the assassination.

(¢) The Federal Bureau of Investigation failed to investi-
gate adequately the possibility of a conspiracy to assassinate
the President.

() The Federal Burean of Investigation was deficient in
its sharing of information with other agencies and depart-
ments.

4. The Central Intelligence Agency was deficient in its collec-
tion and sharing of information both prior to and subsequent to
the assassination.

5. The Warren Commission performed with varying degrees of
competency in the fulfillment of its duties. :

{a) The Warren Commission conducted a thorough and
professional investigation into the responsibility of Lee Har-
vev Oswald for the assassination. :

(8) The Warren Commission failed to investigate ade-
auatelv the possibility of a conspiracy fo assassinate the
President. This deficiency was attributable in part to the
failure of the Commission to receive all the relevant informa-
tion that was in the possession of other agencies and depart-
ments of the Government.

H.R. 1828
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(¢) The Warrent Commission arrived at its conclusions,
based on the evidence available to it, in good faith.
. (&) The Warren Commission presented the conclusions in
its report in a fashion that was too definitive.

II. FinoiNes oF THE SELECT COMMITIEE ON ASSASSINATIONS IN THE
{Lszmssu\u\noxv or Dr. Marriy Luruer Kine, Jr, 1N MeupHIS,
IENN., ArriL 4, 1968

A. James Earl Ray fired one shot at Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.

The shot killed Dr. King.
| L. Dr. King was killed by one riffe shot fired from in front of
Ahti,

2. The shot that killed Dr. King was fired from the bathroom
window at the rear of a rooming house at 42214 South Main
Street, Memphis, Tenn,

3. Jamnes karl Ray purchased the rifle that was used to shoot Dr.
King and transported it from Birmingham, Ala. to Memphis,
Tenn., where he rented a room at 42214 South Main Street and
Inoments after the assassination, he dropped it near 424 South
Main Street.

4. It 1s highly probable that James Earl Ray stalked Dr. King
for u period mumediately preceding the assassination.

5. James Earl Ray fled the scene of the crime immediately after
the assassination.

6. James Earl Ray’s alibi for the time of the assassination, his
story of “Ruoul”, and other allegedly exculpatory evidence are
not worthy of belef.

7. James Earl Ray knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily
pleaded guilty to the first degree murder of Dr. King.

B. The committee believes, on the basis of the circumstantial evi-
dence available to it, that there'is a likelihood that James Earl Ray
assassinated Dr. Martin Luther King as a result of a conspiracy.

C. The committes believes, on the basis of the evidence available to
it, that no private organizations or individuals, other than those dis-
cussed under section B, were involved in the assassination of Dr. King.

D. No Federal, State or local government agency was involved in
the assassination of Dr. Xing.

E. The Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investica-
tion performed with varying degrees of competency and legality in the
fulfillment of their duties.

1. The Department of Justice failed to supervise adequately the
Domestic Intelligence Division of the Federal Bureau of Investi-
ation. In addition, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, in the

omestic Intelligence Division’s COINTELPRO campaign
against Dr. King, grossly abused and exceeded its legal authority
and failed to consider the possibility that actions threatening
bodily harm to Dr. King might be encouraged by the program.

2. The Department of Justice and Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion performed a thorough investigation into the responsibility of
James Earl Ray for the assassination of Dr. King, and conducted
a thorough fugitive investigation, but failed to investigate ade-
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quately the possibility of conspiracy in the assassination. The Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation manifested a lack of concern for
constitutional rights in the manner in which it conducted parts of
the investigation.

ITI. RECOMAMENDATIONS OF THE SELEGT CUMMITTEE ON ASSASSINATIONS

1. Legislative l2ecommendations on Issucs Involving the Prohibition,

Prevention and Prosecution of Assussinations and Federally Cog-
nizable £ omicides
A, Prohibition and prevention—

1. The Judiciary Committee should process for early considera-
tion by the House iegisiation that would make the assassination
- of & Chief of State of uny country, or his political equivalent, a
Federal otfense, it the offender is an American citizen or acis on
behalf of an American citizen, or if the ottender can be located
in the United States.

2. The Judiciary Committee should process for early consider-
ation by the House comprehensive legislation that would codify,
revise and reform the rederal law of homicide, paylng special
attention to assassinations. The Judiciary Committee should give
appropriate attention to the related ouenses of conspiracy, at-
tempt, assauit and kidnapping in the context of assassinations.
Sucn legisiation should be processed independently of the general
proposals for the codification, revision or reform of the kederal
criminal law. The committee should address the following issues
in considering the legislation :

(@) Distinguishing between those persons who should re-
ceive the protection of Federal law because of the official posi-
tions they occupy and those persons who should reeive
protection of Federal law only in the performance of their
official duties, .

(&) Lixtending the protection of Federal law to persons
who occupy high judicial and executive positions, including
Justices of the Supreme Court and Cabinet officers,

(¢) 'Lhe applicability of these laws to private individuals
in the exercise of constitutionul rights,

(@) The penalty to be provided for homicide and the re-
lated offenses, incruding tie appiicability and the cousititu-
tionality of the death penalty,

(e) The basis for the exercise of Federal jurisdiction, in-
cluding domestic and extraterritorial reach,

(/) The preemption of State jurisdiction without the neces-
sity of any action on the part of the Attorney General where
the President is assassinated,

(gl) The circumstances under which federal jurisdiction

- should preempt State jurisdiction in other cases,

(%) The power of Federal investigative agencies to require
autopsies to be performed,

(¢) The ability of Federal investigative agencies to secure
the assistance of other Federal or State agencies, including
the military, other laws notwithstanding,
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() The authority to offer rewurds to apprehend the per-
petrators of the crime,

(k) A requirement of forfeiture of the instrumentalities
of the crine,

(¢) The condemnation of personal or other effects of his-
torical interest,

(m) The advisability of providing, consistent with the
first amendiment, legal trust devices to hold for the benefit of
victims, their familes, or the General Treasury, the profits
realized from books, movie rights, or public appearances by
the perpetrator of the crime, and

(n) The applicubility of threat and physical zone of pro-
tection legislation to persons under the physical protection of
Federal investigative or law enforcement agencies.

3. The appropriate corumittees of the House should process for
early consideration by the IHouse charter legislation for the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency and Federal Bureau of Investigation.
The committees should address the following issues in considering
the charter legislation: -

(a) The proper foreign and domestic intelligence functions
%f the intelligence and investigative agencies of the United

tates, ‘

() The relationship between the domestic intelligence
functions and the interference with the exercise of individual
constitutional rights, .

&c) The delineation of proper law enforcement functions
and techniques including: (i) the use of informants and elec-
tronic surveillance, (ii) guidelines to circumscribe the use of
informants or electronic surveillance to gather intelligence on,
or investigate, groups that may be exercising first amendment
freedoms, and (iii) the proper response of intelligence or in-
vestigative agencies where information is developed that an
informant has committed a crime,

(@) Guidelines to consider the circumstances, if any, when
an investigative agency or a component of that agency should
be disqualified from taking an active role in an Investigation
because of an appearance of impropriety growing out of a
particular intelligence or investigative action,

(e¢) Definitions of the legislative scope and extent of
“sources and methods” and the “informant privilege” as a
rationale for the exccutive branch withholding information
in response to congressional or judicial process or other
demand for information, .

(f) Institutionalizing efforts to coordinate the gathering,
sharing, and analysis of intelligence information,

(g) Insuring those agencies that primarily gather intel-
ligence perform their function so as to serve the needs of other
agencies that primarily engage in physical protection, and

(k) Tmplementing mechanisins that would permit inter-
agency tasking of particular functions.

B. Prosecution—

1. The Judieiary Committee should consider the impact of the

provisions of law dealing with third-party vecords, bail and speedy

H.R. 1828
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trial as it applies to both the investigation and prosecutiou of
federally cognizable homicides.

2. The Judiciary Cominittee should examine recently passed
special prosecutor legislation to determine if its provisions shonld
be modified to extend them to presidential assassinations and the
civcumstances, if any. under which they should be applicable to
other federally cognizable homicides.

I Administiative Recommendations to the Erecutive

The Departinent of Justice should reexamine its contingency plans
for the handling of assassinations and federally cognizable homicides
in light of the record and findings of the committee, Such an examina-
tion should consider the following issues:

A. Insuring that its response takes full advantage of inter- and
intraagency task forces and the strike force approach to investiga-
tions and prosecutions,

B. Insuring that its response takes full advantage of the advances
of science and technology. and determining when it should secure in-
dependent panels of scientists to review or perform necessary scien-
tific tasks, or secure qualified independent forensic pathologists to per-
form a foreusic antopsy.

C. Insuring that its fair trial/free press guidelines, consistent with
an alleged offender’s right to a fair trial, allow information about the
facts and circumstances surrounding an assassintion promptly be made

public, and promptly be corrected when erroneous information is mis-

takenly released. anrl

D. Entering at the current time into negotiations with representa-
tives of the media to secure voluntary agreements providing that pho-
tographs. audio tapes. television tapes and related matters, made in
and around the site of assassinations, be made available to the Govern-
ment by consent immediately following an assassination.

II1. General Recommendations for Congressional Investigations

A. The appropriate committee of the House should consider amend-
ing the Rules of the House to provide for a right to appointive counsel
in Investigative hearings where a witness is unable to provide counsel
from private funds. _

B. The appropriate committees of the House should examine the
Rules of the House governing the conduct of counsel in legislative
and investigative hearings and consider delineating gnidelnes for pro-
fessional conduct and ethics, including guidelines to deal wit, coul{icts
of interest in the representation of multiple witnesses before a com-
mittee,

C. The Judiciary Committee should examine the adequacy of Fed-

“eral law as it provides for the production Federal and State prisoners
before legislative or investigative committees nnder a writ of haheas
corpus ad testificandum.

D. The appropriate committees of the House should examine and
clarify the applicability to congressional subpenas of recently enacted
legislative restrictions on access to records and other documents.

E. The appropriate committees of the House should consider legisla-
tion that would authorize the establishment of a legislative counsel to
conduct litigation on behalf of committees of the House incident to

H.R, 1838
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the investigative or legislative activities and confer jurisdiction on the
U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia to hear such lawsuits.

F. appropriate committees of the Ifouse should consider if rule 1X
of the House should be mmended, so as to restvict the current access by
all Member of the FHouse to the classified information in the possession
of any committee,

11 Recommendations for Further Investigation

A. The Departinent of Justice should contract for the examination
of a film taken by Charles I.. Bronson to determine its sigificance, if
any, to the assassination of President Kennedy.

B. The Nutional Institute of Law Enforcement and ('riminal Justice
of the Department of Justice and the National Science Foundation
shonld make a study of the theory and application of the principles of
acoustics to forensic questions, using the materials available in the as-
sassination of President. John ¥. Kennedy as a case study.

C. The Department of Justice should review the conunittee’s findings
and report in the assassinations of President John F. Keunedy and Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr., and after completion of the recommended
mvestigation enumerated in sections A and B, analyze whether further
official investigation is warranted in either case. The Department of
Justice should report its analysis to the Judiciary Committee,

O
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

U.S. House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SerLect CoMMITTEE ON ABSSASSINATIONS,
Washington, D.C., March 29, 1979.

Hon. Epmunp L. Hensaaw, Jr.,
Clerk of the House,
U.8. Capitol, Washington,D.C.
- Dear Mr. Hensaaw : On behalf of the Select Committee on Assas-
sinations, and pursuant to the mandate of House Resolutions 222 and
433, 95th Congress, and House Resolution 49, 96th Congress, I'am
filing for presentation to the House of Representatives the enclosed
Final Report with Additional and Dissenting Views of the Committee.
‘This supplements the Summary of Findings and Recommendations
filed on January 2, 1979 (H.R. Rept. No. 95-1828, 95th Congress, 2d
session (1979)).
Sincerely,

Louis Stoxes, Chairman.
(1)
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

I. Fivpings oF THE Sereor COMMITTEE ON Assassm;mons IN THE
AssassNaTION oF PresmenT Jorw F. Kenwepy v Darvas, Tex.,
Novemser 22, 1963

A. Lee Harvey Oswald fired three shots at President John F. Ken-
nedy. The second and third shots he fired struck the President, The
third shot he fired killed the President.

1. President Kennedy was struck by two rifle shots fired from
behind him.

2. The shots that struck President Kennedy from behind him
were fired from the sixth floor window of the southeast corner
of the Texas School Book Depository building.

3. Lee Harvey Oswald owned the rifle that was used to fire the
shots from the sixth floor window of the southeast corner of the
Texas School Book Depository building.

4. Lee Harvey Oswald, shortly begare the assassination, had
access to and was present on the sixth floor of the Texas School
Book Depository building.

5. Lee Harvey Oswald’s other actions tend to support the con-
clusion that he assassinated President Kennedy.

B. Scientific acoustical evidence establishes a hfh probability that
two gunmen fired at President John F. Kennedy. Other scientific
evidence does not preclude the possibility of two gunmen firing at
the President. Scientific evidence negates some specific conspiracy -
allegations.

C. The committee believes, on the basis of the evidence available -
to it, that President John F. Kennedy was probably assassinated as
a result of a conspiracy. The committes is unable to identify the other
gunman or the extent of the conspiracy. :

1. The committee believes, on the basis of the evidence avail-

"able to it, that the Soviet Government was not involved in the
assassination of President Kennedy.

2. The committee believes, on the basis of the evidence avail-
able to it, that the Cuban Government was not involved in the
assassination of President Kennedy.

3. The committes believes, on the basis of the evidence avail-
able to it, that anti-Castro Cuban groups, as groups, were not
involved in the assassination of President Kennedy, but that the
available evidence does not preclude the possibility that individual
members may have been involved.

4. The committee believes, on the basis of the evidence avail-
able to it, that the national syndicate of organized crime, as a
group, was not involved in the assassination of President Ken-
nedy, but that the available evidence does not preclude the possi-
bility that individual members may have been involved.

1)
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5. The Secret Service, Federal Bureau of Investigation and
Central Intelligence Agency were not involved in the assassination
of President Kennedy.

D. Agencies and departments of the U.S. Government performed
with varying degrees of competency in the fulfillment of their duties.
President John F. Kennedy did not receive adequate protection. A
thorough and reliable investigation into the responsibility of Lee Har-
vey Oswald for the assassination of President John F. Kennedy was
conducted. The investigation into the possibility of conspiracy in the
assassination was inadequate. The conclusions of the investigations
were arrived at in good faith, but presented in a fashion that was too
definitive.

1 It._ The Secret Service was deficient in the performance of its
uties. .

(@) The Secret Service possessed information that was not
properly analyzed, investigated or used by the Secret Service
in connection with the President’s trip to Dallas; in addi-

. tion, Secret Service agents in.the motorcade were inade-

quately prepared to protect the President from a sniper.

(8) The responsibility of the Secret Service to investigate
the assassination was terminated when the Federal Bureau of
Investigation assumed primary investigative responsibility.

2. The Department of Justice failed to exercise initiative in
supervising and directing the investigation by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation of the assassination. '

3. The Federal Bureau of Investigation performed with vary-
ing degrees of competency in the fulfillment of its duties.

(2) The Federal Bureau of Investigation adequately in-
vestigated Lee Harvey Oswald prior to the assassination and
properly evaluated the evidence it possessed to assess his po-
tential to endanger the public safety in a national emergency.

(5) The Federal Bureau of Investigation conducted a
thorough and professional investigation into the responsi-
bility of Lee Harvey Oswald for the assassination,

(¢) The Federal Bureau of Investigation failed to in-
vestigate adequately the possibility of a conspiracy to assas-
sinate the President. :

(d) The Federal Bureau of Investigation was deficient in
its sharing of information with other agencies and depart-
ments.

4. The Central Intelligence Agency was deficient in its collec-
tion and sharing of information both prior to and subsequent to
the assassination. _

5. The Warren Commission performed with varying degrees of
competency in the fulfillment of its duties. .

(2) The Warren Commission conducted a thorough and
professional investigation into the responsibility of Lee Har-
vey Oswald for the assassination.

(5) The Warren Commission failed to investigate ade-
quately the possibility of a conspiracy to assassinate the Presi-
dent. This deficiency was attributable in part to the failure
of the Commission to receive all the relevant information that
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was in the possession of other agencies and departments of
the Government. .
(¢) The Warren Commission arrived at its conclusions,
based on the evidence available to it, in good faith.
(d) The Warren Commission presented the conclusions in
its report in a fashion that was too definitive.

I1. Finpings oF THE SerEcr COMMITTEE ON ASSASSINATIONS IN THE
Asgassination oF Dr. Marmin Lureer Kine, Jr v Mememis,
Tenw., Arri 4, 1968 .

A. James Earl Ray fired one shot at Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
The shot killed Dr. King.

b 1. Dr. King was killed by one rifle shot fired from in front of
im.

2. The shot that killed Dr. King was fired from the bathroom
window at the rear of a roominghouse at 422145 South Main Street,
Memphis, Tenn. ~

3. James Earl Ray purchased the rifle that was used to shoot Dr.
King and transported it from Birmingham, Ala. to Memphis,
Tenn., where he rented a room at 42214 South Main Street, and
moments after the assassination, he dropped it near 424 South
Main Street.

4. It is highly probable that James Earl Ray stalked Dr. King
for a period immediately preceding the assassination.

5. James Earl Ray fled the scene of the crime immediately after
the assassination.

6. James Earl Ray’s alibi for the time of the assassination, his
story of “Raoul”, and other allegedly exculpatory evidence are
not worthy of belief,

7. James Earl Ray knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily
pleaded guilty to the first degres murder of Dr. King. ~

B. The committee believes, on the basis of the circumstantial evi-
dence available to it, that there is a likelihood that James Earl Ray
assassinated Dr. Martin Luther King as a result of a conspiracy.

C. The committee believes, on the basis of the evidence available to
it, that no private organizations or individuals, other than those dis-
cussed under section B, were involved in the assassination of Dr. King.

‘D. No Federal, State or local government agency was involved in
the assassination of Dr. King.

E. The Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion performed with varying degrees of competency and legality in the
fulfillment of their duties. ‘

1. The Department of Justice failed to supervise adequately the
Domestic Intelligence Division of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation. In addition, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, in the
Domestic Intelligence Division’s COINTELPRO campaign
against Dr. King, grossly abused and exceeded its legal authority
and failéed to consider the possibility that actions threatening
bodily harm to Dr. King might be encouraged by the program.

2. The Department of Justice and Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion performed a thorough investigation into the responsibility of

93-112 0 - 79 -~ 2
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James Earl Ray for the assassination of Dr. King, and conducted
a thorough fugitive investigation, but failed to investigate ade-
quately &Je possibility of conspiracy in the assassination. The
Federal Bureau of Investigation manifested a lack of concern for
constitutional rights in the manner in which it conducted parts
of the investigation.

ITI. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON ASBASSINATIONS

1. Legislative recommendations on issues inwolving the prohibition,
prevention and prosecution of assassinations and federally cog-
nizable homicides

A, Prohibition and prevention— :

1. The Judiciary Committee should process for early considera-
tion by the House legislation that would make the assassination
of a Chief of State of any country, or his political equivalent, a
Federal offense, if the offender is an American citizen or acts on
behalf of an American citizen, or if the offender can be located in
the United States.

2. The Judiciary Committee should process for early considera-
tion by the House comprehensive legislation that would codify,
revise and reform the Federal law of homicide, paying special
attention to assassinations. The Judiciary Committee should give
appropriate attention to the related offenses of conspiracy, at-
tempt, assault and kidnaping in the context of assassinations.
Such legislation should be processed independently of the general
proposals for the codification, revision or reform of the Federal
criminal law. The committee should address the following issues
in considering the legislation:

(a) Distinguishing between those persons who should re-
ceive the protection of Federal law because of the official
positions they occupy and those persons who should receive
protection of Federal law only in the performance of their
official duties, . ’

() Extending the protection of Federal law to persons
who occupy high judicial and executive positions, including
Justices of the Supreme Court and Cabinet officers,

(¢) The applicability of these laws to private individuals
in the exercise of constitutional rights,

"~ (d) The pensalty to be provided for homicide and the re-
lated offenses, including the applicability and the constitu-
tionali%of the death penalty, ‘

(e) The basis for the exercise of Federal jurisdiction, in-
cluding domestic and extraterritorial reach, :

(f) The preemption of State jurisdiction without the neces-
sity of any action on the part of the Attorney General where
the President is assassinated,

(gf The circumstances under which Federal jurisdiction
should preempt State jurisdiction in other cases,

(%) The power of Federal investigative agencies to require
autopsies to be performed,

(2) The ability of Federal investigative agencies to secure
the assistance of other Federal or State agencies, including
the military, other laws notwithstanding,
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(7) The authority to offer rewards.to apprehend the perpe-
trators of the crime,

(k) A requirement of forfeiture of the instrumentalities
of the crime,

(!) The condemnation of personal or other effects of his-
torical interest, .

(m) The advisability of providing, consistent with the
first amendment, legal trust devices to hold for the benefit of
victims, their families, or the general treasury, the profits
realized from books, movie rights, or public appearances by
the perpetrator of the crime, and

(n) he_alpphcabllity of threat and physical zone of pro
tection legislation to persons under the physical protection
of Federal investigative or law enforcement agencies.

3. The appropriate committees of the House should process
for early consideration by the House charter legislation for the
Central Intelligence Agency and Federal Bureau of Investigation.
The committees should address the following issues in considering
the charter legislation: ,

(e) The proper foreign and domestic intelligence functions
%f the intelligence and investigative agencies of the United

- States,

(5) The relationship between the domestic intelligence
functions and the interference with the exercise of individual
constitutional rights,

(¢) The delineation of proper law enforcement functions
and techniques including: (i) The use of informants and
electronic surveillance, (ii) guidelines to circumscribe the
use of informants or electronic surveillance to gather intel-
ligence on, or investigate, groups that may be exercising first
amendment freedoms, and (iii) the proper response of intel-
ligence or investigative agencies where information is devel-
oped that an informant has committed a crime,

(d) Guidelines to consider the circumstances, if any, when
an investigative agency or a component of that agency should
be disqualified from taking an active role in an investigation
because of an appearance of impropriety growing out of a
particular intelligence or investigative action,

(¢) Definitions of the legisf:t':ive scope and extent of
“sources and methods” and the “informant privilege” as a
rationale for the executive branch withholding information
in response to congressionsal or judicial process or other de-
mand for information, .

(f) Institutionalizing efforts to coordinate the gathering,
sharing, and analysis of intelligence information,

(9) Insuring those agencies that primarily gather intel-
ligence perform their function so as to serve the needs of other
agencies that primarily engage in Ehysxcal protection, and

(%) Implementing mechanisms that would permit inter-
agency tasking of particular functions.

B. Prosecution—

1. The Judiciary Committee should consider the impact of the

provisions of law dealing with third-party records, bail and speedy




6

trial as it applies to both the investigation and prosecution of
federally cognizable homicides. : .

2. The Judiciary Committee should examine recently passed
special prosecutor legislation to determine if its provisions should
be modified to extend them to Presidential assassinations and the
circumstances, if any, under which they should be applicable to
other federally cognizable homicides.

Il. Administrative recommendations to the Ezecutive

The Department of Justice should reexamine its contingency plans
for the handling of assassinations and federally cognizable homicides
in light of the record and findings of the committee. Such an examina-
tion should consider the following issues:

A. Insuring that its response takes full advantage of inter- and
intra-agency task forces and the strike force approach to investiga-
tions and prosecutions,

B. Insuring that its response takes full advantage of the advances
of science and technology, and determining when it should secure
independent panels of scientists to review or perform necessary scien-
tific tasks, or secure qualified independent forensic pathologists to per-
form a forensic autopsy, ,

C. Insuring that its fair trial/free press guidelines, consistent with
an alleged offender’s right to a fair trial, allow information about
the facts and circumstances surrounding an assassination promptly be
made public, and promptly be corrected when erroneous information
is mistakenly released, and .

D. Entering at the current time into negotiations with representa-
tives of the media to secure voluntary agreements providing that
photographs, audio tapes, television tapes, and related matters, made
in and around the site of assassinations, be made available to the Gov-
ernment by consent immediately following an assassination.

I11. General recommendations for congressional investigations

A. The appropriate committees of the House should consider amend-
ing the rules of the House to provide for a right to appointive counsel
in investigative hearings where a witness is unable to provide counsel
from private funds.

B. The appropriate committees of the House should examine the
rules of the House governing the conduct of counsel in legislative and
investigative hearings and consider delineating guidelines for profes-
sional conduct and ethics, including guidelines to deal with conflicts
of interest in the representation o%mmultiple witnesses before &
committee.

C. The Judiciary Committee should examine the adequacy of Fed-
eral law as it provides for the production of Federal and State prison-
ers before legislative or investigative committees under a writ of
habeas corpus ad testificandum.

. D. The appropriate committees of the House should examine and

clarify the applicability to congressional subpenas of recently enacted

le%sla’ tive restrictions on access to records and other documents.

) . The appropriate committees of the House should consider legisla-
tion that would authorize the establishment of a legislative counsel

‘to conduct litigation on behalf of committees of the House incident to
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the investigative or legislative activities and confer jurisdiction on the
U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia to hear such
lawsuits.

F. The appropriate committees of the House should consider if rule
11 of the House should be amended, so as to restrict the current access
by all Members of the House to the classified information in the posses-
sion of any committee.

IV. Recommendations for further investigation

A. The Department of Justice should contract for the examination
of a film taken by Charles L. Bronson to determine its significance, if
any, to the assassination of President Kennedy.

B. The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
of the Department of Justice and the National Science Foundation
should make a study of the theory and application of the principles of
acoustics to forensic questions, using tﬁe materials avallable in the
assassination of President John F. Kennedy as a case study.

C. The Department of Justice should review the committee’s find-
ings and report in the assassinations of President John F. Kennedy
and Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and after completion of the recom-
mended investigation enumerated in sections A and B, analyze whether
further official investigation is warranted in either case. The Depart-
ment of Justice should report its analysis to the Judiciary Committee.




INTRODUCTION*

History of the Committee

The House Select Committes on Assassinations was established in
September 1976 by House Resolution 1540, 84th Congress, 2d Session.
The resolution authorized a 12-member select committes to conduct a
full and complete investigation of the circumstances surrounding the
deaths of President John F. Kennedy and Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
The committee was constituted for the four remaining months of the
94th Congress, and it was mandated to report the results of its investi-
gation to the House of Representatives as soon as practicable.

House Resolution 1540 had been introduced a year prior to its pas-
sage. It was a refinement of several similar resofutions sponsored by
some 135 Members of the 94th Congress. Substantial impetus for the
creation of a select committee to investigate these assassinations was
derived from revelations in the report of the Senate Select Committee
to Study Governmental Operations with Respect to Intell'?ence Activ-
ities, dated April 1976 and released in June 1976. The Senate select
committes reported that the Central Intelligence Agency had with-
held from the Warren Commission, during its investigation of the
assassination of President Kennedy, information about plots by the
Government of the United States against Fidel Castro of Cuba; and
that the Federal Bureau of Inv tion had conducted a counter-
intelligence program (COINTELPRO) against Dr. King and the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference.

The House Select Committee on Assassinations created by House
Resolution 1540 officially expired as the 94th Congress ended its term
on January 3, 1977.

On January 4, 1977, & unanimous consent request was introduced
to consider House Resolution 9, a resolution to reconstitute the com-
mittee. An objection was heard, however, and House Resolution 9 was
not brought to an immediate vote on the floor of the House. It was
instead referred to the Rules Committee, which began hearings on it
on January 25, 1977. House Resolution 9, as amended, was favorably
reported by the Rules Committee as House Resolution 222 on Feb-
raary 1, 1977. .

The creation of a congressional committee to investigate assassina-
tions, as well as issues concerning the nature and cost of the proposed
investigations, created considerable controversy. House Resolution 222
proposed to constitute the committee for only an additional 2 months,
to the end of March 1977, so that these issues could be more clossly
examined. On February 2, 1977, House Resolution 222 was considered

¢Ttalic pumerals in parentheses in the middle of or. at the end of sentences
indicate references which can be found at the end of the report.

(®)
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b}{ the House of Representatives as the Committee of the Whole, so
that amendments could be offered from the floor and Members given an
opportunity to express objections. House Resolution 222 authorized
and directed the committee to:

* * * conduct a full and complete investigation and stud,
of the circumstances surrounding the assassination and dea
of President John F. Kennedy and the assassination and
death of Martin Luther King, Jr., and of any other persons
the select committee shall determine might be related to sither
death in order to ascertain (1) whether the existing laws of
the United States, including but not limited to laws relati
to the safety and protection of the President of the Unilt:g
States, assassinations of the President of the United States,
deprivation of civil rights, and conspiracies related thereto,
as well as the investigatory jurisdiction and capability of
agencies and departments of the U.S. Government, are ade-
quate, either in their provisions or in the manner of their
enforcement ; and (2) whether there was full disclosure and
sharing of information and evidence among agencies and de-
partments of the U.S, Government during the course of all
grior investigations into those deaths; and whether any evi-

ence or information which was not in the possession of any
agency or department of the U.S. Government investigating
either death would have been of assistance to that agency or
department, and why such information was not provided to
or collected by the appropriate agency or department;.and
shall make recommendations to the House, if the select com-
mittee deems it appropriate, for the amendment of existing
legislation or the enactment of new legislation.

House Resolution 222 was passed by the House on February 2, 1977.

On March 8, 1977, Representative Louis Stokes of Ohio was named
chairman of the committee to replace the previous chairman who had
resigned. Two subcommittees were created—a subcommittee on the
assassination of President Kennedy, with Representative Richardson
Preyer of North Carolina as its cjxairman, and a subcommittes on
the assassination of Dr. King, with Walter E. Fauntroy, Delegate of
the District of Columbia, as its chairman. The staff was divided into
two task forces designated to assist each of the subcommittees.

On March 30, 1977, the House approved House Resolution 433 which
constituted the committee until January 3, 1979, the duration of the
95th Congress. :

In June 1977, G. Robert Blakey was appointed chief counsel and
staff director to replace the former chief counsel who had resigned
on March 30, 1977. ‘

The committee established a program that consisted of three primary
activities—the investigation, public presentation of evidence and
preparation of the final report.

Nature and Scope of the Investigation

The committee identified four main issues to be investigated to ful-
fill its mandate set forth in House Resolution 222. First, who was or
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were the assassin(s) of President John F. Kennedy and Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr.? Second, did the assassin(s) have any aid or assist-
ance either before or after the assassination ¢ Third, did the agencies
and departments of the U.S. Government adequately perform their
duties and functions in (a) collecting and sharing information prior
to the assassination; (b) protecting John F. Kennedy and Martin
Luther King, Jr.; and (c) conducting investigations into each assassi-
nation and coordinating the results of those investigations? Fourth,
given the evidence the committes uncovered, are the amendment of
existing legislation or the enactment of new legislation appropriate$

The necessity for the committee to explore each of these issues, as
well as the manner in which they could be investigated, was carefully
considered by the committee because the committes was acutely aware
of the (fotential risks and dangers inherent in a congressional commit-
tee addressing aspects of these issues, The issues that posed particular
risks and dangers were the committee’s investigation of who the assas-
sin(s) was or were, and if the assassin(s) had help before or after the
assassination. Necessarily, the committee’s inquiry into these issues
would entail an examination of the conduct of individuals. Further,
the conduct to be examined might also be found to be criminal in a
judicial proceeding, and might well carry with it, in the minds of the
general public, the severest moral disapprobation because of the nature
of the crimes committed. Possible injury of the reputation of potential
“subjects” or “targets” of the investigation was, therefore, a significant
danier or risk clearly recognized by’g'e committes. ) )

The committee also recognized other risks and dangers inherent in
the special character of its investigation. For example, associates of a
“target” might have to be investigated fully. The associate may not
have engaged in any activity connected with the assassination, but dis-
closure of the facts of the investigation alone might carry with it an
invasion of privacy of the associate. The risk and danger were also
considered by the committee. ,

The committee recognized that, unlike a criminal trial in & court, no
matter how definitively the committee's findings were presented in its
report, no legel sanctions such as fine or imprisonment could be im-
posed as a direct result of its investigation. Nevertheless, the danger of
Injury to reputation and invasion of privacy of the individuals the
committee had investigated required that the committee responsibly
assess precisely how its investigation would be conducted and its re-
sults disclosed. :

Many of the potential risks and dangers from Congress undertaking
an investigation into conduct that is criminal primarily arise be-
cause of the nature and scope of & congressional investigation and the
procedures a congressional committee employs to conduct an investiga-
tion. The procedures that Con, uses are dramatically different than
those employed when indiviéual conduct is examined by either the
executive or judicial branches of Government. The manner in which
the investigations differ should be understood by each person reading
this report and should be considered by Congress in deciding when an
investigation of this character is a;;g;opriate in the future.

The primary determinant of the character or scope of any govern-
mental investigation is dependent upon which branch of Government
is responsible for conducting it. Each of the three branches of govern-
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ment—legislative, executive, and-judicial—is granted differing powers
and prinlefs by the Constitution. These powers and privileges differ
to reflect the differing societal goals and values intended to be
achieved by the functioning of each branch. Accordingly, the nature
and scope of & congressional investigation are determined by the
powers and privileges granted to Congress by the Constitution.

The Constitution s to Congress the power and responsibility
for legislating in particular areas.nigthough the Constitution does not
expressly grant Congress the power to investigate, it had been recog-.
nized by the Supreme Court that “the power of inquiry—with process
to enforce it—is an essential and appropriate auxiliary to the legis-
lative function.”(Z) The Supreme Court recognized that for Congress
wisely or effectively to legislate required that it have access to infor-
mation and be able to compel the production of the information
before it. Consequently, it has long been recognized that the failure
of s citizen to respond to a subpena to testify at a congressional hear-
ing can result in fine and imprisonment, if the witness is convicted in
court of contempt of Congress. Similarly, s witness who appears before
a congressional committee may be found guilty of contempt if he re-
fuses to testify or respond to particular questions. The limits on con-
gressional power to compel testimony that can constitute a defense for
a witness in any contempt trial are few.

A fundamental defense is that the investigation is not in an area
in which Congress can constitutionally legislate. This defense, how-
ever, is, as a practical matter, very limited, as Congress can enact
legislation in many areas. Further, even the ability of Congress to
legislate concerning particular activity has expanded over time. For
example, under current Supreme Court rulings, American society
today is such that an activity would probably be construed as affect-
ing interstate commercs where it might not have been so construed
in the less complex economic markets of the early 1800%. As such, the
authority of Congress to legislate and investigate has grown. That
an investigation must be in an area in which Congress can legislate
is, therefore, not a substantial restriction on the scope of Congress to
nvestigate.!

Perhaps the most significant limitation on the scope of a con-
gressional investigation is that the questions propounded to the wit-
ness must be pertinent to the investigation. Yet that concept is not
readily capable of precise definition, and, most importantly, its appli-
cation to a set of facts is not ultimately resolved while the witness
is before the committee. These two facfors also shape congressional
hearings. For example. before the committee pertinent questions about
motive of & suspected “target” might include, in the Kennedy investi-
gation, attitudes about American policy toward the Cuban Govern-
ment, or, in the King investigation, questions concerning attitudes on
racial relations. Even questions about conduct occurring after the
assassination might be considered pertinent if the answers to them
might be used to demonstrate similar conduct prior to the assassination
or to illuminate personal character traits, including trustworthiness or

3 Just because Congress can leglslate and therefore investigate in an avea does not. of
course, mean that it may enact any lecislation that it desires in the area. The legisiotion

itself may be su hall .
Anels o glshtl. ccessfully challenged if, for example, it unnecessarlly infringes on consti
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propensity to violence. Accordingly, pertinency in the context of a con-
gressional hearing is an elastic concept that, when exploring a subject
as broad as the assassination of two of the Nation’s leaders, is not in
fact very restrictive on the scope of the investigation.

Even when a question is propounded that the witness believes not
pertinent, there is substantial pressure on the witness to answer the
question. The witness may object to the question and ask the Chair
to rule on the objection. Pursuant to the rules of the House, the chair-
man of the committee is the person responsible for ruling on a wit-
ness’ objection to a question. Should the Chair sustain the objection,
the witness does not have to answer the question. Should the chair-
man overrule the objection and direct the witness to answer, the wit-
ness faces a difficult choice. The witness may. of course, decide to
answer the guestion. If he refuses to answer the question, however,
he runs the risk of being prosecuted in a court for criminal contempt.
In any prosecution, the witness will be able to raise the defense that
he refused to answer the question because it was not pertinent to the
inquiry. If he prevails, he will be found not guilty. If his defense is
rejected, he will be found guilty and face fine and imprisonment.
Nevertheless, the contempt trial may come months or longer after the
witness’ refusal to testify before the committee. The witness does not
get an opportunity at the time of his appearance before the committes
to have a judicial ruling on the merits for his refusal to answer.
Accordingly, witnesses are under substantial pressure at the hearing
to answer questions; they are naturally reluctant to risk fine and
imprisonment at a later date. The pertinency objection, therefore, is
also a restriction on the scope of a congressional investigation that
may be of limited impact. '

The procedures of a congressional hearing also affected the commit-
tee’s assessment of the risks and dangers inherent in its addressing all
four issues it had tentatively identified. The procedures of a congres-
sional hearing are fundamentally different than those in a judicial con-
text. A few clear examples are sufficient to demonstrate the differences.
First, there is no impartial judge presiding over the congressional pro-
ceeding. An objection that a committee member’s question is imperti-
nent is in fact ruled upon by the chairman of the committee, Second,
a “target” in a congressional hearing may be compelled by a grant of
immunity to testify despite his claim of the fifth amendment. In a trial,
a defendant may not be compelled to take the stand and testify. Third,
there are no constraints on what committee members may say publicly
prior to the appearance of a “target” of an investigation before a
hearing; a prosecutor in a criminal case is constrained by law to refrain
from public comment prior to the commencement of a trial. Fourth,
unlike a defendant in a trial, a witness before a committee has no right
to object to the admissibility of evidence. Hearsay, for example, is
freely admissible in a congressional hearing, and witnesses may be
questioned on the basis of secondhand statements. Fifth, in the case of
a witness who is a “subject” or “target” of a congressional investiga-
tion, the witness, unlike in a trial, has no absolute right to:

—Cross-examine witnesses who have testified against him;

—Have particular witnesses whom he desires to be subpenaed to

appear before the committee; or even

—Malke a statement in his own behalf,
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Sixth, and just as imgortant, the right of a witness before a com-

mittee to be accompanied by an attorney, and the role of the attorney,
are radically different in a con ional hearing than in a judicial
trial. Unlike a trial, a witness before a congressional committee has no
constitutional right to have an attorney. with him. The rules of the
House do grant a witness the right to have an attorney present, but it
is a right conferred by the House and not the Constitution ; the scope
of the right is defined by the House and not by judicial authority. Tﬁe
rule provides that witnesses can be accompanied by counsel only “for
the purpose of advising them concerning their constitutional rights.”

The committee recognized that by modifying its own procedures, it
could ameliorate some of the effect of the inherent dangers congres-
sional procedures might entail in the context of the special character of
its inquiry. Consequently, comment outside of the committee’s hear-
ings was severely restricted by the committee rules. The committee also
provided in its rules that it would provide counsel for a witness who
was financially or otherwise unable to afford counsel ; it allowed counsel
to submit questions to the committee to be asked of his or her client;
and it allowed a witness or counsel time at the conclusion of his testi-
mony to make any statement to explain or amplify the witness’ testi-
mony, or the opportunity to supplement the record. In addition, in its
hearings, the committee followed the practice of having the chairman
of the committee relinquish the Chair temporarily when he wished
to ask a substantial number of questions.?

Nevertheless, distinctions between a congressional hearing and a trial
remain, and they cannot be eliminated without remaking the legislative
function in the image of judicial power. The outcome of a congressional
hearing differs radically from that of a trial. A congressional commit-
tee votes on its findings, but, as witnessed in this report, there i3 no
requirement for unanimity. Simple majority vote suffices to issue a
report of conclusions. '

n addition, a congressional hearing need not, in its finding of facts
for the purpose of legislation, establish facts beyond a reasonable
doubt. A committee may base its legislation on facts 1t finds as prob-
able, or even likely. Consequently, a “target” may not obtain the vin-
dication of his claims of innocence that would be associated with a
judicial verdict in his favor. Suspicion about the “target” may linger,
and the most dangerous injury to reputation may, in fact, stem from
lingering suspicion.

The differences in the nature and purpose of a congressional com-
mittee hearing and a judicial trial are apparent—they exist because
each proceeding is designed to achieve differing societal goals. Some
of the dangers considered by the committee arise when a congressional
hearing investigating conduct that is criminal is mistaken for or con-
fused with & criminal trial adjudicating whether a person committed
criminal acts. Others may be inherent in a congressional hearing. It
can be forcefully argued that when evidence of conduct that may be
termed criminal is introduced before a congressional committee, but
in the end falls short of & clear and convincing or similar high stand-

* The committee also strictly adhered to the rules of the House and first took testimony
that might tend to defame, degrade or incriminate & person in executive sesaion, so that
the committee could evaluate the testimony and not publicly present unfounded or base-
less accusations that might barm a person’s reputation.
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ard of persuasion, the responsible course would be to refrain from mak-
ing the evidence public to protect the reputation of the person involved.
_Similarly, the committee considered whether it should disclose infor-
mation relevant to its investigation out of concern for the privacy
rights of individuals who were not “targets” of the investigation.

The committee evaluated each of the four issues it had identified for
exumination in fulfillment of its mandate in light of the perceived risks
and dangers to the reputations and rights of privacy of persons inves-
tigated, risks and dangers arising from the character of a congressional
investigation. The cominittee determined that a complete analysis of
all four, and public disclosure of that analysis were necessary to fulfill
its legislative responsibilities under the Constitution. In addition, the
cornmittee determined that a complete analysis of all four, and public
disclosure of that analysis, were necessary to fulfill its constitutional
duty of informing the public.

‘The fourth issue the committee identified—whether the amendment
of existing legislation or the enactment of new legislation is appro-
priate—is, of course, the essence of the legislative function, In order
to fulfill this responsibility, the committee had to have an independent
and objective analysis of the facts that surrounded each assassination,
as well as the prior investigations into the assassinations. The com-
mittee realized that to address satisfactorily the fourth issue required,
in essence, & complete analysis of the other three issues. To consider
intelligently issues related to, for example, Presidential protection and
deprivation of civil rights, it was necessary that the committee deter-
mine the facts in President Kennedy’s and Dr. King’s assassinations,
and the earlier investigations of those assassinations.

Further, it was important to the committee that it was investigati.ng
areas in which there had been prior legislation. Statutes had assigne
numerous duties to agencies and departments of the Federal Govern-
ment. For example, the Secret Service had responsibility for protect-
ing President Kennedy, and the FBI conducted the investigation into
the assassination of Dr. King on the basis of its being a possible con-
spiracy to violate Dr. Kin%;s aivil rights, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 241.
The responsibility of the House to oversee the performance of particu-
lar agencies and departments of the executive branch is of paramount
importance in insuring efficient, responsive and constitutional govern-
ment. As Woodrow Wilson observed : “Quite as important as legislat-
ing is vigilant oversight of administration.” (2) An assessment of the
performance of agencies such as the CIA, Secret Service, and FBI was
consequently considered essential by the committee. A careful and
complete investigation into the third- issue the committes had identi-
fied—the ?erformance of the agencies—was necessary to fulfill the
committee’s responsibilities for oversight of the administration and the
determination of the adequacy of existing laws.

To address satisfactorily the performance of the agencies, however,
the committee required an independent determination of the facts in
each assassination. For example, it would be irresponsible for the com-
mittee to criticize the manner in which the FBI conducted its investi-
gation and the conclusions it reached without the committee having
made an independent determination of what it believed to be the facts.
Accordingly, it was necessary for the committee to explore the first
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and second issues it identified—who the assassin(s) of President Ken-
nedy and Dr. King was (were), and if there was a conspiracy in either
case—so that the committee could effectively perform its oversight
responsibilities in evaluating the performance of the executive. As
discussed, a resolution of these issues was also necessary to determine
whether the amendment of existing legislation or the enactment of new
legislation 'was sppropriate.

pite the acknowledged risks and dangers to the reputation or
privacy of some individuals, the committee believed that a complete
analysis and disclosure of all the issues it had identified was necessary
to fulfill its legislative mandate. There was an equally important rea-
son, the committee believed, for public disclosure of the facts bearing
on these issues. The committee had an obligation pursuant to its in-
forming function under the Constitution to make public to the Amer-
ican people the facts about each of these assassinations and to respond
to public concern about the performance of Government agencies and
departments.

e House of Representatives recognized that these two assassina-
tions had been of extraordinary concern to the American people when
it debated and authorized the creation of this committee. The Ameri-
can people clearly disbelieved the conclusions that had been the official
position of the U.S. Government. Despite the official position of the
Government that Lee Harvey Oswald and James Earl Ray were lone
assassins, a Gallup Poll indicated that 80 percent of the American

ople believed Lee Harvey Oswald had help and 70 percent believed
R;mes Earl Ray had help. This public disbelief in the conclusions of
the official governmental investigations was a substantial factor in
the creation of the committee.(3)

The public concern, however, was far more significant than mere
doubt about the official conclusions of the investigations. Such doubt
extended to far more serious allegations concerning the cies and
departments of the Government. These allegations ranged from inten-
tional coverup of known coconspirators to actual governmental com-
plicity in the assassinations. Such allegations called into question the
very integrity of the governmental structure. The committee did not
believe it would suffice to respond to public concern simply by issuing
a finding on the question of agency and department complicity in the
assassination. No finding would receive public acceptance if support-
ing facts were not presented ; in fact, it would most likely increase sus-
picion of governmental involvement in the assassinations if the finding
was simply that agencies and departments were not involved. The com-
mittes had a responsibility to state who it believed had participated in
each assassination, and what the factual basis was for that conclusion.

To respond to public concern sbout the assassinations and the per-
formance of the executive agencies and departments, the committee be-
lieved its informing and 1 ative functions required an independent
determination and public disclosure of the facts.

‘Woodrow Wilson wrote about the informing function of Congress:

It is the proper duty of a representative body to look dili-
gently into every affair of Government and to talk much
about what it sees. It is meant to be the eyes and the voice,
and to embody the wisdom and will of its constituents. Unless
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Congress have and use every means of acquainting itself with
the acts and the disposition of the administrative agents of
the Government, the country must be helpless to learn how it
is being served; and unless Congress both scrutinize these
things and sift them by every form of discussion, the country
must remain in embarrassing, crippling ignorance of the very
affairs which it is most important that it should understand
and direct. The informing function of Congress should be
preferred even to its legislative function. (4)

The Supreme Court has similarly stated that it “does not doubt
the importance of informing the public about the business of
Con A .
The committee’s independent analysis of all four jssues, and its in-
forming the public of that analysis, will allow each American to make
an inteﬁigent judgment on the vahdity of allegations concerning the
performance of agencies and departments of the executive branch,
as well as enable people to assess the committee’s own performance. It
is essential not only that persons be able to judge the performance of
the executive agencies, but that they be able to judge this committes’s

rformance as well. Such is the very essence of representative

emocracy. .

The committee determined, therefore, that, despite the potential
dangers and risks inherent in its analysis of some of the issues it had
identified to fulfill its mandate, an analysis and the public disclosure
of all of the facts relating to the four issues was necessary to fulfill
its legislating functions under the Constitution. Further, the com-
mittee determined that an analysis and disclosure of the facts relating
to each issue was also necessary to fulfill its constitutional informing
responsibilities,

e committee’s findings in this report are stated so as to be faith-
ful and accurate to the facts as found by the majority of the committee,
The committee found each fact in this report with no goal or standard
except the committes’s commitment to ascertain the truth to the best
of its ability. The committee hopes that each person who reads this re-
port appreciates the nature of a congressional investigation, and that
any potential dangers or harms from a misunderstanding of the com-

® Doe v. McMillian (412 U.8. 306, 814 (1872)). The Doe case was carefully considered
by the commitiee as its investigation was conducted, its hearings held, and the report
pbrepared. Dos addressed the relationship between the inxomlnz function of Congress and
the availability of speech and debste immunity for distribution of a report that might
on the rights of priv of individuals. The majority opinion in the Dos case,

the committee belleved, does inhibit Congress exercise and performance of its responsi-
bilitles and duties. The committes noted that the opinfom of the District of Columbis
Court of Appeals on remand from the Supreme Court, Dee v. McMillian (5668 F, 24 713
(1977)), also emphasized the importance of the informing fonction of Co?mr it inter-
preted the Bupreme Court decisiop ms only stating that pnblic dissemination of & report
was “not necessarily” within the speech and debate immunity. As detailed in the text,
the committee was acutely aware of the potential lnjnzeto reputation or invasion of
ﬁrtucy that ¢ occur by distribution of the commitiee’s report, The committee be-
eved, however, that its legislative and {nforming responsibilities required that this report
be prepared and distributed in the manner the committes has done. For a committee ad-
dressing guestions about controversies that have arisen coneerning the assassination of
two of the country’s leading figures, public dissemination of the report is vital to fulSQ}
its comstitutional responsibilities. Con should be able to disseminate such a report
without fearing spurious lawsuits, for the very fear of such lawsuits may shape the manner
in which facts are presented. I Congress is limited to ofielal or qualified immuonity for
publie distribution of a report, the committes recognises that this might serve to insure
against reckless }m&lc presentation of false facts. Such a benefit, however, can only acerne

at the ‘ecost o inhibited
responaibilities. ngress being in folflling ltn‘ constitational info
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mittee’s work will therefore be minimized. The committee also hopes
that the Congress and other committees will carefully consider in the
future the nature and scope of congressional investigations in deciding
what issues to investigate, how they will be investigated, and in what
manner the results of the investigations should be disclosed.

Structure of the Investigation

The investigation was broken into an exploratory phase and a con-
centrated factfinding phase. During the exploratory phase, primarily
prior to December 31, 1977, the committee undertook to master the
critical literature that had been written on the issues. The exploratory
phase was also used for the purpose of deciding what specific subjects
were worthy of further investigation, taking into account such factors
as the passage of time since the assassinations were committed. Many
issues were scrutinized and given due consideration, but not every
possible lead nor every allegation that has been raised concerning these
assassinations was investigated by the committee, The committee recog-
nized it had finite time span and limited resources.* The committes
established priorities among the issues and investigated those which it
deemed to be most apt to resolve significant issues of public concern.

The concentrated phase of the investigation spanned the period from
January to July 1978, It was based on a detailed investigative plan
that entailed a step-by-step process of factfinding. The plans were de-
signed to address the first three questions the committee identified to
fulfill its legislative mandate: Who assassinated President Kennedy
and Dr. King? Was there a conspiracy in either case? How well did
the Federal agencies perform? The plans were also structured to ac-
count for the natural interreiationships among the three questions.

The committee was acutely aware of the need for strict security pre-
cautions as the investigation proceeded. This was necessary not only
because of the classified nature of the material the committee reviewed,
but also because the effectiveness of the committee’s investigation counld
have been undermined by premature disclosure of -information.
Further, the committes recognized that unverified information con-
cerning a person that was prematurely disclosed might unjustly
injure the reputation of that person. Accordingly, the committee
adopted stringent security procedures, requiring each member of the
staff to receive top-secret clearance. As an accommodation to the com-
mittee, the FBI conducted background investigations, which were
reviewed by the CIA. After consultation with the FBI and CIA, the
committee made its own determination on each clearance.

At the same time that the committee was undertaking to assure the
integrity of its security system, it was making arrangements with
Federal agencies—principally the FBI and CIA—for the review of
their materials, many of which were classified. Memoranda of under-
standing between the committee and the agencies were signed. They
established a procedure for how the materials would be handled. The

¢ For example. the President’'s Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy
{Warren Commission) came into existence on Nov. 80, 190683 and submitted its final report

on Sept. 24, 1964. })m-lng that 10.month period, its cost exceeded 310 million. and
it used the services of over 400 people.(§) In contrast, the committee came into existence
on Sept. 17. 1978, and it submitted its report on Mar. 28, 1979. Durine that 30-month
period, it cost exceeded $5.5 milllon, and it used the services of over 2830 people. (For
additional statistics on the committee, see appendix IV infra.)
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CIA agreement was of particular importance since it provided for
access to classified information by members of the committee and its
staff on a completely unsanitized basis. No “sources or methods” infor-
mation would be removed from any material given to the committee.
Access on such a basis was unprecedented by any congressional
committee.

As it undertook its investigation, the committee was fully aware

that the evidence of cvents that occurred 10 and 15 years in the past

would be of varying degrees of quality. The committee recognized that
there were three general categories of evidence. First, there was the
evidence that would be developed by the scientific projects such as
autopsy, ballistics, handwriting, fingerprint, photographic and acous-
tical analysis. Second, there was documentation that existed in the
form of governmental agency files. Third, there was the current recol-
lection of the event by witnesses. '

The committee believed that the evidence of potentially the greatest
reliability was generally that of science. Government files were of sub-
stantial value in pursuing some areas of the investigation, but were of
limited use in others because of the particular issue the committee was
pursuing or the nature of the file. Finally, the committee recognized
that witness testimony was sharply qualified by problems of human
perception and memory, as well as bias or motive to lic.

The committee also found that the nature of the evidence for the
two assassinations was markedly different. For example, there was a
relative abundance of scientific evidence in the Kennedy assassination,
as compared with the King assassination. Field investigation by the
committee staff consequently assumed a somewhat greater significance
in the King case than in the Kennedy case.

The committee subjected the work of the FBI, Secret Service, CTA
and other agencies to critical scrutiny. If the investigations conducted
in 1963-64 and 1968 were determined to be honest, thorough and com-
petent, the results of those investigations could be used to corroborate
and to wdvance the independent work of the committee with greater
confidence in the resolution of issues. But the converse was just as true.
If the original investigation was found to be deficient, its conclusions
were evaluated accordingly and considered by the committee as having
little evidentiary value.

During the next phase of the committee’s work—public presentation
of the evidence—it held 36 days of public evidentiary hearings from
August through December 1978, as well as 2 days of public policy hear-
ings in December. This phase was designed to present in gublic essen-
tial evidence on key issnes in each investigation. It was also designed
to explore the public policy questions raised by the assassinations.

In its public hearings, the committee received evidence on the issues
it had identified to fulfill its legislative mandate. It heard evidence on
(1) the facts and circumstances surrounding the deaths of President
Kennedy and Dr. King and the connections, if any, between those facts
and circumstances and the accused assassins, Lee Harvey Oswald and
James Earl Ray; (2) the question of whether there was a conspiracy
in either case: and (3) the performances of the varions Federal
ag}t:ncies—the FBI, CIA, Secret Service, Warren Commission, and
others,

43-112 Q¢ - 79 - 3
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In its policy meetings in December, the committee heard the testi-
mony of the directors or deputy directors of the FBI, CIA and Secret .
Service, and ihe Deputy Attorney General, representing the Depart-
ment of Justice. These policy hearings cxplored the appropriateness
of the amendment of existing legislation or the enactment of new
legislation in light of the evidence that had been received by the
committee.

The final phase of the committee’s work included the preparation of
this report, which presents the committee’s analysis and synthesis of
the evidence the committee obtained on all four issues the committee
deemed necessary to fulfill its mandate. The committee issues this re-
port to fulfill its legislative and informing responsibilities under the
Constitution.

President John F. Kennedy and Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. each
cmbodied aspects of the best characteristics of the American spirit.
They sought to elicit from every American attitudes and actions that
would make our society achicve its great potential. The committee has
attempted, therefore, to conduct its investigations into the assassina-
tions of President Kennedy and Dr. King, and present the results of
those investigations, in a thorough and dignified manner in keeping
with the memory of these two great leaders.




I. FINDINGS OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON ASSASSI-
NATIONS IN THE ASSASSINATION OF PRESIDENT
JOHN F. KENNEDY IN DALLAS, TEX.,, NOVEMBER 22,
1963

IntropweTION : THE KENNEDY PRESIDENCY IN PERSPECTIVE

John Fitzgerald Kennedy, the 35th President of the United States,

. was shot to death on November 22, 1963, while riding in a motorcade

in Dallas, Tex. Kennedy had represented for many the dawn of a new
era of hope. In his account of the Kennedy administration, “A Thou-
sand Days,” historian and Kennedy staff member Arthur M.
Schlesinger, Jr., wrote :

* * * [Tlhere can be no doubt that Kennedy’s magic was not
alone that of wealth and power and good looks, or even of
these things joined to intelligence and will. It was, more
than this, the hope that he could redeem American poli-
tics by releasing American life from its various bondages to
orthodoxy. (1)

When the young President died, much of the world grieved. West
Berlin Mayor Willy Brandt’s words reflected the sense of loss: “A
flame went out for all thosc who had hoped for a just peace and a
better world.” (2) A stunned nation felt deeply the loss of a promisin
leader. The assassination, wrote historian Christopher I.asch, “hel
to dispel the illusion that the United States was somechow exempt from
history, a nation uniquely favored and destined * * * to be spared the
turmoi! and conflict which had always characterized the polities of
other countries.” (8) '

PRESIDENTIAL ASSASSINATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES (4)

John Fitzgerald Kennedy was the fourth victim of Presidential
assassination, preceded by Abraham Lincoln in 1865, James A. Gar-
field in 1881, and William McKinley in 1901.

The first Presidential assassination occurred within 1 week of the
end of the Civil War. President Lincoln was shot by John Wilkes
Booth on April 14, 1865, while watching a British comedy, “Our
American Cousin,” at Ford’s Theater in Washington, 1D.C. He died
the following morning. Booth, an actor and Confederate sympathizer,
fled Washington immediately after the crime. He reportedly was
trapped in a burning barn by Federnl troops on April 26, 1865, where
he died of a gunshot wound to the head. '

A military conimission established to try persons accused of com-
plicity in the assassination of President Lincoln found that the murder
was part of o conspiracy to kill Lincoln, Vice President Andrew
Johnson and Secretary of State William H. Seward. Having lost

(21)
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heart, George A. Atzerodt did not attack Johnson as planned, but
Seward was seriously wounded by Lewis Payne, n former Confederate
soldier. As a resnlt of the investigation by the Office of the Judge
Advocate General of the U.S. Army. seversl defendants were accused
of conspiring with Confederate President Jefferson Davis and a group
of Confederate Commissioners in Canada to murder Lincoln. The
accused were Confederate courier John T. Surratt, his mother, Mary
E. Surratt, David Herold, a half-wit Confederate sympathizer, and
Confederate veterans Samuel Arnold and Michael (O'Laughlin. Ed-
ward Spangler, a stagehand at Ford’s Theater, and Dr. Samuel A.
Mudd, a physician who set. the leg Booth injured in his escape from
the theater, were accused. of aiding the assassin’s escape. Mrs. Surratt,
Herold. Payne, and Atzerodt were found guilty and hanged on July 19,
1865. Three others received life sentences. John Surratt initially fled
to Canada and then to Italy, where he joined the Papal Zouaves in
Rome under an assumed name. He was captured in November 1866
and returned to the United States to stand trial on charges of com-
plicity in the assassination. He was freed when the trial ended with a
hung jury.

Several conspiracy theories emerged after the. Lincoln assassina-
tion. Surratt’s flight to Italy, coupled with the fact that many of
Booth’s co-conspirators were Roman Catholic, stirred the anti-Catholic
sentiments of the “Know-Nothing Movement”, which charged that the
assassination was part of a Papist plot. Although the military com-
mission ultimately dismissed the contention that the conspirators were
in league with Jacob Thompson, head of the Confederate Commission
to Canada, under the supervision of Confederate President Jefferson
Davis, that theory also persisted. Another contention was advanced

- by those who opposed the execution of Mrs. Surratt. Suspicious of

those in charge of her arrest and prosecution, they believed that
Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton was the real mastermind of the
assassination.

In 1866 and 1867, the House of Representatives authorized two
separate investigations into the death of President Lincoln. (5)
ILN:_eitholar finally laid to rest the suspicions around the deuth of President

incoln.

President James A. Garfield was shot in the back by Charles J.
Guiteau on July 2, 1881, in Washington, D.C. Guiteau, a religious
fanatic and would-be officeholder, had been denied access to the White
House after he had asked to be appointed U.S. Ambassndor to Austria,
When Garfield appointed James A. Blaine as Secretary of State, an
incensed Guitean apparently believed that the President had betrayed
a faction of the Republican Party.

In the ensuing murder trial, there was no suggestion that the de-
fendant was involved in any conspiracy. Guiteau maintained that he
had acted as an agent of God in & political emergency and therefore
was not guilty of wrongdoing. Despite a history of mental illness in
Guiteau’s family, the insanity defense presented by his counsel failed.
Guiteau was declared sane, found guilty and hanged beforc a large
crowd. Contrary to events following the Lincoln assassination, no
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theories of possible conspiracy surfaced in the wake of Garfield’s
slaying.

While attending the Pan-American Exposition at Buffalo, N.Y., on
September 6, 1901, President William McKinley was shot. I{e died 8
days later, the victim of assassin Leon F. Czolgosz, a factory worker
and anarchist. Although an anarchist group had published a warning
about Czolgosz 5 days before McKinley was shot and Czolgosz insisted
he had acted alone, many belicved that the assassination was the result
of an anarchist plot. Czolgosz refused to testify at his own trial which
was held 4 days after McKinley’s funeral. After 34 minutes of delib-
cration, the jury found him guilty of murder. Czolgosz did not appeal
the verdict, and he was executed in the electric chair.
~ McKinley’s assassination came after a wave of anarchist terrorism
in Europe. Between 1894 and 1900, anarchist assassing had killed
M. F. Sadi Carnot, President of France; Elizabeth, Empress of Aus-
trin; and Humbert I, King of Italy. Following McKinley’s death,
vigilantes in the United States attacked anarchist communities. An-
archist leaders such as Emma Goldman were arrested. Responding to
a plea by the new President, Theodore Roosévelt, Congress passed a
series of restrictive measures that limited the activities of anarchists
and added alien anarchists to the list of excluded immigrants. Despite
a spate of frenzied charges of an anarchist conspiracy, no plot was ever
proven, and the theories appeared to collapse shortly after the execu-
tion of Czolgosz.

Three Presidents who preceded John F. Kennedy were the targets
of attempted assassinations. On January 30, 1835, Richard Lawrence
tried to kill President Andrew Jackson on the steps of the U.S. Capi-
tol, but both pistols he carried misfired, and Jackson was not injured.
Following the attempt, some of Jackson’s supporters charged a ig
conspiracy, but this allegation was never substantiated. Lawrence was
found not guilty by reason of insanity and spent the rest of his life in
mental institutions.

On February 15, 1933, in Miami, Fla., President-elect Franklin D,
Roosevelt was fired upon by Guiseppe Zangara, an unemployed Italian
immigrant bricklayer. Zangara missed Roosevelt, but mortally
wounded Chieago Mavor Anton Cermak. Zangara was tried, found
guilty of murder and executed. No conspiracy was charged in the
shooting.

Two Puerto Rican nationalists attacked Blair House, the temporary
residence of President Harry S. Truman in Washington, D.C., on
November 1, 1950, with the apparent intention of assassinating the
President. A White House guard and one of the nationalists, Griselio
Torresola, were killed in the ensuing gun battle. The surviving na-
tionalist, Oscar Collazo, explained that the action against Truman
had been sparked by news of a revolt in Puerto Rico. He believed the
assassination would call the attention of the American people to the
appalling economic conditions in his countryv. The two would-be as-
sassins were acting in league with P, Albuzio Campos, president of the
Nationalist Party of Puerto Rico. Truman was not harmed during the
assanlt. Collazo was tried and sentenced to death, but President Tru-
man commuted the sentence to life imprisonment.
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A NEW PRESIDENT

In an era when the United States was confronted with intractable,
often dangerous, international and domestic issues, the Kennedy ad-
ministration was inevitably surrounded by controversy as it made poli-
cies to deal with the problems it faced. Although a popular President,
John F. Kennedy was reviled by some, an enmity inextricably related
to his policies. The Fossibility of nuclear holocaust overshadowed the
administration’s reshaping of cold war foreign policy as it grappled
with Cuba, Berlin, Laos, Vietnam, relations in the Third World and
Western Europe, and U.S. militarv strength. At home, an emerging
Black protest movement, persistent unemployment, poverty and
urban blight, governmental disorganization, congressional resistance
to the President’s New Frontier program, and the menace of organized
crime were among the problemms Kennedy faced. He relied on the
counsel of some of the foremost thinkérs of his age, as he pursued new
approaches in leading the country.

In the summer of 1960, Senator John F. Kennedy won the Demo-
cratic Party’s nomination. for President. In his acceptance speech, he
emphasized the challenges of the 1960’s and declared that “we stand
today on the edge of a ‘New Irontier’,” a phrase that later became at-
tached to his program. Two days before his election in November,
Kennedy pledged, “I am not promising action in the first 100 days
alone. I am promising you 1,000 days of exacting Presidential leader-
ship.” With the slogan “Let’s get this country moving again,” he
pledged to combat uncmployment, the sluggish economy, what he
called a missile gap. and the Communist government in Havana. Ken-
nedy defeated the Republican candidate, Richard M. Nixon, by a slim
margin of 118,450 out of nearly 69 million votes cast. He was the first
Roman Catholic and, at age 43, the voungest man ever elected
President.

On a cold January morning in 1961. the new President stood before
the Nation that clected him and voiced these inemorable words:

Let every nation know, whether it wishes ns well or ill, that
we shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship,
support any friend, oppose any foe, to assure the survival and
the success of liberty.

No words could have portrayed more aptly the determination of
John F. Kennedy as he assumed office as the spokesman for “a new gen-
eration of Americans.” His mettle yet to be tested, an articulate, con-
fident new President confronted the issues that put him in conflict with
forces at home and abroad. _

Despite his narrow election victory, Kennedy’s popularity was high
at the time he took office. The Gallup Poll showed a 69 percent favor-
able rating. During his term, that popularity fluctuated, and, in the
autumn of 1963, it appeared to be in decline. It was concern over that
slump and the implications for the 1964 Presidential contest that led,
in large part, to Kennedy’s decision to make the ill-fated Texas trip
in November 1963,
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FOREIGN AFFAIRS: A FRAGILE PEACE

The cold war was President Kennedy’s foremost concern, as the

United States and the Soviet Union stood poised to obliterate each
other or to coexist. Kennedy, who emphasized the nced for a strong
military during his campaign, tacked an additional $4 billion to the
defense budget approved by President Dwight D. Eisenhower. To
demonstrate that the United States would not retreat from its treaty
commitments, his military buildup was the largest in the peacetime
history of the country. John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State under
Eisenhower, had relied almost. exclusively on a rigid foreign policy
based on nuclear power and military pacts. Rejecting “massive retalia-
tion” with nuclear arms, Kennedy urged the strengthening of conven-
tional forces and emphasized the need for a flexible, diversified mili-
tary that would counter the threat posed by Communist guerrilla
urmies. Nonctheless, he was committed to negotiation and steadfastly
pursued a nuclear arms limitation treaty, despite Soviet threats in
Cuba, Berlin, Southeast Asia, and clsewhere. Some critics were con-
fused by his call for a strong military while pursuing & nuclear treaty,
but Kennedy saw military preparedness as the foundation for achiev-
ing peaceful solutions.

Kennedy’s first move in United States-Soviet relations was to reply
to Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev’s January 1961 congratulatory
note:

We are ready and anxious to cooperate with all who are
prepared to join in genuine dedication to the assurance of a
peaceful and more fruitful life for mankind.

The Cuban threat

With Premier Fidel Castro’s increasing ties to the Soviet Union,
Communist Cuba, just 90 miles from the United States, became an
early focal point of Kennedy administration concern, In February
1961, Soviet Deputy Prime Minister Andrei Gromyko visited Cuba to
arrange large-scale economic and military assistance. The United
States ended formal diplomatic contacts with Cuba shortly after Gro-
myko’s trip.

Soon after taking office, Kennedy learned that since the spring of
1960, the U.S. Government had been training a guerrilla force of anti-
Castro Cuban exiles in Florida and Guatemala with the ultimate objec-
tive of invading Cuba and overthrowing Castro. Kennedy sanctioned
the training and reluctantly allowed the invasion to proceed, but he
limited U.S. participation and support.

On April 17, 1961, a force of anti-Castro Cuban refugees attempted
to establish a beachhead in Cuba at the Bay of Pigs. The United States
had grossly underestimated the popular support for the Castro regime.
An anticipated internal uprising never occurred, and Castro’s forces
defeated the invaders within a few days. President Kennedy accepted
“sole responsibility” for the debacle when the United States could no
longer disavow its role in the ill-fated expedition. Privately, however,
he blamed the CIA and reportedly vowed to “splinter the agency into
a thousand pieces.” : :
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The Cuban Revolutionary Council, a group of anti-Castro exiles that
was to have become the provisional government after Castro’s over-
throw, was particularly bitter about the Bay of Pigs. Its principal
leaders—Antonio Maceo, Justo Carillo, Carlos Heria, Antonio de
Varona, Manuel Ray and José Mir6 Cardona—had formed the Council
with the CIA’s sanction and had been promised recognition by the
U.S. Government. They were outraged by the failure of the United
States to support the invasion force. Af a meeting with President
Kennedy shortly after the invasion, the angry leaders blamed his mili-
tary advisors for the defeat, but Kennedy replied that he alone was
responsible. On the other hand, Kenncdy atteipted to reassure them,
promising that the United States was committed to returning Cuban
refugees to their homeland.

A stunning sctback for the new administration, the Bay of Pigs
defeat resulted in worldwide criticism of the United States, both for
its role in the invasion and for its reluctance to back the refugees with
sufficient force to allow the expedition to succeed. It also gave Khrush-

. chev the occasion to lecture the new President on international moral-

ity and raised questions about Kennedy as a coolheaded leader. While
anti-Castro Cuban exiles in the United States believed they had been
betrayed by Kennedy and accused him of being a weak leader who
was soft on communism, the administration was criticized from the
left as a reactionary return to barbarism.

Kennedy traveled to Europe in June and met with Soviet Premier
Khrushchev for 12 hours in Vienna, Austria. Nuclear testing, dis-
armament, and Berlin were discussed, but the leaders reached no
agreement. Khrushchev threatened to end four-power control of Berlin
by signing a treaty with East Germany that would give it control
over access routes to West Berlin. In late June, he told the allies to
get out of the city by the end of the year, charging that the air
corridors were being used to import spies and saboteurs into East
Germany.

On his return to the United States, Kennedy said :.

I made it clear to Mr. Khrushchev that the security of
Western Europe, and thercfore our own security, are deeply
involved in our presence and our access rights to West Ber-
lin ; that those rights are based on law and not on sufferance;
and that we are determined to maintain those rights at any
risk and thus meet our obligation to the people of West Berlin,
and their right to choose their own future.

Kennedy responded to Khrushchev’s threat with a call for 217,000
more men in uniform. He ordered the draft doubled, tripled if neces-
sary, and requested authority to activate Reserve and National Guard
units. With the Soviet determination to eliminate West Berlin and
the U.S. commitment to preserve it, the prospect of a third world war
was greater than ever. The crisis intensified with the August 1961
construction of a wall that prevented eastern European refugees from
entering West Berlin. The United States responded by sending troops
and tanks to West Berlin. Western rights remained intact, and the
crisis subsided with Khrushchev’s decision in late 1961 not to sign a
treaty with East Germany. U.S. armored units in Berlin were pulled
back in January 1962,
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Combating communism in Latin America

Meanwhile, to encourage progressive democracy in the underdevel-
oped world, the administration embarked on programs of assistance.
Peace Corps volunteers brought technical and educational expertise
to emerging areas. Promising to “transform the American continent
into a vast crucible of revolutionary ideas and efforts,” Kennedy deter-
mined to wipe out the seedbed of communism in Latin America and
contain Communist Cuba by raising the living standards with his
Alliance for Progress. He proposed that the Latin American Republics
join the United States in a 10-year plan for developing the Americas
to satisfy the basic needs of housing, employment, land, health care,
and education, thus relieving the economic distress that made the
countries vulnerable to Castro-style revolutions. Formed in August
1961, the Alliance for Progress received the enthusiastic support of
many Latin Americans, which was evident. in the acclaim for Kennedy
when he visited Colombia and Venezuela in 1961 and Mexico in 1962.
At the Inter-American Conference in January 1962, he said, “I think
communism has been isolated in this hemisphere and I think the hemi-
sphere can move toward progress.”

The arms race

An escalating arms race and the harmful effects of radioactive con-
tamination from nuclear tests deeply troubled the Kennedy adminis-
tration. Despite an earlier promise by Khrushchev to join the United
States in a no-test policy, the Soviets resumed nuclear tests on Au-
gust 30, 1961, and exploded 50 devices that fall. Kennedy urged Xhru-
shchev to join with the United States and Great Britain in an agree-
ment banning atmospheric tests. When the Soviet Premier refused,
Kennedy ordered resumption of underground tests. In March 1962,
after studying Soviet advances, Kennedy reluctantly renewed atmos-
pheric tests with a series of blasts over Christmas Island in the central
Pacific. He told a writer it was his fate to “take arms against a sea
of troubles and, by opposing, end them.” :

The missile crisis

Acting on his pledge to defend the Western Hemisphere if it was
threatened by Soviet aggression, Kennedy faced the greatest crisis of
his brief Presidency in Cuba in October 1962. It was the closest the
world had ever come to nuclear war. On October 16, aerial recon-
naissance photographs of Cuba appeared to show installation of of-
fensive nuclear missiles. This initial discovery was verified, and on
October 20, Kennedy returned abruptly to Washington from a politi-
cal trip to Chicago on the pretext of a sudden cold. On Monday,
October 22, he revealed that the United States had discovered from
acrial photographs that the Soviet Union had deployed ballistic mis-
siles and Ilyushin-28 bombers in Cuba. He announced that he had
ordered an air-sea quarantine on all offensive weapons bound for Cuba
and promised more drastic action if the missiles and bombers were
not removed. President Kennedy grimly stated that the United States
would intercept anv Soviet vessel with arms and that the United States
wounld retaliate if the Soviets attacked any nation in the Western Hemi-
sphere. The 11.8. Armed Forces were at combat readiness. on “maxi-
mum alert.” After a tense 6 days, Khrushchev announced his decision
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to dismantle and withdraw offensive weapons from Cuba in return
for Kennedy’s agreement not to invade Cuba and to lift the blockade.
Kennedy received widespread international support during the missile
crisis and was later credited with having achieved a turning point ir
the cold war favorable to the West.

Among anti-Castro Cuban exiles and some rightwing factions in
this country, however, there was outrage over Kennedy’s decision.
Despite his reassurances that the Cubans wounld be returned to their
homeland, he had promised not to invade Cuba. Militant. rightwing
extremists argued that the United States should have invaded Cuba,
removed the Russians and their arms, and toppled Castro.

On December 29, 1962, President Kennedy greeted over 1,000 Cubans
who had been captured at the Bay of Pigs and ransomed from Castro’s
jails by the United States. In a ceremony at the Orange Bowl in Miami,
he accepted the brigade’s invasion flag and addressed their concerns
about the future. The President declared, “I can assure you that this
flag will be returned to this brigade in a free Cuba.”

Southeast Asia

Abandoning the Eisenhower administration’s mistrust of neutral
nations, Kennedy pursued a cautious approach in Laos where Com-
munists had captured many of the northern provinces in 1961. In July
1962, the United States was able to get all parties in Laocs to agree toa
tripartite coalition government and withdrawal of all foreign troops.

In South Vietnam, however, the administration decided to take a
stand against Communist-inspired “wars of liberation.” U.S. involve-
ment dated back to 1956, when the Eisenhower administration backed
the decision of the South Vietnamese Government to postpone elections
there because Communist victory appeared imminent. The United
States was pledged to support the pro-American regime of Ngo Dinh
Diem in the fear that if one Southeast Asian nation fell to the Com-
munists, others would soon follow. Kennedy continued that policy,
although with growing reluctance by 1963.

In 1961, Viet Cong guerrillas backed by Ho Chi Minh of North Viet-
nam attacked South Vietnamese troops, murdered officials, and placed
the Diem regime in jeopardy. Kennedy responded initially by sending
more than 4,000 military advisers to South Vietnam and, over the
following months, U.S. participation grew steadily. In his move away
from the “all or nothing” nuclear arsenal strategy of the 1950’s, Ken-
nedy emphasized a varied military capability to meet the jungle war-
fare tactics of the enemy in countries such as Vietnam. He also directed
economic aid to Southeast Asia to meet the Communist threat there.
In November 1962, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara announced
that the United States was winning the war in South Vietnam.

When the Chinese invaded northern India in 1962, Kennedy au-
thorized an airlift of arms to halt the Chinese Communist advance.
Pledge to defend Europe

To some critics, Kennedy’s foreign policy, combining military
bluster with negotiation, appeared vacillating and self-defeating.
Their misgivings seemed to be confirmed by actions of some traditional
allies of the United States. President Charles de Gaulle of France, for
example, insisted on a defense capability independent of the United
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States and refused to sign any nuclear arms limitation treaty, thus
threatening the cohesiveness of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion. In addition, Kennedy’s acceptance of the principle of neutrality,
manifested by the Laos agreement, was criticized by some who believed
countries were either American friends or enemies.

Kennedy reasserted his pledge to defend Western Europe during a
trip there in June 1963. “The United States will risk its cities to defend
yours,” he assured the West. Germans, who feared a pullout of U.S.
troops. In a speech to an enthusiastic West Berlin crowd, Kennedy de-
scribed himself as a “Berliner,” saying that “all free men, wherever
they may live, are citizens of Berlin.”

Cold war thaw

Uneasiness over Cuba continued in 1983. The Soviet presence was
symbolized by an attack of a Cuban Air Force MIG fighter on an
American shrimp boat in March 1963. Some 17,000 Russian troops still
occupied the island nation, and 500 antiaircraft missiles plus a large
supply of other Soviet armaments were emplaced there.

Yet, with Kennedy's foreign policy emphasis on gradual J)rogress,
a thaw in the cold war was pereceptible. In a major policy address on
June 10, 1963, at American University in Washington, D.C., Kennedy
proposed a “strategy of peace” to lead the United States and Soviet
Union out of the “vicious and dangerous cycles” of the cold war.

Let us focus on a peace based not on a sudden revolution in
human nature but on a gradual evolution of human
mstitutions.

He announced that the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet
Union would begin work on a treaty to outlaw nuclear tests.

A major accomplishment of the Kennedy administration, the nuclear
test. ban treaty, was signed in Moscow on August 5, 1963, and ratified
by the T7.S. Senate in September. This limited treaty, prohibiting at-
mospheric testing of nuclear weapons, represented the first limitation
of arms expansion since the beginning of the cold war in 1945. The
administration had hoped, however, for a more comprehensive agree-
ment. Underground testing was not covered because of Soviet resist-
ance to onsite inspection, and China and France refused to sign the
treaty. i

Alzhough praised by many as a step toward peace, the treaty had its
detractors., Air Force Gen. Thomas D. White described it as “next to
unilateral disarmament,” while scientist Edward Teller called for re-
sumption of atmospheric testing to maintain American nuclear
su[}remacy.

n October, the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union
agreed to refrain from using nuclear weapons in outer space.
Growing involvement in Vietnam

The Vietnam conflict intensified and U.S. involvement expanded
steadily, althongh Kennedy refused to make any major increases in
support. By October 1963, the United States had 16,000 troops in South
Vietnam. As 1S, helicopters flew combat support missions and U.S.
planes strafed enemy lines, U.S. advisers radically altered life there
with the strategic hamlet resettlement program, an effort to concen-
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trate the population in varions arcas. Some Americans criticized this
involvement in support of the Diem dictatorship. At the insistence of
his brother, Ngo Dinh Nhu, the Roman Catholic Diem had instituted
a number of repressive measures against the country’s Buddhists, who
made up 70 percent of the population. His troops attacked pagodas,
and Buddhists were jailed. The self-immolation of protesting Bud-
dhist monks dramatically called into question the American role in
Vietnam.

By threatening withdrawal of economic support, the United States
sought to persuade the Diem government to change its brutal policies.
Diem resisted, denying that the Buddhists were being persecuted and
charging that, in fact, they were aiding the Communists by demand-
ing a change of government. U.S. advisers warned that Diem’s un-
popnlar regime imperiled the battle against the Viet Cong.

On November 1, 1963. Diem and his brother, Nhn, were killed in
a military coup. The United States quickly recognized the new
government.

Détente

Kennedy’s willingness to negotiate with the Russians, combined
with a Sino-Soviet split, cased East-West tension and sparked opti-
mism about the prospects for world peace. Other moves indicating
Sovict-American détente and peaceful coexistence included installa-
tion of a “hot line” emergency telephone system from Washington to
Moscow in the summer of 1963, approval of the sale of 4 million tons
of surplus wheat to the Soviet Union, and initiation of cultursl ex-
change programs. Kennedy also made overtures to Castro concerning
normalization of relations, a move that enraged anti-Castro exiles in
the United States. His steps away from dangerous nuclear diplomacy
were praised by many, but some doubted that Kennedy’s policy would
contain communism and insure the strength of the United States.

AT HOME: A TROUBLED LAND

President Kennedy’s New Frontier domestic program was not
readily accepted. The administration’s relations with Congress, domi-
nated as it was by a conservative bloc of Republicans and southern
Democrats, were difficult. Kennedy’s major proposals—aid to educa-
tion, medical care for the elderly and the creation of a Department of
Urban Affairs—were rejected. Although measures were adopted to
increase Federal aid to depressed areas, to increase and expand the
minimum wage, and to increase social security benefits, the administra-
tion failed to persuade Congress to enact the widespread social legisla-
tion it sought.

Civil rights progress

The administration’s most dramatic accomplishments were in the
area of civil rights, though the President did not live to see the passage
of the comprchensive legislation he proposed, the most far-reaching
sinco Reconstruction. Kennedy appointed Blacks to high administra-
tion posts and to Federal judgeships. He gave Attorney General
Robert F. Kennedy his sanction for vigorous enforcement of civil
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rights laws to extend voting rights, end segregaticn and fight racial
discrimination. Attorney General Kennedy expanded the Civil Rights
Division of the Department of Justice, and President Kennedy issued
a strongly worded Executive order against discrimination in employ-
ment that established a Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity
headed by Vice President Johnson. Kennedy’s civil rights program,
however, increasingly alienated southerners and conservatives.

Violence erupted soon after Kennedy took office. In May 1961, the
Congress of Rucial Equality staged a series of freedom rides in Ala-
bama in an effort to integrate buses and terminals, One bus was burned
by a mob in Anniston, Ala. An angry segregationist crowd attacked
demonstrators in Montgomery. Ala.. and several persons were injured.
Attorney General Kennedy ordered several hundred U.S. marshals to
Montgorery to protect the demonstrators. National Guardsmen with
fixed bayonets scattered a mob that tried to overwhelm the marshals,
who were protecting a mass mecting at a Black church where civil
rights leader Martin Luther Xing, Jr., was speaking.

Sparked by the viclous treatment of the nonviolent demonstrators,
protests continued in Mississippi. The Attorney General petitioned
the Interstate Commerce Commission, and in September 1961, the ICC
adopted rules banning segregation on interstate buses and in terminals.

Trouble exploded again in 1962 when James Meredith, a 29-year-
old Black Air Force veteran. gained admission to the all-white Uni-
versity of Mississippi. Meredith had been refused admission, despite
Federal court orders requiring that he be enrolled. The Kennedy ad-
ministration supported an effort to force compliance by the State, but
Governor Ross Barnett was equally determined to defy the orders.
In his fourth attempt to enroll at the university, Meredith arrived in
Oxford on September 30, escorted by 300 U.S. marshals. He was met
by a mob of 2,500 students and segregationist extremists who howled,
“Two-four-one-three, we hate Kennedy.” The hecklers attacked the
marshals with bricks and bottles. The marshals responded with tear
gas. A bloody night-long riot that left two dead and scores injured
quelled only after Federal troops hiad been dispatched by President
Kennedy. Meredith registered the next day and began classes with
the protection of marshals, who remained with him until his gradua-
tion in August 1963. -

Urging the need for legislation in a February 28, 1983, address to
Congress on civil rights, President Kennedy attacked the scourge of
racial discrimination :

Race discrimination hampers our economic growth by pre-
venting the maximum development and utilization of our
manpower. It hampers our world leadership by contradicting
at home the message we preach abroad. It mars the atmos-
phere of a united and classless society in which this Nation
rose to greatness. It increases the costs of public welfare,
erime, delinquency and disorder. Above all, it is wrong. There-
fore, let it be clear, in our own hearts and minds, that it is not
merely because of the economic waste of discrimination, that
we are committed to achieving true equality of opportunity.
The basic reason is because it is right.
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Although th~ admini<trtion’s civil rights policies generated the
dogged opposition of seurezationists in the South, Black lenders criti-
cized the Presiden! fur not pursai.g change even more forcefully.

Dr. King said:

This administration has outstepped all previous ones in the
breadth of its civil rights activity. Yet the movement, instead
of breaking out. into the open plains of progress, remains con-
stricted and confirmed. A sweeping revolutionary force is
pressed into a narrow tunnel.(7)

Blacks continued demnonstrations for equal rights in the spring of
1963. In April and May, Dr. King led an attack on what he called “the
most segregated city in the United States,” Birmingham, Ala. Demon-
strators were met by police dogs, electric cattle prods and fire hoses.
The brutal response to the nonviolent protestors led to worldwide
outrage. Black leaders and Birmingham community leaders ultimately
reached a compromise agrecment. to integrate public facilities. Birm-
ingham became a rallying cry for the civil rights movement across the
Nation. Over 700 demonstrations swept the South that summer, and
northern public opinion increasingly supported the protestors.

In June 1963, Alabama Governor GGeorge Wallace, in defiance of a
Federal court order, stood on the steps of the University of Alabama
to prevent the admission of two Black students. Wallace bowed, how-
cver, fo National Guard troops that had been federalized by the Pres-
ident. The Black students entered the nniversity. In the same month,
Medgar Evers, the NAACP ficld secretary for Mississippi, was shot to
death in front of lis home in Jackson, Miss.

The turbulence sparked President Kennedy's special message to Con-
gress in June 1963, in which he asked the legislators to help end
“rancor, violence, disunity and national shame™ by pushing what was
described as the most sweeping civil rights legislation since Recon-
struciion. The hill would, among other things, guarantee access to
public accommodations and the right to vote. “We are confronted pri-
marily with the moral issue,” Kennedy said. He warned that Federal
inaction would mean continued racial strife, declaring, “The fires of
frustration and discord will hurn in every city, North and South,
whero legal remedies are not at hand.”

On August 28, 1963, an interracial group of more than 200,000 per-
sons joined “The March for Jobs and Freedom” in Washington, D.C.,,
to urge the Congress to pass the comprehensive civil rights legislation
the Kennedy administration envisioned. Violence shattered the hope-
ful mood inthe wake of the Washington march when a bomb exploded
on September 17 at the Sixteenth Street Baptist Church in Birming-
ham, Ala. during a Sunday School session. Four young Black girls
were killed and 23 other persons were injured. Despite the national
unrest, Congress did not rush to pass the civil rights bill.

Economic policies
Kennedy’s Keynesian, New Deal cconomic policies brought him into

conflict with business. For example, he advocated deficit spending at
a time of economic growth in an attempt to overcome persistent high
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unemployment. Ho also proposed costly welfare programs to improve
the plight of the Nation’s poor and issued voluntary wage-price guide-
lines that he was determined to enforce. .

As the Kennedy administration ,grappled with thorny economic
issnes—persistent nnemployment, recession—a steel price hike set the
stage for the most dramatic economic crisis of Kennedy's term. In
March 1962, the administration persuaded the United Stecl Workers
Union to accept a contract he called “noninflationary” in the belief
that such an agreement would ameliorate the recession by preventing
a rise in prices. A few days later, however, the U.S. Steel Corp. an-
nounced an increase of 3.5 percent, or $8 per ton, and most other steel
companies followed suit. Kennedy commented, “My father always told
me all businessmen are sons-of-bitches, but I never believed it until
now.” (&) In the 3 days that followed the increase, four antitrust inves-
tigations of the steel industry were initiated, a bill to roll back the price
. increase was considered, wage and price controls were discussed and
the Department of Defense began to divert purchases away from U.S.
Steel. Kennedy denounced the increase as “wholly unjustifiable and
irresponsible defiance of the public interest,” and said the steel indus-
try had shown its “utter contempt for their fellow citizens.” U.S. Steel
finally rescinded the price increase when several other steel companies
said they would hold the price line. Despite the President’s assurance
after the steel crisis subsided that “this administration harbors no
ill will against any individual, any industry, corporation, or segment
of the American cconomy,” business leaders complained about Govern-
ment interference and hostility.

Government reform

Kennedy was also concerned about the autonomy of Federal agen-
cies and reorganization of the Federal bureaucracy. He saw a need
for greater control over the Central Intelligence Agency after the
Bay of Pigs fiasco. Its independent role in the Southeast Asian con-
flict and in Cuba particularly troubled him. The CIA’s budget was
twice that of the State Department, its staff had doubled in the 1950’s,
and, it was said by its critics, in some Embassies it had more qer-
sonnel than the State Department. Kennedy reglaced Director Allen
Dulles with John McCone, cut the Agency’s budget, and assigned
Robert Kennedy as Agency watchdog.

Kennedy’s relations with Federal Bureau of Investigation Director
J. Edgar Hoover were cool. In an attempt to bridle the independent
Hoover, the administration insisted that the facts reflect the law that
the FBI was under the Department of Justice and that the Depart-
ment was Jed by the Attorney General. Attorney General Robert
Kennedy also compelled a reluctant Hoover to investigate civil rights
and organized crime cases.

War on organized crime

The Kennedy administration made an unprecedented effort to fight
the insidious menace of organized crime. The President had first en-
countered the problem when he became a member of the Senate Select
Committee on Labor Racketeering. Robert Kennedy was chief coun-
sel of the committee, and later, as Attorney Genersl, he became the
President’s surrogate in a campaign against the underworld.
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Dramatic developments in the war on organized erime had occurred
just before Kennedy came to the White House. A roundnp of hood-
lums in Apalachin, N.Y., in 1957, followed by an abortive prosccution
of many of the leaders, demonstrated the impotence of Federal en-
forcement. The Scnate testimony of Mafia member Joseph Valachi
in 1963 became the catalvst for a renewed effort to strengthen Federal
criminal laws that could be used to control the threat of organized
crime.

The zeal of the Kennedy brothers signified the roughest period for
organized crime in Department of Justice history. Historian Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr.. wrote in “Robert Kennedy and His Times” that, as a
resnlt of the Attorney General's pressure, “the national Government
took on organized crime as it had never done before.” (9) Schlesinger
observed :

In New York, Robert Morgenthau, the Federal attorney,
successfully prosecuted one syndicate leader after another.
The Patriarca gang in Rhode Island and the De Cavalcante
gang in New Jersey were smashed. Convictions of racketeers
by the Organized Crime Section and the Tax Division stead-
ily increased—96 in 1961, 101 in 1962, 373 in 1963. So long as
John Kennedy sat in the White House, giving his Attorney
General absolute backing, the underworld knew that the heat
was on. (10)

The Attorney General focused on targets he had become acquainted
with as counsel for the Rackets Committee. He was particularly con-
cerned about the alliance of the top labor leaders and racketeers as
personified by Teamster President James R. Hoffa. Schlesinger wrote
that “the pursuit of Hoffa was an aspect of the war against organized
crime.” (17) He added:

The relations between the Teamsters and the syndicates
continued to grow, The FBI electronic microphone, planted
from 1961 to 1964 in the officc of Anthony Giacalone, a De-
troit hood, revealed Hoffa’s deep if wary involvement with
the local mob. For national purposes a meeting place was the
Rancho La Costa Country Club near San Clemente, Calif.,
built with $27 million in loans from the Teamsters’ pension
fund ; its proprietor, Morris B. Dalitz, had emerged from the
Detroit [sic. Cleveland] underworld to become & Las Vegas
and Havana gambling figure. Here the Teamsters and the
mob golfed and drank together. Here they no doubt reflected
that, as long as John Kennedy was President, Robert
Kennedy would be unassailable. (12) .

As with the Civil Rights Division, Robert Kennedy expanded the
Organized Crime Division at Justice. As a result of information col-
lected by the FBI, syndicate operations were seriously disrupted in
some cases, and leading organized crime figures were concerned about
the future.

Opposition from the far right

As the policies of the Kennedy administration broke new ground,
political extremists in the United States seemed increasingly willing




35

to resort to violence to achieve their goals. In an address at the Uni-
versity of Washington in Seattle on November 16, 1961, President
Kennedy discussed the age of extremism: two groups of frustrated
citizens, one urging surrender and the other urging war. He said:

1t is a curious fact that each of these cxtreme opposites
resembles the other. Each believes that we have only two
choices: appeuasement or war, suicide or surrender, humilia-
tion or holocaust, to be either Red or dead.

The radical right condemned Kennedy for his “big Government”
policies, as well as his concern with social welfare and civil rights
progress. The ultraconservative John Birch Society, Christian Anti-
Communist Crusade led by Fred C. Schwarz, and the Christian Cru-
sade led by Rev. Billy James Hargis attracted an anti-Kennedy fol-
lowing. The right wing was incensed by Kennedy’s transfer of Gen.
Tidwin A. Walker from his command in West Germany to Hawaii for
distributing right-wing literature to his troops. The paramilitary
Minutemen condemned the administration as “soft on communism”
- and adopted guerrilla warfare tactics to prepare for the fight against
the Communist foe, At the other cxtreme, the left labeled Kennedy
a reactionary disappointment, a tool of the “power elite.”

President Kennedy saw the danger of a politically polarized society
and spoke against extremist solutions, urging reason in an ordered
society. In the text of the speech he had planned to deliver in Dallas
on November 22, 1963, he wrote: :

Today * * * voices are heard in the land—voices preach-
ing doctrines wholly unrelated to reality, wholly unsuited
to the sixties, doctrines which apparently assume that words
will suffice without weapons, that vituperation is as good as
victory and that peace is a sign of weakness.

NOVEMBER 1963: A TRIP TO TEXAS (18)

At the beginning, John F. Kennedy had been an extremely popular
President. His ratings, ironically, were highest in the aftermath of the
April 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion, when he received a remarkable 83
percent approval rating in the Gallup Poll. But by the fall of 1963,
he had slipped to 59 percent, and he became concerned about the po-
litical implications. In October, Newsweek magazine reported that the
civil rights issue alone had cost Kennedy 3.5 million votes, adding
that no Democrat in the White House had ever been so disliked in
the South. In Georgia, the marquee of a movie theater showing PT
109 read, “See how the Japs almost got Kennedy” (14)

An inveterate traveler, Kennedy interspersed his diplomatic mis-
sions abroad with trips around the country. He made 83 trips in 1963.
In June he visited Germany, Ireland and Italy; later in the summer
he toured the western United States—North Dakota, Wyoming, Mon-
tana, Washington, Utah, Oregon, Nevada and California—to gain
support for his legislative program. ,

ot only did Kennedy enjoy traveling, but he almost recklessly
resisted the protective measures the Secret Service urged him to
adopt. He would not allow blaring sirens, and only once—in Chicago
in November 1963—did he permit ﬁis limousine to be flanked by motor-
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cycle police officers. He told the special agent in charge of the White
House detail that he did not want agents to ride on the rear of his
car.

Kennedy was philosophical about danger. According to Arthur M.
Schlesinger, “A g‘housnnd Days,” Kennedy believed assassination was
a risk inherent in a democratic society. In 1953, Schlesinger recounted,
then-Senator Kennedy read his favorite poem to his new bride, Jac-
queline Bouvier Kennedy. It was “I have a Rendezvous with Death,”
by Alan Seeger.(15)

It may be he shall take my hand
And lead me into hisdark land
And close my eyes and quench my breath . . .

But I've a rendezvous with Death

At midnight in some flaming town,
‘When Spring trips north again this year,
And I tomy pledged word am true,

I shall not fail that rendezvous.

.During the November 1963 Texas trip he told a special White
House assistant:

* # * if anybody really wanted to shoot the President
* * ¢ it was not a very difficult job—all one had to do was
get on a high building someday with a telescopic rifle, and
there was nothing anybody could do to defend against such
an attempt.

Kennedy had decided to visit the South to bolster his image in that
region. He chose to visit Florida because it had voted Republican in
1960, and Texas because it only had been saved by Lyndon Johnson
by an extremely slim margin. According to Texas Governor John B.
Connally, Kennedy first mentioned a political trip to Texas in the
summer of 1962 when Connally, a former Secretary of the Navy, was
running for Governor. Kennedy broached the idea to Connally again
the following summer. '

Despite some obvious political reasons for a Texas visit, some mem-
bers of Kennedy’s staff opposed it because the State was not favorably
disposed to the President. From 1961 to 1962, the Secret Service had
received 34 threats on the President’s life from Texas. Political em-
barrassment seemed a certainty. The decision to travel to Dallas was
even more puzzling. Many perceived Dallas as a violent, hysterical
center of right-wing fanaticism. There, in 1960, then-Texas Senator
Lyndon B. Johnson had been heckled and spat upon. In October
1963, just & month before the President’s scheduled visit, Ambassador
to the United Nations Adlai Stevenson was jeered, hit with a placard
and spat upon. Byron Skelton, the National Democratic Committee-
man from Texas, wrote Attorney General Robert Kennedy about his
concern for President Kennedy’s safety and urged him to dissuade
his brother from going to Texas.

There are several probable explanations for the decision to visit
Dallas. Kennedy was to visit four other cities—San Antonio, Hous-
ton, Austin and Fort Worth—and it was feared that ignoring Dallas
would harm his image in Texas. Kennedy also was anxious to win
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over business, and Dallas was the place to address business leaders in
Texas. As a result of his economic policies, particularly the rollback
of steel prices, Kennedy believed he was perceived as hostile to busi-
ness. Before the November Texas trip, he shared his eoncern with
Governor Connally:

If these people are silly enough to think that I am going to
dismantle this free enterprise system, they are crazy.

All the other trips that summer and fall, including the visit to
Florida, had been successful. In his testimony before this committee,
Governor Connally explained that he believed that Texas was a State
crucial to a Kennedy victory in 1964, and contended that Kennedy
came to Texas for two reasons: to raise money and to enhance his own
political prospects in Texas. '

Word of the trip to Texas first appeared in the Dallas papers on
September 13, and Kennedy's itinerary for Texas was announced by
Governor Connally on November 1. The President was scheduled to
address a luncheon of bhusiness leaders at the Trade Mart in Dallas
on November 22. He decided to travel into the city in a motorcade
that was to follow the normal Dallas parade route. Kennedy liked
motorcades, for they afforded an opportunity to get close to the people,
and he made a special point of arranging one in Dallas because he
believed it would be his one chance that day to greet workers and
minorities. The final motorcade route through Dealey Plaza in down-
town Dallas was selected on November 15.

In 1963, the Secret Service had identified six categories of persons
who posed a threat to the President: right-wing extremists, left-wing
extremists, Cnbans, Puerto Ricans. Black militants. and a miscel-
lancous category that included mental patients. It identified two cities
as particularly threatening—Miami and Chicago. Dallas was con-
sidered a potential source of political embarrassment. Prior to the
trip to Dallas, the Secret Service had not uncovered any serious
threats there, and no extensive investigation was conducted in the city.

Beginning a weck before the trip, defamatory posters and leaflets
excoriating the President appeared thronghout Dallas. Some carried
Kennedy’s picture with the caption. “Wanted for Treason: This Man
Is Wanted for Treasonous Activitics Against the United States.”
Tt was suggested the President’s Dallas parade route should not be
published, but. at the urging of Kennedy’s staff, it appeared in the
Dallas newspapers on November 18 and 19.

The President and 3Mrs, Kennedy traveled to Texas on Novein-
ber 21. That day, Kennedy visited San Antonio and Houston, where
he was warmly grected by enthusiastic crowds. He flew to Fort Worth
that evening.

One of the President’s first acts on the morning of November 22 was
to call the woman who had arranged the accommodations that he and
the First Lady occupied at Fort Worth’s Texas Hotel. She had hung
the walls with original paintings by medern masters such as Vincent
Van Gogh and Claude Monet, and the special effort of the citizens of
Fort. Worth greatly impressed the Kennedys. That rainy morning,
the President addressed the Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce. The
speech was well received and, as Governor Connally recounted, it was
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laced with fun. Later in the morning, after a query from Dallas, the
President said that if the weather was clear, he did not want the
protective bubble used on the Presidential limousine.

The President and his entourage took off for Dallas at approxi-
mately 11:20 a.m. While the Presidential plane, Air Foree Oue, was
airborne, the President looked out the window and remarked to the
Governor with a smile, “Our luck is holding. It looks as if we’ll get
sunshine.” A clear sky, brilliant sunshine, 68-degree temperature—a
marvelous autumn day—provided the backdrop for the President und
Mrs. Kennedy as they arrived at Love Field in Dallas. The Fist
Lady was presented with a honquet of roses, and the conple attended
a reccption held in their honor at the airport by the community
leaders of Dallas. After greeting them, the President moved to shake
hands with the enthusiastic crowd which, according to some estimates,
may have numbered 4,000 persons. For a few minutes, the President
and the First Lady walked along the sccurity barrier, greeting people.
Then they joined Governor and Mrs. Connally in the Presidential
limousine. T'wo Secret Service agents, one the driver, sat in front. The
President and his wife sat in the vear seat, with the President on the
right, in keeping with military protocol, as Commander in Chief of
the Armed Forces. Governor Counally sat on a jump seat directly in
front of the President, with his back to Kennedy, and Mrs. Connally
occupied tho left jump seat. Two cars with members of the Dallas
Police Department, including Chief Jesse Cnrry, and Secret Service
agents, preceded the Presidential limousine. Behind, a followup car
carried Secret Service agents and members of the White House staff.
To the rear of that car, the Vice President and Mrs. Johnson and
Senator Ralph Yarborough rode in another limousine. Next came the
Vico President’s followup car, and then a long line of limousines,
trucks and various vechicles containing Members of Congress and
other dignitaries, photographers, the President’s physician. and mem-
bers of the White House staff and the press. :

The motorcade left Love Field at about 11:50 p.mn. Governor Con-
nally recalled he was worried. not ahout violence. but about the
possibility that some incident might occur that would embarrass the
President. and disrupt the atmosphere of confidence that had been
building throughout the trip. That morning, a hostile full-page ad-
vertisement, sponsored by the “America-thinking Citizens of Dallas.”
had appeared in the pages of the Dallas Morning News. It charged.
among other things. that Kennedy had ignored the Constitution,
scrapped the Monroe Doctrine in favor of the “Spirit of Moscow.”
and had been “soft on Communists. fellow-travelers, and ultra-leftists
in America.” The Governor was apprehensive that there might be
unfriendly demonstrations during the motorcade or that the crowd’s
mood would be indifferent or even sullen.

The Governor’s concern subsided as the motorcade passed through
tho outskirts of Dallas and neared the center of the city. The crowds
grew larger and they were unmistakably friendly, with people smil-
ing, waving, and calling the President’s name. In Connally’s words,

The further we got toward town, the denser became the
crowds, and when we got down on Main Street, the crowds
were extremely thick. They were pushed off of curbs; they
were out in the street, and they were backed all the way up
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against the walls of the buildings. They were just as thick as
they could be. I don’t know how many. But, there were at
least a quarter of a million people on the parade route that
day and everywhere the reception was good. :

Governor Connally noticed that Mrs. Kennedy, who had appeared
apprehensive the previous day, was more relaxed and enjoyed the
Dallas crowd. The only hostile act he remembered was a heckler with
a placard that read “Kenncdy Go Home.” The President noticed the
sign, and asked Governor and Mrs. Connally if they had seen it. Con-
nally said, “Yes, but we were hoping you didn’t.”

“Well, I saw it. Don’t you 1magine he’s a nice fellow?” Kennedy
asked.

The Governor said, “Yes, I imagine he’s a nice fellow.”

Connally’s fear of an embarrassing incident seemed to be unfounded.
He recalled :

The crowds were larger than I had anticipated. They werc
more enthusiastic than I could ever have hoped for. :

This enthusiasm was apparent in a number of incidents. A little girl
held up a sign with the request, “President Kennedy, will you shake
hands with me?” The President noticed the sign, had the car stopped
and shook hands with the little girl. The car was mobbed by an admnir-
ing crowd that was only separated from the Presidential limousine by
Secret Service agents. At another stop, as the motorcade apﬁroached
downtown Dallas, the President caught sight of a Roman Catholic nun
with a group of schoolchildren. He stopped and spoke with the group.
Several times enthusiastic onlookers broke away from the curbside
throng and attempted to reach the limousine. Secret Service agents
cleared the admirers from the street.

The crowds grew thicker as the Presidential parade approached
downtown. The motorcade followed the traditional Dallas parade route
into the downtown business district, turning onto Main Street, which
brought it through the center of the Dallas commercial district. It
moved westward along Main toward Dealey Plaza. People crowded the
sidewalks, surged into the street and waved from office building win-
dows. The motorcade tunneled through the throng. The Governor later
remarked that the business community, the group Kennedy sought to
impress, would have to be affected by this remarkable reception. Con-
nally said “* * * the trip had been absolutely wonderful, and we were
heaving a sigh of relief because once we got through the motorcade at
Dallas and through the Dallas luncheon, then everything else was
pretty much routine.” '

President Kennedy was clearly delighted by his Dallas welcome.

At the corner of Main and Houston, the motorcade made a sharp 90-
degree turn to the right and headed north for one block, toward the
Texas School Book Depository. As the limousine approached Houston
and Elm, Mrs. Connally, elated by the reception, said, “Mr. President,
you1 p:a(,ln’t say Dallas doesn’t love you.” “That’s obvious,” the President
- replied.

At Elm Street, the limousine made a hairpin turn to the left and
headed west, passing the book depository.

At about 12:30 p.m., as the President waved to the crowds, shots
rang out.
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Mrs. Connally heard a noise, turned to her right, and saw the Presi-
dent clutch his neck with both hands, then slump down in the seat.
Governor Connally immediately thought the noise was a rifle shot. He
turned from his straight-backed jump seat in an attempt to catch sight
of the President because he feared an assassination attempt. The
Governor described the scene:

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 drenched with blood. So, I knew I had been badly hit and
I more or less straightened up. At about this time, Nellie
][Mrs. Connally] reached over and pulled me down into her
ap.

I was in her lap facing forward when another shot was
fired * * * I did not hear the shot that hit me. I wasn’t con-
scious of it. I am sure I heard it, but I was not conscious of it
at all. I heard another shot. I heard it hit. It hit with a very
pronounced impact * * * it made a very, very strong sound.

Immediately, I could see blood and brain tissue all over the
interior of the car and all over our clothes. We were both cov-
ered with brain tissue, and there were pieces of brain tissue as
big as your little finger * * *

B B B ] B & ]

When I was hit, or shortly before I was hit—no, I guess it
was after T was hit—1I said first, just almost in despair, I said,
“no, no, no,” just thinking how tragic it was that we had gone
through this 24 hours, it had all been so wonderful and so
beautifully executed.

The President had been so marvelously received and then
here, at the last moment, this great tragedy. I just said, “no,
no, no, no.” Then I said right after I was hit, I said, “My God,
they are going to kill us all.”

_ Mrs. Connally initially thought the Governor was dead as he fell
into her lap. She did not look back after her husband was hit, but
heard Mrs. Kennedy say, “They have shot my husband.” After one
shot, Mrs. Connally recalled, the President’s wife said, “They have
killed mv husband. T have his brains in my hand.”

Roy Kellerman, the Secret Service agent in the right front seat, said,
“ILet’s get out of here fast.” Bill Geer, the driver, accelerated tremen-
dously. “So we pulled out of the motorcade,” Mrs. Connally recalled,
“and we must have been a horrible sight flying down the freeway with
those dying men in our arms.” )

_ She added, “There was no screaming in that horrible car. It was
just a silent. terrible drive.” ‘

The wounded President and Governor were rushed to Parkland
Hospital.

At 1 p.m., the 35th President of the United States was pronounced
dead, 1,037 days after his term had begun.
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1. PRESIDENT EFNNEDY WAS STRUCE BY TWO RIFLE SHOTS FIRED FROM
BEHIND HIM

Tho President’s Commission on the Assassination of President Ken-
nedy (Warren Commission) concluded that President Kennedy was
struck by two bullets that were fired from above and behind him. (1)
According to the Clommission, one bullet hit the President near the
base of the back of the neck, slightly to the right of the spine, and
exited from the front of the neck. The other entered the riﬁ t rear of
the President’s head and exited from the right side of the head, caus-
ing a large wound. (2)

The Commission based its findings primarily upon the testimony
of the doctors who had treated the President at Parkland Memorial
Hospital in Dallas and the doctors who performed the autopsy on the
President at the Naval Medical Center in Bethesda, Md.(3)

In forming this conclusion, neither the members of the Warren Com-
mission, nor its staff, nor the doctors who had. performed the autopsy,
took advantage of the X-rays and photographs of the President that
were taken during the course of the autopsy.(4) The reason for the
failure of the Warren Commission to examine these primary materials
is that there was a commitment to make public all evidence examined
by the Commission.(5) The Commission was concerned that publica-

“tion of the autopsy X-rays and photographs would be an invasion of

the privacy of the Kennedy family. (6 e Commission’s decision to
rely solely on the testimony of the doctors precluded the possibility
that the Commission might make use of a review of the autopsy evi-
dence by independent medical experts to determine if they concurred
with the findings of the doctors at Parkland and Bethesda.

A determination of the number and location of the President’s
wounds was critical to resolving the question of whether there was
more than one assassin. The secrecy that surrounded the autopsy
groceegiu}gs, therefore, has led to considerable skepticism toward the

ommission’s findings. Concern has been expressed that authorities
were less than candid, since the Navy doctor 1n charge of the autopsy
conducted at Bethesda Naval Hospital destroyed his notes, and the
Warren Commission decided to forego an opportunity to view the
X-rays and photographs or to permit anyone else to inspect them.

. The skepticism has been reinforced by a film taken of the Presiden-
tial motorcade at the moment of the assassination by an amateur movie
photographer, Abraham Zapruder. In the Zapruder film, the Presi-
dent’s head is apparently thrown backward as the front right side of
the skull appears to explode, suggesting to critics of the Warren Com-
mission’s findings that the President was struck by a bullet that entered
the front of the head.(7) Such a bullet, it has been argued, was fired

(41)
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by a gunman positioned on the grassy knoll, a park-like area to the
right and to the front of where the moving limousine was located at
the instant of the fatal shot.(8)

Since the Warren Commission completed its investigation, two
other Government panels have subjected the X-rays and photographs
taken during the autopsy on President Kennedy to examination by
independent medical experts. A team of forensic pathologists ap-
pointed by Attorney General Ramsey Clark in 1968,(9) and a panel
retained by the Commission on CIA Activities Within the United
States (Rockefeller Commission) in 1975,(70) reached the same basic
conclusion : the President was struck by two bullets from behind. But
neither panel published the X-rays and photographs, nor did either
explain the basis of its conclusions in a public hearing. Consequently,
neither panel was able to relieve significantly doubts that have per-
sisteddover the years about the nature and location of the President’s
woundas. '

(@) Reliance on scientific analysis

The committee believed from the beginning of its investigation that
the most reliable evidence upon which it could base determinations as
to what happened in Dealey Plaza on November 22, 1963, was an
analysis of hard scientific data. Accordingly, the committee contracted
with leading independent experts in the fields of forensic pathology,
ballistics, photography, acoustics, neutron activation analysis and
other disciplines. The reports submitted by these experts were fully
considered by the committee in formulating its findings. -

(1) The medical evidence.—The committee’s forensic pathology
panel was composed of nine members, eight of whom were chief medi-
cal examiners in major local jurisdictions in the United States.(17)
As a group, they had been responsible for inore than 100,000 autop-
sies, (72} an accumulation of experience the committee deemed in-
valuable in the evaluation of the medical evidence—including the
autopsy X-rays and photographs—to determine the cause of death of
the President and the nature and location of his wounds. The panel
was also asked to recommend guidelines in the event of a future as-
sassination of a President or other high Federal official. (13)

The committee also employed experts to authenticate the autopsy
materials. Neither the Clark Panel nor the Rockefeller Commission
undertook to determine if the X-rays and photographs were, in fact,
authentic. The committee, in light of the numerous issues that had
arisen over the years with respect to autopsy X-rays and photographs,
believed authentication to be a crucial step in the investigation.(14)

The authentication of the autopsy X-rays and photographs was
accomplished by the committee with the assistance ofpits photographic
evidence panel as well as forensic dentists, forensic anthropologists
and radiologists working for the committee.(75) Two questions were
put to these experts:

- Could the photographs and X-rays stored in the National
Arehives be positively 1dentified as being of President Kennedy?

Was there any evidence that any of these photographs or X-
rays had been altered in any manner?

To determine if the photographs of the autopsy subject were in fact
of the President, forensic anthropologists compared the autopsy
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photographs with ante-mortem pictures of the President. This com-
parison was done on the basis of both metric and morphological fea-
tures. The metric analysis relied upon a series of facial measurements
taken from the photographs, while the morphological analysis was
focused on consistency of physical features, particularly those that
could be considered distinetive (shape of the nose, patterns of facial
iines, et cetera). Once unique characteristies were identified. posterior
and anterior autopsy photographs were compared to verify that they,
in fact. depicted the same person.

The anthropologists studied the autopsy X-rays in conjunction with
premortem X-rays of the President. A sufficient number of unique
anatoniic characteristics were present in X-rays taken before and after
the President’s death to conclude that the autopsy X-vays were of
President Kennedy. This conclusion was consistent with the findings
of a forensic dentist employed by the committee. (76) Since many of
the X-rays taken during the course of the autopsy included the Presi-
dent’s teeth, it was possible to determine, using the President’s dental
records, that the X-rays were of the President.

Once the forensic dentist and anthropologists had determined that
the autopsy photographs and X-rays were of the President, photo-
graphic scientists and radiologists examined the original autopsy
photographs, negatives, transparencies. and X-vays for signs of altera-
tion. They concluded there was no evidence of .the photographic or
radiographic materials having been altered.(77) Consequently, the
committee determined that the autopsy X-rays and photographs were
a vallid basis for the conclusions of the committee’s forensic pathology
panel.

While the examination of the autopsy X-rays and photographs was
the principal basis of its analysis, the forensic pathology panel also
had access to all relevant witness testimony. In addition, all tests and
evidence analyses requested by the panel were performed.(18) It was
only after considering all of this evidence that the panel reached its
conclusions. :

The forensic pathology panel concluded that President Kennedy
was struck by two, and only two, bullets, each of which entered from
the rear.® The panel further concluded that the President was struck
by one bullet that entered in the upper right of the back and exited
from the front of the throat, and one bullet that entered in the right
rear of the head near the cowlick area and exited from the right side
of the hcad, toward the front. This second bullet caused a massive
wound to the President’s head upon exit. There is no medical evidence
that the President was struck by a bullet entering the front of the
head,(79) and the possibility that a bullet could have struck the Pres-
ident and vet left no evidence is extremely remote. Because this con-
clusion appears to be inconsistent with the backward motion of the
President’s head in the Zapruder film, the committee consulted a
wound ballistics expert to determine what relationship, if any, exists
between the direction from which a bullet strikes the Eead and subse-

1 In many of itk conclusions, the torennic&nuthology panel voted 8 to 1. with the dis-
senting vote belng consistently that of Cyril H, Wecht, M.D., coroner of Allegheny County,
Pa. In all references to conclusions of the panel, unless it 1s specifically stated that 1t was
unanimous, it should be assumed that Dr, Wecht dissented.
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quent head movement.(20) The cxpert concluded that nerve damage
from a bullet entering the President’s head could have caused his back
muscles to tighten which, in turn, could have caused his head to move
toward the rear.(27) He demonstrated the phenomenon in a filmed
experiment which involved the shooting of goats.(22) Thus, the com-
mittee determined that the rearward movement of the President’s
head would not be fundamentally inconsistent with a bullet striking
from the rear.(23)

The forensic pathology panel determined that Governor Connally
was struck by a bullet from the rear, onc that entered just below the
right armpit and exited below the right nipple of the chest. It then
shattered the radius bone of the Governor’s right wrist and caused a
superficial wound to the left thigh.(24) Based on its examination of
the nature and alinement of the Governor’s wounds, the panel con-
cluded that they were all caused by a single bullet that came from the
rear. It concluded further that, having caused the Governor’s wounds,
the bullet was dislodged from his left thigh. .

The panel determined that the nature of the wounds of President
Kennedy and Governor Connally was consistent with the possibilit,
that one bullet entered the upper right back of President Kennedy and,
after emerging from the front of the neck, caused all of the Governor’s
wounds.(25) A factor that influenced the panel significantly was the
ovoid shape of the wound in the Governor’s back, indicating that the
bullet had begun to tumble or yaw before entering.(26) An ovoid
wound is characteristic of one caused by a bullet that has passed
through or glanced off an intervening object.(27) Based on the evi-
dence available to it, the panel concluded that a single bullet passing
through both President Kennedy and Governor Connally would sup-
port a fundamental conclusion that the President was struck by two,
and only two, bullets, each fired from behind. (28) Thus, the forensic
pathology panel’s conclusions were consistent with the so-called single
bullet theory advanced by the Warren Commission.(29)

(2) Leaction times and alinement.—The hypothesis that both the
President and the Governor were struck by asingle bullet had origi-
nally been based on the Warren Commission’s examination of the
Zapruder film and test firings of the assassination rifle. The time
between the observable reactions of the President and of the Gov-
ernor was too short to have allowed, according to the Commission’s
test firings, two shots to have been fired from the same rifle.(30)
FBI marksmen who test fired the rifle for the Commission employed
the telescopic sight on the rifle, and the minimum firing time between
shots was approximately 2.25 to 2.3 seconds.(37) The time between
the observable reactions of the President and the Governor, according
to the Commission, was less than two seconds.?

The Commission determined that its hypothesis that the same bullet
struck both the President and the Governor was supported by visual
observations of the relative alinement of the two men in the limousine,
by a trajectory analysis and by wound ballistics tests. The Commis-

®In its report, the committee’s photographic evidence panel suggenated that Governor
Connally reacted to his wounds approzimately one second after President Rennedy. This
interval might have been even less, but & sign obstrocting Zaprmder's fleld of view made it
impossible to study the Governor immediately after the President first appeared to be
reacting to having been shot.
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sion said, however, that a determination of which shot hit the Gov-
ernor was “not necessary to any essential findings.” (32)

(3) Neutron activation analysis—In addition ‘o the conclusions
reached by the committee’s forensic pathology panel, the single bullet
theory was substantiated by the findings of a neutron activation anal-
ysis performed for the committee.(33) The bullet alleged to have
caused the injuries to the Governor and the President was found on a
stretcher at Parkland Hospital.(34) Numerous critics have alleged
that this bullet, 1abeled “pristine” because it appeared to have been only
slightly damaged, could not have caused the injuries to both the Gov-
ernor (particularly his shattered wrist) and the President. Some have
cven suggested the possibility that the bullet wounded neither Con-
nally nor Kennedy, that it. was planted on the stretcher. (35) Neutron
activation analysis, however, established that it was highly likely
that the injuries to the Governor’s wrist were caused by the bullet
found on the stretcher in Parkland Hospital. (86) Further, the com-
mittee’s wound ballistics expert concluded that the bullet found on
the strelcher—Warren Commission exiibit 399 (CE 399)—is of a
type that could have caused the wounds to President Kennedy and
((i}overnor Connally without showing any more deformity than it

oes.(37) .

In determining whether the deformiry of CE 399 was consistent
with its having passed through both the President and Governor, the
committee considered the fact that it is a relatively long, stable, fully
jacketed bullet, typical of ammunition often used by the military.
Such ammunition tends to pass through body tissue more easily than
soft nose hunting bullets. (38) Committee consultants with knowledge
in forensic pathology and wound ballistics concluded that it would not
have been unusual for such a fully jacketed bullet to have passed
through the President and the Governor and to-have been only mini-
mally deformed. (39)

The neutron activation analysis further supported the single bullet
theory by indicating that there was evidence of only two bullets among
the fragments recovered from the limousine and its occupants.(40)
The consultant who conducted the analysis concluded that it was
“highly likely” that CE 399 and the fragments removed from Governor
Connally’s wrist were from one bullet ; that one of the two fragments
recovered from the floor of the limousine and the fragment removed
from the President’s brain during the autopsy were from a second
bullet. (47) ®* Neutron activation analysis sgowed no evidence of a
third bullet among those fragments large enough to be tested.

(4) Photographic evidence.—The committee also considered photo-
graphie evidence in its analysis of the shots. The Zapruder film, the
only continuous chronological visual record of the assassination, is the
best available photographic evidence of the number and timing of the
shots that struck the occupants of the Presidential limousine.

The committee’s panel of photographic experts examined specially
enhanced and stabilized versions of the Zapruder film for two pur-
poses: (1) to try to draw conclusions about the timing of the shots
from visual reactions of the victims; and (2) to determine whether

3 The ather Inrge fragment recovered from the floor of the limousine had no lead in it,
and therefore was not subjected to neutron activation analysis.
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the alinement of the President and the Governor was consistent with
the single bullet theory. The panel also examined still photographs.

Several conclusions with respect to the validity of the single-bullet
theory were reached.(42) The panel concluded there is clear photo-
graphic evidence that two shots, spaced approximately 6 seconds
apart, struck the occupants of the limousine. By Zapruder frame 207,
when President Kennedy is seen going behind a sign that obstructed
Zapruder’s view, he appears to be reacting to a severe external stimu-
lus. This reaction is first indicated in the vicinity of frame 200 of the
Zapruder film. The President’s right hand freezes in the midst of a
waving motion, followed by a rapid leftward movement of his
head. (42) There is, therefore, photographic evidence of a shot strik-
ing the President by this time.

Governor Connally shows no indication of distress before he dis-
appears behind the sign at Zapruder frame 207, but as he emerges
from behind the sign after frame 222, he scems to be reacting to some
sovere external stimulus. (44) By frame 226, when all of the limousine
occupants have reappeared in Zapruder’s field of view, the panel
found indications in observable physical attitude and changes of facial
expression to indicate that both the President and the Governor were
reacting to their wounds, The President’s reactions are obvious—he
leans forward and clutches his throat. The Governor displays a pro-
nounced rigid posture and change in facial expression.*(45)

To study the relative alinement. of the President and Governor Con-
nally within the limousine, the photographic panel paid particular.
attention to-the Zapruder frames just before the President and the
Governor wero obstructed by the sign, employing a stereoscopic
(depth) analysis of frames 187 and 193 and still photographs taken at
about the same time from the south side of Elm Strcet. The panel
found that the alinement of the President and the Governor during
this period was consistent with the single bullet hypothesis.(46)

The photographic cvidence panel determined, further, that the
explosive effect of the second shot to strike President Kennedy, the
fatal head shot, is depicted in Zapruder frame 313. By frame 313,
the President’s head is seen exploding, leading the panel to conclude
that the actual moment of impact was approximately frume 312.(47)

(5) Acoustical evidence and blur analysis—The committee per-
forined two other scientific tests that addressed the question of the
direction and timing of the bullets that struck the President. First, it
contracted with acoustical consultants for an analysis of a tape
recording of a radio transmission made at the time of the assassina-
tion. The experts decided there were four shots on the recording. (48)
The first. second and fonrth came from the Texas School Book Deposi-
tory behind the President, the third came from the grassy knoll to
the right front of the President. Taking the shot to the President’s
head at frame 312 as the last of the four shots, and thus as a possible
base point,® it was possible to correlate the other sounds identified as
probable gunfire with the Zapruder film.(49) Since the acoustical

¢ There is no sclentific method for determining the elapsed time between when a shot
hits und when a person visihly reacts. Different people have different reaction times ; more-
over. a person's reaction time often depends on where he has been hit.

8 The commlttee considered using frame 328 as a possible base point. In tbis analysls,
the head shot occurring at frame 312 would; according to the acoustios results. have
originated from the grassy kuoll. This alternative, however, was refected.
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consultants concluded that the two earliest shots came from the deposi-
tory, the shots (or at least their shock waves) would have reached the
limousine at between frames 157 and 161 and frames 188 and 191.
When coupled with the photographic evidence showing a reaction by
President Kennedy beginning in the vicinity of frame 200, it appeared
that he was first struck by a bnllet at approximately frame 190.°
Second, the photographic evidence panel also studied the blurs on
the Zapruder filin that were caused by Zapruder’s panning errors, that
is, the effect of a lack of smooth motion as Zapruder moved from left

to right with his camera. This was done in an effort to determine

whether the blurs resulted from Zapruder’s possible reaction to the
sound of gunshots.(50) This analysis indicated that blurs occurring
at frames 189-197 and 312-334 may reasonably be attributed to
Zapruder’s startle reactions to gunshots. The time interval of the shots
associated with these blurs was determined to be approximately 6 to 7
seconds. The possibility that other blurs on the film might be attrib-
utable to Zapruder’s reactions to gunshots could not be confirmed or
dismissed without additional data.

Taken together with other evidence, the photographic and acoustical
evidence led the committee to conclude that President Kennedy and
Governor Connally were struck by one bullet at approximatel
Zapruder framne 190, and that the President was struck by another bul-
let at frame 312. :

Thus, from the results of the analyses by its experts in the field:
of forensic pathology, photography, acoustics, wound ballistics and
neutron activation analysis, the committee concluded that President
Kennedy was struck by two shots fired from behind.

2. THE BIIOTS THAT STRUCK PRESIDENT EENNEDY FROM BEHIND WERE
FIRED FROM THE SIXTH FLOOR WINDOW OF THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF
TIIE TEXAS SCHOOL BOOK DEPOSITORY BUILDING

The Warren Commission concluded that the shots that killed Presi-
dent Kennedy and wounded Governor Connally “* * * were fired from
the sixth floor window at the southcast corner of the Texas School
Book Depository.” (57) It based its conclusion on eyewitness testimony,
physical evidence found on the sixth floor of the depository, medical
cvidence and the absence of “* * * credible evidence that the shots
were fired from * * * any other location.” (52)

(@) Scientific analysis

In investigating this aspect of the casc, the committee relied heavily
on the scientific analysis of physical evidence, and again the conclu-
sions of the forensic pathology panel were relevant. The panel con-
cluded that the two bullets that struck the President came from behind
and that the fatal head shot was moving in 2 downward direction when
it struck the President.(53)" Thus, forensic pathology provided reli-

A more detalled description of the reasoning leading to this conclusion s set forth
in section I R, infra. E

7'1“‘he panel used both tbe location of the wounde and Zapruder frame 312 to determine
the “downward” slope of the fatal head shot. It did not attempt to determine the glope of
the bullet that struck the P’resident’'s back because the moment of impact was not thought
to be visible in the filin. This decision hy the forensic patholoey panel was made well before
the photographic panel reached its conclusion regarding the President's and Governor
Connally's reactions as shown in the Zapruder film,
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able evidence as to the origin of the shots: The gunman who fired the
. shot that hit President Kennedy and Governor Connally at approxi-
mately frame 190 of the Zapruder film fired from behind, and tge gun-
man who fired the shot that hit the President in the head at frame
312 was positioned above and to the rear of the Presidential limousine.

(1) 7T'rajectory analysis.—Another project pertaining to the origin
of the shots involved the trajectory of the bullets that hit the President.
Although the Warren Commission also studied trajectory, its analysis
consisted of proving that a bullet fired from the southeast corner of
the sixth floor of the book depository could have hit the President and
then hit the Governor and that another bullet fired from that location
could have caused the wound to the President’s head. Basically, the
purpose of the Commission’s trajectory analysis was to prove that it
was possible for the prime suspect, Lee Harvey Oswald, to have hit
both the President and the Governor from the sixth floor of the
depository.

The committee approached the problem without making prior as-
sumptions as to the origin of the shots. It was an interdisciplinary
effort, drawing from the expertise of forensic pathologists, acoustical
and photographic analysts and an engineer from the staff of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration, who plotted the
trajectories. (54)

The trajectory analysis was based on three types of data. From
the acoustical analysis of the radio transmission, the timing of the
shots was obtained. From the photographic analysis of the Zapruder
film and the acoustical analysis, it was possible to know with relative

- precision when each of the shots struck—at approximately Zapruder
frame 190, for the shot that struck the Presigent in the back of the
neck, and at Zapruder frame 312, for the fatal shot to the President’s
head. Through an analysis of those frames and still photographs taken
at approximately the same time from the south side of E%m Street, it
was possible to determine the location of the limousine in the plaza
the sitting positions of President Kennedy and Governor Connally and
their alinement to one another. (55)

By then coordinating this data with the forensic pathology panel’s
analysis of the exit and entry wounds sustained by President Ken-
nedy, it was possible to plot the path of the bullets out to their source.
Separate direction and slope trajectories were developed for two bul-
lets—the one that caused the President’s back and neck wounds, and
the one that caused his fatal head wound.(56) A third trajectory
analysis was conducted to test the hypothesis that the first bullet also
caused the wounds to Governor Connally, using for this analysis the
exit wounds to the President’s neck and the entry wound to the
Governor’s back. (57)

All three trajectories intercepted the southeast face of the Texas
School Book Depository building.(58) While the trajectories could
not be plotted with sufficient precision to determine the exact point
from which the shots were fired, they cach were calculated with a mar-
gin of error reflecting the precision of the underlying data. The mar-
g:tls IOfT ehrror \Z]ere :;ndicated as (i:ircles within which the shots origi-
nated. The southeast corner window of th i insi
of th circles (59) the depository was inside cach
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(2) Photographic enidence—The photographic cvidence panel ex-
amined evidence possibly relevant to the question of the origin of the
shots, as follows: .

The panel examined a motion picture of the southeast corner win-
dow of the depository taken a short time prior to the shots. (60) While
there is an impression of motion in the film, the panel could not at-
tribute it to the movemnent of a person or an object and instead attrib-
uted the motion to photographic artifacts.(é’l& The panel’s findings
wore the same with respect to apparent motion in adjacent windows
shown in the film.(62) .

The panel studied two photographs taken within minutes of the
assassination.(63) While no human face or form could be detected in
the sixth floor southeast window, the panel was able to conclude that a
stack of boxes in the window had been rearranged during the interval
of the taking of the two photographs. (64)

There is evidence, & motion picture film made by Charles L. Bron-
son, that some independent researchers believe shows a figure or figures
in the sixth floor depository window several minutes before the
shooting. The film came to the attention of the committee toward the
end of its investigation. Some members of the committee’s photo-
graphic evidence panel did conduct a preliminary review (without en-
hancement) of the film, While motion was detected in the window, it
was considered more likelv to be a random photographic artifact than
human movement. Nevertheless, the limited review was not sufficient
to determine definitively if the film contained evidence of motion made
by human figures.(65) Because of its high quality, it was recom-
mended that the Bronson film be analyzed further.

(b) Witness testimony

While the committee relied primarily on scientific analysis of physi-
cal evidence as to the origin of the shots, it also considered the testi-
mony of witnesses. The procedure used to analyze their statements was
as follows: (

First, all available prior statements were read by the committee and
studied for consistency. The objective was to identify inconsistencies
either between the words of onc witness and another or between the
various words of a witness whose story had changed. The statements
were obtained from the files of the Dallas Police Department, Dallas
Sheriff’s Office, the FBI, Secret Service and Warren Commission.

Second, an attempt was made to locate the witnesses and to show
them the statements they made in the course of the original investiga-
tion. Each witness was asked to read his statements and to indicate
whether they were complete and accurate. If statements were inac-
curate, or if a witness was aware of information that was not included,
he was asked to make corrections or provide additional information. In
addition, where relevant questions had not been asked, the committee
asked them. (66)

There are inherent limitations in such a process. Any information
provided by a witness in 1978—15 years after the assassination—must
be viewed in light of the passage of time that causes memories to fade
and honest accounts to become distorted. Certainly, it cannot be con-
sidered with the same reliability as information provided in 1963-64.
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To the extent that they are based on witness testimony, the conclusions
of the committee were vitally affected by the quality of the original
investigation. The inconsistencies in the statements—the questions not
asked, the witnesses not interviewed—all created problems that defied
resolution 15 years after the events in Dallas.

Nevertheless, the committee considered all of the witness statements
and determined to what extent they corroborated or independently
substantiated, or contradicted, the conclusions indicated by the scien-
tific evidence.

An example of such witness testimony is that relating to the dis-
covery of the rifle and shell casings in the Texas School }§ook Deposi-
tory. (Because detailed versions of witness testimony taken in the
original investigation are a matter of public record, only brief résumés
are included here,)

Deputy Sheriff Luke Mooney testified to the Warren Commission
that at approximately 1 p.m. on November 22, 1963, he discovered
three spent rifle shells on the sixth floor of the Texas School Book
Depository. (67) He stated that he was in the southeast corner of the
building when he noticed hoxes stacked high in the vicinity of the
window. (68) He then squeezed in between a space in the boxes and
saw three spent rifle shells in the vicinity of the window. (69) Mooney
also told of seeing boxes stacked up as though they were a prop or
rest for & weapon. (70)

Deputy Sheriff Eugene Boone told the Warren Commission that
he arrived on the sixth floor of the depository subsequent to the dis-
covery of the three spent rifie shells. (77) He said he went to the east
end of the floor and began working his wayv across to the west end,
looking in, under and around boxes and pallets.(72) At the wall near
a row of windows, he noticed a small space between some of the boxes.
When he squeczed through the opening, he saw a rifle between two
rows of boxes. The time was 1:22 p.m. (73)

(¢) Firearms evidence

The rifle Boone found, a 6.5 millimeter Mannlicher-Carcano, was
analyzed by the FBI in 1963-64 and by the comnmittee’s firearms
panel in 1978, as was the other firearms evidence that was recovered.
It was determined in both investigations that the bullet found on a
stretcher at Parkland Hospital had been fired from the rifle found in
the depository, as were two fragments recovered from the Presidential
limousine. (74) Further, the three cartridge cases found on the sixth
floor of the depository were determined to have been fired in the
Mannlicher-Carcano.® (75)

Through neutron activation analysis, the committes found that the
firearms cvidence could be even more directly linked to the wounds
suffered by the President and Governor Connally. It is highly likely
that the bullet found on the stretcher was the one that passed through
Governor Connally’s wrist, leaving tiny particles behind, and the frag-

®The committee firearms panel determined that the evidence stored in the Natlonsal
Archives ballistically matched the bullets fired by the FBI in 1984 tests from the
Mannlicher-Carcano found by Boone. Since the rifle had heen test fired numerous timer sinece
1083, its barrel had heen altered by wear, and bullets the panel fired from the rifie 8ld
not mateh elther the FIT test cartridges or thore found on the sixth floor of depogitory
or that found on the stretcher. :
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ments retrieved from the limousine came from the same bullet as the
fragments taken from President Kennedy’s brain. (76)

Over the years, skepticism has arisen as to whether the rifle found
in the depository by Boone is the same rifle that was delivered to the
Warren Commission and is presently stored in the National Archives.
The suspicion has been based to some extent on allegations that police
officers who first discovered the rifle identified it as a 7.5 millimeter
German Mauser. (??) The controversy was intensified by the allega-
tion that various photographs of the rifle, taken at different times,
portray inconsistencies with respect to the proportions of the various
component, parts.(78)

To resolve the controversy, the committee assembled a wide range
of photographs of the rifle: a police photograph taken where it was
found in the depository; a motion picture film taken by a television
station showing the rifle when it was found by the police; a
series of photographs of a police officer carrying the rifle from the
depository; photographs taken as the rifle was carried through the
halls of Dallas Police Department; and photographs taken later by
the FBI and Dallas Policée Departinent.(?9)

The examination by committee photographic consultants determined
that all photographs were of the same rifle. Both a study of propor-
tions and a comparison of identifying marks indicated that only one
rifle was involved.(80)

(@) Summary of the evidence :

In the final analysis, the committee based its finding that the shots
that struck President Kennedy were fired from the Texas School Book
Depository on the quantity and quality of the evidencs, to wit:

The findings of forensic pathologists that the shots that hit the
President came from behind ;

The results-of the trajectory analysis that traced the bullets to
the vicinity of sixth floor window of the depository;

The conclusion of acoustics experts that the shots came from
the vicinity of the sixth floor window of the depository;

. The positive identification by firearms experts that the rifle

found on the sixth floor of the depository was the one that fired
the bullet found on a stretcher at Parkland Hospital and frag-
ments retrieved from the Presidential limousine;

The results of neutron activation analysis indicating that it was
highly likely that the bullet found on the stretcher at Parkland
Hospital was the one that passed through Governor Connally’s
wrist, and that the fragments found in the limousine were from
the bullet that struck the President in the head ;

The conclusion of photographic experts that the rifle found in
the depository was the same one that was repeatedly photographed
in November 1963 and that is presently stored at the National
Archives.

The committee also weighed the firsthand testimony of witnesses
but with caution, because of the problem of the passage of time.
Besides the statements of law officers on the scene immediately after
the assassination, it considered the accounts of bystanders in Dealey
Plaza, bearing in mind that these were recollections of fleeting mo-

43-112 0 - 79 - §
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ments when emotions were running high. The committee noted, how-
ever, that a number of the Dealey Plaza witnesses said they saw either
o rifle or a man with a rifle in the vicinity of the sixth floor southeast
corner window of the book depository.

3. LEE HARVEY OSWALD OWNED THE RIFLE THAT WAS USED TO FIRE THE
SHOTS FROM THE SIXTH FLOOR WINDOW OF TIIE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF
TIIE TEXAS SCIIOOL BOOK DEPOSITORY BUILDING

The Warren Commission concluded that Lee Harvey Oswald owned
the rifle found on the sixth floor of the Texas School Book Depository.
Since the Commission further concluded that Oswald was the assassin
of the President, his background is relevant.

(a) Biography of Lee Harvey Oswald

QOswald was born in New Orleans, La., on October 18, 1939, two
months after the death of his father. His mother remarried, and, from
1945 until 1952, the family lived in & number of cities in Texas and
Louisiana. This marriage ended in divorce when Oswald was nine.

In 1952, Oswald ang his mother moved to New York City. His
school record was marked by chronic truancy, and a psychiatric ex-
amination suggested that he was emotionally disturbed. Oswald and
his mother returned to New Orleans in 1954.

After finishing the ninth grade, the 16-year-old Oswald dropped
out of school. The following year, he joined the U.S. Marine Corps.
Asserting the ill-health and distressing financial situation of hi
mother, %swa]d obtained a release from the Marines in 1959. Follow-
ing his discharge, he spent 3 days with his mother in Fort Worth,
Tex., and then went to New Orleans. From there, he traveled to the
Soviet Union where he tried to become a Soviet citizen.

In April 1961, Oswald mnarried a 19-year-old Russian woman,
Marina Nikolaevna Prusakova, whom he had met while working in
Minsk. Having become disillusioned with Soviet life, he returned to the
United States with his wife and baby daughter the following year.
The Oswalds arrived in Fort Worth, Tex., on June 14, 1962, and soon
became acquainted with a number of people in the Dallas-Fort Worth
Russian-speaking community. Oswald moved to Dallas in October
- . 1962 where he found a job with a graphic arts company. Marina fol-
lowed in November, but their marriage was plagued by intermittent
feuding.

In March 1963, according to the Warren Commission, Oswald pur-
chased 8 Mannlicher-Carcano rifle and telescopic sight from a Chicago
mail order house. He also ordered a .38 caliber Smith and Wesson pis-
tol from a Los Angeles firm. According to Marina Oswald, he probably
used the rifle in an attempt in April to kill Edwin A. Walker, a retired
Army general who had been relieved from his post in West Germany
for distributing rightwing literature to his troops. Walker was not
harmed.

In April 1963, Oswald went to New Orleans. Meanwhile, Marina
and the baby moved to the home of a friend, Ruth Paine, in Irving,
Tex., in late April. In May, she joined Oswald in New Orleans. On.
July 19, Oswald was dismissed from his job for inefficiency. In May
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and June, Oswald had expressed an interest in the Fair Play for Cuba
Committee. In August, he distributed pro-Castro leaflets and also
made two radio broadcasts on behalf of the Castro regime. Marina
Oswald and her baby returned to Texas to stay with Ruth Paine in
Irving on September 22. :

Oswald went to Mexico City in the latter part of September. He

visited the Russian Embassy and Consulate and the Cuban Consulate -

there, but he failed to get permission to travel to either country. He re-
turned to Dallas on October 3, 1963. He visited Marina in Irving on
several occasions but continued to try to find a place to live in Dallas.
On October 14, Oswald moved into a roominghouse on North Beckley
Avenue in Dallas. He began work at the Texas School Book Deposi-
tory 2 days later. On October 20, Marina gave birth to their second
daughter. She returned to the Paine home in Irving where Oswald
visited on November 1, and from November 8 until November 11.
Oswald next visited Marina and his children in Irving on the evening
of November 21. He returned to Dallas the following morning.

Shortly after the assassination of President Kennedy on Novem-
ber 22, 1963, Dallas Patrolman J. D. Tippit was shot and killed. At
approximately 2 p.m., Lee Harvey Oswald was arrested in the Texas
Theatre. He was subsequently charged in the murder of Tippit and
named as a suspect in the Kennedy assassination.

On November 24, 1963, while he was being escorted through the
basement of Dallas police headquarters in preparation for being trans-
ferred to the Dallas County Sheriff’s office, Oswald was fatally
wounded by a single shot fired from a pistol by Jack Ruby, a Dallas
nightclub operator.

As noted, the Warren Commission had traced the chain of possession
of the alleged assassination rifle and determined that the name on the
money order and purchase form used to buy the rifle was “A. Hidell,”
which it determined to be an alias used by Oswald. (87) It also
determined that the rifle was sent to a Dallas post office box rented on
October 9, 1962 by Oswald.(82) Through handwriting analysis, the
Commission determined that Oswald had filled out and signed the
documents relative to the purchase and receipt of the rifle.(83) More-
over, the Commission received testimony that Oswald owned a rifle
and that it was not in its usual storage place at the residence of Michael
and Ruth Paine in Irving, Tex., when police searched the residence on
the afternoon of November 22,1963.(84) )

Photographs of Oswald holding a rifle were also recovered from
among lis personal possessions, and the Commission concluded that
the rifle in the photograph was the one found on the sixth floor of the
book depository.(85) A palmprint taken from the barrel of the rifle
was identified as a latent palmprint of Oswald.(86) Finally, the
Commission treated as significant cvidence a brown paper sack on
which was identified a latent palmprint of Oswald. (87) It contained
fibers that were determined to be identical to certain fibers of a blanket
in which Oswald had allegedly wrapped the rifle.(88)

The committee concluded that the rifle found on the sixth floor
of the book depository was the murder weapon. This determination
coupled with Warren Commission evidence of Oswald’s ownership of
the rifie, if accepted, proved conclusively that Oswald was the owner
of the murder weapon.
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Nevertheless, doubt has been cast on the evidence that Oswald owned
the rifle in question. Critics of the Warren Commission have asserted
that the chain of possession is meaningless, because more than one
Mannlicher-Carcano was issued with the serial number C2766.(89)
They have also argued that the photograph of Oswald holding the
rifle is a fake and that his palmprint was planted on the barrel.(90)
(b) The committee’s approach

The committee decided that one way to determine whether Oswald
did, in fact, own the murder weapon was to test the reliability of the
evidence used by the Warren Commission to establish ownership and
to subject the available evidence to further scientific analysis.

The committee posed these questions:

Could the handwriting on the money order used to purchase the
rifle and the application for the post office box be established with
confidence as that of Lee Harvey Oswald ? ®

Are the photographs of Oswald holding the rifle authentic, and
is that rifle the one that was found in the book depository after
the assassination {

(1) Handwriting analysis—With respect to the first issue, the com-
mittes’s questioned documents panel, composed of three experts with
approximately 90 years of combined experience in the field of ques-
tioned document examination, was provided with approximately 50
documents allegedly containing Oswald’s handwriting. (97) The panel
was asked to determine whether all of the documents were written by
the same person. Among the documents provided to the panel was the
money order sent to Klein’s Sporting Goods Co. of Chicago to pay for
a Mannlicher-Carcano, serial number C2766, the application for the
EOSt office box to which the rifle was subsequently mailed, and two

ngerprint cards signed by Oswald.(92) One of the cards was signed
at the time of his enlistment in the Marine Corps on October 24, 1956 ;
the other, dated August 9, 1963, was signed by Oswald at the time he
was arrested in New Orleans for disturbing the peace. (Although
Oswald was fingerprinted when he was arrested in Dallas on Novem-
ber 22,1963, he refused to sign the card.)®

The questioned documents panel determined that the money order
and the post office box application were filled out and signed by the
same person and that the handwriting on them was identical to the
handwriting on the two fingerprint cards signed by Oswald.(94) On
the basis of this analysis, the committee determined that Oswald
bought the weapon in question from Klein’s Sporting Goods Co.

(2) The backyard photographs.—The photographs of Oswald hold- -

ing the rifle, with a pistol strapped to his waist and also holding copies
of “The Militant” and “The Worker,” were taken by his wife in the
backyard of Oswald’s home on Neeley Street in Dallas in March or
April 1963, according to the testimony of Oswald’s widow, Marina,

® The commlttec also attempted to have ite handwriting experts analyze other documents,
such as the order for the rifie and the envelope io which it was mailed. The originals had,
?::::ver, been destroyed, and microfilm copies that existed were not suitable for conclusive

*The fingerprints on all three cards were examined by the committee's fingerprint
expert and determined to be those of the same person. {83) v Eerp

-
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given to the Warren Commission and the committee.’* (95) There has
been considerable controversy about the photographs. While in the
custody of the Dallas police from November 22 to November 24, 1963,
Oswald claimed that he did not own a rifle and that the photographs
were composites, with his head superimposed over someone else’s
body.(96) The Warren Commission, however, concluded that the
photographs were authentic.(97) Critics of the Commission have ques-
tioned their authenticity for reasons generally based on alleged shadow
inconsistencies, an indication of a grafting line between the mouth and
chin, inconsistent body proportions and a disparate square-shaped
chin.(98)

To determine if evidence of fakery was present in these photograg‘hs,
the photographic evidence panel first sought to determine if they
could be established as having been taken with Oswald’s Imperial Re-
flex camera. This was done by studying the photographs (and the single
available original negative) for unique identifying characteristics that
would have been imparted by that camera. Once this was successfully
done, the objects imaged in the photographs, as well as their shadows,
were analyzed photogrammetrically. Finally, the materials were
visually scrutinized, using magnification, stereoscopic analysis and
digital image processing. (99)

In its analyses, the photographic evidence panel worked with the
original negative and first-generation prints of the photographs. (100)
Only such materials contain the necessary and reliable photographic
information. In contrast, some of the critics who claimed the photo-
graphs were faked relied on poor quality copies for their anal-
yses.(101) Copies tend to lose detail and include defects that impair
accurate representation of the photographic image.

After subjecting these original photographic materials and the
camera alleged to have taken the pictures to sophisticated analytical
techniques, the photographic evidence panel concluded that it could
find no evidence of fakery.(102) .

Of equal significance, a detailed scientific photographic analysis was
conducted by the panel to determine whether the rifle held by Oswald
in the backyard photographs was, in fact, the rifle stored at the Na-
-tional Archives. The panel found a unique identifying mark present
on the weapon in the Archives that correlated with a mark visible on
the rifle in the Oswald backyard photographs, as well as on the alleged
assassination rifle as it appeared in photographs taken after the assassi-
nation in 1963.(703) Because this mark was considered to be a unique
random pattern (i.e., caused by wear and tear through use), it was con-
sidered sufficient to warrant the making of a positive identification.

" Marina Oswald, because of her testimony, played a central but troubling role in the
investigation of the Warren Commisslon. A great deal of what the Commission sought to
show about Oswald rested on her testimony, yet she gave incomplete and inconsistent
statements at various times to the Secret Service, FBI and the Commission. Marina’s role
in the committee's_investigation was less central, since the committee’s examination of
what happened in Dallas rested primarily on the results of sclentific analysis, The com-
mittee found no evidence that would indicate that Marinag had forekmowledge of the
assassinotion or that she helped her husband In any way in his efforts to assassinate the
President. In its investigation of conspiracy, the committee’s undertaking was not furthered
gylMarlna'sD Simmony, since she professed to know little of Onwald’s assoclates in New

rleans or as, '
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In addition, the relative lengths of component parts of the alleged
assassination rifle at the National Archives were compared to com-
ponent parts of the rifle that appeared in various 1963 photographs,
including the backyard photographs.(704) They were found to be
entirely consistent, component part for component part, with each
other.?? Ugon completion of its analysis, the photographic evidence
panel concluded that the rifle depicted in the backyard photographs
is the one that was found in the book depository after the assassination
and that was stored at the National Archives. (705)

In addition to the photographic analysis, the committee was able
to employ handwriting analysis to aid in the determination of whether
the photograph was authentic. During the course of the committee’s
investigation, George de Mohrenschildt, who had been a friend of
Oswald, committed suicide. The committee, pursuant to a subpena,
obtained de Mohrenschildt’s personal papers, which included another
copy of the Oswald backyard photograph. This copy, unlike any of
those previously recovered, had an inscription on the back: “To my
dear friend George, from Lee.” It was dated April 1963 and signed
“Lee Harvey Oswald.” (106)

In an unpublished manuscript, de Mohrenschildt referred to this
copy of the photograph and stated that after his return from Haiti,
where he had been at the time of the assassination, he discovered the
photograph among personal possessions that he had previously stored
in a warehouse. (707) The committee examined the photograph to
determine its authenticity and examined the handwriting to determine
if Oswald had actually written the inscription and signed it. If Oswald
did sign the photograph, his claim that he did not own the rifle and
that the hotograpﬁr:vas a fake could be discounted.

The photographic panel found no evidence of fakery in the back-
yard photographs, including the one found in de Mohrenschildt’s
effects. (108) The handwriting on the back of the de Mohrenschildt
copy was determined by the questioned documents panel to be identical
to all the other documents signed by Oswald, including the fingerprint
cards. (109)

Thus, after submitting the backyard photographs to the photo-
graphic and handwriting panels, the committee concluded that there
was no evidence of fakery in the photographs and that the rifle in the
photographs was identical to the rifle found on the sixth floor of the
depository on November 22, 1963. Having resolved these issues, the
committee concluded that Lee Harvey Oswald owned the rifle from
which the shots that killed President }'(ennedy were fired.

4. LEE HARVEY O8WALD, SHORTLY BEFORE THE ASSASSINATION, HAD ACCESS
TO AND WAS PRESENT ON THE SBIXTH FLOOR OF THE TEXAS SCHOOL BOOK
DEPOSITORY BUILDING

The Warren Commission found that Les Hax;vey Oswald worked
rincipally on the first and sixth floors of the Texas School Book
Jepository, gathering books listed on orders and delivering them to
1% Previous studies an:l%zlng the relative lengths of the component parts of rifies shown

in varlous post-assassination photographs that guestioned the identification of the rifle

failed to conslder the effect of perspective on the way that am object is imaged in a
photograph.
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the shipping room on the first floor.(770) He had, therefore, ready
access to the sixth floor and to the southeast corner window from which
the shots were fired. The Commission reached this conclusion by inter-
viewing Oswald’s supervisors and fellow employees.(111)

(a) Testimony of school book depository employees

In its investigation, the committee also considered the statements
and testimony of employees of the Texas School Book Depository who
worked with and supervised Oswald. Roy Truly, superintendent of
the depository, had stated to the Warren Commission that Oswald
“had occasion to go to the sixth floor quite & number of times every day,
each day, after books.”(772) Truly and others testified that Oswald
normally had access to the sixth floor of the depository, and a number
of them said that they saw and heard Oswald in the vicinity of the
sixth floor throughout the morning of November 22, 1963.(113)

(b) Physical evidence of Oswald’s presence

In determining whether Oswald was actually present on the sixth
floor of the depository, the committee paid primary attention to
scientific analysis of physical evidence. Materials were examined for
fingerprints, including a long, rectangular paper sack that was dis-
covered near the southeast corner window and cartons that were found
stacked adjacent to the window. The paper sack, which was suitable
for containing a rifle, showed a latent palmprint and fingerprint of
Oswald; one of the cartons showed both a palmprint and fingerprint
identified as belonging to Oswald, and the other showed just his palm-
print. The determination that Oswald’s prints were on the sack and
cartons was originally made in the investigation that immediately
followed the assassination. It was confirmed by a fingerprint expert
retained by the committee. (174)

The committee was aware that Oswald’s access to the sixth floor
during the normal course of his duties would have provided the op-
portunity to handle these items at any time before the assassination.
Nevertheless, the committee believed that the way the boxes were
stacked at the window and the proximity of the paper sack to the
window from which the shots were fired must be considered as evidence
indicating that he handled the boxes in the process of preparing the
so-called sniper’s nest and that he had used the paper sack to carry
the rifle into the depository. -

(¢) Oswald’s whereabouts N

. As for Oswald’s presence on the sixth floor shortly before the assas-
sination, the committee considered the testimony of Oswald’s fellow
employees at the depository. Although a number of them placed him
on the fifth or sixth floor just before noon, a half hour before the assas-
sination, one recalled he was on the first floor at that same time.(115)

The committee decided not to try to reconcile the testimony of these
witnesses. Whether Oswald was on the first, fifth or sixth floor at
noon, he could have still been on the sixth floor at 12:30. There was no
witness who said he saw Oswald anywhere at the time of the assassina-
tion, and there was no witness who claimed to have been on the sixth

ﬂ]oor and therefore in a position to have seen Oswald, had he been
there. . '
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(1) Lovelady or Oswald?—1It has been alleged that a photograph
taken of the President’s limousine at the time of the first shot shows
Oswald standing in the doorway of the depository.(176) Obviously,
if Oswald was the man in the doorway, he could not have been on the
sixth floor shooting at the President. '

The Warren Commission determined that the man in the doorway
was not Oswald, it was Billy Lovelady, another depository employee.
(117) Critics have challenged that conclusion, charging that Commis-
sion members did not personally question Lovelady to determine if he
was in fact the man in the photograph. In addition, they argue that no

hotograph of Lovelady was published in any of the volumes issued
y the Warren Commission. (118) .

The committes asked its photographic evidence panel to determine
whether the man in the doorway was Oswald, Lovelady or someone
else. Forensic anthropologists working with the panel compared the
photograph with pictures of Oswald and Lovelady, and a photo-
analyst studied the pattern of the shirt worn by the man in the door-
way and compared it to the shirts worn by the two men that day.(719)
Based on an assessment of the facial features, the anthropologists
determined that the man in the doorway bore a much stronger resem-
blance to Lovelady than to Oswald. In addition, the photographic
analysis of the shirt in the photograph established that it corre-
sponded more closely with the shirt worn that day by Lovelady.

ased on these analyses, the committee concluded that it was highly
improbable that the man in the doorway was Oswald and highly
probable that he was Lovelady.

The committee’s belief that the man in the doorway was Lovelady
was also supported by an interview with Lovelady in which he af-
firmed to committee investigators that he was the man in the
photograph. (/20)

(2) Witness testimony.—The committee also considered witness
testimony as to Oswald’s whereabouts immediately following the
assassination. Three witnesses were particularly significant. Deposi-
tory Superintendent Roy Truly and Dallas Police Officer M. L. Baker
both entered the depository right after the shots were fired. They
encountered Oswald on the second floor, and in testimony to the War-
ren Commission, they gave the time as 2 to 3 minutes after the
shots.(121) A witness who personally knew Oswald, Mrs. Robert A.

* Reid, also a depository employee, testified to the Warren Commission
that she also saw him on the second floor approximately 2 minutes
after the assassination. (722)

The testimony of these three witnesses was mutually corroborating.
Since all were outside the depository when the shots were fired. their
statements that it took them about 2 minutes to get to the second floor
were reasonable.(723) It appeared equally reasonable that in those
same 2 minutes Oswald could have walked from the sixth floor window
}10 the rear stairway and down four flights of stairs to the second

oor.

The conclusion with respect to this evidence alone was not. that Lee
Harvey Oswald was the assassin, but merely that the testimony of
these witnesses appeared credible and was probative on the question
of Oswald’s whereabouts at the time of the assassination.
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5. LEE HARVEY OSWALD'S OTHER ACTIONS TEND TO SUPPORT THE CONCLU-
SION THAT HE ABSBASSINATED PRESIDENT KENNEDY

. The Warren Commission concluded that shortly after the assassina-
tion, Oswald boarded a bus, but when the bus got caught in a traffic
jam, he disembarked and took a taxicab to his roominghouse.(124)
The Commission also found that Oswald changed clothes at the room-
inghouse and walked about nine-tenths of a mile away from it before
he encountered Dallas Police Officer J. D. Tippit.(1725) After being
stopped by Tippit, the Commission concluded, sta.ld drew a revolver
and shot Tippit four times, killing him. He then ran from the
scene.(126) He was apprehended at approximately 1:50 p.m. in a
nearby movie house, the Texas Theatre.(127)

The committee found that while most of the depository employees
were outside of the building at the time of the assassination and re-
turned inside afterwards, Oswald did the reverse; he was inside before
the assassination, and afterward he went outside. That Oswald left
the building within minutes of the assassination was significant. Every
other depository employee either had an alibi for the time of the
assassination or returned to the building immediately thereafter.
Oswald alone neither remained nor had an alibi.

(a) The Tippit murder

The committee investigated the murder of Officer Tippit primarily
for its implications concerning the assassination of the President. The
committee relied primarily on scientific evidence. The committee’s
firearms panel determined positively that all four cartridge cases
found at the scene of the Tippit murder were fired from the pistol
that was found in ILee Harvey Oswald’s possession when he was ap-
prehended in the Texas Theatre 35 minutes after the murder.®(728)

In addition, the committee’s investigators interviewed witnesses
present at the scene of the Tippit murder.(729) Based on Oswald’s
possession of the murder weapon a short time after the murder and
the eyewitness identifications of Oswald as the gunman, the committee
concluded that Oswald shot and killed Officer Tippit. The committee
further concluded that this crime, committed while fleeing the scene
of the assassination, was consistent with a finding that Oswald assas-
sinated the President..

The Warren Commission had investigated the possibility that Os-
wald and Tippit were associated prior to the assassination, but it failed
to find a connection.(730) Similarly, the committee’s investigation un-
covered no direct evidence of such a relationship, nor did it attribute
any activity or association to Officer Tippit that could be deemed
suspicious. The committee, however, did find and interview one
witness who had not been interviewed by the ‘Warren Commission
or FBI in 1963-64. His name is Jack Ray Tatum, and he reported wit-
nessing the final moments of the shooting of Officer Tippit.(737) Os-
wald, according to Tatum, after initially shooting Tippit from his
position on the sidewalk, walked around the patrol car to where Tippit

% Since Ogwald’s revolver had been partially modified to shoot different ammunition
than the type it was manunfactured to sboot, it was not posaible for the panel to determine
whether tbe bullets that killed Tippit were fired from it. The panel did determine that the

gle:ggtvc:sﬂstlcs of the bullets were consistent with thelr having been fired from Oswald's







