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“Hugh Trev

On December 13 Professor Trevor-Roper
wrote for The Sunday Times, his highly
" eriticat historians analysls of the Warren
Report on President Kennedy's assassination.
" discrepancies®  hetween the
report and the 26 volumes of evidence pub-
lished with . He ashed why witnesses had
~d hot been pressed In cross-cxamination, why
(he police had destroyed the paper bag in
which the assassin presumably carcied (he
gun, why the doctor who examined the Presi-
dent did not keep his noles and subsequently
ax *adjusted ™ his report. Me suggested that
the Comumission had put up a “ smokescreen.”

or-Rejie

r replie

The followlng week, after others had accused
Trevor-Roper of bias and misjudzment, Joha
Sparrow, Warden of All Souls, made on this
bage a searching assessment of Lis fellow -
Oxonlan’s eriticisms, accused Wim of, among
other thlngs, misrepresentation in regard (o -
the dactor’s change of mind as to whether the
fethal bullet entered from the front or rear,
of presenting the evidence of identification
by Brenunan unfairly by omitling s furthep
refecence to I In the report, and
“innucndo™ In regard to the paper b
which he elainied was not 1n fact destroy
but handed to the Commission. .

Zp

o S RN St e e

(MR SPARROW contests
critleism  of the Warr
eport on two main ground
le accuses me generally gf
eking to und
Repo‘rt by
offering any positive theory
of my own, and he challenges
Y particular evidence, Icen
tainly did not wish to gain
2ny ends by innuendo, and if
I did not” advance a rival
theog'y, it was because [ bave
nothing so positive to
advance. Lack of confidence
in tone set of conclusions does
Dot require positive sy rt
for another, Byt bg‘f):re
Coming to the detail, perhaps
it Is best to Tecapitulate, very
briefly, what I said and what
id not say,

did not Propose, or mean
Suggest, a vast conspiracy:
xplicitly stated that I d

trist conspiratorial solutlo
did not state that the -
clusions of the Warren Re
‘were necessarily wrong: I ex-
plicitly stated that, though
unproved, they could be right,
1did not doubt the bona fides
of the Commission, What I
said was that jtg composition
Wwas “ highly unsatisfactory.”
By this | did not, of course,
mean to ascribe * antecedent
as": 1 meant that jts mem-
TS were nearly all b y
liticians. One of them w
sb busy that he attended ony

0 out of its forty-fok)
_sessions,

ermine tHe
fanuendo without

B

I also said that fts methods

vere illcalculated to guastan-

e the truth; that it bad
elied mainly on what wolid
ave been, in any trial jof

swald, * prosecution wit-
nesses "—f e, witnesses found
bg- the police; and that it had
sho

wn insufficient independ- .

ence “of the prosecutin
agencies—i e, it had acceptes
with too little question their
material and their interpreta-
tion. Its conclusions are
therefore, basically, a prose-
cutor's case. Such a case Is
often found to be true; but
Its truth would be more
readily accepted if witnesses
had been cross-cxamined, §f -
defence witnesses had been
swinmoned, or even if the
Commission jtself had pressed
more heavily on the weaker
joi;ﬂs of the evidence offer

to it.

The Commission itself ¥s
obviously sensitive to thls
charge. It _protests ' th
although no defence counsel
was allowed, adequate provi
sion was made to ensure
fairness to the *defendant.”
The President of the Ameri-
can  Bar Association, Mr
Walter Crai;:. was inviled tg
participate for that purpose,
and he did so, we are assured,
“fully and without limita
tion,” being allowed to cross.
examine and recall witnesses
and make proposals. Mr David
Nizer, who ‘introduces the
gublished Iteport with such a

ourish of trumpets, Is enrap- - -

ured by this *“exq site
lend ™ of thorough prodin
‘ith protection of indivi ua
ights “in accordance ¥ilh

e great raditions of Anglo- ..

Saxon jurisprudence® __

. diserenancies

Who would guess, from -

these statements, the feal - = 5"

facts? For according to the -

official record. Mr Craig ojly

altended three of the fo Yoo o~

four sessions of the Commis-

sion. and none of the separate .

hearings, and only opened his .
mmouth—not on" behalf of -
Oswald — at one of those
three. It is precisely such
between  the

pyblished Report and the - -
fcftimony behind it which

slijake my confidence in jts
canclusions and make me

wkh that its procedure had

baen different.

pdrticular points. 1 said tha
there was “ no evidence th

Oswald took the gun into the
Book Deposiloxy. nor that he
fired it"
tests this. But what in fact
Is the evidence? Only two
witnesses saw Oswald enter.
the building. Both of them
testified that he carried a
parcel, but both equally testi-
ficd that the parcel was such
that it simply could not have

Mr Sparrow con-.

-

. e

conlained the gun, even dis- ) )

mantled.  The  Cominission
accepts-their evidence that he
cagried the parcel, but re jocts
thdir detailed and insistent

deyeription of the parcel. As . ..

MriSparrow puts it, both wit. :

nesses

-

"mlscstimated_‘ Is -




_..the Report.

Hleng'th." Thlk bégs th’e: ques-

tion, Anyway, they did pot

erely estimate: the e-
cribed, circumstantialjy, 8
licitly,
hat T mean by the ¢ m-
Nission's

“choice of evi
dence.”
Nobody identified Oswald

as  having fired the gun. -

Admittedly one man, Howard
Brennan, described the

marksnian

ciently precise to be, in the

Commission®s words, “most

probably " the bagis of the

Search for Oswald. But ft is

interesting that whereas, in
other connections, several -
persons  jdentified Oswald

(whom they had generally
seen on television) in police
line-ups  (which
plained

admitted by the police to be
“ unusual " ip form), the one
man who could not identify
him was this same Mr Brep.
‘Inan whose description had
been so precise. (The re

on page 250, says that he id’

identify him, but this, [as
Brennan’s testimony shows] ig
inaccurzte.) wrote,
Oswald may have introduced

- and fired the gun. But there
Is no positive evidence that he
did either, angd my words are
strictly true, - .

Mr Sparrow next takes me
ug on the mmission'g
Phrase “most robably "
words which, in the circum-
§fances, seemed to me un.
bardonably vagy
me to describe the Report as
“slovenly.” He ints out
that, elsewhere, the Report
uses the word * primarily

little fact " had not
escaped me. But I had also
hoticed that this word {which
is anyway hardly less vague
than® *““most probably =)
oGurs only in the Summary,
nqi in the Report itself. 1’}
thirefore ignored jt. It is
mdrely a summariser's fau

rendering and does nothij

to correct the yvagueness of Lo

exclusively, This| jg -

In terms suff. -

th ———
tioA that the bullet \r&s"‘%{

e and saused -

Now'we ¢
eal evi

should 'go behind the Ko
to the (estimony (vols. NI g:d
). There we See that the

side evidence, As D,

put it « witp the facts whig

You have made avajlable g4

With these assumptions, \;
licve that It was ap ex

wpund.>

~ven s, they only acceplea
INterpsetacews.

Jow velocity,” so Jow “th
. you might) think that thi}
iullet barely made it throug
the soft lissue, and just
enough to drop out of lbs
skin on the oppusite side.
And yet the Commission,
baving accepted the conclu
sion,. did not accept this
necessary condition of it. 1t
could not do so, because :
further theory required it to
believe that this same bullet,
so far from just dmppx_ng' out
of the front of the Prcsndqnt 3
neck, went on to pass right
through the body of Governor
Connally: a belicf, incident.
ally, quite incompatible ‘with
the testimony of Governor
Connally himself, who insists
that, after hearing the first
shot, which hit the President,
had time to turn round,
fitst to the right, then o | 2
I, before being hit himsely,
ItXs thus true to say that the;
is a discropanci' between ih

original medical evidence an
[ A

the police thea

[

Pd-kland He was thuslunable -
tolsce its original for . He "
alta had the advantage bf the
police evidence.. Th; his -
autopsy was * distorted ” by .
this evidence g shown by

(ored b

v

397). Itis not a purely medi.
cal document. Iy begins with -
2 narrative of the assassing.

the document itself (Exhibit

tion from the Book Depost. -

tory, as Teported by the

police and then describes th,

wounds in relation to it
On one point I must eat -

humble-pie.” In respect of the - 7

Paper bag I regret that 1 made.. -

an error, | nof:lccted the
cardinal rule, « A

Your references,” and must
Pay the price. I withdraw the
Statement completely, and

ways check -

yield to Mr Sparrow the dis- " .+

eojoured remnants of g t
paper bag on which I ha ¢
pibilicly slipped up.

astonishing fact that, after

Warning him formally that his "

slatements might be used in

evidence against him, the ..
police claimed to have po -

inally there is the, to m |

record of Oswald's statementsg .. : -

in the course of 3 twelve-houp

interrogation. | thought this -~ .. .
S0 eccentric that I did pot * E

hesitate to suppose that the

10 accept the police explana. =
tion, that the failure to make
2 record was exceptional: that

In the confusion of the time - -
*all principles of good jnter~ ... "

rogation * were forgotien, -
But the police, who made

this excuse, did not stick to .

another occasion they t§id * .

thk  Commission. that
naper tonk nofes, so that th ir

actlect of 2l principles f.
g Interrogation * was not ™.

— -

thhy = .




xceptional, when fhe
ent of the United States
urdered, b

sho

e
tims are

the Parkla

e

brou

1

as

ut regular, in bl
otings whose vic-

ght_yearly to

nd Hospital. So we

<€an take our choice. We have
a free choice, becausg here,
when interro.

as elscwhere
gating the pol

mission did

point. D

think, would

ice, the Com-

not

press the

cfending counsel, J

have done so.

This indced js my principal

complaint against
the chain - of

mission,

In

the Com-

Teasoning constructed by the

police

several essential links

¢ very weak. There is the
nyvstery of the original mes-
saze which motivated Ti[;_p

gnd indeed the whole T

p

episode. There jis th

mystery of Oswaid's mark
three rapid and

manship:

deadly  sh

action rif
window.
-have dep

ols from a bolt.

e through an upper
‘Qualified witncsses
that the feat

osed

was impossible.

do it myself,”
mer nava

* eight ho

urs

“If I couldn't

declared a for.
1 ordnanceman,
a day,
r a living, constan

doing this
tly on the

nge, I know this civilian
chuldn’t do it
Myslery of the rifle itself
the experienced

Why did

police-office
graduate . in
adinitted tha
- with rifles,

the sporti

ng

There is the

r who found jt—a
engincering who
t he was familiar
having been “jn
goods business *

—report, not casually but jn
writing, both to his superiors

and to the FBI,

that it was

a2 Mauser 7.65 when 3 dif-
ferent make and calibre were
clearly inscribed on jt ?

All these
sdiuble. But

ndver
ligks.
guneral,

-even

problems may be
the Commission
pressed these weak
It was content with

evasjv

answers which slid over their

Weakness.

-

problem of moltive,
should a Marxist, who
Piessed admiration
ngdv. have Jaid so deep a plo
ta Kill him? Unable o fin
a rational explanation, th
mmission has accepted a
psychological explanation But
3t has only ereated a psycho-
Jogical mystery. If Oswald
Were an idealist or an exhibj.
tionist, we would have ex.
ted him, on arrest, tu have
oasted of his act of Justice,
claimed his ful) publicity. In
fact, he obstinatel{ denied the
fact. Such denia might be
Patural in a hired assassin -
- Who reckoned on protection
It jis difficult to understand
inp “loner™

there are weaknesses
within the testimony used,
there are also problems aboyt
testimony that was unused or
unpursued. Some known wit-
nesses were not heard by the
Commission, or at least, if
eard, were heard in spite of,
not through, the police. Such
was-Warren Reyvnolds, a wit.
ness of the Tippit aflair, who -
Was mysteriously shot
head two days after
intervi i
survived and gave eviden
but it was General Walker,
noy the police, whe got him
to qo so: the police sought to
dischunt  his evidence jn
advgnce. :
Two other

Why

pursged because *jt djq not
fit wkh what we knew to be
true.y Of course much of the
evideAce  which was pot
brought before the Commis-

—

Abo{'e all, there is the

an
. pesses had been heard. -

sion Is, by definition, bearsay,
Fol that reason I have b
carplul 1o cite none ofit. B
it eed not haye been ignored.
¥ pursuit of hearsay somp-
times leads to the discove
of evidence. And even the
evidence that did come before
not ful}

Le Commission

cgan fts work in February, -
On Scptember 15 it was stifj -
taking evidence.

nclusions

had been reach
A e e

el LT

e —— L
lts separate chapte
composed, before the last wi

Nevertheless, from _ that °
mass of fascinaling detail, and . »
perhaps from other evidence, -
conclusions will one day be .
drawn. Whether those conclu- -
sions will be the same as those -
of the Commission is, in my
opinioh, an open question. .
Mr Sparrow would have me
believe, as the only logical .
alternative to swallowing the )
Report whole, in a vast con .-
spiracy involving police, F.B.L
and all their witnesses. Ido -~
nqt accept such an alternatiy

such logic.
0 t sceril’;s o me th
wlatever may have bee

estiblished, certain speci
Qufslions have been left u
angywered. Not knowing he
far we can trust the polife
evidence. we do not know how
fully we have been informed.
The solid picces of cvidence, .
which have becn arranged i .. : -
one patlern, may easily, of -
that Is defective, have to be -
Fearranged in another, Mean: -
while, precise conc[usmn_s ire
necessarily uncertain. We do .
nol know precisely how the "
President was shot. We do
not knaw whether Oswald had -
accomplices. We do not kn
tpe rcal motives, or conncg-
tons, of Ruby. And lhc§
after all, are the essentj
qyestions, -

——
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