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ZNi. On December 13 Professor Trevor-Roper 

_ Wrote for The Sunday Times, his highly 

Hugh Trev    

  

  or-Royier replies 
The following week, after others had accused 
Trevor-Roper of bias and misjJudzment, John critical: historian’s analysts of the Warren Sparrow, Warden of All Souls, made on this Report on President Kerinedy's assassination. | page a Searching assessment of Lis fellow : We found “discrepancies” between the | Oxontan’s criticisms, accused him of, among report and the 26 volumes of evidence pub-/ other (ings, misrepresentation in regard te lished with it. He asked why witnesses hadi the doctor's change of mind as to whether the not been pressed In crass-cxamination, why !icthal bullet entered from the front or rear, the police had destroyed the Paper bag injof presenting the evidence of identification which the assassin Presumably carried (he; by Brennan unfalrly by omitting a further Kun, why the doctor who examined the Presi-[reference to i in the report, and dent did not keep his notes and suhsequently |“ Innucndo”™ In fegard to the paper bh “adjusted” his report. Ne suggested that which he elatmed was not fa fact destroy the Commission had put up a “smokescreen.” bul handed te the Commission. 

   

    

    
    

    

    

     
     

  

    
     
      

     

      
       
      

   

Be ee I also said that fts methods oo 
. : . ; . Who would guess, from. - 
MR SPARROW t vere ill-calculated to guatan- | 

be eee 
con eae e the truth: that it hed . these statements, the pal 

f 

  

criticism of the A : 
? i “ 

€port on two main ground elied mainly on what wopld ones record “Sir Craig’ y et 
. le accuses me generally dj ave been, in any trial of attended three of the fo Yor ne 

eking to undermine - tte Oswald, “prosecution wit- four sessions of the Commis. :. * 
Report by fnnuendo without nesses "I e., witnesses found sion, and none of the separate. ~_ 
offering any positive theory by the police: and that it had hearings, and only opened his . | 
of my own, and he challenges shown insufficient independ- . Mmouth—not on’ behalf ef = -~ 

y particular evidence. Ycere ence of the Pa acceptek Oswald — at one of those (|. 
tainly did not wish to gain agencies—i e., it had accepte three. It is precisely. such 
any ends by innuendo, and if with too little question their discrenancies between the ~—- 
1 did not advance a rival material and their interpreta- ’ p§blished Report and the -... - 
theory, It was because I have tion. Its conclusions are fcftimony behind it) which’ 
nothing $0 positive to therefore, basically, a prose- siake my confidence in its 
advance. Lack of confidence Cutor's case. Such a case fs cdnclusions and make me °° 
in one set of conclusions does often found to be true; but a 
Bot require positive support its truth would be more ~~ ~~-— Coos core 
for another. But before readily accepted if witnesses ‘ : “Oe so 

  

had been cross-examined, if . defence witnesses had been 
suinmoned, or even if the 

coming to the detail, perhaps it Is best to recapitulate, very wh that its procedure had briefly, what I said and what 
t been differen 

  

I did not say, 
did not Propose, or mean Suggest, a vast conspiracy: xphcitly stated that I d tr&st_ conspiratorial solutlo I did not state that the ° _Clusions of the Warren Re were necessarily wrong: F ex- plicitly stated that, though unproved, they could be right. did not doubt the bona fides of the Commission. What I said Was that its composition was itighly unsatisfactory.” By this IT did not, of course, mean to ascribe “ antecedent as": I meant that its mem. rs were nearly all b liticians. One of them w Sb busy that he attended only two out of its forty-fokl _Sessions,    

. 

Commission itself had pressed 
more heavily on the weaker 
joints of the evidence offer 
to it. 

The Commission itself }s 
obviously sensitive to this 
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 Craig, was invited to 
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 
ubdlished Report with such a 

Rourish of trumpets, is enrap- 
ured by this “exquisite 
tend” of thorough probin 
‘ith protection of indiviqua 
ights “in accordance 

  

ith ¢ 
@ great traditions of Anglo |. 

Saxon jurisprudence,” .__.- -~ 

  

pirticular points. 1 said tha 
there was “no evidence th 
Oswald took the gun into the 
Book Depository, 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 contained the gun. even dis- 
mantied. 
accepts their evidence that he cagried the parcel, but re jects thdir detaiicd and insistent 

The Commission © 

Mr Sparrow con. -* -. tare es 

deseription of the parcel. Ags |. MrlSparrow puts it, both wit. 
nesses 

ayes 2. 

    

   

“misestimated _ ts



  

  

    

   

  

‘Tength.” This begs the ques- tion. Anyway, they did not °." erely estimate: they hea cribed, circumstantially, Xe licitly, 
‘hat I mean by the ¢ im ussion’s “choice of evi- dence.” 
Nobody Identified Oswald as having fred the gun. - Admittedly one man, Howard Brennan, described the marksman ji 

ciently precise to be, in the Commission's words, ‘ 

other connections, 
identified Oswald (whom they had generally seen on television) jin police line-ups (which he “com. plained Were unfairly arranged, and which were admitted by the Police to be “unusual "in form), the one man who could not identify him was this Same Mr Eren- “‘[nan whose description had een so precise. (The re on page 250, savs that he id” identify him, but this, Tas rennan’s testimony shows| is inaccurate.) As I vr ne, Oswald may have introduced - and fired the gun. But there Is no positive evidence that he did either, and my words are Strictly true. - . Mr Sparrow next takes me up on the Mmission's Phrase “ most Tobably ": words which, in the circum- Sfances, seemed 

Pardonably vague and caused me to describe the Report as “slovenly.” He i that, elsewhere, the Report Uses the word * primarily. ‘This little fact 
escaped me. But I had also noticed that this word (which is anyway hardly less vague than” “most Probably ") Occurs only in the Summary, nd in the Report itself, PY thprefore ignored it. It is mqrely a summariser’s fau relidering and does nothi to correct the Vagueness of | * mo : : 

e Repo 

exclusively, This! ig 

in terms suff. - 

several - 

to me un 

th ee tiok that the bullet it 

Now’ we ¢ 
cal evi 

impression given by ; Cport; but for clarity we should go behind the Re to the testimony (vols. IIT and ). There we See that the Goctors at the Parkland Hos. ital were Benerally agreed hey regarded the wound in the President's throat as an entrance Wound, and the only allowed that it might equally have been an exit Wound on the strength of out. Side evidence. As Dr Per put it, “ with the facts which you have made available aad with these assumptions, |4 believe that it was an ex Wpund.” 
-ven so, they only accepted 

INTerps cracevse 

low velocity,” so low “th 
yOu might” think that thik. butter barely made it throug 

the soft tissue, and just enough to drop out of the 
skin on the oppusite side. And yet the Commission, baving accepted the conclu 
sion, did not accept this necessary condition of it. it could not do so, because : 
further theory required it to believe that this same bullet, 
So far from just dropping out of the front of the President ry neck, went on to pass right through the body of Governor Connally: a belief, 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 to { 2 lot, before being hit himsely. It hs thus true to Say that the: is a discrepancy between th original medical evidence an the police thea - 

‘this excuse, did not stick lo it, another occasion they tald . 

— 

sows 

    
Pitkland He was thuslunable x 

togted by the tracheo omy at : 
fi its original fork. He '. 

to 
also had the advantage bf the Police evidence.» Th: his 5: autopsy was “ distorted ” by. 

shown by - 
this evidence is 

    

he document itself (Exhibit a 397). It is not a purely medi- cal document. 
2 Narrative of the assassina- tion from the Book Depos}. 2 tory, as reported by the Police and then describes the Wounds in relation to He: On one point I must eat humbic-pie.” In Tespect of the Paper bag I regret that ] made.. an error, [| neglected the cardinal rule, “A 

your references," and must pay the price. I withdraw the Statement completely, yield to Mr Sparrow the dis Coloured remnants of tat” paber bag on which I hate ...~..: 
i 

  

publicly slipped up. . inally there is the, to md, 
warning him formally that his Slatements might be used in evidence against him, the |... police claimed to have no - record of Oswald's Statements . in the course of a {welve-hour 

It begins with -~ 

Ways check °° 

and 

astonishing fact that, after . . - 

        

interrogation. I thought this -"° : SO eccentric that I did not hesitate to Suppose that the record must have been des- © troyed. Mr Sparrow prefers * to accept the police explana. -- 

  

tion, that the failure to make ~..2. -- 2 Tecord was exceptional: that in the confusion of the time “all principles of 800d inter... rogation ” were forgotten, - | But the police, who made 

the Commission: that thby never look notes, so that thdir acrlect of “all principles ft - . & interrogation ™ was not” ”.       Nee nee Nee ee . 
_ *      

} 

      

  

     
    

 



    

  

  

   

xceptional, when the si. ent of the United States as urdered, but regular, in Bll e 500 shootings whose vic- tims are brought Searly to the Parkland Hospital. So we ¢an take our choice. We have a free choice, because here, as elsewhere when interro. gating the police, the Com- mission did not press the point. Defending counsel, J think, would have done so. This indced is my principal complaint against “the Com- mission, In the chain of Teasoning constructed by the Police several essential links ¢ very weak. There is the nystery of the original mes- sase which motivated Tipp nnd indeed the whole Ti PR episode. There is th mystery of Oswald's mark manship: three rapid andi Seadly shots from a bolt. action rifle through an upper Window. Qualified witnesses -have deposed that the feat was impossible. “If I couldn't do it myself,” declared a for- mer naval ordnanceman, “ eight hours a day, doing this ra living, constantly on the nge, I know this civilian Cpuldn't do it." There is the Hvstery of the rifie itself, Why did the experienced police-officer who found it—a graduate. in engincering who admitted that he was familiar - With rifles, having been “ the sporting goods business " —report, not casually but in Writing, both to his superiors and to the F.B.L, that it was a Mauser 7.65 when a dif. ferent make and calibre were clearly inscribed on it? 
All these problems may be Sdiuble. But the Commission ngver pressed these weak ligks. It was content with Bcneral, -even evasive, answers which slid over their 

Weakness. . 2st ee ee =e 

    

        
     

Problem of motive. 
should a Marxist, who Pjessed admiration 
hqdv. have laid so deep a plo tq kill him? Unable to fin a rational explanation, th mmission has accepted a psychological explanation But it has only created a bsycho- logical 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 full publicity. In fact, he obstinately denicd the fact. Such denia might be natural in a hired assassin - - WhO reckoned on protection It lis difficult to understand in B “loner.” 

there are Weaknesses in the testimony used, there are also problems about testimony that was unused or unpursued. Some known wit- 

Why 

heard, were heard in spite of, not through, the Police. Such Was ‘Warren Reynolds, a wit- ness of the Tippit affair, who - Was mysteriously shot in the head two days after interviewed by the police. survived and fave eviden but it was General Walker, no\ the police, who Rot him to do so: the Police sought te discpunt his evidence in advdnce. 
: Two otber 

pursued because 
fit wkh what we knew to be true.) Of course 
evidekce which was not brought before the Commis- 

—— 

    

: Above all, there fs the | 

an 

_ Hesses had been heard. - 

   

   sion fs, by definition, hearsay, Fo} that reason I have b carpful to cite none of it. B it reed not have been ignored. AF pursuit of hearsay som times leads to the discove of evidence. And even the evidence that did come before 

   
         

   

    

   

      

   

    

  

The Commission began its work in February, On September 15 it was sti. taking evidence. And yet the .. final Report: Was handed tg =: the President on Septem. t 24 and was on the Ke Stalls, printed and bound, t¥o | days later. Clearly its m n- ¢pnclusions had been Teach 
" nee ee tote 

     

    

   

   

      

Its separate chapte 
composed, before the last. wi 

Nevertheless, from that ~ 
mass of fascinating 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. . 
Me Sparrow would have me 
believe, as the only logical 
gitcrnative to swallowing the 
Report whole, in a vast con -- 
spiracy involving police, F.B.L 
and all their witnesses. Ido” 
nt accept such an alternatiy 
or such logic. 

t{ seems to me th 
whatever may have bee 

pg een eee ee wenn neem, Saati - 

estiblished, certain speci ic . questions have been jeft a 
angwered. Not knowing he 
far’ we can trust the polite 
evidence, we do not know how 
fully we have been informed. 
The solid picces of evidence, 0° ~ which have been arranged m _: = one pattern, may easily, tf: that Is defective. have to be : 
rearranged in another, Mean. -- 
while. precise conclusions are 
necessarily uncertain. We da_ 
nat know precisely how the. 
President was shot. We do we 
not know whether Oswald had = 
accomplices. We do not kn 
tge real motives, or connece- 
{bns, of Ruby. And thes 
ajler all, are the essenti 
qgestions, no, 

pe ee Be 

   

    

   
  

 


