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PROFESSOR HUGH TREVOR- 
“ROPER’S article on the War- 
ren Report is described in its 
-headlines as ‘ astonishing.” 
‘It-certainly astonished me. I 
write this article not in order 
‘to pick a quarrel with a col- 
-league for whose intellect and - 
‘ability I have the greatest 
.admiration, and with whom I 
am (and hope to remain) on 
the friendliest terms, but 
‘because I think that he has 
;done to the Report and to its 
;authors- an injustice that 
‘should be exposed without 
tdelay. 
gi-When I read - Professor 

-“Trevor-Roper’s article I had 
just. finished reading the 
_Report itself. His account of 
iit. seems to me a travesty, so 

marred by bias and blotted 
“with imaccuracies that it is 
“hard to believe that it was 
zwritten by so honest and 
4untelligent a man as he. It 
jis deplorable that such a 
;document should carry the 
authority of the Professor’s 
‘name; most of his readers 
“probably will not set eyes on 
the Report and will base their 
‘opinion entirely upon what 
he says of it; while many who 

_“have read neither the Report 
‘nor his article will be infected 
by: the atmosphere that it 
“creates, and conclude “ There 
~must be something fishy 
‘somewhere, if . Professor 
?Trevor-Réper says so.” 
: Nothing is easier to create 
Athan an atmosphere of sus- 
picion, nothing—so long as “the crackpots and the credu- 
lous continue to abound— 
more difficult to dispel. 

I think the Report provides 
~ overwhelming evidence for 

the acceptance of its conclu- 
sions, that it deals fully and 
fairly with a complex and con- 
fusing story, and that it 
shows no _ bias=, andy 
desire to shirk :ancemfortab 

> nde ano: 

questions. If in the course of 
more than 800 pages (based 
on twenty-six volumes of evi- 
dence). some imperfections 
were to be found, that would 
not. be surprising, and even if 
the points that the Professor 
seeks to make were well 
founded, I see no reason to 
adopt his sinister suggestions 
in order to account for them. 

The Warren Report is not 
only an historic official docu- 
ment; it contains. a_ vivid 
record, all the more moving 
for its tone of .colourless 
restraint, of a drama and a 
tragedy; it tells a story of 
detection as enthralling as any 
thriller in fiction; and it. gives 
a fascinating series of pictures 
of American life, including 
life-sketches of the protagon- 
ists—t he mixed-up rebel 
Oswald and the flamboyant 
night-club proprietor Ruby— 
that take a permanent place in 
the gallery of American 
psychological types. I hope 
that the Report will be 
widely read, and if those who 
read it judge between Pro- 
fessor Trevor-Roper and its 
authors his structure of 
sinister and shadowy sus- 
picion will collapse like a 
pho oie 

péfessomTrevor-Roper las 

. by. the -evidence : 
| Independent witnesses: how, ! 

The complete Report, with evidence #4 {3} 

not a good word to say for the - 
Report. He attacks not only 
the efficiency of the Com- 
mission (“their vast. and | 
slovenly Report’) byt their 
bona fides: their Report is 
“suspect ”"; they have put up 
a “smokescreen ”; they were 
“reluctant? to press the 
cross-examination of essential 
witnesses. He hints that all 
this was due to antecedent 
bias; the composition of the 
Commission was. “highly un- 
satisfactory’ (no grounds . 
stated, no individuals named) 
and it- was ‘“incapabie of 
independent ' judgment.” 

According to the Professor, 
the bias of the Commission 
showed itself in its “ choice ” 
(his. word). of evidence: it 
chose to receive ‘‘ most of its 
evidence from police or F.B_I. 
sources ’—as if circumstances 
had not determined that the 
bulk of its evidence must be 
based upon the reports of 
police investigators. The most 
astonishing charge of -all is 
that it ‘never looked beyond 
that evidence,” i., the evi- 
dence of the police and F.B.L; 
that is the Professor’s way of 
stating that out of the 550 wit- 
nesses from whom the Com- 
mission received testimony, 
more than 400 had no connec- 

_tion with the police or the 
- F.B1. and that only one in 
three of the 94 witnesses who 
actually appeared before it 
were members of those 
bodies. At point after point 
in. their Report. the Commis- 
sion support their findings 

‘of ~ these 
“ie 



FSB. ad: 
police? From: this. instan 
‘which: can: ‘be: checked, 

His 
are never. defined or élari. 
he does ‘not accept ‘th 
ings of the 'issio 
‘he- does Ot 2 

“of the. Bethe 
Naval Hospi and h “Mgee 
than once». 5 



“etandet, who: saw’ a batt ‘ring 
2 aT geuringd him’ if tainly 

spar ecise terms that - fitte d 

‘Oswald. Opinions may differ; 

“Hout the strength of this evig 
gence, but not surely about 

<tsvexistence. Those who have’ 

not read the Report will pre- 

sumably accept it from: Pro- 

4 fessor Trevor-Roper that there: 

i feally is no evidence that. 

Oswald fired the gun or took. 

~it.to, the building. 4 

“phe Professor does fot 

present evidence fairly. . For 

singtance, he makes great play 

“witlr the fact that the Report 

«gays that the description «of 

«Oswald radioed by the police 

within a few minutes of the 

«murder was “ most probably ” 

based on particulars given by 

‘gbystander called Brennan. 

Onithe ‘uncertainty inherent... 

sin ‘the .words ‘“‘ most | pro- 

sbably ” (which shows, he sug-. 

gests, that the police did. not 

wish to commit themselves” 

‘to'saying that they had used 

“Brennan's statement and that 
the’ Commission helped them 

‘tocover up with this “ com- 

*fortable phrase’), the Pro- 

fessor erects an immense 

ystructure of damaging in- 

muendo. If he had turned to 

Page 5 of the Report be 

would have seen it cleatly. 

stated that the police message 

was ‘based. primarily .9n_ 

Brennan’s observations.” ° 4° 

EOUTSES the Professor . bi 

did’ not délberately ‘suppress 

‘this™ passage, ‘so- fatal ‘to his 

argument; but one cannot say. 

that he presents the evidence . 

fdirly by omitting it. (He™ 
bases another argument on a 

the’ supposition that Bren-*' 

nan’s statement was indeed** 

the’ origin of the radioed 

message, this depends, ulti- . 

mately, on his own use of the 

comfortable ” word “ later”’ 

with reference to the search- 

ing of the Depository, and a 

iprecise examination of they 

timings exposes its weak- +! 

ness). Poe 

‘s3Again, take the question of i: 

tthe medical opinion about the: 

President’s wounds; here? 

fence more the - Protessor's:: 

iseeming eagerness to make a- 

ease against the authorities# 

deads him positively to mis- 

«state the evidence. . a 
tsEmmediately. after - the = 

taSsassination, a rumour got 

about that at least one of the: 

sghots that hit the Presidents 

‘eame from the front (and: 

therefore not. from. the? 

‘Depository)... Tf that was ‘so,. 

‘Oswald ‘must have. .had -an 

-accomplice. The Commission | 

“mature of his. wounds: 
“none of them “concluded? 

the front’; all their report 
““cCwritten on the day of. the’ 

» being one among the hypo- 

ugives conclusive reasons tor | 

«rejecting this rumour in an 

«Appendix devoted to “ Specu-{ 

,d4ations and Rumors,” and no 

scene, I think, now believes: 

soit. In support , of the; 

rumour, it ‘was said . that, 

gecording to the doctors, 

the “entrance” of one at | 

sJeast - of the. President's | 

wounds. was. in the front of 

"his head or neck, its “ exit” 

in‘the rear. The Professor 

raises. this question of. the 

“ entrance wound,” not 

(apparently) in order. to 

revive the “ accomplice ”’ | 

theory, but in order to dis- 

credit the doctors and the 

police. “ On medical evidences? 

alone,” he says, “ the doctor 

who examined the President 

épncluded that he had. been § 

shot from the front.” When { 

it. was realised that a frontal 

“entrance ” wound was 

inconsistent with his having! 

been shot from the} 

Depository, “ the police con; 

‘cluded that the shots must 

“have. come from. behind, and 

‘the doktor :was: persuaded to: 
aajust Nis; répath« to. .this; 
external . police evidence.” | 
(My italics.) 

-“ The doctor who examined; 

that he had been shot from | 

“murder) are reproduced m 
“the... Commission's «= reporty 
“none of them contains any: 

“reference to a wound of 
entrance or of exit, and none 
of them shows any. trace of 

having been altered. .or 
adjusted. vr 

The rumour about a “ fron-« 

tal, entrance ” arose frony “a4 

Press conference held in. the 
‘hospital on the afternoon. af; 

the murder in- conditions. 
described ‘as “Bedlam”: “at 

which one of the doctors, Dr, 

Perry, mentioned that as 

thetical _ possibilities. _ that: 

might account. for the Presi: 

dent's wounds. et 
_ Later, taking into account 

the evidence of the post-| 

mortem, when the President's 

body was examined for the. 

first. time, Dr Perry agreed! 
cae a 

with the conciusion that the 
frontal wound must have been 

a wound of exit. . : 

That is the sequence 
events that Professor. Trevo 

‘Roper summarises by say 
that. “the doctor 
examined. the: Preside 
‘cluded that “he ~hat 
shot from “the 

2 eae 

Hugh  ‘Frevor-Roper, 60,7" 
«| Regius Professor of Modern é24 
..-Histery. at Oxford, authenti- , 

cated Hitler’s -death,. 17th” 
- century history specialist © --z 

that “the doctor was persua- 
ded to adjust his medical 
report to this external poliqey j 
evidence.” 
‘Can misrepresentation gd" 
“further? Well, | am afraid it’ 
“ean. My next example of the 
“Professor's “ handling of -evi?* 
dence ” is so remarkable that," 
“to do it justice, | must quote’! 

,; that the bag, 
destroyed. tk 

““ discoloured
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