%m qﬁmqow.mommx EEE E.o.
- . of modern history at Oxford,

tih ed the Warren Report on the

s : wwwmmm?wﬂoﬂ of President Kennedy as,

a “smekescreen of often irrelevant ma-
= Szﬂ M In an article in the Dec. 13 issue
" of the London Sunday Times, the well-
 known historian charged Lhat the com-
' ‘mission had ‘‘adcepted impermissible ax-
© lbms, eonstricted invalid arguments and

& Mailed to ask essentinl questions.”
4 aﬁ I dissent from [the report's] find-
| ings” Hkwhote, “It ismob because T pre-
Ter speculation fo evidence or have a

Jds hecause, as a EmSnEu. I prefer evi-
genea.
“ Treyor-Roper elted flve instances in
witich he considered the commission’s
evidence nmnansn. indicating that others
existed.

1—ARREST OF LEE OSWALD, “Ac-
cording to the veport,” Trevor-Roper
1 wrote, “the Dallas police issued the or-
o der which led to this atlempted arrest

. lof Lee Oswald, accused of assassinating
© | Kennedy, by policeman, J. D, 'Tippit,
" whom Oswald 1s alleged to u!.m. mur'=
~ dered] before any evidence anﬁa been
\ found which pointed personally to Os-
- wald. We immediately ask, on what evi-
| dence did they lssue these orders? To fill
| the gap, the report mentions one witness,
Howard Brennan, who, we are told, saw
‘the shots fired fiom the sixth-floor win-
ﬁ%_ﬁnﬂ made a statement to the police
s A minutes’ of the assassination.
g .H.Em si gmaﬂ. nt, says the report, was ‘most

' probably’ the 'basis of the police deserip-
U tien” nan_n& (Among others) to Tippit.
Now; this chain of evenis is obviousiy of
Uthe mz,wﬁam.u importance. It also contains
, .m.mv“.nnnu diffloulties, Not only does the
© Unileged statement of Bremnan seem . far

SR

@EE tendency towards radicalism: it

. too precise Lo correspond with anything
' he ean really have seen, and the alleged

b .EEH \deseriptions far too vague tp be

_the basis of & particular arvest, but, the
words ‘most probably,” which slide oyer
these ! difficulties, are wunpardonably

: sﬁum Any police description leading to

" asqwn«mﬂﬂﬂmn atrest must have been bas-

ed on some definite evidence—the police

. must know on what evidence it was based

—.and it was the inescapable duty of the
commiselon, ‘which clalms to have ‘orl-
tically reassessedt’ all the evidence, to rve-
quire the pollce to Teveal the evidence ,

It the description was based on m..mssna 5
statement, then wi Eﬁmﬁwg ask an-
,_umsuunw taccord-

g e

ing to the report) did not only glve a
general description of the man who fired
the shot: he also gave a pariicular des-
cription of the window from which he
fived. Why then, we naturally ask, did
the police brondeast the vague descrip-
tion of the man, but make no immediate
attempt to search the precisely iden-
tified room? That room was searched
only later, in the cowse of a general

search of the whole bullding. On the
other ~hand, it the police description
wes not based on Brennan’s statement,
it follows that the police used other evi-
dence which ES, uE_d not revealed 8
the commission. .

5 OSWALD AT, JAIL. .5@3 his arr gr.
Oswald, we are told, was warhed by Cap-
tain Fritz, chief of the homiclde bureau
of the Dallas pollce, that he was nof
compelled to make any . statement, bub
that any statement which he made could
he used in evidence against EE b.u.,m—.

HUGH TREVOR-ROYER
He finds the evidence twaiting

that, Oswald was interrogated alvogerner
for 12 hours, by the FBL and police,
malnly by Captain Fritz. And yet, we

are told, Fritz ‘kept no notes and there

were no stenographic “or' {Ape record-
ings’ This, I do not hesitate to say, can=-
not posstbly be true, How ‘eould any
statement be used against him If his
statements were unrecorded? Even in
the most trivial cases such a record Is
automatically made—eand this case was
the nssassination of the Presldent of
the United States. If no record was avail-
able to the commission, thers can be
only one explanation. The record Was
destroyed by the FBI or the police, and
the commission, with eulpable indiffer-
enee, has not troubled to ask why...”

u.,I.EHU—QbE REPORT. “On medical aﬂ.
derice alone, the doctor who examined
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LEE OSWALD OUTSIDE DALLAS POLI
~ No immediate details on just how s

{he President concluded that_ he had
heen shot from the front, and all police

ifvestications were at first based on

that sssumption. This meant ithat the
President—If indeed he was shot from

ihe hook depository—must have been

shot either as his ear anm-oa.ched the
building or, if the building d beesn
passed, at a moment when he had turned
his head towards it. When both these
conditions were ruled out by photo-
graphs, the police concluded jthat the
shots must have come from behind, and
the doctor was persuaded to adjuxt his
medical report to this ‘police
evidence. When the col on ‘criti-
~_eally assessed’ the evidence, it naturally
hadnﬁutytore—exam]nethemedicnl
_e-rldcnce undistorted by police theories.
- Unfortunately it could not do so: the
purely medical evidence was no longer
available. The chief pathologist con-
_gerned, Dr. Humes [Commander James
" Humes, director of laboratories, Bethesda
' Navy Hospitall, signed an affidavit that
he had burned all his original notes and
had kept-no copy. Only . the. official
BULODSY| mm,pﬂad (urb clearly stated)

~ the shots, and the cnmmﬁslﬂn

CE STATION, BEFORE HE WAS SHOT
[aye’r Jack Ru.by got to the scene

with the ald of police evldeme. suryives
—and the commission, once agaln, has
accepted this evidence without asking
why, or on whose authqﬂby. the original"
" notes were destroyed. Police eyidence

~ withheld, palice evidence deamed med-
~ ical evidence destroyed, and mo questions

asked. ‘This is an odd mdin &n.im-
mrtmtacase.. g T

,ﬂnat.ltwasinvtmsﬁa “that Oswald in
_{roduced the fatal weapon into the build-
ing. Since this conclusion is in fact
confrary to the only evidence printed
by the commission [that of witnesses
who testified the bag Oswald carried
wasmnerthnnm one he allegedly
carried], it seems strange that the police
should have to admit that the bag, too,
has sinee been destroyed. It was, we are
told, ‘discolored during various laboratory
examinations’ and so ‘a replica bag' was
manufactured under police orders ‘for
valid identification by witnesses.” In
other words, the police destroyed the
veal evidence and substituted thelr own
fabrication. The replica may well have
been & true replica.”

5—O0SWALD'S DEATH. “Flmlly to com-
plete this record of suppression and de-
struction, there is the destruction of the
most imporgant living witness, Oswald
himself. Oswald was murdered, while
under police protection, by Jack Ruby,
an intimate associate of Dallas police.
Ruby's close association with the Dallas”.
police is admitted In the Warren Re-
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