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Dallas questions
unanswered

Can the Warren Commis-
sion Report on the assassina-
tion of President Kennedy
, any longer be regarded as a

satisfactory account of the

* terrible events in Dallas just
OvVer a year ago? )

. On Page 21, Hugh Trevor-
Roper, Regius Professor of
Modern History at Oxford and
currently a visiting professor

, at Lo%gAnpeles, argues power-

thatt it cannot. He

' riddles tfre*Warren Commis-
sion’s _protedures and con-
clusioris with necessary
questions which if not un-
answerable are certainly un-
answered.
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Professor of Modern History a
Oxford, who cables this aston-
ishing report from America,
finds that suppressed pollce al
medical evidence eluded the
Warren Commission

E ASSASSINATION of Pr
nt Kennedy was a great shog,
> the whole world. To thes
American people it was more
than a shock: it was a humilia-
tion. The shooting of the
‘*Premdent followed only two’
* dhys later by the shooting of
"fhe supposed assassin, Leé’
Oswald, seemed to show that
“tie leading power of the West,
‘%M guardian of its security and”
“eylture, rested precariously on a
4sis of insecurity and violence:
TIH order to reassure the world,"
President Johnson set up a com-"
”inissmn of inquiry charged to:
baiscover the true facts. In order:
%07 reassure the American

e true facts would reveal—;;
Specially in an election year—:
vﬁb basic strains in American:
skciety. This is, in fact, what(
the commission has done. 9
10bIts report, the  Warrens
1sReport* has answgred the face.,
ritdal question. The assassination’;
6lis; explained. The report has.
1idlso resolved the emotional,
Jyrproblem: . the assassination ls,,
mexplamed away. - Oswald, w.
r'\are assured, shot the Pre51dent
srfior purely personal motives,,
‘texplicable by his psychologxcal s
dxase history. Jack Ruby shot
cpai'wald on a purely personal.
‘1iMnpulse, s1m11arly expllcablex
jof0 one else is involved. The
‘0 police, which watches over th )
0.¢ity -of ‘Dallas, may have madq
- §rxYors; so may the secret ser-)
{ wige, which watches over theJ
‘o§ecurity of the President. These
;0€rrors must be regretted andI
cotrected in future: but Amerl-
"«can socxety is unaffected; the *
episodé ‘can be forgotten; or at'™
cdepst, if it is. remembered, it
1fdeaves no taint in the American’ j
Atgputation, no trauma in .thé'*
American soul. aw
i ‘Now let me say at oncé

] §, ple, he muist have hoped that -

true. ManyU
or attempted*
”a assmatlons, have been the act!!
X0 isolated, unbalanced mdl-
“Vifluals. The public has always®
J‘én too prone to see con:¥!

Iracy in what is really the'
ect of natuyg qr, ch aqlc(;l The"*

com? !
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whigctptielals ihdoubtedly Gol. J
.dected-a -great deal of matters,

¥3ts chairman, however reltft*

antly he may have accepted thej;
chair, was the Chief Justice of
.the Supreme Court. Therefore
“no one should dismiss the!
' report lightly. On the other :
‘hand, we need not altogether

‘‘abdicate the use of reason in’,

;I'jféading it.
LER ’

: IF I DISSENT:
from its find-
ings, it is not be-*
cause 1 prefer”
;\{; speculation tq .
/ evidence or have’
a natural tend-u
ceency  towards radicalism: it
;1538 because, as a historian,
il prefer evidence, In this gase
'.ig,,am prepared to be content;
g}iyyith the evidence actually
i;Supplied by the Commission.:
o, That evidence is certainly.
" .Copious enough. Behind .the:
l $i'ummary, so gleefully  and
;.- faultlessly endorsed by the:
: :P}“ess, lies the full report, and’
";?Iehind the full report lie the:
. twenty-six volumes of testimony-:
"“'on which it claims to lead to thers
o comfortable conclusions of “the
‘report., It anvfhge_s_'xﬁbfﬁmat the-
" Commission! for' Brdtever,

reasons, simply Hd8' viot"@on# its |
rwork, of; 9 rither! ¥ NS’ done®
izhalf its work. It has reassured "
Ythé American people by its find-"

Yetwen 'Bhiical “authofity ‘and
¢jnotional expediency, ‘but at
the same time there was no need
to prejudge the issue. Truth can
emerge even from an official
hody, and the political composi-
tion of the Commission and its
defective methods need not
‘necessarily 'prevent it from
.reaching valid conclusions, pro-
/vided that it showed itself
.¢apable of independent judg-
“ment. I was therefore perfectly
. willing to examine the- report,
“When it should appear, on its
"miérits, to let it stand or fall,
i’ my judgment, on its handling
of the evidence. It is by that
“standard that I now consider it
“dn  inadmissible report. In
“bider to demonstrate this, i
““dHall concentrate on a fey
“*éentral facts which, to me,
;{ &"énder the whole report suspect.
jooFirst of all there is the
‘?agempted arrest of Oswald by
l«P trolman Tippett. Any reader
(“'éf the report must be struck
by this episode. According to
‘“the report, the Dallas police
i$¢ued the order which led to
“this attempted arrest before any
"dvidence had been found which
Pointed personally to Oswald.
FWe immediately ask, on what
Bepidence did they issue these
'"ofders? To fill the gap, - the
-fdport ‘mentions one witness,
“Howard Brennan, who, we'are
“'tdgd, saw the shots fired from
Lithe sixth-floor window and made
} 4’statement to the police “ with-

- assessed ” all)jthe evidence; to
rrequire-the police to reveal .the
‘evidence. Either the police
s,description was based on Bren-
inan’s statement, or it was not.
iCertainty, in such a matter, is
absolutely essential and easily
.discoverable. Why then has ,the
Commission been satisfied with
ithe vague phrase “most prob-
ably ” ? .
jupIt is easy to see why the
police prefer vagueness in this
matter. If the description was
based on Brennan’s statement, -
rthen we immediately jask
G?mther question. For Brenpan
y{2ccording to. the report) ,did
ggt: only give a general descrip-
-tion of the man who fired ithe
shot: he also gave a particular

sencription of Hhemindow from

*Wwhich he fire én, weé

naturally askzg

Haid Fthe, police:
broadeast the vigue description.
of the man, but make o’
immediate attempt to search the"
precisely identified room? That.

of the whole building. On:
other hand, if the police Hé:
cription was not based
Brennan’s statement, it follgivs?
that the police used other evi-
dence which they have not
revealed to the Commission,
Either of these consequernces
TalSes further questions of great
importance. By calmly accept

ing’ the comfortable phraset
“most probably,” the Commis-
sion saved itself the troublecnf |

"ings but it has not reassured th‘;;_;‘. ilit'minutes ” of the assassination,
(B4 s it s AT St e e T
- ' h {YWas “most probably” the bhasis ; iORS.
~-smokescreen of often irrelevant” geithe policep descrigtion radioed asking these further questions.

iu‘rivx‘ate;ia! it -has "accepted im-j';, r¢among others) to Tippett. When we turn from the ﬁi‘é{'»}‘
e e e Seato] 1 Now.ths chan of ovents i lude o e atermath ot _
rask elemintary and essential  obviously of the greatest im- Oswald's arrest, the same pat-
N ‘i, - pottance. . It also - contains tern repeats itself. After his
x-quzsttl':);s. - ‘1 ¢ declare iobvious: difficulties. Not only arrest, Oswald, we are pol(_l, was
-y own interest. Tn June, 1964 7 (does the alleged statement of of the homice: toss ot s
’ before the Warren Repon"t wadll -oBrénnan seem far too previse i))f l‘ihe holr.mm teh tu;‘liauw :s a 8.,
u\issued, I agreed to serve on the!' 'ieicorrespond with anything he alas police, tha H0L...

«British “Who killed Ken®0 | can really have seen, and ithe compelied to make any state-

medy?” committee. I did thisi"
ithecause I was convinced that -
rnithe composition of the Warren?!

st@ommission and the procedure’

owhich it announced were il

t ealculated to produce the truth.
-+ They did not guarantee a full
z:examination of the evidence;
;;apd there was some reason to-
r.fear the relevant evidence might
; ngver come before the Commis:
¢sion. The purpose of . the
7committee was to guard against
- the i, danger ;. that{; dissenting

evidence might be silenced

‘1ialleged police description rfar
1Jt00 vague to be the basis of a
'I'particular arrest, but the words
1.5most probably,” which slide
snover these difficulties, are jun-
. pardonably vague. Any police
‘description  leading . to an

attempted arrest must have
iibeen based on some definite
yievidence—the police must know
nom what evidence it was based

“md:-ity . wap; the sipescapible

- duty. of -the .Commission. :which
-Claims .£9: have: “ eriically;+ re- |

ment, but that any statemér
which he made could be uged:
in evidence against him. After.
that, Oswald was interrogated,
altogether for twelve hours, by’
the F.B.I. and .police, mainly by:
Captain Fritz. And yet, we are
told, Fritz “kept no notes antl
there were no stenographic ¢
tape recordings.” This, I do
not _hesitate to- say, cannot
. possibly be true. How could
3ny..statement made by Oswald.
be used against him’ if his
statements were unrecorded?

Even in the most trivial cases!
such a record is automatically
made~—and this case was thej
assassination of the President of




the United States. If no record-.
was available to the Commis-
sion, there can be only one ex-
planatiog. The record was:
destroyed by the F.B.I. or the -
police, and the Commission, with -
culpable indifference, has not"
troubled to ask why. In the ;
introduction to its report the
Commission expresses special
gratitude to the Dallas police-
for its readiness to answer a}l .
questions. The reader can onl
marvel at the Commissio:
readiness to accept every answei?
—Provided that it came from.
that source, v o
If the police

‘préssed  jtsjevidende, at least:!
there was‘ohe other source ori*
which the Commission might :
have - drawn: the medical evi-gé
dence of the President’s wounds.*
Unfortunately, here too wej
quickly discover the same pat

‘itg,rn of suppression. On medical'g

~€vidénce alone, the doctor who}
#amined the President con-
‘cluded that he had been shot
from the front, and all policej
_investigations were at first based *
on that assumption. This meant

ihat_the President—if indeed

he was shot from the book de-
posilory—must have been shot
:JeffHer- as his car approached
the building or, if the building
)-h,ag! ‘heen passed, at a imoment
when he had turned his head
ytowatds it. When both these
cohditions were ruled out by
~photographs, ‘the police con-
cluded that the shots must have
come from behind, and the
“"dactor was persuaded to adjust
is: ical report to thiy

’ i‘oJce evidsknce.




medlcal evidence undistorted bys
. police theories. Unfortunately it

"could not do so: the “purely
medical evidence was no longer
available. The chief pathologist
concerned, Dr Humes, signed an
affidavit that he had burned ai-
his original notes and had kept
no copy. :

~;Only the official autopsy, com-
plled (as is clearly stated) with
::the aid of police evidence, sur-
vives—and  the Commission,

.once again, has accepted this
evidence without asking why, or
on whose authority, the orlginal
notes were destroyed. Police evx-
dence withheld, police ev1dence‘
‘destroyed, medical evidence
destroyed, and no questions
asked. This is an odd record in
so important a case, but it is"
not the end.

According to the report,

. Bpecially constructed paper ba

as afterwards found in th

oom from which Oswald @

- .alleged to have fired the shots
‘and the, ggmmlssxon concludes :
" that. it in thip bag that*

t oduced the f ital::

3 - weapon intq.thetbu
!, this coneliisib ge!
‘,.h;‘ary to . the only evidétce

~pfinted by the Commission,’ it
,igeems strange that the %«Ee
. should have to 'admlt ‘tha

:,so' “a replica bag” was mahu-
factured under police ordpers
" for wvalid identification “by
witnesses.” In other words, the
...police destroyed the real eyi-
dence and substituted their own
fabrication. The replica may
well have been a true replica,
but we have to rely on a mere
assertion by the police. Finall¥,
to complete this record of sup-.
" pression and destruction, there
is {the destruction of the most
important living witness, Oswald

““Dallas pohce Ruby’s cIo Y’
%-association with the Dalla' ¥
s ‘police is admitted in the Wary
‘Report, and it is undenigble
;- that he entered the basemént,
" where he murdered Oswald] by
» either the negligence or the
- connivance of the police. But

" ‘the details are of the greatest

..told is that, after his arrest,

. means of entry: he was inter-

vidays later.”
\ cn'cumstances, Ruby made- thls

how did he enter? Once again,

importance—but the police are
unable or unwxllmg to say, and
the Commission is unwilling to
press them. All that we are

Ruby refused to discuss his

rogated in vain. But tg n,
suddenly, three policemen ¢
forward and said that, withi
half an hour of his arrest,
had admitted to them that he,

" had entered by the main street
ramp just before shooting
Oswald—after which Ruby him-

s+gelf adopted this explanatm’ﬂ“"{

his entry. These three police
men, we are told, did not repori\
‘this important piece of evidence
.to:their superiors, who had been
ajnly interrogating Ruby:i:on:
recisely thls point, * until some;
Why, or in what

the three pohcemen did’
“'pass it on for several day:
clearly important questions.,

“the Commission evidently

“not ask them. It was co
to repeat what it was told by
the police, with the saving
adverb * probably.”

Much more could be said
about the Warren Report: about
its selective standards of confi-

Ez}dence, its uncritical acceptance
13 ,101' rejection) of ev1dence, ltS
ﬁeluctance to ask essential. fifeds
ions. It would be easy to, lgse
k {'one’s way-in:the mass of détalg
1 have concengrateg on one ques-
['tion. I have'stated that, although'

e i VR eladsion 5

thghly unsatisfactory, its rep: %

could still be credible provid

“itself capable of independ
judgment All the instanc s
have given show clearly tha

ad no such independent Judg-
“ment. . Cotimittéd by\-itssewn'
choice to receive most of its

evxdence from pohce T
sources, it never subjected
evidence to proper legal oF:
tellectual tests. Never loa
peyond that evidence,
‘pressed for clear meanin
"clear answers. The claim of§
.Commissioners that they “ ¢
ally reassessed” the po]
evidence is mere rhetoric. Th
vast and slovenly report has
more authority than the tg
dentious and defective poli

~reports out of which it is m:Q

lled And of the value

i Hose reports no more need:
"said than that even the Warg

»that the Commission showgg&,

the Rig
fithe

Report can oniy acquit -

esident Kennedy’s assassma-
tition? My own belief is that tRe®
problem remains a mystery.
@I‘ thing in the Warren Rep
be taken on trust. ‘Thi
is no evidence that Oswald took
!Rhe gun into the book depBsi®
tory, nor that he fired it. He,
y have done so, but it is st}I}'
to be proved. The evidence
%bonously presented by “Qle
and the Dallas pollce
ﬁ?alnst Oswald is no sttongeri
an the evidence mmdentally
mltted agamst themselves.
1eir suppression and destitic-
-‘g'gm of vital testimony. 1
est that can be said -of
D,EVarren Commission is- thaty 1t4’
as given publicity to the pro-
E,ecutors case. The case for
defence has not been heard—

t

1

.d until it is heard, no vahgv
1udgment can be given.

nfq More  significant is 3Ré
-guestion, why has the report
been so uncritically hailed by
the Press of America and even of
Britain? I find this a disturbing
fact: it suggests a failure of the
critical spirit in journalism. In.
part this is explicable by mere.
technical necessity. A work like
the Warren Report (or the
Robbins Report) appears to—be:
well documented.” It is issued
under respectable public names.
It is too long to read—and’its
authors, recognising this fact,
obhgmgly serve up to busy
journalists a “ summary and con-
clusions ” in which the chain of :
reasonmg is concealed. The :
journalist who has to express.a’
hasty but emphatic judgment
glances at the document, weighs
it, reads the summary, and then..
plumps for a safe opinion. That
may not necessarily be ;
endorsement of the docum
but it will be a safe orthodg,

There is an -orthodoxy:sef?
opposmon even of “ liberalism,”
—-Which is no less smug and_
unthmkmg than the orthodoxy
of assent. Sometimes the t
orthodoxies coincide. It seefid £
that in respect of the Warren
Report they do coincide. Mq
Warren Report has satisfied the
Left, because it exonerateqlﬂnﬂj
Left: it gives no countenan
the theory of a Communist-
plot. Equally, 1t has satisfied:




