
Trevur- 
Raper 

fin Trecember 13 Prafiesgar Trevor-Roper 
wreie fer The Senday Times his highty 

vyslieal historian’s aualysis ef the Warren : ee 

Hepaert on President Keanedy’s assassination, | 

Hie found “diseremancies ” heiween the : 
report ana the 26 valumes ef eviience ouke | 
lished “wiih if 

not heen pressed in cross-exgminalian, why 
the pulice had destroyed the paper beg in 

| whieh the assassin presumably carried the 

gun, why the decter who examined the Presi- 
2 dent did net keep His actes and subsequenily 

“addusied” his report. He suggested that 
the Commission had pui up a “ smokescreen.” 

He asked why witnesses hadi 

nl
 4 

ta)
 isilowing week, afier others had accused 

yer-Roper of blas and misjudgment, Jahn 
arrew, Warden af Al Sauls, made on this 
we oa searching assesament af his fellaw 

hyanian's criticisms, accused him of, ameng 

ther ihings, misrenresentation hi regard to 
ao gdoriar’s change of ntind as ta whether the 

elhal bulle¢ entered from the frant ar rear, 
of presenting the evidence of identification 
by Brennan unfairly by omitting a further 
reference to ft in the report, and of 
“innuends” in regard te the paper hag, 

which he claimed was not in fact destroyed 
hut handed te the Coramission. 
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MR SPARROW contests my 
criticism of the Warren 
Report on two main grounds. 
He accuses me generally of 
seeking to undermine the 
Report by inmnuends without 
offering any positive theory 
of my own, and he challenges 
my particular evidence. 1{ cer- 
tainly did not wish to gain 
any ends by innuendo, and if 
I did not advance a rival 
theory, it was because I have 
nothing so positive to 
advance. Lack of confidence 
in one set of conclusions does 
not require positive support 
for another. But before 
coming to the detail, perhaps 
it is bast to recapitulate, very 
briefly, what I said and what 
i did not say. 

i did not propese, or mean 
to suggest, a vast conspiracy: 
i explicitly stated that I dis- 
trust conspiratorial solutions. 
T did not state that the con- 
clusions of the Warren Report 
were necessarily wrong: 1 ex- 
plicitly stated that, though 
unproved, they could be right. 
I did not doubt the bona fides 
of the Commission. What I 
said was that its composition 
was “highly unsatisfactory.” 
By this [ did not, of course, 
mean to ascribe “ antecedent 
bias": 1 meant that its mem- 
bers were nearly all busy 
politicians. One of them was 
so busy that he attended only 
two out of its. forty-feur 
sessions. 

I also said that lis methods 
were iil-calculated to guaran- 
tee the truth; that it had 
relied main®y on what would 
have been, in any trial of 
Oswald, “prosecution  wit- 
nesses *’-—i¢,, witnesses found 
by the police: and that it had 
shown insufficient independ- 
ence of the prosecuting 
agencies—i.e., it had accepted 
with too little guestion their 
material and their interpreta- 
tion. Hs conclusions are 
therefore, basically, a prese- 
cufor’s case. Such a case is 
often found te be true: but 
Hs truth weuld be mere 
readily accepted if witnesses 
had been ¢ross-examined, if 
defence witnesses had been 
summoned, or even if the 
Commission itself had pressed 
more heavily on the weaker 
joints of the evidence offered 
fo if. 

The Commission itself is 
obvicusly sensitive to this 
charge. It protests that, 
although no defence counsel 
was allowed, adequate provi- 
sion was made to ensure 
fairness to the “ defendant.” 
The President of ihe Ameri- 
can Bar Association, Mr 
Walter Craig, was invited to 
participate for that purpose, 
and he did so, we are assured, 
“fully and witheut lmiia- 
tion,” being allowed to cross- 
examine and recall witnesses 

‘ and make preposais, Mr David 
Nizer, who introduces the 
published: Report with such a 

flourish of trumpets, is enrap- 
tured by fhis “exquisite 
blend“ of thorough probing 
with protection of individual 
rights “in secordance with 
the great traditions of Anglo- 
Saxon jurisprudence.” 

Whe would guess, from 
these statements. the real 
facts? For according to the 
official record, Mr. Craig only 
attended three of the forty- 
four sessions of the Commis: 
sion, and nene of the separate 
hearings, and only opened his 
mouth—not on behalf of 
Oswald —- af one of those 
three. It is precisely such 
discrepancies between the 
published Report and the 
testimony behind it which 
shake my confidence in its 
conclusions and rnake me 
wish that its procedure had 
been different. 
Now to take Mr Sparrow’s 

particular points. I said that 
there was ‘no evidence that 
Oswaid took the gun into the 
Book Depository, ner that he 
fired it.” Mr Sparrow coen- 
tests this. Bui what in fact 
is the evidence? Only two 
witnesses saw Oswald enter 
the building. Both of them 
testified that he carried a 
jarcei, but both equally testi- 
ed that the parcel was such 

that it simply could not have 
contained the gun, even dis- 
mantied. The Commission 
accepis their evidence that he 
carried the parcel, but rejects 
their detailed and insistent 

description of the parcel. As 
Mr Sparrow puts it, both wit- 
nesses ‘‘misestimated its _ 
length.” This begs the ques- 
tion. Anyway, they did nat 
merely estimate: they de- 
scribed, circumstantially, ©x- 
plicitly, exclusively. This is 
what I mean by the Com- 
mission’s “choice of ¢¥i- 
dence.” ; 

Nobody identified Oswald 
as having fired the gun. 
Adimiitedly one man, Howard 
L. Brennan, deseribed the 
marksman in terms suffi- 
ciently precise to be, in the 
Commission's words, ‘most 
probably” the basis of the 
search for Oswald. Bui it is 
interesting that whereas, in 
other connections, several 
persons identified Oswald 
{whom they had generally 
seen on television} in police 
line-ups (which he com- 
plained were unfairly 
arranged, and which were 
admitted by the police to be 
“unusual” in form), the one 
rian who could not identify 
him was this same Mr Bren- 
nan whose description had 
been 36 precise. (Fhe report, 
on page 250, says that he did 
identify him, but this, as 
Brennan‘s testimony shows, is 
inaccurate.) As 1 wrote, 
Oswald may have introduced 
and fired the gun. But there 
is no positive evidence that he 
did either, and my words are 
strictly true.
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did not fC accepi thi 
ne cessary condition of 
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jurther theary require< 
believe that this same 4 e
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so far from just di roppitig out 
ui the front of the President's 
neck, went on to pass right 
through the body of Governor 
Connal yc a belief, incident- 
ally, quite incompatible with 
the iestimony ef Governor 
Couaally himself, whe insists 
: er hearing the first 

nich hit the President 
{ime to turn round. 

é right, then to tha 
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record must have been des- 
troved. Mr Sparraw prefers 
ta accept the octice expiana- 
tion, that the failure to make 
arecord was exceptional that 
in the confus tims 
“all principles of good inter- 
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3s i anation. But 
if a cape a psycha- 
logical mystery. If Oswald 
were anfideatist or an exhtbi- 
tianist, we would have ex- 
pocted } Gn arrest, to have 
aoasted fis act of justice, 
slaimed his Pull oublicity. In 
fact, he cbstinately denied the 
fact. Su denial micht be 
natural in a hired assassin 
whe reckoned on protection 
if is dificult is umnderstane 
itt @ * loner 

W th are weaknesses 
within testimony used, 
there arc alsa ere sblems about 
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intery the police. He 
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discount & evidence in 

ssible wit- 
S868, ONE known to Oswald, 

ne other to Ruby, died vio- 
thy before beine able to 

es tify Some evidence given 
fo the potice, on the day of 
the assassination, was not 
pursued because i it did not 
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Nevertheless, 

mass af fascinating 
perhaps from other 
conchisions will ore 
drawn. Whet gc HY 
sions will be the same as those 
of the Commission i 
opinion, ar open 
Mr Sparrow would 
believe, as the 
alternative te swa 
Repert whele, im 
spiracy inveiving p pe 
and all their wiln: 
GE accept such an ; 
or such logic. 

ft seems {6 
whatever may h 
established, ceriain sp 
questions have been deft uit 
answered, Not kyo 
far we can trusf £h 

evidence, we do not ane 
fully we have been int 
The solid pleces Gf € : 
which have been arrs aged 
one pattern, may Basyly, 
that is defective, have | 
Fearranged im another. : 
while, precise conchusics 1B are 
necessarily uncertain. We ds 
not know precisely “how the 
President was shot. 
tot know whether Oswald had 
accomplices, We do not know 
the real motives, ar connec- 
tions, ef Ruby. And these, 
after all, are the essential 
questions. 
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