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MR SPARHOW contests my
criticism  of the Warren
Beport on fwo main grounds.
He accuses me generally of
seeking to undermine the
Report by innuende without
offering any positive theory
of my own, and he chaillenges
my particular evidence. Icer-
tainly did not wish to gam
any ends by innuendo, and if
I did not advance a rival
theory, it was Decause I have
nothing so  positive 1o
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 best to recapitulate, very
briefly, what I sald and what
1 did not say.

1 did not propose, or mean
{0 suggest, a vasi eonspiracy:
1 explicitly stated that I dis-
trust conspiratorial soiutions.
1 did not state that the con-
clusions of the Warren Report
were necessarily wrong: | ex-
plicitly stated that, though
unproved, they could be right.
1 did not deubt the bona fides
of the Commission. What I
said was that its composition
was “ highly unsatisfactory”
By this T did not, of course,
mezn to ascribe “ aniecedent
bias ' 1 meant that its mem-
bers were nearly all busy
politicians. One of them was
s busy that he attended only
two out of its forty-feur
sessions.
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I also said that its methods
were ill-caleulated to guaran-
tee the truth; that it had
relied main® on what would
have been, 'in any irial of
Oswald, “ prosecution  wit-
nesses -—i e, witnesses found
by the police; and that it had
shown insufficient independ-
ence of the prosecuting
agencies—ie,, it had accepted
with foe little question their
material and their interpreta-
tion. Its conciusions are
therefore, basically, a prose-
cutor's case. Such a case is
sften found te be frue; but
iy truth would be more
readily accepied I witnesses
had been cross-examined, if
defence witnesses hagd been
summoned, or even if the
Commnission tself had pressed
more heavily on the weaker
?;.oit_éts of the evidence offered
o if,

The Commission itzelf is
obvicusly sensitive t{o 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 the Ameri-
can Bar Association, Mr
Walter Craig, was invited to
participate for that purpose,
and he did sc, we are assured,
“fully and without limita-
tion,” being allowed {0 cross
examine and recall witnesses

" and make proposais. Mr David

Nizer, who Introduces the
published Report with such a

analysizs of the Warren
Hepor{ 2a President Kennedy's sesasginaien. |
e fouud
repori and the I8 velumes of evidencs pub
- dished with L e asked why witnesses ha
»i not Decn pressed in cross-exzminatisn, wh

¢ the pelice had destroyed the paper hag §

heiween
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fiourish of trumpets, is enrap-
tured by this * exqguisite
blend " of thorough grcbing
with vrotection of individual
rights “in accordance 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 none of the separate
hearings, and only opened his
mouth—not on behall of
Oswald — 3t one of those
threa. . It is precisely such
discrepancies  between the
published Report "and the
testimony behind it which
shake my confidence in iis
conelusions and wmake me
wish that its procedure had
been different.

Now to take Mr Sparrow’s
particalar points. I said that
there was “‘no evidence that
(Oswaid took the gun into the
Beok Depesitory, ner that he
fired it.” Mr Sparrow con-
iests this. Bui what in fact
is the evidence? Only two
witnesses saw Oswald enter
the building. Both of them
testified that he carried a
garceé, but both equally testi-

ed that the parcel was such
that it simply could not have
coniained the gun, even dis
mantied, The Commission
accepis their evidence that he
carried the parcel, buf rejecis
their detailed and insistent

&n Tlevember 12 Professer Trevor-Ropar ! The followiny week, after others had aceused
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a§ whieh the assassin presumably cavried tiwiby Brennan unfairly by omitling a further

5 gun, why the decior who examined the Presi-referenve to i in the report, and of
2 dent did not keep his notes and subsequenily |~ innuends ™ in regard is ihe paper hag,
& Y adjusted ™ his report, He sugpested thatwhich he claimed was not in fact destroyed

the Commission had put up a “ smekescreen.” | bul handed i the Commission,

description of the parcel. As
Mr Sparrow puts it, both wit-
nesses  “ misesiimated  iis
tength.” This begs the gues-
tion. Anvway, they did nst
merely estimate: they de
scribed, circumstantially, ex-
plicitly, exclusively. This is
what [ mean by the Com-
mission’s  “ choice of evi-
denee.” _

Nobody identified Oswald
as having fired the gun.
Admiitedly one man, Howard
L. Brennan, described the
marksman in terms suffi-
ciently precise to be, in the
Commission’s words, ~* most
probably ” the basis of the
search for Qswald. Bui it is
interesting that whereas, in
gther connections, several
persens identified Oswald
{whom they had generally
seen on television} in police

line-ups {(which he com-
plained were unfairly
arranged, and which were

admitfed by the police to be
“ unysual ” 1n form), the one
man who eould not identify
im was this same Mr Bren-
nan whose descr’i'gtign had
been so precise. (The report,
on page 250, says that he did
identify him, but this, as
Brennan's testimony shows, i
inaccurate.) As 1 wrole,
Oswald may have introduced
and fired the gun. But there
is no positive evidence that he
&id either, and my words are
strictly true.
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are weaknesses
within the fesiimony used,
there are also problems shout
testimony that was unused or
unpursucd. Some known wit-
neszes wers not heard by the
Commission, or at lesst, if
heard. were heard in spite of,
aot through, the police. Such
was Warren Reynolds, 2 wit-
ness of the T‘*pa,h afigir, whe
was mysieriousiy zhot in the
; o days safter being
ved h; the pﬁi!ce He

cvived and gave evidence,
but & was Gensral Walker,

£ golice, who got him
Cthe p nolice scught to
difr:‘t!'t‘i his  evidence in
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Two efh sy p'}mble wit-
nesses, one known o Oswald,
me f}ii‘aer to Ruby, died vie-
ip fw"e being able i
%me evidence given
tg the nolice, on the day of
the ass«wnat;e was not
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rearranged in anothsr. RMean-
while, precise conclusions are
necessarily nf‘erw"}. We ds
not know precisely how the
President was shot. We do
ot know whether Oswald had
accomplices. We do not know
the real motives, or connec-
tions, ef Ruby. And these,
after all, are the essential
questions‘.
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