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MR SPARROW contests my
criticism of the Warren
Report on twoe main grounds.
He accuses me generally of
secking to undermine the
Report by innuendo without
offering any positive theory
of my own, and he challenges
my particular evidence. I cer-
tainly did not wish to gain
any ends by innuendo, and 1f
1 did mnot advance a rival
theory, it was because 1 have
nothing so  positive 10
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 recapltulate, very
briefly, what I said and what
I did not say.

I did not propose, or mean
to suggest, a vast conspiracy:
I explicitly stated that I dis-
trust conspiratorial solutions.
I did not state that the con-
clusions of the Warren Report
were necessarily wrong: [ 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 hi?hly unsatisfactory.”
By this [ did not, of course,
mezn to ascribe “ antecedent
bias”: 1 meant that its mem-
bers were nearly all busy
politicians. One of them was
50 busy that he attended only
two out of jts forty-four
sessions.
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Gn Deeember 13 Professor Trevor-Roper | The following week, after others had aecused
Tlmes hiz highly |'Trevor-foper of blas and misjudgment, John
| Sparrow, Warden of AN Souls, made on this
page 2 vearching assessment of his feliow
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foupd * diserepancies ™

i gun, why the doctor who examined the Presi- | reference to It

* dent did not keep his netes and subsequently
2 “adjusted " Ris report,
the Commission had put up a8 “ smokescreen.”

I also said that its methods
were ill-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 "-— e,, witnesses found
by the police; and that it had
shown insufficient independ-
ence of the prosecuting
agencies—IL.e., it had accepted
with too little question their
material and their interpreta-
tion. Its <¢onclusions are
therefore, basically, a prose-
cutor's case, Such a case is
often found to be true; but
its truth would be more
readily accepted i witnesses
had been cross-examined, if
defence witnesses had heen
summoned, or even If ihe
Commission 1tzsel! had pressed
more heavily on the weaker
joints of the evidence offered
to it

The Commission itself is
obviously sensitive to this
charge. It protests {kat,
although no defence counsel
was allowed, adequate provi-
sion was made (o ensure
fairness to the ' defendant ™
The President of the Ameri-
can Bar Association, Mr
Walter Crai?. was invited to
participate for that purpose,
and he did so, we are assured,
“fully and without limita-
tion,” being allowed to cross-
pxamine and reeall witnesses
and make proposais. Mr David
Nizer, who introduces the
published Report with such a

He suzgested that
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the  Oxemdon's eritieisms, aceused him of, among

flourish of trumpets, is enrap-
tured by this * exquisite
blend " of thorough Ero_bin
with protection of individua
rights “in accordance with
the great traditions of Anglo-
Saxon jurisprudence.”

Who would puess, from
these statements, the real
facts ? For according to the
official record, Mr Craig only
aitended three of the forty-
four sessions of the Commis-
sion, and nene of the separate
hearinzg, and only opened his
mouth—not on behalf of
Oswald — at one of those
ihree. It is precisely such
disevepancies between the
publicshed Report and the
teslimony behind it which
shake my confidence in its
conclusions and make me
wish that ifs procedure had
been different.

Now to take Mr Sparrow’s
particular points, 1 said that
there was “ no evidence that
Oswald took the gun into the
Book Depository, nor that he
fired it." Mr Sparrow con-
tests this. But what in fact
is the evidence? Only two
witnesses saw Oswald enter
the building. Both of them
testified that he carried a
arcel, but both equally testi-
ed thal the parcel was such
that it simply could not have
contained the gun, even dis-
mantled. The Commission
accepts their evidence that he
carried the parcel, but rejects
their detailed and insistent

| ether things, misrepresentution In regard to
(he devtar's change of mind as to wiether the
| lethnl bullet entered from the front or rear,
of presenting the evidence of identification
by Brennan unfairly by emitting a further
in the report, and of
“innuendo ™ in regard to the paper hag,
which he clalmed was not in fact destroyed
hut handed to the Commission,

description of the parcel. As
Mr Sparrow puts it, both wit-
nesses “ misestimated  its
iength.” This beﬁs the ques:
tion. Anyway, they did not
merely  estimate: they de-
scribed, circumstantially, ex-
plicitly, exclusively. This is

what 1 mean by the Com-
misslon's *“ choice of evi-
dence”

Nobody identified Oswald
as having fired the gun.
Admiitedly one man, Howard
L. Brennan, desecribed the
marksman in terms suffi-
ciently precise to be, m the
Commission's words, ‘' most
probably " the basis of the
search for QOswald. But it is
interesting that whereas, in
ather 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 cne
man who could not identify
him was this same Mr Bren-
nan whose description had
been so precise. (The 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.



Lo dpareow next taker me
ar or.  the Comunission's
* mast robabiyv "
which, 1n the ecircum-
gepmed to me un-
sirtaly vague and cansed
m: 1 eseribe the Report as
fglews v He points oul
rhi' <loewhere, the Repert
v e werd ' primariiy”
Puic itle fact had  not
escapoil ma, But [ had slse
wri e that this word (which
fs ~uvvwuy hardly less vagte
thi “iaost probably ")
& anly  the Summary,
wl fn the eport itseif. |
therelore igpoved 1L It s
merely & swmimariser’s faulty
repdering and doss nolhing
to correct the vagdeness ol
the Report,

Now we come to the medl
cal svidence. I think this s
roally fairly clear. It is aot
merely a guestion (a5 M
Spartow wonld have ity of o
“rumour” oarvicing out of a
Press Conference. This is the
impression  given by ihe
depert; bul for clarity we
siould go behind the Repori
ta tuo testimony (vols. IIT and
UT). There we see that the
ot sys at the Parkland Hos
aitr! were generally agreed
Ity peparded the wound 1
esident’'s throat ag un
sittrance  wound, and they
sy allswed that it might
prually bave been an exit
vound on the strength of out-
dde evidence. As Dr Perry
cul Tt With the facts which
yes hove made available and
Wi’ these assumptions, |
B v that it was an exit
wartid,”

Fvem 6o, they only accepled
thes lnrersretation on eondi-
o faat the bullet was ' of
lew velocity" so low *‘that
yow mmght ihinic that this
bullet bawaly made i through
the soft  tssue, and just
coci'ch to drep out of the
skin on the opposite side”
Apgd vet the Commission,
having acoepted the conclu
zien, did net acrept  this
nercssary condition of i It
coul not do sn, hecause Hs
furthier theory reguired it io
helinve that this same bullet,
so fur from just dropping ouf,
ef Uiz front of the President’s
neck, went on to pass right
throtigh the hodi,' of Governor
vontally: a belief, ineident-
ally, quite incompatible with
the testimony of Governor
Counally himsel, who inststs
{hat, aiter heaving the first
shol which hit the President,
42 had time to torn round,
first Lo the right, then to tha
wit, before being hit himself,
¢ '3 thus tru2 to say that there

o diverepuncy beiween the
or i medical evidence and
the poiice theory,

By the time Dr Humes
condgudted his autapsy, the
throat wound had been dis-
torted by the trachectomy at
Parkland He was thug unsble
to sec its orlginal form He
also had Lhe advantage of the
polive cvidence. That his
autopsy was “distorted " by
this ewnidence is  shown by
the document ifself (Exhibit
397y, Tt is hot 2 puraly wedi-
cal decument. Jt beging with
a narrative of the assusshia-
tion from the Book linposi-
tory, as reported by the
police and then describes Lhe
woutds in relation 1o it

On one point T must ea
humble-pie. In respect of the
paper bag I regref that 1 made
an error. | neglected the
cardingl rule, * Always clieek
your reforences” and most
pay the price. T withdraw the
statement  campletely,  and
vield 1o Mr Sparrow the dis-
colgured  cemnunls of  thual
paper heg on which T have
publicly slipped up.

Finally there is the, to me,
astonishing fact that, after
warning him formally that his
statemnents might be used in
evidence against him, the
polire eclaimed to have no
racord of Osweald's statements
in the course of a twelve-hour
interrogation. 1 thought this
g0 eccentric that [ did not
hesitate to suppose that the
regord must have been des-
troyed. Mr Sparrow prefers
to accept the police explana-
tion, that the faflure to make
a record was exceptional; that
in the confusion of the time
“all principles of good inter-
rozation ' were fergotten,

But the police, who mude
this excuse, did not stick to 1,
On another ovcasion they told
the Commission that they
never took notes, sn that theiv
neglect of ©all principles of
good interrogation ' was not
exceplicnal, when the Presi-
dent of the United Stater was
murdeced, bot remuar, 1n all
the 50¢ shoolings whose vic-
titig are brought yearly to
the Parkiand Hospital, So we
ean take our choice Wi have
# free cholen, becsuss here,
as elscwhere when interio-
gating the police, the Com-
mission did net press the
paial.  Defeading counsel, 1
think, would have done so,

Thes indeed i3 my prineipal
complaint against the Com-
mission. In the chain of
reasoning constructed by the
police several essential links
are very weak., There is the
mystery of the original mes-
sage which motivated Tlg&)it
—and indeed the whole Tip-
pit episode. There is the
mystery of Oswald's marks-
manship:  three sapid and

deadly shots irom a boli-
action rifle through an upper
window. Qualified witnesses
have deposed thal the feat
wias impossibie, ' If 1 couldn't
‘de i myself,” declared a for
mer noaval ordnanceman,
* gight hours a day, doing this
for a living, constantly on the
range, 1 lmow this civilian
couldn't do it," There is the
mystery of the rifle itself
Why did the experienced
police-ofitcer who found ii—a
eraduste in engineering who
admitied that he was Tamiliar
withi rifles, having been “in
the sporting goods business ™
—report, not casually but in
writing, both to his superiors
and to the BBI, that it was
a Mauser 7.65 when a dif-
ferant make and calibre were
elearly ingeribes an it 7

All these preblems may be
soluble. But the Commission

never pressed these weak
linky, It was confent with
gencral, oven evasive,

answers which slid over their

weakness.

Above all, thers is the
problem  of motive. Why
should a Marxist, who ex-
pressed admiration for Ken-
nedy. have laid so deep a plot
to kill him? Unable to find
a rational explanation, the
Commijssion has accepted a
psychological explanation. But
it has only created a psycho-
logical mystery. If Oswald
were an'idealist or an exhibi-
tionist, we would have ex-

ected him, on arrest, to have

ovasted of his act of justice,

claimed his full publicity. In
fact, he obstinately denled the
fact. Such ﬁleni:ﬁ might be
natural in a hired assassin
who reckoned on protection
it s dificult to understand
in a “loner”

If there usre ‘weaknesses
within the testimony used,
there are alse problems about
lestimany that was unused or
unpursied, Seme kown wit-
nesses wers not heard by the
Commisgion, or at least, if
heard. wire heard in spite of,
not theougli, the police, Such
was Warren Revnolds, 2 wit-
ness of the Tippil afair, whe
was mysteriously shet in the
head two davs afier heing
interviewed by the police. He
survived and gave evidence,
aut it was General Walker,
nei the pelice, who got him
to dn so: the police sought to
discount his evidence in
advance,

Two other poszible wit-
nesses, one known to Oswald,
the other tc Ruby, died vio-
lently hefore being able to
testify  Some evidence glven
ts the poiice, on the day of
the assassination, was not
pursiued becauss " it did not

fit with what w= Llew
trus® OF cours. moch of O
evidence whicl  wre ool
brought belotc ‘v emn.
gion is, by definltion, hearsay
For that reason ! have hLeen
careful to cite none of it. Ly’
it need not have been el
The pursuil of hexrs i oo
times leads to the cooc
of evidenee. AndG & =
evidence that did com o« Le
the Commission was 1o o
digested by it. How coul
be? We only have fc "ol o
the dates. The Corioinic.
began its work in Frooan
On September 15 it v =5 W00
taking evidence. An' vl (1o
final Report was huoded op
the President oy Sopiom-
ber 24 and was on the bhoo
stalls, printed and bound, tes
days later. Cleariy Hs main
conclusions had been reached
and its separate chagiers
composed, before the lasl wit
nesses had been hearc,

Nevertheless, frow: iha.
masgs of fascinating detsil, and
perhaps from other evidence,
conchusions will on= day ba
drawn., Whether thoge conclu-
sions will be the same a5 those
of the Commission iz, in v
g‘piniorx, an opea  gusstion,
Mr Sparrow woeuld bave me
believe, 2s the only legloa
alternative te swallowing the
Report whele, in a vaci con
spirac 1nvulvinF police, F.B.:
and all their witnesges, ! de
not accept such an allernativ -
or such logic.

It seems to mo  thal
whatever may have heen
established, certain spaeific
guestions have been loff un-
answered. Not knewing . ow
far we can trust the police
evidence, we do not know how
fully we have been informed.
The solld pieces of swvidencs.
which have been mivniged
one pattern, may easily, f
that 1s defective, have fo L2
rearranged in another. jMean-
while, precise conclusioas aie
necessarily uncertain, Weo da
not know precisely how ile
President was shot. We do
not know whether Oswald had
accomplices. We do not know
the real rnotives, or connac-
ions, of Ruby. And thece,
after all, are the ecsential
guestions,
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