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August 6, 1974 
Mr. David ¥. Belin 
Herrick, Langdon, Belin and Harris 
300 Home Federal Building 
Des Moines, Iewa 50309 

Thank you very much for your letter of August 3. I appreciate the fact 
that you are willing to assist me with these matters. Since your letter 
requests & response from me before you will answer the questions contained in ny 
letter of July 12, I will gladly respond immediately so that you need not 
hesitate in making your response. 

First, you repeat part of the substance of my third question, relating to 
a time reconstruction in the Tippit murder. You accuse me of quoting out of 
context because I say you walked “that route"+-meaning the route Oswald supposedly 
walked--and clocked it at 17 minutes, 45 seconds. You refer ne to the testimony 
to show that you actually walked a “long way around route” rather than "the 
most direct route." If you will refer to my letter of June 12, you will see 
that I did not quote out of context because I immediately mentioned the fact 
that in giving this time, you stated you had not walked the mest direct route. 
I also directed jou to the page in the hearings to which you have directed ne, 
You further assert that a diagram in the Report marks the distance (again not 
the most direct route) at .85 miles and add that it can be walked in less than 

5 minutes, 

While I agree with you that .85 miles can be walked in leas 
I am still pugsled by the fact that the only timed reconstruct 
neighborhood was a “long way around route." If the time obt 
irpelevant to the time it would have taken Oswald to walk from his roominghouse 
to the site of the muder, as you seem to imply, then it is a mystery to me 
why apparently no one with the Commission bothered to reconstruct the nore 
direct routes, just te be sure, Further, if you check my question, I asked 
you, in part, why you did not learn the time the direct route would have taken, 
I am not interested in the fact that the distance can be walked in under 15 
minutes. I want to know, and indeed asked, why you didn't bother to find out the 
time for the more direct route, especially in light of the fact that you devoted 
at least 17 minutes and 45 seconds to walking a route you now seem to imply has 
no bearing on’ whether Oswald could have made it on time. I believe we can both 
be saved time and effort if you will read my questions more closely and not 
present me with facts which I have already pointed cout, thus of which I am aware. 

Qn page 2 of your letter you pose a series of questions whieh I shall attempt 
to answer. You first wanted to know how I “would reconcile a possible theory of 
Oswald not having Killed Officer Tippit based on time approximations which are. 
inherently inexact with the overall comprehensive evidence which included..." 
at which point you named several considerations. First let me point out that, 
although you do not accuse me of it, I do not embrace a theory of Oswald's 
innocence in the Tippit murder based on the time approximations, However, I _ 
do not believe that the considerations you name can be fairly related to a 
theory assuming Oswald's guilt. Some are hard to reconcile with a theory of 
guilt or innocence. To answer your rather sweeping question, I will give you 
my brief assesement of each of the considerations you name.
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1, "sesthe conduct of Oswald before he entered the Texas Theater..."-+ 
By this I take it you mean to refer to the conduct of the man who several 
people identified as Oswald. In reference to this man's conduct, I cannot 
explain some of his actions, True, he was seen at some points to be 
with a gun in his hand. However, when he was seen running, he was well renoved 
from the scene of the murder, Thus, his running, while suspicious, does not 
establish him as the murderer, His actions at the scene of the crime are a 
mystery to me. AS you must know, there he was in no hurry to escape, and 
after killing Tippit, proceded rather casually to remove the empty casing: 
his gun and drop casing on the ground, in the open., Though I do not offer this 
as fact, it is my bellef that the casual behavior in leaving minating 
evideuts at the aeene of the orime and the subsequent ruming are not consistent 

2s “seethe manner of his entry into the theater..."--this is based on the 
testimony of one man who inferred Oswald entered the theater without paying. 
The two people at the theater who might have seen Onaaid's entry did not, se 
it is hard for me to know his exact “manner of entry.” If it were possible fore 
someone to enter the thesher without paying, then I think they would have done this 
whether or not they were fleeing a cxine, simply to gain free admission. If, 
however, someone were escaping 4 crime and wanted refgge from the police, 
I would not think he'd attempt to iDlegally enter the theater, thus taking 
the chance of drawing attention to himself, Again, this is merely a possible 
interpretation of the facts. Oswald may have been seeking refuge when he 
entered the theater, but the fact that he entered without paying is not in 
itself proof of that. I should also point out that when the police entered 
the theater and began searching the ocevpants, Oswald had the opportunity to leave, 
or at least attempt to leave. However, he did not. 

3. "ssethe faot that when Oswald was apprehended in the Texas Theater he 
carried a concealed weapon which in and of Ltself is a crime..,"««To thin I 
can say only that Cewald's guilt in one crime does not establish his guilt 
in another although, from certain perspectives, i+ can contribute to & super- 
ficial ease. Also, I do not find i+ particularly outstanding in itself that 
a Dallas resident was carrying a weapon, even if it was concealed. 

. 4h, “seothe fact that as an officer approached him in the Texas Theater, he 
pulled aut his pistol, hardly the act of an imocent man..."=-If you will 
consult the recom, Oswald did not pull bis gun until he was involved in a 
physical fight with the policeman, not as the officer approached him. While 
you may regard this as other than the act of an innocent man, I cannot exciude 
the possibility that i+ was the act of a man who felt his life was in danger, 
whether or not he was innocent. Heither of ws can reach inte Oswald's sind to 
find out just why he pulled Bis gun, 

5See"esethe fact that this pistol had been ondered through the mail by Oswalds os ¥+~ 
This merely tells me that Oewald was carrying his own pistol, : 

6, “the fact that thie pistol to the exclusion of all other weapons in bhe 
world fired the cartridge cases dripped by the gumman at the scene of the Tippit 
murder..,"--This fact in itself proves beyond a doubt that whoever dropped the 
cases at the scene of the erime had somehow obtained cases fired from Oswald's 
pistol, It dees not prove that these specific cases came from the pistol he had 
dust fired nor does Lt prove that Oswald to the exclusion of all other people in 
the world fired the pistol which produced the shells or which killed TMppit. 
You fail to mention the fact that the bullets fron Tippit’s body could be 
traced to no specific weapon because they had been too mutilated. One expert 
testified that he thought he could connect one of the bullets to Oswald's pistol 
based on one mark which he found. 
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However, another expert testified he could make no speeific connection of 
any of the bullets and added his opinion that this would have been impossible 

| ‘because the barrel of the pistol was slightly large for the bullets, thus 
their passage through the barrel was too exratie to leave reldable markings, 

. Yeuadleo fail to mention the fact that three of the bullets recovered 
from Tippit's body were manufactured by Winchester-Western, and the fourth 
by Remington Peters, although only two of the foux discanied shells were — 
made by Winchester-Western and two by Remington-Peters. This means, of 
course, that no positive correlation can be drawn betwern the bullets 
found (which could have been fired from several gums) and the cartridge 
cases (which came from Oswald's pistel). If the bullets really did come 
from the found cases, then one Winchester-Western is missing, and there is 
an extra Remington-Peters, Unless five shots were fired. However, neither 
of ws ‘ean prove that five shots were fired or that the bnllets in question 
came frou the specific cartridge cases. Thus, while it may be said that 
the cases came from Cewald's pistol, there is a step missing in the proof 
thet these cases fired the bullets which killed Tippit. 

I might point out, in this connection, that there is nothing to prove that 
the shells the gunman left at the scene were a)fired at that time or b)in 
the pistol, The gunman could have kept the shells he dropped in his hand 
while he commited the murder and made it appear as if he were ejecting then 
from the gun, especially since no witness was close enough to be certain the 
shells camé from the pistol. I cannot prove this just as you cannot prove 
the found shells once held the found bullets. I do find it strange, however, 
and without conclusive explanation, that there is a discrepeney between the 
makes of the cases and the bullets, 

7. “"sesand the collective testimony of eyewitness identification of 
Oswald at the Tippit murder scene with a pistol in hani.”"~-As I said exrlier, 
the fact that Oswald was running with a gun in his hand near the scene of the 
erime does not prove him the murderer. Further, especially because he was 
yumning, I woul say thet the witness identifications , if accepted at face 
value, could be taken to show only that someone resembling Oswald was 
running. Further, the character of the line-ups and the witness accounts 

_ eften lead@ me to believe that the former were less than fair and the latter 
tees than reliable. 

I believe the record relating to Mes. Merkham's “positive identification" 
of Oswald ae the man she saw shoot Tippit demonstrates that she was not at all 
positive. To begin with, she was "quite hysterical” when brought in te view 
the Line-up. (Report, p. 167) In her testimony, she explicitly stated that 
she had never seen any one of four men in the line-up syer although when 
confronted with this in light of the fact that she identified Oswald, she 
said "I thought you wanted me to describe their clothing.” She added that 
while she “wasn *t sure" about Oswald's appearance, looking at him gave her 
“gold chilis," which apparently induced the “identification.” (volume 3, pp. 310-11.) 

There are also doubts about Mr. Seoggins’ identification, Before attending 
a line-up on Saturday, November 23, he viewed Oswald's picture in the paper — 
(volume 3, p. 334) which might have prejudiced him. He also related an 
incident in which it seems he identified a picture of somgone other than Oswald 
out of a group of pictures including Oswald's. (3H335) Also, the line-up 
which Seoggins attended appears to have been grossly unfair, Another attendent 
said, "You could have picked (Oswald) out without Mentiaing him by just
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listening to him because he was bawling out the policeman... .anybody who 
wasn't sure could have picked out the right one just for that.” (see volume 
2, Pe 261) Although the witness who gave this account was not reliable on 
other mathers, here Ae is corroborated by a police office present at this 
line-up, Detective Leavelle. (see volume 7, p. 266) 

The stories of the Davis sisters leave me with doubts about their 
reliability as witnesses. For instance, contrary to the observations of 
everyone else who observed this man, Mra, "Charlie" Mavis thought he was 

Wearing a black or dark coat. (volume 3, p. 347) The official story is that 
it waa light gray. Her sister rembered five men in the line-up and actually 
gave descriptions of each one (volume 6, p. 462) while there were only 
4 men there (volume 24, p. 347) 

. It 4s algo my impression that the three men who appeared in the Friday 
line-ups with Oswald (see volume 22, p. 1) all look significantly older than 
him. Also, all are very respectable looking men while in the line«ups that 
day Oswald wore a torn shirt with several buttons missing, and was cut 
and bruised about the face, 

So, while I cannot prove that the witnesses were knowingly or even unk 
wrong in their identifications of Oswald, I submit that there is adequate 
room for doubt about the identifications-—because of unreliability in pets of 
some witnesses accounts, plus the emotional condition of at least one, and 
the way in which attention would have been drawn to Oswald-~for the objective 
analyst te conclude that no witness firmly places Oswald at the scene of the 
crime as the aunierer. . 

. You alse ask me, pending your response to my original questidns, “if there 
is still any dowbt in (my) mind that the Warren Commission finding that Oswald 
killed Tippit was correct.” You also ask that I spell out any doubt in com-— 
plete detail s0 that you may help me clear up the doubt. 

in answer to this request, based mostly on the factors outlined above, I 
am left with doubts about the finding that Oswald killed Tippit. ‘The 

solid witness identification of Oswald as the murderer. A major short- 
eoming as well, I think, is that none of this evidence is ever considered in 
& light exenlpatery of Oswald. Your own apparent evaluation of Oswald's 
actions after the Tipplt murder seems to take for granted that Oswald killed 
the officer, Nowhere in the records of the investigation or in the final 
Report have I seen the consideration that, for example, someone tried to 
frame Oswald--which might explain why the murderer was so blatantly obvions . 
in leaving the incriminating evidence at the scene, 

i am not saying that Oswald was either innocent in or framed in this munder. 
But I am definately saying the Commission failed to ppove his guilt even beyond 
reasonable doubt and it did not eliminate other possibilities, 1.e., that he 
was in fact set-up to appear as the murderer. I have doubts and cannot 
provide a conclusive answer either way. Had I been sitting on a jury and had |
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only what is presdnted in the Warren Report to consider, I would have been 
compelled to find Oswald innocent in the Tippit murder because his gullt 
had not been proven beyond reasonable doubts 

Further, please understand that while 7 would welcome any comments you 
may have on matters Outside of what is addressed in my letter of July iz, 
I have not specifically solicited your remarks in such cases. Thus if you 
feel burdoned by responding to all I have written in this letter, please do 
not feel obliged to consider everything in your response, Of cowrse, if you 
wish to remove the existing justifications for "doubts," yow will have to 
reconcile every point I have nade, to my satisfaction. Still, my real 
interest is for your response to ay letter of July ie. 

You next ask that I spell out to you "in complete detail” those instances 
of “reckless conduct” on the part of Commission investigators as well as 
“tndications that the Report is in fact ‘inaccurate.*" This letter and that 
of July 12 will have to suffice for this request. The instances I have in 
mind are too numerous and detailed for me to present each to you. Also, 
most do not relate to your work on the Commission so I would not consider it 
proper to have you account for them. Everything which I have presented to 
you entails the investigation which you conducted, thus, I believe, for which 
you are accountable. My questions on other areas must go to the staff lawyers 
who worked in those areas, 

I do not understand the relevance of your comment concerning my question 
about Brennan and his clothing deseription. You are absolutely correct that 
“whenever you have two or more witnesses to an event you are bound to have 
differences in testinony because i+ is most natural for people to see the sane 
thing and arrive at different conclusions on what thelr observations were.” 
Your pointing out that two people who worked with Oswald gave directly opposing 
accounts of the clothes he wore daily, I believe, does not affect my point on 
Brennan, The portion of his testimony to which I directed you is rather 
explicit that Oswald in the line-up was not dressed the same as the man he 
saw in the window. Brennan's account of what the man in the window wore 
(basiely light clothing, probably khaki) is confirmed by every other witness 
who saw this man in the window, including one not recegnized by the Commission. 
So I think there is a firm basis for my point here. Further, I did not 
ask you 4f it were possible Mz, Brennan were inadvertantly wrong in this 
observation, I merely asked why his statement to this fact was not included 
4n the Report. Since you introduce the possibility, I will add to my original 
question: Did you take any steps to find out if Mr. Brennan in fact was. 
incogrect in this observation, and, if so, what steps did you take? If you 
took no steps, I would would be inberested in knowing the reason for your 
failure to do so. 

You seem to make the point that an analyst who isolates one aspect of a 
progression of proof and assesses a situation on the basis of the one aspect 

_ will necessarily deceive himself for he will be examining information out of 
context. I am inclined to agree with that and, if 14+ is any comfort to you, 
I try not to approach my investigation from that perspective, The points 
mentioned in my letter of July 12 are not intended to be in any larger context 
and I do not take any one as proof of something which requires a broader 
seope of vision for “proof.” However, my cauthin to you is that a chain is only 
as strong as its weakest link. If you wish to develop a progression of
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reasoning toward a conclusive proof, obviously every element of your 
reasoning must be soumi, Thus, while things must be viewed in a broad, 
over-all context, they must also be studied on 2 mloro-level. Any 
“weak link" is a serious threat to the strength of the ultimate conelusion. 
A conclusion based on a continueus series of "“wakk~ * is not really 
a conclusion at all, but more a supposition based on the pretext of | 
some “broad perspective,” 

T hope this letter has been of assigance to you so that you may now 
Later to address and fully respond to the points raised in ay letter of 
Jy . 

I am indeed looking forward to your response. | 

Sincerely , 

8829 Blue Grass Rd, 
Phileas, Pa. 19152 —


