8 Jan 70
Harold and Howard (ce Sylvia):

Thig is in reply to your respective comments on the first
fraft of my monograph. Since receiving your comments I have made
numerous changes, large and small, some anticlpating your comnents,
others in light of comnments. second draft is forthcoming.

Harolds 16 Dec letter:

Creer: 1VIL check, but [ am tairly sure e did not refer
to fragments.

para., 10: ref., to Thompsor is re double hit, almost simul-
tsneous. T think This best explains what napnens, hut do not
ingist om it. Indications are the forward head movement betw,
z31c and 513, and the bruising of gurrasternal notch.

wef to Epstein's book: . footnote is o fEr kind of tansential
gtatelent. 16 Llling how xxuiex the ¥l report came to be nrinted
there would bhe attaching a tangent to a tanfent; it is not at
all pertinent to the fragments. Note stays, nothing added,

wef to hole irn the skull “when exanined™: 'when exan,” 1is
purposely Viiue, 80 us 7ot to et irnto peripheral AN&XMRINEH
igsue. i1 don't xnow wiea the plece was lost {or even whether
it was missing), wad don't need or care to guess,.

vura. 8: tduring the few seconds instantly al'ter' now changed
to simply instuntly after”, 1 did not notice the unbiguity,
but now see that the chemze ig helpful,

Lupruder irauseBX: . prefer uou to refer to < Tranes when there
ig no need. vurrently i thirk there is no need.

~elease of :anel Leport: prob. will add a footnote end of
para 12; nave changed woraing of the parasrapi, tut not wuch.

We tle 0.0 M Iragments and snoward: You nave seen his note
to me, su this 1s no congern; i knew what 1 =saié <does not impinge
on wnat v wants to co. 1 would not want to trest thot nistter
anyway, since it, too, 15 perivhernls- not relevant to the con-
elugion re ihne ainute fragnentas.

Cars oC: Disgrum revisea. iLow upueurs outside texmt, in
an npoencix. You wiil see in vraflt = . { 1thiry I sastel Howard
to relay tc you my corregpouderce with worear. 1f you don't get
it, tell me;.

vara 51 snd S0: L hnve reversed tue senuence and combined
into one Laragrapn,. . Gid not see the atventage of 1t until I
put "therefore &g a connective.

Tare 30 re whether there were uore then 4C fraguents: you
imow TEal - Ching fhere were aore tian 4., Lbul . con't rieed more
tonan 40 to moake & case. L hual plunied 1o ertior this &n a foot-
note elsewncre Lo ot taie place, wul wili not nwkc mueh of it.

Cara 40 re B.5 nm frag.: two reasonrs for not ciscussing it
here: (L, there .s no need; (o) I could noit say any bhirg pertinent
without iwping ing on i.oward's prerogative.

re design of wilitary bullets: i was contemplatling mentioning
this Toiler in Tootnote, but may not-- at least not witn enphasis.
the matber s not inpertmant iu the context of the moriograph, since
what I say leter excludes tie possibility of any bullet, regardless
of desism, bursting at the vack or otherwise producing small
fragments in the front. 1 had written s few paragraphs on this
topic, but deleted tnem, so as not to get into an area of specu-
lation when it was possivle to stay in areas of certainty. kven
so, I may #till slip something in a footnote.




iura 43: I don't understand your comment. Lf i+t implies
8 swgection for change, please specify.

iars. 50: re purpose of Jacketing, ete~- same asg above, re
construction of bullets,

~ara o4 £, This last eection troubled me the most., I had
alrendy revided it

when § oot your notes and then revised further.
I had deleted references to pulf of smoke and nersons running
fron wnokl-- so.e otler enanges, loo.

Lothink csomewhst beling” is 0K us designotion of wuchmore's
location.

<1 whese sotes o oiltied refererce to sore Toirégs that
are cuetiest Yoo sew Lral

Bowul 'y <. Lee ilobler Yo ume:

L B S R RN AR e A

Lafr L1ouoad sutlslied ¢ok was bit by wullet Jired from
the kaoli. .he ref 'to tiae right’ stays. . can live with it
cusiler or v wibh o seiely SLorwanrd .,

= o L90X ots Gnkes Little sirnise. o yov nead to Xnow
muen meoit Dellistics to brow bhet o Lt lety burst. 1P we don't
know xcthing elge cbonl the pulliet, curely we nov thot it burst.

S ara g b oont L nave deleted aone invarishly's",
corgliiaiva the ldke-~ vl not =17, vor reasons of
rievor ' recause . think some of the ithirg ¢ are
variabie or isive. _n matiters vertainine to thie assassing-
tior, trers rean oo Mounverrantes Tadghdto s ang “might
notts: qn chere “ls's’ and isnt's’ were wiarranted., There

‘ #hould say

£re thlnesg tiiat ve o SN0V, srdl vrien ve o (e
50.

Your UPrE e coen rot aontrs chaet Toany . Tt
ap.eaiy oot you : SORMYE L Ioor L

.UV Hoberts. L niave not fived it
belies your Soat ;
fragments se
JFn's :

~hat

37 . 1 g : i that the
i.al vere fragients roduced, In
Coonly 5o : e

Lara

_ LT erivnera. in ¢ context of
the Loro.oul ay Ve WIItVel 3%, vithoal reservice to nigh
ve.Lloet) oG T Tor tre s oed ve gan Gt wiic vt need to
S , : Loagel To o seled o welslit, cunstruotion,
anc tor Live, Lt fn swificlent mecely to huow that the bullet
buvet. T
IOy ON need i I'elerence Legeriving the Liidercnt eifects pro-
duced on goulls by wissiles of divierent impact velocities, tell
Mee 4 hnve s dandy, Supporting all thal we thiid-- snd very
suttoritative. veverthelegs, to the depree possinle, I want
to avoid wedic.l guestionsg-- not heewuse they velie Ly wnsgertions
(they do not ), but Leesuse 1 went to They itk cotters Learing
direet.ly orn bhe Irognerts. L oo not weed o irvoke irdefinite
aatiere in support of what is uositive vith reierernce to definite
aatters,
sLara U: Yoy may be right that thie iw mnrecessery, hut 1 may
let 7 sTend snyway. ohen T wrote this seetinn i1 had henring
Or w sulsevuent section that I Ister recovec., 1 think, however,
thet the ~uess (4 do noi tretend tihat 94 de “ryvtbing else; 18 close
to the truth-- that what is gald here is ag muer s esn be said
responsgivly.,




¥

vame 27: When I send Morgan the diagram 1 included the
paraphrase oT the ranel's desoription, I take it that he considered
both OK. You may be right, though. I1'1l think more on it.

Harold inforned me that he learned independently that Humes's
sugegestion that the Li-rays enlarged the images is vrobably true.
He learned this from a rafliologist..

vara 33Y¥ou make an unwarranted distinction between Thurst"
and "Preake apart’. I deliberately used the tern "burst" through-
out, so that the definition tends to arise out of the data.
Veloeity 1s not as imnortant for bullets strikins bone as for
bullets striking 30ft tissue. _

Your worries sbout conprehensibility nay not be justified;
Sylvia knows less usboubt Iiresrns than you do, and she did not
indicate tiat she had trouble understanding. IMEYIXEREXERFHAAITR

para o4 and 34a: You are right that irregular shape makes
a difference, Lut I think it does not make wuch difference with
very minute projectiles. Iven so, I have added a footnote (not
in your text) indicating the influence of shape. 1 have first rate
authority that irregulur shape 1s an inhibiting factor in pene-
tration

I myself was not fully gatisfied with the references that
1 set forth (Mis and oraverman). 1 plan complete revision of
page 10 in accord witih the discussions in VWound Ballisties, the
book that nas nesrly all that I want on the matter oT penetration.

para 36: The sane srineiples apply no matter what substance
is penetrated-- they avply equally to hard rhbber and chicken
goup. 1 refer tc penetration im solids bheecause in these, at
least, fragsments do not terninate in the bottom of the bowl.

para &7: thls is not contradietion, but ambisuity. I have
masde onnnges, whieh you will see x®m later.,

para 47: I ahve misplaced my copy of Tirst dralt and do not
know what you refer 4o here., 1 treat all these metters in the
geconf daraft, and believe I trested nogt (if not a’1) in the first.

wuat on enrth do you nean hy “pressure irsice the bullet"?
that rules no gense to ne., ano whet does your "ate.! nean?
Man, you put me on the gnot with that one-- it naices me wonder
not ornly whet le the answer, but what is the vuestion®

55<57: This is not the "mesat" of anything. in fact, 1t
ig so nenbless that ir my revision I have reduced this matter to
a footnote. LT o cun prove that no forward-noving projectile,
reguriless of its ehuracteristies, can have produced that con-
figuretion of fragments, it 1s noot to emphasize why a particular
type of bhullet cannot have done 1t

1 do not have the fneilities Tor doinf tests with the
6.5 L'x¢, since 1 lack both ammo and rifle. Nichols has both and
esn run tests, but I have not bothered wkm to ask hin to do so,
and will not, since it is not neccessary. Legardless of results,
the tests would| be threadbare, meaningless. I shall eventually
fire tests, but| I am reluctant to uge them even in support of
ny assertions-- they would act as a ¥ing of noisy rhetorie, im-
pressive for denmonstration, dbut esgentially moot.

1né. of page and end of palaver, llore later, for sure.
M
Yick-



