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17 January 1$/1 

Paul Foch 
Berkeley 

Dear Haul: 

I found your letter of 17.  "Avember several Jays ago and 

re-read it, but I delayed writing Bantly because oteer tangs 

commanded my ettention in a way that would not allow me to answer 

excent in haste, and oartly (more im-oortnetly, really) because 

something revealed in your letter caused 110ta such consternation, 

such bewilderment, that I was sotthen sure whether I could issue 

a controlled response. Even now I wonder what to say. But, 

although I an no loss bewild,ered, my feelings now, at least, are 

more temperate. 
I refer to certain clear indications in you letter dis-

closing that ,you had the book, Wound 2,eelistics, virtu
ally at 

your fingertips when you wrote to me then. What troubled me is 

that you did not refer me to that Hook, even though you surely 

knew that it would interest me to read such thorough and authori-

tative discussions which bear so directly-- and, it appears, so 

favorably-- on my assertions about the minute fragments. Perhaps 

I an at fault for professing such utter jp4laxxliga ineptitude with 

mathematical formulas that you thought the mathematics would be 

meaningless to me. If that's the case, you were ight. But I 

did understand the passages in which the formula 7ere axmx summari-

zed in words, for, as I previously indicated with inappropriate 

bombast, I can read several languages, ancient and modern, including 

English. Even if you supposed that I would not understand the 

woru.s, you right at least have referred me to the pictures. Con-

sidering that I failed to comprehend your melon-choly, you may 

have supposed that the verbal descriptions would mass me by, but 

you know that I am not blind, end that the rictures in the book 

are not meaningless. 
I have been involved in exchanges that contained a measure 

of abusive vilification that would wake my recent letters to you 

appear as Valentines, but never, never did I ceaseiLo regard my 

corespondents as anything less than friends, oersons whom I could 

help and who could, and did, help me. her did I ever cease to 

regard you as a friena, in spite of what my letters say indicate. 

I thought you knew that. If I thought wrong, then I sincerely 

offer you my apologies. For whet little my word may be math worth 

to you, I assure you that I intended nothing but good, both for 

you and for me. 
I continually ask myself whether I was being too sensitive 

about a thing that may have been xxxxxzrzik no more than an 

oversight. The makings for oversensitivity were there, for sure, 

since I had put out a lot of effort to secure the couple of refer-

ences that I used in my monograph, end even now I am not sure 

whether they ere aprropriate, whether I have used them honestly and 

properly. I was at first indignant because, by reference to 

Vvound Ballistics, you could have saved me the time and trouble 

of verifying nyr assertions through recognized authorities, and you 



18 Jan 71 

I did not send to Sylvia your letter to me concerning her, 
nor will I. 

In referring to Hoch as filmk fink, I did not mean agent. 
That was a bad choice of words. I meant no good prick. 

Sylvia's most recent letter to me (11 Jan) describes con-
versation with Sprague re Hoch: "Incidentally, I had a 
phonecall the other day from Dick Sprague-- a terribly nice 
and well-motivated guy who nevertheless this word, coming 
from mxxxctimmattxxx many directions about well-motivated. 
guys, is beginning to sicken me-- R11 does immense harm to 
our position by wildly irresponsible articles and lectures--
and we talked briefly about Hoch's melon paper. Sprage told 
me that he had met Hoch in Washington in late July or early 
September 1970 (I had not known that Hoch was in the east 
at that time) and was flabbergasted to realize in conversa-
tion with him that Hoch. had "done an Epstein# and become 
a complete defender of the WR." Cute, eh? 

Still, 

glAA-1"- 	 rt),,,, 

(,16 44,01,41,-.47  
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14 January 1971 

Sylvia, Harold, Howard 

i'rom each of you I have gotten comments pertaining to 
the possible publication of my monograph on the fragments. 
This note outlines my present thinking-- probably it will 
not change until. the monograph is complete to the satis-
faction of all of us and others. 

I have put the matter of publication out of my mind for 
the time being, for my intent is first to establish a com-
plete and convincing record in the monograph. Once that is 
done, I shall then consider establishing an abbridged version 
for publication. I understand that the monograph is long, 
and that its technical orientation makes it less desirable 
as a publishable item, but at the moment I am not concerned. 

Another draft of the monograph, probably close to the 
last draft, is a consider ably reviled version of the one 
that you have-- revised in the sense of wording, overall 
presentations of certain sections, and rearrangements of 
passages. There is one important addition. if what I assert 
holds true (I have not yet found a proper reference that it 
does, but it makes sense), the I can answer why fragments 
formed from a bullet that burst on the right side did not 
penetrate the left side of the brain. :Morgan, in his letter 
to me, caused me to think about that problem. The solution 
knits beautifully with all the rest that we think. 

I am working steadily, but do not feel rushed. It will 
be some time before publication becomes a serious prospect, 
so I don't want to consider it for now. But I will, eventu-
ally. 

Harold mentioned the possibility of using this material 
in one of his suits. I have no objection, but I will not 
delay public disclosure of the material to wait for the 
suit. Whichever comes first, suit or publication, is the 
course the monograph will take-- I don't favor one over the 
other, but will be content to let the timing of events 
decide. 
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