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: O48 since ihe compietion of 
| your testimony yesterday, Mr. 
| Spiesel? 
| A—Only te say that 1 testi- 
fied aes in court. 
i ies where did you taik? 
| A-Casual acquaintances. ] 
_ don’t know their names, 
Q—Where did you talk to 

| these people? 
| A~dAt the Fontainebleau 
| Motor Hotel. At Lucky Pier- 
re's. 
QLucky Pierre's? Js that a 

har in the French Quarter? 
A—Yes, it is. 
Q@—Who did you talk with 

at Lucky Pierre’s? 
i itz {ON See et names, 

relaxed, 1 play 5 
| Q—Where in the oncaln 
i Dlean Motor Hotef did these 
| discussions take place? In the 
i bar? 
| SNe. 

A-—No, As a matter of fact, 
on the telephone. 
Q—Oh, so you called some- 

oie on the telephone to dis- 
er the case” Who did you 
eal? 

Ac-l called an old friend of 
mine. Mr. John Rochelle — 
he works for the State of Low 
islana. 
/AT THIS POINT Dymond 

pped his questioning, held 
Pp a copy of the document ex- 

amined by Alcock and Sciam- 
bra and told the court that at 
this time he would like to 

i ‘show the document to the wit 
hess. 
Handing the document to 

Betiae Dymond asked: “I 
BOW yOu a copy of a prte 

| Seeding numbered No, 22,00, 

| 
| 

| fense counsel table. 

| stood and addressed the wit- 

Moved 
Quarter 

| giarked United States Court 
of Appeais and ask you te ex. 
@ntine it and see if {t is a 

iMaithful copy of a complaint 
tie by you.” 

\ The witness then began ex- 
alwining the document. turn. 
jog pages. j 
THE WITNESS answered 

\that it was a cope of an ap 
pendix of a complaint and told | 

i Uke court there were various | 
| items missing. 

{Q—E would like to ask you 
ft this time if this is net a ? 
tomplaint authored and writ- > 
le by you. 

a~Yes, 
Dymond, who was standing 

at the side of the witness box 
during this discussion, then 
Teturmed tu his chair at the de- 

HE CONFERRED momen- 
tarily with fellow counsellor, | 
Wiliam Wegmann. He then | 

i 
Hess: 

“Td like io tell you in ad. 
vance that I'm going to read 
certain parts of this document, 
and if you question any por- 
Uons, you may stop me and 
examine that portion to see 
if { have read it correctly,” 
Alcock objected stating that, 

| inasmuch ay the witness iden- 
tiled himself as the auther of 
the dovurent, the document 
apoke for itself. He further 
argued that the line of ques- 
Honing would be redundant. 
JUDGE HAGGERTY  en- 

| tered the discussion, saying 
| te Dymond: “You have te lay 
ithe proper foundation, Mr. 
Dymond, you can’t ask him 
questions.” 

Alcock interjected: “Mr. 
Dymend's asking the witness 
questions ig not going to 
change the document in any 
way.” 
Demond then replied: “! in- 

tend to offer this document 
inte evidence.” 

Judge Haggerty then re- 
ferred to the law regarding 
impeachment of witness and 
explained the law regarding 
contradictory statements, 

| DYMOND inlerjected he 
hadn't asked a question yet, 

Alesek rejoined: "What is 
the purpose of asking these 
questions? They are excerpis 

from his own docament.” 
Dymond said. “His honor 

{ doesn’t know the question yet 

| that I'm going to ask.” 
Judge Haggerty said AL 

cock's argument was good, 
that Dymend could enter the 
evidence intg the record. 
Hearing no objection from the 
state, the judge allowed Dy- 
mand to enter it into the rec-, 
ord, i 
DYMOND REQUESTED the\: 

epurt’s permission to read the | 
document to the jury. j 
Haggerty asked if there was | 
objection to the state. | 
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It WAS an ap- 
Spiesel vs. 

daal Detective 
Agency et.al. 

YMOND THEN read a 
| fist of about eight defendants. 
| fMe read the jurisdictional pro- | 
jeedure, which enabled Spiesel | 
0 bring this suit inia eourt. 

) According to the suit, By- 
imond said, the witness was 

U born in New York City, Dec, | 
125. 1918: was a gradaate of 

s-Histes-}tem Protas, 

PERRY RAYMOND RUSSO 

New York University: be op- 

erated a tax return and ac- 

counting business in the City 

of New York, the main office 
| being at 127 E. 47ih st. 

Heading from the document, 
| wmond said that from Jan. 1, 
| J948, to July 5, 1964, the suit 
| Gontends the defendants 
i famed by him in the suit 
: heed a “new police technique’ 
fe tortare and conspired with 

re the plaintiff 

dn New York, New Jersey, 

Washington, D.C. New Or- 
| leans and various other plaves. 

“DYMOND SAID the plaintift 
céitended these defendants an- 
neyed, harassed and tailed 
Nim--that they prevented the 
iplaintiif from obtaining em- 

{ ployment-—that they pased and 
idisguised themselves as rela- 

\tives to enter his hame—that 
they disguised and posed as 
friends and relatives to qniek- 
ji¥ pass by the plaintifi—ar- 
‘emptied io link the plaintiff 
‘with various crimes-—exerted 
financial pressures on the



Jersey, Washington, pc 
(the city of New Orleans. 

Diamond asked Spiesel 

\compettior in the tax return 
ines, 

ked how he knew Zann. 
was a Pinkerton man, the | 
witness testified he saw him 
in a captain’s uniform during 
Olympic tryouts af Randail’s 
Iskand, but he was not sure 
of the daie. 

ASKED IF te knew a Lenny 
Kohen, Spiesel said Kohen was 
an employe of the New York 
City sales tax department, 
and operated as a competitor 
in the tax return business. 

mend asked Spiesel if he 
wa Richard Rayfard, The 

witness said Rayford had used 
hypnotism on him in New 

“How da you know he used 
hypnosis,"’ Dymond asked. 

Spiesel answered, “The best 
way I ean explain it is ta give 
you the general definition of 
hypnosis, which is to come 
under ihe will of a person 
but be aware that it is hyp- 
nosis.” 

khew he was under the will 
(jot Ravford and the witness 
janswered that he (Spiesed) 
was sure Rayfard had tem- 

Apararily suceeeded, 

“When asked how many 
s he had heen hypno- 

zed, Spiestl said that while 
| fis law suit bas not gone to 
| fivial, he didn’t feel if would 
‘(be right to answer such ques- 

| Hons and jeopardize his case 
| Unigss ordered ty do so. 
| \Aleack objected that this 

| questioning was totally re- 
| dundant tut Dymond replied 
| his reagens shoald be fairly 
obvious. 

| (SPIBSEL THEN said. that, 
Ao his knowledge, be had been 
hypnotized 50 or 66 times 

i his consent. 
, ed if all occasions were 
in New York City, he replied 
“primarily daring the 18 er 16 
ears’’ alleged in his sait, 

“Were you ever hypnotized 
in JNew Orleans?’ Dymond 
agked. 

/ Spiesel replied, “’that’s a 

| 
r 

DYMOND ASKED if he) 

flifficult question to answer. 
“Da you realize when you 

lare being jynentized’” 
| “Yea, when it’s heing done 
“with success,” Spiesel replied. 
\. DYMOND AGAIN asked if 
an attempt was made to hyp- 
notize him in New Orleans 
and Spiesel replied, “Yes, but 
when [ say that, you'll want 
to know who they are. Time 
and time again they have 

‘fried to hypratize ime, but T 
(don't know their identity. I'm 
(rather an expert an it." j 

\ Dythond asked how Spiese! 
knew when he was being hyp. | 
notized and he replied, “They j 

| AMempt to cateh your atten 
ition. if they try to hypnotize 
{ine they try te catch my eve 

er my attestion.’* 
Dymond ngted that in his 

SUG million suit, Spiesel al- 
Lael the hypnotism took 

face between 1948 and 1864 
ari one of the places listed 
Avas New Orleans, 
\ THE DEFENSE attorney 
then specifically asked if the 
New Orleans hypnosis co- 
eurred in May or June of 1963. 

Spiesel replied he did not 
know but he was here in 1963 

_ and had been coming to the 
| city since 1961, 

Spiesel said he once came 
| to Louisiana to see Lopisiana 

| State University play Ole Miss 
i in fastball, 

(Asked by Dymond what hap- 
ed when placed under hyp- 

pnesis, Spiesel replied, “Cer- 
jtaln thoughts are planted or 
(given and that's what 1 
Amean.” 

“DO YOU MEAN that the 
thoughts planted give you the 
Invpression of being true,” 
Dymon dasked. 

“Possibly, yes, My suit 
may or may not go to trial 
and since my answer would 
be carried in the national 
press, 1 don’t feel that 
should have to go inte details 
that would harm my case un- 
less his honor insists upon it,” 

Asked to explained his suit, 
Spiesel said he asked for $16 
million damages because he 
was well aware a good por- 
tion of what he said may be 
overturned by the statutes of 
limitation and would leave 
him with $3 million to $4 mil 
en if he was successful. 
“De gau mean that the 

damages te you are worth $1 
million a year?’ 

Spiesel replied, “that’s what 
it amounted to." { 


