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JLi \ He King/Ray CBS Special aired 1/2/76 W

I think this show was as close as any so-called news show can be to a total
plagiarism.

The questions may be of law but not of fact.:.

Aside from some of the works of tie Hanes:and Feoreman, mi ih of which still conme
from Frame-Up, there is nothing in the show that doesn't. ‘

There were a few things that come from my subsequen work, clearly indicated
in Prame-Up, like the scenes of Q-64. But essentially all is from this one copyrighted
work. One of the more interesting sidebars is that they had Stephens on film denying he
had identified Ray prior to the guilty~pleae hearings and I recall no use of it before
this. If true, CBS suppressed esculpatory evidence. If the State of FBI did, well....

Now I go back to my relations with CBES in this. You will recall I insisted on
having it taped. When Esteher was not prepared to tape, I made the tapes, gave them to
her, and she returned them to me. I have them in the emvelope in which she returned them.
(I note she is up from researcher to assistent producer in the credits.)

S0 the stipulation wes that I'd help CBS all I could but in retuxrn they would
not without a normsl arrangement for diterary righta, quite coumon in TV, as distinguished
from paying people to appear, use any of ay work dirsctly or as leads for following up
on their own. This meant that they could be backgrounded only, could not duplicate the
work regardless of its form, end would have to go cut on its own and have an entirely
new show. On this I offered to be a consultant, but not without pay (also normal) and
noted that tkey paid non~experts likes Schoenmann., There was no agreement to pay me for
the time I spent with them and the tapes begin with my saying this, which protected both
Esther and me,

Quite aside from the viable copyright I have on Frame-Up there is tuls added
understanding with a proper and authoriged CBS representative that was totally violated,

Kow thare were ways CBSz could have gotten arcund this. They have no right to use
my work without authorization. But they do have a right to use it with authorisation.
They did not seek authorization, m in any form or at any time. They merely in efiect
stole in not only knowing it is mine by copyright but in direct violation of the prew
conditions of my talidng to thems at all. Moreover, there is the advance notice to
Midgley whose reaponse was that he did not understand. He could not have understood
and aired this show. We can got o thousand experts to testify that they took the content
and the line of the book and suppressed all mention of it, how and by whom it was dons,
and went farthur and et several points not only call it the result of CBS3*s own investiga—
tion but added that there had never been any real investigation. Yet in saying this CB3
also knew that it was my investigation alone that provided the basis for the successful
habeas corpus appeal, with a ringing decision like few ever; and my investigetion a nd
your cowrtwork that reculted in a %ruly sensation record, one hell of an investigation,
. in the nvidentiaryk hearing. They covered this hearing and made no mention of it or the
" avidence in it on tho show. Thoy even cribboed my owrk on Ghormley and attributed Xk it
in part to Hanes. I recill no mention of him in Hanes' notes.

More detail can be added. I'm laying out a belief to raise the question waht can
be done under the law. This is not ths first time CBS has done this. “ere they vent
farthur in two other ways, consistent with the allegation above: the didn't even mention
 there was a defense investigation, investigator or such a book; and they pretended that
the least significant part of the documentm Rather quoted they got as a result of thelr
Freedom of Information action. They fudged, seying under the law. However, to their know-
ledge it was my action, which they foilowed, and since we got what they didn't even ask

for and I gave it to them, 1% Lecomes more deliberate. Actually, the segment to have
been Cronkited the night of 12/11 says that I and they got it under the law. As aired
I'm sure cut the next norning on TV i%t says this but eliminates my reading of the sig-
nificant portions to have me saying something I said was not my purpose for being there,
having to ds with & short from somewhsre in the bushes. All Dears on intent, HW '
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Stylead "A CBS Weus Inquiry” WMAR TV 10 p.m.
! 1/2/76

"It never cams und=r ths samz secerching scrukiny ... not until Novewmber”

Levi did not order inquiry into FBI conduct in King case

Is canbrali quastion did Ray elon= kill DF King? E
Bathroom duplication unfaithful complately - knowingly. I;fold maths
) v
Bathroom windowsill replaced? Can't tell in our set.

hs refused to be on it. B ’ ;
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zet full audio tape of Kyles. Purposs, confipms what he tol
not on tape that Rather and CBS do not understand and to ses
what else he said following conversation with me 2/71
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Our inquiry on the day of the murder reported that Dr King wss
Lorraine Motel.

Question of Ray's room having "view of the wmotel”

estaps

696 6:06 police radio noted pasckage in front of Canipe's

Get exact words

Ghormlay cam= out front doors

zet Ghormlsy tavpe

reansctmont of psckesing ~liminatas all smell ob jects

lishts out in hallway. Sa2id h2 shouvld havs seen police car. Placeas
in front of Canipe's

They have police tapnos

Our szarch for amasteur op=rator not fair search

on chass, FCC -

says of Huie only that he bought the rights to Ray's story

shows fragments with slug

omits Ray's objsction in court

state’' s case:

Stephen? says not Ray

Windowsill:

their FOIA request only mentionad

Picture of Q6L not given m= by FBI; where did they get 1it;

Mofive:

Our inquiry has disclosad
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misdefines conspiracy eliminating hard evidences and making it conténgent

upon idantifying conspirators



