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M.rp J.B.Sttmer
P.0.Box 5263
Sevannal, Go. J140%

Degr ilr. Stoner,

This may be & cosls-to-Neweantle luttar, but long agoe i lemrned it is better to
do souwihing 4lat may not be necessary thun to asoume it is not and later find out othere
wise. I write it 4o you even though I am under the irmprescion that lir, Ryen handled the
ginc;!mati eppeal because 1 do not have his address.

Last night I had 2 chance to read thet decision. As you imow, L am not & lawyer, and
whet may seem to have sigificance to me nay, as & matbter of law, bz without signdficence.
I also do not know et next steps are plunned, but I sszume oncuey be an apieal to the
entire court rethor than the three-men panel. What + have npotied may be relevant for
this or for further apyeal. I think it stwengthens the velue os the good winority decision.
0f course, as I indicated sbove, this nay be lmown to you snd Mr. Ryan, but it is also
possible, busy as I assume you both ars, that you have not becn able to make the detailed
factual study L lmve zede, hence may be vnaware of some of &ll of the followings

I belicve this decision is based upon factual error than mokes the decislon a wrong one.
I am aware thet a crooked court msy have done this on purpose. dut let me teke these few
points one al a time.

On page one it says thot, "On July 8, 1968 Hanes, lay and defendant ﬂuie...cnterad
into an agreemeliteee® .

There arc these errors. Ray did ntt then enter into this agrecment and could not,
except under certain circumsiances, end the signaturen sre dated, as I recall, August 2.

- Furthemmore, there was an aarlier verbal agrecment betwecn Henes mduiiuie. And there wae

an sarlier, n.gnoraci, written agreenent betweon Ray and lienes, dated wvly 5. Under the
provisions of this Yuly 5 agreemcnt, all lines was comiitted to do directl: addresses the
minority view and the error of the lest parngraph of the majority®s. He did pot undertake te
defend Raye He did wudertake to represent Ray as his literary agent. And he also extracted
what the court iguores, part of Ray's alleged 30/ interest, so the court is also in ezror
in attributing thiis interest to Raye As I have written, this glone saddled liznes with an
irreconcilable donflict of interest of whichk Ray could not thereafter divest himself, and
Poremsn not only assumed it, but he did sssume more. The srror is compminded in the cone
cluding senierce of this paregreph, on thi next page, "Raym subosequently (emphasis added)
ascigoed portions of his douinowed rightas under this sgreement to Hsnes." That is the very
firet thing that hapocned and address the conflict in Hmnes roprescnting himself ir a
fiduciary or financial capzclty in which he ulso represented Ray where thelr interests

were so obviously compctetitive, l.c., the more Henes pot, the less Ray got, and to boot
withoul comdtment to be Ray's lawyer in the eriminal metter that all pssumec was the purpose
of hic trips o England Bnd this secret contract.

On puge 4, wider "fhe coutested issucs of Tact are", "(e)" is imisstated. Even if true
that Ray did not protest lis innocenee, I thiuk the real cquestion is did Ferewan ever ask
him, Foremsn suys he did not. Horeover, and my lack of knokledge of the lav may lead me
to a misintcorpretation, it is incorrectly stated as "innocenc: of the murder cliarge",
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Ray was not charged with murder, that is, the actusl shooting of Kings He was charged
with nurder first, which * understend to be en entirely ddffervent thing, and I bolicve
the voiw dire (on which Jimude's rucollection is quite correct) is very mich in point

on this. ¢ admitted no more and pleaded puilty to no more than an involvenpent, and even
that orly” to the degrec explaincd to him by Foreman, When that sliprery Iereman tried to
extend this, as he did, Jim.de alone spotted the tricl, and aak ny bool shows, he objected
to the extension of that to which he had agreed, on the record. If you de not have the
book, I will be sending Jerry a copy soon, I think it will become clear to you in reading
that part. So, aside from the "contested issus™ not being that which the court sistes, on
the misstatement, Jimede has a clear record in court, which cen mean only that he did not
admit to firing the shot,
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Under "Questions of law" {and remember, I have not read the transeript of the pleadings
in court nor of the apreal), if "(bY2 the real question, or should it be phrased in terms
of or should it include the confidentiality of lawyer-client reletionship?

"(e)" is also wrongly pute It ought in any honest consideration begin with the undere
standing that this was put to Yimwie as the only way he could finance his defense. It slso
s not the simple cuestion of “the attorneys being in the peyidimwet cepacity of contraci-
ing with their client Ray" but in a conirsct where they represented, in £11 cases, both ,
themselves and him where at the very least their finsnciel interects in each case were i
compelitive and In conflict, a conflidt thot could rot be resolved orureconciled, Wiat the i
court has done is to put this is a manner that makes it scem like the norm, for I as.ume
it is normal for lawyere to have contracts with their clients. Dnt not thooe inds of
contracts.Aside from this, Ix am certain thathst the risdated Yuly 8meoniract does contract
a viclation of the canons. Could %the court properly ignore this? It iz also semething I
go into in the book. It mey not be moterisl, but I wonder if it docs no: alsc contract to
violate the Sheppard decision? If so, can the court Properly ignore that?

"(a)" is likewise inadequate, for Hanes has end had a partner not covered, and there
is not only no binding obligaticn on the partner not to publish, bit, aside from vhat Jirwmde
bas told me, I have a letter from Hule that pretty clearly shows that Art, Jre, does.nien g
to publish. All of cveryone's files, including even Hookermis, were %o wind up with Junior.
After both Frank and MeMillen had them. Hufe even offered them to mee I would heve ]
over thenm for a differefit reamon if I'¢ had the funds to travel, for my own work was by
then long since completed. 411 I added was a new finel chapter irrelevant to all of thise

If things like this cen be of any value to yeu or lir. Byan, please let re know end
I will go over the decision with greater come. T pend it in hecte last night, write this
first thing on a Swidsy worning on the chance I can get into toim and mail it, for I suppose
that 1f there is any value, time is a factor. i

vhoulé it over be naterigl, I +hint I can now show that in his depocition, vhore I think
you got some valuable stuff from Foreman, he perjured himself, Here I caution you azain not
only that I am not a lavyer but that Pud docs not always agree with what I include in perjury.
To me it is false swearing to whet is uoterial. I guess our ¢ifferences are on vhat is, under
the lav, material. One pofnt in partdeular has to do with investigations and Foreman's custome
Here, you will recall, you got hic evasivencss anc geeming poor recollection pretty clearly
on the records But 1t is much rore thon thise I = perjury on this point could be of value,
Please let me know and I'12 £o into it in greater detoil for you. Related but I supnoase not
an issue here is the adwission I got from both tade end Dwyer, that while thc prosecution
was felling the dofensc it would call something like 360 witnésses, the number verying, it
was crip ling the fefense (or also playing into Foreman's hands), for most of these witnesses
were utterly irrelevant except in temrs of = corspriacy. Duyer ut the upser limit of M smhls
witnesces he would have called at 10, and fuie ecknowledged po Hewphis investigation at a11,
I hav {he tapes of these confrontations, o= cired (Foremen, as you may nct know, fled the
mekeup room vhen he learned he'd face me)e They were heavily edited, Hantily, Ry

Harold Weisberg
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