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O
’ employ counsel. In the absence of warnings, the burden would be on the State to prove that

counsel was knowingly and intelligently waived or that in the totality of the circumstances, 
including the failure to give the necessary warnings, the confession was clearly voluntary.

Rather than employing the arbitrary Fifth Amendment rule'4 which the Court lays down 1 
would follow the more pliable dictates of the Due Process Clauses of the Fifth and Fourteenth 
Amendments which we arc accustomed to administering and which we know from our cases are 
effective instruments in protecting persons in police custody. In this way we would not be acting 2?
in the dark nor in one full sweep changing the traditional rules of custodial interrogation which <■£
this Court has for so long recognized as a justifiable and proper tool in balancing individual ^
rights against the rights of society. It will be soon enough to go further when we are able to 
appraise with somewhat better accuracy the effect of such a holding.

I‘would affirm the convictions in Miranda v Arizona, No. 759; Vignera v New York, No.
. 760; and' \Vestover v United States, No. 761. In each of those cases I find from the 

circumstances no warrant for reversal. In

. r*»
O

53Jr:*
“Hm
“O

v ’

[384 US 504]

California v Stewart. No. 584, 1 would dismiss the writ of certiorari for want of a final 
judgment. 28 USC § 1257(3.) (1964 ed);'but if the merits are to be reached I. would affirm on the 
ground that the State failed,to fulfill its burden, in the absence of a showing that appropriate 
warnings were given, of proving a waiver or a totality of circumstances showing voluntariness. 
Should there be a retrial, 1 would leave the State free to attempt to prove these elements.

Mr. Justice Harlan. whom Mr. Justice $tcwart and Mr. Justice White join, dissenting.

I believe the decision of the Court represents, poor constitutional law and entails harmful 
consequences for the country at large. How serious these consequences may prove to be only 
time can tell. But the basic flaws in the Court's justification seem to me readily apparent now 
once all sides of the problem are considered.

1. Introduction.

. At the outset, it is well to note exactly what is required by the Court’s new constitutional code 
of rules for confessions. The foremost requirement, upon which later admissibility of a 
confession depends, is that a four-fold warning be given to a person in custody before he is 
questioned, namely, that he has a right to remain silent, that anything he says may be used against 
him, that he has a right to have present an attorney during the <*pg. 741> questioning, and that if

LED2 52
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PROPERTY OF WILCOX STATE PRISON

II.

That the Court's holding today is neither compelled nor even strongly suggested by the 
language of the Fifth Amendment, is at odds with American and English legal history, and 
involves a departure from a long line of precedent does not prove either that the Court has 
exceeded its powers or that the Court is wrong or unwise in its present reinterpretation of the 
Fifth Amendment. It does, however, underscore the obvious-that the Court has not discovered or 
found the law in making today's decision, nor has it derived it from some irrefutable sources; 
what it has done is to make new law and new public policy in much the same way that it has in 
the course of interpreting other great clauses of the Constitution.1 This is what the Court 
historically has done. Indeed, it is what it must do and will continue to do until and unless there 
is some fundamental change in the constitutional distribution of governmental powers.

But if the Court is here and now to announce new and fundamental policy to govern certain 
aspects of our affairs, it is wholly legitimate to examine the mode of this or any other 
constitutional decision in this Court and to inquire into the advisability of its end product in 
terms of the long-range interest of the country. At the very least the Court's text and reasoning 
should withstand analysis and be a fair exposition of the constitutional provision which its 
opinion interprets. <*pg. 757> Decisions

[384 US 532]

like these cannot rest alone on syllogism, metaphysics or some ill- defined notions of natural 
justice, although each will perhaps play its part. In proceeding to such constructions as it now 
announces, the Court should also duly consider all the factors and interests bearing upon the 
cases, at least insofar as the relevant materials are available; and if the necessary considerations 
are not treated in the record or obtainable from some other reliable source, the Court should not 
proceed to formulate fundamental policies based on speculation alone.

III.

First, we may inquire what are the textual and factual bases of this new fundamental rule. To 
. reach the result announced on the grounds it does, the Court must stay within the confines of the 

Fifth Amendment, which forbids self-incrimination only if -compelled. Hence the core of the 
Court's > opinion is that because of, the "compulsion inherent in-custodial Surroundings, no 

i statement obtained from.[a] defendant [in custody] can truly be the product of,his free choice,", 
ante, at 714, absent the use of adequate protective devices as described by the Court. However, 
the Court docs not point to any sudden inrush of hew knowledge requiring the rejection of 70 
years' experience. , Nor does it assert that,its novel, conclusion reflects a changing consensus

LED2 69

< 2014 Matthew Bender & Company. I'm;., a member of {lie LexisNexis Group. Ail rights reserved. Use of ibis product is subject to the 
restrictions and terms and conditions of the Matthew Bender Master Agreement. 1 ,

> '



lilies ^ ^
- F^- c>v.‘FU!/ ?'$i^66,6H(^i!

f f^r'^r. <ra£teU?-^''I'otiUAtnochMn iiM*

^i,. t
0C6« ^-/-/2(FJ (5){i

f
0/HH^ //JoWidj. gri^sas*»«

w »»■'« «>

Uponl'iWd

l



1
PROPERTY OF WILCOX STATE PRISON

questions posed by a Commissioner, who had failed to advise him of his rights, and his answers 
were held admissible over his claim of involuntariness. "The fact that [a defendant] is in custody 
and manacled does not necessarily render his statement involuntary, nor is that necessarily the 
effect of popular excitement shortly preceding. ... And it is laid down

[3<S4 US 530]

that it is not essential to the admissibility of a confession that it should appear that the person 
was warned that what he said would be used against him, but on the contrary, if the confession 

- was voluntary, it is sufficient though it appear that he was not so warned."

Since Bram, the admissibility of statements made during custodial interrogation has been 
frequently reiterated. Powers v United States, 223 US 303, 56 L ed 448, 32 S Ct 281, cited 
Wilson approvingly and held admissible as voluntary statements the accused's testimony at a 
preliminary hearing even though he was not warned that what he said might be used against him. 
Without any discussion of the presence or absence of warnings, presumably because such 
discussion was deemed <*pg. 756> unnecessary, numerous other cases have declared that "[t]he 
mere fact that a confession was made while in the custody of the police does not render it 
inadmissible," McNabb v United States, 318 US 332, 346, 87 L ed 819, 827, 63 S Ct 608; 
accord. United States v Mitchell, 322 US 65, 88 L ed 1140, 64 S Ct 896, despite its having been 
elicited by police examination, Wan v United States, 266 US 1, 14, 69 L ed 131, 148, 45 S Ct 1; 
United States v Carignan, 342 US 36, 39, 96 L ed 48, 51, 72 S Ct 97. Likewise, in Crooker v 
California, 357 US 433, 437, 2 L ed 2d 1448, 1452, 78 S Ct 1287, the Court said that "the bare 
fact of police 'detention and police examination in private of one in official state custody' does 
not render involuntary a confession by the one so detained." And finally, in Cicenia v Lagay, 357 
US 504. 2 L ed 2d 1523, 78 S Ct 1297, a confession obtained by police interrogation after arrest 
was held voluntary even though the authorities refused to permit the defendant to consult with his 
attorney. See generally Culombe v Connecticut, 367 US 568, 587-602, 6 L ed 2d 1037, 
1049-1057, 81 S Ct 1860 (opinion of Frankfurter, J.); 3 Wigmore, Evidence § 851, at 313 (3d ed 

; 1940): see also Joy, Admissibility of Confessions 38, 46 (1842).

Only a tiny minority of our judges who have dealt with the question, including today’s 
majority, have considered in-custody interrogation, without more, to be a violation of the Fifth 
Amendment. And this Court, as

'• [384 US 531] :

. every member knows, has left standing literally thousands of criminal convictions that rested 
’• at least in part on confessions taken in the course of interrogation by the police after arrest.

\
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oappears to me tenable, nor in this context to warrant extended discussion. It is urged that the 
confession was also inadmissible because not voluntary even measured by due process standards 
and because federal-state cooperation brought the McNabb-Mallory rule into play under 
Anderson v United States, 318 US 350, 87 L ed 829, 63 S Ct 599. However, the facts alleged 
fall well short of coercion in my view, and 1 believe the involvement of federal agents in 
petitioner's arrest and detention by the State too slight to invoke Anderson. I agree with the 
Government that the admission of the evidence now protested by petitioner was at most harmless 
error, and two final contentions-one involving weight of the evidence and another improper 
prosecutor comment-sccm to me without merit. I would therefore affirm Westover's conviction.

In conclusion: Nothing in the letter or the spirit of the Constitution or in the precedents 
squares with the heavy-handed and one-sided action that is so precipitously

[384 US 526]

taken by the Court in the name of fulfilling its constitutional responsibilities. The foray 
which the Court makes today brings to mind the wise and farsighted words of Mr. Justice 
Jackson in Douglas v Jeannette, 319 US 157, 181, 87 L ed 1324, 1338, 63 S Ct 877 (separate 
opinion): "This Court is forever adding new stories to the temples of constitutional law, and the 
temples have a way of collapsing when one story too many is added."
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Mr. Justice White, with whom Mr. Justice Harlan and Mr. Justice Stewart join, dissenting.

I.

The proposition that the privilege against self-incrimination forbids in- custody interrogation 
without the warnings specified in the majority opinion and without a clear waiver of counsel has 
no significant support in the history of the privilege or in the language of the Fifth Amendment. 
As for the English authorities and the common-law history, the privilege, firmly established in 
the second hqlf of the seventeenth century, was never applied except to-prohibit compelled 
judicial interrogations. The rule excluding coerced confessions matured about 100 years later, 
"[b]ut there is nothing in the reports to suggest that the theory has its roots in the privilege against 
self-incrimination. And so far as the cases reveal, the privilege, as such, seems to have been 
given effect only in judicial proceedings, including the preliminary examinations by authorized
magistrates." Morgan. The Privilege Against Self-Incrimination, 34 Minn L Rev l, 18 (1949).

■

Our own constitutional provision provides that no person "shall be compelled in any criminal 
case to.be a witness against himself" These words; when "[cjonsidered in the light to be shed by 
grammar and the dictionary ... appear to signify simply that nobody shall be
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20 Inbau & Reid, supra, at 111.

21 Ibid.

22 Inbau & Reid, supra, at 112.

20 Inbau & Reid, Lie Detection and Criminal Interrogation 185 (3d ed. 1953).

24 Interrogation procedures may even give rise to a false confession. The most recent conspicuous 
example occurred in New York, in 1964, when a Negro of limited intelligence confessed to two brutal 
murders and a rape which he had not committed. When this was discovered, the prosecutor was reported 
as saying: "Call it what you want-brain- washing, hypnosis, fright. They made him give an untrue 
confession. The only thing I don’t believe is that Whitmore was beaten." N. Y. Times, Jan. 28, 1965, p. 1, 
col. 5. In two other instances, similar events had occurred. N. Y. Times, Oct. 20, 1964, p. 22, col. 1; N. Y. 
Times, Aug. 25, 1965, p. f, col. 1. In general, see Borchard, Convicting the Innocent (1932); Frank & 
Frank, Not Guilty (1957).

25 In the fourth confession case decided by the Court in the 1962 Term, Fay v Noia, 372 US 391, 9 L 
ed 2d 837, 83 S Ct 822 (1963), our disposition made it unnecessary to delve at length into the facts. The 
facts of the defendant’s case there, however, paralleled those of his co-defendants, whose, confessions 
were found to have resulted from continuous and coercive interrogation for 27 hours, with denial of 
requests for friends or attorney. See United States v Murphy, 222 F.2d 698 (CA2d Cir 1955) (Frank, J.); 
People v Bonino, 1 NY2d 752, 135 NE2d 51 (1956).

26

[8| The absurdity of denying that a confession obtained under these circumstances is compelled is 
aptly portrayed by an example in Professor Sutherland's recent article, Crime and Confession, 79 Harv L 
Rev 21, 37 (1965):

"Suppose a well-to-do testatrix says she intends to will her property to Elizabeth. John and James 
want her to bequeath it to them instead. They capture the testatrix, put her in a carefully designed room, 
out of touch with everyone but themselves and their convenient 'witnesses,', keep her secluded there for 
hours while they make insistent demands, weary her with contradictions of her assertions that she wants 
to leave her money to Elizabeth, and finally induce her to execute the will in their favor. Assume that John 
and James are deeply and correctly convinced that Elizabeth is unworthy and will make base use of the 
property if she gets her hands on it, whereas John and James have the noblest and most righteous 
intentions. Would any judge of probate accept the will so procured as the 'voluntary' act of the testatrix?"

27 Thirteenth century commentators found an analogue to the privilege grounded in the Bible. "To 
sum up the matter, the principle that no man is to be declared guilty on his own admission is a devine 
decree." Maimonides, Mishneh Torah (Code of Jewish Law), Book of Judges, Laws of the Sanhedrin, c. 
18, 6. Ill Yale Judaica Series 52-53. See also Lamm, The Fifth Amendment and Its Equivalent in the
Halakhah, 5 Judaism 53 (Winter 1956).

28 See Morgan, The Privilege Against Self-Incrimination, 34 Minn L Rev 1, 9-11 (1949); 8 Wigmore, 
Evidence 289-295 (McNaughton rev 1961). See also Lowell, The Judicial Use of Torture, Parts I and II,

LED2 80

< jn 14 Matthew Bender & Company. Inc., a member of the LexisNcMs Group. Aii rights reserved. Use of this product is subject to the 
restriction', and terms and conditions of the Matthew Bender Master Agreement.



enb£(\
ItWkwl M&ttecH-teCacK&l-UbUz**#* 

MMJfrflWexmjSteas h$bw J CdatJ b din! Uf fid iKf 

kMjM ex? a%ai*sf-v&de*iteA
Culdi# tZ5 5ubmtb 'tOidehk^ Siai^ fo&
(Mo/j/sb HiclieQ.kui d^hed i»ll<lo (^ May-da cteM

(Vtcj ida/nt as 7'c^e beat iX^ncf- 6\j4£- -kvc* 1 eddies id dale 

Wfce/? Vi Wo\<Y)M, )£>tt ks, &(sviexis bsioft (amtit J ihiies \k 

P^n \ o, 5 OfidJ 44r. ^3C S'llciR. IH%), lit fifthORcabh. 

ktfS A/d b difizcbl 'j. addtes&d -m£ aAmiWb/hty 64 l'c{w$

Vm lodtnf UJa2% cl dU 5 <fr^ lf-5e#U/«& eu<4tniaAt
‘ l(ilniaT^ vimojUbt fi'M W^?L^cMl7.m\t'll 

Ud SalriM 4U to/-Mfcc/ [i0\CVl6( frf- P&J?"r
AtLal/rt^Sfrwt mTZjiU^ cstJcLefi l«H>wl*cmtel sktfe 

\JjZdii1 29 Wo%ni6tUl(4i ctAm), 4 coal l cud codba 

iMdi a.'Ko.^b^ fnt \ Chifwi jivo,/ dimi lc 5&OJ-M 44>a4 

0>*J>uIJ^i6A4U~{ lab,c elmed!" 4c d&6 

fl\ i ht®tf)Cfl cR Codoi ch

t

fif^4 <& (o



m ^ co

5pP« go tsco <
H
aa
H
H
Oa
3

HaIZ5 oH£ aO -d

3 u' HH >•»H OH isu co COu
T3o so ■shJ -5c T3

Pi §u w CO

raE=< HO <L>HP >>
/^sH

£ uoo cs 5EdU s-
H <2
5! >?g aoPd aw T3ao u

-J3 ts3 t-io ux>Pi o Edo §(313 < go z <8u<u co
2fl

£ a«t-i o
IO
a.ao
ga.
D
a*oEd <D

■sH
< coa a_o

3u
■scd



■fv̂
 6f&Afd($ dxyf (aMm( bidi Modified & f lake!/Met Q>,^ _

\J(dialer HubtfbM4idu.£,$taus%'Jhs SubshdUot Cx>npe^e^ h ^ 

dtykcte MdertCJ-fa} P<QhH fhcb ofie. 5b wpl'Cii w /*,e C^ca^ 

<?f <44^,4 l» rUdtJ'Aleilhm hb&Uj, Kcfi \usfrce .uscuid
^ii%V if fnC^ u/££e ^fKPTh&d, t&e, Vdrcrt. tAfsJdj/e.nCju4rq-a>2/<<?3i<*. 32s; {f}mjM£^Mid£,ao F-3J1 ^Oj mufm an iqifo«4

3, doi>ldm/rJhi b Q * g Ms phUcicd L ‘SiilS’krf-hvl due-process cd£
‘ fflt\\tuU-d fcofn C02foirJ -jl-ale, frch (*/«$, ft&goPdIds &P dkvQ&cAuQzs
)U 5kik- <£«* ^ 4^^ "*W V. Gluch£eMj £20 as , 75/(T/m);
me|C(A/* *|, tfW r>^dat iSS(c,*>£e m,n&Zpd/An, 'IWksHOSUw\ 

pSmfio^l 0fjj^jquiddfiles ¥$% Oo^^krta^d W&tmsr
faiochb® hWl CmufS^ gcuElM*~~

M, ftA>Jichl<Ame5, loiYUi t)\stUH4S [<1<(U86< ■ y
‘b ft*1 i MS> o^l iau/ Li hi COM hr 1/U*5h*fS 2a) %l/3?-l

nn r)\i -2S, odflClh X$ oh^i fthld %t 2%
pi< ' ftfr. fJf(-rnriMUPhiG€OlAC&n&fr0*i <?'/?,rtlT

- ■'

o^T^-vs'K/ifs; >mJ7h>-cr*,/w)/'vh’am Jh\jQj)0ogTsTpi1 V‘-b^%d£±j.°jqrliS

GS<
I<{xj finish ^ huib ^vc ")iahftlh)2d&fi S (Shrcaz
diTft U&rtJ>h h ii-to^ hk^Oi-S^ 4‘S t5 fiuq&biftS /a/ /-fe 

A ^^5lr udi0 zwV ^ AtftcoPdSj urn rdjf-py^ e-f
r[ qqggs&jjldnwjOUSTS £d(XMCaed MaaJ-bw KCJU(L

. 3__ ^ $M->JLdlj& FflcbMiffioaouem &fkp 4h&?<L
A*/mVJ ghpfiQu. <rrtrur>MJu 5 ^Of 5T/-f^ Mt?e/MJ/L 

(rt* ]3SF<3J ms/ Doem^O^ec/j^



p"! -g- oo

£ Sst
SI’

8O cgo <

Q
W
&
O
-4
3

H
PCO O£ H

Pd •do os >>o
hV CO 3•oo ao a>a

5O t3
3Piv
(2to H B
4>o p >*

H n

uo PS £Hu u,
<2H >1% >>§ «oto -aPd T3a© o

..Si
P$ • B

BiO o
x>Pi o awO isEdPd P gO z. <2u<u cos*oc

iS aoo •a
a.
Soo
ao
Oh
P
2
3

•O
W V

J3H a< GOa e
.2

u
*eS



• ' f• >i\ CompMffitT/ nmd No finm/TFl\ /IFFJZ*/<c<f 
/ , ,‘f*>;Wv€A Vkems Mrt-a■ attempted P>U<%eR-p4**liZahat mi U

USZWCIQW, ft iMQSjUZteiM:, ^^Sod^bCpp^uSLi^ 

u&i us ‘jTmM I *16 F‘?J lotf ^
foibi^S dfrL#'? 2o))-2jQS-; J2I4 <3// ajouJSP /fi/y/Oi rUod2a/lte {jp^lofe 

fit 'l\itj '5 /?J^* **^ jttekS'A/ toUx
G^fOcHOx/i- OU M^t- W/A/cA

(vMfliulf, <W°«* ■*?ttu, ^(k.—
vilkiA ^fSo'W W MCb(e»Ma)f jcJoe^tVfh^ rh.u ftq,
<k4 W?wJ 43? cLd UeA -ftiSj/ UM UfnykUi U/JiW$ iioj &h/l€£j i )A/fa

sC^ltea6j'jHi*lMdl o lu 5 kAe, &7- flcMM
did KiorM^t ty fa J leu &•£ Qd&YS uAht^K ^u{ti U[ok

-4a/i ^V\ ) fciqhkiOZvjpdKla 5o/eL/' ht) da Ckw*- 

^(J-iojynt M &CV a<J6ih^4 fOttU U*ra zoqtdld alolj'Uiof'
‘ Wehca/ flecaM? m Ux <^ye
fated lb Up u*/M\ ft a, CttoCUnA do*4' hfiv&V&Uue Sami,

^,5 tjJiLfi 1 ^ JUA 5 dtcfiM
£$_(}&lu£ (XlZ'ro. <uot )U {usbpiy^&j&af watte / ct PeA Cc^.s 

Cfaiw*!> OhtCoubtuLil edhtiittced hud' 7% $<*<3- Yuj dc^ o ,

Yla^ou^^^ yoth pu<4 Y'^MlAolat^l toLf.
mu ted#4t>IuCotxA-hCUM 2o t/eMT -Hjuo^
Yica <le% U'l Jkfur dtt4~ peaces* a*/JosuM*! afloat Yd /a(
Gfa&i

<A/£S

1

CoAifad a(



»

cn ^ eo

£ § §si*
CLr o
O &
C/3 *3<

H
A

o
J

l'3

H
PtZ> oH55 H •6O osJ-H >>

H §Hu co 8-oo so aP £o T3.sA u p t/>

<3P H 4)o HP >>
H C
55 0)<oo PS £MU £>1% >>«uPm a o
p t3aQ u.aP3 rt

u
o o.oPi O 3o pP P < I /O z iSL>o V)

3"Oc
£ c
ba O
O ju

(Xaoo
aoa.
D

* jg
3

T3u 4>

*5H
c/3

I J'A
aa>
o ‘

Pi



STATEMENT OF THE CASE .

fTvc<5 Case CWcetfA/sfi/?sfdenial a ppp/hk. a*/Je.{lfecfa\sC 

CcxAS&l CD £A- Hdo decides, 33/ Counsel udtts Ho tpefkch^c h/ovJ
h& cLi ddippiy /a/ CAifiie ")C4ase-tjstc/Mct' JioujCcutd /‘fZjtpc
(Uk><tood da>-jhah W4b faiAh ftAfotl-H M huu$li hie(jht>^5 hcm£&n/cttem_ 

(/Mfkl/h K/i rn Ciefrfl u> euj of hi & yjeJ ac/ktl /m <? -fema>A
[jfrflXms)d'h 'j'ujo Uniheddogs p\i mH dlAmam 5tff4d<Lpo7i?( 

CJ\sMJL^Cfie/hn/uy, /•/)$ cU&td-irho haJjeo&&i/ I2.ftp40ch^-^ 

DfrfN-rhi-fue£.(/ z^a//? A) £_4ftId /T>t afaufVU C4$C_ fa i fhe an/d
m & 6*AtS-eA/$y%f df ftheMshafycfdAy ?<? 

dmPt h/vt- vf-mj offenO e. A £ Ja, l (&&()( Judin/ faeJ fk^r kttu/J 
OuftS U) 1/ltfM'L Hm qJf&ythf Uua se/nt avo CoA,*n vruco^n

Eihffdk j-t> Id Ul < k/&n/kl ht/n k? fa k* fly *dhick<'i fldaf

/'fi 0<2 Lift- O I cJ U i/l^i /ft! C^hft fi\£id€ <Lo^A/$ # / Ccf/J{-$€{ d cefo^H JOr
IKM PllA'&le bfhle H fitm + CMAvtPm. f typed

\/M fi/dJetOJ U/\tde fiZ-ed0^p Yah u} J/idfSvni 5/ A/aiu aa/J bid h m / the 

AtdiJp )€ape hd2.<JAC^h^f <?(oMe fie iuoa If hM/C him OfdeJbl0p~tthe, 
[\jexiujPeY-1 im cpAhAeidJdaCjhflCheP-Cfi/madta iwas fl&juewutttn/c/h 

{M, hd 5d^hs htd/)>b($ diUtcf bu-y, Pai/s/un CP</ f/tfb modk/OKOty /9ln~ 

iiiuJ-d vue/lkU Cprfs Uiudmii iafbUih Ga u~(u-c n/Jt -U/ma/o ffcaU/J/7drslti>&- ltselMdt/nyJ,t9 ^//y £{&/><, #n/d Olub, j00//J
%^loiv ofiiutm o tdoeMcy a f Afluse.oUu'+jrb pohat \?eph quict,^ 
U-UaUmtJ k‘ th y^pflnJb h i^dy/kciu-t af
K -putMidtel ofU£f. oHjA MuM)I aoef'tyJ Uf* tuce/4 pklde dtef a/£^ ' 
fLud&bun kc^^iuj tuQqekp.chtMJ

r0t(EA ‘pO I t-4/ aL/dyyekUot dft/ueA A/, CiU6, // hkiA/ bed pdi 0ft5
fit fiys t< u* fasforyf'/g a eyp/o^ mi M M/m^ I e

ODdi/tci /W t)l#}ti(l<j ph&l UffteA FlosMfa^ ^ledMYJs^tu^fMeZ^ 

£%*UmolestchdJiW o^d&L &iv$£. rdm^r
'SdW-U'ie ChftniqPd 4°' '2cHt (WOd) %nel£j<0z fr h (Mtd&t77£*
PeLum a Ht/vipieL rfMebfr'HtfA/ -rtf fen/eiduddc-m/heon 'nw 
HMH ^Mj^UiL lA'Yiu, n/e^c LuiAm/ Ma afj-e^5a//^« &w^

I lAidY fleh^t-kJ*/)/>'M-r CdvA/te/. , H^a/y te&ed M

1



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

^ .. . all 4b^ui^Arcc ,f/ft)c
hld\ (jLM«*-lT?n <S C/2,ni^ 'fkt u/dtdn^wf

\fhdJ /• Oofi, filled Uichrt* If 4 d
/\[ tQtfL 11 i/^Jf Z/ff-.&ejji M i># o/y sejf
Q-HoAleZ ‘Sj&Ui'k-i ZePez^a// •P^iPlo^/z/u
ol^rA/w-'j(X£&okJi 7W-tfem, find chZvurc ,hzAha 

-iive-CotriszIcLe/xheJ ePkc-biJc &Jcf fyvWcatA
6SMfiii.lt iKteP20tfZ {Ze^u Z&nOSZ Me okfi QZa/#

fhx(c/OCCe^yPp')--} 2 fijik (£) CCrf L(2-/^ 0 

D is! A w 111 p&Ji4_ p- c\ Sjk V' C<um)jp (CO t me,
uo mnfoz //\iUo(i/cL HG$ ft Ley el CH9 fit sk

mm«, v m ZyiZfkZzss 1
PfUhU \i\oMiufi%, HJ) UicitM Mo cate $Zc*$4J§ 

+v$tlu()diM ch*Hw ojfe mx-tnic/ I,«ee n
sktie hj$4i[

t» hiu\ ^yam Miy «toyWf u,,4liatl-f~
a ch* § IR fi coaJ%. Cyl 2 / c/$a
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%^fUobjLt- ei'&flteKont
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,\
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