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irrespective of the
event, howsver, recovery
“”%PP“P by
for e unsel
covered, less the amounts
e'i-rcwriﬂeﬁ a‘fm’ve. Big0 assume Frofessor

proposed libel suit spainst Zsquire and Burton

iascoas 8 sre willing to undertake this ctse on & contir gency fee baeis
of fifty pe nt | of all amounts recovered, by settlenent or other-
wise, plus our disbursements.

the appeal in the tax case may be helpful in diseus e ing
setilement of the Jovernuent's cleim and especially in our endeavor to

remove the fraud charges by the Goverament, as far as the 1954 income tax

.rs:eturn is goncerned, which mlso umy have n bearing on the 1libsl suits.

Horaover, a sottlemendt or reversal may make it sésier for Professor
verieh to gain sdmission to Shis country. Murthem
recovery in the 1ibel suits, only ereditors of Professor Doerich would
nave to be contended with snd unless the Professor is somehow relieved o
l‘tiifi.@-se obligations by beukruptey procesedinge or otherwise, it is problemsti-
esl whether he could rete any benefits derived from said suits. Uther-
the Prolessor would have to be contant only with a moral vindica-

tion, In pressing the above suits, whataver their ouboomé, you and the
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Very truly
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in-fact for Prof.: Nicholas Roerich,
guthorige you (o aed
iibal suivs

bove oub-




