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2. 'The constitutional right of "due process" is
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3a. The immunity to defame third persons in the

judicial forum has received authoritative evaluation in

(Wels v. Rubin, 280 N.Y. 233; Moore v. Manufacturers,

123 N.Y. 420; Battu v. Smoot, 211 App. Div. 1011, 206

N.Y. Supp. 780 [lst Dept.]; Rusciano v. Mihalyfi, 165

Misc. Rep. 932, 1 N.Y.S.2d 787 [Sup., Bx.]; Anonymous v.

Trenkman, 48 F.2d 571 [2d Cir.]; Potter v. Troy, 175 F.

128 [2d4 Cir.]l; Union v. Thomas, 83 F. 803 [9th Cir.];

Laun v. Union, 350 Mo. 572, 166 Sw2d 1065, 144 ALR 622).

Unquestlonably, I was legally a third person ﬂgk G
”¥&4@@&;s; %% a8 eh  plurlian @Qﬂa&@*&{%‘
in the 11tlgat10n imvolvihg my wife and daughter in V.
Supreme Court, Westchester County, élnce in some of the
%;f;forementloned cases a substantially similar nexus

-

;’exlsted. In Moore, the third party was one who allegedly

ey :
{




