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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE INVESTIGATION OF 
RECENT ALLEGATOONS REGARDING THE ASSASSINATION OF 

DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.

On August 26,1998, the Attorney General directed the Civil Rights Division of the 
United States Department Of Justice, assisted by the Criminal Divssion, to investigate two 
separate, recent allegations related to the April 4, 1968 assassination ofDr. Martin Luther King, 
Jr. These allegations emanate from Loyd Jowers, a former Memphis tavern owner, and Donald 
Wibon, a former agent with the Federal Bureau ofInvestigation (FBI).

In 1993,25 years after the murder, Jowers claimed that he participated in a conspiracy to 
kill Dr. King, along with an alleged Mafia figure, Memphis police officers, and a man named 
Raoul. According to Jowers, one of the conspfratoss shot Dr. King from behind his tavern.

Wilson alleged in 1998 that shortly after the assassination, while working as an FBI 
agent, he took papier's from the abandoned car of James Earl Ray, the career crimiinal who pled 
guilty to murdering Dr-. King. Wilson clam he concealed them for 30 years. Some of to 
papers contained references to a Raul (to alternate spellmgs, Raoul and Raul, are discussed in 
Section I) and figures associated with the assassination of President John F. Kennedy. Accordmg 
to WUson, someone who later worked in the White House subsequently stole the other papers he 
took from Ray’s car, inducing* one with the telephone number of an FBI offices.

Both the Jowers and the Wilson allegations suggest tot persons other than or in addition 
to James Earl Ray participated in the assassination. Ray, wilhin days ^f entering his guilty plea 
in 1969, attempeed to wihidraw it. Until his death in April 1998, he maintained that he did not 
shoot Dr. King and was framed by a man he knew only as Raoul. For 30 years, others have 
simiUrly alleged that Ray was Raoul’s unwitting pawn and tot a conspiracy orchestrated Dr. 
King’s murder. These varied theories have generated several comprehensiee government 
investigations regarding the assassination, none of which confirmed the existence of any conspirrcy. However, in King v. Jowers, a recent civil suit in a Tennessee state court, a jury 
returned a verdict finding that Jowers and unnamed others, including unspecified government 
agencies, participated in a conspiacy to ^stote Dr. King.

Our mission was to consider whether the Jowers or the Wilson allegations are true and,if 
so, to detect whether anyone implicated engaged m crirnkal wmiuct by participating in the 
assassination. We have concluded that neither allegationis wedibee. Jowers and W^on have 
both contradicted their own accounts. Moreover, we did not find sufficrent, reliable evidence to 
corroborate either ^f their claims. Instead, we found significant evidence to refute tom. 
Nothing new was presented during King v. Jowers to alter our findings or to wrrrrnt federal 
investigation of the trial’s conficctmg, far-ranging hearsay allegations of a government-directed 
plot involving the Mafia and Afrccam America miners ctaely ^o^ted with D. King. 
Ultmtoly, we found nothing to disturb the 1969 judicial determination that James M Ray 
murdered Dr. King or to confirm that Raoul or anyone else implicrted by Jowers °r suggested by 
the Wilson p^eis participated in the assassination.
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I. SUMMARYOFTHEromiNGSOF THEINVESTIGATION 

over 200ThXpO?ndOXr^ °uo conclusions are based on

and review of J“sXf Xf documentary evidence,

^"“»»"»-~..l.-l«^

".t^~rhV;WC^

JJOSJ^^

A. Ftadinp Regarding J°we„'Allegation

i * At th8 tme Of the assassination, toy’d Jowers owned and operated
below the rooming house where James Earl Ray rented a room onApriU 19M thfflWvF 
JoZwZT^" ‘e’*'! P* ’tatementa thathe wasmeoaTy  ̂XS^hF 

•Wte  ̂Wtou^ dtd not clai“ ” i"VoV'8“en, in * a-ss-ta or

'“5^ 1”3! Jow"‘ appeared on ABC's Prime Time Liv, tad 
h^tay, clam^S he participated in a plot to asaasstaate Dr. King. According tojowm/ 
Memphis produce deafer, who was involved with the Mafia, gave him clOOOOO tohirean 
X’xdr^h^ 
reported that he tured a hit nan to shoot Dr. King from behind Jim’s Grill and recced the 

murder wear proor to^e k^g &om someone with a name soundmg like Raoui. Jowere f^Xma^ that Ray did not shoot Dr' King and that he did not believe Ray knowingly 

participated in the conspiracy. y gly

Sime his t8l8vSiior appearance, Jowers and his attorney have giv8n addition statem^ 
about the imo’’"'^ to the media, the King family,, Ray’s defenders, law enforcement 

Peronne! relative’, friends, a"d courts, Jowers, however, has ne’er made his CorSpioaCy claims 
UndeO<Ahath. tS88 S8^” IVC.1?- In fact, h8 did not testify in King v. Jowe’s. de’pite the fact 
that e wa’ the party being ’ued. The one time Jowers did testify under oath about hi’ 
a188*^ “ 8a^li8O civi1 suit, Ray V. Jowers, he repudiated them. Fuoth8r, ha has also 

rJ^hs Clr£eTiiSS “ c80^ Private conversions without his attorney. S88 Section 
IV/’J • For examP8e»m a“ impromptu, recorded conversation with a state inv8stigator, Jowere 

.harac8®8^ a centiaif8atare of h’ stoiy - that someone besides Ray shot Dr. King with a 
Me oth80 than th8 o“8 nxovaed at th8 crime ‘c^ _ as "bullshit." Corsequen1^y, Jowers has
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only confess'd in nirclmsstancss where candor has not been required by law or where he has not 
been required to reconcile his prior incorsiiscmcisl.

When Jowers has confessed, he has coatradisied himself on virtually every key pOiat 
about the alleged conspiracy. See Section W.C.2. For example, he not only identified two 
duGeniit people as the assassin, but also most recently claimed that he saw the assassin and did 
not recognize him Jowers also abandoned his initial allegation that he received $100,000 with 
whwh he hired a hit manto kill Dr. King, claiming instead that he merely held the money for the 
noaspraatoss. Additionally, Jowers has been inconssstent about other aspects of the alleged 
conspiracy, including his role in it, RaouTs responsitilliees, whether and how Memphis police 
officers were involved, and the disposal of the alleged murder weapon.

Equally signfflantt, the investigative team found no credible evidence to support any 
aspect of town* varied accournu. See Section IV.'D. There is no corroborating physical 
evidence, and the few isolated account allegedly supporting Jowers’ claims are either unreliable 
or unsupportive. At the same time, there is evidence to contradict important elemente of Jowers’ 
allegations. For instant*, investigators did not find a trail offootprints in the muddy ground 
behind Jim’s Grill after the murder, uadcrmiaiag Jowers’ claim that the assassin shot Dr. King 
from that locatioa and brought the rifle to him at the backdoor. Similarly, there is substantial 
evidence establishing that the assassin acually fired from the bathroom window of the rooming 
house above Jim’s Grill.

The genesis of Jowers’ allegations is suspect. See Section IV.F. 1. For 25 years following 
the assassination, Jowers never claimed any specific involvement in or kaowiedge of a 
conspiracy. It was not until 1993, during a meeting with the producer of a televised mock trial Of 
James Earl Ray, that Jowers first publicly disclosed the detail of the alleged plot:, iacludlng the 
names of the purported assassin and other co■coinpraalrss. He also initially sought compensatim 
for his story, and his friends and relatives anknowiedge that he hoped to make money from his 
acnouatl.

Jowers’ conduct also uadcrmines his nrcdibility. He refused to cooperate with our 
iavessigation. See Section IV.E. Eventhough he repcrscdlyconfcsscd public^ without 
immunity from prosccusioa, he was uawiliing to speak to us'without immunity. We wer-e willing 
to consider his demand, but he refused to provide a proffer of his allegation, a standard 
prerequisite for an immunity grant, particularly where a wineess has given contradictory accounta. 
His failure to provide a proffer demonstrates that he was unwilling to put forth a final, definitive 
version of his story. It further suggests he is not gemundy noancmed about obtaining protection 
from prosenuiioa, but instead has sought immunity merely to lend legitimacy to his Oherwire 
unsubstantiated story.

From the beginning, Jowers’ story has been the product of a carefully orchesrrated 
promotional effort. SCc Section IV.F.2. In 1993, shortly after the HBO ielevisioa mock trial, 
Jowes and a small circle of fiends, all represented by the same attorney, sought to gain
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legitmacy for the conspiracy allegations by presenting them first to the state prosecutor, then to 
the media. Other of towers' friends and acquaintances, some of whom have had close contact 
with each other and sought financial compensation, joined the promotional effort over the next 
several year’s. For example, one cab driver contacted Jowers' attorney in 1996 and offered to be 
of assistance. Thereafter, he heard Jowers' conspiracy allegations, then repeated them for 
television and during King v. JowerS- Tetephone records demonstrate that, over a period of 
several months, the cab driver made over 75 telephone calls to Jowers' attorney and another 75 
calls to another cab driver friend of Jowers who has sought compensation for infomuttion 
supporting Jowers' claims.

In summary, we have drtrmloled that Jowers’ claims about an alleged conspiracy are 
materially contradictory and unsubstantiatai. Moreover, Jowers' repudiations, even under oath, 
his failure to testify during King v. Jow^, his refusal to cooperate with our investigation, his 
reported motive to make money from his claims, and his efforts along with his friends to promote 
tos story all suggesta lack of credibility. We do not believe that Jowers, or those he accuses, 
participated in the assassination of Dr. King.

B. FiodmgsRegardmgWinoo’sAllegations

Unlike Jowera, Donald Wilson, a former agent with the FBI, does not make any claims 
about who assassinated Dr. King. Rather, in March 1996, he revealed that for the past 30 years 
he had been concealing evidence that might be relevant to the crime. Wi’son alleged that in 
April 1968, as an FBI agent of less than a year, he went to the scene where Ray’s Ford Mustang 
had been abandonedin Atlanta, Georghn. Once there, Wi’son purportedly opened the Mlnttaog’s 
door and a small envelope containing several papers fell out. According to Willson, he took the 
papers, hid them, and told no one about them for 30 years.

Dr. Wiliam Pepper, then Ray’s lawyer, publicly disctowd Wi’son’s revelation at a press 
conference. Immediately before the press conference, Wi^n told his story to the District 
Attorney in Atlanta and expressed a strong interest in providmg the document to to Department 
of Justice for a full investigation.

It was not until six months lairr that our investigation ultimately obtained the only two 
documents Wi’son mamauned he still had. One of the document is a portion of a torn page 
from a 1963 Dalls’ telephone directory. It has handwritten rotries and information associated 
with President Kennedy’’ assassination, iocludolg'the telephone numbers of Jack Ruby, the man 
who murdered Lee Harvey Oswald, and the Hunt family,, who some have alleged was involved in 
to President's murder. The other document is a piece of paper that has two handwritten 
columns of notations, the first of words and the second of numbers, oritor of which appears to 
have a cooneciioo to Dr. King's assassination. Both documenss have handwritten eoiries with 
the name Raul. See Attachment 1, photostetic copies of the document provided by Wisotn.

Wi’son has given materially incoisilstait accounts about the documenss rnd his discovery
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ofthem. See Section V.C. Most significantly, six monhs after telling theDistrict Attorney in 
Atlanta, as well as the King family, Ray’s attorney,, and the medo, that he had found four 
documents—the two documents we ultimately obtained and two business cards we have never 
seen — Wilson advised usthat he actually took a significant, but previously undi^losed, filth 
document from Ray’s car. Wilson reported that the additional docunieiit tad the ‘e^ „ 
number of the FBI AUante field office where he worked, but he never explained his initial failure 
to reveal its alllgee existence:. Hi also gave contradictory stories about when ta first looked at 
the documents, when he realized their significanee, and whether and which document were 

allegedly later stolen from him.

We found nothing to substantiate any of Wi^on's varied dairas about his eitcovery of 
the documerta. At the same time, we found significant, independent evident to coatrcdict key 
asPects of his accounte. See Section V.D. For aaimpte, photographic evidence and expert 
opinion establish that the passenger—side door of the Mustang was dosed and locked when the 
FBI was at the sCeae, not ajar and unlocked! as Wi^on clcimse. Further, we found no evidence to corroborctc Wilson's claims that he was at the scene of the Mustang’s recovery, opened its door, 
or took the document.

Scientific analysis of the documents; obtained from Wilson could not resolve two ^3^ 
questions presented by his c11sgctioa — whether the ^umenss ncme from Rays car in1968 
and who authored them. See Section V.F. At the same time, cac1ysls of the torn telephone page 
suggests that a handwritten notation in its margin may have been written to weate the false 
ision that Ray was in possession ^f Raul’s telephone number and that the assassinations of 
Dr. Kmg and President Kennedy are connected. See Seaiota VJJd and G.

Important aspects of Wikon’s account are implausible. Sss Seatons VE and G: For 
instance, itis approbate that a torn page from a 1963 Dallas telephone.d^W 1^ the 
ceeceSiactioIss of Dr. King and President Kennedy would have been m 
fortuitously fiUen out when WHson allegedly opened the door. The paper has the?* aumbsr of Jack Ruby, which was disconnected shortly after he shot Oswald in.1963’ ^d RayLv 
was in jail from 1960 until 1967. In addition, we found no credible evident linking Ray to Jcnk 

Ruby or noansctlag the csectsiiactloae of President Keanledy and Dr. King.

The possibility that the documente actually ccms from Ray’s car is even more remote 
since Ray hpntelfetyaotremlmtarttam^ UdM Ray had the most to gain from Wilson ’ 
revelation eiace the documenta would have been the only physical evidence in 30 years o euppost his claim that Raoul existed. Nonetiedess, he drcimed to coafum that the papers carne 

from his car. See Section V.I. ■;

It is equally imPlaUeibls that a newly trcineil agent iike Wilson, who joted therei 
because of iesconeemfor civil rights, would have chosen to tamper wuh ^7 ’ ^ “n6’"?! 
^Uetlt “^ King’’murder. Wta’s dam 4*
™"liInnlCdaddifon  ̂potlaiialty impl"catiag the FBI for 20 years ate he terminated his
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career as an agent and then again when he made his’initW public disclosure in March1998 is 
also pcrt^culcrty suspicion* in light of his professed disdain for the FBI. See Seation V.E.

Wilson’s account is finally undemiined by his feilure to cooperate fully with our 
investigation. See Section VJ. Within days of his pubthdtotin Mm* ISM, heiwtttaw 
his offer to provide the documents to the Department of Justice. In September 1998, when he 
met with attorneys from our investigative team, he again refused to relinquish the original 
documents until the execution of a search warrant was imminent. Wdson a^ repeatedly refosed 
to provide infomation that he claimed could lead to the recovery of the eocumoots he says were 
stolen from him. Ulttaatfly, once we provided an f of immunity in response w his expressed 
concerns about prot0cuti00t he cut off all communication. According^, Wilton s rewsunce to asslsting our investigation belies his public appeal for a thorough iovfttigction by the 
Department rftotice.

Based upon co assessment of Wi’son’s conduct, his iocoosittfnt statement, and an other 
available fact’, his claim that he discovendi papers in Ray’s car i’not credible!. Accordongly, we 
have concluded that the document do not coMtitote legitimate evidence pertaining to the 
assassination.

C. Findus’Regarding R^ul

The mme Raoul, or Raul, is central to both the Jow^ers and the Wiltoo allegations, as well 
as Jame’ Earl Ray’’ claims of innocence. Jowers contends that he conspired with Raoul; andtwo 
of the Wilt00 document include the name Raul. Ray, soon after pleading guilty, claims that 
someone he knew only as Raoul lured him to Memphis aM fi®^ hm by w^g f w,h 
his fingerprint, at the crime scooc. As a result, we n^ the ^rous ?“’“Legation’ 
reganiing foe totity of Raoul and investigated the most recent accusation about RaouI s 

identity.

I0itiClty, the alternate ’pollings, Raoul and Raul, may have significance. For otw 25 
years following the csscssioation, James Earl Ray, hi’ defenders, and ^era coo’i’teotly ^ 

to tire mm who Cllfgfely framed Ray as Raoul. In the mid-1990s, Ray ’ defenders changed the 
spelling to “R-A-U-L” when they behoved that a man livmg m New York statOt whore ocme
’fw was the Raoul described by Ray.1 Ray’’ attorneys thoo cdeod tire New York Ra^ a’ a def0oea0t to cfal’eimpI■Ssonmoot lawsuit brought by Ray agarnst Jowers. The do«u®«t’8 
Wil’00 proeuiee a fewPyears later also utilized the'same post-1995 ’pelling of Rauh See Section 

VI.C.2. t

11 wb nue the ineUins R^ul to refer to Ray’s alleged cccomplicot oxiopt
wheo ’p0caflcalrymontiooiog either the accured mco from New York or tire ernto on tire 

Wilson doclmients.
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A review of the historical record reveals that, during the 30 years following to 
assassination, numerous individuals have been erroneously MH as Raou. Those »ho have 
been falsely accused do not share common charactensiics or necessarily possess any of the 
physical chrracteristins Ray attributed to Raoul. See Section VLB.

Moreover, the man most recently accused of being Raoul — the Rau fromNeWYor* 
state—was not connected to the assassination. The method used to identify the NeW Yo 
Raul and the witnccses identifying him, who include Ray and Jowers are un*^^^ 
at the time the New York Raul allegedly planned and pupated in to assassination,, he could 
not cpeak English, was employed full-time with a major corporation, and was often sera m 
tightly—knitt Portugese community. See Section VI.C.3.

More than 30 years after the crime, there ’tiU is no reHable information suggesting ^
Raoul’s last name, address, telephone number, nationality, appearance, fiends, femly, locator 
RaouvotlXX^ The total lack of evidence as to Raouls existenceis
teDiny in light of to fact that Ray’s defenders, official investigatinns, and otors have vg^o^^ 
searched forhirn for more than 30 years. The dearth of evidenM is ako s^c^t smee Ray 
often chimed that he was repeatedly with Raoulin various jdaces, cities, and co^^ many of Ray’C associations unread to the agination have been venfied. Sse Section . .

Because to uncorooboraeed anegations regardmg Raoul originated wdth Jamec Earl Ray, 
• i Uav’c statements about him. Ray’s accounts detailing his activitiesw^^SSRS^^ witS^CX^^Rayss sMeiU suggest that Raoul is simply Ray’s crauon. Sss ^ VIE

For these rerCoaCt we have concluded there is no teiiaMe evidence that a Raoul 

participated in the rscrcslnrtion. j

D. FinemaSRegardu>gTheKlngv.JoWSrnConcpiracyActions

Kinev JowerswrCravilkwsuitinrTennecseectrtecourtbrouahtby^ 
-.^S-L^

December 1999. The jury adopted av^c'f^a'p^^ King.
Thtes  ̂

asjx  ̂

conclusion regarding Jowers’ or Wi’sons allegations. ^

2 With the exception of newspaper articles reporting Wilson's account, no evidence 

relevant to Wilson’s allegations was presented in King v. iawsa

-7-

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



JJN-08-2000 21:29 ■ BI PRESS OFFICE 202 3246842 P.10/13

The trial also featured a substantial amount ofhcartay evidence purporting to support the 
existence of various far-ranging, govenmien--<rHCCted conspiracies to kill Dr. King. Witness 
testimony and writings related secondhand or thirdhand accouns of unrelated, and in somc cases, 
contradictory conspiracy claims. For example,an urndentifioi persori who did not testify alleged 
in an oui-of-soulrt deposition, which was read to the jury, that he participated rn a conspiracy to 
assassinate Dr. King initiated by the President and Vcce President of the United States and Ae 
head of the AFL/CIO labor union. Uneeatted to that claim, the notes of an mtervtew of an 
unidentified source, which were written by a journalsst who did not tef puportedto 
document a claim that a military team was conducing surveillance of Dr. King and actually 
photographed the assassination.

Significantly, no eyewitness testtaony or tangible evidence dtaty supported any ofthe 
conflicting allegations of a govcmmctodiccceed conspiracy. The only relevant.n^"^  ̂v. 
eyewitness accounts presented at the trial suggest nothing more Aan toe possibiltfy tot Dr. King, 
like other civil rights activists who were the subjects of government srnvetilance m to 1960s, may have been watched by military personnel around the time of to assassination. However, we found nothmg to indicate that surveiHance at any time had any connection wife to assassination.

Critical ^alysss of the hearsay allegations in light of significant infomation that was aoi 
introduced at the trial demonstrate; that the none of the consp^r^my claims are credible. No 
evidence corroborated the various allegations and otor mfomation comratoted tom For 

laStancC, in to case of the interview notes of a source claiming tot his milttary suverianc1 
team witnessed and photographedthe assassination, we found nothiagto substantiatethe allcg;ation but, lather, information to contradict it. The journalist wh° wrote to rates also tom us that he did not credit the source or his story. See Section VII.B.3.d.

Other evidence introduced in King v. Jowers suggested to existence of yct arator coasplracy apparemfy unreateed to the alleged govCrnmen--descted consprracIes. In to regard, 
winessses testified offering observations and hearsay accounts implying tot wo Atom . 

A^erictm ministers associated, with Dr. King were part of a plotto klll him-

The allcgatiotS against the Afficani American ministers are far-fetehed and unpersuzsrive. 
Additionally, we found no information during our lnvcstigrtioa of fee Jowes.andWjsonL.™. 
allLegatiLons or our review of the historical record to substantiate tfese claims, while ^gmtierrnt 
information, not introduced at the rid, contractsthem. See Sectto VII.C.

In sum, the evidence admitted in King v. Jowers to support to various conspiracy ^lams coatltted of inaccurate and incomplete information or unsubstantiated coptine, ^ppW mort 
oi^ by sources, many unnamed, who did not testify.. B^ause of to absence of any rC^abi evidebce to substantial thc trial’s claims of a sotltprracy to assassinate Dr. K^ “vo^ 

federal g0VCrnmCat, Dr. King’s associates; Raoul, or anyone ese, fwtor instigationis not 
warranted.

-8-

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



JUN-08J-2000 21:30 ^BI PRESS OFFICE 202 32468)42 P.11/13

E. Frndrngs Of EarUer Official Inves^^

Our findings are consistent with the conclusions reached by prior official investigations:. 
A 1977 Department Of Justice Task Force found ‘no evidence of the complicity of the Memphis 
Mice Department or the FBI” in the assassination of Dr. King. It also craduded that Ray's 
assertions that someone else shot Dr. King were “so patently self-serving rnd so varied as.to be 
wholly unbelievable” In 1979, a congressional investigation by the House Select ^mmT"^ 
Assassination (HSCA) arrived at similar conclusions, additionally finding thatone or boh of 
James Earl Ray’s brothers might have been his accompiiees a^ that two racist St. Louis 
tasmessmen, who were dead by the time the HSCA probe bega^^^ 

Dr. Kings murder.

In 1998, ihS Shelby County, Tennessee District Attorney General completed a four-year 
mwsrisation of the early versions of Jowers’ allegations and deluded that ‘thereis no cred^te 
OTidra-TO that mpiccates Loyd Jowers for the murder” ofDr. King. That investigation nutiter dete^minSd that the Raul from New York, whose photograph was id^tified by Jowcra, Ray, and 
others was not connsciStdi to the assassination. Earlier, m 1997, a Shelby ^uny Grand Jury aho 

concludSd that there was no credible evidence to justify investigation of any of Jowers clams.

li
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vni. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

After reviewing all available materials from prior official investigations and other 
sources, including the evident &om King v.Jswas, and after conducting a year andahaf of 
original investigation, we have concluded that the allegations originating with Loyd Jowers and 

Donald Wilson are not credible.

We found no reliable evidence to support Jowers’ allegations that he conspired with 
othets to shoot Dr. King from behind Jim's Grill. In fact, aedfole evident ^uadic'ns*“ 
allegations, as well as material incortsisteneiss among hb amounts and hs own repudl’"i"S.“ 
tol, demonstrate thrSJowsrs hasn't been truthful. Rather, it appears that Jowers contrived and 
Promoted a sensational story of a plot to km Dr. King. Sot Setons IV.F. and G. above.

Likewise we do not credit Donald Wilson’s claim that he took papers ftom Ray’s 
abandoned car. Wi’son has made significant contradictoty statement’ and'^2^^ “ a 
duplicitous manner, inconsistent with his professed interest m seeking toe truth, tapoand 
eJdencecontredicting WiSson’s claims, including tie failure of Jame’ Earl R*yto .s,’J“S the 
Wilson’’ revelation, forther uvdsmtvtes his account Although we were unabk to determine toe 

true origin of the Wilson docum’vtSJ, his ivCi>tstStsvtt statements, hi’ arnduet, and S1’’'’?... 
XnartMae his claims all demonstrate that his implausible arcouv>t>l no'worthy ofleW 
1^^^^

King assassination. See Se^on VK above.

The weight of the evidence avaiabite to our tnvssttgrtton al’o retabl’hes tW ^ 
merely the creation of James Earl Ray. Ws found no evident to ’upport the claims tha'aRat 
mittiicipatedtn Ike alaassilvation. Rather, a review of 30 years o speculation about his tdenmy 

parS’n’a a revvnc:nlg caaf that no Raoul was involved m a rovaptracy to taU Dr. Ktog. SB 

Section VI.G. above. .
Tn accordance with our mandate, we confined our ivvssttgattov to 'he Jowers andthe 

wstF^^

Ra^w^ 

5=  ̂

warrant further inquiry. Ws found none. See Sftoron VII above.

-S-arU.-SX'^^ 
ssja^s^ 

evidentiary leads remains after 30y^ whetherJamies Earl Ray
^1^^^^ M past julirtrl determination’ that he did-
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Questions and speculation may always surround the assassination of Dr. King and other 
national tragedies. Our investigation of these most recent allegations, as wen as several 
exhaustive previous official investigations, found no reliable evidence that Dr. Kiig was killed 
b±2eVWho framed to Ea.1 Ray. Nor have any of the conspiracy theories adviced 

inthe last 30 years, mdudhig the Jowers and the Wikwi allegauons, survived critic 

examination.

We recommend no further federal investigation of the lowers allegations, the Wilson 
allegations. or my other allegations related to the assassination unless and until reliable aLaniating facts are presented. At this time, we ff_e aware “f"iinformellon to We,,e"‘ “y 

further investigation of the assassination of Dr. Martm Luther Kmg, Jr.

-138-

THTOI P n

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176




