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HOTION FOR LEAVE TO PERPETUATE
__ TESTIMONY PENDING APPEAL

Petitioner respectfully represents to the Court as
follows:s

1. "his action is a petition for a writ of habeas corpus.
This court on February 37, 1975, entered an order denying the writ
of habeas corpus. Petitiomer has filed a notice of appeal from
said judgment to the Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit and
the appeal is now pending.
2. 1In the event that the judgment of this Court is reversed
and remandeéd for further proceedings in the district court it will
be necessary for petitiener to prove that: 1) his plea of guilty
was involuntary; 2) his attorneys had a conflict of inmterest by
reason of their relationship with William Bradford Huie; 3) he
' was denied his right to effective assistance of counsel by constant
surveillance and the interception of his mail and other attorney~
client communications; and 4) his attorneys falled to adequately
invaatigate the case. | ‘




3. Petitioner ﬁesi:u o take the deposition of william
Bradford suie, whose address is Hartselle, Alabama, in order to
perpetuate Ma testimony for use in the event of farther mmé
: _‘v»inga in the auwm mxt The substance of the tswimy which
V»Mtiw expects to elicit from said william Bradford muie is

A. Huie will identify the attached Exhibits & and 3 as copies
of his notes and state when and for what purposes he made them.
Hie will exglain what he meant by such aotes as "Ray on staad?”
“Sign document . . . Ray om stand.” “Wew contract with 59-50 & 10
off top . . . If & when,” and "Ray give me guit-clain?” He will
identify the persons with whom he raised these guestions and when.

5. #uie will testify that on November 1, 1968, he flew Jerry
Ray to Hartselle, Alabawma, where he offered Jerry a $12,000 bribe
if he would persuade his brother James Earl Ray not to take the
witness stand. (See Exhibits C and D] In this vespect, m. will
further teatify mtamnpammmmmwmm
mr 10, 1968, bhe m!m James Barl Ray a letter o!tuzh!q w
pay him $12,000.

¢. Huie will testify as to why he believes Janss wl aa:v
did not want to plead guilty “but was talked into it.°® tsu :
attached Exhibit B] '

- B. Hule will testify that ia his first mmsauon with
Foreman in November, 1968, Foreman told him: “How, you kaow, of
course, that I'm depending on you for my fee. So tote that bale,
boyl Get to workl® [Ses attached Exhibit ¥] He will testify
that -m:emtim-m, ¥ovember 27, 1968, Foreman met with hin in
Jexas and told him: *I like the idea of owning 60 percent of one
of your books while m own only 40 percent. S0 gou get Hanes wt*




smahed Bxhibit F}

Ray bad been framed, he “presumed Ray guiley.”

and let me ia, mm&w it, get to work and writem a good
hoevkandmﬂaegaadmiemm_msmmw £5ee

g. Huie will tutify that in an ex parte meeting with me |
Preston Battle he told Judge Battle a trial could only astablish
that James Barl Ray killed Dr. King. ([See Exhibit F]

¥. mHuaje will state why he testified against James Barl Ray |
before the Shelby County Grand am on Pebruary 7. 1969, and |
whether he comsulted with Percy Foreman about this. He will
answer questions about specific statements he made to the Grand
Jury, inciuding why, in view of all the evidence indicating that

|

G. Hale will testify about the offer Carlo Ponti made to m§
the movie righte to the James Earxl Ray stoxy.

#. Huie will Amuty as to whether W Foreman made any
investigation of the Ray case, and if so, what and when.

f. Huie will testify how he obtained a copy of Evidentiary
Bearing Exhibit 43, the note from James Sarl Ray to Percy Foreman
which was delivered to District Attorney General Phil ¥. Canale

at 3:55 p.;m. on February 14, 1963 by Capt. B. J. Smith.

4. ‘The reasons for perpetuating the testimony are:

A. Any remand of this case she distriet court for furth
proceedings will almost certainly not become effective for at 1
least a year or more. William Bradfoxd Bule is now 65 years old.
Death or illness could deprive petitioner of Huie's vitally
nseded testimony before further proceedings can take place.

B. Petitioner will argue on appeal that he was denied a

full and fair evidentiary hearing because Huie 4id not comply n}.c#s ,
the court’s discovery orders and was not compelled to appear in ﬁ\




|
|
:
l

open court and subject himself to cross-examinaticn by 9@%1#@&&&1'#
e e i

unsel. The deposition of Huie which petitioner now asks leave
to take will privant a furthet failuro of justice by shnwiag some

nf ‘the wayt in whieh the abuunae of Huie and other key ui&naaaos

£ran the courtroomn aenie& patitzuner the fall and fair haaxtug o
which he was entitled.

RE, petitioner moves the court for an order authorisz-
ing him to take the deposition of William Bradford Huie pursuant

to Rule 27(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

FAMES H ~' Y SAR . "
1231 Fourth Street, 8. W.
Washington, D. C. 20024

Slﬂulith~3tre‘t;ln.iw..
Washington, D. C. 20006

940¢Cmunazcn t&tlennldq.
Memphis, Tennessee 38103

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

phis ie to certify that I have thie ‘ day of Way,
1975, mailed a copy of the foregoing Hotion For Leave To Perpetuate
 Pestimony Pending Appeal to Assistant Attorney General W. Hanry

|
|
maile, 420 Supreme Court Building, Washville, Temmessee 37219. %
| : \
|




I5 THEE DHITED STATES DISTRICY COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
: WESTERN DIVISION

PR DTS T WS KL N A D AN R ESES R NS

Ll ]

JAMES BARL RAY,

¥ Wy R s B0

Petitioner-aAppellant,
V. g Civil Ho. 74-166
2
. H. ROSE, Warden, .
b
rRespondent-Appellee 5

M OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

William Bradford Huie is the key witness in the James Earl
Ray case and Ray could not possibly receive a full and fair evi-
dentiary hearing on his habeas corpus allegations without Buie
present at that hearing. The court recognized this in saying to
the undersigaed counsel on August 22, 1974, “we got ©o £find some
way to get Buie up here.”

In May, 1974, Huie stated on Nashville T.¥. that he would
gestify at Ray's hearing. Not believing that #uie would testify
voluntarily, petitioner repeatedly requested that the court either
sobpoena him or else invite him as the court's witness. ©On
Bugust 15, 1874, counsel for respondent met with petitioner’s at~
torneys to discuss petitioner’s discovery motions. At that time,
respondent raised the guestion of taking Kuiefs deposition, a
move which was vigorously rejected by petitiomer’s attorneys.

On Septesber 11, 1273 ;ﬁayend&ut noted a deposition of Huie
to be taken on September 20, 1974, barely a monih before the




scheduled start of the evidentiary hearing. %his move was de~
signed to deprive petitioner of the full benefit of Suie’s testi-
|ODY » Taknn/@ntﬁiﬁa the court's jurisdiction, Huie would not bhe
subject to prosecution for perjury. nor could he be compelled to
produce the documents which the court had ordered him to make
available to petiﬁiéner. In addition, his deposition was taken
without the benefit of the discovery cbtained from othexs.

The pretext for taking Hule's daposition in Hashville, that
it was "almost impossible” for him to leave fiartselle, Alabama
overnight because he must take care of his 25 year old mother,
was fraudulent, as is shown by the fact that on sovember 15, 1974,
fuie flew to New York for a T.V. interview on Channel 13.

paking Huie's deposition now serves several purposes which
are in the interest of justice. First, it eaables petitioner to
perpetuate Hule's testimony for use in any future proceedings in
the district court. Second, such a deposition will enable peti-
sioner to demonstrate to the Sixth Cireuit how essential it was
for petitioner to have Huie testify and be subjected to cross-
axamination after thers had bean emmpiianea with the court’s dis-
covery orders. 7hird, this deposition wiilvﬁhuw that the court
in its decision relied upon testimony by uitﬁakses such as Arthux
Hanes and Percy Foreman which was not trus. iar example, Huie's
asotes whiech are attached bersto as Exhibits A and B show that
guie 4id raiss the guestion of Ray's takﬁkg the witness iﬁand with
his attornsys. This by jtself is sufficient to astablisﬁ a ¢0n~
£lict of interest on the part of Ray's attorneys of such a nature
that it reguires that his tainted guilty plea be held involuntari-

ly enterad.

JA&ES HIRAM LES&R
Counsel for Petitiomer
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This cause came on to be heard on motion of petitioner for
leave to take the deposition of William Bradford Huie, and it
vawmg- ta the court than an appeal is now pending from the
judgment of this court entered February 27, 1975, and that per-
 petuation of the testimony of the said william Bradford Huie is
 proper to avoid a failure or delay of justice, in that because of
his age, death or sickness might deprive petitioner of his testi~
‘mony should this case be remanded to the district court for fur-
ther proceedings, and in that said deposition might be helpful to
petitionexr in Mltra’ew to the Court of Appeals that he was
| denied a full and fair evidentiary hearing,

IT IS ORDERED that petitioner is granted leave to take the
deposition of William Bradford Huie in accordance with the pro-
| visions of the Pederal Rules of Civil Procedure.

Dated: _ . 1975
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EXEIBIT C

AFPIDAVIT OF JAMES HIRAM LESAR

I, Jemes Biran lLesar., beliny first duly sworn, state as
follows:

1. I am attorney for Jawes Harl Ray. In preparing Ray's
habeas sorpus petition, I drew up an affidsvit for his brother,
Jerry William Ray, to sign. That affidavit, based on Harold
Weishberg's interview of Jerry Ray in Hay, 1972, was signed by
Jerry Ray on August 25, 1872. Paragraph 5 charges that at the
Hovember 1, 1965 meeting between William Bradford duie and Jerry
Ray in Huntsville, Alabamas

Huie told me that Hanes was having probless
with my brother James because James insisted
on taking the stand in his own defense. Huie
said that it wouldn't help if James took the
stand aryway. Uuie stated that he was the omnly
one who could help James. He endeavored to get
me to talk to James about not taking the stand,
saying: “When you leave here, I want you to do
two things. I want you to go see James and tell
him we don't want him on that stand. Also, you
tell James, whichever way he wants it, we're
goiny to give him $12,000. We'll give it to
you, give it to James, or give it to anybody he
wants to.” This wmoney was to be given on the
condition that James wouldn’'t take the witness
82“”.

2. Paragraph 9 of Jerry Ray's affidavit states that after
the Buntsville meetiny he went to see James Earl Ray and told
nim "to fire Hanes because Buie, not Hanes, was running the case.”

3. 1In November, 1973, I obtained some notes belonging te

Jerry Lipson, a reporter formerly with the Chicago Baily News

whoe covered the trial of James Earl Ray for that paper. Attached
hereto as BExhibit » is a copy of oane page of those notes.
4. The most significant part of Mr. Lipson's notes reads

as follows: “Huie gave Jerry offer §12,000--Hov. stay~-Alabama




persuade James stay off stand 'I went down told Jimmy isn't best
thing vou could do get rid of B & B [Hanes & Hule]l. lst thing
know gonna have you strapped in chair, lst part of Yovember.”
Another note reads: "Buie was boss--told Hanes what to do.”

5. Mr., Lipson has confirmed to me that these are his notes.
He is uncertain as to the date when they were taken. However,
from internal evidence I believe they wers taken during a conver—
sation with Jerry Ray sometime after Rev. Bevel's visit to see
Jamoes Barl Ray 9a'danuary'23, 1369, and sometime prior to the
March 10, 1369 gueilty plea.

T JAMES HIRAH LESAR

kefore me this day of Hay, 1975, deponent JAMES
BIRAM LESAR has appeared and signed this affidavit, first having
sworn that the statements made therein are true.

ROTAR PUBLIC 1§ AND FOR THE
SISTRICT OF COLUABIA

Hy commission expires on ¢
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EXHIBIT E

8 | CHICAGO SUN-TIMES, Thurs., Mar. 13, 1969

KUP'S COLUMN'

)
Author William Hradiord (Hme. ~who pf
ably has had more connmuaication with Ja:“
Earl Ray thun uny other person uwbout |
slaving of Dr. Martin Luther King Jz., 1J
mystified about the possibility of a (0\“}"1[‘5
as the rest of us. Huie has had convepsatic
with Ray, exchange of letters and t'r[
of the informution culled by Ruy's

bene!
({torney

add.Lon he paid R.; $40,000 for mformmon abour th:
tioa of Dr. King. Ra‘ kept none of that money—$20, 020l
to Haies and $10,009 as partial payment to Foremarn. E
“FOR THREE '\IO\THS, I NEVER DOUBTED THAT n.
was a conspiracy,” Huie told us. “Now I'm not so sure. BL_%

‘my investigation will continue because of the many unans uerf"2

questions in this mysterious case.” Ray has indic nts\. to Hui
that he will continue to answer his questions posed in writurn
“Ray, as an old jailbird, i§fep smart to answer any 4u%ncrz
from the law ambonwof\\‘ tote told us. “He knows that urdw
the Supreme COQBrulmg he ;i vsn't have to talk. He has

u.ed to anybody conn t\‘d'\ ke law, not even Fred \mso
Jr. e Justic ’( nem \\ho flew to Londo'x to interrogat
him. B\,[ Ray mll ta“\ to me—for money.’

HUIE, WHO IS CO\IPLE]I\G A DOOK ON RAY tl[':‘u, “Hey
Slew the Dreamer” (from the Book of Genesis de_lma witb
Joseph), says, “Ray has told me 2 ér:‘;t many
detailz, but he studiously has amu.ed impl‘
catinz others.” Yet, Huie won’t rest until he
finds tha answers to these my sfgnouc circum-
Stances:

A WIINESS TESTIFIED thar she saw 2
man much smaller than Rav run fiom the
bathroom from which the fatal shot was fired.
Later, when Ray’s car was found, police dis-
covered in the trunk clothing of a muck
smaller man. Kl

Ray, according to \vxtnecses never visited
the rooming house aéross from the motel in which Dr. King
was staying. Yet, he knew exactly what room to ask for so he
would be in position to fire the fatal shot. Ray explained this
by teliing Huie, “I was told which reom to ask for.”

Ray didn’t smoke. Yet the ashtrays in his car, when recovered
by police, were filled with cigaret stubs and ashes.

Ray’s escape; $rom Memphis to London by way of Canaca was
much too complicated for his simple mind. Huie believes the

le

%

_escape route,was prearranged. |

o

HUIE ALSO CONJECTURES T}HT RAY did not warnt to
plead gml&fr “but was talked into it.”” According to the author,
Ray Is “yise enough to know that even if he were sentenced
to deatl:/ he wouldn't die in the electric chair—nohedy dles in

1
the eleftric chalr any more” Hule belicves the At |

e



EXHIBIT F

HE SLEW THE DREAMER 181

more than what I said to him. I showed him the contract between
me and Ray. Then I said:

I don’t want any secrecy about this contract, Judge. I'm show-
ing it to you, and I'll show it to any reporter who wants to see it.
This contract is an effort to do what your court can’t do: to find
the truth about why Dr. King was murdered. When you try Ray
your trial will be necessary but disappointing because you can
establish only what is already known: that Ray came to Memphis
and killed Dr. King. At great financial cost you will spend weeks
hearing witnesses from five countries give testimony which already
has been published. And after your trial every thoughtful Ameri-
can, white and Negro, will feel cheated because you will not have
answered the question that matters most: why?

The judge broke in to agree with me: the only time he ever
agreed with me. “I agree with you,” he said. “I agree with you that
such a trial doesn’t produce truth. All we can get are a few facts
and perhaps a conviction. But we can’t get much truth.” Then I
said:

You know that, Judge, and I know it because we are involved.
But most everybody else, not being involved, believes that “every-
thing comes out at the trial.” Everything doesn’t come out because
our trial system is wrong. It produces only disappointment and
fills our prisons with hopelessness. As the judge in this trial you
should be able to call Ray to the witness stand. You should be
able to explain to him that your court’s judgment of him, the
conditions under which he will be incarcerated, the nature of the
effort to rehabilitate him, will all depend on how effectively he
cooperates in helping your court to understand the crime and the
reasons for and the extent of his participation.

But you can’t do that. Before you Ray will be no more than an
occasionally interested spectator. He won’t even be in jeopardy
because how can he fear a sentence of extra years in prison?
Whether you give him ten years or a hundred years is meaning-
less. He can’t live to serve the years already against him. He
doesn’t fear execution; he knows you aren’t going to execute him
even if you pass such a sentence on him. So your trial can result
only in disappointment and exacerbation of the racial conflict.

Since you have these limitations, sir, I'm trying to complement
you. I'm trying to do what you can’t do. And I don’t see why my
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effort should conflict with yours. I think my effort should have
your cooperation.

By then Judge Battle had decided that I was a threat to his plan
to improve Tennessee’s image. He felt sure I was leading up to
“one more journalist’s request to interview Ray.” His answer was
no. Then I continued:

But, Judge, I'm not requesting that I be allowed to interview
Ray. I concede that I have no such right. But the State of Ten-
nessee clearly recognizes Ray’s right to confer with me. The law
says that any prisoner has the right to confer with his business
partner or with anyone with whom he has contractual obligations.
Ray had a valid and proper contract with me under which he gets
the money to pay for the defense of his life.

I’m not asking you for anything. I'm telling you that Ray’s law-
yer will formally request that you comply with the law and recog-
nize Ray’s right to confer with me. If you deny Ray’s right to talk
with me now, at what stage in the proceedings will you recognize
his right? After the trial begins? After the jury has been seques-
tered? After he has been sentenced?

The judge took the matter under advisement. Later I brought to
his attention the fact that Sirhan, prior to his trial, was being al-
lowed to confer frequently with a writer who had a contract sim-
ilar to mine with Ray. I said: “Judge, it’s difficult for me to under-
stand why Ray should be denied a right which is freely granted to
Sirhan. Is Ray a more dangerous criminal than Sirhan?”

Judge Battle gave me an answer which will always puzzle me. He
said: “I guess the court can be lenient in handling Sirhan because
there are not many Arabs in Los Angeles.” He must have been
contrasting the small number of Arabs in Los Angeles with the
large number of Negroes in Memphis. But how that related to Ray’s
right to talk with me—1I can’t figure it out. I said:

Well, Judge, I wish I had time, in Ray’s behalf, to take this is-
sue to the Supreme Court of Tennessee and, if necessary, to the
Supreme Court of the United States. If you continue denying
rights to Ray, and continue trying to jail reporters [he had held
two Memphis newspapermen in contempt], you are going to dam-
age Tennessee’s image more than the Scopes trial ever did.
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tell the judge in a St. Louis courtroom he felt he had not been
represented properly, and asked that his court-appointed attorney
be dismissed from the case. The judge overruled his request, but
the attorney was relieved after Ray’s conviction, and Ray himself
argued his appeal before the Missouri Supreme Court. He lost.

Ray tried to fire Richard D. Schrieber nine years ago, just be-
fore the closing arguments to the jury in his armed robbery trial.
Mr. Schrieber remembers Ray as “a jailhouse lawyer . . . he
pretty well ran his own trial. He knew what he wanted to do, and
I pretty well had to go along with it.” Mr. Schrieber said Ray took
the witness stand. in his own defense although he (Mr. Schrieber)
advised against it “in the most vigorous language possible.”

“When Ray took the stand,” recalls Mr. Schrieber, “of course
the prosecution was then entitled to bring out his past criminal
record before the jury. This utterly stupid action by Ray resulted
in his getting the maximum sentence of 20 years, while his accom-
plice was sentenced to only seven years.” Ray was convicted in
December, 1959, of the armed robbery of a St. Louis Kroger
store. It was this 20-year prison term he was serving when he
escaped from the Missouri State Penitentiary on April 23, 1967.

Ray’s dissatisfaction with Mr. Hanes’s strategy in the present
case was first revealed several weeks ago when Mr. Hanes told
Criminal Court Judge W. Preston Battle that “serious differences
have arisen between my client and myself, and it may be neces-
sary for me to withdraw as defense counsel.” At that time it was
understood that Ray and Mr. Hanes had argued over bringing in
another attorney, and over whether Ray should take the stand in
his upcoming trial. Ray said yes, Mr. Hanes advised no.

That story shows that Ray in 1959 was willing to hurt himself
to get attention. He was being tried for the crime which, as I have
reported, he said he couldn’t deny but would never admit. To get
off with no more than a seven-year sentence, he had only to say
nothing during the trial. As long as he said nothing, the prosecu-
tion was handicapped by not being able to present his criminal
record to the jury. But at the price of having to fire his lawyer, he
took the stand. The prosecution then had him describe to the jurors
all his previous crimes, and his years at Leavenworth, and the
prosecution read to the jurors the psychiatric judgments that “this
prisoner seems unlikely ever to be able to adjust successfully to life
outside an institution.” Then the jurors gave him 20 years. A crim-
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inal who wanted attention that much in 1959 might want it enough
in 1968 to murder Dr. King. And when he went to trial for Dr.
King’s murder, certainly he would insist that he must take the
stand.

All three of the Ray brothers believed they had won a great vic-
tory in getting rid of Mr. Hanes and persuading Mr. Foreman to
take his place. They thought this famous and rich Texan would in-
ject new drama into the case, get Jimmy acquitted, make the Rays
rich, famous and free, and do it all at his own expense. How could
they have known that they were about to be hit by a Texas twister:
that four months later James Earl Ray would be in the Tennessee
State Prison for life, robbed of his chance to take the stand before
the world, shorn of his last hope of wealth, and John and Jerry
would be back in St. Louis, dejected, wondering “how in the hell
we could have been so mistaken about Foreman?”

Somehow the Rays had assumed that I was a casualty of the
change in lawyers, that my contract depended on Mr. Hanes’s re-
maining in the case, and that now they could make a new contract
with someone else and keep all the money. How could the Rays
have known that in my first telephone conversation with Mr. Fore-
man he would say: “Now, you know, of course, that I'm depend-
ing on you for my fee. So tote that bale, boy! Get to work!”

Early on Wednesday morning, November 27, 1968, I met Mr.
Foreman at the statue of the Texas Ranger at the Dallas airport.
We drove to Fort Worth, where he made a brief courtroom ap-
pearance. Then we had lunch, and all together, we talked for sev-
eral hours. I said:

Percy, I have made a serious mistake. In September and early
October I believed that the decision to kill Dr. King was made in
New Orleans by someone other than Ray. I believed that on March
21st, when Ray spent the entire day in New Orleans, he was di-
rected to do the killing. On March 22nd he began stalking Dr.
King and spent the night in Selma. I studied some of Ray’s move-
ments in New Orleans on March 21st. I believed the FBI would
make an arrest in New Orleans. In addition, when Art Hanes
showed Ray the witness list Ray was interested only in certain
witnesses from Louisiana. None of the other witnesses interested
him, but he looked carefully at every name from Louisana. Then
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the psychiatrists in Missouri who had examined Ray told me:
“From what we know of him it’s hard for us to believe he was
capable of the initiative required to commit such a crime. We have
to believe that he was directed.”

So in what I wrote in September I supported conspiracy. My
articles were useful in that I presented Ray as a human being, and
I revealed places he had been and things he had done which the
FBI didn’t know about. The FBI didn’t even know that he had
plastic surgery until I told them. But all that docsn’t justify my
mi.stakc of plugging conspiracy. Surc there may have been con-
spiracy in the strictly legal sense that one or two other men may
have had prior knowledge. But not in the sense that so many pco-
ple want to believe, or that I implied.

Now I wish that I had never gone into this case at all. A lot of
nonsense is being talked about the value of my rights to “the
story.” The story is of relatively little value because it’s only the
story of another Oswald, another Sirhan, another twisted nut who
kills a famous man to get on television. That’s all there is to it.
I'm going to complete a book for what it’s worth, and try to pre-
sent a true picture of a twisted nut and all the damage he can do.
But far from making any money, I don’t expect to get back what
I will have spent.

And speaking of mistakes, I believe you’ve made one. This is
not your sort of case. You let them get you to Memphis where
the old fire horse couldn’t resist another race to the fire. But a week
?fter you begin trying to work with Ray you’ll know that there
is no defense, and you’ll be as sick of the case as Hanes was. You
did Art a favor by replacing him; you just haven’t realized it yet.

Mr. Foreman liked my three-way contract with Ray. All he
wanted was for Mr. Hanes to get out so he could have what Mr.
Hanes had had. “I like the idea of owning 60 percent of one of your
books,” he said, “while you own only 40 percent. So you get Hanes
out and let me in, then, goddam it, get to work and write us a good
book and make us a good movie and make us some money.”

“I don’t mind you having the money,” I said. “But your client
hasn’t met his obligations. I want to know how, why and when he
decided to kill Dr. King.”

“He may be incapable of telling anybody that,” Mr. Foreman
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said. “You know why he did it. 've scen him only bricfly, and I
alrcady know why he did it.”

“But I want the particulars,” I said. “And I expect you to get
them for me. If you want me to work for my 40 percent, goddam
it, I expect you to work for your 60 percent.”

In December Mr. Foreman had pneumonia and lost a month’s
work. But on Friday, January 24, 1969, he flew into Huntsville
airport, where I met him and we talked for another four hours be-
tween planes. The result was that on January 29, 1969, we signed
a four-way amendatory agreement under which Mr. Hanes “got
out” by transferring all his rights to Ray, and Ray reallirmed all
his grants to me, with all actions being approved by Mr. Foreman.
Then on February 3, 1969, Mr. Foreman plucked Ray clean by
having him sign a notarized two-way agreement which reads in
part:

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: That I, James
Earl Ray, presently in Memphis, Shelby County, Tennessee, for
and in consideration of his agreement to represent me at the
trial or trials of any cases presently pending against me in
Shelby County, Tennessee, have signed over, given, conveyed and
transferred, and do by this instrument here now give, assign,
set over and transfer to Percy Foreman, of Houston, Harris
County, Texas, all of my aforesaid right, title and interest in and
to the proceeds that would otherwise have accrued to me pursuant
to said Basic Agreement and to said Amendatory Agreement, and
to all of my rights thereunder as well as to any other right or
rights that might be or have been mine because of the writing and
subsequent publication of such writing by said Author William
Bradford Huie, whether included in said assignment by the said
Hanes to me under the Amendatory Agreement of January 29,
1969, or otherwise, said assignment and transfer herein to the
said Percy Foreman being absolute and irrevocable, and I here
now authorize and direct any person, firm or corporation having
funds due and owing me by virtue of said Basic Agreement, or
otherwise owing to me because of the writings of said Author, to
pay the same to the said Percy Foreman, at his office in Houston,
Harris County, Texas, in his own name and as his own property.

I read that agreement with dismay because with it went my last
hope of ever being able to exert financial leverage on Ray. It’s hard



