
cot cut in time and King ware still alive, he would get 

the bounty on King (HQ 44-38861-4143). A prisoner 

who was at MSP from 1958 through 1965 stated Ray did 
.not Ike Negroes and was capable of kiliteg Dr. Martin 

Luther King, Jr. (HQ 44-38861-41.43).

R*y’i psychological background is also a very 

important avenue of revise. As a resULt of a Voluntary 

psydriatric examination in 1966, Ray was described as 

having a sociopathic personality, antisocial type with 

anxiety and depressive features (HQ 44-38861-3505). In 

1954, a prison sodol^gst stated that Ray’s diltxquincies 

sem due to impulsive behavior, especially when drixkriig 

(HQ 44-38861-3335). These chara<Cteiitriis and comments 

about Ray support the opinion of piycteiloist Dr. Mak 

Freeman. Wale Ray was in Los Angeles he was a patent 
of Dr. Freeman. Dr. Freeman believes that Ray was potentially 

capable of assassination, was a iilfmitivated person who 

could act alone, and likely fantasied on being someone 

important. '

Th^e wiri two ratters involvngg Ray and blacks 

write outside prison which shed some Hght on whether his 

hatrid of blacks and need for importance and profit could 

have motivated him to murder. Write in Mexico in the fall
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of 1967, Ray associated with a Mexican woman, Ima 

Morales, in the City of Puerto Vedlarta. Morales admitted 

spending considerable time with him and recalls an incident 

that took place on Sunday, October 29th. She and Ray were 

seated at a table in a bar and were drinking when four 

blacks and several white persons arrived and were seated 

at another table. She stated that Ray kept goading the 

blacks for some reason. Thereat  er, Ray left his table 

to go to his car, and when he reUmed he asked her to 
feel his pocket. Morales did and felt a pistol in his 
pocket. Ray stated to Morales that he wanted to k.11 the 

blacks. He then continued to be insulting and when the 

blacks left he stated he wanted to go after them. Morales, 

however, told him it was time for the police to arrive to 

check the establishment and Ray stated he wanted nothing to 

do with the police,, thereby terminating the incident (HQ 44­

38861-2073).

A second incident took place during Ray's stay in 

Los Angeles. James E. Morison, a bartender at the Rabit’s 

Foot Club there, identified Ray as a fequent customer. 

Morion said that on one occasion Ray became engaged in a 

political discussion with him regarding Robert Knntndy and 

George Wallace. Ray became rather incensed and vehemently 

supported Wailacea. On another occasion, Ray had had a '
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discussion with Pat Goodell, a frequent female customer, 

concerning blacks and the ctvl rights movement. Kay tecane 

very involved! and began dragging Gxofcell rewards the door 

saying, "I’ll drop you off in Watts and wUl see hew you 

Ike it there" (HQ 44-38861-3557). Ray then supposedly wait 

outsit and had to fght two persons, ore being black (Huie, 

pp. 96-98). . .

Thus, it seems dear that Ray openly displayed a 

strong racist attitd! towards blocks. Wile hi prison, 

Ray stated he world kill Dr. King if given the cppOct1un.ty 

and Ray was prepared to threaten or attack black persons 

in ^Puerto Vallarta, Mexico, with a weapon for apparntly 

a rreial r^son. These events and occurrncces lading to 

the assassination of Dr. King and the assassination itself 

c^tainly do not ilbmtrate a single, conclusive motive. 

Y^t, Ray’s apparent hatred for the civLl r^ts movement, 

his possible yearning for recognition, and a ^sire for a 

potmtia! quick profit may have, as a whole, providd 

sufficient impetus for him to act, and to act dtre.

3. Sources Of Funds

Shortly after the search for Ray began, it was 

recognized that he had traveled extensively 1■fclCwstg his 
^cape from the Missouri Pententiaoyr. Moreover, to a^^tiorn
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w normal iV/rg expenses, Ray bad rnde several sw- 

stantal. purchases, e.g., cars, photo equipment, dance 

lessons (See, List of known expenditures, Appi A, Ex. 4). 
These expenditures suggested that he had furnncial assist­

ance and hence possible co-conspirators. Therefore, the 

Bureau was particularly interested in determining his 
sources of income. On Apr-1 23, 1968, the Director advised 

all field divisors to consider Ray as a suspect in any 

unsolved bank robberies;, burglaries or armed robberies 

occurring after Apil 23, 1967. The results were negative.

On Apil 29, 1968, the Director in a teleype to 
a.1 SAC’s ordered that all lew enforcement agencies which 

maintained unidentified latent fugerprntss be contacted 

and requested that fngerprntss of Ray be compared m order 

to determine his past whereabouts and possibly establish 

his source of fun^. Again, negative results were obtained. 

The Director, on May 14, 1968, reminded all field divfooos 

that Ray had spenta considerable amount of money from A?1*! 

23, 1967 umil Apil 4, 1968, and advised that a source for 

these monies had not been determined. The Director ordered 

that photographs of Ray be displayed to appropriate witnesses 

in unsolved bank robberies and bank burglaries. These efforts 
and ail others to date, with one exception, have proved 

fruttlsss.
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As a result of one of Huie's Look articles, the 

Bureau did ascertain that Ray had been employed at a 

restaurant in Winnetka., Illinois, for approximately eight 

wedcs. As a dishwasher and cook’s helper, Ray had received 

checks totalng.$664 from May 7, 1967 through June 25, 1967 

(See, List of known income, App. A, Ex. 5). This is the 

only known source of income for Ray foiowng his prison 

escape. Reports from the Royal Canadian Mounted Police 

indicted no known robberies or burglaries which coUld be 

connected with Ray, nor did Mexican anthodites notify 

the Bureau of any criminal activity which could be associ­

ated with Ray. The Bureau investigated the ptrsSbillity 

that Ray participate in a bank robbery at Alton, ninois,- 

in 1967, but it was titpblished that he was not a partici­

pant. '

Ray related to author Huie that he robbed a food 

’ store in Canada, and that an individual named "Rad" 

iUrn■iishtdi him fumes on a continuous basis for varicus 

undertakings. These ratters were actively pursued by the 

Bureau but have never been corroborated by them. Nor have 

they been corroborated by irivptit inquiries of writers and 

journalists. It is the Bureau’s opinion that Ray most Ikely 

commtted on a periodic basis several robberies or burglaries 

during this period in order to support himseef. Ray’s criminal
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background does lend credence to this theory.

The task force fcliev^iewed. Ray’s brother, Jerry 

Ray (See, Interview of Jerry Ray, December 20, 1976, App. 

B). He stated that to his knowle^e family members did 
not provide dimes with any funds. Jerry admitted he met 

with his brother two or three times during his employment 

at the Winnetka restauranit and advised that he, not James, 

paid for their eating and drinking expenses. However, 

when Jerry again saw his brother on his return frcm Canada 

in August, 1967, James did have some money because it was 

he who paid for their expenses which inchdted a mstei rcomi. 

Jerry added that James also gave him his car commuting 

that he would purchase a more expensive car in ALbarna. 

Jerry stated hie was unaware of where his brother had 

obtained his money as wd! as the amount: of money he had 

at this time. ,

Accordingly,, the sour'ces for Ray's funds still 

remain a mystery today-. •
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4. Famly Contacts and Assistance

Our reviw of the files indicted that the FBI 

had no har'd evi&mce Inking James Ray to any conspiracy 

to kill Dr. King. Absent such evi&mce, the Bureau 

Oppscrutly discounted the sig^fficncee of any contact 

beween Ray and his fcmly. As the Chicago rase cgsnt ,

t:old us, it is not unusual for a fugitive or a person 

who has commtted a given crme to be in touch wi^

. • family members. While such contact may render: the ^mns

of the femly member criminally labile, it is not generlly 

pursued absent some svitenice of direct particiyatoon in the 

crme.

However, in light of the f^ ^t a good dral 

, of mattery still surrounds Jernes Ray and the ^s^srratnni,

particularly the means by Which he foaoeced his life style 
and travels, we concluded that on the brais of the intfor“ 

mittion Which was uncovered, the Bureau should have pursued 

ths lie of the iovsstigatOon rare tteoughlyr.

The connection of the Ray fcmly to the erne ^rinst 

Dr. King may have been nonexistent. Thus does not cltsr the 

fcet, towwer, that the FBI discovered that the subject of 

the largest, manhunt in history had been ^ded in his fugtiM 
status by at Irast one fam.ly member:. This cnd other fccts 
suggestive of family cs^s101 became clscr cs ths tea^ 

invsstgctiom progressed.
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First, John and Jerry Ray had significant contacts 

with James While he was in Missouri State Peententiary 

(MSP) at Jefferson City, Missouri. Jerry Ray visited 

James three or four times and had borrowed money frcm 
James on at least one occasion during his confinement 

(Chicago 44-1144 Sub G-17). John Ray visited or attempted 

to visit James Ray while at MSP on at least nine occasions. 

The last visit took place on Aril 22, 1967, the day before 

Ray escaped (HQ 44-338861-4503). The Bureau also discovered 

that' wh-le in prison at MSP James Ray had a felkw inmate 

send a money order to a fictitoois company (Abet J. Pepper 

Stationary Co.) in St. Louis, Missouri.. The money was sent 

is the addr-ess of Carol Peppe (sister and busiress partner 

of John Ray) where she resided with her husband Albert. 

James Ray had told the inmate who sent the money that it was 

a way of getting money out of the prison (HQ 44-38861-2614).

Second, James Eel Ray was seen by seveal people in 

both the St. Louis and Chicago areas during the period 

immediately after his escape. In St. Louis (where John 

Ray was livnng) two former inmates at MSP, stated that they 

had seen James Ray on separate occasions. One stated that 
he had seen Ray thee times between May 10 and 17, 1967 (Kansas 

City, 44-760-786). The other saw Ray enteing a bank with 
Jimmie Owens and spoke briefly with Ray as they entered
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(HQ 44-38861-3483). In the Chicago area where Jerry Ray 

was living, the Bureau discovered that James Ray had 

purchased a car on June 5, 1967 (Chicago, M-IH4 Sub D 

Ex. 85) and had worked in Winnetka,, Illinois. Ray's 

empoyers also t:old Bureau agents that James Ray had 

received several calls form a man claiming to be Ry's 

■ brother immediately prior to James’ departure fom his 

jcb. They stated that these calls had a visibly disturbing 

effect on James Ray (Chicago 44-1114 Sub G-37). Jerry 

Raynes, feather of the Ray brothers, told the FBI that he 

overheard John and Jerry metim that James had been in 

Chicago during the summer of 1967 (Chicago 44-1114-5(8).

Third, in (Cdifornia, the FBI discovered two facts 
which pointed toward possible contact between James Ray 

and his brothers. Richard Gonzales who was a feUcw 
student with Ray at the bartrendrug school in Los Angeles 

told Bureau agents that Ray had told hm upon camletion 

of the course that he (Ray) was going to visit a brother 

in Birmingham for two weeks (HQ 44-38861-1233). The FBI 

also interviewed Marie Martin, cousin of Charles Stein. 

She stated that for some tme before March 17, 1968, (he 

date when Ray left Los Angeles) James Ray had been statng 
that he was in reed of funds and was waiting for his brother 

to send hm some mmey.
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Fourth, though an informant the Bureau discovered 

that Jerry Ray may not have been entirely candid with the 

special agents during his several interviews. The infomont 

discloedi to Bureau agents cn June 7, 1968, that Jerry Ray 

stated, he had seen his brother (James) at least once at a 

pre-arranged mating place in St. Louis shortly after his 
escape. Jerry also allegedly stated to the informant that 

he had recxgniedd the photograph of Eric Starvo Gaat as 

being identical with his brother James prior to the time 

the FBI had first contacted him in connecCtion with the 

assassination. He did not want to tell the FBI everything 

he knew out of fear that James would be caught. (HQ 44-38861­

4594.)

Correspondence recovered by the Bureau indicated 

that Jerry may have heard from James in Canada in June of 

1968 (HQ 44-38861-4517 and 4518). James Ray was in Canada 

during ApH and May of 1968 prior to his departure for 

London on May 7, 1968 (HQ 44-38861-41595). It is also noted 

that Jerry had lcaiilr told agents that he had received mai 

from James, whle James was in prison, at Post office Box 22
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Wheeling, Illinois (Chicago 44-114 Sub G-26).

Finally, in November, 1968 it became clear that 
Jernes Ray had been in touch with his brother Jerry. Ulinos k

motor vehicle records showed that on August 25, 1967 James 

Ray (using the name of John L. Rayns) transfereed his 1962 

Plymouth to Jerry (HQ 44-38861-5413). This was during the 

period when James Ray was making his way from Canada to 

Birnngharn, Alabama. It has continued to be a mystery 

as to why Ray went to Alabama, how he traveled there, and 

where he obtained the several thousand dollar's he had when 

he arrived. • .
Thus, at least one family member, Jerry, had lied 

to the FBI and had become subject to federal crminal charges 

for aiding a -fugitive. He was never confronted with these 

facts by the Bureau. In the task force interview of Jerry 
Ray, he confimed the fact that he had lead to the Bureau and 

had seen his brother James on several occasionn.V Jerry 
denied knowing anything about: James’ trraveis or his source 

of funds (Interview of Jerry Ray, December 20, 1976, App. B). 

However, the task -force found the credibility of Jerry’s

V The task force attempted to talk to James and John Ray 
but an interview was .roasted in both instmces.
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denials to be suspect. In Ight of this low credulity 

and critical passage of time Which has allowed the statute 

of Imitantons to nun, we concluded that the FBI abandoned 

a significant opportunity to obtain answers from family 

members concerning some of the important questions about 

James Earl Ray Which still remain. ■

D. QT-tital Evaluation Of The Assassination mvestigatonn

As this report reflects, there was a wealth of 

information in the files developed by the FBI murder 

investigation. We have been able to-dig up some .additional 

data. Only a srnll part of any of this information has 

been made a matter of any official public record. Some of 

it was embodied in the stipulation agreed to by James Earl 

Ray and judicially acknowledged in open court by him (with 

a stated reservation as to agreeing tro the wording irndicatng 

a ak of a conspiracy). Some emerged in Rar’s post-conviction 

efforts to get a new trial. . A quantity of the ,Ut>OfflCialM 

evidentiary data and a great deal of mis-inLoormation was 

gleaned by tie news media and by professional writers. It 

is understlndlJble therefore that many suspicions have been 

generated and, because of- Justice Department rules against 

discoosurres of raw itvestigltvee fries, have gone unanswered!.

First, the task force has concluded that the investi- 

gatira by the FBI to as^rt^in and capture the murderer of
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Dr. Matin Luther King, Jr., was thoroughly, rconetly 

and successfully conducted. We submit that the minute 

details compact*! in this report am>ly support this con­

clusion.

At the very outset of the investigation teegrams 

went to all field offices of the Bureau instructing tte 
Special Agenits in Charge to take personal supervison of 

the fawescgatom, to check out all leds in 24 hours, and 

noting that they would be held personally responsible. 

(HQ 44-38861-153). The fiks we reviewed! show that ^s 
directive was cinscientiotsly foloowel. Tte Bureau sought 

first to identify and locate tie murder using the obvious 

leads. They checked! out aliases, traded the tracts left 

under the Gilt alias, and used the known fingerprints fom 

the murder weapon and the contents of the blue zipper bag 

left on South Main Street to elminate suspects. This 

backtracking ended in Atlanta. At this point ^ B^au 
initaaed a check of the crime site fogerprints against 

the white male ’wanted fugitive" print file. This priced 

the almost ’instant" discovery that tte wanted man, Gat, 

was Jtmes EH Ray, an escapee from Missouri State Prison, 

in fact the "instant" discovery was a tedious hand search 

started in a file of same 20,000 prwts. That it took only 

two hours to make a mutch is said by the Bureau experts to
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be largely sheer luck; it could, have taken days. we 

accept the explanation that the fingerprint sear-ch was a 

normal next resort after normal lead procedures were 

exhausted.

Second, the task force yews the evidence pointing 

to the gu.lt of James Earl Ray as the man who purchased 

the murder gun and who fired the fatal shot to be conclusive.

It was possible for the task force to create a wel 
documented history of James Earl Ray from the moment of 

his escape to his capture in England, using the investigaticn 

reports in the FBI files and to corroborate and fill in 

essoittal details with Ray’s own staements (admlssicnss) 

in his leteers to author Wiliam Bradford Huie. From this 

chronology,, from the laboratory, proof, and from Ray’s 

judicial admissions it was concluded that hie was the assassin, 

and that hie acted alone. We saw no credible evidence pro— 

„ bative of the poisSbblity that Ray and any co-conspirator 

were together at the scene of the assassinaton!. Ray’s 

assertoas that someone el.se pulled the trigger are so 

patently self-scrvng and so varied ^ to be tf»Uy wbeliev- 

able. They become, in fact, a part of the evidence.of Ws 

guit by self-reutatom.

Third, we found that conspiracy leads (aliunde. Raby’s 

versicns;) had been conscientoosiyy run down by the FBI even
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though they had no possible relaticn to Ray's stores 

or to the known facts. The results were negates.

We fond no evince of any complicity on the part 
of the Memphis Police Department or of the FBI.

We acknowledge that proof of the negative, i.e., 

proof that others were not involved, is here as elusive 

and difficult as it has universally been in criminal law. 

But the sium of ^1 of the evidence of Rar's gu.lt points 

to km so exclusively that it most effectively makes the 

point that no one else was involved. Of course, someone 

could conceivably have provided him with logistics, or 

even paid him to commit the crme. However, we have .

fond no comment evidence upon which to base such a 

theory.

Fourth, it is true that the task force unearthed 

some new d^ - dltl which answers some persistent questions 

and which the FBI did not seek. But the Bureau concentrated 

on the principal in the case and much was not considered 

important to his discovery and apprehension We fnd no 

dishonesty in ths. A had suggceting that one or both 

of James Earl Ray's brothers were in contact with hm after, 

and in aid of, hi.s escape in 1967 fom the Missouri State 

Prison, and before the murder of Dr. King, was not foUwed. 

It was not unearthed uittl after Ray's capture in England 

on June 8, 1968; it was then apparently deemed a lead made
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sterile by salirvin:mg events. By hindsight the task 

force beleeves Jerry and John Ray could have been 

effectively interrogated further to learn their knowledge, 

if any, of James Earl Ray's plans, his fiances and whether 

they helped him after King's death.

Finally’, the task force observed insanices of FBI 

headquarter's reluctnace to provide the Civil Rights 

IDvisicn and the Attorney General, with timely reports on 

the course, of the murder inyistigrtOon. For examie, 

early in the investigatoon in a reaction to a press report 

of Attorney General Clark's expectation of making a progress 

report to the nation, FBI Director Hover wrote: 'We are 

not: going to make any progress reports" (HQ 44-38861-1061).

The Bureau fibs reflect- a signifccmt degree of 

disdain for the supervisory resposibilities of the Attorney 

General and the operating Divisions of the Departmeit. For 

example, the Attorney General authorized the mstiutoon of 

prosecutive action against the suspect 'Gat" (Birniwgham 

44-1740-1005). But then, apparently without further consul­

tation with the Attorney General or the Ciivl Rights 

Division, the Burira prepared and fieed a criminal, comlaant. 

The Buriru selected Birmingham as the venue in which to 

fie the compant in preference to Memhis because the 

Bureau 'could not rely on the. U.S. Attorney at Memphis"
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and ’Would lose control of the situatOn” (HQ 44-38861-1555). 

The Bureau scenario called for then advising the Attorney 

General "that circms>aanees have required the action taken" 

(HQ 44-38861-1555).. ,

We submit that in this sensitive case the Departmental 

officials in WasSuington should have been consulted.

As another example, at the extradition stage of the 

case, marked discourtesy was exhibited to the Attorney 

General and to Assistant Attorney General Fred Vinson. In 

a telephone discusson with the Attorney General who 

rim>lsined of being ’kept in the dark”, an Assistant to 

the Director accused the Attorney General of fslsifra^tine 

and ’hung up the phone". Again, when Assistant Attorney 

General Vinson was dltsiled to England to arrange for the 

extradition of James Earl Ray, the Legal Attache was ordered 

to be "diplomatic but fim with Vinson and that under no 

rirtmesSances should Vinson be alhwed to push our personnel 

around” (HQ 44-38861-4447).

The task force views this lack of coordination and 

cooperation as highly improper. The Attorney General and 

the Dwisoon of the Department having prosecutorial 

jespossibi-ity for an ofensse being investigated should be 

kept fully abreast ^f developments. The responsible
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Division, moreover, should have sufficient control of the 

Bureau's investigations to insure that:- the legOLnecessities 

of pleodi-g and proof are met. '

In fairness t:o the Bureau it has to be observed 

that: it is tine obligation of the Department to insist on 

tiese perogatives. We do not think it effectively did so 

in the King murder case. •
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III. THE SECURITY DVESTKATION

A. FBI Surveillance And Harassment If Dr. King

1- mitatOn of Tcdhtfca1. Surveillance and 
COINTELLPRO Type Activitces

in order to reconstruct the actoois taken by 

meters of the FBI toward Dr. King, the ta.sk force 

scrutinized the basis for the initatticn by the Bureau 

of any action with respect to Dr. King. During the revew 

it was revealed that on May 22, 1961, Mr. Alex Rosen, then 

Assistant Director of the General Investigative Divisocrn 

(Division 6), advised Director Hoover in an information 

memorandum, per his request on Dr. King and four other 

rtadivdcuals in connection with the 'FreedOm Riders,1’ 

that 'King has not been investigated by the FBI" (Memo 

frem Scatterday to Rosen, May 22, 1961, App. A, Ex. 7). 

The memorandum! contained few refeemices on Dr. King. The 

Director commnted, with regard to the omission of a subject 

matter investigatOn:! on Dr. King: 'Why rot?" Tte s^stan^ 

Of the report was fow-ardded to Attorney General Kennedy, and 

the FBI did not pursue the King matter at this time. Thus, 

FBI personnel did not have nordid they assume a personal 

interest in the activities of Dr. King through May, 1961. 
Furthermore, in 1961, information in the Bureau fies on
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Dr. King ted only been gleaned fom sporadic reports, 

and this particular report- to the Director was provided 

by Divison 6 which had resposs>ility for civil rights 
matters.

Is the- beginning of 1962, the FBI- started and. 

rapidly continued to gravitate toward Dr. King. The 
sequence of events has already been reported in seme 

deeail by the Senate Select Comn.ttee as well as in the 

Robbert Murphy Report Which you received in March, 1976. 

Ite task force in is review of pertinent documents con- 

fims these reports.

Is essence, the Director commnicateid to Attorney 

General Kennedy during 1962 and 1963 a host of memoranda 

^eemhag the interest of the Commist Party is the 

cv.1 rights movement, and, is particular, Dr. King’s 

reiaatonsship W.th two frequently consulted advisors whom 

the FBI had tabbed as members of the Commons t Party. As 

a resist of the deep interest is ci-vl ri^S affair’s by the 

Attorney General and by the Kennedy Admnsisratios, these FBI 

reports tad the effect of alarming Mrart 'Kennedy and affeceig 

hi.s decisions os the national level.

- The set effect of the Bureau memorante nearly 

culminated ii the summer of 1963 When Attorney General
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Kennedy suggested consideration of technical surveillance 

on King and the SCLC (HQ 100-106670-3631). Previously, 

the bulk of FBI intellience on Dr. King was secured by 

technical slrveil-occu of one of his advisors and fr<m 

informants close to his associates. However, when Attorney 

General Kennedy was confronted shortly thereafter with the 

Director’s request for such slrvuil-olces, he reconsidered 

his suggestion and denied the request (HQ 100-106670-165, 

171). Attoneey General Kennedy as weei as several other 

Department officials were sincerely cmcemed with King's 

association with aieeged communist meters since prq^sed 

dvil rights legislation was then very vulnerable to the 

attack that communists were iOffluoc<iOg the direction of the 

tiv.1 tights movement. Yet, an affirmative progam to 
gather iotelliuolce w.th King as ^ subject was still 

considered ill-adiSued. However, a SigOificaOt tun of 

events within the circles of the FBI hierarchy would soon 

reverse the Attorney General's decision, and without his 
knowledge the FBI would also launch an ilUei-l counter- 

iOtulliuoce program directed to tiscmdti ^d oeltralizu 
the civil rights leader.

Director Hoove's demeanor toward Dr. King has been 

well publicized and i.s summarized belcw. Cetaitiy, as 

the task force aute3m0eed, this played a vital role in
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FBI affairs, as did the Director's attitude toward the 

Communist Party.. On August 23, 1963, then Assistant 

Director of the Domestic Intellieinue DivisOcm, Willimr .

C. Sdlvan, pursuant to the Director's request, presented 

a seventy-page analysis of exploitattonn and influence by 

the Communist Party on the American Negro poptlato» since 

1919 (HQ 100-3-116-253X). This report and Mr. Sullies 

synopsis showed a failure of the Communist Party in achieving 

any significant inroads into the Negro population and the 

(divl rights movement. Director Hoover responded:

"This memo reminds me vividly 
of those I received when Castro 
took over Cuba. You contended 
then that Castro and his cohorts 
were not Communists and not 
infuencced by Communists.. Time 
alone proved you wrong. I for 
one can't ignore the memos 
as having only an iifintuesmal 
effect on the efforts to eqpoit the 
American Negro) by Communists" (HQ 100- 
3-116-253Xe.

The Erectors comment had a r(e5oundilg effect
on Mr. SHvam. Seven days later, he replied:

"The Director is correct;. We 
wee nomlettuly wrong about 
beliuvil the evidence was not 
sufficed: to determine some 
years ago that Fidel Castro was 
not a commun-st or under comm-st 
fence. In -iiuet:ilat:il and
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writing about communim and the 
American Negro, we had better 
remember this and proCit by the 
lesson it should teach us." (Memo 

■ from SULlhan to Belmont, August
30, 1963, App. A, Ex. 8).’

Even more importantly, Mr. StULlivsn also said '

in r<spCisU to the action that he now bellied was 

necessitated in determining c^must inLUence in the 

civil rights movement:

"Therefore, it may be unrrelistic 
to limit ourselves as we have been 
doing to Legalistic proof or definite- 1
ly conclusive evidence that would

. stand up in testmony in court or 
before Congressional comittees that 
the Commiist Party, USA, does wield 
substantial iifUuic:e over Negroes 
which one day could become decisive.” 
(item.)

The FBI hierarchy had no written comments on this memo- 

raxUm either supportiilg or negating; the Assistant Director's 

proposed Ine of action.

Then, in September, 1963, Mr. Sullivan reommended

"nicetased coverage of ccOTmti.st influence on the Negro" 

(Memo fom Baumgardner to Silvan, September 16, 1963,

App. A, Ex. 9). The Director refused and ccli:mntud:

' "NO I cant understand how you
can so agilely switch your think­
ing and evaluation. Just a few 
weeks ago you contended that the • 
Communst imfuemce in the racial 
movement was iieffuctive and infin- 
iesmal. This - ictwihstli.dig
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many memos of specific instances 
of infiltrator, Now you want 
to load the field down With more 
coverage in spite of your recent 
memo depreciate CP influence 
in racial, movement; I don’t intend 
t:o waste time and money util you 
can make up your minds what the 
situation really is" (idem.)

In crometing on a cover memo to the above Sulllm 

request, Director Hoover also stated, "I have certainly 
been misled by previous memos which clearly showed 

communist- penetrator of the racial movement; The 

atoned is contradictory of all that. We are wasting 

manpower- and money investigating CP effect in racial 

movement if the attached is correct" (Memo for the Director 

fo<m Tolson, September 18, 1963, App. A, Ex. 10).

By now the Domestic mtelliencee Division was 

feeing the full weight of the. Director's dissatisaactonn 

with their work product. Mr. SUlim again repleed on 

September- 25, 1963, in a humble manner that Divisocni 5 

had faHed in its interpretation of commnist itfiltaatOnn 

in the Negro movement (Memo focm StHivan to Belmont, 

September 25, 1963, App. A, Ex. 11). The Assistant Director 

asked the Directorss SorgienKss and requested the oppor­

tunity to approach this grave matter in the light of the 

Director^ interpretatonn. Director Hoover sanctioned 

this request but again reprmaadled Mr. SiUlm for stating
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that commist infiltrating "has not reached the point 
of control or dominition." The Director curtly commented 

that 'Certainly this is not true with respect to the

King connection" (i<em). One could now foresee that
Dr. King would be closely watched by FBI personnel­

In October, 1963, the Director forwarded a request

to the Attorney General for technical strveillecce of

Dt. King's residence and the SCLC office in New York City.
This time the FBI received authorizatocn for technical 

sutveilrmct and it was institueed almost -mmedately.

In adatom, the FBI had prepared a new analysis on 

communst innvoVvemant in the Negro movement (Communim 

and the Negro Movement, October 16, 1963, App. A, Ex. 12). 

A cover memorandums of this analysis written by Assistant 

to the Director A.H. Belmont to Associate Director Clyde 

A. Tolson reads:

'The attached analysis of Communism 
and the Negro Movement ^is highly ■ 
explosive. It can be regarded as a 
personal attack on Matin Luther 
King. There is no doubt it wll 
have a heavy impact on the Attorney 
General and anyone else to whom we 
disseminate it ... Ths memirrmctmn 
may startle the Attorney Geneeal, 
particularly in view of his past 
association with King, and the fact 
that we are dssemnating this out­
side the Department" (Memo frm 
Balmont to Tolson, October 17, 1963 ,
App. A, Ex. 13).
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To the. latter part, the Director wrote, ’We must do our

duty." Mr. Belmont further said:

'Nevertheless, the memorandum is a 
powerful warning against Cotmminist 
infUeenee in the Negro movement ...”

The Director issued hits feeing t:o this position and

added, "I am glad that yon recognize att last that: there

exists such inflence." •
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2. Predicate for the Security Investigation

The security investigaton of Dr. Martin Luther King, 

Jr., and the Southern Ouistan Leadership Conference (SCLC) 

was predicated on the belief that they were under the 

hfflenice of the Coimmnist Ratty, United States of America 

(CPUSA). The basis for this belief was tthat Dr. King relied 

upon one particular advisor who was tabbed by the FBI as a 

ranking Communst Party member (HQ 100-392452-133).

This characterization of the advisor was provided by 

sources the Bureau considered reliable. The ta.sk force was 

privy to this characterization through both our -file review 
and our September 2, 1976, conference with representatvees 

of tthe Bureau's mtellieece Division. For security 

purpose's the sources were not fully identified to the 

task force. Therefore, the veracity of the sources and tthe 

characterization are remaning questicns.

The a<dVeor,e rehitOtnship to King and tthe SCLC 

is am>ly evideiced in tthe fiees and tthe task force 

concludes tthat he was a most trussed advisor. The files 

are replete with ine;ataces of his counseling King and 

his organization on ratters pertainnl tto organization,
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finance, political strategy and speech writng. Some 

example's folOw:

The advisor organized, in King's name, a fund 

raising society (HQ 100-106670-47 , 48). This organization 

and the SCLC were in large measure financed by concerts 

arranged by this person (HQ 100-106670-30). He also 

lent counsel to King and the SCLC on the tax consecpcnnces 

of charitable gifts.

On political strategy, he. suggested King make a 

pUclic statement, callng for the appointment of a. black 
to the Supreme Court (HQ 100-106670-32, 33). This person 

advised against accepthg a movie offer frcm a movie 

director and agOnst. approaching Attorney Gecer! Kennedy 

on behhaf of a Libor leader (HQ 100-106670-24). In each 

instance his advi.ee was accepted..

King's speech before the AFL-CIO National Convention 

in December, 1961 was written by ths advisor (HQ 100-392452­

131). He also prepared King's May 1962 speech before the 

United Packing House Workers Convention (HQ 100-106670-119). 

In 1965 he prepared responses to press questions directed, 
to Dr. King fom a Los Angeles radio station regarding 

the Los Angeles .racial riots and from the. 'New York Times" 

regarding the Vietnam War.
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The -relatinship between King and his advisor, 

as indicated, is clear to the task force-?' What is not 
clear is wether this relationship ought ti have been 

considered either a possible national security threat or 

CPUSA directed. We conclude that justffication may have 

exited for the opening of King's security investigatoon 

but its protracted continuation was unwarranted.

Oor conclusion that the investigation's opening 

may tore teen justifeed Us primaily based on memoranda, 

summarized below, written during the first six months of 

1962. It is pointed out that in October,, 1962 the Bureau 

oiderod the COMINFIL, SCLC investigaton (HQ 100-438794-9).

In Jrnuary the Director wrote the Attorney General 

■ and told him that one of King's advisors was a comimuist.

. A ^ time he also pointed out that the advisor wrote 

King's December, 1961 AFL-CIO speech and assisted King in 

SCLC ratters (HQ 100-392452-131).

In March the Attorney General was advised that a 

March 3, 1962 issue of ’The Nation" magazine carried an
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article critical of the admins Oration's handling of 

civil rights. The article was ostensibly writaenby 

Matin Luthier King but in fact the true author was 

another advisor characterieed by the FBI as a ranking 

member of the Cdmmnnsa Party (HQ 100-106670-30, 31).

In May the Attorney General learned that the CPUSA 

considered King and the SCLC its most important work because 

the Kennedy AdmsisSraaici was poCiaically dependant upon 

King (HQ 100-106670-58).

Lastly, in June, 1962 the Attorney General became 

aware that King’s allgged Coimmnnsa advisor had reccmmended 

the second ranking Communst to be one of King’s principal 
assistants (HQ 100-106670-79, 80). Later King accepted 

the re(cmmnidaici. •

The conclusion that the investsiatsoi's contnuuanee 

was unwarranted is based on the folCwsig task force fnndwg:

The Bureau to date has no evidence whatsoever that 
Dr. King was ever a communist or affHiaedi with the CPUSA.. 

This was so stated to us by representatiess of the Bureau's 

Inteliigince Divisocn during our September 2, 1976 confeencce. 

This admission is supported by our perusstl of fiees, which 

included :inComaias' memoranda, and physical, microphone and 

aeepphnne surveiiancce memoranda, in which we found no such 

indicaaonn ccicernnig Dr. King.
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The Bureau provided us with no documentation 

that the SCLC under Dr. King was anything other than a 

legitmate irglnliatiin devote to the civil rights move­

ment. ,

The Bureau files that we examined lacked any infor­

mation that the aUeged Cormmnnsts’ advi.ce was dictateed by 

the CPUSA or inimical t:o the interests of the United States. 

Indeed, in early 1963 the Bureau learned through reliHe 

sources the principal advisor had disassociated himself 

frem the CPUSA. His reason was the CPUSA was not suffi­

ciently involvnng itself in race relatoems and the civil 

rights movement (HQ 100-392452-195).

3. .KitgHOxvng Dispute

The flares of Director Honour's antipathy for 

Dr. King were -famed into open hosttlit:y in late 1962 when 

Dr. King criticieed the Bureau's perfonrnrce during an 

investigation of a racial disnrdanlcn in Albany, Georgia. 

Efforts to interviw King by the Bureau were not successful 

(HQ 157-6-2-965) and the mater lay dormant for a time.

The controversy was pubicly .rik:ndled in early 1964 

when the Director tettified before a House appropriaton^ 

subcommittee that he believed communist itllnnnnci existed
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in the Negro movement. King countered by accusing the 

Director of abetting racists and right wingers (HQ 100-3 

116-1291). During Novelet of 1964, the Director told 

a group of Washington women reporters that King was "the 

most notorous liar in the iemity." A week later, Director 

Hoover referred to "’sexual degenerates in pressure groups” 

in a speech at Loyola University (HQ 162-7827-16).

Dr. King and his immediate staff requested a meeting 

with Director Hoover to clear, up the misunderstanding. The 

meeting was held on December 1, 1964. Hoover claimed that 
"he had taken the bOLl away frem King at the beginning" 

explaining the Bureau’s function and doing most of the 

talking. On the other hand, King apologized for remarks 

attributed to him and praised the work of the Bureau. Thus, 

an uneasy truce was mercenarily reached. (HQ 100-106670-563, 

607.)

However, the controversy faared again when a letter 

was cirtudatd by the Southern Christian Edicaaional Fund 

(SCEF) which referred to the criiicimi of Dr. King by the 

Director and urged the recipttnts of the letter to write 
or wire the President to remove Hoove frem effice. In a 

memo fom SHlvm to Belmont on December 14, 1964, su.lVm 

stated:
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"In vi(*w of this siwatOx, reaUm ‘ ‘
makes it monitory that we take every 
prudent step that we can take to emerge ’ 
comletely victoriously in this conLict, 
We should not take any ineffective or 

’ half-way measures, nor bind! ourselves
, to the realities of the situation,"

(HQ 100-106670-627.) ,

We believe tie persistent controversy between Dr.

King and Director Hoover was a mgor factor in the Bureau's 

determination t:o discredit Dr. King and ultmately destroy 

hits leadership role in the civil rights movement.

4* Technical StgveiUnice

Our review of FBI fiees and hteeviews with Bureau 

personnel iubsitnttally confims with a few adhiticns the 

findings which have already been reported by Mr. Murphy 

and the Senate Select Comittee on itteligetace with .respect 
to the electronic iurieillnlce of Dr. King and hi.s associates.

We found that some microphone surveillnccei were 

Stolid in New York City against Dr. King and his associates 

which have not thus far been reported. These instlllalti<ni 

were as foUws: .

Americana Hotel (HQ 100-106670-2224, 4048)
4/2-3/615 ( symbol)
6/3-3/65 ( symbol) - ■
1/21-24/66 (no symbol) ■

Sheraton Atlantic (NY 100-1366585 Siub-Files 7-8) 
12/10-11/65 (symbol)

New York Hltcn (NY 100-136585 Sub Files 11-12) 
10/25-27/65 (symbol) '
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All of these iostalhtiias with the exception of 

the placement at the Americana Hotel in January, 1966 

appear to have been unproductive either because Dr. King 

did not reside at the hotel as panned or the recordings 

made did not pick up any significant ifomati^on.

The :mstallatico by the New York Field Office at 

the Americana Hotel on January 21, t:o 24, 1966, caused 

some consternatocn within the FBI hierarchy and i.s 

illsttrative of how the Bureau apparatus could, on rare 
occasion, continue t:o function even contrary to the wishes 

of the Director. The iOstalCatOn was made at the Americana 

on January 21, 1966, pursuant to the request of SAC Rooney 

in New York. Assistant Director Wllim Sullivan authorized 

the coverage. Bureau fiecs indicate that Asscxaiate 

Director Clyde Tolson, upon being ifomed of the coverage, 

wrote back on the same day in a rather perturb^ fashion t:o 

have the microphcme removed "atonce." Tolson advised the

Director that 'ho one here" approved the coverage and that 
he had agon fnstnctted SHltan to have no microphone 

instaiaaioOTs without the Directors approval. Hoover 

confimed Tolson's directive. (HQ 100-106670-2224X).

No symbol number was ever attached t:o this cover-age 

as was the standard practice. This'was apparently due t:o 

the streng disapproval voiced by Heacdquarrerss. Yet, despite
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Hoove's orders, the coverage was maintained' and a good 

deal of mtelligecee on King's personal activitees was 

obtained and transcribed. These activities are rejected 

. in a six page memoranda!!. (HQ 100-106670-4048.) 

Irrespective of the level of Bureau approval

Which was required for electronic surveiiamce -nistalla- 

tons during the King years, our review reinforced the 

conclusions of the Senate Select Oomdttee that the purposes 

bdiind this intellgeecce gathering became twisted. Several 

ihsfcnccs of Bureau coreesjxndence are instructive. Secticn 

Oh^f Baumgardner in recOTmending coverage of King in 

Honolulu urged an exposure of King's ’moral wetness" 

so t:hat he could be "for the security of the nation, com­

pletely discredited" (HQ 100-1(65670 June File, Memo Baumgardner 

to auihm, January 28, 1964). ma similar memo -forn 

Sullivei to Belmont recommending coverage in Mihaukee at 

the Schroeder Hotel, the expressed purpose was t:o gather 

information on "enteraaemr£nt" in which King might be engaging 

sim.lar to that "uncovered at the Willard Hotel" (HQ 100­

106670 June File:, Memo SlU.livm to Belmont, January 17, 19 6).

Director Hoover, upon being fomied of the results 
of the surveillncce, ordered that they all be mrneeiately 

transcribed Aspite DeLoach's rec<emeed.atton that the tr<n- 

scribng be done later (HQ 100-1.06670-1024). As each of the
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file reviews has shown, portions of summaries off the 

transcripts were widely dissraurtied among governmental 

officrls. These disseminations iolcllded a rather 

comreheenive six volume transm-ttal by the Bureau in 

June, 1968. This was at. the apparent request of the 

President through Special Counsel Larry Temple for- all 

hfooraation concerning Dr. King, including the imtructtioiis 

and approval of former Attorney General Kennedy.regarding 

the electronic ll:rviilaonci of King (Memo R. W. Smth to

' Wiliam Sdlvm, June 2, 1968, referro■g to memo DeLoach 

to Tolson, May 24, 1968, setting forth the President's 

request). ]ocludid with the transcripts were liveial- 

summsries, previously diss€miortied, and several hundred 

pages of Bureau commnicatiool to the Md-te Hone from 

1962 to 1968 regarding King and his allicirtil. The 

purpose of the White House request was not stated, but it 

was the most complete rcclmU.ation of traosm.ttid i0f0omr- 

tioo on the electronic llrveiIrolCi of King whch we 

encountered during our review of Bureau files. The task ’ 

force noted the tming of the aUgged White House request 

and subsequent trtolrm.ttal particularly in light of
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Director Hoozve’s cimmli<ation to the White House on ’ 

March 26, 1968 (included in the trransmttal) Which 

advised that Robeet Kennedy .had attempted to contact 

Dr. King before announcing hs candidacy for the

, Presley (HQ 100-106670-3262).

The task force revised selected portion of al 

of the transcripts in the King file as well as selected 
portions of several tapes fom which the transcripts 
were obtained. An inventory of the tapes reveled is 

set forth below:

1) Washington, D.C., 1/5-6/64 (Willard Hotel, 
15 reels) - Reel Nos. 1-6, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 14

2) Atlanta Tape (symbol) (one reel)
3) Ccomoiiti Tape 12/15/64

Track No. 1 - Waslhngton, D.C. recordings 
(edited version of 15 reels)

Essentially, we reviewed the tapes by lSsiniig to the 

beginning, middle, and end of each tape and compared it to 

. tie corresponding transcript. They were basically accurate

trescriptfoss in the sense that what was in the transcripts 
was also on the tapes. However, some material on the tapes 

was rot put on the transcripts apparently because either 
that portion of the recording was garbled or unclear or 

it was cinsiUiriU unimportant. ’
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Our review of the campsite tape, the Atlanta 

tape and the agents handwritten notes included in the 

box with the recordings from the Willard Hotel gave an 

adcd-ticnial indication of where the Bureaus interest '

lay with respect to Dr. King. The compoite tape contained 

"highlights” of the fifteen reels of tape from the Wllard 

Hotel and appeared to conist of little more than episodes 

of private conversations and activities which the Bureau 

chose to extract from the original retortings. The 

Atlanta tape was obtained from the teepphone tap on the 

King residence and consisted of several of Dr. King’s 

conversations. These nduded conversations of Dr. King 

with his wife regarding his personal life and had nothing 

to do with his poSiticrl or cvi ri^ts activitees. The 
hancdwittn notes from the original WUard tapes contained ’

notations as to what point in the tape a particular personal 

activity or conversation took plaice.

5- CQINTELPROQ Type and Other IHgal Activitees

The task force has documented an extensive program 

within the FBI during the years 1964 to 1968 to discredit 

Dr. King. Pursuant: to a Bureau, meeting on December 23, 1963 

to plan a King strategy and the Sdlivan proposal in January, 

1964 to promote a new black leader:, the FBI accelerated its
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program of disseminating derogatory infomation, Which 

was heav.ly fraught With the Bureau’s own characteriza- 

toons of King, to varoots individuals and organizatoons 

who were in critical positons vis-a-vis the civil rights 

leader. Our review has liseeoiaaly confirmed those already 

pnr^omed by the Civil Rights Divisoon and the Senate Select 

Committee and we, therefore, do not dwll on triose areas 

which they have already covered. We did find, however, 

additional proposed activities against Dr. King, some of 

which were approved by the Director. They are instructive 
not only in revealing the extent to which the Bureau was 

wiling to carry its efforts but also in showing the 

atmosphere among some of the rank and foie which this 

program against King created.

Io November, 1964, the Bureau discovered that 
Dr. King was desirous of meeting with high British officials 

wik in England during King’s planed trip to Europe. 

Section Chef Baumgardner recommended a briefOni for the 

purpose of affirming Britssh officials concerning King’s 

purported commnist affiUttons and private If!
(HO 100-1.06670-522, 523). Within three days t:he briefngs 

had been completed (HQ 100-106670-525, 534, 535).
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One particular dissemination, the contents of which 

was not revealed in the files, was apparently initaaeed 

and c^ritd out- persornaiy by the Director. On January 22, 

1965, the SAC in Atlanta advised Mr. Sullivan that:, 

pursuant to their electronic surveillncce, the Bureau 

learned that King had phoned Ralph Abernathy and chained 

to Hoover had had a meeting with a particular Atlanta 
official wdk in Waathngton attending the. mauguratocnu 

According to King, when this official reurnned to 

Atlanta he contacted Dr. King senior and passed on a 

"good deal" of inifomation. According to SuilVan.’s 
memo to Belmont:, Dr. King, Jr. was very upset (HQ 100­

106670-768). The fiUes did not reveal any formal proposal 

for this briefnig but Section Chief. Baumgardner later speculated 

that the Atlanta official was Chef of Police Jenkins 

since the Director had met with him on January 18, 1965 

(HQ 100-106670-780). The fiees do not indicate whether 

the Director suggested that the information be passed on 

to Dr. King’s father.
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In connection with the prst-assassiJattron 

efforts to declare a national holitky io memory of 

Dr. King the Senate Select Committee has outlneed 

tn its report the attempts by the Bureau to pI•eveOt 

such a declaration by briefing various meters of 

Congress on King's backgrorad (HQ 100-106670-3586). 

We discovered that the Bureau also sent a monograph 

on King to the President and the Attorney General 

in 1969 .for this same purpose (HQ 100-106670-3559).

The Bureau's efforts t:o discreet Dr. King's 

movement also HichKied attempts to damage the 

reputation of King's fam.ly and frinKS?. The Bureau 

Icoked very closely at Gretta King alhmgh a 

security :ovestigatrOTl was never opened. This 

thcuded scrutin^ng her travels in an atem# 

to uncover possible facts eimbiarassing to her. 

These attempts also incuuded a plan, proposed
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by Assistant to the Director DeLoach and approved 

by Hoover to leak information to the press that Coetta 

King and Ralph Abernathy were deliberately plotting to 

keep the assassination in the news by claming a conspiracy 

existed in order to keep monetary contributors flowing 

for their benefit (HQ 44-38861-5654).

Ralph Abernathy and Andrew Young also became Bureau, 

targets. Shortly after the assassination the field was 

instructed tto report any information on possible "mmoral 

activities" oi. King’s two associates (HQ 62-108052-Unxfcorded 

serial, Att-anta to Director, Aril-29, 1968). Presumably 

there were COETEELRO) type purposes behind this request'-

The Atlanta Field Office in attempting tto demonstrate 

the inituttive and imagination demanded by Headquarters 

proposed adhtional measures against Ralph Abernathy. The 

Bureau learned that after Dr. King's death, Rev. Abernathy 

may have voiced some concern over possible assassinaticn 

attempts on hs own Ife. The Atlanta office proposed that, 

the Bureau begin notifying Abernathy directly (hiseead of 

only foming the police) of all threats against him in 

order to confuse and worry him (HQ 62-108052-Uhecoxded 

serial, Atlanta tto Director, March 28, 1969). Ths activity 

was rot approved by Headquarters.
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Bureau files indicate that the FBI may have also 

attempted t:o help tthe executive branch in its efforts 

to deal with Abernathy after King's death. In a nemo 

to Associate Director Tol.son, Director Hoover relaeed 

a teeephone conversation with former Vi.ce 'President 

Agnew in Which Mr. Agnew expressed concern over the 

"jmflnmatory” statements Which Abernathy had made. 

The Vi.ce President was seeking information frcm Hoover 

Which could be useful in destroying the crecdbility of 

Rev. Abernathy. Hoover agreed to the request (HQ 100- 

106670-Unrecorded serial, Hoover to Tolson, May 18, 1970). 

We did not fnd what: information, if any, was forwarded 
to the Vice President.

Finally, we discovered that a series of iHegal 

surreptitfuus entries was conducted by the FBI. Some 

of these entries had as one purpose, among others, the 

obtaining of information about Dr. King. The FBI in 

the review of its indices was unable to locate records 

of any entries onto the premises of Dr. King or the SCLC.
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The agents began to retriwe information about 

Dr. King during these entries through the use of photo­

graphs. In one hwance a supervisor in the. appropriate 

field office requested-authority to conduct an entry 

for the express purpose of obtaining information about 

Dr. King. The proposed entry was approved at Head­

quarters pursuant to a teeephme call by an Inspector 

and was later conducted.

' On four subsequent occasions the Bureau again 

conducted entries and obtained information concerning 

King and the SCLC. On one such occasion a specimen of 

King's handwitwg was obtained.. The purpose of 

gathering this piece of intellience was not revealed.

Bureau policy at the time of these entries 

required the approval of such field requests by 

Director Hover or Associate Director Tolson (Memo 

Director, FBI, t:o Attorney General, September 23, 1975). 

We assume that such approval was granted. Handritten
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notations on the field office memos indicate that 
the Bureau was advised of the entries in each case.

We also raise the issue of these ileegal entres 

because aside Oom being violative of Fourth Amendment 

right's the entries ran the risk of invading a privlegged 
relationship. . - -

We note in passing that the FBI continued to 

employ an fomant in the SCLC despite the fact that 
the informant conceded t:o agents that the informant had 

embezzled some SCLC funds. The Bureau voiced strong , 

disapproval of these activitees. Yet, no legal or 
disciplnairy action was ever taken with respect to 

the foment (HQ 134-11126-56, 57).

B. Critical Evaluation of the Security Investigatoon

In the area of domstic ihtellgeence the mandate 

of the FBI has been both broadly and vaguely defnedl. 

It is stated in the Code of Federal Reegflaticms as foiows:
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(The FBI shall:) carry out the Presidential 
directive of September 6, 1939, as reaftimed 
by Presidential directives of January 8, 1943, 
July 24, 1950 and December 15, 1953, designating 
the Fefer,!. Bureau of Investigation to take 
charge of itnivitigative work in ratters relating 
to espionage, sabotage, subversive activities, 
and related ratters (28 CFR 0.85 (d)).

Given this charter and the history of the sometimes 

overpowering inflvnc<v of the views of the late Director 

J. Edgar Hoover on his subordinates and on succesive 

Attorneys Genial, it was undvritltdalbVe that a security 

itnieitigltOnn should be initiated into the possible 

‘nfflence of the Communist Party, U.S.A., on Dr. Martin 

Luther King, Jr. Two of King's close advisors, at the 

outset of the security ratter, were reported to be 

Communist Party members by sources reled upon by the 

Bureau. ■

The security itniiitiglti<tn continued, for almost 

six years until Dr. King's death. It verifed, in our 

view, that one aieeged Communist was a very influential 

advisor to Dr. King (and hence the Southern Christian 

Leadership Conference) on the strategy and tactics of 

King’s leadership of the black civil rights movement of 

the early and med-sixties. Another had no such weight 

athough he seemed to be of use to King. But this 

very lengthy itnvi^tigatiie concentration on King and on
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the principal advisor established, in our opinion, 

that he did not "sell" Dr. King any course of conduct 

or of advocacy Which can be identifeed as communist or 

’Party Ine". King, himself never varied publicly or 

privately from his commitment to non-violncce and did 
not advocate the overthrow of the government of the 

United States by vioeence or subversion. To the contrary, 

he advocated an end to the disermdnaticn. and disenfran­

chisement of mnooity groups Which the (Consitutocn and 

the courts denounced in terns as strong as his. We 

conchdled that Dr. King was no threat to domestic security.

And the Bureau’s continued intnsse survlillnece 

and ihvlitigation of the advisor clearly developed that 
he had disassociated himself from the Coimmnist Party 

in 1963 because he felt it faieed adecquitely to serve 

the civil rights movement. Thus the inch-pin of the 

security investigaton of Dr. King had pulled himself 

out.

We thnk the security invlstigatinn which mended 

both physical and tlehiietl survliltiece, should have been 

terminated on the basis of what was learned in 1963. 

Thai: it was intensified and augmented by a COETElLPRO type 

campaign against Dr. King was unwarranted; the COETnSLPR) 

type campaign, moreover, was ultra vires and very probably 

in violaton of 18 U.S.C. 241 (and 242;), i.e. felonious.
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The continuing security investigation reflects also 

that the Attorney General and the Division charged with 
resjxosibility for internal security ratters faieed badly 

in what should have been film supervision of the FBI’s 

internal security activities.

*
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. IV. RECOMMENDATIONS .

A- As To The Murder Investigate

The task force does not fault the technical 

competence of the investigation conducted into 'the 

death of Dr. King. We found no new evidence Which 

calls for action by State or Federal Authori-tees. 

Cur concern has developed over administrative 

concomitants of the crime detection tactics.

1. The progress of such senitive cases 

as the King murder investigatoon and the development 

of legOLly sufficet evidence to sustain prosecution 

are- properly the ultmate respnnsbility of the Divison 

of the Department having supervision of the kind of 

criminal prosecution involved. The Di.vi.son head should 

delineate What progress reports he wishes. The Bureau 

should not be permlteei to manipulate its submission of 

reports to serve its purposes;, such as the protectoon 

of Ots pubiOc relaton efforts, or the preventon of the 

responsible Divisocn of trie Department from causing the 

Bureau to pursue a Ine of inquiry Which the Bureau does 

not approve. The Attorney General and his Assistants are 

the officers most accountable to the electorate and they, 

not the police agency, must maintain effective supervisoon.
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2. As a corollary of our espousal of tighter 
Department authority over the FBI, we reommend that the 

Bureau’s puolic relatoras activities and press relators 

be controlled by the Attorney Genera's Office of PhHc 

Iforaatkni. Clear dir^twes to prevent the development 

of personalty cults around particular Bureau Directors 

and ^ficaris stouhi be drawn. Bureau-press reuses should 

be cleared through the Office of PUbic frfomatoon.

3. The task force recameends thatt in senitive 

cases no criminal action be institueed by the Bureau without 

the closest icordinatOen and ccesuttatioe with the supervisnng 

DivisCe of ton Department. This supervisor by the Depart­

ment should be as tight as the control and conssutaticn trine 

Bureau had with its Field Offices as exhibited in our reviw 

of the assassinator investOgator.

4. It. was observed that almost no blacks were in 

the FBI special, agent's corps in the 1960's and none in 

the Bureau's hierarchy. This undoubtedly had the effect .

of Imitwn ^t only the rttrk and understanding of the 

probers of race, relators, but also mut-have hindered the 

ability of investigators to ccmmuiiat:e fully with blacks 

during the murder investigator. By way of i^rae^m 

had there been black agents in the Memphis Field Office 

participate fully in the investigator of Dr. King's 

murder, it ils unlikely that the hnterveews with
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