application for a duplicate birth cerzificacte in ezch of
these names on April 10 and on the following day had
a passport picture taken in the name of Bridgman and

then to provide a separate mailing address for the

expected replies as to Sneyd, he rented a room at -

962 Dundas Street in the name of Sneyd on April 16th

- (5502; Huie, p.l4l). On the same day he executéd an
application in the name Paul Bridgman with his, Ray's |
102 Ossington Avenue address as the person to be-
notified in case of emergency (Huie, p.143). The
Kermedy Travel Agency of Toronto handled the processing
of the application for Ray (5502). On the 19th Ray
moved to the Dundas Street address (5502).

The fingerprints of "Eric S. Galt' were found to
be a match with those of James Earl Ray af_ter a search
of the print file on Fugitive Felonms.

According to author Huie he gleaned from Ray that
Ray visited four bars on the 2lst in order to watch the
TV show ''The F_’BI'-' (Huie, p.147). He found the show tuned
in at the fourth place he tried and learned that he had
made the Ten Most Wanted List with an international ''look-
out''as to Ray (Hule, p.147). He checked out of the
Ossington Avenue room on the 19th (Huie, p.147).
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On April 24 the Canadian passport in the name of
I

Ramon George Sneya was issued to Ray (Huie, p.148)., Ray

pur:chased a round tfip ticket to London and departecii
on May 6, 1968 (Huie, p.149). From London Ray took'a
plane to Lisbon where he sperit- 10 days looking for aI} '
passage to Angola (Huie, p. 150) When he was Lmablé'_
to do so he returned to London after first getting t;is
passport replaced at the Canadian Embassy in Lisbon o
correct the spell:'Lng of the name Sneyd (instead of Sneya)
(5502; Huie, p.150). -

Ray returned to London and spent his time try}ng
to find a way to join a mercenary force (Huie, p.150).
~ To this end l;1e bought a plane ticket to Brussels a.ndI was
iﬁ the process of meeting his plane at the Heathrow AL?’port
when he was apprehended on June 8, 1968, by detectivias from
New Scotland Yard (4346,4368; Huie, p.150-151). Theia‘rrest
was made on the basis of use of é fradulent passport'[and
carrying a concealed weapon, i.e., the loaded .38 cai_iber
Japanese—maké revolver found on his person at Heathrc.'?w
. (4346,4368; Huie, p.151). '

This chronology has been campiled from data m FBI
reports and Ray's letters to author William Bradford 'Hule.

It was hoped by the task force that we would have an I

1
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opporo ity T2 2o over the facts with Jam—:-.s. Earl Ray
himself. Accordingly, after the United Statéé vSvuprane
Court denied his petition for a writ of certiorari, on
December 13, 1976, a verbal request was made to Ray's
Attorney, James H. Lesar, for an opportunity to interview
Ray. Lesar stated that he was writing Ra;;rya letter that
day and would advise him of our desire to interview him
and leave the matter up to him (Interview of James H.
lesar, December 14, 1976, App. B). 'Also., the task force
sent Ray a letter on December 15 , 1976, via his attormey
requesting an interview (See l'etter to James Earl Ray,
December 15, 1976, App. A, Ex.14). While no answer to
our letter. was received, Ray sent the task force a copy of
a letter add'ress-ed to his attorney. Ray attached é. copy
bof a complaint he recently filed in a civil acf:ion and
stated in the letter to his attorney thét: "I vagree with
your advice opposing the interview. It would appear that
this would only be in the interest of the J.D. and their
book writing collaborators, e.g., Gerold Frank, George
McMillian, ét al." (See letter to James H. lesar, December 20,
1976, App. A, Ex.15).
Absent a staterﬁent to us fram Ray, four existing Ray

explanations were compared and are here briefly noted.
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First, ro one, other than his af_::orne:}s talked with-
Ray before the plea bargaining resulted in his cc';:mn'.ction
- of the First Degree murder of Martin Luther King , Jr., and
sentencing in open court on March 10, 1969, before Judgé
W. Preston Battle, .Criminal Court of Shelby Oomty
t Termessee (See Transcript App. A, Ex.16). At that. time,
on voir dire, Jﬁdge Battle asked Ray: "Are you pllleading
guilty to Murder in the First Degree in this case because
you killed Dr. Martin Luther King under such circumstances
that would make you legally guilty of Muwder in the First
Degree under fhe law as explained to you by your lawyers?"

Ray answered: ''Yes." o \

Ray then acknowledged that he was pleach'_ngt guilty
freely, voluntarily and understandingly. He and his
attorx;ey, ’Percy Foreman, initialed the copy of th:ese
questions and answers. Ray also signed a detailed
stipulation confessing that he fired the fatal shc%$t (55006) .

The task force observes that the only way cjime_ can
be "legally guilty' of first degree murder is when one
accomplishes, or aids or assists in the accomplisljment, of
the wrongful killing of a human being with premed:}.tation
and malice aforethought. Thus, Ray has judiciall}:i confessed
that he intended to and did kill Dr. King.
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Second, Ray relaced in writing to author Huie a
story of his odyssey from Misvsouri State Prison to Memphis
which acknowledged that he bought the murder weapon, made
his way to Memphis, rented the room there at 422 South
Main on April 4, 1968, using the alias "John Willard,"
waited in the white Mustang, and drove "Raoul' away from
the crime scene after the murder wholly unaware of the
killing of Dr. King. In this version '""Raoul", or '"Roual”,
is the mysterious killer whom Ray thought to be an

international gun-rurmer; Ray bought the murder ﬁveapon for

"Raoul" thinking it was to be displayed to prospective
Mexican buyers in Room 5-B of the "flop house' on South
Main Street (Huie, p.130-131).

Third, in a statement read on a program of Station
KMDX-TV St. Louis, Missouri, in August of 1959 by his
brother Jerry, James Earl Ray was quoted as alleging that
he was the imnocent victim, ''the fall guy' of a scheme by
the FBI .(Memphis 44-1987 Sub M-665). This description of
the crime contains no reference to Raoul. |

Fourth, the most recent story available to the
task force is reported as the result of a four hour interview
by Wayne Chastain, Jr., for tﬁe Pacific News Service,
'Octobér_ 20, 1974. It is to the effect that Ray was "set up
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as a patsy' for "Raoul.” It proceeds along the seme lines
as the tale told by Ray to author Hu;j'_e that there was to
be a meeting at the rooming house at 6p‘.m. with an
i.ntematiclma]. gun rumer. Ray was instructed by Raoul to
have the white Mustang at the curb for "Racul's" use that
evening. Ray, however, drove away from the area at about
6:00p.m. to get air in a low tire and found police swarming
all over the place when he tried to return at 7:0‘5p.m.A He
could not park, was turned back by police and learned only
after driving 100 miles into Mississippi that he had been

associated with the men who killed Dr. King (The Assassinations,

Dallas and Beyond, Edited by Peter Dale Scott, Paul L. Hock -

and Russell Stetler, Random House, 1976, pp.315-317).
The task force views the exculpatory content of these
varying and patently self-serving tales to be unbellievable.
The varying details are materially self-refuting. Ray first
admits full guilt. He then says he waited immocently at the
\ cusb and took off after the shot with "Raoul" as a li?assenger.
\ He next says he was the catspaw of the FBI. And finally,
| he and the Mustang viere not in the area when the shot was
fired and he never saw '"Raoul' after the event. l
The eye witnesses to the "get away", saw only: one
man who resembled Ray. The man left in a hurry in a'white
Mistang as Ray admitted doing in version mmber two. K We
concluded Ray was lying about the existence of a "Rac;ul”.
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‘Ray's stipulated judicial confession comports in
detail with the facts disclosed by the inwvestigation and
the failure of the self-serving stories persuasively

undermines the likelihood of any conspiracy.
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2. Motive :

oL Ve A , l
) |

James Earl Ray, born 1928, was raised, under
difficult cifcumsfances. His parents were poor unedu-
cated and generally reSLded in areas surrounded by
criminal activity. Ray chd not achieve a h:Lgh school
education, nor did he attend any vocational irl‘}stitution?‘
| After enlisting in the amy in 1946, Ray did not meet the

military's standards and was discharged in 1948 for lack

of adaptability. .(HQ 44-38861-3333, 3987).

Thus, at the age of twenty-one, he had a very limited
education, was not trained or skilled at any parﬂcular job,
and was a reject of the military establishment‘l. Thereafter,
he proceeded to participate in and be apprehended for a
" number of criminal actions for which he would Ilpe incarcerated
for fourteen of the next eighteen years until bis escape fram
the Missouri State Penitentiary in April 1967. ! Ray's criminal
activities included robbery, forgery and burglal'fry (HQ 44-38861~
4143). He was not known to have been involved llln crimes where

victims or witnesses were physically harmed.
I

*FBI files disclosed that James Earl Ray has an IO of 105
(HQ 44-38861-3503).

I
1
|
I
.

|
I
I
|
1
|
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In March 1968, James Earl Ray was forty years
old and was never known to have had a serious relation-
ship with a man or waman during his adult life. Although

he was about to commit a very infamous crime of assassina-

tion} neither his childhood, his military years nor his

adult life of crime and imprisonment signaled such action.
His criminal activities were not those of a hired or self-
accamplished premeditated murderer. Why then would James
Earl Ray murder Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.? |

An analysis of Ray's prison records and interviews
with his prison inmates reveals some probative facts with
respect to a motive. For example, in 1955 Ray was incar-
cerated in the federal penitentiary at Leavenworth, Kansas ’
.for forgery of post office money orders. On September 12,
1957, Ray was approved for the honor famm at Leavenworth,
but was never transferred there because he refused to live
in the integrated dormitory at the farm (HQ 44f38861—1678) .
Thus, he was sﬁpposedly willing to sacrifice this benefit
and its accampanying privileges to avoid association with
black pfisoners.

An inmate with Ray at Missouri State Penitentiary
for approxj.mat_ely three years, sﬁated that Ray hated
Negfoes. He further stated that Ray had said that

all the Negro prisoners inside the penitentiary should
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be killed. He also resﬁondea'that on severall occasions
" Ray had éaid he. would kiJ.l Dr. Martln Iuther King, Jr.,
if the price were right. In 1966, there was a riot at
the penltentla.ry Three blacks were killed. | Thé inmate
would not state whether Ray had participated;”i.n the
killings. He did say that, if Ray had not, he would

definitely know who had killed the prisoners. He also

said that he would not be suzpriséd if he actled without
being paid for the killing. It should be notlec'i that another
:j prisoner who was a chef at MSP and Ray's boss for six years,
stated that this inmate was a good friend of Ray and he also
hated Negroes. (HQ 44-38861-4443). o
A second inmate with Ray aﬁ the Missouri State
Penitentiary fram 1960 until 1965, claimed that he
recalls tha£ Ray was.glad when Preside_nt'Kennédy was killed
and stated "that is one nigger-loving S.0.B that got shot:".
The prisoner also advised that Ray disliked Negroes. During
_thé time period when King was leading demonstrations and
marches Ray would became aggravated and upset when reading
'thlS information in newspapers to the point that he would
_curse King and the Negroes. He further stated he had heard
prison rumors that Ray was supposed to have killed three \

- black prisoners at the penitentiaxy; ‘Finally, he related '
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o o
that in 1263 Ray mece the remark that he was going o
get Martin Luther King when he got out of pri’son..
(HQ 44-38861-2678, 2791). | o
A third inmate at MSP from 1962 until 1965,
~ described Ray as.a "lone wolf" who never trusted
anyone. .He_ stated that Ray was a racist and was heard
many times diséussing his dislike of Negroes. Another
prisoner became acquainted with Ray 1n 1965 and said that
-Ray camented if he ever got out of jail he Qas going to
make himself ax"btimch of money," and Ray further said a
"Businessmen's ‘Association"” had offered $100,000 for
killing Martin Luther King. This prisoner said that
Réy did not know what the "Businessmen's Association”
was, but he intended to find out. (H) 44-33861-4143).

A cellmate with Ray in 1955 at Kansas City who

later served prison time with Ray at Leavermorth, Kansas,

was also incarcerated with Ray at MSP. He stated that
during the period when President Kennedy was- assassinated
the movements of Dr; Martin Luther King became the topic
of conversétion at the penitentiary. Many prisoners heard
that bgsinessmen had raised a considerable arrount of mhey p
about one million dollars, as a bounty on King's head. He
further stated tha£ Ray mentioned a doéen times that had he
known about the bownty on John F. Kennedy's head and

had he been free he would have collected it; and, if he
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got cut in time and King were still alive, he would get

the bounty on King (HQ 44-38861-4143). .A pri‘irsoner
who was at MSP from 1958 through 1965 stated Ray did
' ‘ i
not like Negroes and was capable of killing D{r. Martin .

Luther King, Jr. (HQ 44-38861-4143).

{

Ray's psychological background is alsoiI a very
important avenue of review. As a result of .;1% voluntary
psychiatric examination in 1966, Ray was desc:iribed as
having a sociopathic personality, antisocial ]"p:ype with
anxiety and depressive features (HQ 44—38861-i35;05) . In
1954, a prison sqcioloé'ist stated that Ray‘-s %".e‘lihquencies
seem. due to impulsive behavior, especially wh:en drinking
(HQ 44—38861—3335)'. These characteristics an<:i camments
about Ray support the opinion of psychologist‘i Dr. Mark
Freeman. While Ray was in Los Angeles he was; a patient
of»Dr. Freeman. Dr. Freeman believes that Ra;'; was potentially
capable of assassination, was a self—motivate%i peréon who
could act alone, and likely fantasized on belr:lzg someone
important. ' _ ;

There were two matters involving Ray ar{xd blacks
while outside prison which shed same light on ‘Iwheﬁher his’
hatred of blacks and need for importance and profit could

have motivated him to murder. While in Mexicd in the fall
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= 1927 s - - -~ a4 3 s 41 = - 7 -
of 1967, Ray asscciatsd with 3z Mexican waman, Ima

Morales, in the City of Puerto Vallarta. ~Morales admitted
spending considerable time with him and recalls an jncident |
that tock place on Sunday, October 29th. Shé 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. Thereafter, Ray left his table
to go to his car,' and when he returned he asked her to
feel his pbcket. -Morales did and felt a ;_:istol in his
_pocket. Ray stated to Morales that he wanted to kill 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. thé establishment and Ray stated he wanted nothj:ng 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. Morrison, a bartender at the Rabbit's
Foot Club t;_here, identified Ray as a frequent custcmer.
Morrison said that on one occasion Ray became engaged in a
polj.tical discussion with him régardjng Robert Kennedy and -
George Wallace. Ray became rather incensed and vehemently

supported Wallace. On another occasion, Ray had had a
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discu.ssion _with Pat Goodsell, a frequent femalg customer,
concenu’.ng blacks and the civil riglits movemant Ray became
very involved and begm dragging Goédse_ll towafrds the door
saying, "I"ll drép you off in Watts and we'll ss_ee.l'm you
like it there' -(HQ 44~38861-3557). Ray then s:upposedly went
outside and had to fight two persons, one bem[g black (Huie,
pp. 96-98). |

Thus, it seems clear that Ray opeply dJ'.Esplayed a

| strong .racist- attitude towards blacks. ' While ;531 prison,
Ray stated he waild kill Dr. King if given the opportunity
and Ray was prepared to threaten or attack bla:zck persons
in Puerto Vallax;ta, Mexico, with a weapon for fapparmtly
 a racial reason. These events and o-ccx_tzrences;i leading to
. the assassination of Dr. King and the assassirflation itself
certainly do not illustrate a single, conclus:ive motive.
Yet, Ray's apparent hatred for the civil righ';cs movement,
his possible yearrﬁ.ng for recognition, and a !‘desire for a
potential quick profit may have, as a whole, ii)::orvided

sufficient impetus for him to act, and to act.! alone.

3. Sources Of Funds

I
|
|
v
|

Shortly after the search for‘Ray beganj, it was
fecognized that he had traveled extensively following his

, |
escape from the Missouri Penitentiary. Moreover, in addition
|

|
i
|
|
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to normel living expenses, Ray had made seve':al»sub—
stantial purchases, e.g., cars, photo equipment, dance
lessons (See, List of known expenditures, App. A, Ex. 4).
These expenditures suggested that he had financial assist-
ance and herice possible co-conspirators. Therefore, the
Bureau was particularly interested in determining his
sources of income. On April 23, 1968, the Director advised
all field divisions to consider Ray as a suspect in any
unsolved bank robberies, burglaries or armed robberies
oécmn:zing after April 23, 1967. The results were negative.
On April 29, 1968, the Director in a teletype to
all SAC's ordered that all law enforcement agencies which
maintained midentified j.atmt fingerprints be contacted

and requested that fingerprints of Ray be compared in order

to determine his past whereabouts and possibly establish

his source of fumds. Again, negative results were obtained.

" The Director, on May 14, 1968, reminded all field divisions
that Ray had spent a considersble amount of money from April
23, 1967 wntil April 4, 1968, and advised that a source for
these mom.es had not been determined. The Director ordered
that photographs of Ray vbe displaj;red to appropriate witnesses
in unsolved bark robberies and bark burglaries. These efforts
and all others to date, with oﬁe e.xceptioﬁ, have provefi

fruitless.
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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 Wimmetka, -Illinois, for approximately eight

weeks. As a dishwasher and cook's helper, Ray

had received

checks totaling.$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 following his prison

. escape. Reports from the Royal Canadian Pbt.mﬁed Police

indicated no known robberies or burglaries which could be

cormected with Ray, nor did Mexican authorities notify

the Bureau of any criminal activity which coulcil be associ-

ated with Ray. The Bureau investigated the po.’ssibility

that Ray participated in a bank robbery at Alton, Illinois,

in 1967, but it was established that he was mo
pant. |

A Ray related to author Huie that he robb
" store in Canada, and that an individual named
furnished hJ.mfunds on a continuous basis for
uridertakings. These matters were actively pur

Bureau but have never been corroborated by then

they been corroborated by private iﬁquiries of

t a partici-

ed a food
'"Raocul"’
various

sued by the
n. Nor have

writers and

journalists. It is the Bureau's opinion that Ray most likély

committed on a periodic basis several robberies or.bm:glaries

during this period in order to support himself

Ray's criminal
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background does lend credence to this theory.

The task force interviewed Ray's brother, Jerry

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

B). He stated that to his knowledge family members did
not provide James with any funds. Jerry admitted he met
with his brothef two or three times during his employment
at the Wirmetka restaurant and advised that he, not James,
paid for their eating and drinking expenses. However, |
when Jerry again saw his brother on his retwrn from Canada
in August, 1967, James did have some money because it was
he who paid for their expenses which included a motel room.
Jerry added that James aiso gave him his car commenting
that he would. purchase a more expensive car in Alabama.
Jerry stated he was unaware of where his brother had
obtained his money as well as the amount of money he had
at this time.

Accordingly, the sources for Ray's funds still

remain a mystery today.
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Family Centacts znd Assistance - ‘
' ‘I
Our review of the files indicated that ‘f’thefF:BI

had no hard evidence linking James Ray to any [c(mspiracy ‘
to kill Dr. King. Absent such evidence, the Bureau
apparently discounted the significance of arly;amtaét

- between Ray and his.family, As the Chiéago casa agent
toid us, it is not unusual for a fugitive or 5 'pérson
who has committed a given crime to be in touch with
family mexbex"s. While such contact may rendér the actions
of the family member criminally liable, it isl not generally
pursued absent some evidence of direct partic;:ipation in the

However, in light of the fact that a gand deal

of mystery still surrounds James Ray and the assassination,

|
particularly the means by which he financed his life style -
N

and travels, we concluded that on the basis [flof the infor-
mation which was wncovered, the Bureau should have pursued
this line of thé investigation more thorougT,il;l.y.

The cormection of the Ray family to ,lthe crime against
Dr. King may have been nonexistent. 'I“his dloes not alter the
fact, however, that the FBI discovered that the subJect of
the largest mnhunt 1n history had been aided in his fug:.tlve
status by at least one family member. Th1§ and other facts

suggestive of family assistance became clear as the Bureau's

investigation progressed. : |
[

-101- |
:

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



First, Sehn and Jerry Ray nad 'signi:‘icant contacts
with James while he was in Missouri State Penitentiary
(MSP) at Jefferson City, Missouri. Jerry Ray visited
James three or four times and had borrowed money fram
James on at least one occasion during his confj:nettent_
(Chicago 44-1144 Sub G-17). John Ray visited or attarlpted
to visit James Ray wbile at MSP on a£ least nine occasions.
The last visit took place on April 22, A1967, the day before
Ray escaped (‘HQ 44-338861~4503) . The Bureau also cliscovered
that while in prison at MSP James Ray had a fellow inmate
send a money order to a fictiti;ﬁs coampany (Albert J. Pepper
Stationary Co.) in St. Louis, Missouri. The money was sent
to the address of Cérol Pepper (sis_ter and buéiness partner
of John Ray) where she resided with her husband Albert.
James vRay had told the inmate who sent thé money that it was
a way of getting money out of the prison (HQ 44—38861—2614) .
Second, James Earl Ray was seen by several people in
both the St. Louis and Chicago areas during the perlod
immediately after his escape. In St. Louis (wheré John
Ray was living) two former inmates at MSP, stated that they
had seen James Ray on separate occasions. One stated that
he had seen Ray three times bei:ween May 10 and 17, 1967 (Kansas

City, 44-760-786). The other saw Ray entering a bank with

Jimmie Owens and spoke briefly with Ray as they entered

-102.—

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



(HQ 44-38861-3483). In the Chicago area 'wfn’ere Jerry Ray

was living, the Bureau discovered that James Ray had

. purchased a car on June 5, 1967 (Chicago, 44-1114 Sub D
- Ex. 85) and had worked in Wirmetka, Illmolls Ray's
anployers also told Bureau agents that James Ray had
received several calls from a man c_lalmn.ng| to be Ray's
brother immediately prior to James' departime from his
job. They stated that these calls had a w".sibly disturbing
effect on James Ray (Chicago 44-1114 Sub GLZ§7). Jerry
Raynes, father of the Ray brothers, told tlpe FBI that he
overheard Jolm and Jerry méntion that James had been in
Chicago during the sumer of 1967 (Chicago, 44-1114-508).

' Third, in California, the FBI disw\irered two facts
which pointed toward possible contact betwe!zen James Ray
and his brothers. Richard Gonzales who Wa% a fellow
student with Ray at the bartending school in Los Angeles
told Bureau agents that Ray had told him upon completlon
of the course that he (Ray) was going to v1s1t a brother
in Birmingham for two weeks (HQ 44—38861-1|233). The FBI |
also interviewed Marie Martin, cousin of Cl’lxarles Stein.
She stated that for some time before March!17, 1968, (the
date when Ray left Los Angeies) James Ray ﬁad been stating

: 1
that he was in need of fimds and was wa:Ltul)g for his brother

1

to send him some monéy. ..
!
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Fourth, “hrough an informant the Bureau discovered
that Jerry Ray may not have been entirely candid with the
special agents during his éeve_ral interviews. The informant
disclosed to Bureau agents on June 7, 1968, that Jerry Ray
stated he had seen his brother (James) at least once at .a'
pre-arranged meeting place in St. Louis shortly after his
escape. Jerry also allegedly stated to-the informant that
he had recognized the photograph of Eric Starvo Galt as
being identical with his brother James prior to the tJme
the FBI had first contacted him in. connection with the

 assassination. He did not want to tell the FBI. évelrytl'ﬁng
he knew out of fear that ;'Iames would be caught. - (HQ 44-38861-
4594.) ) '

Correspondence recovered by the Bureau indicated

that Jérry may have heard from James in Canada in June of
1968 (HQ 44-38861-4517 and 4518). James Ray was in Canada
during April and May of 1968 prior to his departure for
London on May 7, 1968 (HQ 44-38861-4595). It is also noted
that. Jerry had earlier told agents that he had received mail

from James, while 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 becameI clear that
James Ra_y had been in touch with his brothe:cl_‘ Jerry. Illinois
motor vehicle records showed that on Auguét %25, 1967 James

|

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

Plymouth to Jerxy (HQ 44—38861—5413) . This %was during the

period when James Ray was making his way frc'Tm Canada to
Birmingham, Alabama. It has continued to bei'a mystery

| as to why Ray went to Alabama, how he tra&eied there, and
where he obtained the several thousand dolia!rs he had when
he arrived. , ' 3

Thus, at least one family member, Jer?:y, had lied
to the FBI and had become subject to federal criminal charges
for aiding a fugitive. He was never confron!ted with these
facts by the Bureau. In the task force inteirvi)ew of Jerry
Ray, he confirmed the fact that he had lied Eto the Bureau and
had seen his brother James on several occasiépns ¥/ Jerry
denied knowing anything about James' travels; or his source
of funds (Interview of Jerry Ray, December 20, 1976, App. B).

However, the task force found the credibilit§|7 of Jerry's

*/ The task force attempted to talk to Jameé and John Ray
but an interview was refused in both instances.
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cenials to be suspect. In light of this low credibilicy
and critical passage of time which has allowed the statute
of limitations to run, we concluded that the FBI abandoned
a significant opportunity to obtéin answers fram family
members concerning some of the important questions about

James Earl Ray which still remain.

D. Critical Evaluation Of The Assassination Investigation

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 small part of anf of this information has
been made a matter of any official public record. Some of
it Qas 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 to the wording indicating
a lack of a conspiracy). Some emerged in Ray's poét-comriction
efforts to get a new trial. A quantity of the "unofficiai"
evidentiary data and a great deal of mis-information was
gleaned by the news media and by fnrofessional writeré. It

is mdersténdable therefore that many suspiciorxs have been
generated and, because of Justice Department rules against
disclosures of raw investigative files, have gone unanswered.
First, the task force has concluded fhat the investi~

gation by the FBI to ascertain and capture the murderer of
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Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., V;ras thorougl—ﬂ.y,.h{onescly

and sucéeésfully conducted. We submit that vt':hvl;e minute
detailé campacted in this report amplj support:l thls con-
clusion. - | |

At the ve;fy outsét of the :t'.n"ves‘tiga't:ic:rni telegrams

went to all field offices .Of the Bureau'instvrukctjng the
Special Agents in Charge to take personal supe{ﬁdsion of
the investigation, to check out all leads in 214 hours, and
noting that they would be held Iﬁersonaliy responsible.

(HQ 44-38861-153). The files we reviewed show' that this
directive was conscientiously followed. The B:ur:eau sought
first to identify and locate thé murderer usmig the obvious
leads. They checked out aliases, tracked the ttraces left
under the Galt alias, and used the known fingerprints from
the murder weapon and the contenté of the blue:I zipper bag
left on South Main Street to eliminate suspect}s. This
backtracking ended in Atlanta. At this point the Bureau
initiated a check of the crime site fingerprint::s against
the white male "wanted fugitive" print file. This produced
the almost '"instant' discovery that the wanted!man, Galt, -
ﬁs James Earl 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 prints. That it took only

two hours to make a match is said by the Bureali experts to

i
|
|
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be largely sheer luck; it could have taken days. We

accept the explanation that the fingerprint search was a
normal next resort after n_onﬁal lead procedures were
exhausted.

| Second, the task force views the evidence pointing
to the guilt of James Earl Ray as the man who purchased
the mrder gun and who fired the fatal shot to be conclusive.

It was possible for the task force to create a well

documented history of Jamés Earl Ray from t_:h'e moment of

his escape to his capture in England, using the investigation

reports in the FBI files and to corroborate and £ill in

essential details_ with Ray's own s.tatana;ts (admissions)
in his 'letters to author William Bradford Huie. From this’
chronoloéy, from the laboratory proof, and from Ray's
Judicial admissions it was concluded that he was the assassin,
and that he acted alone. We saw no credible evidence pro-

; bative of the possibility that Ray and any co-conspirator

were together at the scene of the assassination. Ray's

assertions that someone else pulled the trigger are so
patently sel’f—serving\and so varied as to be wholly unbeliev-
able. They be@, in fact, a part of the evidence of his
guilt by self-refutation,

Third, we found that conspiracy leads (aliunde Ray's

versions) had been conscientiously run down by the FBI even
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though they had no possible relation to Ray's !st:ories

or to the known facts. The resulté were ,nega:tglive..
We found no evidence of any complicity on the part
of the Memphis Police bepartmc—‘mt or of the FBIE.
We mldwledge that proof of the negatiye, i.e.,
proof that others were not imvolved, is here a|s elusive
and difficult as it has wniversally been in criminal law.
But the sum of aliA vof the evidence of Ray's guilt points
to him so exclusively that it most effectively makes the
point that no one else was involved. Of cmﬁse,, someone
‘could conceivably have provided-him'ﬁith logistics, or
even paid him to commit the crime. However, {ie have
found no competent evidence upon which ﬁo baseis;uch a
theory. ' » _ ' {
Fourth, it is true that the task force tém,earthed
some new data - data which answers some persist!:ent questions
and which the FBI did not seek. But the Bureau concentrated
oh the principal in the case and much was not émsidered
important to his discovery and apprehension. wé find no
dishonesty in this. A lead suggesting that onme or both

of James Earl Ray's brothers were in contact with him after,
and in aid of, his eécape in 1967 from the Mﬁséouri State
Prison, and before the murder of Dr. ng, was not followed.
It was not unearthed until after Ray's.capture ’m England
on June 8, 1968; it was then gpparently deemedja lead made
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sterile by supervening events. By hindsight the task
force believes‘ Jerry and John Ray could have beén
effectively interrogated ﬁmther to learn their knowledge,
if any, of James Earl Ray'>s plans, his finances and whether
they helped him after King's death.

Finally, the task‘fbrce observed instances of FBI
headquarter;s reluctance to provide the Civil Rights
Division and the Attorney General with timely reports on
the course of the murder investigation. For exampie,
early in the investigation in a reaction to a press report
of Attorney Caleral Clark's éxpectation of making a progress’
report to the nation, FBI Director Hoover wrote: 'We are
not going to make amny progress reports' (HQ 44-38861-1061).

The Bureau filés reflect a significant degree of
disdain for the superviéory responsibilities of the Attorney
General and the operating Divisions of the Department. For
example, the Attorney General authorized the institution of
prosecutive action against the suspect ''Galt" (Birnﬁngham
44-1740-10055. But then, apparently without further consul-
tation with the Attorney General or the Civil Rights
Division, the Bureau prepared and filed a criminal complaint.
"~ The Bureau selected Birmingham as the venue in which to
file the complaint in preference to Memphis because the

Bureau ''could not rely on the U.S. Attorney at Memphis"'
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and "would lose control‘éf the situation' (Hq 44-38861-1555).
The Bureau scenario called for then advising the Attorney
General "'that circumStancés have required the action taken"
(HQ 44-38861-1555). |

We submit that in this sensitive case %he Depaftmental
officialé in Washington should have been consthed.

As another example, at the extraditionistage of the
case, marked discourtesy was exhibited to the'Attorﬁey
General and to Assistant Attornéf General‘Freﬁ Vinison. In
a telephbne discussion with the Attorney General who
~complained of being "kept in the dark", an Assistant to
Athe.Director accused the Attorney General of ﬁalsifications
and '"hung up the phone''. Again, when Assistaﬁt Attorney
General Vinson was detailed to England to arrénge for the
extradition of James Earl Ray, the Légal Attache was ordered
to be "diplomatic but firm with Vinson and that under no
circumstances should Vinson be allowed to puSﬂ our persormmel
aromnd" (HQ 44-38861-4447). . ri

The task force views this lack of coordination and
cooperétion as highly improper. The Attorney General and
the Division of the Department having prosecut?rial

responsibility for an offense being investigat?d should be

kept fully abreast of developments. The respobsible.
) ' |
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Division, moreover, should have sufficient control of the
Bureau's investigations to insure that the legal necessities
of pleading and proof are mét. _

In fairness to the Bureau it has to be observed
that it is the obligation of the Deﬁartment to insist on
these perogatives. We do not think it effectively did so

in the King murder case.

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



III. THE SECURITY INVESTIGATION

A. FBI Surveillance And Harassment Of Dr. ng

1. Initiation of Technical Survelllance‘ and
COINTELPRO Type Activities

In order to reconstruct the actions takfen by
members of the FBI toward Dr. King, the task 'f;lorce
scrutinized the basis for the initiation by tklle Bureau
of any action with respect to Dr. King. Durn{g the review
it was jrevealed that on May 22, 1961, Mr. Alex| Rosen, then
Assistant Director of the General Investigatixl}e Diyision
(Division 6), advised Director Hoover in an iz?lfor:nation
memorandum, per his request on Dr. King and four other
individuals in comnection with the "Freedom R_iders," |
that "King has not been investigated by the FI;3I” Memo ‘
from Scatterday to Rosen, May 22, 1961, App. A, Ex. 7).
The memorandum contained few references on Dr!. King. The
Director commented, with regard to the ormissi"on of a subject
matter investigation on Dr. King: 'Why not?"][ The substance
of the report was forwarded to Attorney Generi'al Kennedy, and
the FBI did not pursue the King matter at thls time. Thus,
FBIL persormel did not have nardid they assume‘ a personal
interest in the activities of Dr. King througih May, 1961.

Furthermore, in 1961, information in the Bureau files on
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Dr. King had only been glezned from sporadic reports,
and this particular report to the Director was provided
by Division 6 which had responsibility for civil rights

matters.

In the begimning of 1962, the FBI started and

rapidly continued to gravitate toward Dr. King. The
sequence of events has already been reported in some
detail by the Senate Select Committee as well as in the
Robert Murphy Report which you received in March, 1976.
The task force in its review of pertinent documents con-
fiims these reports.

, In essence, the Director éommmicat_ed to Attorney
General Kemmedy during 1962 and 1963 a host of memoranda
concérm'ng the interest of the Commmist Party in the |

civil rights movement, and, in particular, Dr. King's
~relationship with two frequently consulted advisers whom

thi FBI had tabbed as members of the Commumist Party. As

a result of the deep inferest in civil rights affairs by the
Attorney General and by the Kennedy Administration, these FBI
reports had the effect of alarming Robert Kemmedy and affecting
his decisions on the national level.

The net effect of the Bureau_ memoranda nearly

culminated in the summer of 1963 when Attorﬁey General
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Kermedy suggested consideration of technical surveillance
on King and the SCLC (HQ 100-106670-363L). Previmlhsly,
the bulk of FBI :Lntelllgence on Dr. King was secured by

" technical surveillance of one of hls advisors and from
informants close to his associates. However, when [Attorney
General Kemmedy was confronted shortly theréafter} v\lu'.th the
Director's request for such surveillances, he recorlfsidered
his suggestion and denied the request (HQ 106—106671C)-165,

171). Attorney General Kemnedy as well as several other

Department officials were sincerely concerned with i’dng's

association with alleged commmist members since proposed
1

civil rights legislation was then very wvulnerable t%) the

attack that commmnists were influencing the direction of the
civil rights movement. Yet, an affirmative prograr'n]?| to
gather intelligence with King as the subject was st:}.ll
considered ill-advised. However, a significant wnllx of
‘events within the circles of the FBI hierarchy woulcli soon
reverse the Attorney General's decision, and w:.thout his

knowledge the FBI would also launch an illegal counter-

intelligence program directed to discredit and nfaut:rialize
the civil rights leader. | o ;

Director Hoover's demeanor toward Dr. King ha:s been

. 1
well publicized and is summarized below. Certa:‘.nly,lI as

the task force determined, this played a vital role EZII).

l
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FBI affairs, as did tne Director's attitude toward the
Commmnist Party. On August 23, 1963, then Assistant
Director of the Domestic Intelligence Divi‘sion, William

C. Sullivan, pursuant to the Director's request, preseﬁted
a seventy-page analysis of explbitation and influence by
the Commmist Party on the American Negro population since
1919 (HQ 100-3-116-253X). This report and Mr. Sullivan's

synopsis showed a failure of the Commmist Party in achieving

any significant inroads into the Negro population and the
civil 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 Commmnists and not
influenced by Commmists.. Time
alone proved you wrong. I for

one can't ignore the memos

as having only an infinitesimal
effect on the efforts to exploit the
American Negro by Commmists" (HQ 100-
3-116-253%).. .

The Director's camment had a resounding effect
on Mr. Sullivan. Seven days later, he replied:

""The Director is correct. We
were campletely wrong. about
believing the evidence was not
sufficient to determine some
years ago that Fidel Castro was
not a commmist or under commumist
influence. In investigating and
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writing about commmism and the
American Negro, we had better
remamber this and profit by the
lesson it should teach us." Memo
from Sullivan to Belmont, August ]
- 30, 1963, App. A, Ex. 8). 1

Even more importantly, Mr. Sullivan alsc'; said -

in response to ‘the action that he now believed 'was

necessitated in determinihg commmist influencel in the

|
civil rights movement: :
"Therefore, it may be umrealistic |
to limit ourselves as we have been .
doing to legalistic proof or definite-
ly conclusive evidence that would |
stand wp in testimony in court or i
before Congressional committees that |
the Commmist Party, USA, does wield !
substantial influence over Negroes |
which one day could became decisive.
(idem.) ;

The FBI hierarchy had no wn'.ttgn comments on this memo-

randum either supporting or negating the Assistlfant Director's
proposed line of actionm. - | ]

Then, in September, 1963, Mr. Sullivan rj‘aooutnended
-"increased coverage of commmist influence on tl‘!l1e Negro'

(Memo from Baumgardner to Sullivan, September 16, 1963,
App. A, Ex. 9) The Director refused and conmalted:

1
"No I can't understand how you |
can so agilely switch your think-
ing and evaluation. Just a few
weeks ago -you contended that. the
Coamumist influence in the racial
movement was ineffective and infin-
itesimal. This - notwithstanding
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many Texos of specific instances -
of infilrration. Now you want
to load the field down with more
-i : coverage in spite of your recent
' memo depreciating CP Influence
in racial movement. I don't intend
to waste time and money until you
can make up your minds what the
situation really is'" (idem.)

In commenting on a cover memo to the above Sullivan

request, Director Hoover also stated, "I have certainly
been mislea by previous memnos which cleariy showed
camnmist penetration of the racial movement. The
attached is contradictory of all that. We are wasting
manpower and money invéstigating CP effect in racial
movement if the attached is correct" (Memo for the Director
from Tolson, September 18, 1963, App. A, Ex. 10).
By now the Domestic Intelligence Division was

feeling the full weight of the Director's dissatisfaction

with their work product. Mr. Sullivan again replied on
September 25, 1963, in a huble marmer that Division 5

had failed in its interpretation of commmist infiltration
in the Negro movement (Memo from Sullivan to Belmont,
September 25, 1963, App. A, Ex. 11). The Assistant Director

asked the Director's forgiveness and requested the oppor-

tunity to approach this grave matter in the light of the

Director's interpretation. Director Hoover sanctioned

this request but again reprimanded Mr. Sullivan for stating
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that comunist infiltration "has not reached thé point
of control or 'domination.'” The Director curtly ’ccmmented
that "Certainly this is not true with respect to the
King connection"- (idaﬁ) One could now foresee :that
Dr. King would be cloééiy watched by FBIL persorm'eZL.

In October, 1963, the Director forwarded I{a request
to the Attorney General for technical surveillance of
Dr. King's residence and the SCLC éffice in New ;York City.
This time the FBI received authorization for tec{hnical

. A e e . .|
surveillance and it was instituted almost immediately.
= |

In addition, the FBI had prepared a new analysisi on
commumnist involvement in the Negro movement (Ccrrfnﬁnism
and the Negro Movement, October 16, 1963, App. A, Ex. 12).
A cover memorandum of this analysis written by Assistant
to the Director A.H. Belmont to Associate Director Clyde
A. Tolson reads: ‘ o ' ‘

"The attached analysis of Commmism
and the Negro Movement is highly
explosive. It can be regarded as a
personal attack on Martin Luther
King. There is no doubt it will
have a heavy impact on the Attorney
General and anyone else to whom we
disseminate it ... This memorandum
may startle the Attorney General, .
particularly in view of his past
association with King, and the fact
that we are disseminating this out-
side the Department' (Memo from
Belmont to Tolson, October 17, 1963
App. A, Ex. 13).
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To the latter paft, the Director wrote, 'We must do our
duty." Mr. Belmont further said:
"Nevertheless, the memorandum is a

powerful warning against Commmist
influence in the Negro movement ..."

The Director issued his feeling to this position and
added, "I am glad that you recognize at last that there

exists such influence."
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2. Predicate for the Security Investigation
- - \ '

_ The security mvesfigation of Dr. Martlnl Luther King,
Jr., and the Southern Christian Leadership Cohfierence (SCLC)
was predicated on the belief that they were und;er' the
influence of the Cdmmmist Party, United Statesi of America
(CPUSA). The basis for this belief was that Dr: King relied
upon one particular advisor who was tabbed by the FBI as a
ranking Commmist Party member (HQ 100-392452-133).

This characterization of the advisor was' provided by
sources the Bureau considered reliable. Thé tafsk force was
privy to this characterization through both our:' file review
- and our September 2, 1976, conference with rgpﬁesentatives
of the Bureau's Intelligence Division. For sec;ucity
purposes the sd.mces were not fully ’identifieditb the

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

|
|

characterization are remaining questions. |

The advisor's relationship to King and tf:he SCLC
is amply evidenced in the files and the task fc;)rce
concludes that he was a most trusted advisor. jThe files
are replete with instances of his counseling K;ng and

his organization on matters pertaining to orgaplzatlon ,

|
i
|
|
i
|
|
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® | ®

finance, political strategy and speech writing. Some

1 examples follow:
_ The advisor organized, :Ln 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 consequences
of charitable gifts. N

on political strategy, he suggested King make a

public statement calling for the appointment of a black
to the Supreme Court (HQ 100-106670-32, 33). This person
advised against accepting a movie offer from a movie
director and against approaching Attorney General Kermedy

| ' on behalf of a labor leader (HQ 100-106670-24). In each
instance his advice was acceptéd.

King's speech before the AFL-CIO National Convention

in December, 1961 was written by this advisor (HQ 100-392452-
131). He also prepared King's May 1962 sp_eéch before the
United Packing House Workers Convention (HQ 100-106670-119).
In 1965 hé prepared responses to press questions directed
to Dr. King from 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 relationship between King and his advisor,
o

as indicated, is clear to the task force. - What is not

' : . o
clear is whether this relationship ought to have been
considered either a possible national security F:hfeat or

CPUSA directed. We conclude that just:ificationi may have

: |
existed for the opening of King's security investigation

- . |
but its protracted continuation was wwarranted.
!

 Our conclusion that the investigation's opening

|
may have been justified is primarily based on meémoranda,

summarized below, written during the first six rr%xmths’ of
|

1962. It is pointed out that in October, 1962 the Bureau
ordered the COMINFIL SCIC investigation (HQ 1oo-'i¢a38794-9).

In January the Director wrote the Attorne'y General

|
and told him that one of King's advisors was a commmist.

i . |
At this time he also pointed out that the advisor wrote

King's December, 1961 AFL-CIO speech and assiste:d King in

SCLC matters (HQ 100-392452-131). |

i

In March the Attorney General was advised'lthat a

March 3, 1962 issue of ''The Nation'' magazine canilied an
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article critical of the administration's handling of
civil rights. The article was ostensibly written by
Martin Luther King but in fact the true author was.

another advisor characterized by the FBI as a ranking
member of the Commmist Party (HQ 100-106670-30, 31).

In May the Attorney Genéral learned that the CPUSA
considered King and the SCLC its most 'impqrtant work because
the Kermedy Administration was politically dependent upon
King (HQ 100-106670-58). | |

Lastly, in June, 1962 the Attorney General became
aware that King's alleged Commmist advisor had recommended
the second ranking Commumnist to be oné of King's principal
assistants (HQ 100-106670-79, 80). Later King accepted
the recoumendatioﬁ. |

The conclusion that the investigation's continuance
was unwarranted is based on the following task force finding:

The Bureau to date has no evidence whatsoever that -
Dr. King was ever a commmist or affiliated with the CPUSA.

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

Intelligence Division during our September 2, 1976 conference.

This admission is supported by our pefusal of files, which
included informants' mermrénda and physical, microphone and
telephone surveillance memoranda, in which we found no such

indication concerning Dr. ng
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The Bureau provided us with no documentatlion
that the SCLC under Dr. ng was anything other than a

legitimate organization devoted to the civil rlghts move-

ment. ' !

. . | :
The Bureau files that we examined lacked izny infor-

mation that the élleged Commmists' advice was dictated by

the CPUSA or inimical to the interests of the United States.
Indeed, in early 1963 the Bureau learned through reliable
sources the principal advisor had disassociated himself
from the CPUSA. His reason was the CPUSA was nc;>t' suffi-
ciently involving itself in race relations and t|:he civil

rights movement (HQ 100 392452-195). i
|
3. King-Hoover Dispute .

|
The flames of Director Hoover's antipathy for

Dr. King were fanned into open hostility in latcia' 1962 when
Dr. f(:ing criticized the Bureau's performance chxlrmg an
investigation of a raéial distulrbance.in Albany:, Georgia.
Efforts to interview King by thé Bureau were noit successful

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

v n
The controversy was publicly rekindled in early 1964

when the Director testified before a House appropriations
. . N T

. subcommittee that he believed commmist influen!ce existed
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in the Negro movement. King cointered by accusing the

Director of shetting racists and right wingers (HQ 100-3
116-1291). During November of 1964, the Director told

a group of Washington women reporters that King was ''the
most notoriocus liar in the countxy." A week later, Director
Hoover referred to '"'sexual degenerates in pressure groups'
in a speech at loyola University (HQ 162-7827-16).

Dr. Kiﬁg 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 ball away from King at the begimming,"
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 momentarily reached. (HQ 100-106670-563,
607.) |

However, the controversy flared again when a letter
was circulated by the Southern Christian Educational Fund
(SCEF) which referred to the criticism of Dr. King by the
Director and urged the recipients of the letter to write
or wire the President to remove Hoover from office. In a
memo from Sullivan to Belmont on December 14, 1964, Sullivan

stated:
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|
o ® |

'In Vvew of this sicuation, rezlis

makes it mandat:ory that we tzke every

prudent step that we can take to emexrge

completely victoricusly in this ccrnfl:.c‘t
We should not take any ineffective or

half-way measures, nor blind ourselves_

_to the realities of the situation," |
(HQ 100-106670-627.) o

We believe the persistent controversy between Dr.

.
King and Director Hoover was a major factor in ithe Bureau's

determination to discredit Dr. King and ultimately destroy

his leadership role in the civil rights movemerq:

4. Techmical Surveillance }
| |

Our review of FBI files and interviews with Bureau
persormel substantially confirms witﬁ a few add:l?.ticns the
findings which have already been reported by M.I’."ll Muophy
and the Senate Select Co&nitteg on Intelligenceiwith respect
to the electronic surveillance of Dr. King aﬁd I'l[us associates.

We found that some microphone surveillances were
installed in New York City against Dr. King and 'ihisassociates
which have not thus far been reported. These installations
were as follows: | : I

Amer:.cana Hotel (HQ 100-106670-2224, 4048)

4/2:3/65 ( symbol) ]

6/3-3/65 (s 1) !

1/21-24/66 (no symbol) ‘ l‘

 Sheraton Atlantlc (NY 100—136585 Sub—Flles 7-8)
12/10—11/65 (symbol)

New York Hilton (NY 100-136585 Sub Files 111 -12)
10/25-27/65 (symbol) |

|
|
|
|
|
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All of these installations with the exception of

the placement at the Americana Hotel in January, 1966
appear to have been umproductive either because Dr. King -
did not reside at the hotel as plarmed or the recordings
made did not pick up any significant information.
_ The installation by the New Ybrk.Field Office at
the Americana Hotel on Jarmuary 21, to 24, 1966, caused
some consternation within the FBI hierarchy and is
illustrative of how the Bureau apparatﬁs could, on rare
occasion, continue to function even contrary to the wishes
of the Director. The instailation.was made at fhe Americana
on January 21, 1966, pursuant to the request of SAC Rooney
in New York. Assistant Director William Sullivan authorized
~ the coverage. Bureau files indicate that Associate
Director Clyde Tolson, upon-being informed of the coverage,
wrote back on the same day in a rather perturbed fashion to
have the mic:rophonei removed ''at once.' Tolson advised the
Director that 'no one here' approved the coverage and tﬁat ‘
he had again insfi'ucted Sullivan to have no microphone
installétions without the_Directorfs approval, Hoover
confirmed Tolson's directive. (HQ 100-106670-2224%).

No symbol number was ever attached to.this coverage
as was the standard practice. This was apparently due to
the strong disapproval voiced by Heédquarters. Yet, despite
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)
|
i
!
i

Hoover's orders, the coverage was mamta:.ned ancl a good
l

deal of intelligence on King' s personal act1v1t:{ es was
* obtained and transcribed. These activities are reflected
in a six page memorandum. (HQ 100 106670-4048;)

Irrespective of the level of Bureau approval
which was required for electronic surveillaiqce'é :“hstal.la—
tions during the King years, our review reinfélirced the -
conclusions of the Senate Sele't:t Committee that:: the purposes
behind this intelligence gathering became twisted. Several
instances of Bureau correspondence are‘ inétructixie. Section
Chief Baumgardner in recarmending coverage of I|<.Lng in
Honolulu urged an exposure of King's "moral we%lcness”
so that he could be '"'for the security of the nérion com-
pletely discredited" (HQ 100- 106670 June File, tMemo Baumgardner
to Sullivan, January 28, 1964) In a s:Lm:Llar r'neno from
Sullivan to Belmont recommending coverage in Mllwaukee at
the Schroeder Hotel, the expressed purpose wasx to gather
information on "entertaimment" in which King mJ:.ght be engaging
| _similar to that "uncovered at the Willard Hote]i.;'. (HQ 100-
106670 June File, Memo Sullivan to Belmont, JaIEiuary 17, 1964).

Director Hoover, upon being informed 6%? the results
of the surveillance, ‘ordered that they all be %nmediately
transcribed despite Deloach's recommendation t}{lat the tran-

- |
scribing be done later (HQ 100-106670-1024). As each of the

|
|
|
|
|
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file reviews has shown, portions of summaries, of the

transcripts were widely dissemj_nated ar,rong,govermnental

officials. These dlsse:mnatlons J.ncluded a rather
comprehenswe six volume transmlttal by the Bureau in
June, 1968. This was at the apparent ‘request of the

President through Spec1a1 Counsel Larry Temple for all
J.nformatlon concerning Dr. Klng, _lnclud:l.ng the instructions
and apnroval of former Attorney General Kernedy regarding
‘the electronlc survelllance of ng (Memo R. W Smith to
'W:L].llam Sulllvan, June 2, 1968 referrlng to memo Deloach

to Tolson, May 24, 1968, setting forth _the Pres:Ldent s

request). Included with the tramscripts were several
sumaries, previously disseminated, and several hundred

pages of Bureau commmications to the White House from.

1962 to 1968 regarding King and his associates. The
purpose of the White House request was not stated, but it
was the most complete accumilation of transmitted informa-

tion on the electronic surveiIlance of King which we

encountered during our review of Bureau files. The task
force noted the timing of the alleged Whlte House request

and subsequent transmittal particularly in light of
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Director Hoover's corrmum_catlon to the Whlte House on -

. March 26, 1968 (included in the transmlttal) whlch

“advised that Robert Kermedy had attempted to cont:act
|

Dr. King before ammouncing his candidacy for the
|
Presidency (HQ 100-106670-3262). !

The task force reviewed selected po,rtioins of all
R
of the transcripts in the King file as well as'l selected
portions of several tapes from which the frans};:ripts

were obtained. An inventory of the tapes ‘revii‘ewed is
- |
|

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

set forth below:

2) Atlahta Tape (symbol) (one reel) II
3) Composite Tape 12/15/64 ‘
Track No. 1 - Washington, D.C. recordlngs
(edited versmn of 15 reels)
Essentially, we reviewed the tapes by llstem'ngl.l to the
begimning, miéldle, and end of each tape and com'pared it to.
the corresponding transcript. They were basica}lly accurate
transcriptions in the sense that what was in thlle transcripts
was also on the tapes. However, some material clpn the tapes

was not put on the transcripts apparently becauée either

: b
that portion of the recording was garbled or un?lear or

it was considered unimportant..

|
|
!
l
!
|
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Qur review of the composite tape, vthe Atlanta
tape and the agents haﬁdwritten notes included in the
box with the recordings from the Ulllard Hotel gave an
additional indication of where the Buread. s interest
lay with resoect to Dr King. The composite tape contamed
"hlghllghts" of t"le fifteen reels of tape from the Willard
Hotel and appeared to cons:.st of little more than episodes
of private cdnversations and ac.tJ.‘.vitiesl which the Bureau
chose to extract from the original recordings. The
Atlanta fapé was obtainedl‘from thev felephone» tap on thé
King residence and consisted dﬁéeveral of Dr. King's
| conversations. These included conversations of Dr King
w:Lth iu'_s wife regarding his personal life and had nothing
to do with his political or civil rights activities. The
handwritten notes from the original Willard tapes contained
notations as to what point in the tape a particular persqnal
‘ act:.v:.ty or conversat:Lon took place. ' |

5. COINI'EILPRO Type and Other Illegal Actlw.tles

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 Sulliven proposal in January,

1964 to promote a new black leader,‘ the FBI accelerated its
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program of disseminating derogatory informationm, jwhich
was heavily fraught with the Bureau's own characi:eriza—
tions of King, to various individuals and organi:zations
who were in critical positions vis-a-vis the civ;ii rights
leader. Our review has essentially confirmed th;bse already
performed by the Civil Rights Division and the S:Ie:nate Select
Committee and- we, therefore, do not dwell on tholse areas
which they have already covered. We did find, h:owever,
additional proposed activities 'against Dr. King, some of
which were approved by the Director. They are illl'Lstructive
not only in revealing the extent to which the Bt]lreau was
willing to carry its efforts but also in showiﬁg} the
atmsphefe'azrong some of the rank and file Whlcl’:l this

|

program against King created. i

In November, 1964, the Bureau discovered'I that

‘ : |
Dr. King was desirous of meeting with high British officials

while in England during K‘i‘.ng's plénned trip to Emope.

Section Chief Baumgardner recommended a briefinJg for the

purpose of informiﬁg British offici‘als— concemifr1g King's

purported comunist affiliations and private 13'.:]fe

(HQ 100-106670-522, 523). Within three days the briefings

had been completed (HQ 100-106670-525, 534, 539).
' |
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