® ®
got cut in time :and XKing were still alive, he would get
the bounty on King (HQ 44-38861-4143). A priscner
who was at MSP from 1958 through 1965 stated Ray did
got like Negroes and was capable of killing Dr. Martin .
Luther King, Jr. (HQ 44-38861-4143).

Réy's péychological background is also & very
inportant avenue of review. As a result of a voluntary
psychiatric examinatidn in 1966, Ray was described as
having. a sociopathic personality, antisocial type with

anxiety and depressive features (HQ 44-38361-3505). In

1954, a prison sociologist stated that Ray's delinquencies

seem due ~to impulsive behavior, especially when drinking

(HQ 44-38861-3335). These characteristics and camments

about Ray support the opinion of psychologist Dr. Mark
Freeman. While Ray was in Los Angeles he was a patient

of Dr. Freeman. Dr. Freeman believes that Ray was potentially
capable of assassination, was a self-motivated person who
could act alone, and likely fantasized on being scmeone

important.

There were two matters involving Ray and blacks
while outside prison which shed some light on whether his
hatred of blacks and need for importance and profit could

have motivated him to murder. While in Mexico in the fall
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of 1967, Ray assccilatad with a' Mexican :vcrhéh, :r:na
Morales, in the City of Duerto Vallarta. Morales admitted
spending considerable time with him and recalls an jncident
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. Thereafter, Réy left his table
to go to his car, and when he returned he asked her to
feel his pocket. Morales did and felt a pistol 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 nothing to
do with the police, thereby terminating the incident (HQ 44-
38861-2Q73) . )

A second incident took place during Ray's stay in
Los Angeles. James E. Morrison, a bartender at the Rabbit's
Foot Club ﬂlere, identified Ray as a frequent custamer.
Morrison said that on one occasion Ray became engaged in a
political discussion with him regarding Robert Kennedy and
George Wallace. Ray became rather incensed and vehemently

supported Wallace. ‘_ On another occasion,. Ray had had a

-96~

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



discussion with Pat Goodsell, a frequent female customer,

concerning blacks and the civil rights movement. Ray became

very involved and began dragging Goodsell towards the door

saying, 'I'll drop you off in Watts and we'll see how you

like it there" (HQ 44-38861-3557). Ray then supposedly went

- outside and had to fight two persons, one belng black (Huie,
_ pp. 96-98). - |
‘ Thus, it seems clear that Ray openly displayed a

strong racist attitude towards blacks. While in prison,

~ Ray statéd he wculd kill Dr. King if given the oppdr’amity

and Ray was prepared to threaten or attack black persons

- in Puerto Vallarta, Mexico, with a weapon for apparently

. a racial reason. These events and occurrences leading to

the assassination of Dr. King and the assassination itself

certainly do not illustrate a single, conclusive motive. -

Yet, Ray's apparent hatred for the civil rlghts movement,

his possible yearning for recognition, and a desire for a

potential quick profit may have, as a whole, provided

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

3. Sources 0Of Funds

Shortly after thé search for'Ray began, it was

tecognized that he had traveled extmsiﬁely following his

escape from the Missouri Peniténtiary. Moreover, in addition
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to normal liying expenses; Ray had mace sevefal sub-
stantial purchases, e.g., cars, photo équiment,'dahce
lessons (See, List of knowh expenditures, Ap@. A, Ex. 4).
These expenditures suggested that he had finanéial:assist—
ance and hence possible co-conspirators. :Iherefore, the -
Bureau was particularly interested in determining his
soices of income. -On April 23, 1968, the Director advised
all field divisions to consider Ray as a.suspecﬁ in any |
unsolved bank robberies, burglaries or arugd robberies
occurring after April 23, 1967.- The results wére negative.
On April 29, 1968, the Director in a teletype to

alliSAC's ordered that all 1éw enforcement agencies which
maintained uwnidentified latent fingerprints be contacted
and requested that fingerprints of Ray be campared in order -
to determine his past whereabouts and possibly establish
his source of funds. Again, negative results were obtained.
The Director, on May 14, 1968, reminded all field divisions
that Ray had spent’d considerable amount of money from April
23, 1967 until April 4, 1968, and advised that a source for
these.monieé 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 all others to date, with one exception, have proved

»fruifless.
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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 Mounted 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 could be associ-
ated with Ray. The Bureau investigated the possibility
that Ray participated in a bank robbery at Altor, Illinocis,
in 1967, but it was established 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 "Racul"

furnished him finds on a continuous basis for various

uridertaldngs. These matters were actively pursued by the
Bureau but have never been corroborated by them. Nor have
they been corroborated by private inquiries of writers and
journalists. It is the Bureau's opinion that Ray most likely
committed on a periodic basis several robberies or burglaries

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 brother 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 return 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 also 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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4. Fzmily Contacts and Assistance

Our review of the files indicated that the FBI
had no hard evidence linking James Ray to any conspiracy

to kill Dr. King. Absent such exr.i.dencé, the Bureau

apparently discounted the significance of any contact

~ between Ray and his-fanﬁ.ly'., As the Chiéago case agent

told us, it is not unusual for a fugitive or a person

who has committed a given crime to be in touch with

family members. While such contact may render the actions

of the family member criminally liable, it is rot generally

pursued absent some evidence of direct participation in the

crime.

However, in light of the fact that a good deal

of mystery still surrounds James Ray and the assassination,

particularly the means by‘which he financed his life style

and travels, we concluded th_at on the basis of the infor-

mation which was wncovered, the Bureau should have pursued

this line of the investigation more thoroughly.

The cormection of the Ray family to the crime against

Dr. King may have been nonexistent. This does not alter the

fact, however, that the FBI discovered that the subject of

the largest manhunt in history had been aided in his fugitive

‘status by at least one family member. This and other facts

 suggestive of family assistance became clear as the Bureau's

investigation progressed.
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First, Jotn and Jerry Ray had Significmt contacts
with James while he was in Missouri State Penitentiary “
(MSP) at Jefferson City, Misseuri. _- Jerry Ray visited
James three or four times and' had borrowed money frtm
James onvat least 'one occasion during hJ.S confinement :
»(Chicago 44-1144 Sub G-17). John Rayyisited or attempted
+to visit Jarrxes Ray while at MSP on at ieast.n-ine‘ occasions.
The last‘visit took plaoe on April 22, ‘1967, ‘the' day before

"~ Ray escaped (HQ 44—338861—4503) The Bnreau also discovered
that while in pr:Lson at MSP James Ray had a fellow J._mnate
send a money order to a f.‘LCtltl;U.S company (Albert J. Pepper
Statlonary Co.) in St. Louis, Missouri. The money was sent
to the address of Carol Pepper (sister and business 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 gettJ.ng money out of the prlson (HQ 44—38861—2614)

Second, James Earl Ray was seen by several pedple in
both the St. Louis and Chicago areas durJ_ng the period

imrediately after his escape. In St. ‘Iouis (where 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 tm‘es between May 10 and 17 1967 (Kansas
City, 44-760-786). The other saw Ray enter:Lng a bank w:.th

Jimmie Owens and spoke _br;efly_w:.th 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 Jme 5, 1967 (Chicago, 44-1114 Sub D
Ex. 85) and had worked in Wirmetka, Illinois. Ray's
exployers also told Bureau agents that James Ray had
received several calls fram a man claiming to be Ray's
brother jmmediately prior to James' departure from his
| job. They stated that these calls had a visibly disturbing
effect on James Ray (Chicago 44-1114 Sub G-37). Jérry
Raynes, fat_ﬁer of the Ray brothers, told the FBI that he
overheard Joln and Jerry méntion that James had been in
Chicago during the summer of 1967 (Chicago 44-1114-508).
Third, in California, the FBI discovered two facts
which pointed toward possible contact between James Ray
and his brothers. Rlchard Gonzales who was a fellow
student with Ray at the bartending school in Los Angeles
told Bureau agents that Ray had told him upon completion
of the course that he (Réy) 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 time before March 17, 1968, (the
date when Ray left I.os Angeies) James Ray had been étating
that he was in need of fimds and was waiting for his brother

to send him some money.
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Fourth, through an informant the Bureau disccoversd

that Jerry Ray may not have been entirely candid with the

special agents during his sewveral 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 photograprh of Eric Starvo Galt as
being identical with his brother James prior to the time
the FBI had first contacﬁed him in connection with the
assass.ination. 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 April and May of 1968 prior to his departure for
London on May 7, 1968 (HQ 44-38861-4505). 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 lt became clear that
James Ray had been in touch with his brothér Jerry. Illinois
motor vehicle records showed that on August 25, 1967 James
Ray (using the name of John L. Rayns) transferred his 1962
Plymouth to Jerry (HQ 44-38861-5413). This was during the
- period when James Ray was making his way fram éanada to
Bimingham, Alabama. It has ccntinued to be a mystery

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

' where he obtained the several thousand doliars he had when

he arrived.

Thus, at least one family member, Jerry, had lied
to the FBI and had became subject to federal criminal charges
for aiding a fugitive. He was never confronted with these
facts by the Bureau. | In the task force interviéxn of Jerxy
Ray, ‘he -confirmed the fact that he had lied £o the Bureau and
had seen his brother James on several occasions. */ 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 credibility of Jerry's

*/ The task force attempted to talk to James and John Ray
but an interview was refused in both instances.
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Geriials to be susoect In light OL thz.s low C“‘edlblll‘:

and crltlcal passa.ge of time which has allowed the statute '
of llmltatlons to run, we concloded that the FBI abandoned
- a ﬁgnif_icaht opportunity to obtain answers from family
members concerning some of the important qoestione about
James Earl Ray which still remain.

D. Critical Evaluation Of The Assassination Investigation

As this report reflects, there wasa wealth of
infornation in the Files developed by the FBI mmder
investigation. We have been able to dig up 'eoue_.additimal |
data. Only a small part of any of this information has ‘\f"

oeen made a matter of any official public record. Some of
it was embodied in the stipulation agreed to by James Earl
Ray and judiciaJJ.y acknowledged in open court by him (with

a stated reservatlon as to agreelng to the wordlng indicating

‘a lack of a consplracy) Some emerged in Ray s post conv:Lct:Lon

efforts to get a new tr1a1 A quant:l.ty of the "nofficial"

evidentiary data and ‘a great deal of m:.s—mformat:.on was

_gleaned by the news med:a and by professmnal wrlters It
is understandable there.fore that many susp1c1ons have been
R generated and because of Justice Department rules against
disclosures of raw mvestlgatlve flles have gone tmanswered:
Flrst the task force has concluded that the investi-

gation by the FBI to ascertain and capture the mm‘derer of
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Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., was thoroughly, honestly
and successfully conducted. We submit that the mimute

details compacted in this report ampiy support this con-

clusion.

At the very outset of the investigation telegrams
went to all field offices of the Bureau instructing the
Special Agents in Charge to take éersonal supervision of
-the investigation, to check out all leads in 24 hours, and
noting that they would be held personally reéponsible.

Q 44;38861-153) . The files we reviewed shbw that this
directive was conscientiously followed. .The Bureau sought
first to identify and locéte the murderer using the obvious
leads. They checked out aliases, tracked the ‘t:races left
under the Galt alias, and used the known fingerprints from
the murder weapon and the vcontents of the blue zipper bag
left on South Main Street to eliminate suspects. This
backtracking ended in Atlanta. At this point the Bureau
initiated a check of the crime site fingerprints against
the white male "wanted fugitive" print file. This produced
the almost "'instant" discovery that the wanted man, Galt,
was James- Earl Ray, an escapee from Missouri State Prison.
In fact the "instant" discovery was a tedious hand search
started in a file of some 20,000 prints. That it took only

two hours to make a match is said by the Bureau experts to
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be largely sheer luck; it could have taken days. -We

accept the explanatlon that the fingerprint search was a

normal next reaort a.ft:ei‘ nomal lead procedures were
exhausted. o »
Second, the task fofce views the evidence pointing
- to the guilt of James Earl Ray as the man who purchased
the mxrder gun and who fired the fatal shot to be conclus:Lve
_ It was poss:.ble for the task force to create a well
documented hlstory of James Earl Ray from the moment of
his escape to h_J.s capture in England, using t.he‘ .anestlgat.ion‘
reports in the FBI files and to corrcborate and £ill in
assenﬁal details with Ray's cwn statements (admissions)

in his letters to author William Bradford Huie.

From this |
_‘ chronology, from the laboratory proof and fram Ray's |

Jud:.c:.al admissions it was concluded that: he was the assassin,.

and that he act:ed alone. We saw no credible e_v:Ldence pro-

bative of the possibility that Ray and any co-conspirator
~ were togethér at the scene- of the assassination. Ray's.

" assertions that someone else pulled the trigger are so

- patently self—serving and so varied as to be wholly unbeliev-

able. They become, in fact, a part of the ev:Ldence of his

gu11t by self—refutatlon
Third, we found that conspu:acy leads (allunde Ray s

versions) had been conscientiously rmmn down by the FBI even
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° e
though they had no possible relation to Ray’s(:stzpries
or to the kncwn facts. The resxlﬂ,t:s were negative..

We fomd no evidence of any complicity o the part
of the Memphis Police Department or of the FBL.

We acknowledge that proof of the negative, i.e.,
proof that others were not imvolved, is here as elusive
and difficult as it has universally been in criminal law.

~ But the sun of all of the evidence of Ray's guilt points
to him so exclusively that it most effectively makes the
point that no one e.lse was involved. Of qoﬁrse, someone
could conceivably have provided. him with logistics, or
even paid him to cammit the crime. However, we have
found no competent evidence upon which to base such a
theory.

Fourth, it is true that the task force umearthed
some new data - data which answers some persistent questions
and which the FBI did not seek. But the Bureau concelqtfated
on the principal J.n the case and much was not considered
important to his discovery and apprehension. We find no

~ dishonesty in this. A lead suggesting that one or both
of James Earl Ray's brothers were in contact with him after,
and in aid of, his escape in 1967 from the Missouri State
Prison, and before the mirder of Dr. King, vas not followed.
It was not wnearthed unﬁil after Ray's capture in England

on June 8, 1968; it was then apparently deemed a lead made
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sterile by bsupervening events. By hindsight the task
force believes Jerry and John Ray could have been
(affectively interrogated further to learn their knowledge,
1if any, of James Earl Ray's plans, his finances and whether
they helped him after Ki.ﬁg's death.

Finally, the task force 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 example,
early in the imvestigation in a reaction to a press report
of Attorney General Clark's expectation of making a progress
report to the nation, FBI Director Hoover wrote: 'We are
rot going to make any progress reports' (HQ 44-38861-1061).

The Bureau files reflect a significant degree of

disdain for the supervisory 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" (Birmingham
44-1740-1005). But then, apparently without further consul -
tation with the Attormey General or the Civil Rights

~ Division, the .Bu:reau 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 of the situation" (HQ 44-38861-1555).
The Bu:reau. scenario called for then advising the Attormey
General '"'that circumstances have required the action taken"
(HQ 44-38861-1555). |

We submit that in this sensitive case the Departmental

officials in Washington should have been consulted.

As another example, at the extradition stage of the
case, marked discourtesy was exhibited to the Attorﬁey
General and to Assistant Attorne}; General Fred Vinson. In
a telephone discussion with the Attorney General who
complained of being "kept in the dark'', an Assistant to
.the Director accused the Attorney Genmeral of falsificationms
and "hung up the phone''. Again, when Assistant Attormey
Generai Vinson was detailed to England to arrange for the
extradition of James Earl Ray, the Legal Attache was ordered
to be "diplomatic but firm with Vinson and that under no
circumstances should Vinson be allowed 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 Division of the Department having prosecutorial
responsibility for an offense being investigated should be

kept fully abreast of developménts. The responsible
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Division, moreover, should have sufficient control of the
Bureau's investigations to insurei that the legal necessities
of pleading and proof are met.-

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

in the King murder case.
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III. THE SECURITY INVESTIGATION

A. FBI Surveillance And Harassment Of Dr. King

1. Initiation of Technical Surveillance and
' COINTELPRO Type Activities

In order to reconstruct thé actions takern by
members of the FBI toward Dr. King, the task force
scrutinized the basis for the initiation by the Bureau
‘of any action with respect to Dr. King. During the review
it was revealed that on May 22, 1961, Mr. Alex Rosen, then
Assistant Director of the General Investigative Division
(Division 6), advised Director Hoover in an information
memorandum, per his request on Dr. King and four other

individuals in commection with the ''Freedom Riders,"

that "King has not been investigated by the FBI" (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 omission of a subject
matter investigation on Dr. King: 'Why not?" The substance
of the report was forwarded to Attorney General Kenpedy, and
the FBI did not pursue the King matter at this time. Thus,
FBI persormel did not have nardid they assume a personal
interest in the activities of Dr. King through May, 1961.

Furthermore, in 1961, information in the Bureau files on
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Dr. King had only been gleaned 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-
fims these reports.

In essence, the Director éémrmicated to Attorney
General Kemmedy during 1962 and 1963 a host of memoranda
cmlcéming the interest of the Commmist Party in the
civil rights movement, and, in particular, Dr. King's

~relationship with two frequently consulted advisers whom
the FBI had tabbed as menbers of the Commmist Party. As
a result of the deep inferest in civil rights affairs by the
Attorney General and by the Kennedy Administration, these FBL
reports had the effect of alarming Robért Kemmedy and affecting
his deciéioﬁs on the né.tional level.
. The net effect of the Bureau memoranda nearly

culminated in the summer of 1963 when Attorney General
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Kemnedy suggested consideration of technical surveillance
on King and the SCLC (HQ 100-106670-3631). Previously,

the bulk of FBI intelligence on Dr. King was secured by
technical surveillance of one éf his advisors and from
informants close to his associates. However, when A_tforney
General Kénnedy was confronted shortly thereafter with the
Director's request for such surveillances, he reconsidered
his suggestion and denied the request (HQ 100-106670-165,
171). Attorney General Kemnedy as well as several other
Department officials were sincerely concerned with King' s.
association with alleged commmist members since proposed
civil rights legislation was then very vulnerable to the
attack that comumists were influencing the direction of the
civil rights movement. | Yet, an affirmative program to

gather intelligence with King as the subject was still

considered ill-advised. However, a significant turn of

events within the circles of the FBI hierarchy would soon
reverse the Atﬁomey General's decision, and without his
knowledge the FBI would also launch an illegal counter-
intelligence program directed to discredit and neutralize
the civil rights leader.

Director Hoover's demeanor toward Dr. King has been
well f:ublicized and is summarized below. Certainly, as

the task force determined, this played a vital role in
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. lE"BI affai.fs, as did tne Diree«tor's attitude toward the |
Commmist Party. OnAﬁgust;.ZS, 1963, then Assistant
.ZDifectqr of the Domestic Intelligence Divd_sim, William
C. Sulli\_zen,' pursuant to the Director"vs 'requefst; presented
a seventy—‘pege analysbie of expleitation and influence by
the Commmist Part:} on the American Negro population since
1919 (HQ 100;-3-116-“253X)l'. This report and Mr. Sullivan's
synopsis showed a dfailure of the Commmist Party inAadlieving
any significant inroads into the Negro populatlon and the .
civil rights movement. Dlrector Hoover responded

"This memo reminds me vividly

of those I received when Castxro
took over Cuba. You contended

then that Castro and his cchorts
‘were not Commmists 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-
3-116-253X). . :

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

""The Director is correct. We

were camnpletely wrong. about

believing the evidence was not

sufficient to determine some

years ago that Fidel Castro was

not a comumist or under commmist
. influence. In investigating and
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writing about commmism and the
American Negro, we had better
remember this and profit by the
lesson it should teach us." Memo
from Sullivan to Belmont, August
30, 1963, App. A, Ex. 8).

Even more importantly, Mr. Sullivan also said -
in response to the action that he now believed was
necessitated in determining commmist influence in the
civil rights movement:
"Therefore, it may be unrealistic
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
before Congressional committees that
the Commmist Party, USA, does wield
substantial influence over Negroes
which one day could becane decisive."
(idem.) 7
The FBI hierarchy had no written comments on this memo-
~ randum either supporting or negating the Assistant Director's
proposed line of action. |
Then, in September, 1963, Mr. Sullivan recommended
* "§ncreased coverage of commmist influence on the Negro

(Memo from Baumgardner to Sullivan, September 16, 1963,

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

"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
Commmist influence in the racial
movement was ineffective ahd infin-
itesimal. This - notwithstanding
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many Temos oL specific instances
of infiltration. Now you want

to load the field down with more
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 misled by previous memos which cleariy showed
cammmist penetration of the racial movement. The
attached is contradictory of all that. We are wasting
manpower and money invéstigat:ing 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 humble mammer 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 corrmurust infiltration ”‘-1as not reacned the point
of control or dommatlon Tne Director curtly commented
that ”Certa:.nly this is not true with respect to the
King comection" (idem). One could now foresee that
Dr. King would be closely watched bf FBI persormel.

In October, 1963, the Director forwarded a request
to the Attorney General for tectmical surveillance of
Dr. King's residence and the SCLC office in New York City.
This time the FBI received authorization for techmical

surveillance and it was instituted almost immediately.

In é.ddition, the FBI had prepared a new analysis on

commmnist involvement in the Negro movement (Communism
and the Negro Movement, October 16, 1963, App. A, Ex. 12).
. A cover memorandum of this anaifsis written by Assistant
to the Director A.H. Belmont to Associate Director Clyde
A. Tolson reads:

""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. 139.
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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 investigatidn of Dr. Martin Luther King,
Jr., and the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC)
was predicated on the belief that they were under the |
influence of the Commmist Party, United States of America
(CPUSA). The basis for this belief was that Dr. King reiied
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. The task force was
privy to this characterization through both our file review
and our September 2, 1976, conference w:.th representatives
of the Bureau's Intelligence Division. For security
purposes the sources were not fully identified to the
task force. Therefore, the veracity of the sources and the
characterization are remammg questions.

The advisor's relationship to King and the SCLC
is amply evidenced in the files and the task force
concludes that he was a most trusted advisor. The files
are replete with instances of his comseliﬁg King and

his organization on matters pertaining to organization,
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finance political strategy and speech writing. Some

examples follow

-The advisor organlzed in King's name, a fund

raising society (HQ 100-106670-47, 48). Thls orgam.zation

and the SCLC were in large_messm:e financed by concerts

arranged by. this person (HQ '.100-106670-305 He also
lemt counsel to King and the SCLC on the tax consequences
of charltable gifts.
_ 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 apprqaching Attorney General Kermedy

“on behalf of a labor leader (HQ 100-106670-24). In each
' instance his advice wasvaccep,red. |
Iﬁng's speech before the AFL-CIO National Conve_ntion
in December, 1961 was written by this advisor (HQ 100-392452-
131).

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

Unlted Packing House Workers Convention (HQ 100- 106670-119).
In 1965 he prepared responses to press questions directed
to Dr. King from a lLos Angeles radio statlon 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,

as -indiéated, is clear to the task force. What is mot
clear is whether this relationship -oug'ht to have been
considered either a poséible national security threat or
CPUSA directed. We conclude that justification 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 mrbranda,
sumarized below, written during the first six months of
1962. It is pointed out that in October, 1962 the Bureau
ordered the COMINFIL SCLC investigation (HQ 100-438794-9).

- In January the Director wrote the Attorney General
and told him that one of King's advisors was a commumist.
At this time he also pointed out that the advisor wrote
King's December, 1961 AFL-CIO speech and assisted King in
SCLC matters (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 thé administz.‘at_iori?s handling of
civil rights. The grtic’le- was ostensibly written by
Martin Luther King but in fact the true author was
another advisor chara-lcteriz.ed by the FBI as a ranking
member of the Commmist Party (HQ 100-106670-30, 31)._

In May the Attorney Gerié'ral learned that f:he CPUSA

considered King and the SCLC its most important work because

the Kennedy 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 Commmist to be one of King'é. principal
assistants (HQ 100-106670-79, 80). Later King accepted
the recommendation. L

‘ The conclusion that the investigation's continuance
was _mmarranted 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 pf—:rusal of files, which
included informents' memoranda and physical, microphone and
telephone surveillance memoranda, in which we found no such

indication concerning Dr. King.
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The Bureau provided us with no documentation

that the SCLC under Dr. King was anything other than a
legitimate organization devoted to the civii rights move-
ment. - | | |

| The Bur‘eau/files that we examined lacked any infor-
mation that the alleged Cmmﬁists' advice was dictated by
the CPUSA or inimical to the interests of the United States.
Indeed, in early 1963 the Bureau learned throush reliable
sources the principal advisor had disassociaﬁed himself
from the CPUSA. His reason was the CPUSA was not suffi-
ciently involving itself in race relations and the civil
rights movement (HQ 100-392452-195).

3. King-Hoover Dispute

The flames of Director Hoover's antipathy for
Dr. King were farmed into open hostility in late 1962 when
Dr. King criticized the Bureau's pérformance during an
investigation of a raéial distm':bance in Albany, Georgia.
Efforts to interview King by the Bureau were not successful |
(HQ 157-6-2-965) and the matter lay dormant for a time.

The bontroversy was publicly rekindled in early 1964
when the Director testified before a House appropriations

subcommittee that he believed commmist influence existed
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in the Negro npvenent King comntered by accusing the
Director of abettiﬁg racists and m‘.ght wingers CHQ 100-3
116-1291). During November of 1964, the Director told
a group of Washington — reporters that King was ''the
most notoriocus liar in the country.'" A week later, ~Director .
Hoover referred to "'sexual degeneratés in pressm:e grouns

in a speech ‘at Loyola Un:l.vers:.ty CHQ 162-7827-16) .

Dr. King and his jimmediate sta.ff requested a meetmg
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 begiming,"
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 wneasy truce was momentarily reached. (HQ 100-106670-563,
607.) o

.I-Iowever, the controversy flared'égain when a letter
was circulated by the Southern Christian Educational 'FLﬁd
(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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‘1 Vvew of this si:uat*cn, r«’"ﬂ

makes it mandatory that we tzke every
prudent step that we can take to emerge
completely V"ctorlously in this confllct

We should not take any ineffective or
half-way measures, nor blind ocurselves
_to the realities of the situation.”
(HQ 100-106670-627.) -
We believe the persistent controversy between Dr.
) K:mg and Director Hoover was a major factor in the Bureau's
deteﬁnjnation to discredit Dr. King and ultimately destroy
his leadership role in the civil rights movement,

4. Technical Surveillance:

dL]I' review of FBI files and interviews vﬁth Bureau
persommel substantially confirms with a few additions the
findings which have already been reported by Mr. Muphy
and the Senate Select Cormri.tte_e_. on Intelligence with respect
to the electronic surveillance of Dr. ng and his associates.

We found that some microphone surveiﬁances were

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

which have not thus far been reported. These installations

were as follows:

Americana Hotel (HQ 100-106670-2224, 4048)
4/2-3/65 ( symbol)
6/3-3/65 ( symbol)

- 1/21-24/66 (no symbol)

Sheraton Atlantic (N¥ 100-136585 Sub-Files 7-8)
12/10-11/65 (symbol)

New York Hilton (NY 100 136585 Sub Files 11 -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 unproductive 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 &1e New York Field Office at
the Americana Hotel on Jamuary 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 the 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 As_so”ciate
Director Clyde Tolson, upon being informed oi;' ‘the coverage,
wrote back on the same day in a rather perturbed fashion to
have the microphone._ removed "'at once."  Tolson advised the
Director that 'no one here'' approved the coverage and that -
he had again instructed Sullivan to have no microphone
installations without the Director’'s appro;val. Hoover
confirmed Tolson's directive. (HQ 100-105670—2224)() .

No symbol mumber was ever attached to this coverage
as was the standard practice. This was apparently due to
the strong disapproval voiced by Headquarters. Yet, despite
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Hoover's otaers the coverage was mamtalned and a good
deal of mtelllgence on K:Lng s personal act1v1t1es was
obtaified and transcnbed. These act1v1t1es are»'reflected
in a six page memorandum.  (HQ -100—106670-4048;) '
Irrespective of the level of Bureau apbrcfval
which was required for electronic ‘surveillance installa-
tions during the King years, our review teinforcegl the
conclusions of the Senate Select Oonmittee"that the purposes
behind this intelligence gathering became twisted. Several
instances of Bureau ‘corresponden‘c'e ate instructive. Section
" Chief Bat.mgarmer in reco'rmendmg coverage of Kan in
Honolulu urged an exposure of ng s "moral weakness
so that he could be '"for the security of the nation, com-
‘plete'ly dlSC“EBdlt&d" (HQ 100-106670 June File, Memo Baumgardner
' to Sullivan, January 28, 1964). In a similar memo from
‘Sullivan to Belmont recdmmding coverage in Mi_lwaukee at
the Schroeder Hotel, the expressed purpose was to gather
information on “Yentertaimment" in which ng might be engaging
similar to that "uncovered at the Willard Hotel" (HQ 100-
106670 June File, Memo Sullivan to Belmont Jarmary 17, 1964).
-Director Hoover, upon bemg informed of the results
of the survelllance, ordered that they all ‘be Jmnedlately

transcribed despite Deloach's recommendation that the tran-

scribing be done later (HQ 100-106670-1024). As each of the
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file reviews has shown, portions of sunmaries of the
transcripts were wide]iyi dissem:ihatetl ainong govermmental
officisls. These _ciissexnirlations_ incli;ded- a rather
compiehensive six volume transmittal by the Bureau in
June, 1968. This vtas at the apparent request of the
President through Special Coimsel Larry Temple -fo_r all
information concerning Dr. King, including tkie instructions
and approval of former Attorney General Kennedy regarding
the electronic surveillance of K_'Lng (Memo R. W. Smith to

‘William Sullivan June 2, 1968 referring to memo Deloach

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

request).’ Included with the transcripts were several
'sunmaries prev10usly dissemmated 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 accumulation of transmitted informa-

tion on the electronic survelllance of Kmo which we

e.ncomtered during our review of Bureau files. The task
force noted the timing of the alleged White- House request

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

March 26, 1968 (included in the trénsmittal) which
advised tﬁ'at Robert Kemedy had attempted to cohtact'
Dr. King before ammouncing his candidacy for | the
Presidency (HQ 100-106670-3262).

The task force reviewed selected portioﬁ,s of all
of the transcripts in the King file as well as selected
portions.of several tapes from which the transéripts
were obtained. An inventory of the tapes reviewed 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) Composite Tape 12/15/64
.Track No. 1 - Washington, D.C. recordlngs
(edited version of 15 reels)
Essentially, we reviewed the tapes by listening to the
begimming, middle, and end of each tape and compared it to
the corresponding transcript. They were basically accurate
transcriptions in the sense that what was in the tramscripts
was also on the tapes. However, some material on the tapes
was not put on the transcripts apparently because either

that portion of the recording was garbled or unclear or

it was considered unimportant.
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Our review ef the composite tape, the Atlanta
| tape and the agenta handwrltten notes mcluded in the
‘box with the recordmgs from the Wlllard Hotel gave an
' Aaddltlonal mdlcatlon of where the Bureaa s :Lnterest
_- lay w1th resoect to Dr. ng The COfﬂpOSlte tape contained
- "highlights" of t"we flfteen reels of tape from the W:Lllard
Hotel and appeared to con51st of 11tt1e more than episodes
Iof private conversatlons and act:Lv:LtJ.es whlch the Bureau
‘- chose to ext:ract from the onomal recordmcs The
| Atlanta tape was obtained from the telephone tap on the
| ng residence and cons:Lsted' 'of..seyeral of Dr. King' s
cohversationa,, These inclu&ed eonversatipns of Dr. King
with hlS ﬁfe regardinlg his petsorial life and had nothing
p‘to do with his politicai or c1v11 rights activities. The
handwritten notes from the original Willard tapes contained
notatlons as to what point in the tape a partlcular persmal |

actlw.ty or corversation took place.

5 COINI'EIPRO Type and Other Illegal Act:.v:Lt:Les

Thew'task‘ force has do_cmgentec_l_an extensive program

WJ.thlnthe FBI &uring the years 1964 to 1968 to discredit
Dr. Klng Pursuant to a Bureau meeting on‘December 23, 1963
to plan a King strategy. and the Sul]iv_an proposal in January,

1964 to promote a new bla‘ck_\leader_,' ‘the FBI accelerated its
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program of‘ai$Seminating derogatory information, which
was heavily fraught with the Bureau's own characteriza-
tions of King, to various individuals and organizatidns
who vere in critical positions vis-a-vis the civil rights
leader. Our review has essentially confirmed those already.
performed b& the Civil Rights Division and the Senate Select
Committee and we, therefore, do not dwell on those aréas
Whicﬁ 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
willing to carry its efforts but also in showing the
atmosphere among some of the rank and file which this
program against King created.

In November, 1964, the Bureau discovered that
Dr. King was desirous of meeting ﬁith high British éfficials
while in England during King's plammed trip to Europe.
Section Chief Baumgardner recommended a briefing for the
purpose of informing British officials concerning King's
purported commmist affiliations and private life
(HO 106-10667b—522, 523). Within three days the briefings
had been completed (HQ 100-106670-525, 534, 535).
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— One partlcular dlssemmatlon the. contents of whlch
. was not revealed in the flles was apparently :Lnltlated
and carrled out personally by the Dlrector On January 22,
1965 ‘the SAC in Atlanta adv1$ed Mr. Sulllvan that

) pursuant to the:.r electrom.c sm'velllance the Bureau
learned th_at King had phoned Ralph Abernathy ‘and complained
‘tha'tv‘_H_ooirer had had a meeting with a partlcular Atlanta -

. official while in Washington attegldi;ig the .Inauguration.

‘»According to King, when -this official returned to

Atlanta he contacted Dr. ng sen:Lor and passed on a

' good dea ' of mformatlon Accordlng to Sulllvan s
memo to Be]mont Dr. K.mg, Jr. was. very upset (HQ 100-
106670—768) The files did not. reveal any | formal proposal
for th:Ls brlefmg but - Section Chief Baumgardner later speculated
that the Atlanta OfflClal was. Chlef of. Pollce Jenk:ms
smce the Dlrector had met W:Lth hnm on January 18, 1965

_ (HQ 100 106670-780) . The files do not. :Lndlcate Whether
the Director Su'ggested that the ln_fpnpatlon be,._passed on
to Dr. Kin'g.'s father. R
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In comection with the pbst—assassinatioﬁ
efforts to declare a national'.holiday in memory of
Dr. King the Senate Select Corrmittee' has outlined
in its report the attempts by the Bureau té prevent
such a declaratidn by briefing various members of
Congress on King's background (HQ 100-106670-3586).
We discovered that the Bureau also sent a nmogfaph

o King to the President and the Attorney General

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

The Bureau's efforts to discredit Dr. King's
mvénent also included attempts tb damage the
reputation of King's family and friends. - The Bureau
looked very closely at Coretta K:Lng although a |
éecurity investigation was never opened. This
included scrutinizing her travels in an attempt
to uncover possible .facts embarrassing to her.‘

These attempts also included a plan, proposéd
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by Assistant to the Director Deloach and approved

by Hoover to leak information to the press that Coretta
King and Ralph Abernathy were deliberately plotting to
keep the assa551nation in the news by clalnung a conspiracy. -
existed in order to keep monetary contrlbutlons flowing
- for their benefit (iQ 44-38861~ -5654).
' | Ralph Abernathy and Andrew Young also became Bureau
_targets. Shortly after the assassination the field was
instructed to teport.any‘ioformatioﬁ on'possible "immoral
activities" of King's two associates (HQ 62-108052-Unrecorded
serial, Atlén_ta to Director, April 29, 1968). Presumsbly
‘the_re'weav:'e COINTELPRO type p@posos beh:Lnd ‘this request.
 The Atlamta Field Office in attempting to demonstrate
’the 1n1t1at1ve and 1nag1natlon demanded by Headquarters
proposed additional neasures agalnst Ralph Abernathy. The |
Bureauvlearned that after Dr. King's death, Rev. Abernathy
may have voiced some concern over ooésible éséassination
aftéﬁpts on his own life. The'Atlahta office proposed that
the Bureau begin notifying Aberngfhy diréctiy (instead of-
only mfonm.ng the police) of all threats sgainst him in
order to confuse and worry him (HQ 62-108052-Unrecorded
serial, Atlanta to Director, March .28, 1969). This activity

was not approved by Héadquarfers.
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Bureau files indicate that the FBI may have also
attempted to help the executivé brénch in its efforts
to deal W.Lth Abernathy;af-tex; King;s deafh. In a memo
to Associate Director Tolson, Direc{:or Hoover: r_elated
a teiephone conversation with former Vice President
Agnew in which Mr. Agnew expressed concérn over the.
"inflammatory"' statement‘;s which AEernathy had made.
The Vice President was seeking information from Hoover
which could be useful in destrbying the credibility of
Rev. Abernathy. Hoover agreed to ;he réquest (HQ 100-
106670-Unrecorded serial, Hdcver to Tolson, ‘May .18, 1970).
We did not find what information, if any, was forwarded
to the Vice President. |

Finally, we discovered that a series of illegal -
surreptitious entries was éonducted by the FBIL. 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 umable to locate rec;ords

of any entries onto the premises of Dr. King or the SCLC.
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The agents began to retrleve J.nformatlon about
Dr. ng durlng these entrles through the use of photo—
graphs In one mstance a super\n.sor in the apmoprlate
- 'fleld offlce requested authorlty to conduct an entry
| for the express purpose of obtammg :Lnformatlon about
' Dr K.mg The proposed entry was approved at Head-
quarters pursuant to a telephone call by an Inspector
and was later conducted '
On four subsequent ‘occasions the Btn'eau agam
. 'co’n'ducted en-tries and obtamed 'mformation concerru-.ng
ng and the SCLC. On one such occa810n a spec1men of
KJ.ng s handwrltlng was obtamed 'l‘he purpose of
gatherlng this pJ.ece of mtelllgence was not revealed

Bureau pollcy at the time of these entr:.es -

' _ reunIed the approval of such fleld requests by

Dlrector Hoover or Assoc:Late Dlrector Tolson (Memo
D:.rector, FBI to Attorney General September 23, 1975)

We assume that such approval was granted. Handwritten
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notations on the field officé memos ‘mdl;,.cate that
the Bureau was advised of the entries in each case.

We also raise the issue of-these illegal entries
because aside from being violative of Fourth Amendment
rights the entries ran the risk of invading a privileged
relationship. |

| We note in passing that the FBI continued to
‘employ an informant in the SCLC despite the fact th_at
the informant conceded to ageﬁts that the informant had
embezzled some SCLC funds. The Bureau voiced strong
disapproval of these activities. Yet, no legal or
disciplinary action was ever taken with respect to
the informant (HQ 134-11126-56, 57).

B. Critical Evaluation of the Security Investigation

In the area of domestic‘.intelligence the mandate

of the FBI has been. both broadly and vaguely defined.

It is stated in the Code of Federal Regulations as follows:
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(The FBI shall:) carry out the Presidential
directive of September 6, 1939, as reaffirmed
by Presidential directives of January 8, 1943,
July 24, 1950 and December 15, 1953, designating
the Federal Bureau of Investigation to take -

- charge of investigative work in matters relating
to espionage, sabotage, subversive activities,
and related matters (28 CFR 0.85 (d)). '
Given this charter and the history of the sometimes

. overpowering influence of the views of the late Director
J. Edgar Hoover. on his subordinates and on_succesive

. Attorneys»Géneral, it was ‘understandable that a security
investigation should be initiated into the possible
influence of the Cammmist Party, U.S.A., on Dr. Martin
‘Luther King, Jr. Two of King's close advisors,. at the
outset of the security matter, were reported to be
Camunist Party members by sources relied upon by the

Bureau.

The security investigation continued for almost

' six years until Dr. King's death. It verified, in our
view, that one ‘glleged'ch-r_qnmist was a very influential
-advisor to Dr; K_mg {and hence the Southern Chriétian A
.LeelxderShipr Conference) on the strategy and tactics vof
King's leadership of the black civil r:;ghts-vrr'bvelment of
the early and mid—sixties.» Another had no. such weight
| although he seemed to be of use to King. But this . -

very lengthy investigative concentration on King and on
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the f)fincipai advisor estabii‘shed' “in -OL:-L'L' oioinion, '
that he dld not "sell™ Dr. ng any course of conduct
or of advocacy. which can be 1dent1f1ed as conmum.st or
"Party line". King, himself never varled publlcly or
privately from his commitment to non-violence and did
not advocate ‘th,e overthrow of the government of the
United States by violence or subyersion.' To the contrary,
he a&bwted an ehd to the discrimination and disenfran-
~ chisement of minority groups which the Constitution and
the courts denounced in terms as strong as his. -We
concluded that Dr. King was ﬁo threat to domestic security.

And the Bureau'é continued intense surveillance
and .investigat};;an of the advisor clearly developed that |
he had disassociated himself from the Commmist Party
in 1963 because he felt it fa:iled.adequately to serve
the civil rights movement. Thus the linch-pin of the
security investigation of Dr. King had pulled himself
out. _ |

We think the sécm'ity investigation which included
both physical_ and tecl‘hical surveillance, should have been
terminated 6n the basis of what was lear1;1ed in 1963.
That it was intensified and augmented by a COINTELFPRO type
campaign against Dr. King was unwarranted; the COINTELPRO

typé campaign, moreover, was ultra vires and very probably

in violation of 18 U.S.C. 241 (and 242), i.e. felonious.
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The contimuing security investigation reflects also
;hafnthe Attorney General and the Division chargéd with
responsibility for internal sécurity matters failed badly
-in what should have been firm supervision'of the FBI's

internal security activities.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. As To The Murder Investigation

The task force does not fault the tectmical

competence of the investigation conducted into the
death of Dr. King. We found no new evidence which
calls for action by State or Federal Authorities.
Our concern has developed over administrative
concomitants of the qrime detection tactics.

1. The progress of such sensitive cases
as the King murder investigation and the development
of legally sufficient evidence to sustain prosecution
are- properly the ultimate responsibility of the Division
of the Department having supervision of the kind of
criminal prosecution involved. The Division head should
delineate what progress reports he wishes. The Bureau
should not be permitted to manipulate its submission of
reports to serve its purposes, such as the protection
of its public relation efforts, or the prevention of the
responsible Division of the Department from causing the
Bureau to pursue a line of inquiry whiqh .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 supervision.
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2. As'a corollary of our espousal of tignhter’
' Department authority. over the FBI we recomnend that the
Bureau's public relations aetlwtles and press relatlons
be controlled by the.,.Atterhey General's Office of Public

Information. Clear directives to prevent the development

of personality cults around particular Bureau Directors

and o'fficials should be drawn. Bureau press releases should -
be cleared through the Office of ‘Public Information.
" 3.: .The tasl,e force recommends that in sensitive
cases no criminal action be instituted by the Buteau without
~the closest coordination and consultaf:ion with the"supervising
Division of the Departwent., This supervision by the Depert—

. ;hment should be as tight és_ the control and consultation tﬁe
Bureau had with its Field Offices.as exhibited in our review
of the assass:.natlon investigation.

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

- the FBI spec:Lal agent s vcorps. J.n,the 1960's and none in
the -'Btrreau"s I:ierarehy This undoubtedly had the effect
of lJ.mJ.tJ.ng not only.the outlook. ‘and understanding of the
problems of race relations, but also must have-hindered the
ability of investigetoré to commmicate »fullfwith blacks
.durmg the murder mvestlgatlon By way- of illustration

- had there been black agents in' the Memphis Field Office
p_arplcn.;patmg ,fully, in the investigation of Dr. King's

mwrder, it is unlikely that the int_erviewé with
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