
Ray's stipulated judicial confession courts in

det<il with the facts disdoesd by the investigation and 

the failure of the self-euvmig stori.es persuasively 

undermines the lieelioodi of any conspiracy.
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2. Motive

James Earl Ray, born 1928, was raised under 

difficult cirumssamces. Hi.s parents were poo.-, unedu­

cated and generally resisted ini areas surrounded by 

criminal activity. Ray did not achieve a high school 

education, nor did he attend any vocational institution. 

After erniistnng in the army in 1946, Ray did not meet the 

mliHary's stttldtrdls and was dischargeed in 1948 for lack 

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

Thus, at the age of twenty-one, he had a very Imited 

education, was not trained or skilld at any particular job, 

and was a reject of the nuliany establisl•mett. Thereafter, 

he preluded to participate in and be apprehended tor a 

number of criminal actions for which he would be itccarceraldl 

for fourteen of the next eighteen years until his escape from 

the Missouri State Pen.tentitry in Aprl 1967. Ray's criminal 

activities induced robbery, forgery and burglary (HQ 44-38861­

4143). He was not known to have been involved in cremes where 

victims or witnesses were physically harmed.

*FBI fUes discoosed that James Earl Ray has an IQ of 105 
(HQ 44-38861-3503).
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In March 1968, James Earl Ray was forty years 

old and was never known to have had a series relation­

ship with a man or woman during his adUt lffe. Although 

he was about to ccmm.t a very infmous crime of: assassina­

tion, neither his chidhicxd, his mlitsry years nor hi.s 

adU.t liffe of crime and imprionment sicnalsi such action. 

His criminal activities were not those of a hired, or self- 

accomilished 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 mtive. For example, in 1955 Ray was incar­

cerated in the federal peiitenticry at Leavenworth, Kansas, 

for forgery of post office money orders;. On September 12, 

1957, Ray was approved for the honor farm at Leavenworth, 

but was never transferred there because he refused to Ive 

in the integrated, dormitory at the farm (HQ 44-38861-1678). 

Thus, he was supposedly wiling to sacrifice thi.s beietei.it 

and its accompanying priviecees to avoid association with 

black prisoners. .

An inmate with Ray at Missouri State Penitentiary 

for approximtely three years, stated that-Ray hated 

Negroes. He further stated that Ray had said that 

all the Nego prisoners inside the penitentiary should
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be kilLd!. He also responded that on several occasions 

Ray had said he would kill Dr. Matin Luther King, Jr., .

if the price were right. In 1966, there was a riot at 

the penitentiary.- Three blacks were killed. The hmate 

would not state whether Ray had participaed in the 

killings. He did say that, if Ray had not, he world 

definitely know who had Wed the prisoners. He also 

said that he would not be surprieed if he acted without 

being paid for the killing.. It should be noted that another 

prisoner who was a chef at MSP and Ray's boss for six years, 

stated that thi_s inmate was a good friend of Ray and he also 

hated Negroes. (HQ 44-318861-4443).

A second ;nmate with Ray at the Missouri State 

Pantentiary from 1960 mtel 1965, clamed that he 
recalls that Ray was glad when President Kennedy was kiied 

and stated "that i.s one niggex-lcving S.O.B that got shot". 

The prisoner also advi^d that Ray dislkoed Negroes. During 

the time period when King was leading demnstratioss and 

marches Ray would become aggravated and upset wh^ leading 

this isfOormattiin in newspapers to the point that he would

. cur■te King and the Negroes. He f:utthlr stated he had heard 

prison rumors that Ray was supposed to have kiUd three 

black prisoners at the panitenticuy.. Finally, he related
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that in 1963 Ray made the remark that he was- going to. 

get: M±rn Luther King when he. got Out of prison. 
(HQ 44-38861-2678, 2791). / .

A thrd inmate at MSP/ from 1962 util 1965, 

desorbed Ray as a "lone wOf" who never trusitedi 

anyone;. te stated that Ray/was a racist and was heard 

many tmes discussing his dislike of Negroes. Another 

prisoner became acquainted with Ray in 1965 and said that 

Ray commented! if he ever got out of jail he was going to 

make himslf a "bunch of many," and Ray further said a 

"Businessmen's Association" had offered $100,000 f:or 
killing Mrtin Luther King. This prisoner said that 

Ray <dd not knew what /the "Businessmen's Association" 

was, but he intend to fnd out. (HQ 44-38861-4143). ■ 

' A ceimate wth Ray in 1955 at Kansas City who 

later sen^ prison tme with Ray at Leavenworth, Kansas, 

was rLso incarcerated with Ray at MSP. He stated that 

during the p^ita when president Kennedy was assassinated 

the rnovemnts of Dr. Martin Luther King became the topic 

of conversation at the penitentiary. Many prisoners heard 

. that bustaesmen h^. raised a considerable amount of wney, 

a^ut rae miL^ai dollars, as a bounty on King's head. He 

furt±er state! that Ray mentions a dozen times that had he 
I

known aoout ^ bounty on John F. tern.tap's head and 

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

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

who was at MSP from 1958 through 1965 stated Ray did 

not Ike Negress and was capable of kiling Dr. Motrin . 

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

Ry's psychological background IS also a very 

Important avenue of review. As a result of a voluntary 

psydh-atric examination In 1966, Ray was described as 

having a sociopathic personality, antisocial type with 

anxiety and dep]ressi.ve features (HQ 44-38861-3505). In 

1954, a prison sociologist stated that Ray's deini<uemcies 

seem due to impiiLsive behavior, espeially when drinking 

(HQ 44-38861-3335). These iharlci:erLstiss and commeits 

about: Ray supert the opinion of psychologist Dr. Mark 

Freeman. Wile 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 Ikely fantasized on being someone 

important. '

There were two matters involvnig Ray and blacks 

while outsicte prison which shed some tight on whether his 

hatred of blacks and need for importance and prooit could 

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

Morales, in the City of Puerto VOLlarta. Morales admtted 

spending considerable tme with him and recalls an incident 

that tc°k 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 steted that Ray kept goading the . 

blacks ter some reason. Thereafter, Ray left his table 

to go to his car, and when hie returned. he asked her to 

feel his pocket. Morales did and felt a pistol in bis 

pocket. Ray stated to Morales that he wanted to k.ll the 

blahs. He then continued to be insultrng and when the 

bto left he teated he wanted to go after them. Morales, 

however:, told hm it was time for the police to arrive to . 

check the estabissment and Ray stated he wanted tothitng to 

do wto the police,, thereby temitattng the incident (EQ 44­

38861-2073). .

A second indent took place during Ray's say in 

Los Angeles. James E. Morrison, a bartender at the Rabat's 

Foot Club there, identifeed Ray as a frequent customer.- 

Moorison said that on one -occasion Ray became engaged in a 

poitical discussion with him regarding Robert Kennedy and 

George Wallaces. Ray became rather incensed and vehemntly 

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

concerning b^cks and the civi rights movent. Pay became 

very involved and began dragging Goodell toward the door 

saying, 'TH drop you off in Wats and well see how you 

Ike it there" (HQ 44-38861-3557). Pay then supposedly went 

outsid and had to fight two persons, ore being black (Hie, 

pp. 96-98). .

Thus, it seems clear that Pay openly displayed a 

strong racist attttdfe towards blacks. Wile in prison, 

Pay stated! he would k.11 Dr. King if given tie opportunity 

and Pay 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 assa>£>inati<ni of Dr. King and the assassination itself 

certainly do not iiustraate a single, conclusive motive. 

Yet, Pay's apparent hatred for the Civil rights movement, 

his possible yearning for recognition, and a desire for a 

potential quick profit may have, 2s a whole, proved 

stEfiC:lrlt impetus for him to act, and to act alcne.

3. Sources of Funds

Shortly after thre search for Ray began, it: was 

recognized that he had traveled extensively frlr(wng Ms 

escape from the M-ssouri Pemtmtiary. Moreover, in adtition
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to normal Hvng expenses, Ray had node several sub­

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

lessens (See, List of known expeeriitures, App. A, Ex. 4). 

These expenditures suggested that he had financial assist­

ance and hence possible co-conspiratorss. Therefore, the 

Bureau was particularly interested in determining hi.s 

sources of inccme. On A?pil 23, 1968, the Director advised 

a.l field divisons to consider Ray as a suspect in any 

unsolved bank robberies, burglaries or armed robberies; 

occurring after April 23, 1967. The resets were negative.

On Apr! 29, 1968, the Director in a teletype to 

OH SAC’s ordered that 0.1 law enforcement agencies Which 

maintained unidentified latent fingerprints be contacted 

and requested that fiugirprrntSs of Ray be cammed in oieii 
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 divisiass 

that Ray had spent "a considerable amount of money frem Apil 

23, 1967 until Aril 4, 1968, and advised that a source for 

these monies had not been determined. The Director ordered 

that photographs of Ray be displayed to appropriate witnesses 

in unsolved bank iribbeiiei and bank burglaries. These efforts 

and a.1 others to date, with one exception, have proved 

fruiteess.

-98-

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



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

Bureau did ascertain that Ray had been employed at a 

restaurant in Winnetka, IlinoSj, for approximately eight 

weeks. As a dishwasher and code's helper, Ray had received 

checks totaing $664 from May 7, 1967 through June 25, 1967 

(See, List of known iuccm£, App. A, Ex. 5). This i.s the 

only known source of hccrne for Ray foiowhg; hi.s prison 

escape. Reports from the Royal Canadian Mounted Police 

'indicated no known robberies or burglaries which could be 

connected with Ray, nor did Mexican authcoritis notify 

the Bureau of any criminal activity which could be associ­

ated with Ray. The Bureau investigated the possbblity 

that Ray partceppaead in a bank robbery at Alton, Ilinaoss, 

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

pant.

Ray related to author Huie that he robbed a food 

’ store in Canada, and that an individual tamed "RacoH" 

funnsheed him finds on a continuous basis for varicus 

undertakings. These mutters were actively pursued by tie 

Bureau but have never been corroborated by them. Noor have 

they been corroborated by private inquiries of writers and 

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

comitted on a periodic basils several robberies or burglaries 

during this periedi in order to support Simseif. Ray's criminal
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background does lend credence to this .theory.

The task force fcteevn.®edi Ray’s brother, Jerry 

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

B). He stated that to his knowlecgee family meters did 

not provide James with any funds. Jerry admtted he met 

with his brother two or three times during hi.s employment 

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

paid for their eathg and drinking expenses. However,, 

when Jerry again saw his brother on his return frcm Canada 

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

he who paid for their expenses which inchded a m>tel roxmi. 

Jerry , added that James also gave him his car commuting 

that he would purchase a more expensive car in Ahab mar 

Jerry stated he was unaware of where hi.s brother had 

obtahied hi.s money as wei 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. Famly Contacts and Assistance '

Orr review of the fiCes indicated that the FBI 

had no hard evicCmce Inking James Ray to any conspiracy 

to kill Dr. King. Absent such cvicCmce, the Bureau 

apparently disctuneed the si^iiicnice of any OTntact 

■between fey and his family. As tte Chicago erne agent 
told US, it is not unusual for a fugitive or a person, 

who has cotmitted a given crime to be in touch with 

famly metiers. While such contact may render the actions 

of the family member criminally labile, it is not geneally 

pursued absent some evictee of direct particijaton in the 

crme. •

However, in light of the fact: that a good dea 
of mysteiy ssill surrounds James Ray and tie assass:iiat-iil, 
particularly fla muns by which he fiian«cd his life style 

and travels, we concluded that on the basis of the fr- 

mtiion which was uncovered, tie Bureau ^tiW have pnrsred 

this line of the investigation more thoroughly.

The connectoon of the Ray fa^ly to the crme agaiSt 

Dr. King may have been noned-stent. This does rot alter the 

fact, hOw(CiiC:, that the FBI discovered that tie subject of 

tie largest manhunt in history had been aided in his fogntvve 

status by at least one fam.ly metier. Thia and. other facts 

suggeesive of fam-ly assists bee® cl^ as tim Beerys 

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

with James whh_le he was in Missouri State PEententiary/ 

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

James three or four times and had borrowed money frm 

James on at least one occasion during his confiement 

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

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

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

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

that while in prison at MSP James Ray had a feiow inmate 

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

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

Second, James Earl Ray was seen by several peirle in 

both thie St. Louis and Chicago areas durmg the period 

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

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

had seen James Ray on separate occasions. One stated, that 

he had seen Ray three times between May 10 and 17, 1967 (Kansas 

City, 44-760-78(6). The other saw Ray entering a bank with 

Jimmie Owns and spoke briefly with Ray as thiey entered
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(HQ 44-38861-3483). In the Chicago area where Jerry Ray 

was Iving, the Bureau discovered that James Ray had 

purchased a car on June 5, 1967 (Chicago, 44-m4 Sub D 

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

employers also told Bureau agents that James Ray had 

received several calls, focm a man claiming; to be Ray's 

brother immediately prior to James’ departure frm his 

job. They stated that these calls had a visibly disturbing 

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

Raynes, father of the Ray brothers, told tie FBI that he 

overheard John and Jerry mention that Jamels had been in 

Oh-caago during; the summer of 1967 (Chicago 44-1114-508).

Third, in California, the FBI discovered two facts 

Which pointed toward possible contact between Jamels Ray 

and hs brothers. Richard Gonzales who was a fellw 

student with Ray at the bartending school in Los Angeles 

told Bureau agents that Ray had told him upon campettion 

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

' in Birmingham for two weeks (HQ 44-38861-1.233). Thd FBI 

also :mdevid.wedi Marie Martin, cousin of Q^les Sten. .

She stated that for some due before March 17, 1968, (the 

date when Ray left Los Angeles) Jamels Ray had been stating 

that he was in need of finds and was whiting for h^ brnthdr 

to send him some money.
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Fourth, through an tefomant the Bureau discovered 

that Jerry Ray may net have been entirely candid with the 

special agents during his several interviews. The ihfomant 

discfoed to Bureau agents on Junie 7, 1968, that Jerry Ray 

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

pre-arranged mating piece in St. Louis shortly after his 

escape. Jerry also altgtdly stated to the infomlaot that 

he had recognized the photograph of Eric Starvo Gaat as 

being identical with his brother James prior to the the 

the FBI had first contacted him in connectoon with the 

assassination. He did not want to tell the .FBI everything 

he knw out of fear that James would be caught, (HQ 44-38861­
4594.) '

. Corresponennee recovered by the Bureau indicated

teat Jerry may have heard frcm James in Canada in June of 

1968 (HQ 44-388151-5177 and 4518). James Ray was in Canada 

during Anri and May of 1968 prior to his departure for 

Lenten on May 7, 1968 (HQ 44-38861-4595). It is also noted 

teat Jerry had earlier told agents that he had received mal 

frm James, wh.le Jernes was in prison, at Post Office Box 22
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Reeling, Illinois (Chicago 44-1.14 Sub G-26).

Finally, in November, 1968 it becme clear that 

James Ray had been in touch with his brother Jerry. Hinos 

motor vehicle records showed that on August 25, 1967 James 

Ray (using the name of John L. Rayns) trramsferrred hi.s 1962 

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

period when James Ray was macing his way from Canada to 

Bimxmgham, Alabama. It has continued to be a mastery 

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

where he obtained the several thousand dollars he had when 

he arrive.

Thus, at least one famly mador, Jerry, had led 

to the FBI and had become sub^ject to federal criminal charges 

for aiding a fugitive.. He was never confronted with thiese 

tracts by thie Bureau. In the task force interview of Jerry 

Ray, he confined the fact that he had lied to thie Bureau and 

had seen hi.s brother James on several occasions: .V Jerry 

denied knowing anything about James' travels or his source 

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

However, the task force found the creddbility of Jerry's

V The task force attempted to talk to Jamies and John Ray 
but an interview was refund in both instances.
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daials to be suspect. In light of this low credulity 

and critical passage of time which has alLwed the statute 

of Imitations to run, we concluded that the FBI abandoned 

a significant opportunity t:o obtain answers frm famy 

rnamers concernmg some of the important questions about 

James Earl Ray which still remain. •

Di Citica! Evauaticn Of The Assassination mv^tigatCn

As this; report reflects., there was a wealth of 

foraatte in tie files developed by the FBI murder 

investi^atCm. We have been able t:o di.g up some additional 

data. Ony a small part of any of this.it:firmatitl has 

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

xt was embxdhd in the stipulation agreed to by James Earl 

Ray and judicially acknowledged in open court by him (w.th 

a stat^ r^ervatim as to agreeing to the wording bdicatug 

a lack of a conspiracy). Seme emerged in Ray's post-aon.V.eticn 

efforts to get a new trial. A quantity of the ’Unoficlal" 

eridrntxary data and a great deaL °f mLs-iitlfomatiit was 

glided by tiie news media and by prifessictaLL writers. It 

is understandable therefore that many suspicion have been 

generated and, b^use ^f Justin Department rules against 

discksures ^f raw investigaties fihs, have ginl unanswered.

First, the task forrce has concluded that the itvlstti- 

gatioi by the FBI to ascertain and capture the murderlr of
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Dr. Marrin Luther King, Jr., was thoroughly, honestly .

and successfully conducted. We submt that the minute _

details compacted in this report amply support ths con­

clusion. ’

At the very outset of the investigation teeggtans 

went to all field offices of the Bureau instructing the 

Social Agents in Charge to take personal supervisoon of 

the investigator, to check out all ^ in 24 hours, and 

noting that they would be held personally responsible.

•(HQ 44-38861-1.53). The files we reviewed how h^ this 

directive was tonscientioxsly foUnted. The Bureau sought 

first to identify and locate the murderer using the obvicus 

leads. They checked out alOises, tracked the traces left 

under the Gaat alias, and used the known fngerprntss from 

the murder weapon and the contents of the bite zipper bag 

left on South Main Street to eliminate suspects. This

’ backtrack^ ended in Atfrnte At this point the Buro^ 

imitated a check of the crme site fugerpuhtss against 

the whte male ’wanted fugitive" print fiee. This produced 

the almost "instant" discovery that the wanted man, Gat, - 

was James Earl Ray, an escapee from Missouri State Prison. 

In fact the "instant" discovery was a tediois hand search 

started in a file of some 20,000 prints. Ttet fr ^ only 

two hiugs 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 explanation that tie fingerprint search was a 

normal next resort ^ter normal l^d procedures were 

exhausted.

Second, the task force vews the evidence pomring , 

to the gult of James, E^]. Ray as ^e ^ who purchased 

the murder gun aid who f^d the .fatal shot to be conclusive.

It was possible for the task force t:o create a wei 

d°cumented history of James Eni Ray from the moment of 

Ms es^pe toiWs c^ture in England, using Ae investigator 

reports in the FBI files and to corroborate and fill in 

essential tetris with Ray’s own statements (adtiLssirs) 

in his Utters to author Wllim Bradford Hute. From this 

chronology, fom the laboratory proof, and frm Ray’s 

judlciil admssiOTs it was concluded that: he was the assassin, 

and t:hit he acted ^one. We saw no credible evince pro­

, tetrve of the possibility that Ray and any co-conspirator 

were together at tie scene of the asscassinatiem. Ray’s 

assertions that someone else pulled the trigger are so 

pa:ettlyselfs8evitg and so varied as to be w^ly unbeliev- 

^le. They become, in fact, a part of the evince of his 

guilt by self-reiUltatitl.

™rd, we fcuind that conspiracy leads (aliunnh Ray's 

versions) M been cits<ciett:iisily run down by the FBI even

-108-

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



though they had no possible relation to Ray's stories 

or to the known facts. The.results were negative..

We found no evidence of any comHcity or the part 

of the Memphis Police Department or of the FBI.

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

proof that others were not involved, is here as elusive 

and difficult as it has universally been in criminal law. 

But the sum of all of the evidence of Ray's gu.lt points 

to him so exclusively that: it most effectively makes the 

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

could conceivably have proviced him with logistics, or 

even paid him to commt the erne. However, wee have .

frond no competent evidence upon which to base such a 

theory. .

Fourth, it is true that the task force unearthed 

some new data - data Whch answers some persistent questions 

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

on the principal in the case and much was not considered 

important to his; discovery and apprehension. We 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 fom the Missouri State 

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

It was not unearthed until after Ray’s capture in England 

on June 8, 1968; it was then apparently deemed a lead made
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sterile by supervening events. By hindsight the cask • 

fierce belieres Jerry and John Ray could have been 

effectively interrogated further to learn their knowledge, 

if any, of Janes Erl Ray’s plans, his finances and whether 

they helped him after King's death.. .

Finally, the task force observed instances of FBI 

heackqarter’s rehctamce to provide the Civil Rights 

Division and the Attorney General with tmely reports on 

the course of tte nutter investigator. For example, 

early m the investigaton rn a reaction to a press report 

- of Attorney teal Clark's expectation of making a progress 

report t:o the nation, FBI Director Hoover wrote: ’We ar-e 

rot going to make any progress reports” (HQ 44-38861-1061).

The Burru files reflect a significant degree of 

disd^ fcnr the supervisory responibilitees of the Attorney 

General rd the operating Mvistas of the Department. For 

example, the Attorney General authorized the institution of 

prosecutive action against the suspect "Gilt" (Birmin^m 

44-1740-1.005). But then, apparently without further cmsul- 

tattr with the Attorney General or the Civil Rights 

DLvisin, he &uterU prepared ^d ffled a criminal iirmlatnt. 

The Burer s^ected Bimngham as the venue in which to 

a.!1 the compant in preference to Mem^s because the 

Bureau ’’could not rely on the U.S. Atton^y at Msmphs’'
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and "would lose control of the situaton" (HQ 44-38861-1555). 

The Bureau scenario called for then advising the Attorney 

General "that cixumistances have requirted the action taken" 
(HQ 44-38861-1555). '

We submit that in this sensitive case the Departmental 

offic:aiSs in Wasshngton should have been consulted.

As another example, at the extrad-ticn stage of the 

case,, marked discourtesy was exlhLbited to trie Attorney 

General and to Assistant Attorney General Fred Vinscm. In 

a teeehhone discussion, with the Attorney General who 

comlained of being ’kept in the dark", an Assistant to 

the Director accused the Attorney General of fslsifisatOns 

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

General Vinson was detailed to England to arrange for the 

extradition of James Earl Ray, the Legal Attache was ordered 

to be ”dielimtic but fim with Vinson and that under no 

ciccmssancces should Vinson be aHwed to push our personnel 

around” (HQ 44-38861-4447). .

The task force views this lack of coordinition and 

cooperation as highly improper. The Attorney General and 

the Division of the Department having erisecuUorial 

ifspoosibility for an offense being investigated should be 

kept fully abreast of developments. The responsible
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Division, moreover, should have sufficem control of the 

Bureau's investigators to insure that the legal necessities 

of pleading and proof are met.

In fairness to the Bureau it has to be observed 

that it is Ae obligation of the Department t:o insist on 

tiese perogatives. We do not think it effectively did so 

in the King murder case. •
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II]:. THE SECURITY INVESTICATION

A. FBI Surveillance And Harassment If Dr. King

1. laitiatian of Technical Surveillance and 
CODTEELPRO Type Activities

In order to reconstruct the actions taken by 

members of the FBI toward Dr. King, the tusk force 

scrutinized the basts for the imitattin 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 Div.sum 

(Division 6), advised Director Hoover in an :nfomltiin 

memorandum, per his request on Dr. King and four ^or 

indivichails in connection With the 'Freedm 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 iniestigatian on Dr. King: 'Why not?" Ite substance 
of the report was forwarded t:o Attorney General Kennedy, and 

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

FBI personnel did not have nardid they as sue a personal 

interest in the lctiiite(=s of Dr. King through! May, 1961. 

Furihnemore, in 1961, information in the Bureau fie os on
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Dr. King had only been,gleaned frcm sporadic reports, 

and this particular report to the Director was provided 

by Divisicn 6 which had respoosSiility for civil rights 

matters.

In the beginning of 1962, the FBI started and 

rapidly continued to gravitaee toward Dr. King. The 

sequence of events has already been reported Ln some 

detail by the Senaite Select Coonttee as weel 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 commiuicated to Attorney 

General Kennedy during 1962 and 1963 a host of memoranda!, 

concerning the interest of the Communst Party in the 

cvLl ri^ts movement, and, in particular, Dr. King's 

relatonnshpp With two frequently consulted advisors Whom 

the FBI had tabbed as members of the Coimmuist Party. As 

a result of the deep interest in civil rights affairs by the 

Attorney General and by the Kennedy Admins station, these FBI 

reports had the effect of alarming fet Kennedy and affecting 

his decisions on the iat:icial level.

- The net effect of the Bureau memoranddh. nearly 

culminated in thie summer of 1963 When Attorney Geieral
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Kennedy suggested consideration of technical lwrdlillrcce 

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

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

technical surveillrnce of one of his advisors and fom 

informants close to his associates. However, when Attorney 

General Kennedy was confronted shortly thereafter with the 

Director's request for such surveilloc:es, he reconsidered 

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

171). Attorney General Kennedy as wall as several other 

Department officiils were sincerely concerned with King’s 

associatonn with aUegtd.commnist members since proposed 

civil rights leiillltooe was then very vulnerable to the 

attack that communists were inflmcing the direction of the 

civil rights movement. Yet, an affrmrtive program to 

gather inteliilecle with King as he subject was still 

considered ill-ddiseed. However, a lieIeifCrnt turn of 

events within the circles of the FBI hierarhyr would soon 

reverse the Attorney Gllelal's decision, and without hs 

knowledge the FBI would also launch an illeill counter- 

inteliilecle program directed to discredit and elrtrlIile 

tine civil riihtl leader. • .

Director Hoover's demeanor toward Dr. King has been 

weU publicized and is summarized belcw. Clraiely, as 

the ta.sk force dltemnlEdi, ths played a vital role in
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FBI affairs, as did the Director's attitude toward the 

Crmmnist Party. On August 23, 1963, then Assistant

erector of the Dime'ic Lntelliencee DLvisicm, Wiliam .

C. Stt.li\aiL, pursuant i:o the Director's request, presened 

a seventy-page analysis of exploitation and influence by 

the Corrnm^st Party on the Amri^ Negro popinLatoon since 

1919 (HQ 100-3-116-253X). Ths report and Mr. Sulliani's 

synopsis showed a failure of the Communist Party in achieving 

any significant inrrcads intro the Negro popuLaton and the 

civil rights movemeit. Director Hoover responded:

"Jas memo rminds me vividly . 
of those I received when Castro 
twk over Cuba. You iOit:enUed then that Castro and his cohorts 
ware not Coimmunsts and not 

. inHennced by Cconmnis ts.. Time 
alone proved you wrong. I for 
one cm’t igore the memos 
as having only an jifiii.essnal 
effect on the efforts to expoit the 
Anriiai Negro by CoImnn:ists" (HQ 100­
3-116-253X).

The Director's cOTmrnt bad a resoundigg effect 

on Mr. Sullivan. Severn days later, he repieai:

"The Director .is correct. We 
Were ionnletely wrong about 
believing the evidence was not 
sufficeenit to deiernrile some 
'years ago that Fidel Castro was 
not a iommnn.st or under ionmnist 
iiftance. In investigathg and
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writing about commim and the 
American Negro, we had better 
reme^er this and profit by the 
lesson it should teach us" (Memo 
from SiUlvan to Belmont, August 
30, 1963, App. A, Ex. 8).

Even wore importantly, Mr. Sullivan also said

in response t:o the action that he now beHeved was 

necessitated in determining commun-st infUumice in thie 

civil rghits movamnt:

'Therefore, it may be unreiliitic 
to lm.t ourselves as we have been 

. doing to legalistic proof or definite­
ly conclusive evicence that would a
stand up. in testmony in court or 
before Congressional comittees that . 
the Camunist Party, USA, does wield 
iUositalit.ll influence over Negroes 
which one day could beccne decis Jive." 
(ickm.)

The FBI hierarchy had no written comments on this merao- 

raridim either supporting or negating the Assistant Director's 

proposed Ine of action.

Then, in September, 1963, Mr. Sullvan reommended 

"nerds ed coverage of communist influence on the Negro" 

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

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

’No I cai’t understand! how you .
can so agilely switch your think­

, ing and eialuatOal. Just a few 
weeks ago you contended that the 
Commuist influence in the racial .
movemitt was ineffective and infn- 
ieesmaL. Ths - notwithstanding
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many memo's of specific instances 
of mfiltracin Now you want 
to load the. field down with more 
coverage in sprite of you recent 
memo deprdciatng CP influnnce 
in racial movement. I don't mtod 
lo waste tme and money util you 
can make up your minds what the 
situation really is" (idem.)

In competing on a cover memo to the above SaLivam 

request, Mrector Hoover also stated, "I have certainly 

been misled by previous memos which dearly sh^ed ' 

conMnist p(meeratiii of the racial movement. The 

attached is contradictory of all that. We are wasting

manpower and money investigating CP effect in racial 

movement if the attached is correct" (Memo for the DireClOr 
firm Tolson, September 18, 1963, App. A, Ex. 10).

. By now the D^metic Ihtellignnee Divisicn was 

feeling the full weight of tine Director's dissatisfactum 

with their wrk product. Mr. Sdlvan again repleed on 

September 25, 1963, in a humble manner that Divisin 5 

had failed in if :ntlrpretalicn of communist iifilraliin 

in the Negro movement (Memo fom SHLtan to Belmoit> 

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

asked the Dirlctor's forgvenuss and requested the oppor­

tunity to approach this grave mater .in the light of the 

Director's interpretation. Director Hoover saatfc^ 

this request but agon repr-manded Mr. SULtan for stat^
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that communist infittaatom "has not reached the point 

of control or domration." The Director curtly commented 

that "Certainly this is not true with respect to the

King connection" (idm). One could now foresee that 

Dr. King would be closely watched by FBI personnel!.

In October, 1963, the Director forwarded a request

to the Attorney General for'technical surve.llnnce of

Dr. King’s residence and the SCLC offcce in New York City.

This time the FBI received authorization. for technical 

surveilaance and i.t was instituted almost immeiately.

In add-tom, the FBI had prepared a new analysis on 

communst rurvoolementt in the Negro movermeint (Communism 

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

A cover memorandumi of this analysis writem by Assistant 

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

A. Tolson reads:

"The attached analysis of Commismi.
, and the Negro Moverent is highly 

explosive. It can be regarded as a 
personal attack on Martin Luther 
King. There is no doubt it wil 
have a heavy impact on the Attorney 
General and anyone else to whom we 
iisstmnttt it ... Thi.s memorrtnctml 
may startle the Attorney General, 
particularly in view of Ms past 
associaton with King, and the fact 
that we are itsstmnat:mg this out­
side the Department" (Memo frm 
Belmont to Tolson, October 17, 1963 
App. A, Ex. 13). .
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To the latter part, thie Director wrote, 'We must do onr 

dlry." Mr. Belmont forther said:

- "Nevertheless, the memorandtmi is a
powrful waffling against Commnist 
rnflernce in the Negro movement ..."

The Director issued his feeing to this position and

added, "I am glad that yon recognize at last that there

exists such iifnrice."
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2. Predicate for the Security Investigation

The security’ investigaton of Dr. Matin Luther King, 

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

was predicated on the belief that they were under the 

infr^nce of thie Communst Party, United States of Amrita 

(CPUS4). The basis for this belief was that Dr. King relied 

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

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

Thi.scharactcrizatoiD. of the advisor was provided by 

sources the Bureau considered reliable . The task force was 

privy to ths characterization through both our file review 

and our September 2, 1976, conference with representatiess 

of the Bureau's mtellience Division. For seccuity 

purposes the sources were not fUl].y identifeed t:o the 

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

chiraaterizitioi are remaning questions.

The advisor's rclatoirshipp to King and the SCLC 

is amply evidenced in the fiees and the task force 

concludes that he was' a most trusted advisor. The files 

are replete with instances of his counseling King and 

his organ-satoon m matters pertanng to organization,,
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fnomce, political strategy and speech writnig. Some 

examples folOwr: .

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

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

and the SCLC were to large measure financed by concerts 

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

lent counsel.to Kmg and the SCLC on the tax consequences 

of charitable gifts.

Cm political strategy, he suggested King make a 

pUb.ic statmait cdlng for the appointment of a black 

to the Sup.™ Cjux (HQ 100-106670-32 , 33). This person 

advised against accepting a movie offer fom a movie 

direct and against approaching Attorney General Kennedy 

on behal.f of a l^bor: leader (HQ 100-106670-24). In each 

fastance Ms advice was accepted. . . .

King's speech before the AFL-CIO National Convention 

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

I31). He als° prepared King’s May 1962 speech before the 

ailM Packing House Writers Convention (HQ 100-106670-119). 

In 1965 he prepared responses to press questions directed 

to Dr. King from a Los Angeles radio static regarding 

Ae Los Angeles racial riot:s and from the 'New York Times" 

r-egarding the Vietnam War.
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. The relationship between King and his advisor, 

as indicated, is clear to the ta.sk force. What'is not 

clear is whether this relaiinsship ought to have been 

considered either a possible national secturity threat or 

CPUSA directed. We conclude that justfficatoni may have 

existed for the opening of King's seccuity investigatoon 

but i.lts protracted continuation was unwarranted.

Our conclusion that the investigation's opening 

may have been justified is primaily based on memoranda, 

summarized belcw, written during the first six months of 

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

ordered the COMNFIL SCLC investigator (HQ 100-438794-9)1.

in January the Director wrote the Attorney General 

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

At thi.s time he also pointed out: that the advisor wrote 

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

SCLC matters (HQ 100-392452-131).

in March thie Attorney General was advised that a 

March 3, 1962 issue of "The Nation" magazine carried an
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article critical of the tamnistrttilil’s haidlihg of 

civil ri^ts. The article was ostensibly written by 

Mrtin Luther King but in fact the true author was 

another advisor ihartitlriledby the FBI as a ranking 

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

to May tie Attorney General learned that trie CPUSA 

con’idered King and thie SCLC its most important work because 

the Kennedy Acdminitration was politicially dependent upon 

King (HQ 100-106670-58).

Lastly, to June, 1962 the Attorney General became 

aware t^t King’s alleged Cornmnist advisor had reccmmended 

the secOTid ranking Communist to be one of King’s principal 

ass:istant:s (HQ 100-1.06670-79, 80). Later King accepted 

the reccmmnnation.

The tenctoston ^t tie invlstigtt0<nl’s conttoaiiee 

was unwarranted iis basted on the flllwing task force ftoding:

The Bureau to date has no eviLdmce whatsoever that 

Dr. King was ever a communist or affilaated with the CPUSA.. 

This was so ’tated to us by reprlslntatilss of the Bureau’s 

mtelliencee Dlvisoni during our September 2, 1976 conference. 

Thto admission iis supported by our plruStl of fito’, whnh 

tochded ^loomtnts' memoranda!, and physical, microphone and 

teepphnee surveiiltnccl nemDrandia,- in winch we found no such 

indicatim concernmg Dr. King.
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The Bureau provided us With no documentation 

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

legitmaite organizatoon devoted to the civil rights move­

ment.

The Bureau files that we examined lacked any infor- 

mitton that the aUgged Commnists* advice was dictated by 

the CPUSA or inimical to the interests of the United States. 

Indeed, in early 1963 the Bureau learned through relate 

sources the principal advisor had disassociated himsef 

from the CPUSA.. His reason was the CPUSA was not stuffi- 

ciently involving itself in race relations and tie cUvll 

rights movement (HQ 100-392452-195).

3. King-Hoover Dispute

The fames of Director Hoove's antipathy for 

Dr. King were fanned intro open hossility in late 1962 when 

Dr. King critCcited the Bureau's perfamance during an 

investigatoon of a racial disdrbb^nice in Albany, Georgia. 

Efforts to interview King by the Bureau, were not successful 

(HQ 157-6-29965) and the matter lay dormant for a time.

The controversy was pubicly rekindled in early 1964 

when the Director testified before a House appropriattonss 

subcomtittee that he beHoved communist inlUeolct existed
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in the Negro movement. King countered by accusing the 

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

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

a group of Washington women reporters that King was "’toe 

most notorious liar in the country." A week later, Director 

Hoover referred to "sexual degenerates in pressure groups” 

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

Dr. King and his immediate staff requested a meeting 

with Director Hoover to clear up. the misunderstadding. The 

melting was held on Decemoer 1, 1964. Hoover cDm^d toat 

'he had taken the bO.1 away firm King at the beginning/* 

explaining; tie Bureau’s function and doing most of tie _

takiin. On the other hand, King apologized for remarks 

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

an uneasy truce was momnittily reached. (HQ 100-106670-633,. 

607.)

However, the controversy fared agam w^ a letter 

was circulaeed by the Southern Cristian Ecdicciaional Fund 

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

Director and urged the recipients of toe let:ler to write 

or wire the President to remove Hoover frem ofrice. In a 

memo firm Su.litn to Belmont on December 14, 1964, Srilivrn 

stated:
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In View of this situation realism 
makes it mandatory that we take every 
prudent step that we can take to emerge 
comletely victorirusly in this conlict, 
We should not take any ineffectVve or 
half-way measures, nor bindl ourselves 
t:o the realities of the situation,”

’ (HQ 100-106670-627.)

We believe the persistent: controversy between Dr.

King and Director Hoove was a maor factor in the Bureau's 

determination t:o discredit Dr. King and ultmately destroy 

his leadership role in the ciVil rights movement,

4. Tedhical Surveliaanee

Our review of EBI files and inLtevieews with Bureau 

personnel substantially confims with a few add.tiL<ai the 

fnddiigs wh.ch have already been reported by Mr. Murphy 

and the Senate Select Committee on Iat:lllil(alcl with respect 

tro the electronic iurveillmcl of Dr. King and his associates.

We jocund that some microphone survlilaacces were 

install(di in New York City against Dr. King and his associates 

which have not thus Jrar been reported. These installatiass 

were as foiows: . •

Americana Hotel (HQ 100-106670-2224, 4048)
4/2-3/65 ( symbol)
6/3-3/65 ( symbol.)
1/21-24/616 (no syribl)

Sheratcni Atlantic (NY 100-136585 Siu-Files 7-8) 
12/10-11/65 (symbol)

New York H-lton (NY 100-136585 Sub Files 11-1.2) 
10/25-27/65 (symbol) . .
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A.1 of these ih.stalrttins with the exception of 

the placement at the Americana Hotel in January, 1966 

appear to have been unprodurtiveeither because Dr. King 

did not reside at the hotel as phoned ° the recordings 

made did not pick up any significant infomatoai.

The tnstaiatiooi by the New York Field Office at 

the Amricaaa Hotel on January 21, to 24, 1966, caused 

some corsternatocn within the FBI hierarchy and is 

illsttraiive of how the Bureau apparatus could, on rare 

occasion, continue to junction even contrary to the wishes 

of the Director. The instrlattoal was made at the Americana 

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

in New York. Assistant Director Wllim SiuLlivai authorized 

the coverage. Bureau fibs indicate that Associate 

Director Clyde Tolson, upon being hfonnedl of 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 instnutted Sud.livcn to have no microphone 

instalraiO(ns without the Director’s approval. Hower 

c^mec Toll's directi.ie. (HQ 100-106670-2224X).

No symbol number was ever attached t:o this coverage 

as was the standard practice. This'was apparently due to 

the strong disapproval roiced by Headquarters. Yet, despite
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Hoover's orders, the coverage was maintained and a good 

deal of inteUigenee on King's personal activitees was 

obtained and tr^nscrbidi. These activitefs are reflected 

in a six page memoranda. (HQ 100-1.06670-4048.) 

Irrespective of the level of Bureau approval

Which was required for electronic surveil ’ance installa- 

tocns during the King years, our revid reinforced the 

conclusions of the Senate Select Committee that the purposes 

behind this intellrenee gathering becamie twisted. Several 

instances of Bureau correspondence are instructive. Secticn 

Chef Baumgardner in recommending coverage of King in 

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

so that he could be "for the security of the nation, com­

pletely discredited" (HQ 100-106670 June File, Memo Baumgardner 

to SuLllvm, January 28, 1964). in a similar memo from 

SdLlvvan io Belmont: recommending coverage in Milbautei at 

the Schroeder Ho!., the expressed purpose was io gather 

infomiatoon on "entertanment” in which King might be engaging 

similar to that "uncoveredi at the Willard Hottel" (HQ 100­

106670 June File, Memo SuLlitn to Belmont, January 17, 1964).

Director Hoover, upon being mfamed of the resiu.ts 

of the surveiiannce, ordered that they all be im:neih3aely 

transcribed despite DeLoach's reommendationn that the tran- 

scribng be done later (HQ 100-106670-1024). As each of the
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file reviews has shown, portions of summaies of the 

txanscripts were widely dissmnated among governmental 

officiaSs. These dis seminations imclideed a rather 

comprehensive six volume transimttal by the Bureau in 

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

President through Special Counsel Larry Temple for all 

information concerning Dr. King, includrng the onstucttonns 

and approval of fomer Attorney Gneral Kennedy regarding 

the electronic survlilin:lcl of King (Memo R. W. Smith to 

Whlla^m Sullvan, June 2, 1968, referring; to memo DeLoach 

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

request). Included with the transcripss were several 

summaries, previously disseminaited, and several hundred 

pages of Bureau commuications to the White House frcm 

1962 to 1968 regarding King and his associates. The 

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

was tiie most complete accumuLatlon of tnmsm.tted inifoma- 

ton on tiie electronic surveillance of King which we 

encountered during our review of Bureau files. The task 

force noted the timing of .tie aUeged Write House request 

and subsequent tmsmttal .particularly in Ight of
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Director Hoover's commuicaaion to the Write House on ’ 

Match 26, 1968 (hicUdied in the transnrittaL) which 

advised that Robert Kennedy had atttmpted to contact 

Dr. King Wore announcing his candidacy for the ■

Presidrncy (HQ 100-106670-3262).

The task force reveweed selected portions of all 

of the transcripts in the King file as well as selected 

portions of several tapes fom Which the tr:antc■ripts 

were obtained. An inventory of the tapes r^riweed is 

set forth below:

1) Wasrington, 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) 1
3) Campsite Tape 12/15/64

.Ttack No. 1 - Waahington, D.C. recordings 
(edited version of 15 reels)

Esssntially, we revved the tapes by issmnig to the 

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

the cor-respondmg transcript. They were basicaaiy accurate 

transcripton's in the sense that what was in trie trarnscripss 

was also on the tapes. However, some mteeial on the tapes 

TO' t°t put °n the trrantcripts apparently because either 

that portom of the recording was garbled or unclear or 

it was considered utdmpprtant.
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Our review of the comosite tape, the Atlanta .

tape and the agents hancdwitem notes induied in the 

box with the recsrdmgs frcm the Willard Hotel gave an 

adcd.ticnial indication of where the Bureau's interest 

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

"highlights" of the fitter reels of tape from the Wllard 

Hotel and appeared to consist of little more than episodes 

of private conversations and activities Which the Bureau

chose to extract from the original recordhgs. The 

Atlanta tape was obtained from the teepphone t:ap on t:he 

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

conversations. These included conversations of Dr. King 

with his wife regarding his personal Iffe and had nothing 

to do ra.th his pditical or civil rights activities. The 

hancdwiteei notes from the original Willard tapes contained 

notations as to what point in the tape a particular persona 

activity or conversation took place;.

5., COHTL'EPPOO Type and Other- mgal Accivitees

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' Siu.livan proposal in January, 

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

was heavily fraught with the Bureau’s own characteriza- 

tons of King, to various h-idividrals and organizations 

who were in critical pos^ons vis-a-vis the ciV.1 rights 

leader. Our review has essentially confimmed those already 

perfomed by the . Civil Rights Divisioo and the Senate Select 

Comattee and we, therefore, do not dwell on those areas 

which they have already cover-ed. We did fOld, however, 

additional proposed activities against Dr. King, some of 

which were approved by the Director. They are instructive 

oit fOLl• in revealing the extent to which the Bureau was 

wiling to carry its efforts but also in showing the 

atmosphere among some of the r-ank and file which this 

program against King created.

Io November, 1964, the Bureau discovered that 

Dr. King,was desirous of meeting with high British officials 

while m England during King's planed trip to Europe. 

Section Chief Baumgardner refmmmolded a briefOlg for the 

purpose of informing British officials cfncernOng Kiog's 

purported commnist affiliafitss and private Iffe 

(HO 100-106670-522, 523). Wthn three days the briefOgp 

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

was not revealed in thie fries, was apparently iniiateed 

and carried out personaiy by thie Director. On January 22, 

1965, the SAC in Atlanta advised Mr. Sullivcn that, 
pursuant t:o their electronic surveillilce, thie. Bureau 

learned that King had phoned Ralph Abernathy- and. comilained 

that Hower had had a meeting with a particular Atlanta

’ official wu-k in Washington, attending the Inauguratocn.

According to King, when t:hi.s official reteneed to 

Atlanta he contacted Dr. King senior and passed on a 

"good deal" of information. According t:o Suiinan's. 

memo to Belmont, Dr. King, Jr. was very upset (HQ 100­

106670-768). Thie fries did not reveal any formal proposal 

for this briefing but Section Chef Baumgurdner later speculated 

that the Atlanta official was Ch.ef of Police Jenkins 
\since the Director had met with him on January 18, 1965 

(HQ 100-1.06670-780). The fiees do not indicate.whether 

the Director suggested that thie information be passed on 

to Dr. King's father: .
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In connection with the post-assasshuition 

efforts to declare a national holicUy in mewry of 

Dr. King the Senate Select Commttee has outlnned 

in its report the atempts by the Bureau to prevent 

such a declaration by briefing various meters of 

Congress on King's background (HQ100-1.06670-3586). 

We discovered that the Bureau also sent a monograph 

on King to the President and the Attorney General 

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

The Bureau's efforts to discrecdt Dr. King's 

movement also inicudied attempts to damage the ' 

reputation of King's fam.ly and frirnds. The Bureau 
looked very closely at Coetta King alhhugh a 

security investigatum was never opened.. This 

facjhdfcd scrutinizing her travels ta an attempt 

to uncover possible facts embarrassing to her. 

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

by Hoover to leak hfocmatonri to the press that Coretta 

King and Ralph Abernathy were deliberately plotting to 

keep the assassinatirn in the news by claiming a conspiracy 

existed in order to keep monetary aoitributocns flowing 

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

! Ralph Abernathy and Andrew Young also became Bureau 

targets. Shotly after the assassination the field was 

. instructed to report any infomaticn on possible "immoral 
activities" of King's two associates (HQ 52-108052-Unrecorcted 

serial, Atlanta to Directory Apil 29, 1928). Presumably

there were COINTEM) type purposes behind this request.

The Atlanta Field Office in attempting to demontrate 

the initattive and imagination demanded by Headquarters 

proposed ^dd-tic^l measures agOnst Ralph Abernathy. The 

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

may have voiced some concern over possible assassinatim 

attmpts on his own liee. The Atlanta office proposed that:, 

the Bureau begin notifying Abernathy directly (instead of 

only infooming the police) of all threats against him in 

order to confuse and worry him (HQ 22-108052-Unrecorded 

serial., Atlanta to Director, March 28, 1929). This activity 

was not approved by Headquarters,
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. Bureau files indicate that the FBI may have also 

attempted to help the executive branch in its efforts 

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

to Associate Director Tolson,, Director Hoover related 

a teepphone conversation with former Vice President 

Agnew in which Mr. Agnew expressed concern over the 

"infamatttny” statements winch Abernathy had made. 

The Vice President was seeking information from Hoover 

which could be useful in destroying the credbiliy of 

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

106670-Uhrefortdd serial, Hoover to Tilson, May 18, 1970). 

We did not ford what infomatoon, if any, was forwarded 

to the Vice President.

Finally,, we discovered that a serie ers of ileegal 

surreptitious entries was cfnructtr by the FBI. Some 

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

obtaining of infcimiatoon about Dr. King. The FBI in 

the review of its indcces was unable to locate records 

of any entries onto the praises of Dr. King or the SCLC.
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The agents began t:o retre(ve infoomatom about 

Dr. King during throe entries though title use of photo­

graphs, j In one instance a supervisor in the appropriate 

field 'office requested authority to conduct an entry 

for the .express purpose of obtaining infomatonn about 

Dr. King. The proposed entry was approved at Head­

quarters pursuant to a teeephnie call by an Inspector 

and was later conducted _

On four subsequent occasions' the Bureau again 

• conducted entries and obtained information concerning

King and tie SCLC. On one such occasion a specimen! of 

King's handwitimg was obtained. The purpose of 

gathering this ei-tct of iitelligicte was not revealed.

Bureau policy at the tme of these entries

required

Director

Director

the approval Of such field requests by 

Hoover or Associate Director Tolson (Memo

FBI, 1:0 Attorney General, September 23, 1975).

We assume that such approval was granted. Haidwrttti
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notatinss on the field office memos indicate 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 tte risk of invading a priced! 

relationship. . . . ■

We note in passing that the FBI continued to 

employ an formant in the SCLC despite the fact that 

the informant conceded tro agents that the infOrmant had 

embezzled some SCLC funds. The Bur^u voiced strong _ 

disapproval of these activities. Yet, no legal or 

disciplnary action was ever token with respect to 

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

B. Critical Evaluation of the Seecuity Investigation

Io the area of domestic ioltellgeonce the mandate 

of the FBI has been both broadly ao.d vaguely defined. 

It is stated in thie Code of Federal Reeglations as foiowzs:
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