
Ray's stipulated judicial confession comorts-.iri 

deta.1 with the facts discOoted by the investigation and 

the failure of the self-taking stori.es persuasively 

undermines the Ikkeiiocod of any conspiracy.
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. 2. Wvs,

James Earl Ray, born 1928, was raised under .

difficult cixcms>annees. His parents were poor, unedu­

cated and gene-ally resifed ini areas scrocmcedl by 

criminal activity. Ray did not achieve a high school 

education, nor did he atteid any vocational institution?

After tn.iitng in the army in 1946, Ray did not met the 

military's standards and was discharged in 1948 for lack 

of tdtPttiliyy. ’ (HQ 44-38861-3333, 3987).

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

education, was not taaneed or skiied at any particular job, 

and was a reject of the military establishment. Thereafter,, 

he proceeded to participate in and be apprehended for a 

number of criminal actions for which he would be inicarcerratdil 

for fourteen of the next eighteen years until his escape fem 

the Missouri State Peententiary in Aril 1967. Ray's criminal 

t<C:t.VL.ttei incCuctd robbery, forgery and burglary (HQ 44-38861­

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

victims or wiinltssts were physically harmed.

*FBI fries disclosed 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 seriots relation­

ship with a man or woman during his adiit Iffe. Although 

he was about to comm.t a very inamous crme of assassina­

tion, neither his chilhoojd, his miitary years nor his 

adULt life of crime and impriooiment signaled! 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 Ry's prison records and interviews 

with his prison inmates reveals some probative facts with 

respect to a motive. For example, in 1955 Ray was incar­

cerated in the federal pententiauy at Leavenworth, Kansas, 

for forgery ^f post office money orders. On September 12, 

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

but was never trr^ninfrrrfd there because he refused to li-e 

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

Thus, he was iuppiied].y wiling to saccrLfice this bendit 

and its accompanying priviegges to avoid association with 

black prisoners.

An ornate ^th Ray at Missouri State Penitentiary 

for approximately three years, stated that Ray hated - 

Negroes. He further stated that Ray had said that 

a-- the Negro prisoners inside the penitentlay should
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be ki-iedl. He also responded that on several occasions 

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

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

the penitentiary. Three blacks were kilLdL The inmate 

would not state whether Ray had participate! in the 

killiggs. He did say that, if Ray had not, he would '

definitely know who ted kiled the prisoners. He also 

said that he would not be surprised if he acted wittout 

being paid for the kiling. .It stould be noted that cotter 

prisoner who was a chef at MSP ate Ws boss ter six years, 

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

hated Negroes. (HQ 44-38861-4443). .

A second inmate with Ray at the Missouri State 

Pententiary from 1960 mril 1965, clamed that he 

recalls that Ray was gl.ad when President Kennedy was killed 

and stated "that is one nigger-loving S.O.B that got stat". 

The prisoner also advised that Ray dislkked Negroes. During 

the tme period when King was leading de]mnoSratOoss and 

marches Ray would tecacme aggravated ate upset when reading 

this infomatoon in newspapers to the point that he wuld 

curse King and the Negroes. He further stated he had teard 

prison rumors that Ray was supposed to teve kilete thlrll 

black prisoners at the penitentiary.. Finally, te relatte
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that in 1963 Ray made the remark that he was going to 

get Matin Luther King when he got out of prison.

(HQ 44-38861-2678, 2791).

A third inmate at MSP from 1962 unil 1965,. 

desorbed Ray as a "lone wlf" who never trusted 

anyone;. He stated that Ray was a racist and was heard 

many tmes discussing his dislke of Negroes. Anotfer 

padsoner became acquainted with Ray in 1965 and said that 

Ray commented if he ever got out of jail he was gong to 

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

"Businessmen’s Association" had offered $100,000 for 

kiliing Martin Luther King. This prisoner said. that 

Ray did not know what the "Businessmen’s Association" 

was, but he intended to find out. (HQ 44-38861-4143).

A oelmate with Ray in 1955 at Kansas City who 

Iciter served prism tme’wHh Ray at Leavenworth, Kansas!, 

was also incarcerated with Ray at MSP. He stated that 

during -the period whm President Kennedy was assassinated 

the movements of Dr. Martin Luther King became the topic 

of conversation at the penitentiary.. Many prisoners heard 

that businessmen had raised a considerable amount of money, 

about onn milton dollars, as a bounty on King's; head. He 

further- steted that Ray mentioned a dozen times that had he 

kilwi about tee bounty on John F. Kennedy's head and 

had he ben free he would have collected it; and, if he '

. -94,-

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



got out in time and King were still alive, he would get 

the bounty on King (HQ 44-318861-4143). A prisoner 

who was at MSP from 1958 through 1965 started Ray did 

not Ikke Negroes and was capable of kiling Dr. Martin . 

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

Ray's psychological background is also a very 

important avenue of review. As a result of a voluntary . 

psychiatric examination in 1966, Ray was desorbed as 

having a sociopathic personality, antti.soci.alL type with 

anxiety and depressive features (HQ 44-318861-31505). In 

1954, a prison sociologist stated that Ray’s delingencies 

seco due to impulsive behavior, iCEPcially when drinking 

(HQ 44-318861-31335). These characteristics and comments . 

acout Ray. support the opinion of psychologist Dr-. Mark .

Freeman. While Ray was in Los Angeles he was a patient • 

of Dr. Freemen. Dr. Frecmn teheeves .tiat Ray was potennially 

capable of assassination,, was a self-motivated person who 

could act alone, and Ikely fantasies on being someone 

important. .

There were two maters involvtng Ray and blacks 

wile outside prison which shed some light on whether his 

tatred of blacte and need for importance and profit could 

have motivated him to murder. Wile in -Mexico in the fall
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of 1967, Ray associated with a .Mexioni woman, Ima 

Morales, in the City of Puerto Vrilarta. Morales admtted 

spending considerable time with him and recalls an incident 

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

seated at a table in a bar and were drinking when f:our .

blacks and several write persons arrived and were seated 

at another table. She staled that Ray kept goading the , 

blacks for some reason. Theater, Ray left his table 

to go to hi.s 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 kll the 

blacks. He then continued to be insulting and when thie 

blacks teft he stated he wanted to go after them. Moorales;, 

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

check thie estabishment and Ray stated he wanted nothing. to 

do rith thie police, thereby termiiating thie incident (HQ 44­

38861-2073).

A second incident took place during Ray’s stay in 

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

Foot Club there, identifi<dl Ray as a frequent customer. '

Morris^ said that on one occasion Ray became engaged in a 

pooitical discussion with him regarding Robert Remedy and 

Gorge Wallace. Ray became rather incensed and vehementy' 

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

concern^ bLcks and the civ! rights movement. Kay became 

very involved and began dragging Goodell towards the door 

saying, "^ drop you off to Watts and well see bow you 

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

outsit and had to fright two persons, one being black (Huie, 

pp. 96-98).

Thus, it seems clear that Ray openly displayed a 

strong racist attt.tdfe towards blacks. While in prison, 

Ray stated he would k.11 Dr. King if given the opportunity 

and Ray was prepared to threaten or attack blank persons 

in Puerto VOlarfe, Mexico, with a weapon for apparently 

a racial r^soi. These events and occurrences leading to 

the ass^sinatitn of Dr. King and the assassination itself 

certainly do not iUsstaate a single, conclusive motive. 

Yet, Ray’s apparent hatred for the .civil rights movement, 

his possible yearning for reco^nton, and a desire tor a 

potential quick profit may have, as a whole, proviced 

sufficient impetus for him to act, and to act al^e.

3. Sources Of Funds

Shortly after the search for Ray began, it was 

recognized that he had traveled extensively fcio^ing his 

escape frcm the Missouri Padtenttory. Moreover, in adc^ticn
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to normal Iving expenses, Ray had made severa sub­

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

lessons (See, List of known expeenlitures, App. A, Ex. 4). 

These expenditures suggested that he had financial assist­

ance and hence possible co-conspirators. Therefore, 'the 

Bureau was particularly interested in determining his 

sources of income. On Apil 23, 1968, the Director advised 

all field iivisi(dr to consider Ray as a suspect in any 

unsolved bank robberi^, burglaries or armed robberies 

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

On Aril 29, 1968, the Director in a teletype to 

all SAC’s crierei that 0.1 law enforcement agencies which 

mamtaneed uldiiedtifSid latent fugerprutss be contacted - 

and requested that f:dgerprdlrs ^f Ray be compared in order' , 

to determine hs past whereabouts and possibly establish 

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

The Director, on May 14, 1968, reminded all field divrsC<dr 

that Ray had spent^a considerable amount of money focm Apil 

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

these mcnier had not been determined. The Director crierei 

that photographs of Ray be displayed to appropriate winnssses 

in unsolved bank robberies and bank burglaries. These efforts 

and O1 others to date, with one exception, have proved ' 

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

Bureau- did ascertain, that Ray had been ployed at a 

restaurant in Wnnetka, Illinois, fior 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 fior Ray filiwug hi.s prison 

escape. Reports frcm the Royal Canadian! Mounted Police 

indicated no known robberies or burglaries which could be 

connected with Ray, nor did Mexican guthciritis notify 

the Bureau of any criminal activity which could be associ­

ated with Ray. The Bureau investigaedd the posssbiiity 

that Ray pgrticpgaeed in a bank robbery at Alton, Illinoss, 

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 "Raul" 

furnshhed hm funds on a continuous basis fior varios 

undertakings. These matters were actively pursued by tie 

Bureau but have never been cirribirgted by them. Nor have 

they been corroborated by private inquiries of writers and 

journalists. It is the Bureaus opinicn! that Ray most likely

committed on a periodic basis several robberies or burglaries 

during this period in order to support himself. Ray's crminal
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background does lend credence to this theory. • 

The task force fateeve.wedi Ray’s brother,. Jerry

Ray (See, Interview of Jerry Ray, December 20, 1.976, App. 

B). He stated that to his .knowledge fam_ly members did 

not provice James with any funds. Jerry adm.tted he met 

with his brother two or three times during his employment 

at the Winnetka restaramt 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 i.t was 

he who pai.d for their expenses which fnchdedi a motel roomi. 

Jerry added that James also gave him his car ccramnthg 

that he would purchase a more expensive car in ALabmai. 

Jerry stated he was unaware of where his brother had 

obtained his money as weei 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

Our review of the fiCes indicated that the FBI.

had no hard evidence luking James Ray to any conspiracy 

to kin Dr. King. Absent such eviceni.ee, the Bureau 

aprsarmtly discounted the tigiiiccaccc of any contact 

between Ray and hs famly. As tfe Chieko case agent _

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

who has comritted a given crime t:o be in touch with 

famly members. While such contact may r^der the actions 

of the famiy member crminally labile, it is not g^^aily 

pursued absent some evidence of direct participation in the 

armei. • .

However, in Ight of tie fact that a good deal 

of mystery still surroundfe James Ray and the a^assinatin, 

particularly the means by which he frnrnced his life style 

and travels, we concluded that on the basis of tie infor­

mation wh.ch was uncovered, the Bure^ should have pursued 

this ine of the investigaitoni more thoroughly.

The connection of the Ray famiy to the crime against 

Dr. King may have been noned-stent. This d°es not alt^ the 

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

the largest manhunt in history had been aided in Ms fUgitive 

stat^ by at least one famiy member. Ths and other facts 

suggstive of famly assistant bee® clear ^ tla B^u's 

^ivestjgatCcn process«i.
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First, John and Jerry Ray had significant contacts 

with James While he was in Missouri State Penitentiary 

(MSP) at Jeffesoon City, Missouri. Jerry Ray visieed 

James three or four times and had borrowed money fom 

James on at least one occasion during hs confinement 

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

to visit James Ray wlh-le 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 also discovered 

that Wh.le in prison at MSP James Ray had a feUw inmate 

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

Stationery 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 44-38861-22614).

Second, James Earl Ray was seen by several people in 

both the St. Louis and Chicago areas- during the periled 

immedately after hs escape. In St. Louis (where John 

Ray was, livnng) two foimer inmates at MSP, stated that thiey 

had seen James Ray on separate occasions. One stated that 

he had ittn Ray three tmes between May 10 and 17, 1967 (Kansas 

City, 44-760-7816). The other saw Ray entering a bank with 

Jmme Owtrs and spoke briefly with Ray as they entered
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(HQ 44-38861-3483). In the Chicago area where Jerry Ray 

was ivvhg, the Bureau discovered that James Ray had 

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

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

emloyers also t:old Bureau agents that James Ray had 

received several calls., fom a man clamng to be Ray's 

brother inmeidately prior to James’ departure from hs 

job. They stated that these-calls had a visibly disturbing 

effect on James Ray (Chicago 44-11.14 Sub G-37). Jerry 

Raynes, father of the Ray brothers, told the .EBI that he 

overheard John and Jerry mention that James had been in 

Ch-cago during the summer of 1967 (Chicago 44-1114-508).

Thrd, in aaLifornib-i, the FBI discovered two fects 

which pointed toward possible cental bewwern James Ray 

and his brothers. Richard Gonzales who was a feiocw 

student with Ray at the bartending s^ool in los Angeles 

told Bureau agents that Ray had told him upon compettion 

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

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

also. inteve.ewfdi Marie Matin, cousin of Cmles Stein. 

She stood that for some tme before Mar-ch 17, 1968, (the 

date when Ray left Los Angela) James Ray had bttn stating 

that he was in need of funds and was waLthg for his brother 

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

that Jerry Ray may not have been entirely candid with the 

- special agents during his several interviews. The anOomant 

disclosed to Bureau agents on June 7, 1968, that Jerry Ray 

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

pre-arranged meeting plaice in St. Louis shortly after his 

escape. Jerry also alhgedly stated to the infomant that 

he had recognized the photograph of Eric Starvo Gilt as 

be.ng. identical with hi.s brother James prior to the time 

tire FBI had first contacted him in connection with the 

assassination. He did not want to tell the FBI everything 

he knew oh of fen t^t James would be caught. (HQ 44-38861­

4594.) '

Correspondncce recovered by the Burreau indicted 

t^t Jerry may have heard from James in Canada in June of 

1968 (HQ 44-3886l-5577 and 4518). James Ray was in Clnldl 

during Api1 nd May Of 1968 prior to his departure for 

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

tot Jerry , had earlier told agents that he had received mil 

fom James, wile James was in prison, at Post Office Box 22 
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Wheeling, Illinois (Chicago 44-114 Sub G-26).

Finally, In November, 1968 it became clear that 

James Ray had been in touch with his brother 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). Ths was during the 

period when James Ray was making his way from Canada to 

Birmingham, Alabama. It has continued to be a mystery 

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

where he obtained the several thousand dollars he had when 

he arrive.

Thus, at least one family member, Jerry, had led 

to the FBI and had become subject to federal criminal charges 

fior aiding a fugitive. He was never confronted! with these 

facts by the Bureau. In the task force inl.tervlw of Jerry 

Ray, he confrmedl. the fact that he had lied to thu Bureau and 

had seen his brother James on several occasions.*/ Jerry 

denlld knowing anything about James' travels or hi.s source 

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

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

V The task force -atlmlptlld to talk to James and John Ray 
but an interview was refused i.n both inistmces.
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daUls co be suspect. In Ight of ths lew .crmibHiy 

and critical passage of tme which has aioweed the statute 

of Lmitatins to run, we concluded that the FBI abandoned . 

a significant opportunity t:o obtain answers from famly 

mem^rs concerning som of the impootant questions about 

James Earl Ray which still remain.

D Citi^1 EvaLuatioi Of The Assassination InvestigatoOTi

As ^s report reflects, there was a wealth of 

inoomatocni in the files developed by the FBI murder 

bnvestigatoni. We have been able t:o di.g up some add tional 

data. . Q°.y a small part of any of this bnoomato<ni has 

teen made a rntte of any official phlic record. Some of 

it: was em^diedi to ihe stipulation agreed to by James Earl 

Ray and judicially acknowledged in open court by him (with 

a stated reslrvatioo as to agreeing to. the wording todi^tng' 

a lack,of a con3p:Lracy). S^ emerged in Ray's post-comdctton 

efforts to get a new txtoL A quantity of the "unoacLal" 

evidently data and a great deal of mLs-nfoomattinn was 

gleaned by the n^ media and by profess-onal writers. It 

is understcndable therefore that many susp:icLO(ns have been 

goo^t^ a^, because of Justice Deportment rulers against 

disc^es of raw L0vlse^gMVv. fUs, have gone unanswered.

.FLost, th^ task force has concluded that the LOVesSti- 

gati(° by tte FBi to ascl]rtaL01 and capture the murderer of
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Dr., Maritin Luther King, Jr., was thoroughly, honestly 

and successfully conducted. We submit that the minute 

details compacted in this report amply support this con­

clusion.

At the very outset of the investigaticn teeerrans . 

went to all field offices of the Bureau instrucrting the . 

Sjpsecal Agents h Charge to take personal supervisoon of 
the investieatoOTi, to check mt all leads ^ 24 hours, and 

noting that they would be held personally responsible. 

(HQ 44-38861-153). The fils we revised slw that this 

directive was conscientiousyy folowed.. The Bwre^ sought 

first to identify .and locate the murderer using the obvious 

l^ids. They checked out aiasses-, tracked the traces left 

under the Galt aLUs, and used the known fngirprntts from 

the murder weapon and the contents of the bln zipper bag 

left on South Main Street to elmnaiee suspects. Thi.s 

backtrackhg ended in Atlanta. At Wis point the Bmem 

initiaeed a check ^f the ome site fhgerprnss against 

the white male ’wanted fugitive” print file. This produced 

the almost "kstant” discovery that Ite wantid man, Gilt, 

was James Kal Ray, an itcapii fomi Missouri State Prison. . 

In fact the "instant" discovery was a tedios lend s^ch 

started in a file of some 20,000 prints. That it: to^ 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 explanation that the fingerprint search was a . 

norma:! next resort after norma:! lead procedures were 

exhausted.

; Second, the task force views the evidence pointing 

to he gdk Of James Eni Ray as the man who pur-chased 

the matter gun and who fired thie fatal shot to be conclusive.

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

documented history of James Earl Ray fom the moment of 

his escape to his capture fa England, using the investigation 

reports in the FBI fiees and to corroborate and fill in 

essential tetris ^^ Ray's own staements (admLssicnss) 

in his tetters to author WiUimi Bradford Huie. From this 

chronology, irm thie laboratory proof, and firm Raby's 

judicial admssiOTs it was concluded that he was the assassin, 

and hat he acted alcnie. We saw no crtdiblLt evidence pro­

; bative of ^e posssbility thit Ray and any co-conspirator .

were together at the scene of the assassinatim. Ray’s 

issnrtiOctss that someone etee pulled the trgger are SO 

patently self-serving and so varied as to be wh>oiy unbeliev­

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

guilt by self-rejuitaLtoni. •

Third, we fond that conspiracy leads (iliuc^ Ray's 

versons) had been conscienticusly run down by the FBI even
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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 complicity on the part 

of the Memphis Police Department or of the FBI.

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

proof: that others were not halved, is here as elusive 

and difficult as it has universally been, in crhnnal lew.

. But the sum of all of the evidence of Ray's gui.t 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 logistccs, or 

even paid him to commt the crime. However, we have .

. ... found no competent evidence upon which to base such a

theory.

Fourth, it i.s truie that trie task force unearthed 

seme new data - data which answerrs seme 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 thI.s. 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 foUweed. 

It was not unearthed uhil after Ray's ..capture in England 

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

.force belieres Jerry and John Ray could have been 

effectively interrogated further t:o learn their knowledge, 

f any, of James Earl Ray's plans, his fiances and Whether 

they helped him after King’s death. .

Finely, tie task force observed instances of FBI 

headquarter's reltctamce to Provide the CiiV.1 Rights 

IDvroicn and the Attorney General with timely reports on 

the course of the murder investigatim. For example, 

early in ^e investigaton in a reaction to a press report 

of Attorney Gneral Clak'ss expectation of making a progress 

report to the eat:ioe, FBI Director Hoover wrote: ’We are 

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

The B^eau files roflas a significant degree of 

disjdain for the supervisory respoonibilitees of the Attorney 

Gneral and the operating Divisoros of the Department. For 

example, the Attorney General authorized the institution ^f 

prosecutive action against the suspect "Gait" (Bitmi^am 

44-1740-1005). But then, apparently without furtlner con^- 

taton with the Attorney Genra or the Civil Rights 

Division, the Bureau prepared and fUed a criminal comlaint. 

T^ Bureau related BitmiegghmIl as the venue in which to 

file t:he comprint h preference to Memphis because the 

Boreau "could not rely on the U.S. Attorney at Memhis"
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and 'would lose control of the siuaton" (HQ 44-38861-1555). 

The Bureau scenario called for then advising the Attorney 

General "that cirumstances have required the actitn taken" 

(HQ 44-38861-1555).

We submit that in t:his sensitive case the Departmental 

offloads in Waashngton should have been consulted.

As another example,, at the extradition stage of the 

case, marked discourtesy was exhibited to the Attorney 

federal and to Assistant Attorney General Fired Vbnson. In 

a teeephone discussion with thie Attorney General who 

rim>ltined of being "kept in the dark”, an Assistant to 

the Director accused the Attorney General of ftlsiLfra•ttiOTs 

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 or'der’ed 

to be "dipomrtic but firm with Vinson and that under no 

rirtms>tarces should Vinson be aiowed to push our personnel 

around" (HQ 44-38861-4447) .

The task force viws this lack of coordihttion and 

cooperation as highly improper. The Attorney General and 

the Divishn of the Determent having prosecutorial 

respoonibblity for an of&ase being investigated should be 

kept fully abreast of developments. The responsible
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Divisicn, moreover, should have suffics(nLt control of trie 

Bureau's investigators to -insure that the legal necesssties 

of.pleading and proof are met.

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

that -t is the obligatoon of the Department to insist on 

the^ perogatives. We do not think it effectively di.d so 

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

A. FBI Surveillance'And Harassment If Dr. King

1. Initlatian of Tcdhncal Surveillance and . 
CODTELLPRO Type Activities

In order to reconstruct the actions taken by 

mahers of the FBI toward Dr. King, the ta.sk force ■

scrutinized the basis for the inttaLton 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 Dtvisocni 

(Division 6), advised Director Hoover in an information 

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

individuals in, no1anectiion with the 'Freddm Riders," 

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

from Snlttcrdly to Rosen, May 22, 1961, App. A, Ex. 7). 

The memorandum contained few referrnces on Dr. King. The 

Director commented, with regard to the omissicn of a subject 

m«tt:er investigaton on Dr. King: 'Why mt?" The substance; 

of the report was forwarded to Attorney General Kennedy,, and 

the FBI did not pursue the King mitter at this tmer Thus, 

FBI personnel did not have ^did they assure a personal 

interest in the activitees of Dr. King through May, 1961. 

Furthemore, in 1961, information in the Bureau fids on
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Dr. King had only been gleaned fom sporadic reports, 

and this particular report t:o the Director was provided 

by Divisicn 6 Which had respoosttility for civil rights 

matters.

In the, beginning 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 th.e Senate Select Comittee as weei as in the 

Robert Murphy Report Which you received in March, 1976. 

The taisk force in its review of pertinent documents con- 

fims these reports. . -

. In essence, the Director commuicated to Attorney 

General Kemedy during 196)2 and 1963 a host of memoranda, 

concerning the interest of the tommunst Party in the 

civil rights movement, and, in particular, Dr. King’s 

re'.^tonsshpp With two frequeitrly consulted advisors whom 

the FBI had tabbed’ as meters of the Communst Party. As 

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

Attorney General and by the Kennedy Admins tration, these FBI 

reports had tthe effect of alarming Robert Kennedy and affectng 

his decisions on the national level. .

- The nelt effect of the Bureau memoranda, nearly 

- culminated in the summer of 1963 when Attorney General
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Kennedy suggested censidlratOnl of technical surveillance 

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

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

technical surveillnice of one of his advisors and fom 

to0ommis close t:o his associates. However, when Attorney 

General Kennedy was confronted shootly thereafter with the 

Director's request for such surve.l-acls, he reconsidered 

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

171). Attorney General Kennedy as weei as several other 

Department officials were sincerelLy concerned with King's 

aisociate(nl with allgged commun-st members since preposed 

civil rights legiil-t0oe was then very vulnerable to the 

attack that comnmnists were :nflhlelc:n•Ll the direction of the 

civil rights movement. Yet, an rfim!rtive progrjm to 

gather toielillncl with King as the subject was still . 

considered ill-ddiieed. However, a iig;nifiret turn of 

events within the circles of the FBI hierarchy would soon

. reverse the Attorney Glelal,s decisicni., and without hi.s 

knowledge the FBI would also launch an iUgal counter- 

iaLtellilecle program directed to discredit: and neitreliee 

tin civl rights leader.

Director Hooverss demeanor toward Dr. King has been 

weU phlicized and is summriied telcw. CeTtuhly,’ as 

the task force detemtoed, ths played a vital role to
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FBI affairs, as did the Directors attitude toward the 

Coimmist Party. On August 23, 1963, then Assistant

Director of the Domesic Intelliencee DLvisOcm, Wliam 

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

a seventy-page analysis of exploitatOni and infuuence by 

the Commrist Party on ^ Armric^ Negro popiuLatoon since 

1919 (HQ 100-3- 116-253X). This report and Mr. SuUi-am's 

synopsis showed a failure of the Oommuist Party in achieve 

any significant inrcaids into the Negro popiati® and the 

cLiiL rights movement. Director Hoover responded:

'This memo reminds me vividly 
of those I received when Castro 
took over Cuba. You contended 
then that Castro and hi.s cohorts 
were not Coimmuists and not 
hffUcLiiced by Commuists.. Time 
alone proved you wrong. I for 
one can't ignore the memos -
as having only an infniiessmal 
effect on the efforts to exploit the 
Amri-can Negro by Coimmuists" (HQ 100­
3-116-253X). .

Une Director^ comment had a resounding effect

tn Mr. &u_L.v^m. Seven days later, he .repieed:

"The Director is correct. We 
were comLeiiely wrong about . 
believing the evidence was not 
sufficeenit to determine some 
years ago that Fi.de! Castro was 
ioi a ccmmuiist or under ccmmnn.st _ ifuence. In inicstigitig and
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writing about communim and the . 
Ameican Negro, we had better .
remember: this and profit by the 
lessen it should teach us." (Memo 
foOT &U.l±an to Belmont, August . 
30, 1963, App. A, Ex. 8).

Even more importantly, Mr. SiU-liven. also said

in response to thie action that he now believed was .

necessitated! in ditimriiing commudst iilfleecie in the

c.v.1 rights mcvemilt:: ■

"Therefore, it may be unrealistic 
to limit ourselves as we have been 
doing to. legalistic proof or definite­
ly conclusive evidence that would „

. stand up in tistmony in courts or ' ’
before Congressional commOtees that 

. the Communst Party, USA, does wield
substantial inflencie over Negroes 
which one day could become decisive." 
(dem.)

The FBI hierarchy had no written comments on thi.s memo­

randum either supporting or negating; the.Assistant Director's 

proposed Line-of action.

Then, in September, 1963, Mr. StULivarn reoamended 

"ncceased coverage of communist iit1Uemci on the Ni^rc" 

(Memo from Baumgardner to SlUlivlm., September 16, 1963, 

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

"No I can’t understand how you 
can so agilely switch your think­
ing and evaluaton.. Just a few 
weeks ago you contracted that the - 
Cammnist iilfUieCe in the racial 
movement was ineffective and infim- 
ieesmal. This - nctwihssanldirg
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many memos of specific :ins-tances 
or infiltrator Now you want • 
to load the field down with more 
coverage in spite of your recent 
memo depreciate CP tttflluenncc 
in racial movement. I don't intend 
lo was(tc tme and money util you 
can make up your minds what thne 
situation really is" (item.)

In commenting on a cover memo to the above StHVwn 

r^st, Director B^ ^o stated, "I have certainly 

been mteled by previous memos which Clcatly showed 

cxrnanfot penetratonn of the racial mvemnt. The 

attach^ is contradictory of all that. . We are w^ting 

manpcWer and money investigating CP effect in racial 

movemnt if the attached iS correct" (Memo for the Dir■eclor 
frmi Tolson, September 18, 1963, App. A, Ex. 10). .

By now the Domcslic intelliencee Mvisim was 

f^lug tin foil weight of the Director's dissatisfaction 

witt theLr w)^ product. Mr. Sfolvan agon r^Hd on 

S^tCTber 25, 1963, in a humble manner that Dlvison 5 

had faLeed in i-:s interpretation of commnist infiltratCnl 

in tie Nqgro movement (Memo focm SuLlvvan.to Bc]mct1l, 

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

asked the DiTant^ fogveeiess and requested tine cppc:- 

tunity ,to approach this grave matter in the light- of the 

DirectX foteapretaatonn. Director Hoover sanction^ 

this r^st: bltt again reprmanded Mr. SUhaii for staltng
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that comarnst infiltaaie(n "has not reached the point 

of control or dommaion." The Director curtly commented 

that "Certainly this is not true with respect to the 

King connection" (ickm). One could new foresee that 

Dt. King would be closely watched by FBI personnel.

In October, 1963, the Director forwarded a request

to the Attorney General for technical survelianice of

Dr. King's residence and the SCLC offhe in New York City.

Thi-s tme the FBI received authorization for technical 

surveiiamce and it was instituted almost immediately. - 

In addition, the FBI had prepared a new analysis on 

communist intoVement in the Negro me•vemtlt (Coramulisml 

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

A cover memorandum of this analysis written by Assistant 

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

'A. Tolscn rtods:

’The attoched analysis of Cornmudsm 
and the Negro MOvtmelt is highl.y 
explosive. It can be regarded as a 
personal attack on Matin Luther 
King. There is no doubt it wll 
have a heavy impact on the Attorney 
General and any one else to whom we 
iissemiIalte it ... This mermorandkm 
may startle the Attorney Genera:!,, 
particularly in view of his past 
association with King, and the fact 
that we are disseminating this out­
side the Depintmeit" (Memo frem 
Belmont to Tolson, October 17, 1963 
App. A, Ex. 13D.
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To 'he latter part, the Director erote, ’We must do our 

duty.” Mr. Belmont further said: .

"Nezertheless, the memorandum is a 
powerful earning against Qxmunlst 
ief:EUrenee in the Negro movement ...”

The Director issued his feeing t:o this positocn and

added, "I am glad that you recognize at', last that there

exists such infUuelcr.” -
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2. Predicate for the Seecrity Investigation

The seccu-ity investigator of Dr. Matin Luther King, 

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

was predicated on the belief that they were under the 

infU^mce of thie Coimwist Party, United States of America 

(CPUSA). The basis for thi.s belief was that Dr. King releed 

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

ranking Coimunnst Partyimedber (HQ 100-392452-133).

Thi.s characterization of the advisor was provided by 

source's the Bureau considered reliable. The task force was 

privy to this characterization thrrough both our file reviw 

and our September 2, 1976, conference with represenatives 

of the Bureau's Intrellience DL-vLsir. For security 

purposes the sources were not fully identified to the • 

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

cWacceriz^ion are remainrrng questions.

The advisor's relatiinshPp ’to King and the SCLC 

is Cwly evidenced in thie fUes and the task force 

concludes that he was a most trusted advi.sorr. The fUes 

cre repUte with, instances of his counseling King and 

Ms irgcnizatOnn on ratters pertaining to irgaiizctinn,
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fnwice, political straegy and speech writfog. Some 

exa^les folOw

_ The advisor organized, in King's name, a fond

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

and the SCIC were in lange measure fnarnced by concerts 

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

lent counsel to King and the SCLC on tfe tax consequences 

of charitable gifts.

On poHtical strategy, he suggested King make a 

^Uc statmnt callng for the appointment of a black 

to the Supreme Court (HQ 100-106670-32, 33). This person 

advised against accepting a movie offer focm a movie 

director and against approaching Attorney General Kennedy 

on behaf of a labor leader (HQ 100-106670-24). Io each 

instate his advice was accepted.

King's speech before the AFI-CIO National .Convention 

in Dimmer, 1961 was witter by this advisor (HQ 100-392452­

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

United Packfog House Worfors Conventi^ (HQ. 100-106670-119). 

In 1965 he prepared responses t:o press questions directed 

to Dr. King focm a Los Angeles redio statLoo regardfog 

the Los Angeles racial riots and focm the ’New York Times" 

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

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

clear is whether this relationship ought to have been 

considered either a possible national security threat or 

CPUSA directed. We conclude that just:ffication may have 

existed fcr the opening of King’s security investigatwn 

but its protracted continuatonn. was unwarranted. ■

Our conclusion that the invistigatOcon's opening 

may have been justified is primaily based on memoranda, 

summarized below, witten during the first six months of 

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

ordered the COMINFIL SCIC investigator! (HQ 100-438794-9).

In January the Director wrote the Attorney General 

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

At -this tme he also pointed out that the advisor wrote 

King’s December, 1961 AFL-CIO speech and assi.sted King in 

SCIC matters (HQ 100-392452-131).

In March the Attomey General was advi.sed that a 

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

civ! rights. The article was ostenibly-witern by 

Mrt^a Luther King but in fact the true author was 

another advisor characterized by the FBI as a ranking 

mate of the Comun.it Party (HQ 100-106670-30, 31).

to May the Attorney General learned that the CPUSA 

considered King and the SCLC its most important work because 

the Kennedy Admins iration was politically dependent upon 

King (HQ 100-106670-58). -

Lastly, in June, 1962 the Attorney General became 

rware that King's aieeged Commnist advisor had reornmended 

the second rank:mg Communst to be one of'King's principal 

rssiitrnti (HQ 100-106670-79, 80). Later King accepted 

the trec(mmeidatinn.

toe auiclusi^ thrt: the snveitigrticil’s conttaoncce 

was unwarranted is based on the f:ill<wsig task fotce fniding:

The Burcr.u t:l dae has no evidence whatsoever that 

Dr. King was ever a communst or rffiirace with the CPUSA.. 

toto was so itrt:ee to us by rcprcicntrticss of the Bureau's 

totelliencee Dvisirai during our September 2, 1976 conference, 

toto aem.iiS.on to supported by our perusal of fiees, which 

Mehdis siliomrits memoranda, and physical, microphone and 

teepplonee i•urvcilrnicc memorandai, in which we found no such 

todi^toOT, concerning Dr. King.
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The Bureau provided us with no documntation 

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

legitmaite organizatoon devoted to the ciVl rights move­

ment.

The Bureau files that we examined lacked any infor- 

raitti.cn that the aUgged Comment;Sts' advice was dictated by 

the CPUSA or inimical to the interests of the Un-ted States. 

Indeed, in early 1963 the Bureau learned through relaatile 

sources the principal advisor had disassociated himself 

frcm the CPUSA.. His reason was the CPUSA was not stufi- 

ciently involving itself in Trace relatonns and the civil 

rights movemnt (HQ 100-392452-195).

3. King-Hoover Dispute ■

- The fames of Director Hoove's antipathy for 

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

Dr. King critciieed the Bureaus perfoniancie during an 

investigation of a racial distubbance in Albany, Georgia. 

Efforts t:o interview King by the Bureau were not successful 

(HQ 157-6-29665) and tie matter lay dormant for a tm®.

The controversy was puiicly rekindled to early 1%4 

when the Director testified before a House ^propriatwns 

sUbcolmmttnn that he believed communist nften^cn existed
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in the Negro movemnt. King countered by accusing the 

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

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

a group of Washington women reporters that King was "the 

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 Dmddate staff requested a meeting 

with Director Hoover to clear up the misundersamdigg. De 

meeting was held on December 1, 1964. Hoover clamed that 
"he had taken the bdl away fom King at the beginning," 

explaining the Bureau’s function and doing most of the 

taking. On the other hand, King apologieed for remote 

attributed to him and praised the work of De Rresu. Dus, 

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

607.)

However, the controversy fared again when a letter 

was circulated by the Southern Chistieni. &ii(csiiial Fund 

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

Director and urged the recipients of De letter to wite 

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

memo frm Su.l±an to Belmont on December 14, 1964, Silvan 

stated:
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"In view of this situation, realim 
makes it mandatory that we take every 
prudenit step, that we can take tio emerge ' 
comPetely victoriously in this conflict, ,
We should not take any ineffective or 

’ half-way measures, nor bind ourselves .
, t:o the realities of the iiuttion." 

(HQ 100-1.06670-627.)

We believe the persistent controversy between Dr.

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

determination to discredit Dr. King, and ultimately destroy 

his leadership role in the civil rights movement.

4. Technical Siurveeiiam.ce

Our review of FBI fiees and intevviews with Bureau 

personnel substantially confirms with a few-add-tons the 

findings which have already been reported by Mr. Murphy 

and thie Senaite Select Gommttee on Intelliemce with respect 

to the electronic iurveilta:cce of Dr. King and his associates.

We found that some microphone surveiltacces were 

instated, in New York City against Dr. King and his associates 

which have not thus far been reported. These, ihsttllt.ticns 

were as foiows: ■

Americana Hotel (HQ 100-106670-2224, 4048)
4/2-3/65 ( symb>l)
6/3-3/65 ( symbol) 
1/21-24/66 (no symbol)- .

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

New York Hilton (NY 100-136585 Sub Files 11-1.2) 
10/25-27665 (symxol) . ■ .
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A*1 of these instaHaio<ns with the exception of 

the placement at the Americanaa Hotel in. January, 1966 

appear to have been unproductive either because Dr. King 

did not reside at the hotel as pLnrned or the recordings 

made did not pick up 'any significant inOomatoni.

The instaiaticin by the New York Field Office at 

the AmnriL<anal Hotel on January 21, to 24, 1966, caused 

some consternation within the FBI hierarthy and is 

illstrraiiee of how the Bureau apparatus could,on rare 

occasion, continue to function even tontray to the wishes 

of tie Director. The installatoOTi was made at the Americana 

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

in New York. Assistant Director Wliam StHVam authorized 

the coverage. Bureau files indicate that Associate 

Drvctor Clyde Tolson, upon being fomeai of the coverage, 

wrote back on the same day in a rathe perturbed fashion to 

have the microphone removed "at once." Tolson advised the 

Director that "no rate hero" approved the coverage and that 

he had again instuccted StuHim t:o have no microphone 

installaions wi.thiout the D-rector’s approval. Hoover 

rafmcd Toises directive. (HQ 100-106670-2224X).

No symbol number was ever attached t:o this C0VVO•age 

as was ^ standard practicei Uns'was apparently due to 

the strmg disapproval voiced by Headquarters. Yet, despite
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Hover's orders, the coverage was maintained and a good 

deal of intellieecce on King's personal activities was 

obtained and transcriedl. These activites are refecceed 

in a six page memeraedhm1. (HQ 100-106670-40481) 

ireespective of the level of Bureau approval

Which was required for electronic surveillance installa- 

tices duriihl the King years, our review reuiforced the 

conclusions of the Senate Select Comuttee that the purposes 

behind this intellieence gathern^ became twisted. Several 

instances of Bureau correspondence are instructive. Secticn 

Cdrf Baumgardner in recOTmending coverage of King in 

Honolulu urged an exposure of King's "monl weakness" 

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

pletely discredited" (HQ 100-006 670 June File, Memo Baumgardner 

t:o SOlim, January 28, 1964). In a simlar memo frem 

Strilitan t:o Belmont recommending coverage in Milwaukee at 

tte Schroeder Hotel, the expressed purpose was to gather 

infomation on "enteraanment" in which King might be engaging 

similar to that "uncovered at the Willadd Hotel" (HQ 100­

106670 June File, Memo Siu-livan to Belmont, January 17, 1964).

Director Hoover, upon being in0omlee of the results 

of the surveiUance, ordered that they Hl be wneddiaely 

transcribed despite Deloach's reccmmendatonn that the trrm- 

scribng be done later (HQ 100-106670-1024). As each of the
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file revees has shown, porticns of, summaries of the 

transcripts were widely disseminated among governmental 

officials. These dissemtnaticnis imcluded a,rather 

comprehensive six volume transim.ttal by the Bureau in' 

June, 1968. Ths was at the apparent request of the '

Presided through Special Counsel Larry Temple, for all 

information concerning Dr. King, includmg the instructions 

and ^praral of fomer Attorney Ge^ral Kennedy regarding 

the electronic surveiiaeice of King (Memo R. W. Smith to 

Willim Sullvan, June 2, 1968, referring to memo DeLoach 

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

request). Included with the transcripts were several 

summaries, previously dteserainaeed, and several hundred’ 

pages of Bureau coImMlicaiiins to the White Hiutc fom 

1962 to 1968 regarding King and his associates. The 

purpose of the hhite Home request was not stated, but it 

was t:he most comlete accumU.ition of tresrniteed :nfooma- 

tin on the electronic surveillance of Kmg which we 

encountered during our review of Bureau fUes. The task 

forto wted the thing of hne digged Wnito Home request 

and subsequent tornsmttal particularly in light of
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Director Hoover's comimnication to the White House on ' 

March 26, 1968 (incUuded in the trtnsmtttl) Which 

advised that Robert Kennedy htd attempted! to contact 

Dr. King before announcing hi.s candidacy for the

Presidency (HQ 100-106670-3262). .

The t:tsk force revised selected portions of til 

of thi transcripts- in the King file as wd! as selected 

portions of several tapes from which the transcripts 

were obtained. An inventory of title tapes rivie;ied i.s 

set forth below: -

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

2) Atlantia Tape (symbol) (one reel.-) .

3) Comooite Tape 12/15/64
Track No- 1 - Watlhngtin, D.C. ricordings 
(edited version of 15 reels)

Esseenially, we reveled the tapes by lSsi<iiiln to 1he 

beginning, middle, and end of each tape and compared i.t to 

the corresponding transcript. They were btssi.atily accurate 

transcripifons in -the sense that whalt was in the transcripss 

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

was not put. on the transcripss apparently because ii.1hir 

ttat portoon ^f the recording was garbled or nic].itr or 

it was considered nnm>oirttnt.
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Our review of the comosite tape, the Atlanta 

tape and the agents PaIsdw•ittesl notes included in- the 

box with the recordings from the Willard Hotel gave an 

adcd.ticnal indication of where the Bureau’s interest 

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

"highlights" of the fifteen reels of t:ape 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 recordings. The 

AtlOnta tape was obtained from the teepphone tap on the 

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

conversations. These included conversations of Dr. King 

with his wife regarding his personal! Uffe and had nothing 

to do with his pooitical or civil rights acri-vitees. The 

pan(dwitt^sl notes from the original WHOrd tapes contained 

noteton’ as to what point in the tape a particular personal 

activity or conversation took place.

5. CODteElPOO Type and Other IHgal Acri-vitees

The task force has documented an extensive pro^m 

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 Sullivan proposal in January, 

1964 to promote a new black leader, the FBI accelerated itts
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program of disseminating derogatory information, which 

was heaVily fraught with the Bureau’s own characteriza­

tions of Krng, to various individuals and organizatonss 

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

leader. Our review has essentially confimned triose already 

performed by the Civil Rights Division and trie Senate Select 

Qomhttee and we, therefore, do not dwell on triose areas 

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

adrfticnal propose activitiies against Dr. King, some of 

which were approved by the Director. They are instructive 

not only in reveling the extent to which the Bureau was 

wiling to carry its efforts butt 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 meting with high British officials 

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

Section Chief Baumgardner recamenided a briefn^ for the 

. purpose of infomrng British offic^ils ccncnrnnig King's 

purported ccmm!niit affiliaiitss and private life 

(HO 100-106670-522, 523). Within three days the brinftngi 

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

was not revealed in the files, was .apparently inititeed 

and carried out personally by the Director. On January 22, 

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

pursuant to their electronic surveiiancce, the Bureau 

learned that King had phoned Ralph Abernathy and complained 

that Hoover had had a meting with a particular Atlanta 

official while in Washington attendmg the Inauguration. 

According to King, when this official relumed tto 

Atlanta he contacted Dr. King senior, and passed on a 

’’good deal" of infomiatoon. Accordrng tto Stuiiian’s. 

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

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

for this briefing bmt Section Chef Banmardner later speculated 

that the Atlanta official was Chef of Police Jenkins 

since the Director had melt witth him on January 18, 1965 

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

thie Director suggested that tthe information be passed on 

tto Dr. King’s fatter. . .
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In connection with the post-assassination 

efforts to declare a national holi<ay io memory of 

Dr. King the Senate Select Cormmttee has outlnned 

in its report the attempts by the Bureau to prevent 

such a declaration by briifOrg various meters of 

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

We discovered that the Bureau also sent a monograph 

on King to the President and the Attorney General 

in 1989 ftor ths same purpose (HQ 100-108870-3339).

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

movement also incldfed atempts t:o damage the . 

reputation of King's family and irrinads. The Bureau' 

leaked very closely at Coretta King although a 

security iovistigat0cn w never opened. Ths 

ineuded scrutiniztng he travels in an attempt 

tto uncover possible facts embarrassing to her. '

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

by Hoover to leak hfoomatona t:o the press that Coretta 

King and Ralph Abernathy were deliberately plotting to 

keep the atsassinatiem in the news by claming a conspiracy 

existed in order to keep monetary contributoras foewing 

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

Ralph Abernathy and Andrew Young also become Bureau 

targets. Shotly after the assassinaticm. the field was 

instructed to report any inoermation on possible "mmsra! 

activitees" of King’s two associates (HQ 62-108052-Unrtcordtd 

serial, Atlanta to Director, Aril 29, 1968). Presumably 

there were CD12TELURO) type purposes behind this request.

The Atlanta Field Office in attempting t:o demonstrate 

the initattive and imagination demanded by Headquarters 

proposed addtonal measures aganst Ralph Abernathy. The 

Bureaux learned that after Dr. King’s death, Rev. Abernathy 

may have voiced some concern over possible assassination 

attempts on his own liee. The Atlanta office preposed thatt. 

the Bureau begin notiyng Abernathy directly (instead of 

only infoming the police) of all threats against him in 

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

serial, Atlanta to Director, March 28, 1969)-. Thi-s activity 

wm not approved by Headequaterrss.
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Bureau files indicate that the FBI may have also 

atempted to hel.p the executive branch in its efforts 

to deal with Abernathy aft:er King's death, in a memo 

to Associate Director Tolscni, Director Hoover related 

a teepphone conversation with former Vice President 

Agnew in Which Mr. Agnew expressed concern over the 

"tmflmnottoiy" statements which Abernathy had made. 

The Vice President was seeking infomati<ni from Hoover 

which could be useful in destroying the crecdbility of 

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

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

We did not find what inffomatoon, if any, was fawarded 

t:o the Vi.ce President.

Finally, we discovered that a series of iHegal 

surreptiiOuss entries was conducted by the FBI. Some 

Of these entries had as one purpose, among others, tie 

obtaining of inOomatOon about Dr. King. The FBI in 

the review of its indcces was unable t:o locate records 

of any entries onto the premises of Dr. King or the SCLC.
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The agents began to retrieve iIfionat:im about 

Dr. King during these entries through the use of photo­

graphs. In one iishnice a supervisor in the appropriate 

field office requested authority to conduct an entry 

foe the express purpose of obtaining inifomatoOTi about 

Dr. King. The proposed entry was approved at Head- 

q^ters pursuant to a te^hae call by an Inspector 

and was later conducted.

On four subsequent occasions the Bureau again 

conducted entries and obtained nOomation concerning 

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

King's handwithg was obtained. The purpose of 

gathering this piece of ntelliieCie was not revealed.

Bureau policy at the time of these entries 

required toe approval of such field requests by 

Director Hoover or Associate Director Tolson (Menn 

Director, FBI, to Attorney Genera:!., September 23, 1975). 

We assume t:hat such approval was granted. Handritten
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notations on the field office memos indicate that: 

the Bureau was advised of the .entries in.each case.

We also raise the issue of these ileegal entries 

because aside fom being violatvve of Fourth Amendment 

irghts the entries ran the risk of invading a priviegeed 

relatonshpp. . •

We note in passing that the FBI continued to 

employ an infomant in the SCLC despite the fact that 

the rmoomant conceded to agents that the informant had 

embezzled some SCLC funds. The Bureau voiced strong _ 

disapproval of these activitees. Yet, no legal or 

disciplinary action was ever taken with respect to 

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

B. Critical Evaluatioi ^f the Seccrity Investigatoon

In the area of doimstic intelgigecee the mandate 

of the FBI has been both broadly and vaguely defined. 

It is stated in thie Code of Federal Reeguations as foiows:
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