
Ray's stipulate! judicial confession comforts in

detail with the facts disclosed by the investigation and

the failure of the self-ervnig stories persuasively

undermines the lieelioodi of any conspiracy.
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2. Motive

James Earl Ray, born 1928, was raised under 

difficult circmstamces. His parents were poor, unedu­

cated and gene-ally residd in areas scrromded by 

criminal aCivity. Ray did not achieve a high school 

education, nor did he attend any vocational institution? 

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

miliary's standards and was discharged in 1948 for lack 

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

Thus, at the age of twenty-nee, he had a very Imited 
education, was not tranced or skilled at any particular job, 

and was a reject of the niliary establishment. Thereafter:, 

he pr-rl2eded to participate in and te apprehended for a 

number of criminal actions for which he would be incarcxraatadl 

for fourteen of the next eighteen years uitil his escape frmi 

the Missouri State Penitentiary in Aril 1967. Ray's crimrial 

acCtLVitlei incbricted robbery, forgery and burglary (HQ 44-38861­

4143). He was rot known to have been involved in crries where 

victims or witnesses were physically harnied.

*FBI fries disciosed that James Earl Ray has an IQ of 105 
(HO 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 serious relation­
ship with a man or woman during his adrut life. Altiough 

he was about to commt a very infmous crime of assassina­

tion, neither his chilhicod, his mlitary years nor his 

adU.t life oi crme and -mprioniment signaled! such action. 

His criminal activities were not those oi a hired or seli- 

accomJlished premeditated murderer. Why then would James . 

Earl Ray murder Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.?
An anaysis oi Ray's prison records and imtervLgws 

with hi.s prison inmates reveals some probative facts with 
respect to a motive. For example, in 1955 Ray was incar­

cerated in the federal penitentiary at leavenwrth, 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, be was supposedly wiling to saari-icg this benfit 
and ite accompanying privieeges to avoid fss<ooiftion with 
black prisoners.

An Lnmatg with Ray tt Mssouri State Pententiary 

iir approximately three years, stated that Ray hated 

Negroes. He further stated that Ray had said that 
all tie Negro prisoners ^ide the penitentiary should
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be kilhdl. He also respnnded that on several occasions 

Ray had said he would kill Dr. Martin 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 iarticipaed in the 

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

definitely know who had kind the prisoners. He also 

said that he would not be surprisd if he acted without 

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

prisoner who was a chef at MSP and Ray's boss f°r six years, 

stated that-this inmate was a good fried of Ray and he also 
hated Negroes. (HQ 44-318861-4443) .

A second inmate with Ray at the Missouri State 

Pententiary from 1960 until 1965, clamed teat he 

recalls that Ray was glad when President Kennedy was kiHed 

and stated "that i.s one nigger-loving S.O.B teat got teot". 

The prisoner also advised that Ray dislked Negroes. During 

the time period when King was leading demnstratinss and 

marches Ray would beccmte aggravated and upset when reading 

thi.s information in newspapers to the point teat he would 

, curse King and the Negroes. He itotfer stated he ted heard 

prison rumors that Ray was supposed to teve kilhd three 

black prisoners at the penitentiary.. Finally, te relate
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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, 

described Ray as a "lone wolf" who never trusted 

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

many tees discussing his dislike of Negoes. Another 

prisoner become acquainted with Ray in 1965 and said that 

Ray commented if he ever got out of jail he was going to 
make himself a "bunch of money," and Ray further said a 
"Businessmen’s Association" had offered $100,000 for 

killteg Matte Lute^ King. This prisoner said that 

Ray did not knew what the "Busteessmien’s Association" 

was, but he tetenc^ to ftecl out. (HQ 44-38861-41.43).

A celmate with Ray in 1955 at Kansas City who 

later served prison tme wite Ray at Leavenworth, Kansas;, 

was also incarcerated with Ray at MSP. He stated that 
anting the peiricd when Preside Kennedy was assasstetted 

the rnovesnts of Dr. Martin Luther King became the tropic 
of ^^atiat at the pen.tenti.axy. Many prisoners heard 

that businesmnsen tea raisid a considerable aroint of money, 

about one muo* dollars, as a bounty on King's head. He 

Aether stated that Ray ronnioned a dozen times that had he 

know about tie bounty on John F. Kent's head and 

had he teen fee he would have collected, it; and, if he
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got out in time and King were still alive, he would get 

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

who was at MSP from 1958 through 1965 stated Ray did 
not lke Negroes and was capable of kiliing Dr. Matin 

Luther King, Jr. (HQ 4^-38861-4143).

Ray's psychological background is also a very 

import:^ avenue of review. As a result of a voluntary 

psycch-atric examination in 1966, Ray was described as 

having a sociopathic personalty, antisocial type with 
anxiety and depressive features (HQ 44-38861-3505). In 

1954, a prison sociologist stated that Ray's delmuencies 

seem due to impu.sive behavior, espeially when driving 

(HQ 44-38861-3335). These iiaratoO7iitiss and comments 

about Ray support the opinion of psychologist Dr. Mark 

Freeman. Wile Ray was in Los Angeles he was a patient 
of Dr. Fasman. Dr. Freman believes toto Ray was potentially 

capable of assassination, was a self-motivated person who 

could act alone, and Ikkely fantasize to on being someone 

important. ' •

There were two maters involving Ray and blacks 

wh-le outsice prison which shed some Igght on whether his 
hatred of blacks and need for itoportatnce and prooit could 

have motivated hm to murder. While in MseX-co in the fall
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of 1967, Ray associated with a Mexican woman, Ima 

Morales, in the City of Puerto V<O.larta. Morales admtted 

spending considerable tme 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 irirkmg when four 

blacks and several white persons arrived and were seated 

at another table. She stated that Ray kept goading the 

blacks for some reason. Thereafter, Ray left his table 

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

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

pocket. Ray stated to Morales that he wanted to kill the 

blacks;. He then contiuud to be insuitnig and when the 

blacks .eft te stated he wanted to go after them. Morales, 

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

check the ustablSsmunt and Ray stated he wanted nothing- to 
do mth tee police, thereby terminating the incident (HQ 44­

38861-2073).

A second incident took place during Ray's stey in 

Los Angeles. Janes E. Morrison, a bartender at the Rabit's 

Foot Club there, iiuntifeei Ray as a frequent customer. 

Morrison sad. that on one occasion Ray bec<me engaged in a 

political discussion with him regarding Rotert Kennedy and 

Guosrgu Wallace. Ray b^e ^te^ messed and iuhumnily 

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

concerning blacks and the civil rights movement. Ray became 

very involved and began dragging Goodell rewards the door 

saying, "1'11 drop you off in Watts and w’ll see how you 

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

outsied and had to fight two persons, one being black (Huie, 

pp. 96-98).

Thus, i-t seems clear that Ray openly displayed a 

strong racist rttildfe towards blacks. While d prison, 

Ray stated he would kill Dr. King if given the opporttln.ty 

and Ray was prepared, to threaten or attack black persons 

in Puerto Vallarta, Medco, with a weapon for apparently 

a racial reason. These events and occurrences leading to 

foe a^assinaticn of Dr. King and the assassination itself 

certainly do not illestrate a single, conclusive mtive. 

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

his possible yearning fror rtcrgition, and a desire for a 

penial quick profit may have, ^ a whole, previced 

sffoeoit impetus for him to act, rnd to act alrnt.

3. Sources Of Funds

Shortly after foe eerrch for Ray beg^, it was 

trtcrgni^td that he had traveled extensively foiowng his 
eScaOe from the Missouri Padtentiary. Moreover, to ^tton
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to normal Uvng expenses, Ray bad made several sub­

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

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

ance and hence possible co-conspirators. Therefore, the 

Bureau was particularly interested in determining his 
sources of incme*. On Apil 23, 1968, the Director advised 

a_l field divisions to consider Ray as a suspect in any 

unsolved bank robberies, burglaries or armed robberies 

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

On Aprl 29, 1968, the Director in a teleypie t:o 
all SAC’s ordered that all law enforcement agencies Which 

maintained unLdentifeed latent figerpritss be contacted 

and requested that figeiprintes of Ray be chared in order 

to determine his past whereabouts and posssbly establish 

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

The Director, on May 14, 1968, reminded all field divisi<ne 

that Ray had spent a considerable amount of money from Apil 

23, 1967 until Apr.1 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 unlived bank robberies and bank burglaries.. These efforts 
and all others to date, with one exception, have proved 

fruitless.
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As a resist of one of Huie's Look articles, the 

Bureau did ascertain that Ray had been employed at a 

rste^rant in Winnetka, Illioois, for approximitely eight 

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

checks totaling . $664 fom May 7, 1967 through June 25, 1967 

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

only known source of income for Ray folOwmg his prison, 

escape. Reports farm the Royal Canadian Mounted Police- 

indicated no known robberies or burglaries which could be 

connected with Ray, nor did Mexican authorities notify 

the Bureau of any criminal activity which could be associ­

ated with Ray. The Bureau imvestggaeed the posss-iiity 

that Ray particppaeed to a bank robbery at Alton, IlMroto, 

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 imeive(Ual named ’Raoil" 

fUIrniished him funds on a continuous basis for various 

uneetakimgi. These matters ware actively pursued by tte 

Bureau but have never been corroborated by them. Noor have 

they been corroborated by private inquiries of writes and 

jourmaist:i. It is the Bureau's opinion that Ray TOSt litely 
smutted on a periodic basis several robberies or burglaries 

durmg this period in order to support himself. Ray's criminal
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background, does lend credence to this theory.

The task force fcneveweed Ray's brother, Jerry 

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

B). He staged that to his knowledge famly members did 

not provice James with any funds. Jerry admitted hie met 

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

at the Winnetka restaurant and advLLsed that hie, not James, 

paid for ther eating and drinking expenses. However-, 

when Jerry again saw his brother on his return fom Canada, 

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

he who paid for then expenses Which included a motel romi. 

Jerry added that James also gave him his car comnmnting 

that he would purchase a more expensive car in Alabama. 

Jerry stated hie was unaware ^f where his brother had 

obtained his money as will as the amount of money he had 

at this time.

Accordingly, ’the sources for Ray's funds still 

rCTain a mastery today.
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4. Family Contacts and Assistance

Our review of the files iindCatt(dl that the FBI 

had no hard evictnce lnkng Jernes Ray to any conspiracy 

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

apparently disscourneed the sig;nificnlct of any aiitact 

between Ray and his fam-ly. As the Chicago case agent ~ 

told us, it :Ls not unusual for a fugitive or a person 

who has cornntted a given crime to be in touch with 
family members. While such contact may render the actims 

of the family member armiially labile, it is not gently 

pursued absent some evi(1nct of direct participation in the 

arme..

However, in light of the fact that a good de^ 

of mystery still surrcumcs James Ray and tht assassinaticn, 

particularly ^ means by which he fh^c^ his lfe stya 
and tra^l^ we concluded, that on the basis of the inforr- 

mattiicn which was uiaover•td, the Bureau. should havo pursued y 

ths ine of the investigation mre thoroughly.

The coiieation of the Ray famy to the crime gainst 

Dr. King may have been ioaedisttit. Tha dots rot alttr th1 

fect, however, that the FBI discovered that the suhj^t °f 

tht 13rgtst manhunt in history had been aided in his fug-t^e 

status by at least one family member. Thia and othtr faat:s 
suggestive of family assist1 became cltar 3s th1 a^'s 

invtstigatooi progress^.
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First, John and Jerry Ray had significant contacts 

with James Wh.lt he was in M-ssomri State Peententiary 

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

James three sr four times and had borrowed money frm 

James on at least one occasion during hi.s confinement 

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

to visit James Ray Wh.le at MSP on at least nine occasions. 

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

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

that Wh-le in prison at MSP James Ray had a feiow inmate 

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

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

to the address of Carol Pepper (sister and business parted 

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

James Ray had told the iimate who mt the money that it was 

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

Second, Jarnes Earl Ray was seen by several people in 

both the St. loute and Chicago areas during the period, 

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

Ray was living) two fomer irmattr at MSP, stated that they 

had retn James Ray on separate occasions. One stalled that 
he had retn Ray te t^s between May 10 and 17, 1967 (Kansas 

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

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

was l.vzng, the Bureau discovered that James Ray had 

purthaised a car on June 5, 1967 (Chicago, 44-1114 Sub D 

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

emloyers also told Bureau agents that James Ray had 

received several calls from a man claming to be Ray's 

brother immddately prior to Jamas’ depicture from hi.i 
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 the .FBI that hie 

overheard John and Jerry -mention that Jees had been in 

Chicago during the summer of 1967 (Chicago 44-1.1.14-508).

Third, in Ohifomia, the FBI dusoveedd two fiacts 
which pointed toward possible tontart brtweer James Ray 

and his brothers. Richard Gonzales who was a fellow 

student with Ray at the bartending ichool in Los Angela 

told BUrIdaUl agents that Ray had told him upon crmlee:i.rn 

of the crursd that he (Ray) was going to vs^ a brrther 
in Birm-nnghma for two weeks (HQ 44-38861-1233) . The FBI 

also iheevld.eedi Male Martin, cousin, of Q^l-e Stein. 

She stated that for some time befrre Moth I7. I968, (ne 
date when Bay left Los Angeles) JamM Bay had been ^atng 

that he was in need of funds and was watng fct h^i broker 

tio send him some money.
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Fourth, through an Lnfomant the Bureau discovered 

that Jerry Ray may not have been entirely candid with the 

special agents during his several interviews. The ini&rmant 

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

stated he had seen his brother (Jamies) at least o>nce at a 

pre-arangjed meeting plaice in St. Louis shortly after his 
escape. Jerry als° ilegddly stated to the inoomant that 
he had recognized the photograph of Eric Starvo Gat as 

being identical with hi.s brother James prior- to the time 

the FBI had first contacted him in connectoon with the 

assassination. He did not won't to tell the FBI everything 

he tow out of fear teat James would be caught. (HQ 44-38861­
4594.) *

Correppnndnnce recovered by the Bureau indicated 

that Jerry may have heard from James in Canada in Jine of 
1968 (HQ 44-38S61-5117 and 4518). James Ray was in Canada 

durng Ard aM May of 1968 prior to his departure for 

London on May 7, 1968 (HQ 44-38861-4595). It i.s also noted 

that Jerry had ^toier told agents that he had received mil 

f°m Jarne^ wh.le Jamis was in prison, at Post Office Box 22
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Reeling, Illinois (Chicago 44-114 Sub. G-26).

Finally, in November, 1968 it becme clear that 
James Ray had teen in touch with hii 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). This was during the 

period when James Ray was macing his way fom Canada to 

Birmingham, Alabama. It has continue! to be a mystery 

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

where he obtained the several thousand dollars he had when 

he arrived.

Thus, at least one fam.ly member, Jerry, had lied 

to the FBI and had become subject to federal criminal charges 

for aiding a fugitive. He was never confronted with these 

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

Ray, he confr_med the fact that he had led to the Bureau and 

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

denied knowing anything about James' havhs °r its ^mxe 

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

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

*/ The task force attempted to talk to James and Jolin Ray 
but an interview was refused i_n both instances.
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denials to be suspect. In light of this lew credhility 

and critccal passage of tme which has allowed the statute 

of imiatons to run, we condoled that the FBI abandoned 

a significant opportunity to obtain answers fom famly 

members concerning some of the important questoons about 

James Earl Ray which sill remain. ■

D CiticaL EduatiOTiJg The Assassination Investigator

As tMs report reflects, there was a wealth of 
infomator in tie files developed by the FBI matder 

instigator. We have been able to dig up some acHitiral 

data. Only a smll part of any of this inOomat:Oon has 

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

it was emwdred in ^ stipulation agreed to by James Earl 
Ray and judicially acknowledged in open court by him (with 

a stat:ld res^aton as to agreeing to the wording tedicatteg 
aM^f a Conspiracy). S^ emerged in W's post-conviction 

efforts to get a new teia. A quality of the "unoOfi.cal" 

evidentiary data and a great deal of ms-inforation was 

gleans by tte news media and by professional, writers. It 
is undralandable therefc].e that many suspicions have been 

generated and, t^can^e ° Justice Department rule. aiaInst: 

fecoosures of raw investigative fUs, have gone unanswered.

First, the task fcrce has concluded that the iovlstti- 

iat:Vn by the jbi to ascertain and capture the murderer of
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Dr. Marin Luther King, Jr., was thoroughly, honestly 

and successfully conducted. We submit that the minute 

dettnls compacted in this report amply support this con­

clusion.

At the very outset of the investigation telggrms 

went to all field offices of the Bureau instructing the 

Special Agents in Charge to take persona:! supe^r/isoon o 

the investigatora, to check out ^11 M in 24 hours, me 

noting that they would be held personally responsible: 

(HQ 44-38861-153). The fiks we reviewed show that this 
directive was conscientiously foUowdi. The Bureau sought 

first to identify and locate the murderer using the obvicus 

!pads They checked out aliases, tracked the traces left

under the Galt alias, and used the known fugerprunss from 

the murder weapon and the contents of thie bite zipper bag 

left on South Main Street to elmhatee suspects;. This 

badkxaAbg ended in Atlanta. At this point &e Bureau 

initaaieed a check of the crme sit:e fenge^rhss against 

the whte rale "wanted fugitrae" print me. This produced, 

the almost "instant" discovery that the wanted man. Galt, 

was James Erl Ray. an escapee from Missouri State Prison. 

In fact the "instant" discovery was a tedious tend search 

startred in a file of some 20.000 prints. That it took only 

two hours to make a match i-s said by tte 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 

normal next resort: after nomal lead procedures were 

exhausted.

Second, the task force viws thie evidence pointing 

to the gm.lt: of James Ear Ray as fee man w^ purchased 

tie mrnrder gun and who fixed the fatal shot to be conclusive.

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

dicumlnted history of James Earl Ray from the moment of 

his escape to his capture in England, using the investgatin 

reports in the FBI files and to corroborate and fill in 

essetial details wife Kay’s own statements (admissions)) 

in his letters to author WHim Bradford Huie. From this 

chronolLogyr, fem fee laboratory proof, and from Ray’s 

judicial admission it was concluded that hie was the assassin, 

and that he acted alone. We saw no crediblLe evince pro­
: Wive of fee possibblity that Ray and any co-cmspirator 

were together at the scene of the assassinatim. Rays 

asse-ticns that someone else pulled the trigg;er are so 

patentty selfsseivng and ^ varied as to be wholly unbeliev­

able. Ihey be^, in fact, a part of the evidence of his 
gui.t by ielf-reiUlteti(nl. ,

Third, we found fea conspiracy leads (aiundfe RayS 

versions) had been conscientiously 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 negatives.

We found no evinces of any craplicity ort the part 
of the Memphis Police Departoent or of the FBI.

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

proof that other’s were not involved, is here as elusive 

and difficult as it has universally been in criminal law. 

But the sum of all of the evictence 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 proved him with logistics, or 

even paid him to commit the crime, However, wee have ,

found no competent evictence upon which to base such a 

theory.

Fourth, it is true that trie task force unearthed 

some new data - data which answer’s some persistent questions 

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

on the principal in the case and much was not considered 

important to his discovery and apprehension. We fnd no 

dishonesty in 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 firm the Missouri State 

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

It was not unearthed unti.1 after Ray's capture in England 

on June 8, 1968; it was then apparently deemed a ted made*

-109- ;

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



sterile by supervening events. By hindsight the task 

force beleves Jerry and John Ray could have bere 

effectively ineerogaaedd further to learn their knowledge, 

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

they helped him after King's death;

Finally, the task force observed instances of FBI 

teadquaater's reluctance to provide the Civil Rights 

IDvisi^ and the Attorney General with tmely reports on 

the course of the mrdcr investigating For example,, 

e^Ly w the investigation in a reaction to a press report 
of Attomtay teieral Clak's expectation of making a progress 

report to the natiLi>i, FBI Director Hoover wrote: 'We ate 

^t going to ^ any progress reports" (HQ 44-38861-1061).

The Burenu fites reflect a signifiant degree of 

disdain for the supervisory resposibilitees of the Attorney 
Grieal and the operating Divisonss of the D:^^. For 

rxam^le, tte Attorney Geieeal authorised the institution of 
ptostoutivea actim against the suspect "Galt" (Bimihgtem 

A4-1740-1005), Bit then, apparently without further consuL- 

tltiie with tte Attorney General or the Civil Righto 
D-vtoicn, tte B^u prepared and fieed a criminal tomlarnt. 

Tte Butera s^totod Biminngam as the venue in which to 

fi-le the camlalntt le preference to Memphis bto^e tte 

B^ "to^d tot rely on the U.S. Attorney at Memphis"
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and 'would lose control of the situation" (HQ 44-38861-1555). 

The Bureau scenario called for then advising the Attorney 

General "that rirumstanices have required the action taken" 

(HQ 44-38861-1555).

We subm.t that in this sensitive rase the Departmental 

officials in Waashngton should have been consulted.

As another example, at the extradition stage of the 

rase, marked discourtesy was exhibited to the Attorney 

General and to Assistant Attorney General Fred Vinson. in 

a teeehhone discussion with the Attorney General who ‘ 

rom)ltined of being 'kept in the dak”, an Assistant t:o 
the Director accused the Attorney General of falsiiitat:ions 

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

General Vinson was detailed to England to arrange for the 

extraditoon of James Earl Ray, the Legal Attache was ordered 

to be "diplomatic but frm with Vinson and that under no . 

rirumsttances should Vinson be aioweed t:o push our personnel 

around" (HQ 44-38861-4447).

The task force vies this lack of roordination and 

cooperation as highly improper. The Attorney General and 

the Divisocn of the Drearmrntt having prosecutorial 

respconibility for an ofeense being investigated should be 

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

Bureau's investigatonis t:o insure that the legal neceesities 

of pleading and proof are met.

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

that it is the obligatoon of the Department t:o insist on 

tiese perogatives. We do not think it effectively did so 
in the King murder ca.se.
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III. THE SECURITY INVESTIGATION

A. FBI Surveillance And Harassment If Dr. King

1. laitlttini of Tcdhneal S^u:rveillacce and 
‘ CODTELLPRO Type Activitess

In order to reconstruct the actions tikcai by 

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

scrutinized the basis for the :im.tattica. by the Bureau 

of any action with respect t:o Dr. King. During the review 

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

Assistant Director of the Genera Investigative Diviskn 

(D-vision 6), advised Director Hoover in an information 

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

indivi<Uals in connection with the "Freedm Riders," 

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

firm Scatteriay to Rosen, May 22, 1961, App. A, Ex. 7). 

The memorandum contained few references on Dr. King. The 

Director commented, with rregari to the amssioe of a subject 

mater investigationi on Dr. King: 'Why not?" The subst:lncc 

of the report was fowarded t:o Attorney Gnnral Kennedy, and 

thee FBI iti not pursue the King matter at this tme. Thus, 

FBI personnel iii not have noritC they assume a personal 

int;erest tn the act-vitees of Dr. King through May, 1961 

Furrhemore, tn 1961, mnomatwn -n the Brnem f^ on
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Dr. King had only been gleaned ftm sporadic reports, 

and this particular report to the Director was provided 

by Divisicn 6 which had respoosttblity 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 seme 

deail by the Senate Select Ccomdttee as weel as in the 

Robert Murphy Report which you received in March, 1976. 

The task force to its review of pertinent documents con- 

fims these reports.

- In essence, the Director commuicated to Attorney 

Geieral Kennedy during 1962 and 1963 a host of memoranda 

concerning the interest of the Communst Party in the 

cvLl rights movement, and, in particular, Dr. King's 

re.a.tonsship with two frequeitly consulted advisors whom 

ths FBI had tabbed as members of the Communst Party. As 

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

Attorney Gneral. and by the Kennedy A<hmisstration, these FB:I 

rrpert:s had the effec °f alarming Robert Kennedy and affecting 
his decisions on the national level.

- The net effect: of the Bureau memoranda, nearly 

cumnasd in the summer of 1963 when Attoy General
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Kennedy suggested cirsider1tin of technical luaveil1rncl 

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

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

technical surveillance of one of his advisors and from 

inComarts close t:o hs associates. However, when Attorney 

General Kennedy was confronted shortly thereafter with the 

Director's request for such surveillrnees, he reconsidered 

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

171). Attorney General Kennedy as will as several other 

Department officiils were sincerely concerned with King’s 

associaton with alliged nommnist meters since preposed 

civil rghts legislation was then very vulnerable to the 

attack that nommnists were tmflmc:rni tie dirnthon of the 

civil rights movement. Yet, an iffrmatvee program to 

gather intelligme with King as the subject was stiU 

considered ill-aViSled. However, a lilrifnart tom of 

events within the circles of the FBI hierarchy would soon 

reverse the Attorney Genera's decisin, nd witont his 

knowledge the FBI would also lauch an mg1! cont^- 

intelligrnle program dirntod to dinrndit nd nntmlzze 

the civil rights leader.

DLrector Hcocv€ea’s demeanor toward Dr. King to ben 

well publicized and is summaized belcw. Certainly, as 

the task force determined, th.iLl played 1 vital mC in
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FBI affairs,t as did the Director's attitufe toward the 

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

2 Director of toe Doimetic Intelliencee Mvisoto, Wliam

C. Sitolvan, pursuant to the Director’' request, presented

a seventy-page analysis of eqploitototo and influence by 

toe Cmmtost Party to toe Amricto Negro popiULatOcn shoe 

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

synopsis showed a faitwre of the Cornuunsit Party in achieving 

any significant inroads intro the Negro popitLatoto and the 

civil rights movement. Director Hoover responded:

"This memo rernntos me vividly 
of those I received When Castro 
took over Cuba.. You contended 
toen that Castro and his cohorts 
were not CoImmuis1it and not 
inflennced by Commnnstt.. Time 
alone proved you wrong. I for 
one cm’t ignore the memos 
as having only an mfnitessmaL 
effrect on the efforts to ex loot the 
Almcriiii Negro by CCTmuuistt" (HQ 100­
3-116-253X).

The Motor's comment had a resound^ effect 
on Mt. SilHTM. Se,® days later, he repltai:

"The Director i.s correct. We 
were competely wrong.about 
believn^ the evidmce was not 
tU:ficC^ilt to determine some 
years ago that Fidel Castro was 
not a commmfot or under noramnitt 
infournto. In investigating and
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writing about communism and the 
African Negro, we had better 
reme^er this and profit by thr 
lessen it should teach us." (Memo 
fomi &d]±an to Belmont, August 
30, 1963, App. A, Ex. 8).

Even moire importantly, Mr. SuLlivn also said

in response to thie action that he now beieeved was 

necessities in determining communist influmcc in the 

civil rights movement:

"Therefore, it may be ummlistic 
to Imlt ourselves as we have been 
doing to legalistic proof or definite­
ly conclusive evidence that would 
stand up in testmony in court: or 
before (Congressional committees that 
the Communist Party, USA, does wield 
sihsstmtial :nfflrtnce over Negroes 
which one day could beccme decisive." 
(idm.)

The FBI hierarchy had no written comments on this memo­
randa either supporting or negating the Assistant Dieter’s 

proposed Ine of action.

Then, in September, 1963, Mr. Sullivan reommended 

'lmccr^rd coverage of commmist itf:lrtlce on thie Negro' 

(Memo from Bau^eardner to StHivm, September 16, 1963, 

App. A, Ex. 9). The Direct:rr refused and comimnted:

"No I can’t understand how you 
can so agilely switch your tank­
ing and evllll.trCTl. Just a few 
weeks ago you contended that thie 
Cam-munst itfllrnlce in the rrlclll 
movement was ineffective and infin- 
iesmal. Ths - nftwithstmdng
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many memos of specific uisomces 
of teflata^ti:eel, Now you want 
to load the field down with rare 
coverage in spite of your recent 
memo depreciatng CP rnflemce 
in racial movement. I dn’t hitend 
t^-wafe ^ and money uitil you 
can make up your minds what the 
situation really is" (i<em.)

In commenting on a cover memo to the above Sullivrn 

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

comunst penetraton of the racial moverent. The '

attached is crnradctoy of al: that. We are voting 

manpower and money tniosaigatetg CP effect in racial

movement if the attached is correct" (Meno for the Mrector 
fr°mTols°i, September 18, 1963, App. A, Ex. 10).

By now the D°metic Intellieecoe Mvisitn was
feeling the full we^ of the Directs dissatisaaciien

with their work product. Mr. Sid-ivan again replied on

Soptombor 25, 1963, in a humble manner that DLvishn 5

had faLeed in its interpretation of ceramist tnf:i].tatteel 

^ the Negro movent (Memo from Siu-Ivan to Bolmeelt, 

Sep^er 25, 1963, App. A, Ex. 11. The ^^ Director 

a^ the Drees's fergivness and requested the oppor-

to aH.^ this grave matter in the light of the 
Director's interpretaiOen. Director Hoover sanctioned 

this request but again roprualedod Mr. Silvan for static
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that ccmmuist infiltta-Onn 'has not reached the point 

of control or dcminiticn." The Director curtly commented 

that "Certainly this is not true with respect to the 

King connection" (idm). One could now 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 surve'-iannce of

Dr. King’s residence and the SCLC offcce in New York City.
This time the FBI received tuthoriztticn for technical 

Lutvtiltnnct and it was instiuteei almost mmeiately.

In adhticn, the FBI had prepared a new analysis on 

communist hvraVement in the Negro movement (Communism 

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

A cover memorandum of this analysis writen by Assistant 

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

A. Tolson reads:

"The attached analysis of Communism 
and trie Negro Movement is highly 
explosive. It can be regarded as a 
personal attack on Miatin Luther 
King. There i.s no doubt it wil 
have a heavy impact on the Attorney 

, General and anyone else to whom we 
disseminate it ... This memorandum 
may startle the Attorney General, 
particularly ta view of his past 
associaton with King, and the fact 
that we are disseminating this out­
side the Department" (Memo ^m 
Belmont to Tolson, October 17, 1963 
App. A, Ex. 13).
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To the latter part, the Director erote, ’We must do our 

ditty." Mr. Bement further said:

"Nevertheless, the memoranda is a 
powerful warning against Cammnist 
:iflUuenee in the Negro movement ...”

The Director is^d his feeing to this positon and

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

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

The seauity invcstigatOcn of Dr. Martin Luther King, 

Jr., and the Souths Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) 

was predicated on the belief that they were under the 

inflenice of the Caramnist Party, United States of America 

(CPUSA). The basis for this belief was that Dr. King releed 
upon one particular advisor who was tabbed by the FBI as a 

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

This characterization, of the advisor was provided by 

sources the Bureau considered reiahle. The task force was 

privy t:o this daracnerizatioe through both our file review 

and our September 2, 1976, conference with representatiees 

of the Bureau's Intellieenee Division. For security 

purposes the sources were not fully identifeed t:o the 

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

nharacterizctOeL are remainnig questions.

The advisor's relationship to King and the HOC 

is amly evidenced in the fUes and the task force 

concludes that he was a most trusted advisor. The fillers 

are replete with insances of his counseling King and 

his orgaei2atOen on maters pertainng to organizatiom, 
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finance, political strategy and speech writing. Some 

examples foUw

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

raising society (HQ 100-106670-47, 48). This organiz^oon 

and the SCLC were in large measure financed by concerts 

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

lent: counsel to King and the SCLC m tte tax consequences 

of charitable gifts.

On political strategy, he suggested King make a 

^^c stated calling for tte appointment of a black 

to the Supreme Cp^t (HQ 100-106670-32, 33). This person 

advised against accepting a movie offier from a movie 

director and against approaching Attorney General. Kennedy 

on behaf of a Inter l^^r (HQ 100-106670-24). In each 

instant his advice was accepted.

King's speech before the AFL-CIO National Convention 

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

131). He also prepared Ktag’sMay 1962 speech before the 

ttnted Packing 8°^ to Conation (HQ 100-106670-119). 

In 1965 he prepared responses to press questions directed 

to Dr. King f-^ a Los Angles r^ s^^ regarding 

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

regarding the Vienam War.
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The reOtOonship between King and his advisor, 

as indicated, is clear to the task force. Wat is not 

clear is whether this relatOnsship ought to have been 

considered either a possible national security threat or 
CPUSA directed. We conclude that justficcaioon may have 

exists for tire opening of King's security :01vestigctOon 

but its protracted cOntiOuatOon was unwarranted.

Our conclusion that the tmvestigatoni’s opening 

may have been justfieed is primar.ly based on memoranda, 

summarized below, written during the first six months of 

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

ordered the COMUNFIL SCLC hnvestigatOcm (HQ 100-4-38794-9)1.

in January the Director wrote the Attorney General 

and told him that one of King's advisors was a commnOs>St. 

At this time he 'also pointed out that the advisor wrote 

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

SCLC matters (HQ 100-392452-131).

Io March the Attromey General was advised that a 

March 3, 1962 issue of-"The Notion" magazine carried an
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article critical-of the admins traticn's handling of 

civl rights. The article was ostensibly written by 

Motin Luther King but in fact the true author was 

another advisor characterized by the FBI as a ranking 

member of tie Cormunnst Party (HQ 100-106670-30, 31).

In May the Attorney General learned that the CPUSA 

considered King and the SCLC its most important work because 

the Kennedy A(dImiiiSratili was politically dependent upon 

King (HQ 100-106670-58).

Lastly, in June, 1962 tie Attorney Geeral became 

aware that King's alleged Communst advisor had reommended 

tie second ranting Corrnunnst to be o^ of King's principal 
as^tants (HQ 100-106670-79, 80). Latter King accepted 

the recrmmeidatoin.

The conclusion that tie investigation's coitinaacle 

was unwarranted is based on the foUwng task force finding:

The Bln■lan to date has no evidence whatsoever that 
Dr. King was ^ a commmist or affiliated with the CPUSA. 

This was so stated to us by reprlslitatVlss of the Bureaus 

litelHgicce Dwisicn during our September 2, 1976 conferaice. 

This admission rf supported by our pernsal of fUe, which 

incILidted. infcmnts' memoranda and physical, microplere and 

te^phnie snrveilanlcl memorancai, in which we found no such . 

indicaton concernngDr. King.
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The Bureau provided us with no documentation 

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

llgitmiLte organization devoted to the civil rights move­

ment.

The Bureau files that we examined lacked any infor- 

ration that the aHeged Coimrnnists’ advice was dictated by 

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

Indeed, in early 1963 the Bureau learned through reliable 

sources the principal advisor had disassociated himself 

bom the CPUSA.. His reaison was the CPUSA was not siufi- 

ciently involving itself in race rllatitns and the civil 

rights movement (HQ 100-392452-195).

3. King-Hoover Dispute

The fame’s of Director Hoover's antipathy for 

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

Dr. King critccieed the Bureau's performance during an 

iivlntigitiion of a racial disturbance in Albany, Borgia. 

Efforts to interview King by the Bureau were not successful 

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

The controversy was pulicly rektoded to early 1964 

when the Director testified blfirl a House appropriattons 

subcomittll that he belewed cimmui.nt infleicl exists
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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 "the 

most notoricus liar in the county." A week later, Drector 

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 misundersandiing. The 

meeting was hel_d on December 1, 1964. Hoover cOmed that 
"he had taken the bail away from King at the beginning," 

explaining the Bureau’s function and doing most of the 

tailing. On the other hand, King apologized for rmaete 

attributdi to him and praised tine work of the Bureau. Thus, 

an uneasy truce was momentarily reached. (HQ 100-106670-533, 

607.)

However, the contr'ovzrsy fasted again when a letter 

was circulated by the Southern Chistisn EcdLccLaional Fund 

(SCEF) which refereed to the critccsm of Dr. King by the 

Director and urged the recipients of the letter to write 
or wire the President to remove Hoover frcm offset. In a 

memo from Stu.! van to Belmont on December 14, 1964, Stu-ivan 

stated: •
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"Ln view of this situation, realism 
makes it monitory that we take every 
prudent strep that we can take to emerge ' 
comletely victoriously in this conLict, 
We should not take any ineffective or ' 
haff-way measures, nor bind ourselves

. to the realities of the situation?* 
(HQ 100-1.06670-627.)

We believe the persistent controversy between Dr.

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

determination to discredit Dr. King and ultimately destroy 

his leadership role in the civil rghts movement,

4. Technical Siurveillnc.ee

Our review of FBI fiees and intenveews with Bureau 

personnel substantially confines with a few adtiticns the 

fiding-s which have almdy bc-n reported by Mr. Murphy 

and the Senaite Select Comittee on Intelligence with respect 

to the electronic surieill£elcc of Dr. King and his associates.

We fomd that some microphone suri^illelces were 

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

which have not thus far been reported. These :mitllaatinss 

were as foiowre:
Americana Hotel (HQ 100-10667022244, 4048)
4/2-3/65 ( symbol)
6/3-3/65 ( symbol)
1/21-24/66 (no symbol)

Sh(erat:cm Atlantic (NY 100-1366585 Sih-Files 7-8) 
12/10-11665 (symbol)

New York Hilton (NY 100-U6585 Sub Files 11-1.2) 
10/25-27/65 (si^I)
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Al of these installatins with the exception of 

the placement at the Americanaa, Hi tel in January, 1966 

appear to tove been unproiutive eilher because Dr. King 

did not reside at the tote1 as panned or the recordings 

made did not pi.ck up any significant mfomattoai.

The instaiattoan by the New York Field Office at 
the Americana Hotel on January 21, to 24, 1966, caused 

some oonjtematicn within the FBI hierarchy and is 

illrerratvve of how the Bureau apparatus couldr on rere 

occasion, cdtiniue to function even contrary to the wishes 

of thie Director. The insta1rat^n. was made at the Americana 

on January 21, 1966, pursuant to the reqrest of SAC Romey 

in New York. Assist^rt Directoir William SuUvarn authorized 

tile coverage. Bu^u fibs indicate that Associate 

Directcr Clyde Tolson, upon being uifomed of thie coverage, 

wr°t:e back on the same day w a raher perturbed fashion to 
have the microphone removed "at once.'’ Tolscn rdvised the 

Directfr hat 'no one tore'' approved the coverage and that 
he tod agin instated Shinn to have no microptore 

:nst:allatfns without the Director’s apprwai. Hrnver 

c®'0™ Toll's deceive. (HQ100.10WH224X).

No syM. number was eve0 Varied to this coverage 

as ^ the standard practice. This’was appprnttly due to 
the strag disa.pp:I:ova.1 wiced by Headquarters. Yet, despite 
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Hoover's orders, the cover-age was maintained and a good 

deal of intellieecee on King’s personal activities was 

obtained and tr^scribdl. These activities are refected 

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

Ireespective of the level of Bureau approval 

Which was required for electronic surveillance installa- 

tiw during the King years, our review reinforced the 

conclusions of the Senate Select Commttee that the purposes 

behind this intell:e;enie gathering became twisted. Several 

instances of Bureau correspondence are instructive. Section 
Odef Baumsmdner 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 &u.l±ani, January 28, 1964). In a similar memo focm 

Stuihan to Belmont recommending coverage in Milwaukee at 

the Schroeder Hotel, the expressed purpose was to gather 

information on "intertaemeet" in which King might be engaging 

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

106670 June File, Memo &J.liae to Belmont, January 17, 1964) .

Director Hoover, upon being woomed of the results 

of the surveiiaance, ordered that they al be immediately 

tremscribdd despite Deloach s reccmimantetoon that the tran- 

scribeg be done later (HQ 100-1.06670-1024). As each of the
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file review has shewn, portions of summaries of the 

transcripts were widely disstrnnatted among governmental 

officials. These disseminations incUditd a rather 

cemorehensvve six vohme transmttal by the Bureau in 

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

President through Speeial Counsel Larry Temple for all 

Somatoon concerning Dr. King, including the inntlc:ttinns 

and approval of fomr Attorney General Kennedy regarding 

the electronic surveiiance of King (Memo R. W. Smth to 
Wiliam Sullvan, June 2, 1968, referrnng to memo DeLoach 

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

request). Included with tie trarnscripss were several 

nlIm]mrlts, previously disseminateed, and several hundred 

pages of ^eau commlicatiOnns to the White House fom 

1962 to 1968 regarding King and his associates. The 

plrpese of the White House request was not sta.teci, but it 

was the mot co^Hete accusation of tra:]nmittdd Soma­

ta on the tltctreniCc surveiiancce of King which we 

encountered during owr 3review of Bureau files. The task 

force noted the timing of the aUgged Whte Home ^at 

and nubntqltnt tatamttai particularly in light of
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Director Hower's coimrnutcation to the Write House on • 

March 26, 1968 (incited in the trtnsmtttl) which 

advised that Robert Kennedy had atempted to contact 

Dr. King before tmouicing his candidacy for tie 

Presidency (HQ 100-106670-3262).

The task force reviewed selected portions of all 

of tie transcripts in the King, fiile as will as selected 

portions of several tapes frcm which the transcripts 

were obtained. An inventory of the tapes reviewed is 

set forth below:

1) Washington, D.C., 1/5-6/(54 (Willard Hotel, 
15 reels) - Reel Nos. 1-6, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 14

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

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

Essertially, we reviewed the tapes by listening to the 

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

the correspondnag transcript. They were basically aco^ate 
trtnscr:ptittns in the sense that what was in tte transcripts 

was also on the tapes. However, some ^mtelial on the tapes 

was not pit on the transcripts appsareitly tecaese tetter 

that porton of the recrrd:mg was garbled or meteor or 

it was considered unimo)rttltt.
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Our review of the campsite tape, the Atlanta 

tape and the agents handwi.tten notes indited in the 

box with the recordings from the Willard Hotel gave an 

adiditiOTal imdicatoni of where the Bureau’s interest '

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

’highlights" of tile fifeeen reels of tape from the WHard 

Hotel and appeared to comist of little more than episodes 

of private conversations and activities which the Bureau 

chose to extract from the original recordings. The • 

Atlanta tape was obtained from the teepphone trap on the 

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

conversaticns. These included conversations of Dr. King 

with hs wLfi regarding his personal Iffe and had nothing 

to do with his political or civil rights acCivitees. The 

hancdwittei notes frcm the original Wllard tapes contained 

nstaficns as t:s what point in the tape a particular personal 

activity or conversation took pla.ce.

5. COINTElLFRO Type and Other IHegal AcCivitees

The task force has documented an extensive program 

WLth:m the FBI during the years 1964 to 1968 to discredit 

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

fs plan a Ktag strategy ^d te silvan proposal in January, 

1964 t:s prlmste a mw black leader, the FBI accelerated i.ts
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program of dissemnatmg derogatory wfomation, which 

was hearily fraught with the Bureau’s own characteriza- 

tfns ff King, tf variois individuals and organizatfnns 

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

leader. Our review has essentially confirmed those already 

performed by the Civ.1 Fights DivisOot and the Senate Select 

C^-tt^ and we, therefore, do not dwell on those areas 

which they h^ already covered. We did fnd, however, 

additional proposed activitees against Dr. King, some of 

which were approved by the Director. They are instructive 

not only in revralnog the extent t:o which the Bureau was 

wiling to carry its efforts but also in showing the 

atmosphere among some of the rank and file which this 

program against King created.

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

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

Section Chef Baumgardner ^amended a briefing for the 

purpose of infomimg British officaass cotiernnig King's 

purported commmist affiiaaoinns and private Iffo 

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

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

was not revealed in the fiees, was apparently initaaeed 

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

1965, the SAC in Atlanta advised Mr. Sullvan that, 
pursuant to their electronic surveiiannce, the Bureau 

learned that King had phoned Ralph Abernathy and compared 

that Hoover bad had a meting with a particular Ahnta 

official wnle in Washington attending tie inauguration. 

According to King, when this official retimed to 
Alanta he contacted Dr. King senior and passed on a 

’’good deal" of inoorniatoan. Accor dung to Sullv^m's 

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

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

for ths briefing but Section Ch.ef Baumgardner later speculated 

that thie Atlantia official was Clief of Police Jenkins 

since the Director had mett with him on Januay 18, 1965 

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

tie Director suggested that the information be passed on 

to Dr. King's father.
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In coimection with the post-assassiraition 

efforts to declare a national holiday in memory of 

Dr. King the Senate Select Cormittee has outloned 

in its report the atempts by the Bureau to prevent 

such a declaration by briefing various members 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 1969 for this same purpose (HQ 100-106670-3559).

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

movement also incuided attempts to damage tte 

reputation of King’s famiy and frends. The Bureau 

looked very closely at Goretta King although a 

security investigaton was never opened.. This 

welded scrutinizing her travels in an attempt 

to uncover possible fact:s embarrassing to her. 

These attempts ’ also wedded a plan, propose
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by Assistant to the Director DeLoach and approved 

by Hoover to leak info]matfm t:o the press that Coretta 

King and Ralph Abernathy were deliberately plotting to 

keep the assassination in the news by claming a conspiracy 

existed in order to keep montary contrbutti-nss flowing 

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

Ralph Abernathy and Andrew Young also become Bureau 

targets. Shotly after the assassination the field was 

instructed! to repot any information on possible "mroral 

activities" of King’s two associates (HQ 62-108052-Unreifrded 

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

there were CODTElLIRO) type purposes behind this request.

The Atlanta Field Office in attempting to demonstrate 

the rnitaitive and imagination demanded by Headqiunrters 

proposed adhtic^l measures eganst Ralph Abernathy. The 

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

may have voiced some concern over possible assassination 

atempts on his own liee. The Atlanta, office proposed that. 

the Boeavi begin notifying Abernathy directly (instead O:- 

only infoming the police) of all threats against him in 

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

serial, Atlanta to Diieitfr, March 28, 1969). Ths addty 

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

attmpted to help the executive branch in its efforts 
to deal with Abernathy after King’s death, to a memo 

to Associate Director Tolson, Director Hoover related 

a teepphcne conversation with foraer Vice President 

Agnew in which Mr. Agnew expressed concern over the 

"nfammatory” statements winch Abernathy had made. 

The Vice President was seeking :u:fComatCnn from Hoover 

which could be useful in destroying the cnodbility of 

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

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

We did not find what :ulfomaltCon, if any, was fowarded 

to thie Vi.ce President.

Finally, we disccvzerdd that a series of iUdgal 

surreptitious, entries was conducted by the FBI. Some 

of these entries had as one purpose, among other’s, the 

obtaining of infomatoon about Dr. King. The FBI in 

the review of its indices was unable to locate records 

of any entries onto the premises of Dr. King or tin SCLC.
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The agents began to retries infomation about 

Dr. King during these entries through the use of photo­

graphs. In one instance a supervisor i° the appropriate 

field offcce requested authority to conduct an entry 

for toe express purpose of ibta:0n0ng iolfo:mation about 

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

quaters pursuant to a teiephoie call by an Inspector 

and was later conducted.

On four subsequent occasions the Bureau again 

cioductid entries and obtained information conceroOgg 

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

King's hancdwitnng was obtained. The purpose of 

gathering this piece of intelHgncee was not revealed.

Bureau policy at the tme of these entries -
10 

riquirid toe approval of such field requests by 

Director Hoover or Associate Director Tolson (Memo 

^rector- FBI, to Attorney General, September 23, 1975). 

We assume toat such approval was granted. toncdwittio
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notation 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 from being violative of Fourth Amendment 

rights the entries ran the risk of winding a priviSeeed 

relatonnship.

We note in passing that the FBI continued to 
employ an infomant in the SCLC despite the fact that 

the inoomant conceded t:o agents that the informant had 

embezzled some SCLC funds. The Bureau voiced strong 

disapproval of these actiiitees. Yet, no legal or 

disciplinary action was ever taken with respect to 

the :mfomant (HQ 134-11126-56, 57).

B. Critical Evaluation of the Security, jhvestigatoon

In the area of domestic inteleigocse the mndate 

of the FBI has been both broadly and vaguely defined. 

It is stated in the Gode of Federal Reeelratiins as fonows:
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