application for a2 duplicate birzh cerziii
these names on April 10 and on the following day had
a passport picture taken in the name of Bridgman and

then to provide a separate mailing address for the

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

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

- (5502; hHuie, p.1l4l). On the same day he executéd an
application in the name Paul Bridgman with his, Ray's
102 Ossington Avenue address as the person to be-
notified in case of emergency (Huie, p.143). The
Kermedy Travel Agency of Toronto handled the processing
of the application for Ray (5502). On the 19th Ray
moved to the Dundas Street address (5502).

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

According to author Huie he gleaned from Ray that
Ray visited four bars on the 2lst in order to watch the
TV show '"The F_’BI" (Huie, p.147). He found the show tuned
in at the fourth place he tried and learned that he had
made the Ten Most Wanted List with an international ''look-
out''as to Ray (Huie, p.147). He checked out of the
Ossington Avenue room on the 159th (Huie, p.147).

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



On April 24 the Canadian passport in the '\ame of
i

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

pt.n:chased a round tfip ticket to london and departecil
on May 6, 1968 (Huie, p.149). From London Ray took'a
plane to Lisb.on where he spert- 10 days looking for al} '
passage to Angola (Huie, p. 150) When he was Lmablei”
to do so he returned to London after first getting P;is
passport replaced at the Canadian Fmbassy in Lisbon o
correct the spelling of the name Sneyd (instead of Sneya)
(5502; Huie, p.150). - |

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

This chronology has been campiled from data 1n FBI
reports and Ray's lette:s to author William Bradford ‘Hule.

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

i1
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opporTmiTy T2 Zo over the facts with Jarnes. Earl Ray
himself. Accordingly, after the United Stétéé VS.upreme
Court denied his petition for a writ of certiorari, on
December 13, 1976, a verbal request ﬁas‘ made to Ray's
Attorney, James H. Lesar, for an opportunity to interview
Ray. Lesar stated that he was writing Ra}.rya letter that
day and would advise him of our desire to interview him
and leave the matter up to him (Interview of James H.
lesar, December 14, 1976, App. B). -Also., the task force
sent Ray a letter on December 15; 1976, via his attorney
requesting an interview (See l'etter to James Earl Ray,
December 15, 1976, App. A, Ex.14). While ro answer to
our letteri was received, Ray sent the task force a copy of
a letter add;esséd to his attorney. Ray attached é. copy
‘of a complaint he recently filed in a civil action and
stated in the letter to his attorney thét: "I Vagree with
your advice opposing the interview. It would appear that
this would only be in the interest of the J.D. and their
book writing collaborators, e.g., Gerold Frank, George
McMillian, ét al." (See letter to James H. lesar, December 20,
1976, App. A, Ex.15).
Absent a statezﬁent to us fram Ray, four existing Ray

explanations were compared and are here briefly noted.
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First, ro one, other than his at:ome‘}s t:i‘\_l’.ved wish
Ray before the plea bargaining resulted in his cc';:mliction
" of the First Degree murder of Martin Luther King , Jr., and
sentencing in open court on March 10, 1969, before Judgé
W. Preston Baﬁtle, .Criminal Court of Shelby Cbmty

t Termessee (See Transcript App. A, Ex.16). At that. time,
on voir dire, Jﬁdge Battle asked Ray: "Are you pllleading
guilty to Murder in the First Degree in this case because
you killed Dr. Martin Luther King under such circumstances
that would make you legally guilty of Mwder in the First
Degree ’urvlder ﬁhe law as explained to you by your ilzz_wyers?"

Ray answered: 'Yes." ‘ |

Ray then acknowledged that he was plead:i_ngt guilty
freely, voluntarily and understandingly. He and his
atton;ey, ,Percy Foreman, initialed the copy of th;ase
questions and answers. Ray also signed a detailed
stipulation confessing that he fired the fatal sh;%ﬁt (5506) .

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

international gun-rumer; Ray bought the murder iaeapon for

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

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

| Fourth, the most recent story available to the
task force is reported as the result of a four hour interview
by Wayne Chastain, Jr., for tﬁe Pacific News Service,
'Octob'er' 20, 1974. It is to the effect that Ray was "set up

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



as a patsy'' for "Raoul." It proceeds along the seme lines
as the tale told by Ray to author Me that there was to
be a meeting at the rooming house at 6p‘.m. with an
intemati&na} gun rumer. Ray was instructed by Raoul to
have the white Mustang at the curb for "Raoul's" use that
evening. Ray, however, drove away from the area at about
6:00p.m. to get air in a low tire and found police swarming
all over the place when he tried to return at 7:05p.m._ He
could not park, was turned back by police and learned only
after driving 100 miles into Mississippi that he had been

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

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

and Russell Stetler, Random House, 1976, pp.315-317).
The task force views the exculpatory content of these
varying and patently self-serving tales to be unbelievable.
The varying details are materially self-refuting. Ray first
admits full guilt. He then says he waited innocentiy at the
\ cuzb and took off after the shot with "Raoul" as a il?assenger.
\ He next says he was the catspaw of the FBI. And finally,
| he and the Mustang were.hiot in the area when the shot was
fired and he never saw '"Raoul' after the event. :
The eye witnesses to the "get away", saw only one
man who resembled Ray. The man left in a hurry in a'white
Mistang as Ray admitted doing in version mmber two. K We
concluded Ray was lying about the existence of a "Ra::;ul".
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‘Ray's stipulated judicial confession comports in
detail with the facts disclosed by the inwvestigation and
the failure of the self-serving stories persuasively

undermines the likelihood of any conspiracy.
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2. Motive | . '

|

James Earl Ray, born 1928, was ra:Lsedl under
difficult c:chumstances. His parents were poo: unedu-
cated and generally re51ded in areas surrounded by
criminal activity. Ray dld not achieve a h:Lgh school
education, nor did he attend any vocational irl‘lxstitution?‘
| After enlisting in the army in 1946, Ray did r[}ot meet the
military's standards and was discharged in 1948 for lack
of adaptability. (HQ 44-38861-3333, 3987). |

Thus, at the age of twenty-one, he had a very limited
education, was not trained or skilled at any par‘u.cula.r job,

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

he proceeded to participate in and be apprehenéed for a
) ) [

" number of criminal aétioné for which he would ll)e incarcerated

for fourteen of the next eighteen years until his escape fram

the Missouri State Penitentiary in April 1967. ' Ray's criminal

|
activities included robbery, forgery and burglary (HQ 44~38861~

4143). He was not known to have been involved \1n crimes where
. Rt |

victims or witnesses were physically harmed. '

1

*FBI files disclosed that James Earl Ray has an IO of 105
(HQ 44-38861-3503). ‘
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In March 1968, James Earl Ray was fortyvyears
old and was never known to have had a serious relation-
ship with a man or woman during his adult life. Although

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

tion; neither his childhood, his military years nor his

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

An analysis of Ray's prison records and interviews
with his prison immates reveals some probative facts with
respect to a motive. For example, in 1955 Ray was incar-
cerated in the federal penitentiary at Leavenworth, kansas,
.for forgery of post office money orders. On September 12,
1957, Ray was approved for the honor fam at Leavenworth,
but was never transferred there because he refused to live
in the integrated dormitory at the farm (HQ 44-38861-1678).
Thus, he was s@posedly willing to sacrifice this benefit
and its accampanying privileges to avoid association with
black pfisoners.

An inmate with Ray at Missouri State Penitentiary
for approximately three years, s£ated that Ray hated
Negfoes. He further stated that Ray had said that

all the Negro prisoners inside the penitentiary should
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be killed. He also responded that on several

" Ray had said he would kill Dr. Martin Luther
if the price were right. In 1966, there was

the penltentlaxy Three blacks were killed.

would not state whether Ray had participated;'

killings.

definitely know who had killed the prisoners.|

He did say that, if Ray had not, h

occasions
King, Jr.,
a riot at
The inmate
i’,n the

e would

He also

said that he would not be surprised if he acted without

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

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

stated that this inmate was a good friend of
hated Negroes. (HQ 44-38861-4443). |

A second inmate with Ray at the Misso

Ray and he also

uri State

Penitentiary from 1960 wntil 1965, claimed that he

recalls that Ray was. glad when President‘Kennédy was killed

and stated "that is one nigger-loving S.0.B t
The prisoner also advised that Ray disliked N
.th'e time period when King was leading demonst
marches Ray would became aggravated and upset
‘thlS information in newspapers to the point t
_curse King and the Negroes.
prison rumors that Ray was supposed to have k

- black prisoners at the penitentiaxy.» ‘Finally

y

hat got shot".
egroes. During
rations and

. when reading

hat he would
He further stated he had heard

illed three

, he related -

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176




that in 1963 Ray macde the rsmark that he was going o
get Martin Luther King when he got out of prison.

(HQ 44-38861-2678, 2791).

A third inmate at MSP fraom 1962 until 1965,

described Ray as.a "lone wolf" who never trusted

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

_ many times diséussing his dislike of Negroes. Another

prisoner became acquainted with Ray in 1965 and said that
‘Ray camented if he ever got out of jail he Qas going to
make himself aﬂ'bﬁnch of money," and Réy further said a
"Businessmen's Association” had offered $100,000 for
killing Martin Luther King. This prisoner said that

Réy did not know what the "Businessmen's Association"

was, but he intended to find out. (HQ 44-33861-4143).

. A cellmate with Ray in 1955 at Kansas City who
later served prison time with Ray at Leavenwbr‘éh, Kansas,
was also incarcerated with Ray at NéP He stated that
during the period when President Ke.rmedy was- assassinated
the movements of Dr; Martin Luther King became the topic
of conversé.tion at the penitentiary. Many prisoners heard
that bgsinessmer; had raised a considerable amount of moﬁey,
about one million dollars, as a bounty on King's head. He
further stated that Ray mentioned a dozen times that had he
known about the bounty on John F. Kennedy's head and

had he been free he would have collected it; and, if he
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° o
got out in time é.nd King were still alive, he would get
the bounty on ng (EQ 44-38861-4143); VA priisoner
who was at MsP fram 1958 through 1965 stated.d!Ray did
not: like Negroes and was capable of killing D}f. Martin

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

important avenue of review. As a result of :a?' voluntary
psychiatric examination in 1966, Ray was desc;i:ibed as
having a sociopathic personality, antisocial ;type ‘with
anxiety and depressive features (HQ 44—38861—i35505) . In
1954, a prison sqg:ioloéist stated that Ray'.s :CW.ez'lihquencies
seem due to impulsive behavior, especially wh{en drinking
(HQ 44—38861—3335)'. These ‘characteristics an<:i camnents
about Ray support the opinion of psychologist‘! Dr. Mark
Freeman. While Ray was in Los Angeles he was; a patient
of Dr. Freeman. Dr. Freeman believes that Raﬂ; was potentially
capable of assassination, was a self—motivateé!l peréon who

could act alone, and likely fantasized on benimg sameone

important.

o
|
1

. . '|
There were two matters involving Ray and blacks

while outside prison which shed same light on|whether his

hatred of blacks and need for importance and profit could

have motivated him to murder. While in Mexico in the fall

..95....
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ass f2d wi ..‘ Mexican wéman, Irma
Morales, in the City of Puerto Vallarta. ';Mo‘rales admitted
spending considerable time with him and recalls an jncident |
that took place on Sunday, October 29th. Shé and Ray were .
. seated at a table in a bar and were drinking when four
blacks and several white persons arrived and were seated
at another table. She stated that Ray kept goading the
blacks for some reason. Thereafter, Ray left his table
to go to his car, and when he returned he asked her to
feel his éocket. -Morales did and felt a E:ietol in his
_pocket. Ray stated to Morales that he wanted to kill the
blacks. He then continued to be insulting and when the
blacks left he stated he wanted to go after them. Morales,
however, told him it was time for the police to arrive to
check the establishment and Ray stated he wanted nothlng to
do with the police, thereby terminating the incident (HQ 44-

38861-2073) .

A second incident took place during Ray's stay in

Los Angeles. James E. Morrison, a bartender at the Rabbit's
Foot Club ﬂle_re, identified Ray as a frequent custamer.
Morrison said that on one occasion Ray became engaged in a
pol:.t:.cal discussion with him regardmg Robert Kennedy and
George Wallace. Ray became rather incensed and vehemently

supported Wallace. On another occasion, Ray had had a

96—
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discussion yrith Pat Goodsell, a frequent fanalle customer,
concez_'rﬁ.ng blacks and the civil rights move:ment Ray became
very inwvolved and began dragging Goodse_ll towa*irds the door
saying, "I.' 11 drdp you off in Watts and we“All f;see. how you
like it there' -(HQ 44~38861-3557). Ray then srt.xpposedly went
outside and had to fight two persons, one beln‘[g black (Huie,
pp. 96-98). | :
Thus, it seems clear that Ray ope;xly diﬁsplayed a

| strong .racist- attitude towards blacks. "While !ln prison,
Ray stated he waild kill Dr. King if given the opportunity
and Ray was prepared to threaten or attack blaftds persons
in Puerto Vallarfa, Mexico, with a weapon forfapparently

. a racial reason. These events and occmencesf leading to

. the assassination of Dr. King and the assassirflation itself
certainly do not illustrate a single, conclus%.ve motive.
Yet, Ray's apparent hatred for the civil rigb*;cs movement,
his possible yearrﬁ.ng for recognition, and a !‘desire for a
potential quick profit may have, as a whole, ?rovided

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

3. Sources Of Funds

I
i
|
.
|

. Shortly after the search for‘Ray beganf, it was =
feCOgnized that he had traveled extensively following his

. |
escape from the Missouri Penitentiary. Morec;Jver, in addition

|
|
|
I
|
f
|
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to nor:ai living expemses, Ray had zade sevéd »sub-
stantial purchases, e.g., cars, photo equipment, dance
lessons (See, List of known e@enditureé, App. A, Ex. 4).
These expenditures suggested that he had financial assist-
ance and hernice possible co-conspirators. Therefore, the
Bureau was particularly interested in determining his
sources of income. On April 23, 1968, the Director advised
all field divisions to consider Ray as a suspect in any
unsolved bank robberies, burglaries or armed robberies
oé:cm:ri_ng after April 23, 1967. The results were negative.
On April 29, 1968, the Director in a teletype to
all SAC's ordered that all law enforcement agencies which
maintained Lmidenti.fied ;Latent fingerprints be contacted
and requested that fingerprints of Ray be cculpared in order
to determine his past wheresbouts and possibly estzblish
his source of funds. Again, negative results were obtained.

" The Director, on May 14, 1968, reminded all field divisions

that Ray had spent a considerable amount of money from April

23, 1967 until April 4, 1968, and advised that a source for
these mom.es had not been determined. The Director ordered
that photographs of Ray ’be displaﬁred to appropriate witnesses
in unsolved bark robberies and bark burglaries. These efforts
and all others to date, with ox;xe e.xceptioh, have prcvefi

fruitless.
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As a result of one of Huie's look articles, the -

Bureau did ascertain that Ray had been employed at a
restaurant in Wirmetka, -Illinois, for apéro:-dmately eight
weeks. As a dishwasher and cook's helper, Ray had received
| checks totaling $664 from May 7, 1967 through J

(See, List of known income, App. A, Ex. 5). T

Tune 25, 1967
1is is the
only known source of incame for Ray following his prison
2d Police

°h could be

. escape. Reports from the Royal Canadian Pbunﬁe

indicated no known robberies or burglaries whic

~

cormected with Ray, nor did Mexican authorities notify

the Bureau of any criminal activity which could be associ-

ated with Ray. The Bureau investigated the possibility

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

furnished hirﬁ‘ﬂflmds on a continuous basis for
mdertaldngs. These matters were actively pur
Bureau but have never been corroborated by ther

they been corrcborated by private iﬁquiries of

"Raocul"’
various

sued by the
Nor have

1.

writers and

journalists. It is the Bureau's opinion that Ray most likely
comnitted on a periodic basis several robberies orbbm:glaries

Ray's criminal

during this period in order to support himself|
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background does lend credence to this theory.

_ The task force interviewed Ray's brother, Jerry
Ray (See, Interview of Jerry Ray, December 20, 1976, App.
B). Hé stated that to his knowledge family members did
not provide Jame/s_ with any funds. Jerry admitted he met
with his brothef two or three times during his employment
at the Wimmetka restaurant and advised that he, not James,
paid for their eating and drinking expenses. However, |
when Jerry again saw his brother on his retuwrn from Canada
in August, 1967, James did have some money because it was
he who paid for their expenses which included a motel room.
Jerry added that James aiso gave him his car commenting
that he would. purchase a more expensive car in Alabama.
Jerry stated he was unaware of where his brother had
obtained his money as well as the amount of money he had
at this time.

Accordingly, the sources for Ray's funds still

remain a mystery today.
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and Assistance - |

Our review of the files indicated that ‘i‘the- FBI

Family Contacts

had no hard evidence linking James Ray to any lccmspiracy
to kill Dr. King. Absent such evidence, the fsureau

apparently discounted the significance of any contact

As the Chlcago cas= agent

 between Ray and hls family.

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

who has committed a given crime to be in touch with

family membe;:s. While such contact may rendér the actions
of the family member criminally liable, it isl rnot generally
pursued absent some evidence of direct partin.lw[:imtion in the

crime,

i
‘

However, in light of the fact that a good deal

of mystery still surrounds James Ray and the assassination,

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

and travels, we concluded that on the basis Iflof the infor-

mation which was uncovered, the Bureau should have pursued

this line of the investigation more ﬂuorougl’mly.

|
The cormection of the Ray family to the crime against

'I’his cibes not alter the

|

Dr. King may have been nonexdistent.

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

. K .
the largest manhunt in history had been aided in his fugitive

status by at least one family member. ’I.hl.jl: and other facts

suggestive of family assistance became clear as the Bureau's

|

investigation progressed.
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First, Schn and Jerry Ray had 'sign_i:‘icant contacts
with James while he was in Missouri State Penitentiary |
(MSP) at Jefferson City, Missouri. Jerry Ray visited
James three or four times and had borrowed money fram
James on at least one occasion during his mnfinement_
(Chicago 44-1144 Sub G-17). John Ray visited or aﬁtanpted
to visit James Ray while at MSP on af least nine occasions.
The last visit took place on April 22, 1967, the day before
Ray escaped (‘HQ 44-338861-4503) . The Bureau also cliscovered
that while in prison at MSP James Ray had a fellow inmate
send a money order to a ficﬁ.ti;{ls company (Albert J. Pepper
Stationary Co.) in St. Louls, Missouri. The money was sent
to the address of Cérol Pepper (sis_ter and buéiness pé.rtner
of John Ray) where she resided with her husband Albert.
James Ray had told the inmate who sent thé money that it was
a way of getting money out of the prison (HQ 44—38861—2614) .

Second, James Earl Ray was seen by several people in
both the St. Louis and Chicago areas during the perlod
immediately after his escape. In St. Louis (wheré John
Ray was living) two former inmates at MSP, stated that they
had seen James Ray on separate occasions. One stated that
he had seen Ray three times be';:ween May 10 and 17, 1967 (Kansas

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

Jimmie Owens and spoke briefly with Ray as they entered

-102.—
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(HQ 44-38861-3483). In the Chicago area where Jerry Ray
was living, the Bureau discovered that James Ray had
| puréhased Aa car on June 5,- 1967 (Chicago, 44-1114 Sub D
- Ex. 85) and had worked in Wirmetka, Illlnolls Ray's
employers also told Bureau agents that James Ray had
received several calls from a man cELalnuI1g| to be Ray's
brother immediately prior to James' departime from his
job. They stated that these calls had a visibly disturbing
effect on James Ray (Chicago 44-1114 Sub GF—3'7). Jerry
Raynes, father of the Ray brothers, told tlpe FBI that he

overheard John and Jerry mention that James had been in

Chicago during the sumer of 1967 (Chicago: 44-1114-508).

Third, in California, the FBI discovered two facts
which pointed toward possible contact betwe|;en James Ray
and his brothers. Richard Gonzales who was a fellow
student with Ray at the bartending school in Los Angeles
told Bureau agents that Ray had told him upon comple.tlon
of the course that he (Ray) was going to v151.t a brother
in Birmingham for two weeks (HQ 44—38861—-1233) The FBI
also interviewed Marie Martin, cousin of Charles Stein.
She stated that for some time before March'l7, 1968, (the
date ‘when Ray left los Angeies) James Ray ﬁad been stating
that he was in need of funds and'was waltullg for his brother

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

 assassination. He did not want to tell the FBI. e've}rythi_ng
he knew out of fear that ;Tarnes would be caught. - (HQ 44-38861-
4594.) ‘ |

Correspondence recovered by the Bureau indicated

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

from James, while James was in prison, at Post Office Box 22
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Wheeling, Illinois (Chicago 44-111 Sub G-26).

Finally, in November, 1968 it becamgla clear that
James Ra_y had been in touch with his brothelL Jerry. Illinois
motor vehicle records showed that on August 525, 1967 James

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

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

period when Jarres Ray was making his way fro'lm Canada to

Birmingham, Alabama. It has continued to bela mystery
| as to why Ray went to Alabama, how he travel:ed there, and
where he obtained the several thousand dolialrs he had when
he arrived. ' ' 3

Thus, at least one family member, Jefulry, had lied

to the FBI and had become subject to federal criminal charges
for aiding a fugitive. He was never confron!ted with these
facts by the Bureau. In the task force inte;vigw of Jerry
Ray, he confixmed the fact that he had lied Eto the Bureau and
had seen his brother James on several occasi‘pns */ Jerry
denied knowing anything about James' travelsi or his source
of funds (Interview of Jerry Ray, December 20, 1976, App. B).

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

*/ The task force attempted to talk to Jameé and John Ray
but an interview was refused in both instances.
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denials to be suspect. In light of this low credibilicy

and critical passage of time which has allowed the statute
of limitations to run, we coqcluded that the FBI ebandoned
a significant opportunity to obtéin answers from family
members concerning some of the important questions about

James Earl Ray which still remain.

D. Critical Evaluation Of The Assassination Investigation

As this report reflects, there was .a wealth of
information in the files developed by the FBI mmder
investigation. We have been able to dJ.g up some additional
data. Only a small part of any of this information has
been made a matter of any official public record. Some of
it {vas embodied in the stipulation agreed to by James Earl
Ray and judicially acknowledged in open court by him (with

a stated reservation as to agreeing to the wording indicating
a lack of a conspiracy). Some emerged in Ray's poét-conviction
efforts to get a new trial. A quantity of the 'H.mofficiai"
evidentiary data and a great deal of mis-information was
gleaned by the news media and by ﬁrofessional writers;. It

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

gation by the FBI to ascertain and capture the murderer of
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Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., was thoroughly, honestly

and successfully conducted. We submit that the mlnute
details compacted in this report amply s1.1pporti t.hls con-
clusion. f

At the ve;fy outsét of the :|'.n'ves‘tigaticmi telegrams

went to all field offices ,Of the Bureau'n'.nstm;ct"ing the
Speciél Agents in Charge to take personal supe:'fvision of
the investigation, to check out all leads in 214 hours, and
noting that they would bé held Iﬁersonaliy responsibl‘e.

(HQ 44-38861-153). The files we reviewed show' that this
' dlrectlve was conscientiously followed. The Bureau sought
first to identify and locate the murderer usi.nig the obvious
leads. They checked out aliases, tracked the Ttraces left
under the Galt alias, and used the known fingerprints from
the murder weapon and the cont:enté of the bluei zipper bag
left on South Main Street to eliminate suspect"s. This
backtracking ended in Atlanta. At this point the Bureau
initiated a check of the crime site fingerprim%s against
the white male "wanted fugitive" print file. This produced
the almost "instant" discovery that the wanted]iman, Galt,
ﬁs James Earl Ray, an escapee from Missouri State Prison.
In fact the "instant" discovery was a tedious Band search
started in a file éf same 20,000 prints. 'I‘l'xat| it took only

two hours to make a match is said by the Bureal experts to
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be largely sheeﬁ luck; it could have taken days; -We
accept thé explanation that the fingerprint search was a
normal next resort after noﬁal lead procedures were
exhausted.
| Second, the task force views the evidence pointing
to the guilt of James Earl Ray as the man who purchased
the mrder gun and who fired the fatal shot to be conclusive.
It was possible for the task force to create a well
documented history of James Earl Ray from t;h'e moment of
his escape to his capture in England, using the investigation
reports in the FBI files and to corrcborate and fill in
essential details_ with Ray's own s‘tateme)nts (admissions)
in his letters to author William Bradford Hule. From this
cklronoldgy, from the laboratory proof, and fram Ray's
Ajudicial admissiohs it was concluded that he was the assassin,
and that he acted alone. We saw no credible evidence pro-
; bative of the possibilit:y that Ray and any co-conspirator

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

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

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

versions) had been conscientiously run down by the FBI even

~
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though they had no possible relation to Ray's lst:ories

or to the known facts. The results. were ,nega{tglive.‘

We found no evidence qf any complicity on the part
of the Memphis Police bepartu@t or of the FBI%.

We ackﬁowledge that proof of the negatilve, i.e.,
proof that others were not imvolved, is here a|s elusive
and difficult as it has universally been in criminal law.
But the sum of ali‘ ‘of the evidence of Ray's guilt points
to him so exclusively that it most effectively,makes the
point that no one else was involved. Of coﬁrse,, someone
.could cbnceivably have provided him TAﬂ:i.th logistics, or
even paid him to commit the crime. However, "I{v‘& have
found no competent evidence upon which fo basei such a
theory. ' _ _ » {

Fourth, it is txrue that the task force Lémea.rthed
some new data - data which answers some persistl;ent questions
and which the FBI did not seek. But the Bureau concentrated
oﬁ the principal in the case and much was not c';onsidered
important to his discovery and apprehension. We find no

dishonesty in this. A lead suggesting that one or both
of James Earl Ray's brothers were in contact wj!.th him after,
and in aid of, his eécape in 1967 from the Miss%ouri State
Prison, and befor-e.' the nm-_dez.‘:‘ of Dr. 4Kin4g,, was inot followed.
It was not unearthed until after Ray's.capture il‘in England
on June 8, 1968; it was then gpparently deemed fla lead made
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sterile by supervening events. By hindsight the task
force believes‘ Jerry and John Ray could have beén
eaffectively interrogated ﬁmther to learn their knowledge,
if any, of James Earl Ray'.s plans, his finances and whether
they helped him after King's death.

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

The Bureau files reflect a significant degree of
disdain for the superviéory responsibilities of the Attorney
General and the operating Divisions of the Department. For
example, the Attorney General authorized the institution of
prosecutive action against the suspect ''Galt" (Birnﬁngham
'44—1740-1005“) . But then, apparmtly without further consul-
tation with the Attorney General or the Civil Rights
Division, the Bureau prepared and filed a criminal complaint.
" The Bureau selected Birmingham as the venue in which to

file the camplaint in preference to Memphis because the

Bureau "'could not rely on the U.S. Attorney at Memphis"
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and "would lose control ef the situation' (HQ 44-38861-1555).
: |

The Bureau scenario called for then advising the Attorney
General "'that cirwmiatances have required the| action taken"
(HQ 44-38861-1555). |

We subtm.t that in this sensitive case the Depart:nental
OfflCla].S in Washington should have been consuLted

As another example, at the extradltlon\ stage of the
case, marked discourtesy was e_xhlblted to the'Attorney
General and to Assistant Attorney General Fred Vinson. In
a telephone discussion with the Attorney General who
~complained of being 'kept in the dark’, an Assistant to
Athe Director accused the Attorney General of #;alsificatims
and "hung up the phone''. Again, when Assistaﬁt Attorney
General Vinson was detailed to England to arrafmge for the
extradition of James Earl Ray, the Legal Attache was ordered
to be "diplomatic but firm with Vinson and that under no
c1rcumstances should Vinson be allowed to push our personnel
around" (HQ 44-38861-4447). . »i

The task force views this lack of coordination and
cooperetion as highly improper. The Attorney General and
the Division of the Department having prosecutiorial
responsibility for an offense being investigatied should be

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

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

in the King murder case.
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III. THE SECURITY INVESTIGATION

|

A. FBI Surveillance And Harassment Of Dr. King

1. Initiation of Technical Survelllance’ and
COINTELPRO Type Activities

In order to reconstruct the actions takfen by
members of the FBI toward Dr. King, the task 'f;lorce
scrutinized the basis for the initiation by t1~|1e Bureau
of any action with respect to Dr. King. Durlrlxg the review
it was revealed that on May 22, 1961, Mr. Alex Rosen, then
Assistant Director of the General Investigati\%'e Diyision
(Division 6), advised Director Hoover in an iqleofmation
memorandum, per his request on Dr. King and four other
individuals in comnection with the "Freedom Riders,"
that "King has not been investigated by the FI;BI" (Memo
from Scatterday to Rosen, May 22, 1961, App. A, Ex. 7).

The memorandum contained few references on Dr! King. The

Director commented, with regard to the omissi|‘0n of a subj ect
matter investigation on Dr. King: 'Why not?"][ The substance
of the report was forwarded to Attorney Generial Kennedy, and
the FBI did not pursue the King matter at this time. Thus,
FBIL persormel did not have nardid they assumel a personal
interest in the activities of Dr. King throug|h May, 1961.

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

matters.

In the begimning of 1962, the FBI started and

rapidly continued to gravitate toward Dr. King. The

sequence of events has already been reported in some

detail by the Senate Select Committee as well as in the

Robert Murphy Report which you received in March, 1976.

The task force in its review of pertinent documents con-

firms these reports.

l In essence, the Director éorrmmicated to Attorney
General Kemmedy during 1962 and 1963 a host of memoranda
concefm'ng the interest of the Commmist Party in the

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

~relationship with two frequently consulted advisars whom
tha FBI had tabbed as members of the Commumist Party. As
a result of the deep intérest in civil rights affairs by the
Attorney General and by the Kemnedy Administration, these FBI
reports had the effect of alarming Robert Kemmedy and affecting
his decisions on the national level.

The net effect of the Bureau} memoranda nearly

culminated in the summer of 1963 when Attorhey General
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Kennedy suggested consideration of technical surveillance
on King and the SCLC (HQ 100-106670-3631). Previmlil;sly,
the bulk of FBI intelligence on Dr. King was secured by

" technical surveillance of one éf hlS advisors and #rom
informants close to his associates. However, when !Attorney
General Kemmedy was confronted shortly theréaftef v\lri.th the

4 !
Director's request for such surveillances, he recorisidered

his suggestion and denied the request (HQ 100—1066710—165,

171). Attorney General Kemnedy as well as several other

Department officials were sincerely concerned with I1(:11:1g's

association with allegedr commumist members since pré)posed
1

civil rights legislation was then very vulnerable t%) the

attack that commmists were influencing the direction of the
civil rights movement. Yet, an affirmative prografn!i to
gather intelligence with King as the subject was still
considered ill-advised. However, a significant t:un!lx of
‘events within the circles of the FBI hierarchy woulczl soon
reverse the Attorney General's decision, and withoutlvl_ his

knowledge the FBI would also launch an illegal counter-

. |
intelligence program directed to discredit and nfrutt'ialize

the civil rights leader. | S ;

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

: !
well publicized and is summarized below. Certainly,\‘ as

the task force determined, this played a vital role E:Ln
|
|
|
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FBI affairs, as did tne Director's attitude toward the
Commmist Party. On August 23, 1963, then Assistant
Director of the Domestic Intelligence Division, William

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

synopsis showed .a failure of the Commumist Party in achieving

any significant inroads into the Negro population and the
civil rights movement. Director Hoover responded:

"This memo reminds me vividly

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

then that Castro and his cohorts
were not Commmnists and not
influenced by Commmists.. Time
alone proved you wrong. I for

one can't ignore the memos

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

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

"The Director is correct. We
were campletely wrong. about
believing the evidence was not
sufficient to determine some
years ago that Fidel Castro was
not a commmist or under commmnist
influence. In investigating and
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writing about commmism and the
American Negro, we had better
remember this and profit by the
lesson it should teach us." Memo
from Sullivan to Belmont, August I
- 30, 1963, App. A, Ex. 8). 5

Even more importantly, Mr. Sullivan als<l; said -

in response to ‘the action that he now believed was

necessitated in determining commmist influencel‘ in the
civil rights movement: ;
"Therefore, it may be unrealistic i
to limit ourselves as we have been
doing to legalistic proof or definite-
1y conclusive evidence that would 1
stand wp in testimony in cowrt or |
before Congressional committees that |
the Coommist Party, USA, does wield !
substantial influence over Negroes |
which one day could became decisive.’)
(idem.) . ;

The FBI hierarchy had no written comments on this memo- .

randum either supporting or negating the Assistént Director's
proposed line of actionm. - I

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

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

1
"No I can't understand how you |
can so agilely switch your think-
ing and evaluation. Just a few
weeks ago you contended that the
Camumnist influence in the racial
movement was ineffective and infin-
itesimal. This - notwithstanding
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many mexes of specifiic instances -
of infilrration, Now you want
to load the field down with more

i : coverage in spite of your recent

' memo depreciating CP Influence

in racial movement. I don't intend
to waste time and money wntil you
can make up your minds what the
situation really is' (idem.)

In commenting on a cover memo to the above Sullivan

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

feeling the full weight of the Director's dissatisfaction

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

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

asked the Director's forgiveness and requested the oppor-

tunity to approach this grave matter in the light of the

Director's interpretation. Director Hoover sanctioned

this request but again reprimanded Mr. Sullivan for stating
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that commmist infiltration "has not reached the point
of contxol or 'domination.v” The Director curtly 'ccmmented
that 'Certainly this is not true with respect to; the
King cormection"' (iderr;) One could now foresee :that
Dr. King would be closéiy watched by FBIL personnlel.

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

surveillance and it was instituted almost :'ermedilately.

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

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

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

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

exists such influence."
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2. Predicate for the Security Investigation
) - | :

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

This characterization of the advisor was provided by
sources the Bureau considered reliable. Thé tdsk force was
privy to this characterization through both ou:g| file review
. and our September 2, 1976, conference with rgpﬁesentatives
of the Bureau's Intelligence Division. For sec;chity
purposes the éources were not fully 'identifieditb the

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

|
I

characterization are remaining questions. |

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

his organization on matt_ers pertaining to orga:fuzatlon ’

|
i
|
|
|
!
|
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finance, political strategy and speech writing. Some
examples follow: |
_ The advisor organized, in King's name, a fund
raising society (HQ 100-106670-47, 48). This organization
and the SCLC were in large measure financed by concerts
arranged by this person (HQ 100-106670-30). He also
lent counsel to King and the SCLC on the tax consequences
of charitable gifts. N
’On political strategy, he suggested King make a

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

director and against approaching Attorney General Kermedy
' on behalf of a labor leader (HQ 100-106670-24). In each
instance his advice was acceptéd.

King's speech before the AFL-CIO Ngtional Convention

in December, 1961 was written by this advisor (HQ 100-392452-
131). He also prepared King's May 1962 speéch before the
United Packing House Workers Convention (HQ 100-106670-119).
In 1965 ﬁe prepared responses to press questions directed
to Dr. King from a Ios Angeles radio station regarding
the Los Angeles racial riots and from the "New York Times"

regarding the Vietnam War.
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The relationship between King and his advisor,
o

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

‘ . . |
clear is whether this relationship ought to have been
considered either a possible national security ‘threat or

CPUSA directed. We conclude that justificationi may have

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

but its protracted continuation was unwarranted.
!

- Our conclusion that the investigation's bpening

|
may have been justified is primarily based on memoranda,

. |
summarized below, written during the first six months of
|

1962. It is pointed out that in October, 1962 tEhe Bureau
ordered the COMINFIL SCLC investigation (HQ 100-2‘438794—9).

In January the Director wrote the Attomely General

|
and told him that one of King's advisors was a c‘IOmmmist.

} . 1
At this time he also pointed out that the advisor wrote

King's December, 1961 AFL-CIO speech and assiste%l King in

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

In March the Attorney General was advised'lthat a

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

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

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

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

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

The Bureau to date has no evidence whatsoever that -
Dr. King was ever a commmist or affiliated with the CPUSA.
This was so stated to us by representatives of the Bureau's
intelligence Division during our September 2, 1976 conference.
This admission is supported by our petusai of files, which
included informants' memoranda and physical, microphone and
telephone surveillance memoranda, in which we found no such

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

legitimate organization devoted to the civil rig&v.ts move-

: |
ment. ;

The Bureau files that We examined lacked Eeny infor-
mation that the él]_.eged Corrﬁmrﬁsts' advice was ciictated by
the CPUSA or inimical to the interests of the United States.
Indeed, in early 1963 the Bureau learned througﬁ reliable

|

from the CPUSA. His reason was the CPUSA was nét: suffi-

sources the principal advisor had disassociated himself

ciently involving itself in race relations and t|:he civil

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

|
The flames of Director Hoover's antipathy for

Dr. King were famned into open hostility in latcia' 1962 when
Dr. King criticized the Bureau's performance ch.t]rmg an
investigation of a raéial distu,rbance.:{n Albany:, Georgia.
Efforts to interview King by thé Bureau were no!t successful

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

: .
The controversy was publicly rekindled in early 1964

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

. subcommittee that he believed commmist infltierfce existed

|

|
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in the Negro movement. King countered by accusing the

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

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

Dr. Kiﬁg and his immediate staff requested a meeting
with Director Hoover to clear up the misunderstanding. The
meeting was held on December 1, 1964. Hoover claimed that
"he had taken the ball away from King at the begimming,"
explaining the Bureau's function and doing most of the
talking. On the other hand, King apologized for remarks
attributed to him and praised the work of the Bureau. Thus,
an wneasy truce was momentarily reached. (HQ 100-106670-563,
607.) |

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

stated:
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: |
® |
"In y"ew of this sicuation, rezlis |
makes it mandatory that we teke every
prudent step that we can take to emeroe '
completely wctormusly in this COrJfllC‘t
We should not take any ineffective or
half-way measures, nor blind ourselves
_to the realities of the situation," |
(HQ 100-106670-627.) S

We believe the persistent controversy between Dr.

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

determination to discredit Dr. King and ultimately destroy

his leadership role in the civil rights movemenF

4. Technical Surveillance }
| |

Our review of FBI files and interviews with Bureau
persormel substantially confirms witﬁ a few add:l%.ticns the
findings which have already been reported by Mr; Muophy
and the Senate Select Cocr.mi.tte_eﬂ on Intelligenceiwith respect
to the electronic surveillance of Dr. King aﬁd 1':115 associates.

We found that some microphone surveillances were
installed in New York City against Dr. King and lihisassociates
which have not thus far been reported. These installations
were as follows: | I
Amerlcana Hotel (HQ 100-106670-2224, 4048)
4/2:3/65 ( synbol) o
6/3-3/65 (s 1) !
1/21-24/66 (no symbol) ‘ IJ

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

New York Hilton (NY 100- 136585 Sub Files 11 12)
10/25-27/65 (symbol) |

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

the placement at the Americana Hotel in .Tanuary,i 1966

appear to have been umproductive either because Dr. King -

did not reside at the hotel as plarmed or the recordings
made did not pick up any significant information.
- The installation by the New York. Field Office at
the Americana Hotel on Jarmary 21, to 24, 1966, caused
some consternation within the FBI hierarchy and is
illustrative of how the Bureau apparatﬁs could, on rare
occasion, continue to fimction even contrary to the wishes
of the Director. The installaticn was made at fhe Americana
on January 21, 1966, pursuant to the request of SAC Rooney
in New York. Assistant Director.William Sullivan authorized
~ the coverage. Bureau files indicate that Associate
Director Clyde Tolson, upqn-being informed of the coverage,
wrote back on the same day in a rather perturbed fashion to
have the microphone-_ removed ''at once.'" Tolson advised the
Director that "no one here" approved the coverage and that -
he had again insti'upted Sullivan to have no microphone
installétions without the.Directorfs approval, Hoover
confirmed Tolson's directive. (HQ 100-106670-2224X) .

No symbol number was ever attached to 't.his coverage
as was the standard practice. This was apparently due to
the strong disapproval voiced by Héadquarters. Yet, despite
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)
|
i
!
i

Hoover's orders, the coverage was mamtamed ancl a good
l

deal of intelligence on King' s personal aCth.Lt] £es was
* obtained and transcribed. Thcse act1v1t1es ar;a reflected
in a six page memorandum. (HQ 100-106670-4048;)

Trrespective of the level of Bureau appi:oval
which was required for electronic surveillaiqce'é J"hstal.la—
tions during the King years, our review rein.fé{;ced the -
conclusions of the Senate Select Committee that:: the purposes
behind this intelligence -gathering became tms;:ed Several
instances of Bureau correspondence are‘ inétrucFiVe. Section
Chief Baumgardner in recaune:nd.ingv coverage of I|(Lng in
Honolulu urged an exposure of King's "moral wé%k‘ness”
so that he could be ''for the security of the ni’u‘ion com-
pletely discredited'' (HQ 100- 106670 June File, tMemo Baumgardner
to Sullivan, January 28, 1964) In a s:LmJ.lar t'nemo from
Sullivan to Belmont recommending coverage in Mllwaukee at
the Schroeder Hotel, the expressed purpose wasl to gather
information on "entertairment" in which King mlght be engaging
 similar to that "uncovered at the Willard Hotel" (HQ 100-
106670 June File, Memo Sullivan to Belmont, quary 17, 1964).

Director Hoover, upon being informed 655? the results
of the surveillance, ordered that they all be :inmediately
transcribed despite Deloach's recommendation tl%at the tran-
scribing be done later (HQ 100-106670-1026). As each of the
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file reviews has shown, portions of sur:mar.ies:, o__f_ the

| traziscripts were ﬁdely dissemj_nat_ed am_ongogoverr_mental
officials. These dlssemmatlons lncluded a. rather
comprehens:.ve six volume transm:Lttal by the Bureau in
June, 1968. This was at the apparent ‘request of the
President through Spec1al Counsel Iarry Temple for all
1nformatlon concerning Dr. Klng, _J.nclud:mg the instructions
and apnroval of former Attorney General Kermedy regarding
‘the electronlc survelllance of ng ('Memo R. W. Smith to
‘Wllllam Sull:.van, June 2, 1968 referrlng to memo Deloach
to Tolson, May 24, 1968, setting forth the Pre31dent s
request). Included with the trmsoripts were several
sumaries, previously disseminated, and several hundred
pages of Bureau commmications to the White House from-
1962 to 1968 regarding King and h:Ls associates. The
purpose of the White.House request was not stated, but it
was the most complete accumilation of transmitted informa-
tion on the electronic surveiflance of King which we
encountered during .our review of Bureau files. The task
force noted the timing of the alleged Whlte House request

and subsequent transmittal particularly in light of
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Director Hoover's commm:.catlon to the Wh:Lte House on -

_ March 26, 1968 (included in the transmlttal) wh:Lch

“advised that Robert Kemmedy had attanpted to contact
|

Dr. King before ammouncing his candidacy for the
|

Presidency (HQ 100-106670-3262).

.
l‘.
The task force reviewed selected por_tio'ns of all

of the transcripts in the King file as well as'I selected

portions of several tapes from which the trans'f:rmts
were obtained. An inventory of the tapes revie\;ved is

set forth below: 7 : II

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

2) Atlénta Tape (symbol) (one reel) II
3) Composite Tape 12/15/64 |
Track No. 1 - Washington, D.C. recordlngs
(edited vers:.on of 15 reels)
Essentially, we reviewed the tapes by llstminé to the
begiming, miedle, and end of each tape and com'pared it to.
the corresponding transcript. They were basica?.ly accurate
transcriptions in the sense that what was in th%a transcripts
was also on the tapes. However, some material clpn the tapes

was not put on the transcripts apparently becauil;;e either

. .
that portion of the recording was garbled or un?lear or

it was considered unimportant..

|
|
|
|
I
i
'
|
I
[
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Qur review of the composite tape, vthe Atlanta
tape and the agents haﬁdwritten notes mclu:ied'in the
box with the recordings from the Ulllard Hotel gave an
additional indication of where the BureaJ. s interest
lay with respect to Dr. King. The composite tape contained
”hlghllghts" of t"le fifteen reels of tape from the Willard
Hotel and appeared to cons:.st of little more than episodes
of private cdnversations and aetJ;.vities, which the Bureau
chose to extract from the original recordings. The
Atlanta fape was obtainedl.from the' t':elephone tap on the
King residence and consisted df::éeveral of Dr. King's
| conversations. These included conversations of Dr. King
with his wife regarding his personal life and had nothing
to do with his political or civil rights activities. The
handwritten notes from the original Willard tapes contained
notations as to what point in the tape a particular personal
' act1v1ty or conversatlon took place. ' |

5. COINTELPRO Type and Other Illegal ACthltleS

The task force has ’dochented an extensive program
within the FBI during the years 1964 to 1968 to discredit
-Dr. King. Pursuant to a Bureau meeting on December 23, 1963

to plan a King strategy and the Sullivan proposal in Jamuary,

1964 to promote a new black leader,‘ the FBL accelerated its
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program of disseminating derogatory informationm, lfwhich
was heavily fraught with the Bureau's own characjteriza—
tions of King, to various individuals and or'gani:zations
who were in critical positions vis-a-vis the civ;ii rights
leader. Our review has essentially coﬁfirmed th;i)se already
performed by thé Civil Rights Division and the Sienate Select
Commi.ttee and» we, therefofe, do not dwell on thoilse areas
which they have already covered. We did find, h;owever,
additional proposed activities 'against Dr. King, some of
which were approved by the Director. They are ibstructive
not only in revealing the extent to which the Bt]lreau was
willing to carry its efforts but also in shovﬁhg!‘ the
atmosphefe 'among‘ some of the rank and file whlck:l this

|

program against King created. i

In November, 1964, the Bureau discovered! that

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

while in England during K‘ing's plénned trip to :'Eu:rope.
Section Chief Baumgardner recommended a briefinig for the
purpose of informing British officigls— concerni’Ing King's
purported comumist affiliations and private li.ilfe

(HQ 100-106670-522, 523). Within three days the briefings
had been completed (HQ 100-106670~525, 534, 535:).

-133-
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