‘Ray's stipulated judicial confession comports in
detail with the facts disclosed by the investigation and
the failure of the self-serving stories persuasively

undermines the likelihood of any conspiracy.
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2. Motiwve

James Earl Ray, born 1928, was raised under
difficult circumstances. His parents v;efe poorr, unedu-
cated and geneJ;.'ally resided in areas surrounded by
criminal activity. Ray did not achieve a high‘ school
education, nor dld he attend any vocational institution¥
After enlisting in the army in 1946, Ray did not meet the
military's standards and was discharged in 1943 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 particular job,
and was a reject of the military establishment. Thereafter,
he proceeded to participate in and be apprehended for a
nunber of criminal actions for which he would be incarcerated
for fourteen of the next eighteen yearé 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 in crimes where ’

victims or witnesses were physically harmed.

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

~old and was never known to have had a serious relation-

ship with a man or - waman during his adult life. Although
he was about to comuit a very infamous crime of assassina-
tion, neithef his éhildhood, 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-
accomplished premeditated murderer. Why then would James
Earl Ray murder Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.?

An analysis of Ray's prison records and interviews
with his prison inmates reveals some probative facts with
respect to a motive. For example, in 1955 Ray was incar-

cerated in the federal penitentiary at Leavenworth, i(ansas,

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).
'i‘hus, he was supposedly willing_ to sacrifice this benefit
and its accoﬁpanying privileges.to avoid aséociation with
black pfisoners. |

An inmate with Ray at Missouri State Penitentiary
for approximately three years, s;cated that ‘Ray haﬁed
Negroes. 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 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. Threé blacks were killed. The immate
wouid not state whether Ray had participated in the
killings. He did say that, if Ray had not., "he would
 definitely know who had killed the prisoners. 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 a£ MSP and Ray'é boss for six years,
stated that this inmate was a good friend of Ray and he also
hated Negroes. (HQ 44_-38861—4443) . |
A second irmate with Ray at the Missouri State

Penitentiary from 1960 until 1965, claimed that he

recalls that Ray was glad when President Kennedy was Killed
and stated "that is one nigger-loving S.0.B that got shot".
The prisoner also advised that Ray disliked 'Negroes. During
the time period when King was leading demonstrations and
marches Ray would become aggravated and upset when reading
this information in newspapers to the point that he would
_curse King and the Negroes. He further stated he had heard
prison rumors that Ray was supposed to have ﬁlled three

black priéoners at the penitentiary. Finally, he related
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o 4
that in 1963 Ray mace the remark fhat he was-~oing £o.
get Martin Luther King when he got out of prlson.
(HQ 44—38861—2678, 2791) ¥

A third inmate at MSP from 1962 wntil 1965,
described Raf as a "lone wolﬁ" who never trusted
anyone. He stated that Rayjnaa a racist andeas heard
many times discussing his d/islike of Negroes. Another
prlsoner became acquamted with Ray in 1965 and said that"
Ray comented if he ever got out of jail he was going to
make himself a "bunch of;money," and Ray further said a
"Businessmen‘s=Aesociatlon" had offered $lO0,000hfor
killing Martin Luther K:.ng This prisoner said that
Ray did not know nhat‘ﬁhe "Businessmen's Association"”
was, but he intended to find out. (HQ 44-38861-4143) .

A celimate vr:ith Ray in 1955 at Kansas City who
later served pr:.son t_une with Ray at Leavermorth, Kansas,
was also 1ncarcerated with Ray at MSP He stated that
during the period when President Kennedy was- assa551nated
the movements of Pr Martin Luther ng became the topic
of oonversatlon at the penitentiary. Many prisoners- heard
that bu51nessmen had raised a con51derable amount of ‘money,
about one m:.lllon dollars, as a bounty on King's head. He
further stated ‘that Ray mentloned 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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got cut in tjme_ and King were still alive, he would get
the bounty on King (HQ 44-38861-4143). AA prisconer
who was at MSP from 1958 through 1965 stated Ray did
not like Negroes and was capable of killing Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr. (HQ 44-38861-4143). _

Ray's péychological background is also & very
important avenue of review. B2s a result of a voluntary
psychiatric examination in 1966, Ray was described as
having a sociopathic personality, antisocial type with
anxiety and depressive features (HQ 44-38861-3505). In
1954, a prison sociologist stated that Ray"s delinquencies
seem due to impulsive behavior, especially when drinking
(HQ 44-38861-3335). These characteristics and caments
about Ray support the opinion of péychologist Dr. Mark
Freeman. While Ray was in ILos Angeles he was a patient
of Dr. Freeman. Dr. Freeman believes that Ray was potentially
capable of assassination, was a self-motivated person who
could act alone, and likely ‘fantasized on being someone

important.

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

ha\}e motivated him to murder. While in Mexico in the fall
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1967, Ray asscciatsd with 2 Mexican weman, Irma

h

o}
Morales, in the City of Puerto Vallarta. .' Morales admitted
spending considerable time with him and recalls an J'.‘ncident
that took place on Sunday, Oqtober 29th. She and Ray were
seated at a table in a bar and were drinking when four
blacks and several white persons arrived and were seated
at another table. She stated that Ray kept goading the
blacks for some reason. Theréafte.r, 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 statéd 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,
hicyweirer, told him it was tune for the police to arrive to
'cll'leck thé establishment and Ray \stated he wanted nothing 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. Nbrrisbn, a bartender at the Rabbit's
Foot Club there, identified Ray as a frequent custamer.-
Morrison said that on one occasion Ray became engaged in a
politi'cal discussion with him regarding Robert Kennedy and
George Wallace. Ray became rather incensed and vehemently

supported Wallace. On another occasion, Ray had had a
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- discussion with Pat Goodsell, a frequent female customer,
concerning blacks and the civil rights movement. Ray became
very involved and began dragging Gooéseli_ towards the door
saying, "I'll drop you off in Watts and we'llbsee how you
like it there' (HQ 44-38861-3557). Ray then supposedly went
outside and had to fight two persons, one being black (Huie,
PP- 96-98). » o
Thus, it seems clear that Ray openly displayed a

strong racist attitude towards blacks. ~While in prison,

Ray stated he wquld kill Dr. King if given the opportunity
~ and Ray was prepared to threaten or attack black persons

in Puerto Valla.t;ta, Mexico, with a weapon for apparently

a racial reason. These events and occurrences 1eadiﬁg Eo
the assassination of Dr. King and the assassination itself
ce_rtaiﬁly do not illustrate a single, c¢onclusive motive.
Yet, Ray's apparent hatred for the civil rights movement,
his possible yearning for recognition, and a desire for a
| potential quick profit may have, as a whole, provided

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

3. Sources Of Funds

Shortly after the search for.Ray began, it was
fecogm‘.zed that he had traveled extensively following his

escape from the Missouri Penitentiary. Moreover, in addition
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to normal living expenses, Ray had zace sevefal sub-
st;ntiai purchases, é.g., cars, photo equipment, dance
lessons (See, List of known expenditures, App. A, Ex. 4).
These expenditﬁres suggested that he had financial assist-
ance and hence possible co—conspiratdrs.u Thérefbre; 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
occumﬁag 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 unidentified latent fingerprints be contacted
and requested that fingerprints of,Ray be'campared in order
to détenniné hisApast whereabouts and possibly establish
his source of fimds. 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 monies had not been determined. The Director ordered
that photographs of Ray be displayed to appropriate witmesses
in unsoived bank robberies and bank burglaries. These efforts
and all others to date, with one exception, have proved

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 apﬁroxﬁmately eight
weeks. As a dishwasher and cook’s helper, Ray had received
checks totaling .$664 from May 7, 1967 through. Juae 25, 1967
(See, List of known income, App. A, Ex. 5). This is the
only known source of income for Ray following his prison
escape. Reports from the Royal Canadian Mounted Police
indicated no known robberies or burglaries which could be
'coﬁnected.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 "Raoul"
furnished hiﬁwfunds on a continuous basis for various
undertakings. These matters wefe actively pursued by the
Bureau but have never been corroborated by them. Nor have
they been corroborated by private inquiries of writers and
journalists. It is the Bureau's opinion that Ray most likely
counittéd on a periodic basis several robberies orhburglaries.

durihg this pe:iod.in order to support himself. Ray's criminal
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backgrﬁund does lend credence to this theory.

The task force interviewed Ray's brother, Jerry
Ray (See, Intérview of Jerry Ray, December 20, 1976, App.
B). He stated that to his knowledge family members did
not provide James with any fﬁnds. Jerry admitted he met
with his brother two or three times during his exployment
at the Wirmmetka restaurant and advised that he;,not James,
paid for their eating and drinking expenses. However, |
when Jerry again saw his brother on his return from Canada
in August, 1967, James did have some money because it was
~he who paid for their expenses which included a motel room.
Jerry added thatAJaEes aiso gave him his car commenting
- that he ﬁould 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 nnney‘he had
at this time. '_
| Accordingly, the sources for Ray'é funds still

remain a mystery today.

-100-

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



4, Family Contacts and Assistance

Our review of the fiies indicated that the FBI
had no hard evidence linking James Ray to any conspiracy
to kill Dr. King. Absent such evidence, the Bureau
apparently discounted the significance of any contact
' between Ray and his.family. As the Chiéago case agent
toid us, it is not unusual for a fugitive or a person
who has committed a given crime to be in touch with
family members. While such contact may render the actions
of the family member criminally liable, it is not generally
pursued absent some evidence of direct participation in the
crime.

However, in light of the fact that a good deal
of mystery still surrounds James Ray and the assassination,
particularly the means by which he financed his life style
and travels, we concluded that on the basis of the infor-
mation whicﬁ was uncovered, the Bureau should have pursued
this line of the investigation more thoroughly.

The cormection of the Ray family to the crime against
Dr. King may have been nonexistent. This does not alter the
fact, however, thaf the FBI discovered that the subject of
the largest ﬁanhunt in history had been aided in his fugitive
status by at least one family member. This and other facts
suggestive of family assistance became clear .as the Bureau's

investigation progréssed.
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irst, John and Jerrv Ray had significant contacts

t1g

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 confinement
(gPicago 44-1144 Sub G-17). John Ray visited or at;,tempted
to\éisit James Ray while at MSP on at least nine occasions.
'1_‘he last visit took place on Apfil 22, 1967, the day before
Ray escaped (HQ 44-338861-4503). The Burgau also discovered.
that while in prison at MSP James Ray -had a fellow inmate
send a money order to a fictiti_;ﬁs cdnpany (Albert J. Pelapper
~Stationary Co.) in St. Louis, Missouri. The money was sent
to the address of Cérol Pepper (sister and bu.%iness partner
of John Ray) where she resided with her husband Albert.
James Ray had told the inmate who sent the money that it was
a way of getting money out of the prison (HQ 44-38861-2614) .
Second, James Earl Ray was seen by severai people in
koth the St. Louis and Chicago areas during the period
immediately after his escape. In St. Iouis (where John
Ray was living) two former inmates at MSP, stated that they.
had seen James Ray on separate occasions. bne stated that
he had seen Ray three times between 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
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(HQ 44-38861-3483). In the Chicago area where Jerry Ray
was living, the Bureau discovered that James Ray had
 purchased a car on Jume 5, 1967 (Chicago, 44-1114 Sub D
Ex. 85) and had worked in Wirmetka, Illinois. Ray's
employers also told Bureau agents ﬁhat James Ray had
received several calls fram a man claiming to be Ray's
brother immediately priqr to James' departure from his
job. They stated that these calls had a visibly disturbing
effect on James Ray (Chicago 44-1114 Sub 9—37). Jerry
Raynes, father of the Ray brothers, told the FBI that he
overheard John and_Jerry mention that James had been in
Chicago during the summer of 1967 (Chicago 44-1114-508).
Third, in California, the FBI discovered two facts
which pointed toward possible contact between James Ray
and his brothers. ?iéhérd Gonzales who was a fellow
student with Ray at the bartending school in Los Angeles
told Bureau agents that Ray had told him upon completion
. of the course that he (Ray) was going to visit a brother
"in Birmingham for two weeks (HQ 44-38861-1233) . The FBI
aléo inte&viewed.Marie‘Martin, cousin of Charles Stein.
She stated that for some time before March 17, 1968, (the
date when Ray left Los Angeies) James Ray had been stating
that he was in need of funds and was waiting for his brother

to send him some money.
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Fecurth, throuch an informant the Bureau discoversd

that Jerry Ray may not have been«entirely candid with the
speciai agents during his several interviews. The informant
disclosed to Bureau agents an 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 1n connection with tﬁe
assassination. -He did not want to tell the.FBI everything
he knew out of fear that James would be caught.’ (HQ 44-38861-
4594.,) | ’

Correspondence recovered by the Bureau -indicated
that Jeiry may have heard from James in Canada in Jﬁne of
1968 (HQ 44-38861-4517 and 4518). James Ray was in_Canc;lda‘
during April and May of 1968 prior to his departure for
London on May 7, 1968 (HQ 44-38861-4595). It is also noted
that Jerry had earlief told agents that he had received mail

from James , while James was in priscn, at Post Office Box 22
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Wheeling, Illinois (Chicago 44-114 Sub G-2-6) .

Finally., in Noveniber, 1968 it became clear that
James Ray had been in touch with his. brother Jerry. Illinois
motor xfehicle records showed that on August 25, 1967 James
Ray (using the name of John L. Rayns) trénsfe:rred his 1962
Plymouth to Jerry (HQ 44-38861-5413). This was during the
period when James Ray was making his way fram Canada to.
Birmingham, Alabama. It has continued to be a mystery
as to why Ray went to Alabama, how he traveled there, and
where he obtained the several thousand dollars he had when
he arrived.

Thus, at least one family member, Jerry, had lied
to the FBI and had beccme svubject to federal criminal charges
for aiding a fugitive. He was never confronted with these
facts by the Bureau. In the task force interview of Jerry
Ray, he confirmed the fact that he had lied to the Bureau and
had seen his brother James on several occasions.*/ Jerry
denied knowing anything about James' travels or his source
of funds (Interview of Jerry Ray, December 20, 1976, App. B).

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

*/ The task force attempted to talk to James and John Ray
but an interview was refused in both instances.
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denials to be suspect. In light of this low credibilicy
and critical passage of time which has allowed the statute
of limitations ﬁo run, we concluded that the FBI. abandoned
a significant opportunity to ‘obtain answers from family
menbers concerning some of the important questions- about
| James Earl Ray which still remam

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 dig up some additional
data. ‘Only a small part of »an'yl of this information has
been made a matter of any official public _rAecord.‘ 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 ﬁo agreeing to the wording indicating
a lack of a consp:l.racy) Some 'emerged in Ray's post-corviction
efforts to get a new trial. A quantity of the "upofficiai"
evidentiary data and a great deal of mis-information was
gleaned by the news media and by ﬁrofeésional writ_eré. it
is understandable therefore that many suspicions have been
generated and, because of Justice Department rules against
disclosures of raw investigative files, have go‘ne'ma:mvered.‘

First, the task force has concluded that the investi-
gation by the EBI to ascertain and capture the murderer of
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Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., was thoroughl};, honestly
and successfully conducted. We submit that the minute
details compacted in this report amply sﬁpport tlus con-
clusion. :

At the very outset of the investigation telegrams
went to all field offices of the Bureau instruct;’.ng the

Special Agents in Charge to take personal supervision of

' the investigation, to check out all leads in 24 hours, and

noting that they would be held personally responsible.

(HQ 44-38861-153). The files we reviewed show that this
directive was conscientiously followed. The Bureau sought
first to identify and locate the murderer using the obvious
leads. They checked out aliases, tracked the traces left
under the Galt alias, and used the known fingerprints from
the murder weapon and the contents of the blue zipper bag

" 1eft on South Main Street to eliminate suspects. This

'backtracking ended in Atlanta. At this point the Bureau
initiated a check of the cri.ﬁle site fingerprints against
the white male "wanted fugitive' print file. This produced
the almost "instant" discovery that the wanted man, Galt,
was James Earl Ray, an escapee from Missouri State Prison.
Tn fact the "instant' discovery was a tedious hand search
started in a file of some 20,000 prints. That it took only

two hours to make a match is said by the Bureau experts to
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| be largely sheer luck; it could have taken days. We
accept the ecplaz;ation that the fingerprint search was a
rormal next resort after nommal lead procedures were
exhausted.
Second, the task force views the evidence pointmg

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 hlstory of James E‘arl Ray from the moment of |
his escape to. hlS capture in England, using the investigation
reports in the FBI flleS and to corrcborate and fill in
essentlal details w:Lth Ray's own statements (admissions)
in his letters to author William Bradford Huie. From this
chronology, fram the laboratory proof, and fram Ray's
Judicial admissions it was concluded that he was the assassin,
and that he acted alone. We saw no c:red:Lble evidence pro- -
”;batlve of the p0331b111ty 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
f)atmtly self-serving and so varied as to be wholly unbeliev-
able. They become, in fact, a part of the evidence of his _
gtilt by self-refutation. _
o Third, we found that conspiracy leads (gMe_ 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 stories
or to the .kncw:} facts. The results were negative.

We found no evidénce of any complicity ont the part
of thé Memphis Police Department or of the FBI.

Wé a'.clmowledge that proo.f of the negative, i.e.,
proof that others were not irvolved, is here as elusive
and difficult as it has universally been in criminal law.
But the sum of all of theAev-ide:nce of Ray's guilt points
to him so exclusively that it most effectively makes the
poinf that no one else was involved. Of coﬁrse, someone
could cvonceivably.have provided him with logistics, or
even paid him to commit the crime. However, we have
found no competent evidence upon which ﬁo base such a
theory. _

Fourth, it is true that the task force unearthed
some new data - data which answers some persistent questions
and which the FBI did not seek. But the Bureau concentfated
on the principal in the case and much was not considered
important to his discovery and apprehension. We find no
dishonesty in this. A lead suggesting that one or both
of James Earl Ray's brothers were in contact with him after,
and in aid of, his escape in 1967 from the Missouri State
Prison, and before‘the murdef of Dr. King, was not followed.
It was not wnearthed until after Ray's capture in England

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

force believes Jerry and John Ray could have been
effectively interrogated ﬁmther to learn their knowledge,
if any, of J;mes Earl Ray's plans, his finances and whether
they helped him after King's death.

Finaily, the task force observed instances of FBI
headqﬁarter's reluctance to provide the Civil Rights
Division and the Attorney General with- timely reports on
the course of the murder investigation. For example,

early in the invéstigati’on in a reaction to a press report

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

report to the nation, FBI Director Hoover wrote: 'We are

rot going to make any progress reports' (HQ 44-38861-1061).
The Bureau filés reflect a srignif_icant degree 6f

disdain for the supervisory responsibilities of the Attorney

General and the operating Divisions of the Department. For

-example, the Attorney General authorized the institution of

prosecutive action against the suspect "Galt" (Birmingham
44-1740-1005). But then, apparently without further consul-
tation with the 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 complaint in preference to Memphis because the
Bureau ''could not feiy on the US 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 circumstances have required the action taken'
(HQ 44-38861-1555). '

We submit that in this sensitive case the Departmental
officialé in Washington should have been consulted.

As another example, at the extradition stage of the
case, marked discourtesy was exhibited to the Attorﬁey
General and to Assistant Attornef General Fred Vinson. In
a telephone discussion with the Attorney General who
complained of being "kept in the dark', an Assistant to
the Director accused the Attorney General of falsifications
and '"hung up the phone''. Again, when Assistant Attorney
General Vinson was detailed to England to arrange for the
extradition of James Earl Ray, the Legal Attache was ordered
to be "diplomatic but firm with Vinson and that under no
circumstances should Vinson be allowéd to push our personnel
around’ (HQ 44-38861-4447).

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

kept fully abreast of developments. The responsible
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Division, moreover, should have sufficient control of the
Bureéu' s mVestigations to insure that the legal necessities
of pleading and proof are met.

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

in the King murder case.
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ITI. THE SECURITY INVESTIGATION

A. FBI Surveillance And Harassment Of Dr. King

1. Initiation of Technical Surveillance and
COINTELPRO Type Activities

In order to reconstruct thé actions taken by
merbers of the FBI toward Dr. King, the task force
scrutinized the basis for the initiation by the Bureau
of any action with respect to Dr. King. During the review
it was revealed that on May 22, 1961, Mr. Alex Rosen, then
Assistant Director of the General Investigative Division
(Division 6), advised Director Hoover in an information
memorandum, per his request on Dr. King and four other
individuals in comection with the "Freedom Riders,"
that "King has not been investigated by the FBI" (Memo
from Scatterday to Rosen, May 22, 1961, App. A, Ex. 7).
The memorandum contained few references on Dr. King. 'Ihé
Directot commented, with regard to the omission of a subject
matter imvestigation on Dr. King: 'Why not?" The substance
of the report was.forwarded to Attorney General Kennedy, and
the FBI did not pursue the King matter at this time. Thus,
FBI bersormel did not have nardid they assume a personal
interest in the activities of Dr. King through May, 1961.

FLn'thenmre; in 1961, information in the Bureau files on
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Dr. King had onlv been gleaned from sporadic reports,
and this partlcula.r report to the Director was provu_ded
by DlVlsmn 6 which had respons:.blllty for civil rights
maiters. ' _

In the begimming of 1962, the FBL started and
rapidly continued to gravitate teward Dr. King. The
sequence of events has already been reported in some
detail by the Senate Select Conm:l.ttee 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 feports. |

In essence, the Director communicated to Attorney
General Kermedy during 1962 and 1963 a host of memoranda
concern:mg the interest of the Commumist Party in the
civil rlghts movement, and, in particular, Dr. King's
~relationship with two frequently consulted advisers whom
the FBI had tabbed as members of the Communist Party. As
a result of the deep J'nterest in civil rights affairs by the
Attorney Géneral and by the Kennedy Administration, these FBI
reports had the effect of alarming Robert Kermedy and affecting
his decisions on the national level.

'Ii'le net effect of the Bureau meﬁmranda nearly

culminated in the summer of 1963 when Attorney General
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Kennedy suggested consideration of technical surveillance
on King and the SCLC (HQ 100-106670-3631). Prevj.ously.,
the bulk of FBI intelligence on Dr. King was secured by
technical surveillance of one éf his advisors and from
informants close to his associates. However, when Attorney
General Kemmedy was confronted shortly thereafter with the
Director's request for such surveillances, he reconsidered
his suggestion and denied the request (HQ 100-106670-165,
171). Attorney General Kemmedy as well as several other
Department officials were sincerely concerned with King'é
association with alleged commmist members since proposed
civil rights legislation was then very vulnerable to the
attack that commmists were influencing the direction of the
civil rights movement. Yet, an affirmative program to ]
gather intelligence with King as the subject was still
considered ill-advised. However, a significant turn of
events within the circles of the FBI kierarchy would soon
reverse the Attorney General's decision, and without his
knowledge the FBI would also launch an illegal counter-
intelligence program directed to discredit and neutralize
the civil rights leader.

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

the task force determined, this played a vital role in
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FBI affairs, as did tne Director's ;'=1tt:it:ude toward the
Commmist Party. On August 23, 1963, then Assistant
Director of the Domestic Intelligence Division, William
| C. Sullivén, pursuant to the Director's request', presented
a seventy-page analysis of explbitati_on .and influence by
- the Commmist Parr:j'y on the American Negro population since
1919 (1Q 100-3-116-2‘53X)7. Ihis- 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 Commmists and not
influenced by Commmists.. Time
alone proved you wrong. I for

one can't ignore the memos

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

The Director's comment 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 commmist
influence. In investigating and
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writing about commmism and the
American Negro, we had better
remember this and profit by the
lesson it should teach us." Memo
from Sullivan to Belmont, August
30, 1963, App. A, Ex. 8).

Even more importantly, Mr. Sullivan also said -
in response to- the action that he now believed was
necessitated in determining commmist influence in the
civil rights movement:

"Therefore, it may be unrealistic

to limit ourselves as we have been

doing to legalistic proof or definite-
ly conclusive evidence that would @
stand up. in testimony in court or

before Congressional committees that

the Commmnist Party, USA, does wield
substantial influence over Negroes

which one day could became decisive.'
_(idan.)

The FBI hierarchy had no written comments on this memo-
‘randum either supporting or negating the Assistant Director's
proposed line of action.

Then, in Septémber, 1963, Mr. Sullivan recommendsd
"increased coverage of commmist influence on the Negro'
(Memo from Baumgardner to Sullivan, September 16, 1963,
App. A, Ex. 9). The Director refused and commented:

"No I-can't understand how you
can so agilely switch your think-

, ing and evaluation. Just a few
weeks ago you contended that the
Commmist influence in the racial

movement was ineffective and infin-
itesimal. This - notwithstanding
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many memos oL specific instances

of infiltration, Now you want

to load the field down with more
coverage in spite of your recent
meno depreciating CP. #Influence

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

- In commenting on a cover memo to the above Sullivan
request, Director Hoover also stated, ''I have certainly
been misled by previous memos which clearly showed
camumist penetration of the racial movement. The
attached is contradictory of all that. We are wasting
@ .
manpower and money investigating CP effect in racial
movement if the attached is correct Memo for the Director
fram 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. Sulliven again replied on
September 25, 1963, in a humble mamner 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. ll)’. 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 agai;d reprimanded Mr. Sullivan for stating
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that commmist infiltration "has not reached the point
of control or domination." The Director curtly commented
that "Certainly this is not true with respect to the
King commection' (idem). One could now foresee that
Dr. King would be closely watched by FBI persommel.
In October, 1963, the Director forwarded a request

to the' Attorney General for tectmical surveillance of
Dr. King's residence and the SCLC office in New York City.
This time the FBI received authorization for techmical
"surveillance and it was instituted almost immediately.
In addition, the FBI had prepared a new analysis on
commmist involvement in the Negro movement (Communism
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:

""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,

part:Lcularly 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 investigation of Dr. Martin Luther King,
Jr., and the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC)
was predicated on the belief that they were under the
influence of the Commmist Party, United States of America
 (CPUSA). The basis for this belief was that Dr. King relied .
upon one particular advisor who was tabbed by the FBI as a
ranking Communist Party member (HQ 100-392452-133).

This characterization of the advisor was provided by
sources the Bureau considered reliable. The task force was
privy to this characterization through both our file review
and our September 2, 1976, conference with representatives
of the Bureau's Intelligence Division. For security
purposes the sources were not fully identified to the
‘task force. Therefore, the veracity of the sources and the
characterization are rerralmng questions.

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

his organization on matters pertaining to organization,
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finance, political strategy and speech writing. Some
examples follow:
o The advisor organized, in King's name, a fund
raising society (HQ 100—106670—47, 48). ,’Ihis-organ‘ization
and the SCIC were in large measure financed by Cdncerts
arranged by this person (HQ 100-106670-30). He also
lent counsel. to King and the SCLC on the tax consequences
of charitable gifts. |

On political strategy, he suggested King make a
ppblié statement calling for the appointment of a black
to the Supreme Court (HQ 100-106670-32, 33). This person
advised against accepting é moﬁe offer from a movie
director and\'aga»inst approaching Attorney General Kermnedy
on behalf of a labor leader (HQ 100-106670-24). In each
instance his advice was acceptéd.

King's speéch before the AFL-CIO National Convention
in becembér, 1961 was written by this advisor (HQ 100-392452-
131). He also prepared King's May 1962 speech before the
United Packing House Workers Convention (HQ 100-106670-119).
In 1965 he prépared responses to press questions directed
~ to Dr. King from a Los 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,
as indicated, is clear to the task force. What is not
clear is whether this relationship ought to have been
considered either a possible national s_ecu:rity threat or
CPUSA directed.  We conclude that justification rday have
existed for the opening of King's security invesl:igation
but its protracted continuation was wmwarranted.

Our conclusion that the investigation's opening
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 the Bureau
ordered the COMINFIL SCLC investigation (HQ 100-438794-9).

- In January the Director wrote the Attorney General
and told him that one of King's advisors was a commumist.
At this time he also pointed out that the advisor wrote
King's December, 1961 AFL-CIO speech and assisted King in
SCIC matters (HQ 100-392452-131). '

In March the Attorney General was advised that a

March 3, 1962 issue of "The Nation' magazine carried an
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article critical of 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 charécterized,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 important work because
the Kennedy Administration was politically dependent upon
King (HQ 100-106670-58). | |

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

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

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

indication concerning ﬁr. King.
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The Bureau provided us with no documentation
that the SCLC under Dr. King was anything othér than a
legitimate organization devoted to the civil rights move-
ment, “

The Bureau files that we examined lacked aﬁy infor-
mation that; the alleged Commumists' 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 diséssociated himself
from the CPUSA. His reason was the CPUSA was not: suffi-
ciently involving itself m race relations and the civil
rights movement (HQ 100-392452-195).

3. King-Hoover Dispute

The flames of Director Hoover's antipathy for

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

| The controversy was publicly rekindled in early 1964
when the Director testified before a House appropriétions

subcommittee that he believed commmist influence existed
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in the Negro movement. King cauntered by accusing the
Director of ahettﬁlg ractsts and right wingers (RQ 100-3
116-1291). During Novenber of 1964, the Director told

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

Dr. King and his; immediate staff requested a meeting
with Director Hoover to clear up the mismdérstandﬁxg. The
meeting was held on Decenber 1, 1964. Hoover claimed that
"he had taken the ball away fram King at the begimming,"
explaining the Bﬁreau's function and doing most of the
. talking. On the other hand, King apologized for remarks
attributed to him and praised the work of tﬁe ‘Bureau. AThus,
an tneasy truce was momentarily reached. (HQ 100-106670-563,.
607.) |
However, the controversy flared again when a letter

was ¢irculated 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 £rom Sulliven to Belmont on December 14, 1964, Sullivan

stated:
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‘In vvew of this situation, rez'ism
makes it mandatory that we tzke every
prudent step that we can take to emexrge
completely victoriously in this conflic t,
We should not take any ineffective or
half-way measures, nor blind ourselves

_to the realities of the situation.'
(HQ 100-106670-627.)

We believe the persistent controversy between Dr.
King and Director Hoover was a major factor in the Bureau's
determination to discredit Dr. King arid ultimately destroy

his leadership role in the civil rights movement,

4, Tectmical Surveillance

Our revies of FBI files and interviews with Bureau
persormel substantially conflrms with a few additions the
findings which have already been reported by Mr. Mxuphy
‘and the Senate Select Co:mﬁ.tteg on I.ritelligence with respect
to the electronic surveillance of Dr. King and his associates.

We found that some microphone surveillances were
installed in New York City égainst Dr. King and his associates
which have not thus far been reported. These installations
were as follows:

Americana Hotel (HQ 100-106670-2224, 4048)

4/2-3/65 ( symbol)

6/3-3/65 ( symbol)

1/21-24/66 (no symbol)

Sheraton Atlant:Lc (NY 100- 136585 Sub-Files 7- 8)
12/10-11/65 (symbol)

New York Hilton (NY 100 136585 Sub Flles 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 .Tmu;a._ry,. 1966
appear ‘to have been unproductive either because Dr. King -
did not reside at the hotel as plarmed or ﬁme recordings
made did not pick up any significant information.

The installation by the New York Field Office at
the Americana Hotel on Jammary 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 fimetidn even contrary to the wishes
of the Director. Thé irxstailation was ma&e at the Americana
on January 21, 1966, pursuant to the request of SAC Rooney
in New York. Assistant Director William Sullivan authorized
the coverage. Bureau files indicate that Associate
Director Clyde Tolson, upon 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 instructed Sullivan to have no microphone
installations without the Director's approval, Hoover
confirmed Tolson's directive. (HQ 100-106670-2224X) .

No symbol number was ever attached to .this coverage
as was the standard practice. This was apparéntly due to
the strong disapproval voiced by Headquarters. Yet, despite
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Hoover's orders, the coverage was maintained and a good
deal of intelligence on King's personal éctivi;:ies was
obtained and transcribed. These activities are reflected
in a six page memorandum. (HQ- 100-106670-4048.)‘

irrespective of the level of Bureau approval
which was required for electronic surveillance installa- -
tions during the King years, our review reinforced the
conclusions of the Senate Select Committee that the purposes
behind this intelligence gathering Beca;une twisted. Several
instances of Bureau correspandence are instructive. Section
Chief Baumgardner in recommending coverage of King in
Honolulu urged an exposure of King's "moral wéakness"
so that he could be "for the security of the nation, com-
pletely discredited’ (HQ 100-106670 June File, Memo Baumgardner
to Sullivan, January 28, 1964). 1In a similar memo from
Sullivan to Belmont recommending coverage in Milwaukee at
the Schroeder Hotel, the expressed purpose was to gather
information on "entefta;i.rmen " in which King might be engaging
similar to that "uncovered at the Willard Hotel" (HQ 100-
106670 June File, Memo Sullivan to Belmont, January 17, 1964).

Director Hoover, upon being informed of the results
of the surveillance, ordered that they all be immediately
transcribed despite Deloach's recommendation that the tran-
scribing be done later (HQ 100-106670-1024). As each of the
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flle rev1ews has shown portlons of summaries of the
‘t:ranscrlpts were w1dely d:LssemJ.nated among governmental
voff1c1a.l.s. These dlssaxunathns included a rather -
couﬁreherleive six volmxe_transuxittal by the Bureau in
June, 1968. This‘ wes at the ahparent request of the
Pres:Ldent through Spec1a1 Counsel Iarry Temole for all
informat:.on concerning Dr. King, including the instructions
and aporoval of former Attorney General Kennedy regarding
the electron:Lc surveillance of KJng Memo R. W. Smith to
"William Sulllvan June 2 1968 referr:Lng to memo Deloach
to Tolson, May 24 1968 ~setting forth the Pres:Ldent s
'request) Included with the transerlpts were several
summaries, lpreviously t].iseezluneted,. and several hundred
pages of Bureau commrnications to the White House from 4
1962 to 1968 regarding King and his associates. The

| purpose of the Whlte ‘House request was not stated, but it
| was the most complete accunmlatlon of transmitted informa-
tion on the electronic survelllance of King which we
encountered during »our review of Bureau files. 'The task
force noted the tJ.mlng of . the alleged Whlte House request

and subsequent transnuttal partlcularly in llght of

L
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Director Hoover's communication to the White House on
March 26, l§68 (included in the transmittal) which

advised that Robert Kemmedy had attérpted to 'contact.
- Dr. King before ammouncing his candidacy for ths
Presidency (HQ 100-106670-3262). | |

The task force reviewed selected portions of all

of the transcripts in the King file as well as selected
portions of severai tapes from which the transcripts
were obtained. An inventory of the tapes reviewed is
set forth below:

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

2) Atlanta Tape (symbol) (one reel)
3) Composite Tape 12/15/64
.Track No. 1 - Washington, D.C. recordings
(edited version of 15 reels)
Essentially, we reviewed the tapes by listening to the
begimming, middle, and end of each tape and compared it to
the corresponding transcript. They were basically accurate
transcriptions in the sensé that what was in the transcripts
was also on the tapes. However, some material on the tapes
was not put on the transcripts apparently because either

that portion of the recording was garbled or umclear or

it was considered unimportant.
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Qur review of the composite tape, the Atlanta
tape and the agents handwr:':tten notes :‘ncluded' in the
box w:.th the recordmgs from the ‘Willard Hotel gave an
addltlonal mdlcatlon of where the Bureaa s interest
lay w:Lth resoect to Dr. K:ng The ccmpos:.te tape contained
"hlghllghts" of the flfteen reels of tape from the Willard
Hotel and appeared to consist of 11tt1e more than episodes
of private conversations and actlw.tles whlch the Bureau
chose to extract from the or101nal record:.nos The
| Atlanta tape was obtalned from the telephone tap on the
King res:.dence and con513ted of several of Dr. King' s
conversations. These included conv_eraatlons 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 |
notatiens as to ‘what point in the tape a particular persgnal

activity or conversation took place.

5., COINTELPRO Type and Other Illegal Activities

‘Thle task force has documented an extensive program
Within the FBI during the years 1964 to 1968 to discredit
Dr. King. Pursuant to a Bureau meeting on Decerrber 23, 1963
to plan‘ a King strateoy and the Sulliven proposal in January

)

1964 to[prcmote a new black lea.der, ‘the FBI accelerated its
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‘program of disseminating derogatory information, which

was heavily fraught with the Bufeau's own éharacteriza—
tions of King, to various individuals and organizations

who were in critical positions vis-a—vis'the civil rights
leader. Our review has essentially confirmed those already
performed by the .Civil Rights Division and the Senate Select
Committee and we, thefefore, do not dwell on those areas
which they have already covered. We did find, however,
additional proposed activities against Dr. King, some of
which were approved by the Director. They are instructive
not only in revealing the extent to which the Bureau was
willing to carry its efforts but also in showing the
atmosphere among some of the rank and file which this
program against King created.

In November, 1964,‘the Bureau discovered that

'Dr. King was desirous of meeting with high British officials
while in England during King}s plammed trip to Europe.
Section Chief Baumgardner recommended a briefing for the
purpose of informing British officials concerning King's
purported commmist affiliations and érivate'life

(HO 100-106670-522, 523). Within three days the briefings
had been completed (HQ 100-106670-525, 534, 535).
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_C_,l‘}ne particular dissemination,. the contents of which
was not |re;/'ea.led, in the files, was a_pparmtly J,'Tr_litiated
andvc.arvr._i,ed out personally by the Director. On January 22,
1965, the SAC in Atlanta adv1$ed Mr. Sulllvan that
pursuant‘ to their electronlc survelllance the Bureau
learned that King had phoned 1Qalph Abernathy and. complained
that Hoover had had a meeting w1th a particular Atlanta |

official while in Washington. attending the _I_nauguratiph.

Aecording to King, when this official returned to _

Atlanta 1he eohtacted Dr. King senior and passed on a

"gdod de‘al" of information. Accordi’dg to Sullivan's.

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

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

~ for thlS briefing but Section Chlef Baumgardner later speculated
that the‘Atlamta off1c1a1 was Chief of Police Jenkms

since the Director had met with him on Jarnuary 18, 1965

(HQ 100—106670-780) .The flles do not 1nd1cate whethex

the D1rector suggested that the mformatlon be passed on

to Dr. Klng s father A
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In cérmection with fhe post-assassinati'on-
effofts to declaré-a national holiday in memory of
Dr. King t_hé Senate Select Committee has outlined
in its report the atterh@ts by the ‘Bureau to prevent
such a declaration by briefing 'various members of
Congress on Kﬁ‘lg's background (HQ.100-106670-3586) .
We discovered that the Bureau also sent a monograph \
oﬁ King to the President and the Attbrney General
in 1969 for this same pm:pose' (HQ 100-106670-3559) .

" The Bureau's efforts to discredit Dr. King's
. movement also included attempts to damage- the
reputation of King's family and friends. The Bureau
iooked very élosely at Coretta King aiﬁhough a
security irrvesﬁigatiqn was never opened. This |
included scrutmlzmg her travels in an 'attemp_t
to uncover possible facts embarrassing to her.

These attempts also included a plan, proposed
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ty Assistant to the Director Deloach and approved
by Hoolver to leak information to the press that Coretta
King and Ralph Abernathy were deliberately plotting to
keep the assassination in the news by c1a1m1ng a conspiracy
emsted in order to keep mnetary contributions flcm.ng
for thelr beneflt (HQ 44—38861—_)654)

‘ . Ralph Abernathy and Andrew Young also became Bureau
target:s.i Shortly after the assassmatlon the field was
. :Lnstructed to report any :.nformatlon on poss:.ble 'immoral
activities" of King's two associates (HQ 62-108052-Unrecorded
serial, Atlanta to Director, April 29, 1968). Presumebly
there were COINTELFRO type p&toses behind this request.
| The Atlanta Field Office in attanéting to demonstrate

the initiative and iﬁxagination demanded by Headquarters
proposzed additional measures against Ralph Abernathy. The
Bureaw learned that after Dr. ng s death, Rev. Abernathy

' may have voiced some concern over possible assassination
attempts on his own life. The Atlanta office proposed that.
the Bureau begin notifying Abernathy directly (instead of-
only ilforming the police) of all threats against him in
order to confuse and worry him (HQ 62-108052-Unrecorded
serial,I Atlanta to Director, March 28, 1969). This activity

was not approved by Headquarters,
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Bureau files indicate that the FBI may have also
af:tempted to help the executi\}e branch in its efforts
to deal with Abérnaﬁhy after King's death. In a memo
to Associate Director Tolson,- Director Hoover related
a telephone conversation with fofmer Vice President
Agnew in which Mr. Agnew exﬁfgssed concern over the
"inflammatory" statements which Abernathy had made.

The Vice President was seeking information from Hoover
which could be Eseful in destroying the credibility of
Rev. Abernathy. Hoover agreed to the request (HQ 100-
‘106670-Unrecorded serial, Hoover to Tolson, May 18, 1970).
We did not find what information, if any, was forwarded
to the Vice President. |

Finally, we discovered that a series of illegal
surreptitious entries was conducted by the FBI. Some
of these entries had as one purpose, among others, the
obtaining of information about Dr. King. The FBI in
the review of its indices 'was unable fo iocate records

of any entries onto the premises of Dr. King or the SCLC.
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The agents began to retrieve information about
Dr. K:Lng durmg these entries through the use of photo-
graphs In one mstance a supemsor in the aporoprlate
field offlce requested authorlty to conduct an entry
for the | |express purpose of obtalnlng J.nformatlon about
Dr ng " The proposed entry was approved at Head-
quarters pursuant to a telephone call by an Inspector
and was 1later conducted

On fom: subsequent occas1ons the Bureau again
' eonducted’entrles andobtained information concerm'_ng
King end the SCLC. On ome such occasion a specimen of

‘King's handwriting was obtained. The purpose of

gathermg this piece of mtelllgence was not revealed.
Bureau policy at the time of these entries

» .required the approval of such field requests by
Director Hoover or Assoc:Late Dlrector Tolson Memo
'Director, FBI to Attorney General September 23, 1975)

Ve assume that such approval was granted Handwritten

|
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notations on the field c;ffice memos indicate that
the Bureau was advised of the entries in each case.

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

We note in passing that the FBI continued to
employ an informant in the SCLC despite the fact that
the informant conceded to agents that the informant had
embezzled some SCLC funds. The Bureau voiced strong
disapproval of these activities. Yet, nc; legal or
disciplinary action was ever taken with respect to
the informant (HQ 134-11126-56, 57).

B. Critical Evaluation of the Security Investigation

In the area of domestic intelligence the mandate
of the FBI has been both broadly and vaguely defined.

It is stated in the Code of Federal Regulations as follows:
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