
D. Critical Evaluation Of The Assassination Investigation 

As this report reflects, there was a wealth of 

information in the files. developed by the FBI murder 

investigation. We have been able to dig up,  some additional 

data. Only a small part of any of this information has 

been made a matter of any official public record. Same of 

it was embodied in the stipulation agreed to by James Earl 

Ray and judirially 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 post-conviction 

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

evidentiary data and a great deal of mis-information was 

gleaned by the news media and by professional writers. It 

is understandable therefore that many suspicions have been 

generated and, because of Justice Department rules against 

disclosures of raw investigative files, have gone unanswered. 

First, the task force has concluded that 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 minute 

details compacted in this report amply support this con-

clusion. 

At the very outset of the investigation telegrams 

went to all field offices of the Bureau instructing 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 

left on South Main Street to eliminate suspects. This 

backtracking ended in Atlanta. At this point the Bureau 

initiated a check of the crime 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. 

In 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 explanation that the fingerprint search was a 

normal next resort after normal 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 murder 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 fram the moment of 

his escape to his capture in England, using the investigation 

reports in the FBI files and to corroborate and fill in 

essential details with Ray's own statements (admissions) 

in his letters to author William Bradford Buie. From this 

chronology, from 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 credible evidence pro-

bative 

 

 of the possibility 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 self-serving and so varied as to be wholly unbeliev-

able. They become, 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 stories 

or to the known facts. The results were negative. 

We found no evidence of any complicity on the part 

of the Memphis Police Department or of the FBI. 

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

proof that others were not involved, is here as elusive 

and difficult as it has universally been in criminal law. 

But the sum of all of the evidence of Ray's guilt points 

to him so exclusively that it most effectively makes the 

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

could conceivably have provided him with logistics, or 

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

found no competent evidence upon which to 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 concentrated 

on the principal in the case and much was not considered 

important to his discovery and apprehension. We find no 

dishonesty in this. A lead suggesting that one or both 

of James Earl Ray's brothers were in contact with him after, 

and in aid of, his escape in 1967 fran the Missouri State 

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

Rums not unearthed until after Ray's capture in England 

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

force believes Jerry and John Ray could have been 

effectively interrogated further 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 example, 

early in the investigation' 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 

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

The Bureau files reflect a significant degree of 

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 rely on the U.S. Attorney at Memphis" 
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and "would lose control of the situation" (HQ 44-38861-1555). 

The Bureau scenario called for then advising the Attorney 

General "that circumstances have required the action taken" 

(HQ 44-38861-1555). 

We submit that in this sensitive case the Departmental 

officials in Washington should have been consulted. 

As another example, at the extradition stage of the 

case, marked discourtesy was exhibited 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 

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 F.rl Ray, the Legal Attache was ordered 

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

circumstances should Vinson be allowed to push our personnel 

around" (HQ 44-38861-W7). 

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 



Division, moreover, should have sufficient control of the 

Bureau's investigations 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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