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ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

As improbable as it seems in this, my fourth and final book on the life and times of Lyndon B. Johnson, I want to put in a word of posthumous thanks to none other than . . . Lyndon B. Johnson. Though quite indirect and inadvertent, possibly even cosmic—with no knowledge on his part of how he provided the best incentive for me to be the first in my family to graduate from college through the draft deferment given to college students in the 1960s—I had, from about July 1960 on, felt an intrinsic distrust of him, just from reading contemporaneous news articles about his involvement in various scandals and other subtle signs of what seemed to be chronic criminal conduct. Without that distrust, I would never have worked so hard in my “retirement” to pursue these works, which I felt were necessary to counteract the many fawning and obsequious paeans that have been written about him—initially at his personal direction, now perpetuated by servile, uninformed lackeys. One such essay, by Leo Janos, was published in the July 1973 issue of the Atlantic Monthly, shortly after Johnson’s death. It reads in part:

His first year in retirement was crowded with projects. He supervised nearly every construction detail of the massive LBJ Library complex on the University of Texas campus, which houses not only thirty-one million documents acquired over thirty-eight years in Washington, but also the LBJ School of Public Affairs. At one point, university regent Frank Erwin approached Johnson about an Indiana educator who was interested in running the LBJ School. Johnson frowned at the mention of the state which sent to the Senate one of Johnson’s least favorite persons, and among the most vocal of his war critics, Vance Hartke. “Frank,” Johnson responded, “I never met a man from Indiana who was worth a shit.”

As a Hoosier by birth, I take this presidential assessment of Indiana natives as the ultimate compliment and treasure it wholeheartedly. Like most of his pronouncements, the truth is the exact opposite of his assertion.

One of my earliest contacts in the JFK research community was a lady from Dallas named Betty Windsor, who had always preferred to stay far in the background because of her many extended connections to others who wished to protect their confidential relationships. She has now consented to allow me to reference her here, after the passing in May 2013 of her close friend Billie Sol Estes, whom she got to know after his release from prison. Estes had been rehabilitated by that experience—and his disassociation with Lyndon Johnson—through the efforts of US Marshal Clint Peoples, the former Texas Ranger who guided him onto a path of atonement for his past sins. Betty eventually became Estes’s close friend and knew that he had become much more trustworthy in the final decades of his life. Despite that, people who did not know him well continued to portray him as a villain in books as recently as 2016. Betty’s stellar reputation, recognized by dozens of the most prominent longtime researchers in that community, vouches for the turnaround in Estes’s credibility as nothing else could. When he died, he was at peace with himself, knowing that in his final decades he had redeemed himself by admitting the sins of his past and revealing the truth about his long-term criminal conduct as a facilitator of Lyndon Johnson’s nefarious schemes. Estes realized, while Johnson was still alive, that he could never separate himself from Johnson—that was guaranteed by the five associates of his who had been “suicided”—but after he had done his time, he redeemed himself by exposing the secrets related to their joint crimes.

During the last several years, as I became more and more involved in the research of Johnson’s treacheries, fortunately I got to know the widely respected researcher Edgar Tatro, who generously provided his thoughtful assistance to me during the development of the previous books, and again for this one. He was one of the earliest of the many JFK assassination researchers, a man who could truly be considered as the finest exemplar of that iconoclastic group doggedly following the evidence as it unfolded, wherever it led. Tatro’s involvement began immediately after JFK’s assassination, and then Oswald’s two days later, when his father told him there was something very “wrong” about what was happening. He subsequently examined the anomalies and cover-ups related to the other 1960s assassinations and the Jim Garrison investigation and trial that followed, when Ed drove through a major blizzard to attend some of that event. Coming onto the scene as a recent college graduate, he amazingly became friends with the judge in that trial. Ed described how the judge invited him into his chambers to discuss the progress of the trial:

When I first met Judge Edward Haggerty, I told him I had driven all the way from Boston to reach his court and that I had been studying the JFK assassination since it had occurred. He asked me a series of questions about the case and I knew the answers. He replied, “You know your stuff, don’t you boy?” I said, “Yes sir,” and he wrote out a pass for me to attend the trial. He also instructed me to tell the bailiff that he wanted to see me before I returned home because I only had the week off due to the February school vacation.

On my last day, a Friday, when I told the bailiff that the judge wanted to see me in his chambers, the press had all left the courtroom. Only Clay Shaw and his lawyers were still present. I think it would be safe to say that Shaw and his lawyers seemed stunned and concerned when I looked at their faces as the bailiff invited me to come to the entrance door to Judge Haggerty’s chambers, especially since I had sat behind Mr. Shaw and we had interacted occasionally during the proceedings, particularly when the judge had decided to deny a directed verdict, which would have freed the defendant right then and there.

The judge allowed me to look at all the court exhibits on display in his chambers including still color frames of the Zapruder film. The judge made it clear to me that he was impressed with the testimony of Dr. John Nichols, a medical expert in forensic pathology, who asserted that the film confirmed that a shot had originated from the right front due to JFK’s head movement to the back and left. (Eventually, I corresponded with Dr. Nichols prior to his untimely death.) There was no doubt that Judge Edward Haggerty believed there was a conspiracy to assassinate President Kennedy. I was only twenty-two years old then, but in retrospect, I can say with certainty that if I had exited his chambers and talked to the press outside the courthouse about what the judge had just admitted, there would have been a mistrial and my name and photo would have been plastered all across the world on television and newspapers, but that thought never even occurred to me.

At that point, Ed had just begun his first teaching job, at a high school in Quincy, Massachusetts. He continued on, through the Watergate episode of the early 1970s and then the HSCA investigation, as he prodded various congressmen to pursue unresolved anomalies, despite the inevitable failure of that effort as the political axes fell, crushing what remained of that fleeting awakening. Ed’s incisive analysis of unfolding political scandals and crises since then have helped many others, especially his high school students, in developing the critical thinking skills required to fully understand current events. In all, his legacy is that of a truth-seeking, iconoclastic researcher/historian and erudite philosopher who has few genuine peers.

In 2016, Ed introduced me to Victoria Powell Sulzer, who, coincidentally, had been a student in a lower-age class at Beauregard Jr. High School, at the same time that Lee Harvey Oswald had attended there. Later she became an acquaintance and neighbor of Dr. Mary Sherman, a prominent orthopedic specialist and surgeon, then working at the famed Oschner Clinic in New Orleans. They lived as neighbors at the Patio Apartments in New Orleans in 1963 and the first half of 1964, until Sherman’s mysterious and truly gruesome murder in July of that year, a case still open and unresolved.* For the ensuing five decades, she has devoted herself to being a mother of six children while pursuing her career as an educator and becoming a self-taught artist, practicing her lifelong philosophy of what many New Orleanians call “savoir-faire,” being gracious and respectful through kindness and gratitude to others. In that spirit, Victoria graciously provided me with information about the existence, and importance, of Judge William H. Williams’s files from the Tennessee Court of Appeals, which he had gifted to the University of North Carolina—Chapel Hill, where I reviewed them. His position on that court put Judge Williams in a nearly-unique position from which to witness and chronicle the adjudication process involving the state’s case against James Earl Ray. I doubt that I would ever have made that discovery without her having informed me about them, and those files turned out to be essential to my understanding of their pertinence relative to the state’s frail and tenuous “case” against James Earl Ray. Judge Williams’s collection consolidates most of Ray’s attorney-related correspondence and legal documents associated with the case into a single location and is a valuable resource for researchers.

Another longtime researcher and author who has been helpful to me for nearly a decade is Dr. Gerald D. McKnight, Professor Emeritus at Hood College in Frederick, Maryland. His book The Last Crusade: Martin Luther King Jr., the FBI, and the Poor People’s Campaign proved to be one of the key sources for me regarding Dr. King’s last campaign, which was clearly hijacked by many of the powers that be in Washington, all of whom were furious with King for having the temerity to plan to bring his followers right into the center of the city, where they were to set up a long-term camp of ramshackle tents and shanties on the Washington Mall. To say that many people—led in large part by an enraged Senator Robert C. Byrd of West Virginia—were highly agitated by this turn of events is a definite understatement. As Dr. McKnight described it, the scene was that of a “siege mentality settling over Washington” that allowed the plotters “to exploit it for their own political ends.”

Gary Revel was yet another researcher who worked on the case over many years and provided me with a number of important insights. He began his involvement in the mid-1970s as an investigator for James Earl Ray’s attorneys, Jack Kershaw and Mary Noel-Kershaw. His name can be found in the HSCA volumes in the National Archives. A song entitled “They Slew the Dreamer” was later written by Revel and Mary Noel-Kershaw as an elegiac reflection of the trauma and long-term damage done to America as a consequence of the murder of Martin Luther King Jr. The song, available on iTunes and other music venues, recently marked its fortieth anniversary; it includes segments of the real-time police recording made in the immediate aftermath of the assassination.

Saint John Hunt, son of CIA official E. Howard Hunt, was also helpful in sorting through the “wilderness of windows” left behind by his father’s friends and associates. Having seen much of the 1960s cloak-and-dagger capers from his front-row seat as a teenager, he developed a natural instinct for knowing where the bodies were buried and the critical thinking skills for evaluating long-buried secrets.

Another consistent supporter of my work, Professor David Denton, has allowed me the opportunity to present this book at the Washington, DC, conference titled “THE BIG EVENT: New Revelations in the JFK Assassination and the Forces Behind His Death” in March, 2018. Though seemingly unrelated to that subject, there were a number of parallels and connections between the two, as will be revealed in the latter chapters of this book, and to the fact that certain records pertaining only to the Martin Luther King Jr. murder—to be cited within this book—were inexplicably released as part of the opening of previously classified files from the JFK assassination.

Finally, and of utmost importance, I am indebted to the many other researchers and authors of books, news articles, and other publications cited within the narrative that were devoted to uncovering the truths that have been revealed. It should be noted that the sources I’ve named within the narrative that were not written with this objective—although they are listed in the bibliography, since they have been cited repeatedly—still helped to frame this story, albeit indirectly. They formed the contrast relief, the construct that portrayed a myth created in real time and extended practically every decade since, a fable of a man falsely accused of being a “vicious Southern racist and stalker-murderer” of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. We know now that Ray was actually none of those five adjectives originally created by William Bradford Huie—he was not even a “Southerner”—and that will be proved within the pages to follow. In the five ensuing decades, numerous other books, also to be examined in detail, were written to sustain the original myths and—to this day, unfortunately—continue to form the widely-held, but now proven false, public perception of James Earl Ray.

Huie was the original author contracted by the plotters to create that myth and earned the infamy that is now being exposed more clearly than ever previously presented. It should become self-evident, by the end of this book, that Huie had been recruited—based upon his decades-long associations with both J. Edgar Hoover and Clyde Tolson—to create both that meme about Ray as well as the numerous lies he planted that became the basis of the myth we will examine that successfully, but falsely, convinced an entire nation that James Earl Ray was the assassin of Martin Luther King Jr.

A partial list of some of the most important truth-telling books would start with Dr. William F. Pepper, whose tireless efforts spanned nearly the entire five decades since Dr. King’s death. His latest book, The Plot to Kill King: The Truth Behind the Assassination of Martin Luther King Jr., can be considered as the keystone around which this work was built. Several other books, without which this book would not exist, were similarly very valuable. Among the many other books listed in the bibliography, those by the following authors are in this factually accurate category: Taylor Branch, John Avery Emison, Mark Lane and Dick Gregory, Dr. Philip H. Melanson, Athan Theoharis, and Harold Weisberg. The books by James Earl Ray himself, and those by his two brothers, Jerry Ray (with Tamara Carter) and John Larry Ray (with Lyndon Barsten), were also critically important in completing a mosaic of what I believe is the truest and most complete account of the real story behind the murder of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.

Whether or not this book succeeds in its goal of deconstructing the original myths related to the murder of Martin Luther King Jr., the promise of Shakespeare that eventually “. . . the truth will out” is enough to have us believe that it might help future generations to learn the complete truth of Dr. King’s murder.

 

 

 

 

_____________________

* For more information on Dr. Sherman, see Dr. Mary’s Monkey (TrineDay Publishing, 2007, 2015) by Edward T. Haslam.



PROLOGUE

“For the habitual truth-teller and truth-seeker, indeed, the world has very little liking. He is always unpopular, and not infrequently his unpopularity is so excessive that it endangers his life . . . In no field can he count upon a friendly audience, and freedom from assault. Especially in the United States is his whole enterprise viewed with bilious eye. The men the American people admire most extravagantly are the most daring liars; the men they detest most violently are those who try to tell them the truth.”

—H. L. Mencken (1880–1956),
American journalist, editor, and satirist

Of the three major political assassinations of the 1960s, only the murder of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. is considered by many people as having been solved shortly afterwards, with the alleged assassin’s plea of “guilty.” Yet that presumption is just as erroneous as the government’s “official” verdicts in the case of JFK’s assassination (that Lee Harvey Oswald was the sole assassin) and RFK’s murder (that Sirhan B. Sirhan was the sole assassin). The premise of James Earl Ray’s guilt is based upon a provably false narrative constructed of lies and deceit that was designed years in advance by the same plotters who organized Dr. King’s murder.

By the time of Ray’s aborted “trial” in March 1969, the primary chronicler of the government’s “official” account, William Bradford Huie, had already written two articles in Look magazine (November 12 and 26, 1968) to begin setting the primary themes. Just a few weeks after the plea bargain hearing—the intentionally flawed, final legal proceeding Ray would ever receive—Huie wrote a third installment (April 15, 1969), effectively “proving” Ray’s guilt to everyone in the country. Huie then published his 1970 book, He Slew the Dreamer (a title that was changed from what he originally promised Ray: “They” was replaced with “He”), which was considered the basis for the government’s official account by the FBI and Department of Justice and, in 1976–79, the House Select Committee on Assassinations (HSCA), which referenced it repeatedly.

Two subsequent books—Gerold Frank’s An American Death: The True Story of the Assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and the Greatest Manhunt of Our Time in 1972 and George McMillan’s The Making of an Assassin: The Life of James Earl Ray in 1976—added more finality to the presumption of Ray’s guilt. A decade later, the US House Select Committee on Assassinations (HSCA) would use these combined works as the baseline for its report.

Interestingly, the HSCA investigators—basing their “investigation” on those works of fiction—would ignore the more factual and scholarly accounts by such early researchers as Clay Blair Jr., Harold Weisberg, and Mark Lane in their focus on the Huie, Frank, and McMillan books, as will be conclusively demonstrated in this book. Furthermore, as I will examine in detail in Chapter 11, the HSCA set out to brazenly and brutally attack Mark Lane, an effort that was derailed only because one staffer alerted him to it and he was able to turn it around, exposing the scurrilous plot that was traced back to the highest-level federal officials, the same ones who were supposedly attempting to find the truths behind JFK’s and MLK’s assassinations.

This book will methodically deconstruct the thesis presented by these earliest authors and governmental authorities, as well as the books of subsequent popular authors (read: “novelists”) that were based upon those first books: Gerald Posner’s 1998 Killing the Dream: James Earl Ray and the Assassination of Martin Luther King Jr. and the 2010 Hellhound on His Trail: The Electrifying Account of the Largest Manhunt in American History by Hampton Sides. Other similarly tainted, lesser-known books, such as those by Lamar Waldron, Stuart Wexler, Larry Hancock, and Pate McMichael, will also be noted—and their premises similarly debunked.

Lessons from History

Winston Churchill famously said, “History is written by the victors.” Truth is often the first casualty in the aftermath of conflict. The creation of mythological stories about real-life historical figures has become entrenched in every facet of American culture for a very long time. It can be argued that the legacies of many of the founders and early presidents—from Thomas Jefferson to Abraham Lincoln—have been written in such a way as to hide or minimize their less noble acts and highlight their most glorious accomplishments.

Likewise, the same phenomenon has prevailed with modern-day politicians fortunate enough to succeed to the highest offices. In the case of mid-twentieth-century leaders, it has taken nearly five decades for truth-seekers to sift out the myths—composed of subtle deceits and brazen lies—from the basest pure truths. President Lyndon Johnson and FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover are the clearest examples of how the tension between myths and truths is still being wrought, in a continuing cultural movement that has no end in sight.

Three days before the opening of the movie Selma,* the self-described “historian” Mark Updegrove (the previous director—and recently named president—of the taxpayer-financed Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Library), having seen a preview, then wrote a critical review, as if to prove Churchill’s original point. His article, published in Politico (“What ‘Selma’ Gets Wrong,” December 22, 2014), stated that the movie distorted the relationship between President Johnson and the civil rights leader. Ironically, Updegrove claimed that the movie misrepresented historical truth when in fact it is Updegrove’s narrative that repeats the sanitized, mythical “history” of what was, in reality, a highly fractured, poisoned, and extremely short relationship between LBJ and MLK as their narrow mutual goals briefly intersected with their individual pursuits. Updegrove wrote:

Selma misses mightily in faithfully capturing the pivotal ­relationship—contentious, the film would have you believe—­between King and President Lyndon Baines Johnson. In the film, President Johnson resists King’s pressure to sign a voting rights bill, which—according to the movie’s take—is getting in the way of dozens of other Great Society legislative priorities. Indeed, Selma’s obstructionist LBJ is devoid of any palpable conviction on voting rights. Vainglorious and power hungry, he unleashes his zealous pit bull, FBI chief J. Edgar Hoover, on King, who is determined to march in protest from Selma to Montgomery despite LBJ’s warning that it will be “open season” on the protesters. This characterization of the 36th president flies in the face of history. In truth, the partnership between LBJ and MLK on civil rights is one of the most productive and consequential in American history.

Mr. Updegrove went on to describe how Johnson then instructed King on what steps he needed to take with his followers to inform the public about the worst cases of voter discrimination (as if King’s many followers had not already thought of that, and in fact had already spent much time informing the national public of such bigotry, widely and repeatedly). Throughout his article, Updegrove portrayed the Johnson-King relationship as uniformly friendly and positive, as when he quoted President Obama on that point: “Like Dr. King, like Abraham Lincoln, like countless citizens who have driven this country inexorably forward, President Johnson knew that ours in the end is a story of optimism, a story of achievement and constant striving that is unique upon this earth . . .” President Obama, a gifted wordsmith, can only emulate some of his predecessors, including the master debater himself, Lyndon Baines Johnson.

As with so many other “historical” stories, the narrative of the Johnson-King relationship has been twisted, parsed, and skewed over the years from what was originally described by the actual participants. One account of that came from Andrew Young, then working side by side with King, as described by Dr. Gerald McKnight in his book The Last Crusade: “. . . there were ugly scenes in the Oval Office late in the war-ruined Johnson administration when the president, in one of his Texas-sized towering rages, referred to King as that ‘goddamn nigger preacher.’ Young recalled the deceptive signals emanating from the Johnson White House: ‘on the surface we were being smiled at and granted grudging support; below the surface we were distrusted, resented and undercut.’”1 (Emphasis added.)

Preeminent King biographer Taylor Branch, in his last book of a trilogy, At Canaan’s Edge: America in the King Years 1965–68, compared Martin Luther King Jr. to Moses, who saw the promised land, Canaan, from Mount Nebo looking across the Jordan River; Moses died there, as King died in Memphis, in both cases just after having “seen” the promised land.2 Branch stated that Johnson’s treatment of King was “unpredictable,” often going from “shared dreams” to a “towering, wounded snit.”3 Branch described the tension between them in August 1965, after a telephone conversation about the Watts race riot the previous week. Each recognized that the other man could not be relied on to achieve their own goals, yet to accomplish their narrow immediate objective, they had to get along and not let their distrust of the other become public: “Their skittish, intimate consultation left few clues that it would seal the last words on record between King and Lyndon Johnson. Unwittingly, they were saying goodbye.” 4

The fact that the period of their “collaboration” came to an end only months after it had begun, according to Branch, has not been widely reported, but it is essential for an understanding of the larger point regarding the short length of time that transpired before the “partnership” that Mr. Updegrove overly extolled came to an end. It had started in March 1965, shortly before King led the fifty-four-mile march from Selma to Montgomery; it quickly chilled a few weeks later and was effectively over after only five months of existence in August, 1965, after the Watts Riots in Los Angeles.

Moreover, Branch wrote, after Johnson hung up the phone at the end of their last conversation in 1965, he and the aides who had attended and overheard all of it laughed about King’s refusal to back the presidential call for patriotic loyalty in the face of wartime conditions (the point had been discussed only briefly, as both seemed to walk on eggshells around that subject). They mocked King for “wobbly judgment and dubious political loyalty,” which, combined with the 1965 riots that had just occurred in the Los Angeles ghetto of Watts, had raised the specter in their minds of an outrageous betrayal by the very group that should have been praising Johnson’s policies. In the days after that telephone call, White House aides leaked false stories to news reporters about how strongly the president confronted Dr. King on his Vietnam position.5 This narrative from Branch reveals more of the true nature of that “collaborative” period: it was one of distrust, derision, and mockery on the part of Johnson, whose real agenda was highly personal and selfish, never at all consonant with the noble aspirations of Dr. King.

On April 4, 1967, precisely one year before his murder in Memphis, when Dr. King delivered his speech at New York’s Riverside Church about LBJ’s Vietnam misadventure, they officially became bitter enemies. By that point, Johnson wouldn’t even talk to him and often referred to him in the most vulgar and derisive language imaginable, as referenced in the previous paragraphs.

Taylor Branch’s account, based upon his scholarly work that includes references to contemporaneous comments of Andrew Young as noted above, accurately portrays the real context of the Johnson/King relationship throughout the brief period of their collaboration to achieve their narrow and temporary mutual goals, but for opposite reasons. King’s motives were noble, pure, and righteous. Johnson’s goal was driven by his habitual cunning and guile, his basest instincts, which were anything but sincere or noble—because LBJ’s motive was derived merely from his desire to create a contrived “presidential legacy” that would hide his deepest secrets. It was the natural result of his single greatest trait, as described by his own preeminent biographer, Robert Caro, who wrote that Johnson hungered for power “. . . in its most naked form, for power not to improve the lives of others, but to manipulate and dominate them, to bend them to his will . . . it was a hunger so fierce and consuming that no consideration of morality or ethics, no cost to himself—or to anyone else—could stand before it.”6

Furthermore, Caro was told by a former aide to Johnson that there was never anything altruistic about Johnson’s motives and that he had no real empathy for any of the causes he espoused, certainly not the civil rights of minorities, whom he disparaged and ridiculed. That aide (who spoke to Caro on condition of anonymity) stated that above all else, Johnson was a pragmatist who would do whatever was required to accomplish his own highly personal agenda of the moment. The aide then added: “There’s nothing wrong with being pragmatic. Hell, a lot of us were pragmatic. But you have to believe in something. Lyndon Johnson believed in nothing, nothing but his own ambition.”7

The actual, and historically accurate, Johnson/King relationship can only be understood if it is considered in the context of Lyndon Johnson’s lifelong record of being a racist and segregationist. Throughout his career, he had aggressively resisted numerous attempts to eliminate the poll tax and literacy tests during the twenty-three-year period he served in the House and Senate. He then blocked every piece of meaningful civil rights legislation that had found its way into the Senate when he was its powerful majority leader. It was Lyndon Johnson who neutered the 1957 Civil Rights Act with a poison pill amendment that required violators of the act to be tried before state (all white), not federal, juries.

Many contemporary liberals such as Joseph Rauh, the president of Americans for Democratic Action, and A. Philip Randolph, a black vice president of the AFL-CIO, called the bill worthless, and “worse than no bill at all.” As vice president, Johnson orchestrated southern congressional opposition to JFK’s civil rights agenda and repeatedly warned JFK to go slow on the civil rights, voting rights, and open housing legislation that Kennedy had promised in his 1960 campaign. There was a reason that Johnson had resisted this overdue reform all those years: he was reserving these initiatives for himself, as he repeatedly cautioned President Kennedy to wait “until the time is right.”

On Capitol Hill, throughout the years of his vice presidency, Johnson continued to lobby his “establishment” friends to stall that same legislation. This point was validated, ironically, in the November 22, 1963, issue of the Dallas Times Herald. The headline read: “Senior Senators Shrug off Attack—Thwarting JFK, Liberal Charges.” The article stated, in part: “Sen. Joseph S. Clark’s new charge that the ‘Senate establishment’ [of which Johnson was still in control, having upstaged the shy and professorial Mike Mansfield] is staging a sit-down strike against major Kennedy legislation left the targets of his attack unruffled today. The Pennsylvania liberal told the Senate that Democratic Leader Mike Mansfield, Mont. was not responsible for so many key bills still being in committees. Clark said the impasse should be blamed on a ‘Senate establishment’ of senior, conservative senators.” (Emphasis added.)

Immediately upon JFK’s assassination, Lyndon Johnson made a 180-degree turn the moment he became president, as he began pressing his Senate “establishment” friends to finally pass the Kennedy slate of legislation that he had previously impeded. He did it because now that he was president, finally, “the time was right.” A record number of 104 bills had by then been stalled in Congress, some as long as twenty years in the case of Medicare for the elderly.8 As president, Johnson knew that his eventual “legacy” would require that his reputation be reframed with a visage similar to that of the “great presidents” like Washington, Lincoln, and his personal idol, Franklin Roosevelt; he wanted to be seen as a man of vision, whose name would reflect a character known for his brilliance, and as a generous, magnanimous, erudite leader of all American citizens. In other words, he wanted future generations to think of him as being a person who was opposite of his real attributes.

Yet in fact, Johnson only pressed Congress remotely and did none of the personal arm-twisting for the 1964 Civil Rights Act himself; he left it to Sen. Hubert Humphrey—then the putative vice-presidential candidate-in-waiting—to round up the votes, but he did give him detailed lobbying instructions by going through a list of every congressman and senator, explaining their strengths, weaknesses, and personal vulnerabilities.9 Hugh Sidey, the syndicated Time magazine columnist, had gotten the story from Humphrey and wrote about what he had been told: “‘Johnson knew how to woo people,’ remembered Humphrey . . . ‘He was sort of like a cowboy making love . . . He knew how to massage the senators.’ Johnson knew whom to nurture, whom to threaten, and whom to push aside. The whole chamber seemed subject to his manipulation. ‘He played it like an organ. Goddamn, it was beautiful! It was just marvelous.’”10 (Emphasis added.)

Even though they tried, neither Johnson nor Humphrey could deliver all Democrats to vote for the 1964 Civil Rights Act, arguably the most important legislation of the twentieth century. In fact, some of the most famed liberals of their day voted against it, including Tennessee senator Al Gore Sr., Arkansas senator J. William Fulbright, and West Virginia senator Robert Byrd (Byrd even filibustered the bill on June 10, 1964, for over fourteen hours in his passionate attempt to derail it). It only passed because of the vigorous support of Senate Minority Leader Everett Dirksen and twenty-seven Senate Republicans; in the House, only 59 percent of Democrats voted in favor of the legislation, while 78 percent of Republicans supported it. Johnson had stripped the voting rights section—which had been in Kennedy’s original bill—out of the 1964 bill, saving it for still another bill in 1965 so it would add yet another “bullet” for his legacy.

Of the many statements that demonstrate incontrovertible evidence of Johnson’s true attitudes, none can match a comment he made to visiting governors, in explaining why the civil rights bill had become so important for him: “I’ll have them niggers voting Democratic for two hundred years.”11

One other pertinent Johnson maxim—contained in an otherwise obsequious account of Johnson’s presidency—was noted by Doris Kearns Goodwin:

These Negroes, they’re getting pretty uppity these days and that’s a problem for us since they’ve got something now they never had before, the political pull to back up their uppityness. Now we’ve got to do something about this, we’ve got to give them a little something, just enough to quiet them down, not enough to make a difference. For if we don’t move at all . . . we’ll lose the filibuster and there’ll be no way of putting a brake on all sorts of wild legislation.12

From Operation Mockingbird to Politically Correct Groupthink

President Johnson’s real “greatest” legacy was the nascent phenomenon that George Orwell had warned the world about two decades earlier: “groupthink.” Orwell was still writing his prescient novel, 1984, at the time of the CIA’s birth in 1947, but he could already foresee much of what the world could expect to look like in the decades ahead. The ravaged remains of World War II were still smoldering but were about to become the foundation of what would be called the Cold War, which would be fought with words. One of the early manifestations of this was the CIA’s Operation Mockingbird.

In the 1950s, CIA director Allen Dulles put Frank Wisner in charge of establishing direct contacts between the agency and the Fourth Estate—the American press—journalists and book publishers who would willingly help the CIA communicate their view on any national or international political or military issue in a favorable light. The principal responsibility of the CIA’s Office of Policy Coordination (OPC) and the Plans Division was conducting secret political operations, in contrast to the other agency functions of gathering intelligence and making analysis. In 1951, Wisner established Operation Mockingbird, a program to influence the American media. “Wisner recruited Philip Graham (Washington Post) to run the project within the industry,” according to Deborah Davis in her 1979 biography of Post owner Katharine Graham, Katharine the Great: “By the early 1950s, Wisner ‘owned’ respected members of the New York Times, Newsweek, CBS and other communications vehicles.”13 These journalists sometimes wrote articles that were unofficially commissioned by Cord Meyer, based on leaked classified information from the CIA.

In the aftermath of the JFK assassination, the program was running at full tilt in the clamor to inject governmental propaganda into the news stream to replace the facts being brought to bear by the early researchers who were discovering multiple cases of official “disinformation” and outright fabrications. To combat this, by 1967, after the publication of at least a half dozen books by Warren Commission critics, the CIA decided to act. This was also simultaneous with a large segment of the public becoming highly aware of the governmental lies about the rationale of the Vietnam War. High-level CIA officials issued a memorandum that was intended for all of its agents and other operatives, but specifically targeted to its “media assets,” originally part of Operation Mockingbird. Through their direct conduit to numerous publishers, newspaper columnists, and reporters, they fed a steady stream of propagandized “news” that they wanted to become accepted as the “official” news.

In April 1967, when their dispatch was issued, Mockingbird was still a secret and would not become widely known until decades later; even now, that code name is not recognized by many people, as one could easily prove by conducting “man on the street” interviews with one hundred randomly selected adults. Within that document (which can be viewed in Appendix D) the term “conspiracy theories” was coined. The message conferred a negative characterization and denigrating attitude onto whoever would critique the government on anything it might say or do. The memo also made suggestions of how their operatives might discredit such “theories.” The dispatch was marked “psych”—short for “psychological operations,” which would include disinformation and schemes to manipulate the public with propagandized, “fake” news.14

A Few Words About the Primary Sources for This Book

Many books have been written on the murder of Martin Luther King Jr., including three by Dr. William F. Pepper: Orders to Kill: The Truth Behind the Murder of Martin Luther King (1995); An Act of State: The Execution of Martin Luther King (2008); and The Plot to Kill King: The Truth Behind the Assassination of Martin Luther King Jr. (2016). The last two books essentially updated the earlier work as new research brought additional information into play. His website summarizes the latest book thusly:

This myth-shattering exposé is a revised, updated, and heavily expanded volume of Pepper’s original bestselling and critically acclaimed book Orders to Kill, with twenty-six years of additional research included. The result reveals dramatic new details of the night of the murder, the trial, and why Ray was chosen to take the fall for an evil conspiracy—a government-sanctioned assassination of our nation’s greatest leader. The plan, according to Pepper, was for a team of United States Army Special Forces snipers to kill King, but just as they were taking aim, a backup civilian assassin pulled the trigger.

Among the dozens of other books, websites, original documents in library collections, and periodicals referenced within this book, Dr. Pepper’s latest, The Plot to Kill King, stands apart from all others, as the singular tour de force of his four-decade-long investigative reportage. It succinctly captures the essence of the people, events, and timeline of a plot that began its development four years before the actual murder of Dr. King and has then continued on as a still-active cover-up operation for the last five decades. Dr. Pepper has devoted more than half his life to solving the enigma of Martin Luther King’s murder. In addition to representing the accused assassin, James Earl Ray, in seeking the justice that he had been cruelly denied, he has courageously—and nearly singlehandedly—completed the investigation that should have been done by the FBI nearly half a century ago. But as he has amply demonstrated, since that was the organization primarily behind the setup for MLK’s murder and cover-up, the reason for their failure to conduct that inquiry becomes painfully obvious.

Dr. William Pepper’s book examines and reconstructs the plot to murder Dr. King, generally in the context of a “bottom-up” examination of forensic, ballistic, and pathological evidence; interviews with key witnesses; and extensive insights from Ray, the accused patsy, himself. It exposes the threads that connect all of these persons, places, and events to the men who gave the street-level orders, and from them to others higher up the ladder, right into the executive offices of the FBI. Dr. Pepper’s conclusions may be summarized as (1) James Earl Ray did not kill Martin Luther King Jr., and (2) the murder of Dr. King was the result of a conspiracy by various federal and local law enforcement agencies, with assistance from the “Dixie Mafia,”* to eliminate him as a potential future political leader.

These claims are supported by ballistics tests (done nearly thirty years after the fact by Judge Joe Brown, as we will detail in Chapter 10) that proved that Ray’s gun was not involved in the shooting, as well as Ray’s claims that he had been set up as a “patsy,” just like Lee Harvey Oswald had been five years earlier. The evidence that Pepper assembled is persuasive and compelling proof of his assertions and conclusions. It proves, for example, that the shooter’s location could not have been above Dr. King and to his right; the bullet taken from King did not match Ray’s gun; there was evidence of another rifle and other clearly planted evidence; neither normal ballistics tests of the alleged weapon nor an autopsy of King was performed, as would be the normal procedure for any murder. Many other similarities to JFK’s assassination were established by contemporary investigators and later by independent researchers, such as the fact that policemen and other officials destroyed the crime scene through mishandling and contaminating it, rendering it impossible to use for reliable forensic testing.

While Pepper’s book is a primary source, it is just one of many that have been referenced in a narrative that blends the findings of practically all of the original researchers into a single coherent story line. Another important book listed in the bibliography, which was also a key source for these findings, is the 2008 book by John Larry Ray (James Earl Ray’s brother) and Lyndon Barsten, Truth at Last: The Untold Story Behind James Earl Ray and the Assassination of Martin Luther King. Mr. Barsten interviewed scores of witnesses, investigators, and other researchers and reviewed over four thousand Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) records, including James Earl Ray’s Army documents. His findings exposed a number of otherwise shadowy associates of Ray’s, as well as accounts of how Ray was being repeatedly “sheep-dipped” by clandestine operatives and hypnotists, from Montreal to New Orleans and Los Angeles. While much of this background has not been repeated here, it has nevertheless been of great influence to me in understanding, thus describing, the complexity of how Ray had been managed, monitored, and controlled during his year of “freedom.”

Among the numerous other primary sources are the 2015 Murder in Memphis by Mark Lane and Dick Gregory—an updated version of the 1977 original, previously titled Code Name “Zorro”; the 2014 The Martin Luther King Congressional Cover-Up: The Railroading of James Earl Ray, by John Avery Emison; Dr. Gerald D. McKnight’s 1998 The Last Crusade: Martin Luther King, Jr., the FBI, and the Poor People’s Campaign; Harold Weisberg’s 1970 classic Frame-Up; and the book by James Earl Ray himself, Who Killed Martin Luther King? The True Story by The Alleged Assassin. These were all used as important primary references in the construction of a blended narrative that describes one of the greatest unsolved 1960s assassinations.

All of the key points include citations to the original sources for anyone wishing to validate them with further detail directly from those sources, all based upon nearly five decades of meticulous original research.

It is an extremely troubling story of government gone awry, plotting deadly retribution to a charismatic leader it viewed as a threat and then mounting a massive cover-up in order to protect the guilty. As we examine the details of the plot in the chapters to follow, it will become clear that the misuse of governmental power by a relatively few powerful key men was sufficient to accomplish high crimes and treasons. The crimes—committed, paradoxically, by the governmental entity originally created to investigate and bring law-breakers to justice during the nearly half-century tenure of J. Edgar Hoover—are legend, having been kept secret for as long as he was alive before the truths were slowly exposed. Many of them are now finally known to most reasonably informed citizens.

Yet the exposed crimes are only those closest to the surface. Many others were buried much deeper, and were kept hidden, but are now finally unraveled. Primary among them is the fact that the FBI’s already well-known attacks on Dr. King, its attempts to “neutralize” him in the eyes of the public, were only the beginning. In the following pages, we will show that the plot to kill King was put into motion by the highest-level officials of the FBI, with help from certain Tennessee and Memphis politicians, a few key members of the Memphis police, units of the army’s military intelligence, the CIA, and the leaders of the Dixie Mafia.

Connecting the people and entities directly involved in Dr. King’s assassination are threads that led to the highest federal officials in Washington during this time frame. Those threads were partially revealed within the aforementioned books and many others cited within the narrative. This book will further expose those threads and connect them to others from yet other credible sources that were not included in any of the previous books. Those facts will then be distilled and presented from another prism, from the top down, tracing the plot from where it originated in the highest echelons of the federal government, and examine how the plot was hatched, planned, monitored, executed, and covered up. This view of the people, places, and events will be from the perspective of the plotters’ seats, within the Oval Office of the White House and in the “Seat of Government” (SOG), the term coined by J. Edgar Hoover to describe himself at FBI headquarters, a few blocks down Pennsylvania Avenue.

In the context of the many other traumatic events that occurred throughout the 1960s, it is not hyperbole to stipulate what should now be obvious to anyone who has studied these events: that there was a reason for the repeating patterns of how they were executed—especially the commonalities of the cover-ups. It was because they were all done with either the instigation, the blessing, and/or the acquiescence of President Lyndon B. Johnson, using essentially the same resources that were uniquely available to him in his all-powerful position as president of the United States.

Some of the books referenced above have been viciously attacked by people and organizations who would prefer that certain lines not be crossed in the course of the investigation of this abominable crime, as though the paradigm they present allows only low-level hardened criminals to be eligible for scrutiny as the perpetrators of this and other murders of high-level leaders. That constraint, unfortunately, gives criminals in high places the “license to kill” their adversaries and might explain why the 1960s assassinations, for example—among other criminal acts committed through officials of the federal government—have never been solved to anyone’s satisfaction. Except, of course, by those who actually facilitated them, or systematically covered them up, or those who carried them out through orders issued by their superiors in the military chain of command.

One of those attacks was directed to Dr. Pepper’s latest work, The Plot to Kill King, in a review written by Martin Hay dated August 1, 2016, and published at the website of the organization known, paradoxically, as the CTKA (mistitled as “Citizens for Truth of the Kennedy Assassination”). That entity has recently been replaced by another site representing itself as being interested in solving the 1960s assassinations under the anonym “Kennedys and King,” even though the same blinders are still being worn by the administrators of the new venue: their rules forbid any references to certain areas that they have deemed “out of bounds” (these include, but are not limited to, any suggestion that JFK’s personal life might have compromised his security, or any assertion that Lyndon Johnson had direct involvement in JFK’s assassination). A full point-by-point critique of that review, exposing the lengths to which some go in their efforts to hide real attempts to seek truths, is presented in Appendix A.

Ed Tatro, the iconoclastic long-term JFK assassination researcher, has described the reader’s dilemma created by such propagandized, cherry-picked, and factually incorrect book reviews written with a preestablished—but hidden and unstated—objective of disparagement thusly:

One must not only evaluate the credibility of the witness telling the event. One must also question the integrity of those who are judging the aforesaid witness. There is a fallacy entitled “selected preference,” the selecting of evidence or testimony which supports a previously determined answer or desired result. If the “Judge” harbors a hidden agenda or possesses a belief contrary to the testimony of the witness, the “Judge” will seek all kinds of rhetoric, all kinds of spin, and all kinds of manipulation to attempt to discredit the witness and the account which would, otherwise, undermine the “Judge’s” previous beliefs or conclusions.

The Warren Commission and the 9/11 Commission are ideal government case studies for avoiding the truth and anyone or anything providing glimpses of it. Many lawyers are the masters of fallacies and misdirection and red herrings. Their job is to win, not necessarily determine truth or justice. The same can be said for many individuals who will never admit they are wrong about a particular issue. Henry Winkler’s “The Fonz” could only utter, “I was wron . . . I was wron . . .” he could never finish the phrase. There are plenty of organizations and political writers and “talking heads” who are guilty of Fonzie’s tragic flaw, but please be assured that fallacies, although illogical in some fashion, are very effective unless the audience is very well educated and possesses the acumen of a critical thinker.

Unfortunately, I am reminded of a quote attributed to Winston Churchill who once said, “The best argument against democracy is a five-minute conversation with the average voter.” I am also reminded of a quote in the brilliant who-done-it murder mystery, Sea of Love, in which the homicide detective (played by Al Pacino) concludes, “People are a lot of work.” Alas, selected preference and the employment of other fallacious machinations can misdirect the populace from seeing the truth in a very complex and messy world.

For the same reasons, many other researchers and authors have also come to distrust a significant number of so-called “JFK Truth” websites and blogs, suspecting that many of them are beholden to persons and entities intent on protecting their own narrow interests, ready to insert disinformation into the marketplace of ideas. Even the venerated Mary Ferrell website, despite its quasi-hallowed name, has a interesting past of which most people are unaware. One such researcher—John Kirsch, on his website “JFK: Researching the Researchers”—summed up his study of the Ferrell organization thusly: “Writing about the Ferrell foundation (or trying to) makes me feel like Lewis Carroll. I keep leaping down rabbit holes and staring into the looking glass.”15

Researcher Harrison Edward Livingstone described Mary Ferrell’s apparent objectives at length in his 1993 book Killing the Truth: Deceit and Deception in the JFK Case, summarizing all of it by calling her the “gatekeeper” and the head of a “sophisticated private intelligence operation . . . a de facto secret society in Texas, run by powerful people there, to protect the name and reputation of Texas and to protect those who were involved in the murder of John Kennedy.”16 Other organizations purporting to be in favor of finding the truth about the Kennedy and King assassinations have memberships so varied that they include not only people who are sincerely interested in finding the truth, but a number of members who openly oppose it, even some who support the most ludicrous forms of disinformation originally concocted by the Warren Commission—which should have been named after the man who had more to do with managing it, Allen Dulles.

Authors of Books Supporting the Original Myth:
Government-Paid Shills?

Dr. Pepper devoted the entire twenty-eight-page epilogue—titled “DISINFORMATION”—of his latest book, The Plot to Kill King, to a critique of the multiple books published in the first decades after the assassination that were filled with lies and deceit; those books led to Pepper’s systematic destruction of the fault-riddled HSCA “investigation.” Clearly, the early books were created to establish a false narrative of the long-discredited official so-called “history” (more accurately called “mythology”) of how the plotters themselves had portrayed the story.

It has been well documented by a number of authors, including James Earl Ray himself, that the story line for all of the original books on Martin Luther King Jr.’s assassination was being managed by Assistant FBI Director Cartha DeLoach to show—incorrectly—how Ray had purportedly denigrated blacks as a means of creating a motive. Indeed, DeLoach suggested to Hoover two days after Ray’s purported “trial” that the Bureau “quietly sponsor a book that would tell the ‘true story’ of the King case.”17 DeLoach wrote a memorandum to Clyde Tolson on March 11, 1969 (a point originally discovered by Dr. Philip H. Melanson and presented in his 1991 book, The Martin Luther King Assassination: New Revelations on the Conspiracy and Cover-Up):

Now that Ray has been convicted and is serving a 99-year sentence, I would like to suggest that the Director allow us to choose a friendly, capable author, or The Reader’s Digest, and proceed with a book based on this case. A carefully written factual book would do much to preserve the true history of this case. While it will not dispel or put down future rumors, it would certainly help to have a book of this nature on college and high school library shelves so that the future would be protected.

I would also like to suggest that consideration be given to advising a friendly newspaper contact, on a strictly confidential basis, that Coretta King and Reverend Abernathy are deliberately plotting to keep King’s assassination in the news by pulling the ruse of maintaining that King’s murder was definitely a conspiracy and not committed by one man. This, of course is obviously a rank trick in order to keep the money coming in to Mrs. King, Abernathy, and the Southern Christian Leadership Conference. We can do this without any attribution to the FBI and without anyone knowing that the information came from a wiretap.

It didn’t take long for the FBI’s top level officials to select the ideal authors of the several such books—the ones that would set the baseline for all future “official story” news accounts and books—on the purported assassin. Both Gerold Frank and George E. McMillan were mentioned in the FBI’s subsequent 1969 correspondence. The memoranda were noted in handwriting at the bottom with an “O.K.” and initialed with an “H,” as Hoover always signed in the margins or the bottom of correspondence to indicate his approval (or disapproval) of such requests.

The Loathsome Ethics of William Bradford Huie and His Legend as the “Checkbook Journalist”

The actions taken by DeLoach in 1969 to relaunch the FBI campaign to create, promote, and sustain falsely premised books were not the first time that the power and authority of the FBI was directed to myth building. By then, the misallocation of those resources on behalf of President Johnson was an entrenched, continuing practice, beginning in the aftermath of the JFK assassination. In this case, their mission was to enlist the assistance of willing authors for the purpose of reframing the King murder to ensure the guilt would be put on the selected patsy, James Earl Ray. By 1969, the first two books on that subject had already been written.

The first book, The Strange Case of James Earl Ray: The Man Who Murdered Martin Luther King, was written shortly after the 1969 “mini-trial” and was mostly an honest attempt by a little-known author, Clay Blaire Jr. His book was published shortly after Ray’s “minitrial” and based upon early facts, though it was contaminated by his apparent presumption that Huie’s first two magazine articles (in November 1968) were similarly untainted. Obviously, that was not the case; thus, his belief that the judicial system correctly determined that Ray was guilty of the murder was invalid.

The second book, by William Bradford Huie, He Slew the Dreamer, appeared in 1970, but it was based largely on his two 1968 articles in Look magazine, followed by another in April 1969. It will be shown in the chapters to follow that, in Huie’s case, the die was clearly cast for a preset plotline even before the assassination, with a lot of discreet help from the FBI.18 His book can best be described as an artfully done “Trojan Horse,” personally directed by a very conflicted author who has been widely described—and acknowledged by himself—as a “checkbook journalist” whose writing skills were honed as a novelist (i.e., gifted in the art of elegantly describing things, people, and events that never were). But the worst of his conflicts related to his long-term association with J. Edgar Hoover.

Huie had gained fame for his books and articles dating from the 1940–50s. Before he began his mission to destroy James Earl Ray, his magnum opus—once famed, but now exposed as infamous—work was a lengthy article for Look magazine in January 1956, and another follow-up piece a year later, about how two Mississippi half-brothers (Roy Bryant and J. W. Milam) purportedly murdered a fourteen-year-old black boy from Chicago, Emmett Till, who had gone south for the summer of 1955 and committed a crime. Allegedly, it was merely flirting with a white woman.* Actually, it was nothing of the sort, according to the confessions of the woman who had made the claim, when she recently recanted her original testimony sixty years after the fact, as we will review below.

The already sensationalized story—complete with published news photos of Till’s brutally battered face, drawing over half a million mourners to the week-long viewing and funeral in Chicago—was further embellished by William Bradford Huie in his January 1956 Look magazine story. Huie was one of hundreds of reporters who gathered in the tiny town of Sumner in Tallahatchie County, Mississippi, to attend the nationally sensational trial that summer. The nature of that event can best be understood by considering two unusual statements. First, the prosecutor stated in his summation that there had been no need to kill Till: “The most he needed was a whipping . . .” Then, the defense lawyer said in his summation that “Your ancestors will turn over in their graves if [the accused murderers] are found guilty and I’m sure every last Anglo-Saxon one of you has the courage to free these men in the face of that (outside) pressure.” It took the all-white, all-male jury only sixty-seven minutes to decide against a guilty verdict, but it would have been even less time if they had not deliberately stalled the decision “to make it look better to outsiders.”19

In the immediate aftermath of the murder there were reports that the “lynching party” actually consisted of three men and a woman (Carolyn Bryant—Roy’s wife), though the third man was never identified. It was Carolyn’s story about the alleged “flirtation”—which started with a “wolf whistle” and later supposedly included Till’s having “touched” her—that caused her husband to seek vengeance on Till. Though the deputy sheriff, John A. Cothran, stated, “We will get him [the third man] before we are through,” that was never done, and the third man’s identity was never established. The county sheriff, H. C. Strider, decided not to arrest Mrs. Bryant for her involvement since “She has two youngsters to take care of.”20

The Huie stories of the Emmett Till murder were tainted by his methods of getting the accused murderers—both white Klansmen— to admit their guilt after their release by the jury. He paid them four thousand dollars each to sign a contract giving him all rights to publish the magazine article, books, and/or a movie. The deal was struck based on the premise that they were free from ever being charged again for that murder. Their greed overrode any personal embarrassment they might have had, since the murder of a black boy for such a heinous act—flirting with a white woman—was not unheard of in that time and place. Huie called the payment an “advance libel settlement” since they would be called “murderers,” so it was not technically a payment for their story, at least as Huie rationalized it. David Halberstam called it one of “the most intriguing examples of checkbook journalism on record, and many people were appalled.” Even Huie admitted it was “distasteful and I have not found it particularly pleasant.” Yet he boasted to his editors about “drinking out of the same jug [with the murderer] and letting him drink first.”21

That landmark event was one of the most egregious and notorious civil rights crimes of the twentieth century and, combined with all the other crimes, finally set off the thunderous demonstrations and protests of the late 1950s and early 1960s. Now, sixty-three years after the event, the already-horrid story has just turned into an even more shameful spectacle. The accused men were recently pronounced innocent by the original purported “victim,” who—by her own admission—turned out to have been one of the protagonists. As reported in a February 6, 2017, news article titled “Could lies about Emmett Till lead to prosecution?” in the Jackson, Mississippi, Clarion-Ledger by Jerry Mitchell, Carolyn Bryant Donham, her conscience getting the better of her over sixty years later, “has admitted she lied when she testified in 1955—that Emmett Till had touched her — a lie she repeated to the FBI [as recently as] a decade ago.”

Furthermore, according to Tim Tyson, the author of a 2017 book titled The Blood of Emmett Till, Mrs. Donham (having divorced Roy Bryant and remarried) said that neither of the men who had been tried and acquitted—and who then actually confessed to the murder, evidently, merely for the “paycheck” from Huie—had actually pulled the trigger. She finally confessed that “her then-brother-in-law, Melvin Campbell, was the one who shot Till.”22 Campbell, now deceased, lived out his life—if Donham’s latest story is true—as the real killer, despite never having been accused of the murder while he was alive, much less prosecuted for it. The doubled—now tripled—miscarriage of justice, still never adequately captured in book or film at this point, will lamentably be another lost lesson for future generations.

This shameful decades-long series of events puts the odious ethics of the “checkbook journalist” William Bradford Huie in an even more bizarre and monstrous context than had been previously understood. Were it not for Huie’s promises of financial rewards, would these men have confessed to something that the “victim” now claims they did not do? But this sordid episode—a massive, multiple breakdown in journalism ethics—does help to illustrate how “acclaimed” writers such as Huie can demolish truth by replacing facts with lies so thoroughly that the actual true stories are replaced by a myth made nearly impenetrable by delayed pathological reportage and finally written as revisionist history. Half a century after the fact, we can finally see how the use of financial awards to produce miscarriages of justice—suppressing the truth and validating the lies—produce long-standing myths that were believed by millions to be the unvarnished truth. But this was not the last time that Huie’s manipulative skills would be used to reframe events to impede justice for the guilty parties while freeing those actually behind the most horrid of crimes, nor would it be the most egregious example.

To be sure, there were numerous other instances of Huie’s chronic state of confusion between “fact vs. fiction.” One additional example will suffice for now—as others will also be noted throughout the narrative—related to an injunction he filed in 1960 against NBC television for a television show called “The American,” which Huie claimed infringed on his copyright for a story titled “The Hero of Iwo-Jima.” While he had claimed that the story was true within the book, to the court he demonstrated that numerous episodes previously stated to be factual were actually “the product of his imagination.” He lost the case in this litigation because of his confusion between “historical facts,” which are not subject to copyright protection, and fiction, which is.23 He apparently had still not learned those distinctions during 1968–1970, as he wrote three magazine articles, then a book on James Earl Ray. As we will establish within the chapters to follow, his articles and book were filled with carefully crafted lies sprinkled with enough truths to make the tales believable, at least in the early years before they could be completely debunked.

Furthermore, these examples reveal how the FBI specifically selected famed novelists to tell their story, assignments based upon their ability to transform fantasy into fabricated “facts.” We will show how Huie, the hijacker of the Emmett Till murder case, was used by the FBI to write the first widely read account of King’s murder and how two others, Gerold Frank and George McMillan, would follow the same path a few years later as a means of strengthening the myths by embellishing the original lies with even more fabricated “context.” Huie’s obvious assignment was to establish the foundation of myths for many other future authors assigned the task of firming up their “official story.”

More FBI-Selected Authors Add to Huie’s Original James Earl Ray Legend as “Vicious Southern Racist”

As noted above, in The Plot to Kill King, Dr. Pepper meticulously deconstructs several early books. One of these, the 1972 An American Death by Gerold Frank, was seemingly determined to restate practically everything Huie had written with additional newly created fiction. Among the other worst books (after Huie’s) was the 1976 The Making of an Assassin by George McMillan. Over half that book—arguably 60 percent of it—consisted of a psychic-historical review of Ray’s dysfunctional family by a man with no apparent credentials to conduct such a study. Most authors of this genre (books written to create, and then support, the “official version” of MLK’s assassination) attempted to portray Ray as a southern racist; McMillan assigns a more abstruse motive than that, one based in the deepest recesses of Ray’s psyche, caused by his alleged deprivation of psychic needs from a childhood spent on the edges of the same Mississippi River (the other, eastern, side of it) that, paradoxically, also produced the antithesis of the character profile he worked so hard to create, the fictional, happy-go-lucky Mark Twain characters, Tom Sawyer and Huckleberry Finn, from Hannibal, Missouri.

McMillan hypothesized that the reason for Ray’s purported hatred of Dr. King was King’s popularity as a great leader, “who offered love and warmth to thousands of people.” According to this thesis, King reminded Ray, in a pointedly bitter way, of “how he had not been taken care of.”24 One of McMillan’s more interesting, albeit confusing, sentences was this: “It is an axiom of behavior that every murder is a suicide, and every suicide is a murder.”25 If that is indeed an “axiom,” one might question why it is not widely known, or even understandable. He explained it by proffering the notion that Ray, in allegedly taking King’s life, would—emotionally—be taking his own.

McMillan never met Ray, and he had no discernible background in social sciences or anything else other than his skill at spying, thanks to his long association with the CIA (and its predecessors, the OSS [Office of Strategic Services] and OWI [Office of War Information]). Eventually his association extended to the FBI as well, where he participated in the “by invitation only” National Academy, a training and indoctrination program for high-profile citizens—and authors-in-training—which helps to prove his long-term ties to the officials of that organization. In 1965, he also married Priscilla Johnson, who had worked extensively for the CIA and had famously been placed in Moscow in advance of the arrival of Lee Harvey Oswald, whom she would interview within days of his arrival.26 As George worked on his 1976 book on James Earl Ray, she worked simultaneously on a book, published in 1977, about Marina Oswald; unfortunately for Marina, she did not realize until it was published that it too was filled with fabrications. (That book, and another by Norman Mailer, caused Marina to turn away from any further interviews; and, unfortunately for her and for the rest of us, the real story of her experiences may never be told.)

Thanks to George McMillan, James Earl Ray was forever painted as one of the most horrid people who ever lived. Ray as a “stalker” and vicious hard-core racist full of hatred for Martin Luther King Jr.; a jailhouse drug dealer, homophobe, George Wallace supporter, pro-KKK, ultra-right-wing nutjob, and practically every other invective one can imagine, became the pervasive theme of his book. Ray was far from perfect, but he never truly fit any of those descriptions, as we will also demonstrate.

Astonishingly, McMillan also pinned his profile of Ray’s entire family on an alleged “great-grandfather” who happened to have the same surname—despite offering absolutely no evidence of an actual genealogical connection to Ray’s forefathers—who was an outlaw from the Old West, hanged by a Montana posse in 1865. Compelled to come up with “interesting angles” to use in his portrayal of the entire Ray clan as being the most evil, conniving, cutthroat barbarians in the world, McMillan was willing to use the smallest sliver of “evidence” to connect all of them—James, his father, brothers John and Jerry, his sister, and his grandfather—back to one of the worst desperadoes the Wild West ever produced. He must have visited dozens of libraries in search of someone with that same surname, in his quest to satisfy the specifications he had undoubtedly been handed by the FBI (a continuing project of DeLoach’s, based on his memos, which we will shortly examine in detail).

One of McMillan’s other (arguably) “assigned objectives” was to tie Ray’s motives to other world-class scoundrels, including not only Adolf Hitler, but the contemporaneous American racist George Wallace, neither of which “connections” had any basis in fact (modern-day authors, such as Sides in 2010 and McMichael in 2015, picked up on this and added even more illusions to that hoax). To do this—and to attempt to show Ray’s purported racism and hatred for King—he relied on a notorious liar, prison inmate-snitch Ray Curtis, who was willing to say anything for gullible authors to gain fame (or points for an early release) for himself. McMillan even admitted that he had to track Curtis down to a jailhouse in Dalton, Georgia, for his interview, where he awaited trial for “the murder of one man and the gunning down [wounding] of three others in a dispute over a poker game.”27 Here McMillan was, interviewing a man he apparently found to be very credible, perhaps even erudite, honest, and forthcoming; a man purporting to put his reputation on the line for faux “justice” for James Earl Ray. Clearly, McMillan was an author on a mission, ready to believe anything Curtis uttered (after taking numerous obligatory swipes at the “local yokels” in that town, about how the lot of them were poor, miserable “mountain” people who always voted to keep the county dry while partaking in the local business enterprises known colloquially as moonshining).28

Another one of Curtis’s lies that McMillan accepted hook, line, and sinker was that James Earl Ray was “a narcotics addict and peddler,” which was completely debunked by Missouri Corrections Department Chief George M. Camp, who called the charges “totally unsubstantiated.” Furthermore, Chief Camp stated that during Ray’s six-year incarceration there, “he kept primarily to himself and, other than for the fact that he attempted to escape on more than one occasion, he had only one conduct violation during that entire time and that was the possession of three packages of cigarettes, a ballpoint pen and one pound of coffee.” When Camp asked McMillan for specific details about his charges, the famed author “responded that it was common knowledge.”29 Aside from a news report of this development from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, nothing else was ever announced about this salient point by the mainstream media.30

Then, of course, there was the clearly deceitful 1998 book Killing the Dream by Gerald Posner. Among his many deceptions was repeating the earlier lies by Huie, Frank, and McMillan (i.e., the fabricated Hitler and Wallace associations noted above) and reselling them to a public hungry for reinterpreted “truth” two decades later. William Pepper devoted over nine pages of The Plot to Kill King to the thorough dissection of Posner’s dreadful book. Numerous other critics—too many to mention but easy for anyone to Google—have similarly exposed the lies, the fabricated testimony he claimed to have gotten from witnesses whom he never interviewed, and the numerous other forms of deception that were used throughout his books. Yet one would never know it looking at the dust jacket of Killing the Dream, with praise heaped upon it by the denizens of propaganda at the formerly credible primary organs of the mainstream media: “His work is painstakingly honest journalism,” concluded the Washington Post. The New York Times lauded his “exhaustive research techniques,” and the Boston Globe determined that Posner is “an investigative journalist whose work is marked by his thorough and meticulous research.” “A resourceful investigator and skillful writer,” says the Dallas Morning News. All of which proves that there really is a parallel universe, in their case one populated by mythmakers and anyone who still believes any of them.

Posner’s earlier book Case Closed: Lee Harvey Oswald and the Assassination of JFK, written specifically to prop up the picked-over, discarded remains of the Warren Report on the thirtieth anniversary of JFK’s assassination, has also been thoroughly debunked by numerous reviewers in ways that extend to any and all of his other works, because the same methodologies were used in all of them. Dr. Peter Dale Scott, professor of English at the University of California, Berkeley, in the November/December 1993 issue of the San Francisco Review of Books, stated in his review of Case Closed that “some of the weakest sections of the Warren Commission argument have been strengthened by suspect methodologies and even falsehoods, so systematic they call into question the good faith of the entire project.” The late Harrison Edward Livingstone devoted fifty-two pages—the entire Chapter 7—of his 1995 book, Killing Kennedy, to a destruction of Posner’s clearly deceptive methodology and a point-by-point refutation of his conclusions.

But even that dissection did not stop Posner from repeating the same techniques in Killing the Dream, his book on Dr. King’s murder. Despite his having been called out for his deceptions by critics, Posner doubled down and used the same methods to write his 1998 tome on Dr. King’s assassination as he had used five years earlier on JFK’s. A summary of those deceptions follows.

Gerald Posner’s Lies in Killing the Dream (Also see Dr. William F. Pepper, The Plot to Kill King, pp. 299–306)

Posner has regurgitated much of the official story previously discredited by researchers Harold Weisberg, Mark Lane, Dr. William Pepper, Professor Philip Melanson, and numerous others. That “official” story (never disproved in criminal court, thanks to Ray never being given a fair trial, but completely discredited in civil court) relied heavily on the testimony of Reverend Billy Kyles, who created numerous lies, even to the point of betraying his supposed “friend,” Dr. King. Kyles was a paid Memphis Police Department informer. Moreover, Posner’s own history of plagiarism—yet another deceitful practice—should be sufficient to end his publishing career and further discredit everything he has previously written:

• Posner claims the discredited Kyles went from the balcony into King’s room at the Lorraine Motel, room 306, at 5:30 p.m. and then accompanied King back onto the balcony at 6:00 p.m. In fact, according to Patrolman Willie Richmond’s surveillance notes, Kyles merely knocked on King’s door at 5:50 p.m. and then walked away, down the balcony walkway, and stood thirty to forty feet away. Richmond’s report and testimony made clear that King stood alone on the balcony at 6:01 p.m. when he was shot.

• Posner stated that James Earl Ray would have known where Dr. King was staying in Memphis from “the front-page photograph in the Commercial Appeal on the morning of April 4.” But there was no such photo! (See copy of newspaper below) Furthermore, the only article in it did NOT say that King was staying there, only that his group had had lunch there the day before.

• Posner denied that Kyles was an FBI informant: “[In] Orders to Kill, William Pepper raises the strong inference [sic: implication] that Kyles might have been an FBI informant. ‘It’s degrading and insulting,’ Kyles says about author Pepper’s accusations.” But Dr. Pepper had actually said that Kyles was an “MPD [Memphis Police Department] informant.” (Emphasis added.) By clearly intentionally misquoting, Posner introduces a technical error, allowing Kyles an opening to deny the assertion, and thereby reframes the entire story, sowing confusion in those who did not go back and recheck the book to see the trickery for themselves (including the many mainstream critics who lauded his book for “his fine investigative reporting techniques,” as noted on the dust jacket of Posner’s wretched book).

[image: image]

Memphis Commercial Appeal April 4, 1968.

• Posner ignored the well-established fact that the morning after the assassination, the Memphis Public Works Department (as testified by the department head, Maynard Stiles) cut down all the trees and bushes behind the rooming house—which not only would have prevented a shot from the rooming-house bathroom, but in fact provided the “cover” for the actual shooter, who had hidden himself in those bushes. This was one of his biggest “dual deceits.”

• It has been proven that the state’s key witness, Charlie Stephens (who claimed to have seen Ray run down the hallway after the shooting), was dead drunk at that time. MPD homicide detective Tommy Smith stated he was incoherent; taxi driver James McCraw would not even allow him to ride in his cab; and Stephens’s roommate, Grace Walden, insisted that he hadn’t seen anything. Yet Posner quoted MPD officer Roy Davis, who only saw Stephens hours later, after he had been filled with black coffee.

A decade later, Posner would be exposed as a serial plagiarizer, normally the kiss of death for any writer (with notable exceptions, including such luminaries as historians Doris Kearns Goodwin and the late Stephen Ambrose). His thefts were summarized in a May 10, 2010, article, “Posner Plagiarizes Again,” in the Miami New Times: “He apparently whitewashed an account of his serial plagiarism on his Wikipedia page, then threatened Miami New Times with a lawsuit for writing about it. And now he’s retained an 83-year-old lawyer [Mark Lane], infamous for publicizing the ‘grassy knoll’ theory of John F. Kennedy’s assassination, a conspiracy Posner refuted [or rather attempted to, with more lies and deceit] in his most famous book.”31 When questioned about Posner’s plagiarism, attorney Lane refused to comment but quickly changed the subject: “Have you guys done anything about the fact . . . that the Central Intelligence Agency and the FBI and other intelligence organizations have assets in the news media and agents posing and working as reporters?”32

Hampton Sides’s (and Others’) Attempts to Perpetuate the Fictional Accounts

Finally, another more recent disingenuous book, Hellhound on His Trail, by Hampton Sides—which should have been more properly labeled as lightweight fiction—and a CNN “documentary” with Soledad O’Brien were also categorically dismissed by Pepper. These latter entries were both error-filled and short on facts, a seeming continuation of the original myths as dictated by the unindicted criminals then running the FBI, to ensure that the aphorism first uttered by Joseph Goebbels (paraphrased as “lies told often, and with authority, will eventually become truth”) would be faithfully strengthened and carried directly into the new millennium.

Hampton Sides even acknowledged his loose interpretation of events, citing the Memphis historian Shelby Foote, the author of a Civil War trilogy who stated that “he had ‘employed the novelist’s methods without his license,’ and that’s a good rule of thumb for what I’ve attempted here.”33 He really should have left it at that, but he went on to say that his book “is a work of nonfiction. Every scene is supported by the historical record.”34 Throughout much of this book, that assertion will be examined in detail and ultimately proven to be quite incorrect.

At the Memphis civil trial (see Chapter 12) in 1999, defense attorney Lewis Garrison—representing the man accused by the King family of complicity in Dr. King’s murder, Loyd Jowers—requested Gerald Posner to be an expert witness and give testimony. But Posner chose not to put himself under oath and be subject to questioning by William Pepper (Hampton Sides similarly ducked a request—a subpoena in his case—to appear for questioning).

Despite all of these now-exposed blemishes on his history as a plagiarist and prevaricator, Posner is still often cited as a credible source for these clearly bogus works of “nonfiction,” a term that should be considered an oxymoron when used in the context of his works.

Together, the books written by William Bradford Huie, Gerold Frank, George McMillan, Lamar Waldron, Gerald Posner, and Hampton Sides—and to a lesser extent by others such as Pate McMichael, Stuart Wexler, and Larry Hancock—have formed the foundation upon which the “official” government account now rests. Unfortunately, that case can be metaphorically compared to a rotting block of aged Swiss cheese, where all the voids represent missing pieces, but the rest of the mass is so contaminated with lies and deceit that it is spoiled beyond redemption.

Throughout this book, we will present passages or descriptions from these books and put them under a virtual microscope, examining them in context and determining the purpose of each deception. The key lies will be proven beyond a shadow of a doubt, for they were originally linked to alleged newspaper articles that either never existed or did not state what they were claimed to have stated. The deceptions worked because they relied on the presumption that no one would go to the trouble of finding those old articles in an era before the Internet made them available to anyone with an interest in researching them.

Through rigorous deductive reasoning and critical analysis, we will incrementally lay bare the roots of many of the core deceptions used by these authors (largely planted originally by the FBI handlers they were subordinate to, and subsequently adopted by the HSCA investigators) and demonstrate how they were separately used to reframe the entire event to support the overarching story line laid out by high-level FBI officials into the pre-established official solution: yet another murder by a poor, slovenly, ignorant malcontent, in this case one whose intense racial hatred, and purported goal of achieving lifetime notoriety by becoming the No. 1 name on the FBI’s Ten Most Wanted list of wanted criminals, led him to murder Martin Luther King Jr. This was the precise profile specially created for James Earl Ray.

Much of that process will be focused on the linchpin of the plot, the enigmatic person named “Raul”* who could not be considered by the FBI as being real and therefore was deemed not to be by all of the books written by these six authors and by the House Select Committee on Assassinations (HSCA) investigators. Dr. William Pepper was able to conclusively prove that Raul did exist, and one FBI agent, Donald Wilson, provided additional physical evidence in 1998 that further proved his existence. Wilson’s testimony was criticized greatly by the FBI, but if he had not presciently withheld that evidence in 1968, it would have certainly been “lost” or destroyed immediately, just as so many other pieces of exculpatory evidence have disappeared. The FBI of that era, led by the same men who originally created the plot to kill King, was of course never seriously interested in actually solving the case, as will be demonstrated in this book.

Truman Capote, celebrity author of both fiction and nonfiction books, screenplays, short stories, poems, and an autobiography, made twenty-one appearances on The Tonight Show Starring Johnny Carson. On one appearance in 1968, he became probably the first person to describe, in general terms, the themes of this book. He stated that it was inconceivable that James Earl Ray, Lee Harvey Oswald, and Sirhan B. Sirhan were not well-prepared triggermen who were set up in highly sophisticated operations akin to those described by novelist Richard Condon in The Manchurian Candidate. The only difference between them, he ventured, was that—unlike Oswald—Ray and Sirhan were allowed to live because they had no inside knowledge of the preparations behind the assassinations for which they were set up. Capote argued that Ray’s petty-criminal past would not have sufficiently prepared him for his actions and travels during the nearly year-long period of freedom he enjoyed between his escape from prison and April 4, 1968.35 Without considerable help from others who financed his travels, his new car, cameras, shelter, food, and funds to pursue his personal interests (plastic surgery, dance lessons, bartending, and locksmith courses), along with the promise of meeting his future goals of obtaining what Raul had promised to him once his “smuggling job” was complete—$12,000, a passport, and passage to Europe or Africa, to gain and secure his independence—none of it would have been realistically possible. This book merely adds more detail to Capote’s prescient vision from fifty years ago.

 

 

 

 

_____________________

* Paramount Pictures, 2014. Directed by Ava DuVernay—starring David Oyelowo as Martin Luther King and Tom Wilkinson as Lyndon B. Johnson, with Oprah Winfrey and Cuba Gooding Jr.

* The “Dixie Mafia” was and is a loosely-tied Southern U.S. manifestation of criminal enterprises ranging from illegal alcohol and drug and gun smuggling to fencing stolen merchandise, usually through money laundering facilities such as pawn shops, strip clubs, and other “front” organizations, as well as other more deadly ventures when circumstances require(d). Mostly run by local, Southern-born white men whose small-time crimes led them into state-wide organizations at such small towns as Dothan, Alabama, Biloxi, Mississippi, and Caruthersville, Missouri, although most of their operations are conducted in the larger cities of the South. Ties between the heads of these organizations with the Italian Mafiaosi, particularly Carlos Marcello of New Orleans, were numerous, either in direct form (as with Joseph Campisi of Dallas or Frank Liberto of Memphis) or indirect, vicariously invoked as needed.

* The complete story of the Emmett Till murder, as reported contemporaneously in a series of articles published in Jet magazine, can be found at http://jetcityorange.com/emmett-till/index.html[URL inactive].

* “Raoul” as spelled by James Earl Ray, who apparently used a phonetic interpretation because the Hispanic name “Raul” has two syllables, unlike the single syllable Anglican “Paul.”


Part I

Malevolent Background
(1950s through 1963)


Chapter 1

LBJ AND JEH: FRIENDS
AND NEIGHBORS

“Dick, you will come to depend on Edgar. He is a pillar of strength in a city of weak men. You will rely on him time and again to maintain security. He’s the only one you can put your complete trust in.”

—President Johnson to President-elect Richard Nixon, 1968

In the wake of the Teapot Dome scandal of Warren Harding’s administration, a furor arose about the covert extralegal activities of the Justice Department’s Bureau of Investigation (the forerunner of what would become the FBI, when Hoover added “Federal” to its title a decade later). The Bureau had experienced previous scandals related to its ill-defined charter since its unilateral formation in 1909, when it began to stray from its original purposes of enforcing antitrust and interstate commerce laws and started monitoring political dissent or the personal activities of congressmen, usually at the request of high-level officials in the executive branch. It had compiled dossiers on American residents and organizations, among others, such as antiwar senators like Robert LaFollette of Wisconsin, pacifists like Jane Addams, and civil libertarians like Roger Baldwin.36 In his attempt to calm the furor, Attorney General Harlan Fiske Stone began a major housecleaning of the Bureau and appointed twenty-nine-year-old investigator J. Edgar Hoover to replace the previous discredited director, William J. Burns. Hoover was put on temporary “probation” until December 1924. By his thirtieth birthday on January 1, 1925, he had achieved—through his well-practiced political blackmail of future presidents, in LBJ’s case the result of multiple, mutually-executed treasons—what would become a lifelong position as the head of a major federal agency. That is a stunning assertion, but it will be vindicated in the pages ahead.

Realizing that he would have to please Attorney General Stone, and knowing that his actions would be closely monitored by him, Hoover mounted a public relations program to portray the Bureau as an honest, efficient, and important government agency run by “God-fearing professionals,” who looked and acted accordingly.37 But it was these public relations programs that Hoover became the most devoted to, always intent on creating the perception of professionalism, efficiency, dynamism, and productivity, not necessarily the reality of those characteristics. In fact, despite Stone’s ban against surveillance of personal and political activities, Hoover pursued those aspects even more vigorously, but always subject to his direct monitoring, and only when he believed their secrecy would not be jeopardized. To further ensure his ultimate control, Hoover required Bureau officials to obtain his written approval before undertaking sensitive investigations, then provide written reports regarding their discoveries. To protect against other government officials (such as the attorney general), congressional subpoenas, or court-ordered discovery requests from ever accessing these records, he required all such files be maintained in his own office in his “personal and confidential” file drawers.38

This enabled him to maintain secret files on practically all the politicians in Washington. They were voluminous and included much noncriminal information, yet also included all the information he—or others whom he personally designated to have access—might find useful for more effective negotiations. Things like “obscene or indecent” information, including sexual dalliances and proclivities, especially those of a homosexual nature. His even more exclusive subset of those files, which he designated “Official and Confidential,” held some of the most sensitive records. These provided the best insight into his private agendas. One folder in that set was labeled “‘Black Bag’ Jobs.” Within it were summaries of the procedures Hoover had instituted in 1942 to ensure that FBI agents could conduct break-ins with no risk of discovery; by 1966, they were changed to reflect the restrictions he had put on those methods to ensure that they would not be used to force his early retirement. By 1970, those files were set up to protect himself even further, by documenting the fact that his verbal approval for agents in New York City to conduct break-ins in their investigation of the radical Weather Underground organization was due to pressure he had received from the Nixon White House.

Hoover’s PR campaigns were based on projecting images of the Bureau that were based upon images of the agents themselves. Until forced to admit minorities in the early 1970s, all agents were white males, and all were required to dress and act like Hoover, Tolson, and their high-level assistants. His own preferences for work attire were expected to be followed by all agents, as well: a dark solid gray or blue suit with handkerchief; white shirt; conservative tie; dark, well-polished shoes; and jewelry limited to tie pin, watch, cufflinks, and wedding ring (if applicable, otherwise a blue sapphire ring on the wedding finger). Agents were instructed on expected demeanor as well, to convey an image of strength, moral rectitude, and calmness.39 The basic rules for all special agents were “Never embarrass the Bureau” and “Look like an agent.” 40 Making a good first impression was the highest priority on hiring special agents, and one unstated criterion was that applicants have a full head of hair; bald-headed men were not eligible because Hoover felt that they could not make a good first impression. Once Hoover saw a young man in the office who not only had pimples but had also committed the horrible mistake of wearing a red vest under his suit coat; he immediately ordered that the man be fired and that whoever had recommended him for employment be disciplined.41

Hoover felt that many people were “communist dupes” and could not be trusted, especially anyone with a weak handshake or sweaty palms. To portray himself as a regular guy for his bachelor friends, his club room was papered with “nude photos and foldouts of women” in various stages of undress.42 Hoover was a man of many contradictions, whose own persona was, by many accounts, conflicted due to his own confusion over his sexual identity, which he tried to keep hidden and beyond the reach of public scrutiny. Hoover had lived with his mother until she died in 1938, when he was forty-three. His father, Dickerson Hoover, was never a role model for Edgar as a boy; that role was fulfilled exclusively by his mother, Annie. When he was born, his parents were still mourning the death of his infant sister, Sadie. As a result, Edgar became the single object of his mother’s affection, having lost not only her daughter, but effectively any feelings she had ever had for her husband, as well. In giving all her attention to Edgar, she made him understand that she expected much from him in return, which led him to becoming rather neurotic and concerned only with achieving his own goals, to satisfy her objectives, thereby cutting himself off from all others, including the rest of his own family. His childhood dependence on only his mother’s influence left him unable to establish close and meaningful relationships with anyone else.43

In due course, his amalgamation of psychic disorders was manifested in notable actions, as attested to by a number of psychiatrists. One of them was Dr. Harold Lief, Professor Emeritus of Psychiatry at the University of Pennsylvania: “There is no doubt that Hoover had a personality disorder, a narcissistic disorder with mixed obsessive features. I picked up some paranoid elements, undue suspiciousness and some sadism. A combination of narcissism and paranoia produces what is known as an Authoritarian Personality. Hoover would have made a perfect high-level Nazi.” 44 This was only one of the disorders that other psychiatrists would later affirm Lyndon Johnson shared with Hoover. They were far more than neighbors and friends; they were “birds of a feather” in many other ways, as well.

It would be difficult for anyone, especially a layman, to pinpoint any of the disorders described by Dr. Lief and link it, or them, to Hoover’s known homosexuality, much less the transvestitism described by Anthony Summers in Official and Confidential: The Secret Life of J. Edgar Hoover.45 Authors Summers and Gentry noted his devotion to his mother throughout his life with her that might have had an influence, as well as his estrangement from his father. Gentry quoted one of his nieces, who stated that he never married because “there was no room in the house for another woman and he simply did not have the money to run two [homes],” thus suggesting that he used his mother, while she was alive, as an excuse to not marry.46 According to Hoover’s friend George Allen, “he never spent another Christmas in Washington after [his mother] died.” 47 After she died, Hoover and his only true friend, associate FBI director Clyde Tolson, would spend nearly every weekend in New York, where they stayed in a complimentary suite at the Waldorf Astoria. Hoover feigned the excuse that the trips were necessary to tend to business in the largest FBI field office, which he rarely actually visited unless he wanted to make a press release. The year after she died, he bought a house near Rock Creek Park, which then became a shrine of sorts to his mother, with pictures of her in every room.48 But for our purposes here, whatever the basis of his strong relationship his mother might have been, it is sufficient to say it was what it was and may not be related to his homosexuality.

For whatever reason, J. Edgar Hoover had been immediately impressed by Clyde Tolson’s application for employment to the Bureau in 1928. Most biographies reference Hoover’s serendipitous review of Tolson’s application, especially “his first glimpse of an exceptionally handsome young man” 49 in the photograph attached to the application. But according to Curt Gentry’s account in J. Edgar Hoover: The Man and the Secrets, Hoover already knew Tolson even before receiving the application,50 which suggests that there was nothing serendipitous at all about his seeing it; furthermore, it raises the suspicion that Hoover may have even invited Tolson to apply for a position that Edgar had created just for him.

Hoover immediately hired Tolson and then ensured that he was promoted at a rate unheard of within any federal bureaucracy, let alone the FBI. He was sent to Boston for four months to gain some quick field experience before coming back to Washington to work under Hoover’s own tutelage. So that he could gain more experience as an Agent in Charge, Hoover sent him to Buffalo, New York, for only two weeks before bringing him back and promoting him again to inspector in 1930. Even more astonishing was Tolson’s rapid rise after that to become, in 1931, within three years of being a trainee, one of only two assistant directors of the Bureau.51 He remained in that position until the most senior assistant retired in 1947; Hoover then created a new position, called associate director, and Tolson was promoted to that, officially becoming the “number-two” man of the FBI.52

Tolson’s real job was not only to cater to and flatter Hoover, but, more important, to communicate his boss’s brilliance, leadership, and technical law enforcement expertise to everyone else in or out of government, especially journalists.53 It extended even beyond that, to making sure that the others extended that message to the public, which was expected to also flatter Tolson as well, especially those employed as columnists, reporters, editors, publishers, or television network anchors, whom he carefully maneuvered such that they would repeat the accolades to the public at large. The fawningly obsequious statements nearly always got back to Hoover, thanks to Tolson’s efforts.

Syndicated gossip columnist and radio show host Walter Winchell was the dean of this group from the 1940s into the early 1960s, with a readership estimated at forty-eight million, while his Sunday night radio show was said to have reached almost 90 percent of US adults.54 As Hoover’s biographer Curt Gentry wrote, “It was Winchell, more than any other journalist, who sold the G-man image to America; while Hoover . . . supplied Winchell with ‘inside information’ that led to some of his biggest ‘scoops.’ Hoover denied this. ‘The truth is that Winchell got no tips from me of a confidential nature, I cannot afford to play favorites.’”55 Hoover’s remark, with its ever-present ambiguous qualifier, hid the actual truth, but there was never any question that Winchell got favorable treatment in exchange for his lavishing praise on the FBI in general and Hoover in particular. William C. Sullivan, one of Hoover’s high-level assistants, confirmed Winchell’s role with the FBI: “We sent Winchell information regularly. He was our mouthpiece.”56

Winchell’s radio voice even sounded similar to Hoover’s, with the flat, monotone, rapid staccato delivery style that both of them employed. Winchell’s voice became familiar to television viewers as the announcer who introduced new scenes in The Untouchables (1959–63), the TV series about 1930s Prohibition gang busts led by Eliot Ness (Robert Stack). But several controversies caused Winchell’s popularity to wane. Those controversies started with his previous backing of Joseph McCarthy’s witch hunt, mounted when he denounced Adlai Stevenson for being a homosexual, and crashed when he engaged Tonight Show host Jack Paar in a public feud, with each taking on-air potshots at the other.57 Winchell faded from the limelight after his anchor newspaper, the New York Mirror, went bankrupt in 1963 and his broadcasting sponsors abandoned him.

Hoover’s routine—a pattern well established and practiced for decades—started every morning at the same time when his chauffeur-driven, bullet-proof Cadillac picked him up (it was replaced annually and was so heavy with armor plate that it was equipped with a truck chassis and engine). Hoover was the only government official to have such a car—even the president’s cars were not so equipped (until after JFK was assassinated in such a vehicle), which speaks volumes about his rarefied government position. Clyde Tolson was already in the car by the time it got to Hoover’s home, only a few blocks away. The chauffeur, James Crawford, was a black man who worked for Hoover for decades and was used by Hoover and Tolson several times to “impersonate” a black FBI agent, as proof of their not having any racial hiring biases.58 They had also used another black man, an office clerk named Sam Noisette, to do the same thing.59 They had to resort to that kind of trickery because they had no real black agents on the payroll.

Hoover and Tolson lunched together every day at Harvey’s, at a table well hidden and surrounded by empty tables, thanks to the owner or manager blocking access with a large serving cart. They also went to either Harvey’s or the Jockey Club inside the Mayflower Hotel for dinner on most evenings. The owners comped them every day, at great expense, which of course was never reported to the IRS as income (until the owner of Harvey’s sold the business to another man, who did not get the memo that their food and drinks were supposed to be “on the house”—they stopped dining there).

Their hotels were also comped when they took their winter vacations at the Gulf Stream Hotel in Miami or their summer vacations at the Hotel Del Charro in California, and always at the Waldorf Astoria in New York. All travel, either by rail to New York or by air, was billed to their government expense account under the lie that they were on official business, “inspecting FBI field offices.”60 Of course they had never intended to do anything of the kind, instead spending all of their time either at the Murchison/Richardson Del Mar racetrack or lounging around their hotel pool sipping cocktails and eating thick steaks, also “comped” by Clint Murchison and Sid Richardson, the oil-billionaire owners.

There is no doubt that Hoover and Tolson were long-term committed homosexuals, but that was not consistent with the myths they had built around their lives. Their real lives remained an official secret, their homosexuality was always closeted. Anyone suggesting otherwise would be vilified as “public rats, gutter-snipes and degenerate pseudo-intellectuals.”61

In 1963, FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover was sixty-eight years old and had held that position for thirty-eight years. He was five feet eleven, weighing well over two hundred pounds, with a pugilistic bearing, jutting jaw, bulldog face, piercing and hooded dark brown eyes usually fixed with an unblinking glare, and pugnacious expression. He always spoke plainly, with a minimum of words and a gruff, staccato voice in a manner that never invited a reply; anyone tempted to reply innately understood that to do so might trigger a raging response. Hoover disliked most people generally, even white people if they were of “French, British, Dutch [or] Australian [descent] and felt that many people from all walks of life were ‘communist dupes.’” Of course, he had no empathy for minorities of any color, despite the hushed rumors of his own father’s real genealogy.62

Hoover’s hatefulness and obsession with blacks was well known and is mentioned in practically every biography of him (except the most obsequious and distorted ones, such as “Deke” DeLoach’s servile hagiography63). DeLoach (who was known as “Roachie”) had replaced Courtney Evans as the FBI liaison to the president because Johnson had taken a liking to Deke when both he and Hoover realized what an outstanding sycophant he could be, becoming almost a son—to both of them. Hoover finally became a bit chagrined with DeLoach when Johnson started inviting Deke and his family to come to Camp David and the LBJ Ranch with him and the First Family, and when DeLoach was given his own direct telephone line to Johnson’s bedroom in the White House. One of William Sullivan’s anecdotes reveals how much DeLoach was like Johnson, in how “perceptions” were much more important than essential truths: Deke knew that Sullivan liked to browse around bookstores, adding to his own personal library, so he asked him to pick out a few books for him as well. When asked what kind of books—biographies, history, or novels—Deke said “all of them.” His wish was only for books that looked serious and important, to create the perception of sophistication and look nice on a bookshelf, to impress his guests, not that he would ever read any of them.64

Cartha DeLoach was hated by most of his peers for his unctuousness,65 but not by the servile Hampton Sides, who held him in the highest esteem as he quoted Deke triumphantly stating that he “could not have been prouder of his field agents,” who had followed Ray across the country: “Nothing Ray did threw us off the path . . . From the time we found that photograph at the bartender’s school, his fate was sealed.”66 This was a rather surreal comment, considering that it took the FBI over two weeks to identify the fingerprints from the gun and other items found in the bundle outside the doorway of Canipe’s or in the Mustang found in Atlanta. In the meantime, they were still looking for a man named “Eric Galt,” with only a sketchy physical description of the wanted man, not even an artist’s drawing. According to Harold Weisberg, a Memphis police official complained two weeks after the murder about the absence of artist sketches or photos; the FBI had even denied having one, though they had prepared a composite sketch. The police in Memphis, Atlanta, Birmingham, and Los Angeles complained of numerous discrepancies in the descriptions of “Galt” and how the FBI had frozen out the local police, saying “they didn’t know what to look for.”67

They didn’t identify who was wandering around the Northern Hemisphere using the Galt name for over two weeks despite having a plethora of fingerprints and other physical evidence regarding the items found immediately after the murder in a bundle of carefully packed items including the rifle and ammunition, a transistor radio with Ray’s inmate number scratched onto it, the recently purchased binoculars and their receipt from a nearby sporting goods store, and an assortment of clothing. How they “followed him across the country” was difficult to understand too because within three days he was in Canada, well before the FBI knew his name.

That statement about the indefatigability of the FBI was not only exceedingly overstated, excessively boastful, and a bit defensive on DeLoach’s part—a reflection of the fact of widespread criticism over the ten weeks it took for Ray to be arrested in England—it was offensive. The FBI had gone to great lengths to claim credit for the arrest when the reality was they had virtually nothing to do with it. William Sullivan gave the credit to the Royal Canadian Mounted Police—who had carefully reviewed 250,000 passport applications, checking photos and handwriting until they came up with Ray’s new travel alias—and the British police who arrested him. But Hoover could never allow anyone other than the FBI to take the credit for Ray’s capture and refused to give any of them even partial credit.68

A Possible Source of J. Edgar Hoover’s Demons:
His Family Secrets?

While most people outside Washington and its environs were unaware of them, within the city there were whispered rumors that Edgar had “black blood in his veins.” They had been ubiquitous in Washington for well over two decades—rumors of which “he was certainly aware” according to Anthony Summers—and were confirmed by the famed novelist Gore Vidal, who grew up in Washington during the 1930s: “Hoover was becoming famous, and it was always said of him—in my family and around the city—that he was mulatto. People said he came from a family that had ‘passed.’ It was the word they used for people of black origin who, after generations of interbreeding, have enough white blood to pass themselves off as white. That’s what was always said about Hoover.”69

Vidal also stated that Hoover himself must have known his past was the subject of widespread rumors around Washington. “There were two things that were taken for granted in my youth,” Vidal would say, “that he was a faggot and that he was black. Washington was and is a very racist town, and I can tell you that in those days the black blood part was very much the worst. People were known to commit suicide if it was discovered that they had passed.” Most white people of that era, even in cosmopolitan Washington, were condescending to anyone thought to have black blood in them. Summers also reported that even Helen Gandy, Hoover’s longtime personal secretary, mentioned the rumors in interviews but then decided to drop the subject,70 undoubtedly remembering that it was among her boss’s deepest secrets, of the “personal and confidential” type.

One of the most compelling pieces of evidence that Hoover’s legendary animus toward African Americans was due to his paranoia about the possibility that his own genealogy being discovered comes from Millie McGhee-Morris, a Mississippi lady whose ancestors were slaves, and whose grandfather told her as a child that she was related to J. Edgar Hoover. She told that story to M. Wesley Swearingen, the former FBI agent who wrote the 1995 book FBI Secrets: An Agent’s Exposé and later the 2008 book To Kill A President. In that second book, Swearingen describes “Millie McGhee-Morris, Hoover’s Black Cousin” in Chapter 61. Swearingen explains how he had come to believe her story after working with her, encouraging her to keep researching the story further, to make a solid case of her story’s accuracy. She did and wrote her first book in 2000, Secrets Uncovered: J. Edgar Hoover—Passing For White? In 2005, she created a DVD titled What’s Done in The Dark.71 According to the highly credible Swearingen, “Millie has done an excellent job of uncovering the facts surrounding her childhood and developing the oral history to document and to prove J. Edgar Hoover’s linage. Millie has even received the backing of Hoover’s white relatives.” From Ms. McGhee-Morris’s book cover: “Mrs. McGhee reveals to the world the shocking truth of how her own African American lineage intersected with that of the former FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover.”72

Ms. McGhee stated that as a child in the 1950s, she mentioned Hoover’s name to her grandfather, whom she called “Big Daddy,” and he asked her what she knew about him. She told him that she learned that he was the head of the FBI and had a lot of power, maybe even more than the president. “Well, that could be true,’’ her grandfather responded. “He does have a lot of power.” Then he shrugged, and said, “That old goat is related to me, he is my second cousin.” Then he warned her not to tell anyone: “This is a family secret.” Her grandfather said that Hoover was “passing,” and that he could have them all killed if he discovered that they were the source of rumors. “He doesn’t want the secret out, and he is a powerful man!” the trembling young girl was told. When asked about records such as birth certificates or court documents, her grandfather responded, “J. Edgar Hoover has a lot of power. He can destroy files, and he’s already done it.”73

McGhee hired professional genealogist George Ott of Salt Lake City to sort through archives at the Mormon Family History Center. While he did not find definitive evidence of a centuries-old illicit sexual encounter somewhere in rural Mississippi involving Hoover’s ancestors, according to William J. Maxwell in his book F.B. Eyes: How J. Edgar Hoover’s Ghostreaders Framed African American Literature, Ott did discover the next best thing: “courthouse evidence that several of Hoover’s ancestors were Pike County, Mississippi, slave owners who lived in proximity to several of McGhee’s maternal relations, opening the option that Hoover men formed relationships with a contemporaneous female slave, Emily Allen, a foremother of the modern McGhees . . . Ott conjectures that John T. Hoover, J. Edgar’s grandfather, may have been the mulatto son of Hoover’s great-grandfather William: a son who snatched the advantages of passing as white, but who was aware of his mothering by Allen, a trusted household slave who may also have slept with Williams’s father, Christian.”74 Maxwell also noted that although John Hoover died before J. Edgar was born, his wife Celia survived until J. Edgar was fourteen years old, long enough to possibly inform him about the family’s “darker” secrets. Based upon Ms. McGhee’s passionate research into her family history and her earned credibility, it is reasonable to conclude that her assertions are valid.

Millie McGhee also recounted a different possibility that had been passed down through her family; either one might have been accurate: “[The other one] was that J. Edgar himself was not the son of Dickerson N. Hoover of Washington, as officially reported, but that he was actually the son of one Ivy (Ivery) Hoover [being of mixed race], and was born in the South, probably New Orleans, and then taken to Washington, DC at a very young age, and raised by the Hoovers in Washington.”75 Either of these possibilities—both of which caused him to be self-conscious—might account for his enmity toward African Americans, suggesting that it might have been a form of self-hatred, which might have been the source of a number of Hoover’s other behavior patterns. For example, according to Anthony Summers, “Edgar never discussed his father at all, not even with his closest friends.”76 Dickerson Hoover Sr., Edgar’s father, was resented by his wife Annie for his low-paying government job as a printer, and according to a niece of Edgar’s, he was ashamed of his father because of his history of mental illness, which required Dickerson to spend lengthy periods in an “asylum” in Laurel, Maryland, about twenty miles northeast of Washington. That niece, Dorothy Davy, thought the whole Hoover family was “a little off in the head.” His 1921 death certificate stated that Dickerson died of “melancholia” and “inanition.” The first condition is now described as clinical depression; the second one is described as “the patient loses the will to live, stops eating and dies.”77

Regardless of who slept with whom over a century before he was born—or to what extent, even whether or not he might have had a mixed racial genealogy—it was Hoover’s negative attitudes, his obsessiveness about racial matters, his own conflicted sexuality, and his many other contradictions and peculiar traits that indicate he was deeply troubled by his own persona. His deep embarrassment about his racial lineage can be presumed to be a causal link to his attitudes, neuroses, and paranoia about the liberals, Communists, and “niggers” (to use his favored term) that seemed to occupy his mind to a great extent.

These personal traits, fueled by his narcissism and megalomania, combined to produce an all-powerful dictator-director of the FBI who unabashedly referred to the bureau, and himself, being inseparably and vicariously attached to it, as the “Seat of Government.” (With his passing, that term lost its meaning, and the bureau was never referred to again as such). Running his empire like his private fiefdom, he came to believe he could do anything he wanted, since he was beholden to no one and had by 1950 amassed so much power that no one else in Washington could threaten his position, even any of the presidents who came and went during his reign. The level of his power can be seen in those annual bulletproof limousines for his personal use—a perquisite not even enjoyed by any of the presidents whom he served. It was this power that led him to believe that he could violate every law that got in his way, from routinely defrauding the government to conducting unconstitutional search and seizure actions—using “black bag trespass break-ins” to do it—in short, every imaginable illegal act up to and including multiple murders. Ultimately, he rationalized it as justifiable, even his patriotic duty, to conspire with others to murder multiple American leaders with whom he disagreed due to their political views.

Washington, DC, stayed segregated into most of the twentieth century, which began when Hoover was five. According to Tim Weiner, “In his world, blacks knew their place: they were servants, valets, and shoeshine boys. He feared the rise of a black ‘messiah,’ to quote a COINTELPRO mission statement. He presided over an Anglo-Saxon America, and he aimed to preserve and defend it.”78 His provincial—“plantation” is not too strong a word—attitudes about the lack of need for civil rights reform surfaced as early as 1955, after the Supreme Court’s decision in Brown vs. Board of Education in 1954.

It was shortly after that, in 1955, when Martin Luther King Jr.’s activism began in the black communities of Georgia and Alabama, then expanded throughout the South over the next two years. On May 17, 1957, King took his message north to Washington, where he delivered his first major address to white America on the steps of the Lincoln Memorial.79 Stanley Levison, a New York lawyer who had helped found the Southern Christian Leadership Conference in 1956—who had previously been thought by the FBI to be a key member of the US Communist Party—had been taken off the Bureau’s list of top American Communists just seven weeks before King’s speech. But six weeks after King’s speech, the FBI noted in his file that he “was a CP member with no official title, who performs his CP work through mass organization activity. He appeared to have left his leading role in the Communist underground to devote himself to civil rights.”80

The single time that Hoover had a major disagreement with Eisenhower’s attorney general Herbert Brownell was related to the AG’s proposals for new civil rights laws and enforcement provisions. On March 9, 1956, Brownell took Hoover along for a meeting with congressional leaders to advance a proposal for a new independent Civil Rights Commission, for establishing a civil rights section within the Justice Department “and the power to bring suits in federal courts to enforce voting rights.” Hoover proceeded to “pull the rug right out from under him.”81 Fearing that the specter of racial intermarriage would become inevitable once the court’s mandate for “mixed schooling’’ was implemented around the country, Hoover, Brownell’s subordinate, argued against his boss, using that opportunity to accuse the NAACP and other civil rights advocates of preaching “racial hatred” and of being guided by Communists, while the White Citizens Councils were composed of “bankers, lawyers, doctors, state legislators and industrialists . . . some of the leading citizens of the South.”82 It was during the same period that Hoover casually implemented the outrageously illegal COINTELPRO program, targeting civil rights groups and their leaders, specifically Martin Luther King Jr., whom he would famously announce in November 1964 as “the most notorious liar in America.”

J. Edgar Hoover: A Star Among Stars

Hoover was a master of promotion and public relations. That was important in 1968–70, because the public had still not been exposed to Hoover’s nefarious, darker side and would not be until decades after he died. He was still held in high esteem by most people, a paragon of virtue and fairness in the administration of justice and the establishment of national policing standards. That was evidenced by the fact that forty million Americans tuned in faithfully, in the late 1960s and early 1970s, to watch the widely acclaimed television series The F.B.I. every Sunday evening.83 The program was directly controlled by Hoover and Tolson, who, among their other duties, had placed an agent in Hollywood whose only function was to oversee the production of each episode. A major problem arose when Tolson and Hoover objected to the story line in the premiere episode, in which the “bad guy” had a strange personality disorder that caused him to murder women when he touched their hair; from that point on, there were no more hair fetishists allowed in any scripts.84

Casting was one of Hoover’s highest priorities, and he personally approved the choice of Efrem Zimbalist Jr. as the star of the show, after meeting with him for two hours and giving him one of his famous monologues on subjects ranging from Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev to Shirley Temple. After that meeting, Zimbalist called Hoover “the ideal . . . benevolent ruler”85 and spoke glowingly of Hoover’s formal and genial character: “He was a gentleman of the old school. He had that marvelous slight Virginia accent—it was a gentility, really, that he had—and I enjoyed watching him talk because he had this little dialect, those little ways the Virginians have of saying words. Very charming. And, as I said, he spoke with complete candor. That’s why he was such a Godsend in Washington, where everybody is creeping around and pussyfooting and foggy-bottoming and all that kind of thing, and Hoover was a breath of fresh air . . . I really think if history is fairly told in the years to come—which is a big question—I think his importance is going to be enormous in this country. He’s going to rank as one of the great figures. But it depends on who writes the history and God knows what our future is going to be.”86
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