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DR. XARTIS LUTHER KING, JR., CASE STUDY 
I. INTItODTCTlOS 

From December 1963 until his death in 1968, Martin Luther King, 
Jr. ‘was the target, of an intensive c.ampaign by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation to “neutralize” him as an effective civil rights leader. 
In the words of the man in charge of the FBI’s “war” against Dr. 
King : 

No holds were barred. We have used [similar] techniques 
against Soviet agents. [The same methods were] brought 
home against any organization against which we were tar- 
geted. We did not differentiate. This is a rough, tough busi- 
nr2ss.l 

The FBI collected information about Dr. King’s plans and activi- 
ties through an extensive surveillance program, employing nearly 
every intelligence-gathering technique at the Bureau’s disposal. Wire- 
taps, which were initially approved by Attorney General Robert F. 
Kennedy, were maintained on Dr. King’s home telephone from O&o- 
ber 1963 until mid-1965 ; the SCLC headquarter’s telephones were 
covered by wiretaps for an even longer period. Phones in the homes 
and offices of some of Dr. King’s close advisers were also wiretapped. 
The FBI has acknowledged 16 occasions on which microphones were 
hidden in Dr. King’s hotel and motel rooms in an “attempt” ‘to obtain 
information about the “private activities of King and his advisors” 
for use to “completely discredit” them.2 

FBI informants in the civil rights movement and reports from 
field offices kept the Bureau’s headquarters informed of developments 
in the civil rights field. The FBI’s presence was so intrusive that one 
major figure in the civil rights movement testified that his collea es 
referred to themselves ss members of “the FBI’s golden mrd clu .” 3 r 

The FBI’s formal program to discredit Dr. King with Government 
officials began with the distribution of a “monograph” which the FBI 
realized could “be regarded as a personal attack on Martin Luther 
King,” 4 and which was subsequently described by a Justice De art- 
ment official as “a personal diatribe . . . a personal attack wit K out 
evidentiary support.” 5 

Congressional leaders were warned “off the record” about alleged 
dangers posed by Reverend King. The FBI responded to Dr. King’s 
receipt of the Nobel Peace Prize by attempting to undermine his re- 
ception by foreign heads of state ‘and American ambassadors in the 
countries that he planned to visit. When Dr. King returned to the 

’ William Sullivan testimony, 11/l/75, p. 97. 
‘Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, l/28/&1. 
*Andrew Young testimony, 2/19/R%, p. 55. 
’ Memorandum from Alan Belmont to Clyde Tolson, 10/17/E!. 
‘Burke Marshall testimony, 3/3/76, p. 32. 
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United States? steps were taken to reduce support for a huge ballquet 
and a special “day” that were being planned in his honor. 

The FBI’S program to destroy Dr. King as the leader of the civil 
rights movement entailed attempts to discredit him with churches, 
universities, and the press. Steps were taken to attempt to convince the 
National Council of Churches, the Baptist World Alliance, and lead- 
ing Protestant ministers to halt financial support of the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) , and to persuade them that 
“Negro leaders should completely isolate King and remove him from 
the role he is now occupying in civil rights activities.” B When the FBI 
learned that Dr. King intended to visit the Pope, an agent was dis- 
patc.hed to persuade Francis Cardinal Spellman to warn the Pope 
about “the likely embarrassment that may result to the Pope should 
he grant King an audience. ” 7 The FBI sought to influence universities 
to withhold honorary degrees from Dr. King. Attempts were made to 
prevent the publication of articles favorable to Dr. King and to find 
“friendly” news sources that would print unfavorable articles. The 
FBI offered to play for reporters tape recordings allegedly made from 
microphone surveillance of Dr. King’s hotel rooms. 

The FBI mailed Dr. King a tape recording made from its micro- 
phone coverage. According to the Chief of the FBI’s Domestic Intelli- 
gence Division, the tape was intended to precipitate a separation be- 
tween Dr. King and his wife in the belief that the separation would 
reduce Dr. King’s stature. 78 The tape recording was accompanied by 
a note which Dr. King and his advisers interpreted as a threat to re- 
lease the tape recording unless Dr. King committed suicide. The FBI 
also made preparations to promote someone “to assume the role of 
leadership of the Negro people when King has been completely dis- 
credited.” 8 

The campaign against Dr. King included attempts to destroy the 
Southern Christian Leadership Conference by cutting off its sources 
of funds. The FBI considered, and on some occasions executed, plans 
to cut off the support of some of the SCLC’s major contributors, in- 
cluding religious organizations, a labor union, and donors of grants 
such as the Ford Foundation. One FBI field office recommended that 
the FBI send letters to the SCLC’s donors over Dr. King’s forged 
signature warning them that the SCLC was under investigation by 
the Internal Revenue Service. The IRS files on Dr. King and the 
SCLC were carefully scrutinized for financial irregularities. For over 
a year, the FBI unsuccessfully attempted to establish that Dr. King 
had a secret foreign bank account in which he was sequestering funds. 

The FBI campaign to discredit and destroy Dr. King was marked 
by extreme personal vindictiveness. As early as 1962, Director Hoover 
penned on an FBI memorandum, “King is no good.” 9 At the August 
1963 March on Washington, Dr. King told the country of his dream 
that “all of God’s children, black men and white men, Jews and Gen- 
tiles, Protestants and Catholics, will be able to join hands and sing in 
the words of the old Negro spiritual, ‘Free at last, free at last. Thank 

’ Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 12/16/f%. 
’ Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 8/31/f% p. 1. 
” William Sullirau testimony, 11/l/75, pp. 104-105. 
’ Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, l/8/64. 
’ Memorandum from James Bland to William Sullivan, 2/3/62. 
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God almighty, I’m free at last. ’ ” lo The FBI’s Domestic Intelligence 
Division described this “demagogic speech” as yet more evidence that 
Dr. King was “the most dangerous and effective Negro leader in the 
country.” I1 Shortly afterward, Time magazine chose Dr. King as the 
“Man of the Year,” an honor which elicited Director Hoover’s com- 
ment that “they had to dig deep in the garbage to come up with this 
one.” I* Hoover wrote “astounding” across the memorandum inform- 
ing him that Dr. King had been granted an audience with the Pope 
despite the FBI’s efl’orts to prevent such a meeting. The depth of Direc- 
tor Hoover’s bitterness toward Dr. King, a bitterness which he had 
effectively communicated to his subordinates in the FBI, was apparent 
from the FBI’s attempts to sully Dr. King’s reputation long after his 
death. Plans were made to “brief” congressional leaders in 1969 to 
prevent the passa 0 of a 

P 
“Martin Luther King Day.” In 1970, 

Director Hoover to d reporters that Dr. King was the “last one in the 
world who should ever have received” the Nobel Peace Prize.13 

The extent to which Government officials outside of the FBI must 
bear responsibility for the FBI’s campaign to discredit Dr. King is 
not clear. Government officials outside of the FBI were not aware of 
most of the specific FBI actions to discredit Dr. King. Officials in the 
Justice Department ,and White House were aware, however, that the 
FBI was conducting an intelligence investigation, not a criminal 
investigation, of Dr. King; that the FBI had written authorization 
from the Attorney General to wiretap Dr. King and the SCLC offices 
in New York and Washington ; and that the FBI reports on Dr. King 
contained considerable information of a political and personal nature 
which was “irrelevant and spurious” to the stated reasons for the 
investigation. I4 Those high executive branch officials were also aware 
that the FBI was disseminating vicious characterizations of Dr. King 
within the Government; that the FBI had tape recordings embar- 
rassing Ito Dr. King which it had offered *to play to a White House 
of&al and to re orters ; and that the FBI had offered to “leak” 
to reporters high y damaging accusations that some of Dr. King’s P 
advisers were communists. Although some of those officials did ask 
top FBI officials about these charges, they did not inquire further 
after receiving false denials. In light of what those oflicials did know 
about the FBI’s conduct toward Dr. King, they were remiss in fail- 
ing to take appropriate steps to curb the Bureau’s behavior. To the 
extent that their neglect permitted the Bureau’s activities to go on un- 
checked, those officials must share responsibilitv for what occurred. 

The FBI now agrees that its efforts to discredit Dr. King were 
unjustified. The present Deputy Associate Director (Investigation) 
testified : 

Mr. ADAMS. There were approximately twenty-five inci- 
dents of actions taken [to discredit Dr. King] . . . I see no 
statutory basis or no basis of justification for the activity. 

The CHAIRMAN. Was Dr. King, in his advocacy of equal 

Lo Speech delivered by Dr. Martin Luther King during the March on Washington, 
8/28/t@. 

” Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, g/30/63, p. 1. 
u1 Hoover note on United Press International release, 12/29/63. 
I8 Time magazine, 12/14/70. 
I’ Bill Moyers testimony, 3/2/76, pp. 17-18. 
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rights for ,black ciltizens, advocating a course of a&ion that 
in the opinion of the FBI constituted a crime? 

Mr. Am%&n3. No, sir. 
The CHAPMAN. He was preaching non-violence wae he not, 

as a method of achieving equal rights for black citizens? 
Mr. ADAMS. That’s right . . . Now as far as the a&iv&s 

which you are asking about, lthe discrediting, I know of no 
basis for that and I will not attempt to justify it.15 

The FBI conducted its investigation of Dr. King and the SCLC 
under an FBI manual provision-called COMINFIL-permi~ting 
the investigation of legitimate noncommunist organizations, sus- 
peoted by the FBI of having been infiltrated by communists, to 
determine the extent, if any, of communist influence. The FBI’s 
investigation was based on its concern that Dr. King was being 
influenced by two persons-hereinafter referred to ‘as Adviser A and 
Adviser B-that the Bureau believed were members of the Com- 
munist Party. 

Officials in lthe Justice Department relied on the FBI’s representa- 
tions that both of these advisers were communists, that they were in a 
position to influence Dr. King, and that Adviser A in fact exercised 
some influence in preparing Dr. King’s speeches and publications. 
Burke Marshall, Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights from 
1961-1965, testified that he “never had any reason to doubt [the FBI’s] 
allegations concerning [Adviser A].” He recalled that the charges 
about Adviser A were “grave and serious,” and said that he ,believed 
Attorney General Kennedy had permitted the investigation to pro- 
ceed because: 

Stopping the investigation in light of those circumstances 
would have run the risk that there would have been a lot of 
complain& that the Bureau had been blocked for political 
reasons from investigating serious charges abont communist 
infiltration in the civil rights movement.17 

Edwin Guthman, Press Secretary for the Justice Department from 
1961 through 1964, testified that Attorney General Robert Kennedy 
“viewed this as a serious matter,” that he did not recall “that any of 
US doubted that the FBI knew what it was talking about,” and that al- 
though the question of whether Adviser A was influencing Dr. King 
was never fully answered “we accepted pretty much what the FBI 
reported as being accurate.” 18 

We have been unable to reach a conclusion concerning the accuracy 
of the FBI’s charges that. the two Advisers were members of the Com- 
munist Party, USA or under the control of the Party during the FBI’s 
COMINFIL investigation. However, FBI files do contain informa- 
t.ion that ,4dviser A and Adviser B had been members of the Commu- 
nist Party at some point prior to the opening of the COMINFIL in- 
vestigation in October 1962. FBI documents provided to the Commit- 
tee to support the Bureau’s c.laim that both men were members of the 
Communist Party at the time the COMINFIL investigation was 
opened are inconclusive. Moreover, the FBI has stated that. it cannot 

B Hearings, Vol. 
I’ 

James Adams testimony, 11/19/75, 6, p. 65. 
Marshall, 3/3/76. 55. 

I8 
p. 

Edwin Guthman testimony, 3/16/76, p. 16. 
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provide the Committee with the full factual basis for its charges on 
the grounds that to do so would compromise informants of continuing 
use to the Bureau. 

Without access to the factual evidence, we are unable to conclude 
whether either of t.hose two Advisers was connected with the Commu- 
nist Party when the “case” was opened in 1962, or at any time there- 
after. We have seen no evidence establishing that either of those 
Advisers attempted to exploit the civil rights movement to carry out 
the plans of the Communist Party. 

In any event, the FBI has stated that at no time did it have any 
evidence that Dr. King himself was a communist or connected with 
the Communist Party. Dr. King repeatedly criticized Marxist philoso- 
phies in his writing and speeches. The present Deputy Associate Di- 
rector of the FBI’s Domestic Intelligence Division, when asked by the 
Committee if the FBI ever concluded that Dr. King was a communist, 
testified, “No, sir, we did not.” *O 

The FBI’s COMINFIL investigation appears to have centered 
almost entirely on discussions among Dr. King and his advisers 
about proposed civil rights activities rather than on whether those 
advisers were in fact agents of the Communist Party. Although the 
FBI conducted disruptive programs-COINTELPROs-against al- 
leged communists whom it believed were attempting to influence civil 
rights organizations, the Bureau did not undertake to discredit the 
individual whom it considered Dr. King’s most “dangerous” adviser 
until more than four years after opening the COMINFIL investiga- 
tion.21 Moreover, when a field office reported to FBI headquarters in 
1964 that the Adviser was not then under the influence and 
control of the Communist Party, the FBI did not curtail either its 
investigations or discrediting program against Dr. King, and we have 
no indication that the Bureau informed the Justice Department of 
this finding. 22 Rather t,han trying to discredit the alleged communists 
it believed were attempting to influence Dr. King, the Bureau adopted 
the curious tactic of trying to discredit the supposed target of Com- 
munist Party interest-Dr. King himself. 

Allegations of communist influence on Dr. King’s organization must 
not divert attention from the fact that, as the FBI now states, its 
activities were unjustified and improper. In light of the Bureau’s 
remarks about Dr. King, its reactions to his criticisms, the viciousness 
of its campaign to destroy him, and its failure to take comparable 
measures against the Advisers that it believed were communists. it is 
highly questionable whether the FBI’s stated motivation was valid. It 
WZLS certainly not justification for continuing the investigation of Dr. 
King for over six years, or for carrying out the attempts to destroy 
him. 

Our investigation indicates that FBI officials believed that some of 
Dr. King’s personal conduct was improper. Part of the FBI’s efforts 
to undermine Dr. King’s reputation involved attempts to persuade 
Government officials that Dr. King’s personal behavior would be an 
embarrassment to them. The Committee did not investigate Dr. King’s 

‘O Adams, U/19/75, Hearings, Vol. 6, p. 66. 
n Airtel from FBI Director to New York Office, 3/1S/66. 
f, Memorandum from SAC, New York to Director, FBI, 4/14/64. 
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personal life, since such a subject has no proper place in our investiga- 
tion. Moreover, in order to preclude any further dissemination of 
information obtained during the electronic surveillances of Dr. King, 
the Committee requested the FBI to excise from all documents sub- 
mitted to the Committee any information which was so obtained. 
We raise the issue of Dr. King’s private life here only because it may 
have played a part in forming the attitudes of certain FBI and admin- 
istration o5cials toward Dr. King. 

Man documents which we examined contained allegations about 
the po itical a5liations and morality of numerous individuals. We 9 
have attempted ,to be sensitive to the privac 

K 
interests of those individ- 

uals, and have taken care not to advance t e effort to discredit them. 
We have excised many of the Bureau’s characterizations from the doc- 
uments quoted in this report. In some cases, however, in order fully to 
explain the story, it was judged necessary to quote extensively from 
Bureau reports, even though they contain unsupported allegations. 
We caution the reader not to accept these allegations on their face? but 
rather to read them as part of a shameful chapter in the nation’s 
history. 

The reader is also reminded that we did not conduct an investigation 
into the assassination of Dr. King. In the course of investigating the 
FBI’s attempts to discredit Dr. King, we came across no indication 
that the FBI was in any way involved in the assassination. 

II. THE COMINFIL INVESTIGATION 

In October 1962 the FBI opened its investigation of the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference and of it’s president, Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr. The investigation was conducted under an 
FBI manual provision captioned “COMINFIL’‘-an acronym for 
communist infiltration-which authorized investigations of legitimate 
noncommunist organizations which the FBI believed to be influenced 
by communist party members in order to determine the extent of the 
alleged communist influence. 23 These wide-ranging investigations were 

=FBI Manual Section 87e. The Section in effect at the time the FBI initi- 
ated its investigation of Dr. King and the SCM: was captioned, “Legitimate 
Noncommunist Organizations that are Communist Infiltrated,” and provided 
in part: 

“(1) No investigation should be conducted without prior Bureau approval. 
“(2) Investigations should be handled most discreetly by experienced agents. 
“Advse Bureau promptly under caption ‘COMINFIL (name of organization)’ 

when one of the following exists and include your recommendation for instituting 
an investigation. 

“(a) The Communist Party has specifically instructed its members to infll- 
trate the organization. 

“(b) Communist Party members have itiltrated the organization in suf- 
flcient strength to influence or control the organization. 

“ (7) Data concerning following topics should be fully developed and re- 
ported on: 

“(a) Basis for investigation and fact that our investigation is directed solely 
toward establishing extent of Communist Party infiltration, or that organiza- 
tion is specific target for infiltration, and that Bureau is not investigating legiti- 
mate activities of organization. 

“(b) Address of organization. 
“(c) Brief characterization of organization, including total membership. 
“(a) Principal otllcers of organization. 
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conducted with the knowledge of the Attorney General and were pred- 
icated on vague executive directives and broad statutesz4 

The FBI kept close watch on Dr. King and the SCLC long before 
opening its formal investigation. FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover 
reacted to the formation of the SCLC in 1957 by reminding agents 
in the field of the need for vigilance : 

In the absence of any indication that the Communist Party 
has attempted, or is attempting, to infiltrate this organization 
you should conduct no investigation in this matter. However, 
in view of the stated purpose of the organization, you should 
remain alert for public source information concerning it in 
connection with the racial situation.‘5 

In May 1962 the FBI had included Dr. King on “Section A of the 
Reserve Index” as a person to be rounded up and detained in the 
event of a “national emergency.” *6 During this same period the FBI 

“ (e) Communist Party program to infiltrate this organization and influence 
its policy. 

“(f) Results of this program, including Communist Party affiliations of 
officers and members.” 

Clarence Kelley, the present Director of the FBI, was asked by the Com- 
mittee : 

“Taking the current manual and trying to understand its applicability laid 
against the facts in the Martin Luther King case, under section 57 permission 
is granted to open investigations of the influence of non-subversive groups, 
and the Arst sentence reads: ‘When information is received indicating that 
a subversive group is seeking to systematically infiltrate and control a non- 
subversive group or organization, an investigation can be opened.“’ 

“Now, I take it that is the same standard that was used in opening the 
investigation of the Southern Christian Leadership Conference in the 1960’s, 
so that investigation could still be opened today under the current FBI 
manual?” 

Mr KELLEY “I think so ” 
(Clarence kelley testimony, 12/10/75, Hearings, Vol. 6, p. 308.) 
“See Report, on the Development of FBI Domestic Investigations, p. 479. 
s Memorandum from Director, FBI to Special Agent in Charge, Atlanta, 

S/20/57. The “stated purpose” of the SCLC was to organize a reglster-and- 
vote campaign among Negroes in the South. (Trezz Anderson, Pittsburgh 
Courier, S/17/57.) Considerable “public source” information was recorded 
in FBI files both before and after this date. 

a~ The action memorandum stated that Dr. King’s name “should be placed in 
Section A of the Reserve Index and tabbed communist.” (Memorandum 
from Director, FBI, to SAC, Atlanta, 5/11/62.) Persons to be listed in Section A 
of the Reserve Index were described by the FBI as people “who in time of 
national emergency, are in a position to influence others against the national 
interest or are likely to furnish material financial aid to subversive elements due 
to their subversive associations and ideology.” The types of persons to be listed 
in Section A included : 

“(a) Professors, teachers or leaders ; 
“ (b) Labor union organizers or leaders ; 
“(c) Writers, lecturers, newsmen, entertainers, and others in the mass media 

field ; 
“ (d) Lawyers, doctors, and scientists ; 
“(e) Other potentially influential persona on a local or national level ; 
“ (f) Individuals who could potentially furnish material financial aid.” See 

Committee staff report on Development of FBI Domestic Intelligence 
Investigations. 

Dr. King was placed on the Reserve Index despite the fact that as late as 
November 1961 the Atlanta Field Office had advised FBI Headquarters that there 
was “no information on which to base a security matter inquiry.” (Airtel from 
SAC, Atlanta, to Director, FBI, 11/21/61.) 
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ordered its field oflices to review their files for “subversive” infor- 
mation about Dr. King and to submit that information to FBI head- 
quarters in reports %uitable for dissemination.” n 

The Bureau had apparently also been engaged in an extensive sur- 
veillance of Dr. King’s civil rights activities since the late 1950s 
under an FBI program called “Racial Matters.” This program, which 
was unrelated to COMINFIL, required the collection of “all perti- 
nent information” about the “proposed or actual activities” of indi- 
viduals and organizations “in the racial field.” 28 Surveillance of Dr. 
King’s civil rights activities continued under the Racial Matters pro- 
gram after the COMINFIL case was opened. Indeed, the October 
1962 memorandum which authorized the COMINFIL case specifically 
provided that “any information developed concerning the integra- 
tion or racial activities of the SCLC must [also] be reported 
[under a] Racial Matters caption.” 29 

The first FBI allegations that the Communist Party was attempt- 
ing to infiltrate the SCLC appeared in a report from the FBI to 
Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy, dated January 8, 1962.30 The 
report stated that one of Dr. King’s advisers-hereinafter referred 
to as “Adviser AT--was a “member of the Communist Party, USA.” 31 
Within a few months FBI reports were describing another of Dr. 
King’s associates-hereinafter referred to as “Adviser B”-as a “mem- 
ber of the National Commitke of the Communist Party.” 32 The 
allegations concerning these two individuals formed the basis for 
opening the COMINFIL investigation in October 1962. 

It is unclear why the FBI waited nine months to open the COMIN 
FIL investigation .= The Bureau might have been hoping to acquire 
new information from microphone and wiretap surveillance of Ad- 
viser A’s ofice, which was initiated in March 1962.34 However, it does 

n Memorandum from Director, FBI to SAC, Atlanta, 2/27/62. The instructions 
did not define what was meam by “subversive.” Reports from field otlices during 
the ensuing months considered as “subversive” such information as the fact thax 
Dr. King had been one of 350 signers of a petition to abolish the House Committee 
ou Un-American Adivities. (FBI Report, New York, 4/13/62.) These instructions 
to the field were issued on the first day of Dr. King’s trial in which he and seven 
hundred other civil rights demonstrators were charged in Albany, Geor&with 
parading without a permit. (Atlanta Constitution, Z/28/62, p. 1.) 

s FBI Manual Section 122, p. 5. This policy was later interpreted as requiring 
“coverage” of demonstrations, meetings, “or any other pertinent information 
concerning racial activity.” (Memorandum from Director, FI31 to SAC, Atlanta, 
6/27/63. ) 

a Memorandum from Director, FBI, to SAC, Atlanta, 10/23/62, p. 2 
‘On the same day the Southern Regional Counsel-a respected civil rights 

study groupissued a report criticizing the Bureau’s inaction during civil rights 
demonstration that were then occurring in Albany, Georgia. This report is dis- 
cussed at pp. 89-90. 

111 Memorandum from Director, FBI, to Attorney General, l/5/62. 
=Memorandum from Frederick Baumeardner to William Sullivan. 10/22/62. 
=FBI headquarters flrst requested the5eld ofllces for recommendations con- 

cerning whether a COMINFIL investigation should be opened on July 20, 1962. 
This was the same das on which officials in Albanr. Ge&eia. sought-a judicial 
ban against demonstrations led by Dr. King, alleging that Negroe~had been en- 
dangering the lives of police oftlcers “and agents of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation.” (New York Times, ‘I/22/62). 

“A microuhone was installed in Adviser A’s o&ice on March 16. 1962 (Airtel 
from #SAC, New York to Director, FBI, 3/16/62) and a wiretap ‘was installed 
on his otlice telephone on, 3/20/62 (Airtel from SAC, New York to Director, FBI, 
3/26/Z). The wiretap was authorized by the Attorney General (Memorandum 
from Director, FRI to Attorney General, 3/6/62). The microphone was approved 
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not appear that these surveillances collected any additional informa- 
t.ioii bearing on the FBI’s characterization of Adviser -Y as a “com- 
Illrlllist.” 

Despite the goals and procedures outlined in the COMINFIL sec- 
tion of the FBI Manual, the Bureau’s investigation of Dr. King did not 
focus on whether any of his advisers were acting under Communist 
J’artJ discipline ant1 control or were working to enable the Commu- 
nist I’artv to influence or control the SCLC.” The microphone which 
had been kstnlled in ,idviser h’s oflice in March 1962 was discontinued 
before the COMINFIL investigation began,36 and, although wiretap 
coverage of Adviser A continued-and even intensified 37-the infor- 
mation obtained appears to have related solely to his advice to Dr. 
King concerning the civil rights movement and not at all to the alleged 
Communist Party origins of that advice.3” Two FBI reports prepared 
in succeeding years which summarize the FBI’s information about 
Adviser A do not contain evidence substantiating his purported lrela- 
tionship with the Communist Part~?~ 

Without full access to the Bureau’s files? the Committee cannot de- 
termine whether the FBI’s decision to inklate a COMINFIL investi- 
gation was motivated solely by sincere concerns about alleged com- 
munist infiltration, or whether it was in part influenced by Director 
Hoover’s animosity toward Dr. King. The FBI Director’s sensitivity 
to criticism and his attitude toward Dr. King are documented in sev- 
eral events which occurred during the period when the FBI was con- 
sidering initiating the COMINFlL investigation. 

as early as February 1962, Director Hoover wrote on a memorandum 
that Dr. King was “no good.” 4o 

In January 1962 an organization called the Southern Regional 
Council issued a report criticizing the Bureau’s inaction during civil 
rights demonstrations in Albany, Georgia.41 An updated version of 
that report was rekased in November 1962. A section entitled “Where 
was the Federal Government” made the following observations about 
the FBI : 

only at the FBI division level (Memorandum from James Bland to William Sul- 
livan, 3/2/62). 

s FBI Manual Section 87, pp. 12-13, 83-85. Former Assistant Director Sullivan 
testified : “If a man is not under the discialine and control of the Communist 
Party, ipso facto he is not really a member-of the Communist Party. The Party 
demands the man’s complete discipline, the right of complete discipline over a 
Party member. That is why they have the graduations, you see, the fellow 
traveler, not a Party member, because he would not accept the entire discipline 
of the Party. The sympathizer, another graduation of it, what we call the dupe, 
the victim of Communist fronts and so forth. The key-1 am glad you raised this 
question-the key to membership is does this man accept completely the Party 
discipline. If he does not, he is not regarded as a genuine member.” (Sullivan, 
11/l/75, p. 18.) 

“It was discontinued on August 16, 1962. See Airtels from SAC, New York to 
Director, FBI, 8/16/@2 and li/i5/62; and Memorandum from Director, FBI to 
SAC, New York, H/23/62. 

31 The Attorney General authorized a wiretap on Adviser A’s home telephone in 
November 1962 (Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 
11/20/62). 

=E.g., Memorandum from Director, FBI, to Attorney General Kennedy. 
58 Indeed, in April 1964 a field office reported that Adviser A was not under the 

influence of the Gommunist Party. Memorandum from SAC New York to Director, 
FBi, 4/14/64. 

“Memorandum from James Bland to William Sullivan, 2/3/62. 
u Special Report, Southern Regional Council, l/8/62. 
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-There is a considerable amount of distrust among Al- 
bany Negroes for local members of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation. 

-With all the clear violations by local police of umstitu- 
tional rights, with undisputed evidence of beatings by sheriffs 
and deputy sheriffs, the FBI has not made a single arrest on 
behalf of Negro citizens. 

-The FBI has [taken] dozens of affidavits from Negro 
citizens complaining that their constitutional rights had been 
violated by city and county officials. But eight months later, 
there was no sign of action on these charges. 

-The FBI is most effective in solving ordinary crimes, 
and perhaps it should stick to that.** 

Newspaper coverage of the report’s allegations were forwarded to 
Bureau headquarters by the Atlantic office. Although Bureau rules 
required prompt investigation of allegations such as those in the South- 
ern Regional Council’s Report, no investigation was undertaken.43 
Before even receiving the full report, Bureau officials were describing 
it as “slanted and biased,” and were searching their files for informa- 
tion about the report’s author.44 

Shortly after the Report was issued, newspapers quoted Dr. Kin as 
saying that he agreed with the Report’s conclusions that the FBI a ad 
not vigorously investigated civil rights violations in Albany. Dr. King 
reportedly stated : 

One of the great problems we face with the FBI in the 
South is that the agents are white Southerners who have been 
influenced by the mores of the community. To maintain their 
status, they have to be friendly with the local police and 
people who are promoting segregation. 

Every time I saw FBI men in Albany, they were with the 
local police f orce.45 

FBI headquarters was immediately notified of Dr. King’s re- 
marks.‘6 After noting that Dr. King’s comments “would appear to 
dovetail with information . . . indicating that King’s advisors are 
Communist Party (CP) members and he is under the domination of 

U“Albany, A Study of Racial Responsibility,” Southern Regional Council, 
11/14/62. 

UItem #17, FBI Response to Senate Select Committee, 10/15/75. FBI rules 
provided that allegations about Bureau misconduct had to be investigated and 
that “every logical lead which will establish the true facts should be completely 
run out unless such action would embarrass the Bureau. . . .” 

*Memorandum from Alex Rosen to Alan Belmont, 11/15/62. The updated 
report was received at headquarters on December 5, 1962. (Memorandum from 
SAC. Atlanta to Director. FBI. 12/4/62.1 

“-blunta Constitution, ll/i9/62: p. ‘18. In 1961 a report issued by the U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights, entitled “Justice,” had addressed the problem 
of FBI agents investigating local law enforcement officials and reached a similar 
conclusion, including mistrust of the FBI by southern Blacks. 

aMemorandum from SAC, Atlanta, to Director, FRI, 11/19/62. 
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the CP,” 4i Bureau officials decided to contact Dr. King in an effort to 
“set him straight.” 4s 

The FBI’s effort to contact Dr. King consisted of a telephone call 
to the SCLC office in Atlanta by ,Cartha I>. DeLoach, head of the 
FBI’s Crime Records Division, and one by the Atlanta Special Agent 
in Charge. Both calls were answered by secretaries who promised to 
ask Dr. King to return the calls. When Dr. King did not respond, 
DeLoach observed : 

It would appear obvious that. Rev. King does not desire to 
be told %he true facts. He obviously used deceit, lies, and 
treachery as propaganda to further his own causes . . . I see 
no futher need to contacting Rev. King as he obviously does 
not desire ta be given the truth. The fact that he is a vicious 
liar is amply demonstrated in the fact he constantly associates 
with and takes instructions from [a] . . . member of the Com- 
munist Party.49 

Two years later-in late 196~the Director was refusing to meet with 
Dr. King because “I gave him that opportunity once and he ignored 
it. 77 50 

William Sullivan, who was head of the Domestic Intelligence 
Division during the investigation of Dr. King, testified: 

[Director Hoover] was very upset about the criticism that 
King made pu’blicly about our failure to protect the Negro in 
the South (against violations of the Negro civil liberties, and 
King on a number of occasions soundly criticized the Direc- 
tor. . . . Mr. Hoover was very distraught over these criticisms 
and so that would figure in it. . . . I think behind it all was the 
racial bias, the dislike of Negroes, the dislike of the civil 
rights movement. . . . I do not think he could rise above 
that.51 

” Memorandum from Alex Rosen to Alan Belmont, 11/20/62. 
“Memorandum from Alan Belmont to Clvde Tolson. 11/%/62 A decision was 

made that Dr. King should be contacted l!$ both A&i&ant Director DeLoach 
and Assistant Director William Sullivan “in order that there will be a witness 
and there can be no charge of provincialism inasmuch as Cartha D. DeLoach 
comes from the South and Mr. Sullivan comes from the Sorth.” (Ibid.) 

“Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to John Mohr, l/15/63. FBI officials 
also “interviewed” or otherwise contacted various newspaper publishers to set 
Itheml straight” about Dr. Kin&s remarks. (Memorandum from Alex Rosen to 
klan Belmon?, l/17/63.) One of-the publishe& contacted was described as “im- 
pressed with the Director” and as being on the “Special Correspondents List.” 
(Letter from Cartha DeLoach to one of the nublishers. 11/29/62. D. 3.) 

The FBI also took steps to “point out” the “evasive c&d&t ‘of &g” ‘to the 
Attorney General and Civil Rights Commimssion. (Letter, FIX Director to Attorney 
General, l/18/63; Letter, FBI to Staff Director, Commission on Civil Rights, 
l/18/63. ) 

* hoti on memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 
11/20/64. 

El William Sullivan testimony. 11/l/75. D. 62. Sullivan’s assessment must be 
viewed in light of the feud that &b~e&e&ly developed between Sullivan and 
Hoover and which ultimately led to Sullivan’s dismissal from the FBI. That feud 
is discussed in the committee’s final report. 
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The FBI sent frequent reports about Dr. King’s plans and activities 
to officials in both the Justice Department and t,he White House from 
the initiation of the COMINFIL investigation until Dr. King’s death 
in 1968. Despite the fact that the investigation of Dr. King failed to 
produce evidence that Dr. King was a communist, or that he was ‘being 
influenced to act in a way inimical to American interests, no responsi- 
ble Government official ever asked the FBI to terminate the investiga- 
tion. Their inaction appears to have stemmed from a belief t,hat it was 
safer to permit the FBI to conduct the investigation than to stop the 
Bureau and run the risk of charges that the FBI was being muzzled 
for political reasons. 

Burke Marshjall testified that the “charges” ‘made by the Bureau 
against Adviser A “were grave and serious.” The Kenned Aclmin- 
istrat.ion had been outspoken in its support of Dr. King, an J ordering 
the FBI to terminate its investigation would, in Marshall’s opinion, 
“have run the risk” that there would have been a lot of complaints that 
the Bureau had been blocked for political reasons from investigating 
serious charges azbout communist infiltration in t.he civil rights 
~movf3ment.52 

Edwin 0. Guthman, Press Chief for the Justice Department. under 
Attorney General Kennedy, testified that Robert Kennedy viewed the 
charges about Adviser A : 

i as a serious matter and not in the interest of the country 
and not in the interest of the civil rights movement. . . . The 
question of whether he was influencing King and his contacts 

/ with King, that was a matter which was not fully decided, 
but in those days we accepted pretty much what the FBI 
reported as being accurate.53 

Guthman testified that he was told by Kennedy in 1968 that Kennedy 
had approved wiretap coverage of Dr. King’s home and of two BCLC 

* I 
offices in October 1968 because “he felt that if he did not do it, Mr. 
Hoover would move to impede or block the passage of the Civil Rights 

1 Bill . . . and that he felt that he might as well settle the matter as to 
whether [Adviser A] did have the influence on King that the FBI 
contended. . . .” 54 

I 
Attorney General Kennedy’s reasons for approving 

the wiretaps are discussed at length in a subsequent chapter.65 Of 

I relevance here is the support which Guthman’s observations lend to 
I Marshall’s recollection that Attorney General Kennedy permitted the 

CO*MINFIL investigation to continue from concern tabout the truth 
of the FBI’s charges and about the poli&ical consequences of terminat- 
inlg the investigation. 

The Johnson Administration’s willingness to permit the FBI to 
continue its investigation of Dr. King also appears to have involved 
political considerations. Bill Moyers, President Johnson’s assistant, 
testified that sometime around the spring of 1965 President Johnson 
“seemed satisfied that. these allegations about Martin Luther King 
were not founded.” Yet President dohnson did not order the investi- 
gation terminated. When asked the reason, Moyers explained t.hat 
President Johnson : 

a Marshall, 3/3/76, 55. 
63 

p. 
Edwin Guthman testimony, 3/16/76, 16. 

W 
p. 

Guthman, 3/16/76, 5. p. 
W See pp. 115-116. 
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was very concerned that his embracing the civil rights move- 
ment and Xartin Luther King personally would not backfire 
politically. He didn’t want to have a southern racist Senator 
produce something that would be politically embarassing 
to the President and to the civil rights movement. We h,ad lots 
of conversations abont that. . . . .Johnson, as everybody knows, 
bordered on paranoia about his enemies or about being 
trapped by other people’s activities over which he had no 
responsibility.“6 

Intelligence reports subnntted by the Bureau to the White House 
and the Jutice Departmem contained considerable intelligence of pu- 
tential political value to the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations. 
The Attorneys General were informed of meetings between Dr. King 
and ‘his advisers, including the details of advice that Dr. King received, 
the st.rategies of the civil rights movement, and the attitude of civil 
ri.zzhlts leaders toward the Administrations and their nolicies.57 The 
in&i&ions of this inside. knowledge were graphic& described 
one of Dr. King’s legal advisers, Harry Wachtel: 

The easiest example I can give is that that if I’m an attorney 
representing one side, negotiating and trying to achieve somr- 
thing, and if the Attorney on the other side had information 
about what my client was thinking and what we were talking 
about, it would become a devastatingly important impedl- 
ment to our negotiation, our freedom of action.58 

by 

Burke Jfarshall, however. described the Burea.u’s re arts about Dr. 
-King and the SCLC as “of no use: it was stupid in P ormation.” He 
elaborated : 

I was in touch with llIartin King all the time about all 
kinds of information that went way beyond what was report- 
ed by the Bureau about what he was going to do, where he was 
going to be, the wisdom of what he was going to do, who he 
was going to do it with, what the political situation was. The 
Southern Christian Leadership Conference and Dr. King 
were in some sense close associates of mine. [Information of 
the type included in FBI reports] was all information that I 
would have had any way.5s 

-- 
m Bill Meyers t&imony, 3/Z/76, p. 22. 
“The FBI files are replete with examples of politically valuable intelligence 

about Dr. King that was sent to the Justice Department and the White House. 
For instance, in May 1963, at a critical point in the Congressional debate over 
the public accommodations bill, Hoover informed the Attorney General of a dis- 
cussion between Dr. King and an adviser “concerning a conference which Bev- 
erend King reportedly has requested with you and the President.” The discns- 
sion was reported to have centered on the Administration’s sensitivity over its in- 
ability to control the racial situation and on the need to maintain the pace of 
civil rights activities “so that the President will have to look for an alternative.” 
Dr. King was said to believe that the President would then be receptive to ideas 
from Dr. King which would provide a solution to “his problem, [his] fear of 
violence . . . .” Dr. King was said to have stated that if a conference with the 
President could not be worked out, then the movement would have to be “en- 
larged,” and that “he would like to put so much pressure on the President that 
he would have to sign an Executive Order making segregation unconstitutional.” 
(Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 5/31/63.) 

68 Harry Wachtel testimony, Z/27/76, p. 12. 
a Burke Marshall, 3/3/76, p. ,54 ; 56-57. 
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III. CONCERN INCREASES IN THE FBI AND THE KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION 

OVER ALLFUATIONS OF COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN THE CIVIL RIGHTS 

MOVEMENT, AND THE FBI INTENSIFIES THE INVIWI’II~A~TON : JANUARY 

1962-OCTOBER 1963 

f ntroduction and Su?mry 
This chapter explores developments in the Martin Luther King case 

from the period preceding the FBI’s opening of the COMINFIL in- 
vestigation in October 1962 through the FBI’s decision to intensify 
its investi~gation of suspected communist influence in the civil rights 
movement in October 1963. Particular emphasis is placed on the inter- 
nal reasons for the FBI’s intensification of its investigation of Dr. 
King and on #the interplay between the Justice Department and the 
FBI during this period. 

In summary, the evidence described in this chapter establishes that 
the FBI barraged the Justice Department with a stream of memo- 
randa concerning the Communist Party’s interest in the civil rights 
movement and Dr. King’s association with two individuals, referred 
to in this report as Advisers A ,and B, who were alleged .to have strong 
ties to the Party. 6o In response to the Bureau’s warnings, the Justice 
Department endeavored to convince Dr. King to sever his relations 
with those individuals, but met with only mixed success. Dr. Kmg 
continued to turn to Adviser A for advice ; Adviser B., whose asso- 
ciation with Dr. King and allegedly with the Commumst Party had 
been picked up by the press in late 1962, publicly announced his resi 
nation from the SCLC in early July 1963, although he P 

- 
apparent y 

continued to associate with Dr. King on an informal basis. 
During hearings over the administration’s proposed public accom- 

modations bill in July 1963, critics of the bill charged that the civil 
rights movement, and Dr. King in particular, were influenced by Com- 
munists. Dr. King’s plans for a civil rights march on Washington in 
August were receiving increasing publicity. On July 16, the Attorney 
General raised with the FBI’s Justice Department liaison, Courtney 
Evans, the possibility of a wiretap on Dr. King and one of his legal 
advisers. 

The following day t,he FBI sent an analysis of its COMIKFIL 
information to the Justice Department. The administration decided to 
continue its public support of Dr. King. During the ensuing week, the 
President informed the press that there was no evidence that civil 
rights demonstrations were Communist-inspired ; the Attorney Gen- 
eral announced that the FBI had no evidence that any civil rights 
leaders were controlled by Communists; and the ,4ttorney General 
rejected the FBI’s request for authority to wirebap Dr. King. 

In August 1963, the Justice Department received a report frotn 
the FBI which apparently contained allegations extremely unfavor- 
able to Dr. King. The Attorney General told Courtney Evans that he 
faced impeachment if the report was “leaked,” and demanded that it 
be resubmitted with a cover memorandum detailing the factual basis 
for the allegation. The memorandum submitted in response to that 
request contained no information concerning Dr. King that had not 
already been known to the Attorney General in July, but the Attorney 
General permitted the investigation to proceed. 

B” The memoranda also contained information about the civil rights movement 
of considerable political value to the administration. 
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In late July 1963, the FBI opened a file entitled “Communist In- 
fluence in Racial Matters,” and closely monitored preparations for the 
August 28 Civil Rights March on Washington. The FBI’s Domestic 
Intelligence Division informed Director Hoover shortly before the 
March that Communist influence in the civil rights movement was 
negligible. The Director disagreed. The head of the Domestic Intelli- 
gence Division, William Sullivan, responded by recommending more 
intense FBI surveillance of the civil rights movement. 

A. The Justice Department Warm Dr. King About Adv&era A oxd 
B: January 196%June 1963 

The Kennedy administration’s concern over FBI allegations that 
Communists were influencing the civil rights movement led the Justice 
Department to make several a.ttempts to persuade Dr. King to sever 
his relations with Advisers A and B. In January 1962, Hoover first 
warned Attorney General Kennedy that Advisor A, a member of the 
Communist Party, U.S.A., “is allegedly a close adviser to the Reverend 
Martin Luther King.” GZ Shortly afterwards, ,Qssistant Attorney Gen- 
eral Burke Marshall of the Justice Department’s Civil Rights Di- 
vision told Dr. King that, the Bureau claimed Adviser A was a com- 
munist and advised that they break off relations.B3 According to an 
FBI memorandum, Deputy Attorney General Byron R. White also 
considered speaking with Dr. King about Adviser A, but .decided 
against doing so when told by the FBI that revealing too much of the 
FBI% information might tip off Dr. King or Adviser *4 to the identity 
of certain FBI informants.64 

Dr. King gave no indication of breaking off relat,ions with -1dviser 
A, who was a close friend and trusted advisor. He did, however, appar- 
ently consider the adverse effects on the, civil rights movement that 
his association with Adviser B might c.a~se.~~ In June 1962 the FBI 
intercepted a conversation 66 in which Adviser A recommended that 
Dr. King informally use Adviser B m his executive assistant, noting 
that “as long as Adviser B did not have the title of Executive Direc- 
tor, there would not. be as much lightning flashing around him.” Dr. 
King was reported to have agreed, remarking that “no matter what 
a man was, if he could stand up now and say he is not connected, then 
as far as I am concerned, he is eligible to work for me.” 81 

On October 8, 1962, the FBI% Domestic Intelligence Division pre- 
pared a vemorandum summarizing accounts that had revionsly 
appeared In newspapers concerning Adviser B’s alleged ommunist 8 
background and his association with Dr. King. The Division for- 
warded the memorandum to Cartha D. DeLoach, head of the Crime 
Records Division, the FBI’s public relations arm, for “possible use 
by his contacts in the news media field in such Southern states as 
Alabama where Dr. King has announced that the next targets for 

a Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General l/8/62. 
w  Burke Marshall testimony, 3/31/76, p. 10. 
M Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, Z/6/62. 
G Allegations concerning Adviser B’s membership in the Communist Party had 

received wide publicity in the newspapers. ‘There were no such press allegations 
about Adviser A. 

Iy Adviser A’s phones were covered by FBI wiretaps. See p. 88. 
m Memorandum from Sew York Field Office to FBI Headquarters, 8/21/62, p. 6. 



96 

integration of universities are located,” DeLoach’s signature and the 
notation, “handled, Augusta (illegible), Atlanta, l-/19” appear on 
the recommendation.@ 

The article was apparently disseminated, because an October 25, 
1962, article in the Augusta Chronicle described Adviser B as a mem- 
ber of the CPUSA’s National Committee who was serving as Dr. 
King’s “Acting Executive Director.” Dr. King publicly responded, 
on October 30, that “no person of known Communist affiliation” 
could serve on the staff of the SCLC and denied any knowledge that 
Adviser B had Communist affiliations. Dr. King also announced Ad- 
viser B’s temporary resignat.ion from the SCLC pending an SCLC 
investigation of the allegations. 

A stream of memoranda from the FBI, however, warned the Jus- 
tice Department that Adviser B c.ontinued as an associate of Dr. 
King despite his apparent resignation from the SCLC. In December, 
Director Hoover was cautioning the. ,4ttorney General that Adviser B 
continued to “represent himself as being a&hated with the New York 
Office of the SCLC and, during late November and early December 
1962, was actively engaged in the work of this organization.” 6g A few 
days later, the ,4ttorney General was informed that Advisers A and 
B were planning a “closeted . . . critical review” with Dr. King con- 
cerning the direction of the civil rights movement. Kennedy penned on 
the memorandum : “Burke-this IS not getting any better.” 7o 

In early February 1963, Dr. King asked the Justice Department 
for a briefing on ,Qdviser B’s background., apparently in response to 
newspaper articles about Adviser B resulting from the Bureau’s cam- 
paign to publicize Sdviser B’s relationship with Dr. King. Assistant 
&torney General Marshall noted in a memorandum that he had “been 
in touch with the Attorney General on this matter and is anxious to 
have it handled as soon as possible.” i1 Sometime later in February, 
Marshall spoke with Dr. King about severing his association with Ad- 
visers A and B. Memoranda from Director Hoover to the Justice De- 
partment during the ensuing months, however, emphasized that Dr. 
King was maintaining a close relationship with both men. Those 
memoranda to the Justice Department contained no new information 
substantiating the charges that either was a member of the Communist 
Party, or that either was carrying out the Party’s policies.7Z 

-Memorandum from F. J. Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 10/S/62, p. 2. 
The memorandum bears the caption “Communist Party, USA, CGINTELPRO.” 
This is the first indication of a counterintelligence program directed against Ad- 
viser B. Adviser A became the subject of such a program in 1366. For a discussion 
of the FBI’s COINTELPRO effort, see staff report on COINTELPRO. 

e Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, l/23/63, p. 1. 
“Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, l/10/63. The At- 

torney General was subsequently told that Adviser B, Dr. King, and Adviser A 
conferred with other members of the SCLC on January 10 and 11. (Memorandum 
from Director, FBI to Burke Marshall, l/31/63.) 

‘* Memorandum from Alex Rosen to Alan Belmont, 2/4/63. 
-On March 10 the Attorney General was informed that Adviser A and Dr. 

King had engaged in a lengthy conversation concerning an article that Dr. King 
was preparing for The Nation. (Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney 
General, 3/12/63.) On June 3, the Director sent the Attorney General a nine- 
page “concise summary” of information about Adviser A, emphasizing his role 
as Dr. King’s adviser. (Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 
6/3/63.) An FBI memorandum in early June reported a discussion between 
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The Attorney General’s concern over Dr. King’s association with 
the two advisers continued. A memorandum by Hoover states that on 
June 17,1963: 

The Attorney General called and advised he. would like to 
have Assistant Attorney General Burke Marshall talk to 
Martin Luther King and tell Dr. King he has to get rid of 
[Advisers A and B]? that he should not have any contact with 
them directly or indnectly. 

I pointed out that if Dr. King continues this association, he 
is going to hurt his own cause as there are more and more 
Communists trying to take advantage of [the] movement and 
bigots down South who are against integration are beginning 
to charge Dr. King is t.ied m with Communists. I stated I 
thought Marshall could very definitely say this association is 
rather widely known and, with things crystalizing for them 
now, nothing could be lvorse than for Dr. King to be associ- 
ated with it.73 

Marshall subsequently spoke with Dr. King about Advisers A and 
B.74 In a follow-up memorandum written several months later Marshall 
stated : 

I brought the matter to the attention of Dr. 
k,plicitly in my ofice on the morning of June 22 

King very 

8 
rior to a 

scheduled meeting which Dr. King had with the resident. 
This was done at the direction of the Attorney General, and 
the President separately [and] strongly urged Dr. King that 
there should be no further connection between Adviser B and 
the Southern Christian Leadership Conference. Dr. King 
stated that the connection would be ended.75 

Dr. King later told one of his associates that the President had told 
him “there w-as an at.tempt (by the FBI) to smear the movement on 
the basis of Communist influence. The President also said, ‘I assume 
you know you’re under very close surveillance.’ ” 76 

Adviser A and Dr. King concerning whether Dr. King would appear on a tele- 
vision program in connection with a projected article in the Saturday Evening 
Pod. Dr. King accepted Adviser A’s recommendation that he read the article 
before committing himself because the reporter “raised a lot of questions about 
[Adviser B] and that kind of thing.” (Memorandum from Director, FBI to 
Attorney General, g/7/63.) 

?J Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to Clyde Tolson. Alan Belmont. Cartha 
DeLoach, Alex Rosen, William Sullivan, 6/17/t%%. During this period the Attorney 
General requested a report from the Internal Security Division concerning Dr. 
King. The reply, dated June 28. cited Advisers A and B as the chief sources of 
alleged Communist iutluence on Dr. Kina. (Memorandum from J. Walter Yeae- 
ley to the Attorney General, 6/28/63.) - ~ 

“Andrew Young, who was present at the meeting with Burke Marshall, testi- 
fied that Marshall had said that the Bureau had informed the Justice Depart- 
ment that there was in fact Communist intluenee in the civil rlehts movement. 
and had explicitly mentioned Adviser A. When Young asked Narihall bar proof; 
he said that he had none, and that he “couldn’t get anything outof the Bureau.” 
Young recalled that Marshall had said. “We ask (the Bureau) for things and 
we get these big memos, but they don’t ever really say anything.” Young t&tilled 
that Marshall “was asking us to disassociate ourselves from [Adviser A] alto- 
gether.” (Andrew Young testimony, Z/19/76, pp. 46-44) 

15 Memorandum from Burke Jiarshdl to J. Edgar Hoover, g/12/63. 
” Young, 2/19/76, p. 40. 
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Marshall’s and the President’s warnings did not go unheeded. On 
July 3, 1963, Dr. King sent the Attorney General a copy of a letter 
to Adviser B bearing that date. ‘? In that letter, Dr. King stated that 
an investigation by the SCLC had proven the charges concerning Ad- 
viser B’s association with the Communist Party groundless, but that 
his permanent resignation was necessary because “the situation in 
our country is such tha.t . . . any allusion to the left brings forth an 
emotional response which would seem to indicate that SCLC and the 
Southern Freedom Movement are Communist inspired.” ‘8 

B. Allegatiolzs About Dr. King During Hearings on the Public 
Accommodations Bit1 and the Administration’e Response: 
July 1963 

Allegations of Communist influence in the civil rights movement 
were widely publicized in the summer of 1963 by opponents of the ad- 
ministration’s proposed public accommodations bill. Oxi July 12,1963, 
Governor Ross E. Barnett of Mississippi testified before the Senate 
Commerce Committee that civil rights legislation was “a part of the 
world Communist conspiracy to divide and conquer our count 

z 
from 

within.” 7s Barnett displayed a photograph entitled “Martin uther 
King at Communist Training School” taken by an informant for the 
Georgia Commission of Educat.ion, which showed Dr. Kin at a 1957 
Labor Day Weekend seminar at the Highland Folk Schoo in Mont- ? 
eagle, Tennessee with three individuals whom he alleged were com- 
mum&s. When Senator Mike Monroney challenged the accuracy of 
this characterization, Barnett stated that he had not checked the al- 
legations with the FBI and suggested that the Commerce Committee 
do so. The FBI subsequently concluded that the charges were false.*” 

Later that day, Senator Monroney asked Director Hoover for his 
views on whether Dr. King and the leaders of other civil rights organi- 
zations had Communist affiliations.s1 Senator Warren G. Magnuson 
also asked Hoover about the authenticity of the photograph, 
the status of the Georgia Commission on Education, and the nature of 
the Highlander Folk School. 82 Director Hoover forwarded these 
requests and similar inquiries from other Senators to $he Justice 

n Letter from Martin Luther King, Jr. to Adviser B, 7/3/63. 
” King letter, 7/3/f%, which concluded : “We certainly appreciate the years of 

unselfish service which you have put into our New York 05ice and regret the ne- 
cessity of your departure. Certainly yours is a significant sacrifice commensurate 
with the sufferings in jail and through loss of jobs under racist intimidation. We 
all pray for the day when our nation may be truly the land of the free. May God 
bless you and continue to inspire you in the service of your fellowman.” 

n Ross Barnett testimony, Senate Commerce Committee, 7/12/63, p. 1. 
mThe FBI informed the Justice Department tit. none of those individ- 

uals were Communist Party members, and that there was no evidence sup- 
porting the ChaTge that the school waft a communist training center. (Memo- 
randum Erom Milton Jones to Cartha DeLoach, 7/16/63, p. 2). 

Congressman Andrew Young, then an adviser to Dr. King, testified that the 
Highlander Folk School photograph had been frequently used to smear Dr. King 
in the South. Congressman Young’s testimony that the School was not a Commu- 
nist institution was consistent with the FBI’s conclusion (Andrew Young testi- 
mony, 2/18/76, p. 53). 

8 Letter from Senator Mike Monroney to J. Edgar Hoover, 7/12/63. 
81 Letter from Senator Warren G. Magnuson to J. Edgar Hoover, 7/16/63. 
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Departments3 with a memorandum summarizing the COMINFIL 
information about SCL : 

In substance, the Communist Party, USA, is not able to as- 
sume a role of leadership in the racial unrest at this time. 
However, the Party is attempting to exploit, the current 
racial situation through propaganda and participation in 
demonstrations and other activities whenever possible. 
Through these tactics, the Party hopes ultimately to pro- 
gress from its current supporting role to a position of active 
leadership. [Emphasis added.] 

In the same memorandum, Director Hoover brought up the subject 
of Advisers A and B’s alleged Communist affiliations. He claimed that 
the Communist Party had pinned its hopes on Adviser A, and that 
although Adviser B had resigned from the SCLC, he continued to 
associate with Dr. King.8* 

On July 15, Governor George C. Wallace of Al&bama testified 
before the Senate Commerce Committee in opposition to the Civil 
Rights bill, berating officials for “fawning and pawing over such 
people as Martin Luther King and his pro-Communist friends and 
associates.” Wallace referred to the picture displayed by Governor 
Barnett three days before and added : 

Recently Martin Luther King publicly professed to have 
fired a known Communist, [Adviser B] , who had been on his 
payroll. But as discovered by a member of the US Congress, 
the public profession was a lie, and Adviser B had re- 
mained on King’s payroll.s6 

On July 17, the President announced at a news conference : 

We have no evidetice that any of the leaders of the civil 
rights movement in the United States are Communists. We 
have no evidence that the demonstrations are Communistr 
inspired. There may be occasions when a Communist takes 
part in a demonst&ion. We can’t prevent that. But I think 
it is a convenient scapegoat to suggest that all of the difficul- 
ties are Communist and that if the Communist movement 
would only disappear that we would end this.87 

“Tolson urged Hoover to let the Attorney General respond to these reports; 
otherwise. Hoover might be called before the Committee to testifv concerninp 
“current iacial agitation.” The Director noted on the-bottom of tie memoran’- 
aurn, “1 share Tolson’s views.” Memorandum from Clyde Tolson to the Director. 
7/16/e. 

sl Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 7/17/t% 
m Wallace introduced into the record a copy of an article from the Birming- 

bana New& “King’s SCLC Pays [Adviser B.l Despite Denial,” June 30, 1963. 
The article state&that Dr. King had told repckers that Adviser B had not been 
associated with the SCLC since December 1962. but that a “highly authorized 
source” revealed that Dr. IKing was continuing to accept Adviser B’s services 
and to pay his expenses. The article also reported allegations about Adviser B’s 
association with the Communist Party. 

87 Public Papers of the Presidents, John F. Kennedy, p. 574. 
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On July 23, Robert Kennedy sent to the Commerce Committee the 
Justice Department’s response to the queries of Senators Monroney 
and Magnuson : 

Based on all available evidence from the FBI and other 
sources, we have no evidence that any of the top leaders of the 
major civil rights groups are Communists, or Communist con- 
trolled. This is true as to Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., about 
whom particular accusations were made, as well as other 
leaders. 

It is natural and inevitable that Communists have made 
efforts to infiltrate the civil rights groups and to exploit the 
current racial situation. In view of the real injustices that 
exist and the resentment against them, these efforts have been 
remarkably unsuccessful.88 

Burke Marshall, who aided in formulating these responses for the 
Justice Department., told the Committee that rumors of communist 
infiltration in the civil rights movement had caused the Administra- 
tion considerable concern. 

C. 

At that point, in some sense the business was a political 
problem, not from the point of view of the support that the 
civil rights movement was giving the administration or any- 
thing like that, but how to be honest with the Senators with 
this problem facing us and at the same time not to give ammu- 
nition to people who for substantive reasons were opposed to 
civil rights legislation. 

Generally, for years the civil rights movement in the South 
and to some extent in some quarters in the North.. . were wn- 
stantly referred to as communist infiltrated, communist in- 
spired, radical movements. . . . So that the political problem 
that I would identify with this whole situation would be that 
and not a question of whether or not there was support given 
the Administration by civil right,s groups in the South.*s 

The Attorney General Cmia?ers a Wiretap of DT. K&g am? 
Rejects the Idea: July 1963 

On July 16, 1963, the day after Governor Wallace’s charges that 
Dr. King was dominated by Communists and the da before the Presi- 
dent’s denial of Communist influence in the civil rig T ts movement, the 
Attorney General raised with Courtney Evans the possibility of wire- 
tap coverage of Dr. King. According to Evans’ memorandum about 
this meeting : 

The AG was contacted at his request late this afternoon. 
He said that . . . a New York attorney who has had close asso- 
ciation wit,h Martin Luther King, and with [Adviser A] had 
been to see Burke Marshall about the racial situation. Ac- 

88 Senator Richard Russell of Georgia, who had also inquired of the FBI about 
Dr. King, w%s orally briefed by Nicholas Katzenbach and Courtney Evans on 
November 1, 1963. According to a memorandum by Evans, the Attorney General 
bad made several atW.mpts to draf% a reply to Senator Russell’s inquiries, and had 
finally settled on an “innocuous” written reply and an oral brleflng. (Demch to 
Mohr, 2/5/X3), 

I* Burke Marshall testimony, 3/3/76, p. 13. 
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cording to t.he BG, [the attormy] had indicated he had some 
reservations about talking with [adviser A] on the phone. 
Marshall thought he might have been referring to a possible 
phone tap, and passed it off by telling [the New York at- 
torney] this was something he would have to take up with 
[ ,Qdviser A.] 

The purpose of the AG’s contact was that this brought 
to his attention the possibility of effecting technical coverage 
on both [the Ne!\v York attorney] and Martin Luther King. 
I told the AG that I was not at all acquainted with [the New 
York at,torney], but t,hat, in so far as Dr. King was concerned, 
it was obvious from the reports that he was in a travel status 
practically all the time, and it was, therefore, doubtful that 
a technical surveillance on his office or home would be very 
productive. I also raised the question as to the repercussions 
if it should ever become known that such a surveillance had 
been ,put on Dr. King. 

The AG said this did not concern him at all, that in view 
of the possible Communist influence in the racial situation, 
he thought it advisable to have as complete coverage as 
possible. I told him, under the circumstances, that we would 
check into the matter to see if coverage was feasible, and, 
if so, would submit an appropriate recommendation to him.” 

Reports from the FBI offices indicated that wiretaps were feasible:’ 
and Director Hoover requested the Attorney General to approve wire- 
taps on phones in Dr. Kin 
attorney’s home and law o 4 

‘s home, SCLC offices,92 and the New York 
cee3 

On July 24, the day after his letter to the Commerce Committee 
exonerating Dr. King, the Attorney General informed Evans that 
he had decided against technical surveillance of Dr. King but had ap- 
proved surveillance of the New York Attorney.n4 

The Attorney General informed me today that he had been 
considering the request he made on Jul 16, 1963, for a 
technical surveillance on Martin Luther H in 
and office and was now of the opinion that f 

at his home 
t ose would be 

ill-advised. 
At t,he time the Attorney General initially asked for such 

a surveillance! he was told there was considerable doubt that 
the productrvity of such surveillance would ,be worth the 
risk because King travels most of the time and that there 
might be serious repercussions should it ever become known 

w Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, 7/16/6S. The New 
York attorney was described by the FBI as a counsel to Dr. King, and an activist 
in civil rights matters. (Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover- to the Attorney 
General, 7/n/63.) 

a Airtel, from SAC Atlantic to Director FBI, 7/24/63 : “Technical surveillance 
feasible with full security.” 

“Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to Attornev General. 7/2WlS. 
p( Memorandum, J. Edgar H&ver to Attorney Genek, 7/22/63.’ 
o( The only evidence of communist ties of the New York attorney that the FBI 

appears to have given the Attorney General was an informant’s allegation that in 
1953 and 1954 he had been an active member of the Labor Youth League, an 
organization which had been cited as “subversive” under Executive Order 
16456 (Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to the Attorney General). 
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the Government had instituted this coverage. These were the 
very thoughts that the Attorney General expressed today in 
withdrawmg his request. 

With reference to the other technical surveillance ,requested 
at the same time, namely, the one on [the New York at- 
torney], the Attorney ,General felt this was in a different 
category and we should go forward with this coverage. It is 
noted that this was previously approved in writing by the 
Attorney General. 

. . . We will take no further action to effect technical cover- 
age on Martin Luther King, either at his home or at his office 
at the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, in the 
&sence of a further request from the Attorney General.05 

In June 1969, Director Hoover told a reporter for the Washington 
Evening Star that At.torney General Kennedy had “requested that tihe 
telephones of Dr. King be covered by electronic devices and was per- 
suaded by our people not to do it in view of the possible reper- 
cussions?” and because Dr. King’s constant traveling made a wiretap 
impractlcal.gs When the Committee asked Courtne Evans whether 
the idea of installing a wiretap originated with the 1 ttorney General, 
he testified : 

D. 

No, this is not clear in my mind at all. The record that has 
been exhibited to me really doesn’t establish this definitely, 
although that inference can be drawn from some of the memo- 
randa. But it is my recollection, without the benefit of any 
specifics, that there was much more to it than this. And I 
have the feeling that there were pressures existing in time to 
develop more specific information that may have. had a 
bearing here. 

Q,. Pressures emanating from where and upon whom? 
A. I think from both sides, the Bureau wanted to get more 

specific information, and the Department wanted resolved 
the rather indefinite information that had been received 
.indicating the possibility of Communist influence on the Dr. 
King movement.g7 

The Attmney General V&es Concern Over Gmtinui~ FBI 
Reports About King : July-August 1963 

Following the appearance of an article on July 25, 1963, in the 
Atlanta Cmtih%m, titled “One-time Communist Organizer Heads 
Rev. King’s Office in N.Y.,” Dr. King announced that an SCLC inves- 
tigation of Adviser B indicated that he had “no present connection 
with the CP nor any sympathy with its philosophy.” Dr. King ex- 
plained that Adviser B had been on the SCLC staff on a temporary 
basis since his resignation in December 1962, but that he had left the 
SCLC on June 2.6, 1963, by “mutual agreement” because of concern 

m Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, 7/25/6!3. 
*Jeremiah O’Leary, The Evening Mar, S/19/69; Hoover memorandum for 

record, s/l9/69. 
n Courtney Evans testimony, X2/1/75, pp. 7-8. 
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that his affiliation with the integration movement would be used 
against it by “segregationists and race baiters.” 

The Justice Department, however, continued to receive reports 
from the FBI that Dr. King was continuing his association with Ad- 
visers A and B.99 Shortly after Attorney General Kennedy’s July 23 
response to the Commerce Committee, Courtney Evans : 

Advisor B, [deleted]. 
pointed out to Marshall the undesirability of making the spe- 
cific comments. . . as to giving complete clearance to Martin 
Luther King as Marshall had had the full details as to King’s 
association with [Adviser A] and [Adviser B.] 

Marshall said that he was most appreciative of our warning 
him about these pitfalls and he would be guided accordingly 
in any future statements. He added that he would also appre- 
ciate our continuing to highlight for him any information 
concerning communist activity in the Negro movement.” loo 

On July 29, Director Hoover sent the Justice Department a report 
from the New York Office entitled “Martin Luther King, Jr. : Aflilia- 
tion with the Communist Movement.” lo1 The entry under the caption, 
“Evidence of Communist Party Sympathies,” has been deleted by the 
FBI from copies of the report given to the Committee on the grounds 
that it might compromise informants. It was a general characteriza- 
tion and rati for only one and one-half lines. A memorandum from 
Courtney Evans described Attorney General Kennedy’s reaction : 

The Attorney General stated that if this report got up to 
the Hill at this time, he would be impeached. He noted if this 
report got out, it would be alleged the FBI said King was 
[excised by the FBI]. 

The Attorney General went on to say that the report had 
been reviewed in detail by Assistant Attorney General Burke 
Marshall who had told him the& wasn’t anything new here 
concerning King’s alleged communist sympathies but that it 
was the timing of the report and its possible misuse that con- 
cerned him. The Attorney General went on to say that he 
didn’t feel he could fully trust everyone in the Internal Secu- 
rity Division of the Department. 

I pointed out to the Attorney General that first of all this 
report was classified secret and was just a summary report 
to bring our files and that of the Department’s up to date. He 
said that while this was undoubtedly true, the submission of 
the report at this time in this form presented definite hazards. 
He therefore asked that the report be resubmitted to him with 
a cover memorandum setting forth the exact evidence avail- 

* On July 17, in the midst of publicity concerning Dr. King’s association with 
Adviser B, Director Hoover informed the Attorney General that although Ad- 
viser B had formally resigned from the SCLC, he was continuing his associa- 
tion with Dr. King. (Memorandum from Director, FBI, to Attorney Caner&l, 
7B7/B. ) 

lM Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, 7/29/f33. 
Y”Report of Special Agent : Martin Luther King, Jr.: Aflliation with the Com- 

munist Movement, 7/22/63. 



able to support the statement that King has been described 
[excised by the FBI].‘O* 

The reason for Attorney General Kennedy’s reaction is unclear.1os 
It, may be that he feared a “leak” of the FBI’s allegations concerning 
communist influence over Dr. King would be particularly embarrass- 
ing in light of the Administration’s recent statements in su 
Dr. King. The Attorney General’s insistence on a supp emental f 

poti of 

memorandum detailing the underlying evidence, coupled with the tone 
of the memorandum, also suggests that he was anxious to get to the 
bottom of the charges. 

Hoover resubmitted the report with a cover letter stating in part: 

In this connection, your attention is invited to my letter of 
February 14, 1962, ‘in captioned matter and to my letter of 
July 17, 1963, captioned “Request from Senator Monroney 
Concerning Current Racial Agitation,” both of which contain 
information to the effect that Adviser A has characterized 
King [deleted by FBI] .lo4 

The relevant portions of the February 14,1962, memorandum and 
the July 17, 1963, memorandum have been deleted from copies sup- 
plied to the Committee. It is clear, however, that the Attorne Gen- 
eral had been aware of whatever information those memoran d a con- 
tained when he had decided not to approve the King miretaps the 
previous month. 

Despite the FBI’s failure to produce any new evidence to substan- 
tiate its apparently unfavorable characterization of Dr. King, the 
question of whether Advisers A and B continued to influence Dr. King 
remained a matter of concern to the Justice Department. On Aug- 
ust, 20,1963, Evans reported : 

Today the Attorney General asked if we would continue to 
keep him closely informed of information received relative 
to Advisers B’s contact with Martin Luther King. He had 
specific reference to our letter of August 2.1963. 

It appears that the Attorney General is receiving conflict- 
ing advice within the Department proper as to whether there 
is sufficient evidence of a cominuing contact between King 
and Adviser B to justify some action. The Civil Rights Divi- 
sion has expressed the thought that nothing need be done by 
the Department. On the other hand, Andrew Oehmann, the 
-4ttorney General’s Executive Assistant, has counseled him 
that in his judgment there is ample evidence there is a con- 
tinuing relationship which Martin Luther King is trying to 
conceal.lo5 

E. The FBI Zntensijks Its Investigation of AUeged Commu&t 
Influence in the C&4 Rights Movement: July-September 1963 

On July 18, 1963, in response to intelligence reports that the Com- 
mnnist Party was encouraging its members to participate actively in 

lo1 Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, S/l/63. 
“Burke Marshall testified that he could not recall this incident. Burke Mar- 

shall testimony, 3/3/W, p. 25. 
lo1 Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 8/2/63. 
1116 Memorandum from Courtney’Evans to Alan Belmont, S/20/6% 
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the forthcoming March on Washington, the FBI opened a file captioned 
‘Communist, Influence in Racial Matters.” Field offices were advised: 

it is reasonable to assume that the future will witness a 
strong effort on the part of the CPUSA to inject itself into 
and to exploit the struggle for equal rights for Negroes. 
Therefore, during the investigation of the CPUSA, each re- 
cipient office should be extremely ,alert to data indicating in- 
terest, plans, or actual involvement of the Party in the 
current Negro movement. This matter should be given close 
attention and the Bureau kept currently advised.loO 

The results of voluminous reports f ram field of&es around the coun- 
try concerning the plans of the Communist Party and “other subversive 
groups” were summarized by the Domestic Intelligence Division in a 
report dated August 22, 1963. lo7 That report concluded that there was 
rio evidence that the March “was actually initiated by or is controlled 
by the CP,” lo8 although the Party had publicly endorsed the March 
and had urged members to “clandestinely participate” in order to 
“foster the illusion that the CP is a humanitarian group acting in the 
interest of the Negro.” The Party% tactics were summarized: 

CP leaders have stressed the fact that the March is not the 
be all and end all in itself. Events which subsequently flow 
from the March will be of utmost importance, such as follow- 
ing up in contacts now being made by CP members working in 
support of the demonstration. Utilizing the March, the Party 
has three basic general objectives : 

(1) Participation by CP members through legitimate 
organizations. 

(2) ,Qttempt to get the Party line into the hands of sym- 
pathizers and supporters of the March through distribution 
of “The Worker” and Party pamphlets. 

(3) Utilize the March as a steppingstone for future Party 
activity through contacts now being made by Party members 
involved in the March.log 

The next day the Domestic Intelligence Division submitted to the 
Director a 67-page Brief detailing the CPUSA’s efforts to exploit the 
American Negro, and finding virtually no successes in these efforts. A 
synopsis observed : 

(1) “The 19 million Negroes in the United States today 
constitute the largest and most important racial target of the 
Communist Party, USA. Since 1919, communist leaders have 
devised countless tactics and programs designed to penetrate 
and control Negro population.” The ‘colossal efforts” focused 
around “equal opportunity,” and efforts were presently being 

1Q Memorandum from Director, FBI to Special Agents in Charge, 7/18/63, p. 2. 
Irn Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 8/22/G& 

p. 1. 
lo8 Baumgardner memorandum, S/22/63, p. 1. The report noted that Adviser A 

was critical of the Party’s role in the civil rights movement and that he had said 
he did not consider himself under the control of the Party in his dealings with 
Dr. King. 

lo8 Baumgardner memorandum, S/22/63, p. 2. 



106 

made with “limited degrees of success” to infiltrate legitimate 
Negro organizations. “ [T)here is no knwwn substantial impk- 
mdntation of Conzmunist Party aim.3 amI policies among 
Negroes in the labor field.” 

(2) “While not the instigator and presently unable to direct 
or control the coming Negro August 28 March on Washing- 
ton, D.C., communist officials are planning to do all possible to 
advance communist aims in a supporting role.” 

(3) “Despite tremendous sums of money and time spent by 
the Communist Party, USA, on the American Negro during 
the past 44 years, the Party has failed to t-each its goad with 
the Negroes.” 

(4) “There has been an. obvious failure of the Communist 
Party of the United States to appreciab7y infiltrate, in$?uence~ ’ 
or control large numbers of AnwGan Negroes in this cowa- 
try . . . The Communist Party in the next few years may 
fail dismally with the American Negro as it has in the past. 
On the other hand, it may make prodigious strides and great 
success with the american Negroes, to the serious detriment of 
our national security. Time alone will tell.” Ilo 

William Sullivan, who then headed the Domestic Intelligence Divi- 
sion of the FBI, test.ified that this “Brief” precipitated a dispute 
between Director Hoover and the Domestic Intelli ence Division over 
the extent of communist influence in the civil rig a ts movement, and 
that t.he resulting “intensification” was part of an attempt by the 
Intelligence Division to regain Hoover’s approval.“l The documentary 
evidence bearing on the internal FBI dispute is set forth below, with 
Sullivan’s explanation of what occurred. Sullivan’s comments, how- 
ever, should be considered in light of the intense personal feud that 
subsequently developed between Sullivan and Director Hoover, and 
which ultimately led to Sullivan’s dismissal from the Bureau. While 
Sullivan testified that the intensified investigation of the SCLC was 
the product of Director Hoover’s prodding the Domestic Intelligence 
Division to conform its evidence to his preconceptions, the doeumen- 
tary evidence may also be read as indicating that the Domestic Intel- 
ligence Division was manipulating the Director in a subtle bureau- 
cratic battle to gain approval for expanded programs. 

Sullivan testified that a careful review of the files in preparation for 
writing the “Brief” revealed no evidence of “marked or substantial” 
Communist infiltration of the movement, and that he had instructed 
his assistant to “state the facts just as they are” and “then let the 
storm break.” 11* Sullivan said he had known that Hoover would be 
displeased with his conc,lusions because Hoover was convinced the civil 
rights movement was strongly influenced by communists. Sullivan’s 
prediction was borne out by Hoover’s observations, scrawled across 
the bottom of the memorandum : 

This memo reminds me vividly of those I received when 
Castro took over Cuba. You contended then that Castro and 
his cohorts were not communists and not influenced by corn- 

I” Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 8/23/63, 
p. 1 [Emphasis added]. 

1+1 William Sullivan testimony, 11/l/75, p. 12. 
lL1 Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 13. 
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munists. Time alone proved you wrong. I for one can’t ignore 
the memoes . . . re King, Advisers A and B . . . et al. 
as having only an infinitesimal effect on the efforts to exploit 
the American Segro by the Conmlunists.113 

Sullivan recalled : 

This [memorandum] set me at odds with Hoover . . . A few 
months went by before he would speak to me. Everything was 
conducted by eschange of written communications. It was 
evident t.hat we had to change our ways or we would all be 
out on the street.lli 

The Director penned sarcastic notes on subsequent memoranda from 
the Domestic Intelligence Division. In the margin of a report that 
over 100 Communist Party members were planning to participate 
in the March on Washington, the Director wrote, “just infinitesi- 
mal !” 115 A preliminary report on possible communist influence on 
the March noted that Party functionaries were pleased with the 
March, believed it would impress Congress, and that a “rally of 
similar proportions on the subject. of automat.ion could advance the 
cause of socialism in t.he United States.” Director Hoover remarked, 
“I assume CP functionary claims are all frivolous.” II6 Sullivan tes- 
tified : 

the men and I discussed how to get out of trouble. To be in 
trouble with Mr. Hoover was a serious mat.ter. These men were 
trying to buy homes, mortgages on homes, children in school. 
They lived in fear of getting transferred, losing money on 
their homes, as they usually did. In those days the market 
was not soaring, and children in school, so they wanted 
nnother memorandum written to get us out of this trouble we 
were in. I said I would write the memorandum this time. The 
onus always falls on the person who writes a memorandum.“’ 

On August 30, Sullivan wrote his apologetic reply: 

The Director is correct. We were completely wrong about 
believing the evidence was not sufficient to determine some 
years ago that Fidel Castro was not a communist or under 
communist influence. On investigating and writing about 
communism and the American Negro, we had better remember 
this and profit by the lesson it should teach us. 

Personally, I believe in the light of King’s powerful 
dimagogic speec,h yesterday 11* he stands head and shoulders 
over all other Negro leaders put together when it comes to 

U Baumgardner memorandum, 8/23/f33, p. 3. 
=’ Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 20. 
116 Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 8/26/C%, 

p. 1. 
“Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 8/29/t& 

p. 3. 
111 Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 22. 
mThe “demagogic speech” was Dr. King’s “I have a dream” speech. When 

shown this entry by the Committee, Sullivan testified : 
“I do not apologize for this tactic. You either had to use this tactic or you did 

not exist. I put in this memorandum what Hoover wanted to hear. He was so 
damn mad at us.” (Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 29) 

69-984 0 - 78 - 8 
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influencing great masses of Negroes. We must mark him now, 
if we have not done so before, as the most dangerous Negro 
of the future in this Nation from the st.andpoint of com- 
munism, the R’egro and national security. 

. . . [I]t may be unrealistic to limit ourselves as we have 
been doing to legalistic proofs or definitely conclusive evi- 
tlence that would stand up in testimony in court or before 
Congressional Committees that the Communist Party, USA. 
does wield substantial influence over Negroes which one day 
could become tlecisirr. 

. . . . . . . 

We regret greatly that, the memorandum did not measure 
up to what the Director has a right to expect from our 
analysis.1’g 

Sullivan testified concerning this memorandum : 

Here again we had to engage in a lot of nonsense which 
we ourselves really did not believe in. We either had to do 
that. or we would be finished.lzO 

The memorandum stated that “The history of the Communist Party, 
U.S.A., is replete with its attempts to exploit, influence and recruit 
the, Negro.” After reading this entry, Sullivan testified : 

These are words that are very significant to me because I 
know what they mean. We build this thing. . . and say all t,his 
is a clear indication that the Party’s favorite target is the 
Negro today. When you analyze it. what does it mean? How 
often has it-been able to hit the target! . . . We did not discuss 
that because we would have to say they did not hit the target, 
hardly at a1l.121 

In an apparent further effort to please the Director, Sullivan. recom- 
mended, on September 16, 1963, “increased coverage of communist in- 
fluence on the. Negro.‘? His memorandum noted that “all indications” 
pointed toward increasing “attempts” by the Party to exploit racial 
unrest. The field was to “intensify” coverage of communist influence 
on Negroes by giving “fullest consideration to the use of all possible 
investigative techniques.‘? 

Further, we are stressing the urgent need for imaginative 
and aggressive tactics to be utilized through our Counter- 
intelligence Program-these desimed to attempt to neutral- 
ize or disrupt the Party’s activities in the Negro field.‘** 

Hoover re jetted this proposal with the remarks : 

No. I can’t understand how you can so agilely switch your 
thinking and evaluation. Just a few weeks ago you contended 
that. the Communist influence in the racial movement was in- 
effective and infinitesimal. This--notwithstanding many 
memos of specific instances of infiltration. Now you want to 
load the, Field down with more coverage. in spite of your re- 

“’ Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont. 8/30/63. p. 1. 
I*’ Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 30. 
“’ Sullivan testimony, 11/l/75, p. 41. 
I’* Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, g/16/63. 
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cent memo depreciat.ing C.P. influence in racial movement. 1 
don’t intend to waste time and money until you can make up 
your minds what the situation really is.lz3 

Sullivan testified that he had interpreted Hoover’s note to mean that 
the Director was : 

egging us on, to come back and say, “Mr. Hoover, you are 
right, we are wrong. There is communist infiltration of the 
American Negro. We think we should go ahead and carry on 
an intensified program against it.” He knew when he wrote 
this, he knew precisely what kind of reply he was going to 
get.lz4 

Sullivan responded in a memorandum to the Deputy Associate 
Director, Alan Belmont : 

On returning from a few days leave I have been advised 
of the Director’s continued dissatisfaction with the manner 
in which we prepared a. Brief on [communist influence in 
racial matters] and subsequent memoranda on the same sub- 
ject matter. This situation is very disturbing to those of us in 
the Domestic Intelligence Division and we certainly want to 
do everything possible to correct our shortcomings. . . . The 
Director indicated he would not approve our last SAC letter 
unt.il there was a clarification and a meeting of minds relative 
to the question of the extent of communist, influence over 
Negroes and their leaders . . . . 

As we know, facts by themselves are not too meaningful, 
for they are somewhat like stones tossed in a heap as con- 
trasted to the same stones put in the form of a sound edifice. 
It is obvious that ql>f Gd not put the proper in.terpretc&m 
upon the facts which Tee gave to the Director. [Emphasis 
added.] 

As previously stated, we are in complete agreement with 
the Director that communist influence is being exerted on 
Martin Luther King, Jr., and that King is the strongest of 
the Negro leaders . . . [w]e regard Martin Luther King to 
be the most dangerous and effective Negro leader in the 
country. 

May I repeat that our failure to measure up to what the 
Director expected of us in the area of Communist-Negro 
relations is a subject of very deep concern to us in the Domes- 
tic Intelligence Drvision. We are disturbed by this and ought 
to be. I want him to know that vve will do everything that is 
humanly possible to develop all facts nationwide relative to 

l” llirector Hoover’s note on Baumgardner memorandum. D/16/63. p. 2. Hoover 
commented on the transmittal slin : 

“I have certainly been misled-by previous memos which clearly showed com- 
munist penetration of the racial movement. The attached is contradictory of all 
that. We are wasting manpower and money investigating GP effort in racial 
matter if the attached is correct. (Memorandum from Clyde Tolson to the Direc- 
tor. D/18/63.) 

I*’ Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 48. 
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communist penetration and influence over Negro leaders and 
their organizations.12s 

Sullivan resubmitted his proposed intensification instructions to the 
field. This time the Director agreed. 

The intensification was put into effect by an SAC letter dated Octo- 
ber 1, 1963, which contained the usual allusion to “efforts” and “at- 
tempts” by’ the Communist Party to influence the civil rights move- 
ment, but which said nothing abont the absence of results : 

The history of the Communist Party, USA (CPIJSA), is 
replete with its attempts to exploit, ir@uence and recruit 
the Negro. The March on Washington, August 25 1963, was 
a striking example as Party leaders early put into motion 
c#orts to accrue gains for the CPUSA from the March. The 
presence at the March of around 200 Party members, ranging 
from several national functionaries headed by CPUSA Gen- 
eral Secretary Gus Hall to many rank-and-file members, is 
clear indication of the Party’s favorite target (the Negro) 
today. 

All indications are that the March was not the “end of the 
line” and that the Party will step up it.9 efforts to exploit 
racial unrest and in every possible way claim credit for itself 
relating to an 
indication oft x 

“gains” achieved by the Negro. A clear-cut 
e Party’s designs is revealed in secret informa- 

tion obtained from a most sensitive source that the Party 
plans to hold a highly secretive leadership meeting in Novem- 
ber, 1963, which will deal primarily with the Negro situation. 
The Party has closely guarded plans for Gus Hall to under- 
take a “barnstorming” trip through key areas of the country 
to meet Party people and thus better prepare himself for the 
November meeting. 

In order for the Bureau to cope with the Party’s efforts 
and thus fulfill our responsibilities in the security field, it is 
necessary that we at once intensify our coverage of communist 
influence on the Negro. Fullest consideration should be given 
to the use of all possible investigative techniques in the in- 
vestigation of the CP-USA, those communist fronts through 
which the Party channels its influence, and the many individ- 
ual Party members and dupes. There is also an urgent need 
for imaginative and aggressive tactics to be utilized through 

116 Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, S/25/63, p. 1. Sullivan 
named the “changing situation in the Communist Party-Negro relations area” as 
the reason for a more intense investigation of communist influence in racial 
matters : 

“During the past two weeks in particular there have been sharp stepped-up 
activities on the part of communist officials to infiltrate and to dominate Negro 
developments in this country. Further, they are meeting with successes.” 

A review of the Bureau files for the month prior to Sullivan’s memorandum 
reveals no increase in CPUSA activity or any success on its part. The only rele- 
vant entries indicate : 

(1) At a meeting on August 30. leading Party functionaries termed the 
March on Washington a ‘success,’ and discussed what action to take to advance 
civil rights legislation. Demonstrations were discussed, but none were planned. 
(SIemorandum from Director, FBI, to Attorney General, S/5/63). 

(2) On August 30. Adviser B was observed spending an hour in the building 
housing the New York SCLC offlces. (Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attor- 
ney General, S/5/63). 
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our Counterintelligence Program for the purpose of attempt- 
ing to neutralize or disrupt the Party’s activities in the Negro 
field. Because of the Bureau’s responsibility for t,imely dis- 
semination of pertinent information to the Depart.ment and 
other interested agencies, it is more than ever necessary that 
all facets of this matter receive prompt handling.‘20 

The instruction to use “all possible investigative techniques” appears 
to have dictated the intensification of the COMINFIL investigation 
of the SCLC. 

This was consistent with Sullivan’s assurance to Director Hoover at 
the end of September that “we will do everything that is humanly 
possible to develop all facts nationwide relative to the Communist 
penetration and influence over Negro leaders and their organizations.” 

The emphasis on 5maginative and aggressive tactics’? to disrupt 
Communist Party activities in the Negro field appears to have in- 
volved an expansion of the COINTELPRO operation already under- 
way against the Communist Party. In 1956, the Bureau had ini- 
tiated a COINTELPRO operation against the Communist. Pa.rty, 
USS, wit.h the goal of “feeding and fostering” internal friction within 
the Party. The program was soon expanded to include “preventing 
communists from seizing control of legitima.te mass organizations, 
and . . . discrediting others who [are-l secretly operating inside such 
organizations. ” lz7 The October 1. 1963 “intensification” instruction 
emphasized this latter objective of disruption.129 

The intensification order appears to have been more a product of 
preconceptions and bureaucratic squabbles within the FBI than a 
response to genuine concerns based on hard evidence that communists 
might be influencing the civil rights movement. Because Dire&or 
Hoover is deceased, the Committee was able to obtain onlv one 
side of the story. Sullivan’s version depicts t.he Domestic Intelligence 
Division executmg an about-face after Director Hoover rejected its 
conclusion that evidence did not indicate significant communist influ- 
ence, reinterpreting its original data ,to reach conclusions the Director 
wanted to hear, and then basing its recommendations for action on the 
new “analysis.” However, the memoranda could also support a conten- 
tion that the Domestic Intelligence Division misled Director Hoowr in 
order to maneuver him into supporting expanded domestic. intelligence 
programs. 

IV. ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE OF DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING AND THE 

SOUTHERN CHRIRTIAS J,E~tDERSHIP CONFERENCE 

Introduction and Summary 

In October 1963, Attorney General Robert Kennedy approved an 
FBI request for permission to install wiretaps on phones in Dr. King’s 

‘= Director, FBI to SAC. 10/1/6X [Emphasis added.] 
yl The history of COINTELPRO-FBI’s counterintelligence operations to dis- 

rupt various domestic dissident groups-is dlscuasad in a separate staff report. 
Adviser B had been the target of one such COINTELPRO operation in 1962, when 
the Bureau attempted to generate a series of newspaper articles designed to ex- 
pose his alleged Party background. See pp. 9WXl. 

129 The use of COINTELPRO techniques to discredit Dr. King is discussed in 
the ensuing chapters. 
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home and in the SCLC’s New York and Atlanta offices to determine 
the extent, if any, of “communist influence in the racial situation.” The 
FBI c,onstrued this authorization to extend to Dr. King’s hotel rooms 
and the home of a friend. No further authorization was sought until 
mid-1965, after Attorney General Katzenbach required the FBI for 
the first time to seek renewed authorization for all existing wiretaps. 
The wiret.aps on Dr. King’s home were apparently terminated at that 
time by Attorney General Katzenbach; the SCLC wiretaps were 
terminated by Attorney General Ramsay Clark in June 1966. 

In December, 1963--three months after Attorney General Kennedy 
approved the wiretaps-the FBI, without informing the Attorney 
General, planned and implemented a secret effort to discredit Dr. King 
and to “neutralize” him as t,he leader of the civil riihts movemerit. 
One of the first steps in this effort involved hiding microphones in 
Dr. King’s hotel rooms. Those microphones were installed without 
Attorney General Kennedy’s prior authorization or subsequent noti- 
fication, neither of which were required under practices then current. 
The FBI continued to place microphones in Dr. King’s hotel rooms 
until November 1965. Attorney General Katzenbach was apparently 
notified immediately after the fact of the placement of three micro- 
phones between May and November 1965. It is not clear why the FBI 
stopped its microphone surveillance of Dr. King, although its decision 
may have been related to concern about public exposure during the 
Long Committee’s investigation of electronic surveillance. 

This chapter examines the legal basis for the wiretaps and micro- 
phones, the evidence surrounding the motives for their use, and the 
degree to which Justice Department and White House officials were 
aware of the FBI’s eleotronic surveillance of Dr. King. 

A. Legal Standards Governing the FBI’8 Duty to Infom the Justice 
Departmnt of Wiretaps and i!ficrophones Du&ng the Period of 
the Martin Luther King Investigation 

The FBI’s use of wiretaps and microphones to follow Dr. King’s 
activities must be examined in light of the accepted legal standards 
and practices of the time. Before March 1965? the FBI followed differ- 
ent procedures for the authorization of wlretaps and microphones. 
Wiretaps required the approval of the Attorney General in advance. 
However, once the Attorney General had authorized the FBI to initi- 
ate wiretap coverage of a subject, the Bureau generally continued the 
wiretap for as long as it judged necessary. As former Attorney General 
Katzenbach testified : 

The custom was not to put a time limit on ‘a tap, or any wiretap 
authorization. Indeed, I think the Bureau would have felt 
free in 1965 to put a tap on a phone authorized by Alttorney 
General Jackson before World War II.130 

In “national security” cases, the FBI was free to carry out micro- 
phaone surveillances without first seekinp the approval of the Attorney 
General or informing him afterward. The Bureau apparently derived 
authority for its microphone practice from a 1954 memorandum sent 
bv Attorne,v General Brownell to Director Hoover, stating: 

111) Nicholas Katzenbach testimony, 11/X2/75, p. 87. 
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It is clear that in some instances the use of microphone sur- 
veillance is t.he only possible way to uncovering the activities 
of espionage agents, possible saboteurs,. and subversive per- 
sons. In such instances I am of the opmlon t.hat the national 
interest ,requires t,hat microphone surveillance be utilized by 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. This use need not be 
limited to the development of evidence for prosecution. The 
FBI has an intelligence function in connection with internal 
security matters equally as important as the duty of derelop- 
ing evidence for presentation to the courts ,and ‘the national 
security requires that the FBI be able to use microphone 
surveillance ,for the proper discharge of both such functions. 
The Department of Justice approves the use of microphone 
surveillance by the FBI under these circumstances and for 
these pyrposes. . . . I recognize that for the FBI to fulfill its 
important intelligence function, considerations of internal 
security and the national safety are paramount and, therefore, 
may compel the unrestricted use of this technique in the na- 
tional interest.131 

The Justice Department was on notice that the FBI’s ractice was 
to install microphones without first informing the Justice B epartment. 
F9i;;ctor Hoover’told Deputy Attorney General Bryon White in May 

. 

in the internal security field we are utilizing microphone 
surveillances on a restricted basis even though trespass is nec- 
essary to assist in uncovering the activity of Soviet intelli- 
gence agents and Communist Party leaders. . . . In the inter- 
est of national safety, microphone surveillances are also uti- 
lized on a restricted basis, even though trespass is necessary, 
in uncovering major criminal activities.132 

A memorandum by Courtney Evans indicates that he discussed 
microphones in “organized crime cases” with the Attorney General in 
July 1961: 

It was pointed out to the Attorney General that we had taken 
action with regard to the use of microphones in [organized 
crime] cases and . . . we were nevertheless utilizing them in 
all instances where this was technically feasible and where 
valuable information might be expected. The strong objec- 
tions to the utilization of telephone taps as contrasted to 
microphone surveillances was stressed. The Attorney General 
stated he recognized the reasons why telephone taps should 
‘be restricted to national-defense-type cases and he was pleased 
we had been using microphone surveillances, where these ob- 

=Memorandum from the Attorney General to the Director, FBI, “Micro- 
phone Surveillance,‘* 5/m/54. Attorney General Brownell’s memorandum an- 
thorizing “unrestricted use” of microphone surveillance in national security eases 
was prompted by the Supreme Court’s decision in 1rvin.e v. CaZi@&a, 347 U.S. 128 
(1961) , in which the Court denounced as “obnoxious” the installation of a micro- 
phone in a criminal suspect’s bedroom. 

yI Memorandum from Director, FBI, to Deputy Attorney General Byron White, 
6/4/t?l. 
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jections do not apply, wherever possible in organized crime 
matters.13” 

The Justice Department later summarized this practice in a brief to 
the Supreme Court : 

Under Departmental practice in effect for a period of years 
prior to 1963, and continuing into 1965, the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation was given authority to ap- 
prove the installation of devices such as [microphones] for 
intelligence (but not evidentiary) purposes when required 
in the interest of internal security or national safety, includ- 
ing organized crime, kidnappings, or matters wherein human 
life might be at stake.134 

On March 30,1965, at the urging of Attorney General Katzenbach, 
the FBI adopted a uniform procedure for submitting both wiretaps 
and microphones to the Attorney General for his approval prior to in- 
stallation. Director Hoover described the new procedures in a memo- 
randum to the Attorney General : 

In line with your suggestion this morning, I have already 
set up the procedure similar to requesting of authority for 
phone taps to be utilized in requesting authorit 

P 
for the place- 

ment of microphones. In other words, I shall orward to you 
from time to time requests for authority to install micro- 
phones where deemed imperative for your consideration and 
approval or disapproval. Furthermore, I have instructed 
that, where you have approved either a phone tap or the 
installation of a microphone, you will be advised when such 
is discontinued if in less than six months and, if not discontin- 
ued in less than six months, that a new request be submitted 
by me to you for extension of the telephone tap or microphone 
installation.135 

One week later Katzenbach sent t,o the White House a proposed 
Presidential directive to all Federal agencies on electronic surveillance. 
This directive, formally issued by President Johnson on June 30, 
1965, forbade the nonconsensual interception of telephone communica- 
tions by Federal personnel, “except in connection with investigations 
related to the national security” and then only after obtaining the 
written approval of the Attorney General. The directive was less 
precise concerning microphone surveillance : 

Utilization of mechanical or electronic devices to overhear 
nontelephone conversations is an even more difficult problem, 

lar Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, July 7,1Q61. A Bureau 
memorandum by Director Hoover several years later states that Evans s&se- 
quently gave then Senator Robert Kennedy a letter, dated February 17, lQ66, 
stating that Evans had never discussed the use of microphones with Kennedy and 
that Evans “did not know of any written material that was sent to you (Ken- 
nedy)” concerning microphone surveillances. The letter from Evans to Kennedy 
was released to the press. Director Hoover concluded in his memorandum report- 
ing this incident that in view of Evans “disregard for the truth and duplicity 
toward the FBI, he should not be contacted without prior Bureau approval.” 
(Memorandum, J. Edgar Hoover, Re: Courtney A. Evans, Person Not To Be 
Contacted, December 15,%X) 

lJI Rihck v. United Rtate.~ 335 U.S. 26 (1966). 
1m Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 3/30/65, p. 2. 
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which raises substantial and unresolved questions of con- 
stitutional interpretation. I desire that each agency conduct- 
ing such investigations consult with the Attorney General 
to ascertain whether the agency’s practices are fully in accord 
with the law and with a decent regard for the rights of 
others.136 

B. Wiretap Surveillance of Dr. King and the SCLC: October 1963- 
June 1966’ 

On September 4, 1963, Assistant Director William Sullivan first 
recommended to DIrector Hoover that the FBI install wiretaps on Dr. 
King’s home and the offices of the Southern Christian Leadership Con- 
ference.13? Sullivan’s recommendation was apparently part of an at- 
tempt to improve the Domestic Intelli ence Division’s standing with 
the Director by convincing him that Su 7 livan’s Division was concerned 
about alleged communist influence on the civil rights movement and 
that the Division intended, as Sullivan subsequently informed the 
Director, to “do everything that is humanly possible” in conducting its 
investigation.‘s* 

Sullivan’s recommendation was viewed with scepticism by the FBI 
leadership since Attorney General Kennedy had rejected a similar 
proposal two months earlier. Associate Director Clyde Tolson noted 
on the memorandum containing Sullivan’s proposal: “I see no point 
in making this recommendation to the Attorney General in view 
of the fact that he turned down a similar recommendation on July 22, 
1963.” IS0 Director Hoover scrawled below Tolson’s note: “I will 
approve though I am dizzy over vacillation as to influence of 
CPUSA.” I40 

In late September 1963 the FBI conducted a survey and concluded 
that wiretap coverage of Dr. King’s residence and of the New York 
SCLC office could be implemented without detection.141 On October ‘7, 
cit.ing “possible communist influence in the racial situation,” Hoover 
requested the Attorney General’s permission for a wiretap “on King at 
his current address or at any future address to which he may move” 
and “on the SCLC office at the current New York address or to any 
other address to which it may be moved.” I42 Attorney General Ken- 
nedy signed the request on October IO and, on October 21, also ap- 
proved the FBI request for coverage of the SCI~‘s Atlanta of&x.143 

TWO memoranda by Courtney Evans indicate that the Attorney Gen- 
eral was uncertain about the advisability of the wiretaps. On Octo- 
ber 10, the Attorney General summoned Evans to discuss the FBI’s 
request for the wiretaps on Dr. King’s home telephone and the New 
York SCLC telephones. Evans wrote : 

I)(1 Lyndon B. Johnson, Presidential Directive, 6/30/65. 
MMemorandum from James Bland to William Sullivan, Q/6/63. 
“Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, Q/25/63, p. 5. The 

dispute between Sullivan and Hoover, and the intensification which developed 
from it, are described pp. 104 et. seq. 

“Memorandum from James Bland to William Sullivan, 10/4/63, attachment. 
‘NI Bland memorandum, 10/4/63, attachment. 
“I Bland memorandum, 10/4/63, p. 1. 
lU Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to Attorney General Robert Kennedy, 

10/7/63. 
l” Hoover memorandum, 10/7/t%; Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to 

Attorney General Ro.bert Kennedy, 10/18&I. 
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The Attorney General said that he recognized the import- 
ance of this coverage if substantial information is to be de- 
veloped concerning the relationship between King and the 
communist party. He said there was no question in his mind 
as to the coverage in New York City but that he was worried 
about the security of an installation covering a residence in 
htlanta, Georgia. He noted that the last thing we could af- 
ford to have would be a discovery of a wiretap on King’s 
residence. 

I pointed out to the Attorney General the fact that a resi- 
dence was involved did not necessarily mean there was any 
added risk because of the technical nature of the telephone 
system. . . . After this discussion the Attorney General said 
he felt we should go ahead with the technical coverage on 
King on a trial basis, and to continue it if productive results 
were forthcoming. He said he was certain that all Bureau 
representatives involved would recognize the delicacy of this 
particular matter and would thus be even more cautious than 
ever in this assignment. . . .la4 

According to Evans’ mrmorandum, the Attorney General signed the 
authorization for the wiretap immediately after this conversatron. 

Another memorandum by Evans describes the Attorney General’s 
reaction on approving the Bureau’s request for a wiretap on the 
Manta SCLC office a week later : 

The Attorney General is apparently still vacillating in his 
position as to technical coverage. . . . I reminded him of our 
previous conversation wherein he was assured that all possible 
would be done to insure the security of this operation. 

The Attorney General advised that he was approving [the 
wiretaps] but asked that this coverage and that on King’s 
residence be evaluated at the end of thirty days in light of the 
results secured so that the continuance of those surveillances 
could be determined at that time.14j 

Wiretaps were installed on the SCTX’s New York office on Octo- 
ber 24, 1963, and at Dr. King’s home and the SCLC’s Atlanta office 
on November 8, 1963. The FBI made an internal evaluation of the 
wiretaps in December 1963 and decided on its own to extend the 
wiretaps for three months. Reading the Attorney General’s authori- 
zation broadly, the FBI construed permission to wiretap Dr. King “at 
his current address or at any future address” to include hotel room 
phones and the phone at the home of friends with whom he tern o- 
rarily stayed. The FBI installed wiretaps, without seeking furt E er 
authorization, on the following occasions : 

Location Installed Dismntinued 

King’s Atlanta home --------____________~~~..~.... .______________.____-------..-- Nov. 8,1963 
A fmd’s home ----------._________~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~..~.~~~~~~~~~~~~....~~~~~~~~ __ Aug. 14.1964 

Apr. 30,1965 

Hyatt House Motel Los Angeles ____.___ _ ___________._._......------------ _ _________ 
Sept. 8,1964 

Apr. 24 1964 Apr. 26,1964 
Hyatt House Mote/, Los Angeles _._____..._._._.____--------....--------.-.... _ _____ July I, 1964 July 9,1964 
Claridge Hotel Atlantic City _________.__..._.___-------------.....----------------- Aug. 22,1964 Aug. 27,1964 
SCLC Atlanta headquarters ._._____._.__.........------------.-._____________..____ Nov. 8 1963 June 21 1966 
SCLC New York headquarters.-. ________..........._----------...--------- ___ _____ Oct. 2i, 1963 Jan. 2i, 1964 

July 13.1964 July 31,1964 

I(1 Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, 10/10/63. 
I& Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, 10/21&3. 
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The Committee was not able to ascertain why Attorney General Ken- 
nedy approved the FBI’s request for wiretaps in October 1963 after 
refusing an identical request in July 1963. Burke Marshall, Ken- 
nedy’s assistant in charge of civil rights affairs, testified that he could 
not recall ever hsving discussed the matter with the Attorney General. 
It was his opinion, however, that the decision had been influenced by 
events arising out of concern about possible communist influence in the 
civil rights movement that had been widely publicized during the 
hearings on the Public Accommodations Act in the summer of 1963. 
Marshall recalled that Dr. King had made a “commit.ment” to the 
Attorney General and to the President to “stop having any communi- 
cation” with Advisers A and B. Subsequently, - - I 

information came in, not as far as Adviser B, but as far 
as Adviser A was concerned, that that commitment was not 
lived up to, and I have assumed since, although I do not re- 
member discussing it with Robert Kennedy, that the reason 
that he authorized the tap . . . was that he wanted to find out 
what was going on. 

From his point of view, Martin Luther King had made a 
commitment on a very important matter . . . [and] King had 
broken that commitment. So therefore the Attorney General 
wanted to find out whether [Adviser A] did in fact have 
influence over King, what he was telling King, and so forth.14’ 

Marshall’s answer to a question concerning whether anyone in the 
Justice Department ever considered asking the FBI to ‘discontinue 
the investigation of Dr. King also sheds some light on why the Attor- 
ney General might have decided to approve the wiretaps : 

Not that I know of. [The FBI’s allegations concerning Ad- 
viser A] were grave and serious, and the inquiries from the 
Senate and from the public, both to the President and to the 
Attorney General, as well as the Bureau, had to be answered 
and the 

i? 
had to be answered fully. Stopping the investiga- 

tion in ight of those circumstances would have run the risk 
that there would have been a lot of complaints that the Bureau 
had been blocked for political reasons from investigating seri- 
ous charges about communist infiltration in the civil rights 
movement.148 

Edwin 0. Guthman, the Justice Department Public Relations Chief 
during Robert Kennedy’s tenure as Attorney General, told the Com- 
mittee that he had spoken with then Senator Robert Kennedy about 
the wiretap when it was revealed in a Jack Anderson story in 1968. 
According to Guthman, Robert Kennedy told him : 

he had been importuned or requested by the FBI over a pe- 
riod of time to wiretap the phones of Dr. King, specifically 
wiretap the phones, as I recollect, at the headquarters of the 
Southern Christian Leadership Conference and, I think, 

I” Burke Marshall testimony, 3/3/i%, p. 20. The “commitment on a very impor- 
tant matter” had been Dr. King’s promise to sever his relations with Adviser A. 

‘a Marshall, 3/3/76, p. 55. 
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Nartin Luther King’s home, but I!m not certain about 
t.hat. . . . 

Robert Kennedy said that he finallv agreed in the fall of 
1963 to give the FBI permission to wiretap the phones, and 
my clear recollection on this is that his feeling was that if he 
did not do it, Mr. Hoover would move to impede or block the 
passage of the civil rights bill, which had been introduced in 
the summer of 1963, and that he felt that he might as well 
sett,le the matter as t.o whether (Adviser A) did have the in- 
fluence on King t,hat the FBI contended. . . . My recollection 
is that there had been a number of conversations with King by 
Burke Marshall and Robert Kennedy, and I think President 
Kennedy had indicated to King that. he ought not to have any- 
thing to do with (Adviser A). My understanding and recol- * 
lection is tha,t King said he would? and t.hen each time the FBI 
would come back and say, he’s still in contact with (Adviser 
9) . . . Robert Kennedy viewed this as a serious matter and not 
in the interest of the country and not in the interest of the 
civil rights movement, if the FBI information was accu- 
rate.149 

Guthman testified that he could not recall Kennedy’s elaborating 
on the steps that he had feared Director Hoover would take against 
the civil rights legislation if he had not agreed to the wiretap, 
against the civil rights legislation if he had not agreed to the wiretap, 
but gave his own opinion that “Hoover’s influence on the Hill could 
be considerable and it could have been a form of public statement or 
conferring with Senators in that area.” lJo 

It, is also not cleas why Attorney General Kennedy insisted that the 
wiretaps be evaluated after 30 days and then failed to complain when 
the FBI neglected to send him an evaluation. Evans, after reviewing 
his memorandum stating that the Attorney General required the FBI 
to evaluate the wiretaps after 30 days, testified that he assumed the 
Att.orney General had “expected the Bureau to . . . submit the results 
of that evaluation to him.” When asked if the Attorney General had 
ever inquired into whether the evaluation had been made, Evans 
testified : 

I am reasonably certain he never asked me. I would point out, 
however, that the assassination of President Kennedy fol- 
lowed these events reasonably close in point of time, and this 
disrupted the operation of the Office of the Attorney Gen- 
eraP51 

In March 1965 Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach requested the 
FBI to submit. all of its wiretaps for reauthorization.lJ2 He testified: 

In late 14pril 1965, in accordance with this program, I re- 
ceived a request from the Bureau to continue a tap on Dr. 
King’s personal phone. I ordered it discontinued. It is, how- 
ever, possible that a request for the continuation of a pre- 
existing tap on the headquarters of the Southern Christian 

‘19 Edwin 0. Guthman testimony, 3/M/76, pp. 5, X5-17. 
150 Guthman testimony, 3/16/i%, p. 1’7. 
IS’ Courtney Evans testimony, 12/l/75, p. 15. 
Us Nicholas Katzenbach testimony, 12/3/75, Hearings, Vol. 6, p. 210. 
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Leadership Conference was made about t.he same t.ime, and 
I may have approved t,hat tap. I do not recall the date or the 
circumstances which would have led me to do 50.‘~~ 

Documents pr0vide.d to the Committee by the FBI reflect that in 
early ,Qpril 1965 the Atlanta ofice informed headquarters tha,t it was 
discontinuing the wiretap on Dr. King’s home because he WV movtng. 
On April 19 the Director authorized a survey to determine If a wl~- 
tap could be placed on the phone in Dr. King’s new residence with 
“full security.” The Director’s memorandum also stated that “After 
receipt of results of survey and Atlanta’s recommendations, a memo- 
randum will be prepared along with any necessary correspondence 
with the Attorney General.” 154 A memorandum from the Atlanta 
office the next month states: “On [May 6, 19651, Mr. Sullivan tele- 
phonically advised that the installation of this Tesur [technical sur- 
veillance] was not aut.horized at this time.” 155 

The Bureau has been unable to find a record of any discussions be- 
tween FBI officials and Attorney Katzenbach conceding this wiretap, 
and there are no memoranda in the Bureau files which indicate the 
reason that the wiretap on Dr. King’s new home was not authorized. 

The FBI terminated the wireta on the New York SCLC office in 
January 1964, only two months a it0 r it had been installed, “for lack 
of productivity. ” 156 The wiretap was reinstalled in July 1964 and 
discontinued later that month because “the office moved.” 15’ NO fur- 
ther wiretaps were placed on the New York offiw. 

The wiretap on the Atlanta SCLC office was reviewed by Attorney 
General Katzenbach on October 27, 1965, and received his approval. 
A Bureau memorandum recommending continuation of the coverage 
in April 1966 was returned with a notation by Katzenbach, dated 
June 20,196$ stating: “I t,hink this coverage should be discontinued, 
particularly m light of possible charges of a criminal nature against 
[certain SCLC employees]. “W Technical wverage was discont,inued 
the following day.lso 

Attorney General, Ramsey Clark turned down two requests by the 
FBI for wiretaps on the hones of the SCLC, once on January 3,1968, 
a.nd again on January 1 B , 1969.1a’ Clark wrote the Director concern- 
ing the 1968 request : 

I am declining authorization of the requested installation of 
the above telephone surveillance at the present time. There 
has not been an adequate demonstration of a direct threat to 
national security.162 

Clark’s refusal to authorize an SCLC wiretap in 1969 occurred two 
days before he left office, at the termination of the Johnson Admin- 

la Katzenbach, 12/3/75, Hearings, p. 210. 
WMemorandum from Director, FBI, to SAC, Atlanta, 4/19/t%. 
m Memorandum from SAC, Atlanta to Director, FBI, 5/19/f%. 
=Memorandum from SAC, New York t.0 Dir&r, FBI, l/27/@. 
U7 Memorandum from Director, FBI, to SAC, New York, 8/7/&l. 
Ise Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 6/22/W The charges 

had nothing to do with Dr. King. 
u” Memorandum from Joseph Sizoo to Files. 6/23/66. 
‘OX Memorandum from Ramsey Clark to J. Edgar Hoover, l/3/&3 ; memorandum 

from Ramsey Clark to J. Edgar Hoover, 1/17/f39. 
m Clark memorandum, l/3/88. 
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i&ration. Less than a month later the Director informed the Atlanta 
office that an SCLC wiretap “is in line to be presented to the new At- 
torney General, and a survey? with full security assured . . . is desir- 
able.’ 163 FBI files contain no mdication of the disposition of this final 
request. 
C. MICROPHONE SURVEILLANCE OF DR. KING: JANU- 

ARY 1966NOVEMBER 1965. 
From January 1964 through November 1965, the FBI installed at 

least 15 hidden microphones in hotel and motel rooms occupied by 
Martin Luther King. lc4 The FBI has told the Committee about the 
following microphone surveillances : 

-Willard Hotel, Washington, D.C. (Jan. 5,1964). 
-Shroeder Hotel, Milwaukee (Jan. 27,1964). 
-Hilton Hawaiian Village, Honolulu (Feb. l&1964). 
--hmbassador Hotel, Los Angeles (Feb. 20,1964). 
-Hyatt House Motel, Los Angeles (Feb. 22,1964). 
-Statler Hotel, Detroit (Mar. 19,1964). 
-Senator Motel, Sacramento (Apr. 23,1964). 
-Hyatt House Motel, Los Angeles (July ‘7,1964). 
-Manger Hotel, Savannah, Ga. (Sept. 28,1964). 
-Park Sheraton Hotel, New York (Jan. 8,1965). 
-Americana Hotel, New York (Jan. 28,1965), 
-Sheraton Atlantic Hotel, New York (May 12,1965). 
-Astor Hotel, New York (Oct. 14,1965). 
-New York Hilton Hotel, New York (Oct. 28,1965). 
-Americana Hotel, New York (Nov. 29,1965) .165 

1. Reasons for the FBl’s Microphone fi’urve&?.&nce of Dr. King. 
The wiretaps on Dr. King’s home telephone and the phones of the 

SCLC offices were authorized by the Attorney General for the stated 
purpose of determining whether suspected communists were inffuenc- 
ing the course of the civil rights movement. FBI documents indicate 
that the microphone covera e, 
knowledge of the Attorney 8 

(which was initiated without the 
enerals, in conformance with practice 

then current), was originally designed not only to pick up information 
bearing on possible Communist influence over Dr. King, but also to 
obtain information for use in the FBI’s secret effort to discredit Dr. 

la Memorandum from Director, FBI to SAC, Atlanta, 2/14/&l. 
uI Witnesses have indicated that other microphones might have been usad to 

cover the activities of Dr. King and his associates, ‘although those microphones 
might have been placed by local law enforcement oilleers. Bureau documents 
indicate that the New York and Miami uolice did in fact date microDhones in 
Dr. King’s hotel rooma (Memorandum from Director, FRi to Special-Agent in 
Charge, New York, 5/7&j; Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to Wit- 
liam Sullivan, 5/27/66). Congressman Andrew Young, who wns one of Dr. King’s 
chief aides. testified : “We found a bus i.u the rmluit in a church in Selma. Ala- 
hama. in 1965, and we didn’t even moveit or deitroy it. We took it out from under 
the pulpit, taped it on top of the pulpit, land Reverend Abernathy called it, ‘this 
little do-hickey’ and he said, ‘I want you to tell Mr. Hoover, I don’t want it‘under 
here where there is a whole lot of static, I want him to get it straight,’ and he 
preached to the little bug.” (A,ndrew Young testimony, 2/19J76. p. 55.) 

‘w Letter from FBI to Senate Select Committee, 7/24/75, pp. 4-5. (The Bureau 
slno suthorized the installation of a microphone at lthe Park Sheraton Hotel in 
New York on March 29. 1965, but Dr. King did not-stay at the hotel and the 
coverage was terminated.) 
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King as the leader of the civil rights movement. 166 By 1965, 
references to discrediting efforts had been dropped, and documents 
requesting authorization for microphones mentioned only the purpose 
of obtaining information about possible communist influences.1G7 The 
details of the Bureau’s efforts to undermine Dr. King are discussed in 
the ensuing chapters. 

The first microphones were installed about two weeks after a Decem- 
ber 23, 1963, FBI conference at which methods of “neutralizing” Dr. 
King were explored .lE8 Microphone surveillance was again discussed 
at an all-day conference at FBI Headquarters in February 1964, 
attended by representatives of the FBI laboratory “preparatory to 
effecting coverage of the activities of Mart,in Luther King? Jr., and 
his associates in Honolulu. “lGy Justifying the need for microphone 
coverage, the Chief of the FBI’s Internal Security Section wrote that 
the FBI was “attempting” to obtain information about “the [private] 
activities of Dr. King and his associates” so that Dr. King could be 
“completely discredited.” 17* 

The FBI memorandum authorizing the placement of the first micro- 
phone on Dr. King-at the Willard Hotel in early January 1964-gave 
as a basis “the intelli 
thorough coverage 

ence and counterintelligence possibilities wh.ich 
o f Dr. King’s activities might develop. . . .” I71 

The Willard Hotel ‘(bug” yielded 19 reels of tape. A memorandum 
summarizing the tapes was sent to the Director with William Sullivan’s 
recommendation that it be show,n to Walter Jenkins, President John- 
son’s Special Assistant, “inasmuch as Dr. King is seeking an appoint- 
ment with President Jol~nson.7’172 Cartha D. DeLoach, Assistant to 
the Director, showed the summary memorandum to Jenkins, and later 
wrote : 

I told Jenkins that the Director indicated I should leave this 
attachment with him if he desired to let the President person- 
ally read it. Jenkins mentioned that he was sufficiently aware 
of the facts that he could verbally advise the President of 
the matter. Jenkins was of the opinion that the FBI could 
perform a good service to the country if this matter could 
somehow be confidentially given to members of the press. I 

I4 See, for example, Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 
l&/64 ; memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, l/28/64. 
Some Bureau witnesses have suggested that the microphones were installed only 
to intercept conversations between Dr. King a*nd other individuals, such as Ad- 
viser A, to determine the extent of communist influence over King. The Bureau, 
however, was unable to produce any evidence that it had anticipated meetings be- 
tween Dr. King and Adviser A or between Dr. King and any other of his advisers 
whom the Bureau alleged had communist connections on the initial occasions 
when microphones were used. 

1m Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 10/28/C%; 
memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, U/23/65. 

‘-Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, l/13/64. This con- 
ference and the FBI’s attempts to discredit King are discussed infra, pp. 133 
et seq. 

‘~Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 2/4/f%. 
ITo Baumgardner memorandum, l/28/64. 
“Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, l/6/64. 
“‘Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, l/13/64. The memo- 

randum did not indicate how the information bad been obtained. 
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told him the Director had this in mind, however, he also be- 
lieved we should obtain additional information prior to dis- 
cussing it with certain friends.173 

The FBI was apparently encouraged by the intelligence afforded by 
“bugs” and by the White House’s receptiveness to that type of infor- 
mation. A microphone was installed at the Shroeder Hotel in Mil- 
waukee two weeks later, but was declared “unproductive” because 
‘*there were no activities of interest developed.“174 Dr. King’s visit to 
Honolulu in mid-February 1964 was covered by a squad of 
surveillance experts brought in for the occasion from San Francisco. 
One of these experts was described in a Bureau memorandum as the 
“most experienced, most ingenious, most unruffled, most competent 
sound man for this type of operation in the San Francisco Office;” 
another was chosen because he had “shown unusual ingenuity, persls- 
tence, and determination in making microphone installations;” and a 
third had “been absolutely fearless in these types of operations for 
over twelve years.” IT5 More than twenty reels of tape were obtained 
durin 
imme % 

Dr. King’s sta 
iately afterwar B 

in Honolulu and his sojourn in Los Angeles 
.176 Director Hoover agreed to send a copy of a 

memorandum describing the contents of the tapes to Jenkins and 
Attorney General Kennedy in order to : 

remove all doubt from the Attorney General’s mind as to the 
type of person King is. It will probably also eliminate King 
from any participation in [a memorial for President Kennedy 
which the Attorney General was helping to arrange].“’ 

Dr. -King’s stay in Lus Angeles in July 1964 was cove&d by both 
wiretaps and microphones in his hotel room. The wireta was intended 
to gain intelligence about Dr. King’s plans at the Repub P ican National 
Convention. Microphone surveillance was requested to attempt to ob- 
tain information useful in the campaigns to discredit him.“* Sulli- 
van% memorandum describing the coverage was sent to Hoover with 
a recommendation against diisemination ‘to the White House or 
Attorney General : 

as in this instance it is merely repetitious and does not have 
nearly the impact as prior such memoranda. We are continu- 
ing to follow closely King’s activities and giving considera- 
tion to every possibility for future similar coverage that will 
add to our record on &ng so that in the end he might be dis- 
credited and thus be removed from his position of great stat- 
ure in the Negro community.17s 

the 

1m Memorandum from Cartha D. DeLoach to J. Edgar Hoover, l/14/64. Jenkins 
told members of Committee staff in an informal interview that he had never 
suggested disseminating derogatory material about Dr. King to the press. (Staff 
summary of interview with Walter Jenkins, 12/l/75, p. 2.) The Committee did 
not take Jenkins testimony because Jenkins informed the Committee that he 
was ill. 

“’ Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont. l/28/64. 
*” Airtel, Special Agent in charge, San Francisco, to FBI Director, 2/25/&L 
“‘The FBI also covered Dr. King% activ%ties with DhotograDhic surveillance. 
I” Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to Wilfia6 Sullivan, 3/4/t%& 

The memorandum did not show how the information had been obtained. 
1711 Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 7/2/64. 
I” Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 7/15/&L 
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Hoover wrote on the memorandum, “Send to Jenkins.” The sum- 
mary memorandum and a cover letter were sent to Jenkins on 
July 17.‘so 

It should also be noted that Dr. King’s activities at the Democratic 
National Convention in Atlantic City, New Jersey in ,Qugust 1964 
were closely monitored by the FBI. Microphones were not installed 
on that occasion, although wiretaps were placed on Dr. King% hotel 
room phone. The stated justification for the wiretap was the investi- 

F 
ation of possible communist influence and the fact that Dr. Kin 

‘may indulge in a hunger fast as a means of protest.” la1 A ? eat dea 
of potentially useful political information was obtained rom this F 
wiretap and disseminated to the White House.182 

The memorandum authorizing microphone coverage of Dr. &g’s 
room in Savannah, Georgia during the annual SCLC conference in 
September and October 1964 described surveillance as necessary be- 
cause it was “expected that attempts will again be made to exert in- 
fluence upon t,he SCLC and in particular on King by communists.” Ia3 

The seven ‘ibugs” in Dr. King’s rooms during visits to New York 
from January to November 1966 were justified in conte,mporaneous 
internal FBI memoranda by anticipated meetings of Dr. King with 
several people whom the FBI claimed hacl affiliations with the Com- 
munist Party.1s4 Xo mention was made of the possibility of obtaining 
private life material in memopanda concerning these “bugs.” Ia5 

2. Evidence Bearing on Whether the Attorneys General Au- 
thorized or Knew About the Microphone Suruei-Umce of 
Dr. King 

In summary, it is clear that the FBI never requested permission for 
installing microphones to cover Dr. King from attorney General Ken- 
nedy, and there is no evidence that it ever direct1 
it was using microphones. There is some question, Tl 

informed him that 
owever, concerning 

whether the Attorney General ultimately realized that the FBI was 
* L‘bugs” because of the nature of the information that he was 

Ei”n”, sent. 
Evidence concerning Attorney General Katzenbach’s knowledge of 

microphone surveillance of Dr. icing is contradictory. In March 1965, 
Katzenbach required the FBI for the first time to seek the Justice 
Department’s approval for all microphone installations. The FBI has 
given the Committee documents which indicate that Katzenbach was 

ua Letter from J. Edgar Hoover to Walter Jenkins, 7/17/&L 
mMemorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 8/21/f34. 
m The FBI’s surveillance of Dr. King and other civil rights leaders at the 

Atlantic City Democratic National Convention is discussed at length in a separate 
staff report dealing with electronic surveillance. 

~Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 9/28/64. 
lsl Memoranda from Joseph Sizoo to William Sullivan, l/8/65, l/29/65, and 

5/13/65 ; memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 10/14/65 ; memo- 
randa from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 10/29/65 and 11/29/65. 

‘=Possihle reasons that the mention of the collection of private life material 
was dropped from FBI memoranda during this period include (1) the “truce” 
between Dr. King and the FBI after December 1964 (see, pp. 163 et seq.) and 
(2) the fact that after May 1965 the FBI was required to inform the Attorney 
General of microphone surveillance and did not want to leave a “paper record” 
referring to the FBI’s program to discredit Dr. King. 
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informed shortly after the fact of three microphone installations on 
Dr. King, that he did not object to those installations, and that he 
urged the FBI to use caution in its surveillance activities. Katzenbach 
does not now recall having been informed about the FBI% micro- 
phone surveillance of Dr. King. 

(a) L4ttornq Gene& Robert F. Rennedy.-The FBI makes no 
claim that Attorney General Kennedy was expressly informed about 
the microphones pl.aced in Dr. King’s hotel rooms. The only FBI claim 
that Attorney General Kennedy might have been aware of the micro- 
phones is a Domestic Intelligence Division memorandum written in 
December 1966, which states : 

concerning microphone covcragc of King, Attorney General 
Robert F. Kennedy was furnished the pertinent information 
obtained, perusal of which would indicate t,hat a microphone 
was the source of this information.*80 

Next to this entry, Hoover wrote : “when P” A memorandum from the 
Domestic Intelligence Division a few days later explained : 

Attorne 7 General Robert F. Kennedy was furnished an eight 
“ ?I! op Secret” memorandum . . dated March 4 1964. 

!?$ memorandum is a summary of microphone coverige . . 
in the Willard Hotel, Washin&on, D.C.; Hilton Hawaiian 
Village, Honolulu, Hawaii ; Ambassador Hotel, Los Angeles, 
California ; and the Hyatt House Hotel, Los Angel?, Cah- 
forma. The wording of the memorandum is couched in such 
a manner that it is obvious that a microphone was the 
source.*s7 

The question of whether Attorney General Kennedy suspected 
that the FBI was using microphones to gather information about 
Dr. King must also be viewed in light of the Attorney General’s express 
authorization of wiretaps in the King case on national security 
grounds, and of the FBI’s practice-known to officials in the Justice 
Department-of installing microphones in national security cases 
without. notifying t.he Department. We have examined the Bureau’s 
claim with respect to Attorney General Kennedy’s possible knowledge 
about the microphones and have found the following evidence. 

As noted above, on January 13, 1964, William Sullivan recom- 
mended to Hoover that. President Johnson’s assistant, Walter Jenkins, 
be given a copy of a memorandum detailing information discovered 
through the Willard Hotel bug. I88 Sullivan expressed doubts, how- 
ever, about whether the Attorney General should be given the in- 
formation : 

The attached document is classified “Top Secret” to mini- 
mize the likelihood that this material will be read by someone 
who will leak it to King. However, it is possible despite its 
classification, t,he Attorney General himself may reprimand 
King on the basis of this material. If he does, it is not likely 

‘“Memorandum from Charles Brennan to William Sullivan, 12/X/68, p. 2. 
un Memorandum from Charles Brennan to William Sullivan, 12/19/f36. 
188 Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, l/13/64. This incident 

ix discussed, at p. 121. 
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we will develop any more such information through the 
means employed. It is highly important that we do develop 
further information of this type in order that we may com- 
pletely discredit King as the leader of the Negro people. 

Next to Sullivan’s recommendation that Courtney Evans hand-deliver 
a copy of the memorandum to the Sttorney General, Director Hoovel 
wrote : “No. A copy need not be given the A.G.” la9 

Jenkins was subsequently shown a copy of the report, but was not 
told the source of the information. 

Shortly after the Honolulu bug, Sullivan changed his mind and 
recommended that the Attorney General be informed of information 

f 
athered by both the Willard and Honolulu bugs to “remove all doubt 
rom the Attorney General’s mind about the type of person King 

is . ” lgo Sullivan suggested : 

Mr. Evans personally deliver to the Attorney General a 
copy of the attached “Top Secret” memorandum. It is also 
believed that Mr. Evans should indicate to the Sttorney Gen- 
eral that if King was to become aware of our coverage of him 
it is highly probable that we will no longer be able to develop 
such information through the means employed to date and 
that we, of course, are still desirous of continuing to develop 
such information. 

Director Hoover wrote next to this recommendation “O.K.” A notation 
in the margin states : “Done. 3/10/61. E [ vans] .” lsl The memorandum 
sent to the Attorney General did not st,ate the source of the informa- 
tion that it contained. 

When shown Sullivan’s memorandum by the Committee, Courtney 
Evans testified that he did not recall delivering the memorandum about 
Dr. King to the Attorney General, but that “I assume I must have in 
view of this record.“192 He doubted that he had spoken with the At- 
torney General about the substance of the memorandum, however, be- 
cause “if I did have a conversation with him, I believe I would have 
written a memorandum as to that conversation.” lg3 When asked if he 
recalled ever telling the Attorney General that the memorandum con- 
tained information obtained through microphone coverage, Evans 
testified : 

No, T do not. And considering the tenor of the times then, 
I would probably have been very circumspect and told him 

‘I* Sullivan memorandum, l/13/64. Sullivan’s remarks in this passage uuder- 
score the tension generated by the mutually inconsistent policies of the FBI 
and the Justice Department toward Dr. King. Sullivan viewed the FBI’s task 
as gathering information with which to discredit Dr. King. He perceived the At- 
torney General’s goal was to prevent Dr. King from being discredited. Sullivan 
feared that if the Attorney General were told of the derogatory information about 
Dr. King, the Attorney General might, reprimand Dr. King. Thus, the FBI would 
be thwarted in its goals if it gave the Attorney General information which he 
needed to ensure that Dr. King not be discredited. 

1m Baumgardner memorandum, 3/4/M See p. 122. The memorandum also 
stated : “We avoided mentioning suecific dates as to when it took nlace or men- 
tion of when the information was received-thus to avoid, if possible, a ques- 
tion being raised by the Attorney General as to why he was not told earlier of 
the Willard incident.” 

In Baumgardner memorandum, 3/4/M p. 2. 
lDp Courtney Evans testimony, 12/l/75, p. 20. 
I91 Evans, 12/l/75, p. 20. The FBI has told the Committee that no such memoran- 

dum exists in its files. 
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exactly what I was instructed to tell him and nothing 
more. . . . I think it is a matter of record that the relation- 
ship between the Attorney General and the Director had 
deteriorated to the point that they weren’t speaking to each 
other. And consequently I felt that it was essential that I 
followed these instructions very explicitly.ls4 

A memorandum from Evans dated September 11, 1964, indicates 
that the Attorney General had in fact received the summary mem- 
orandum, but sheds no light on whether he was told the source of the 
information : 

Before leaving office, Attorney General Kennedy instructed 
his Executive Assistant, Harold Reis, to return to the Bu- 
reau copies of top secret memoranda submitted to him by 
the FBI . . . on March 4, 1964., and June 1, 1964, as Mr. 
Kennedy did not feel this material should go to the general 
Department files. These memoranda deal with activities of 
Martin Luther King. Reis accordingly handed these mem- 
oranda to me. They are attached.lQ5 

It is uncertain whether the Attorney General understood the source 
of t,he information after reading the FBI summary memoranda. 
Evans told the Committee that he never received any indication that 
the Attorney General suspected the FBI was following Dr. King’s 
activities with hidden microphones, and surmised that the Attorney 
General might have assumed the information was the product of live 
informants, or surveillance by local law enforcement agencies.le8 
Walter Jenkins, who also read these memoranda, told the Committee 
that he had not suspected that the FBI had obtained the informa- 
tion in them by using microphones.lg7 Bill Moyers, President John- 
son’s Assistant, also saw several of the memoranda concerning Dr. 
King, and testified that he had not realized that the FBI had col- 
lected the information through microphones. He told the Committee, 
however. that “the nature of the general references that were being 
made, I realized later, could only have come from that kind of 
knowledge unless there was an informer in Martin Luther King’s 
presence a good bit of the time.*08 

(b) Attorney General Nicholas deg. Katzenbach.-Four FBI doc- 
uments appear to indicate that Attorney General Katzenbach was 
informed about the FBI’s microphone surveillance of Dr. Kin . Kat- 
zenbach testified that he could not recall having been inform ef of the 
surveillance, and stated that it would have been inconsistent with his 
claimed disapproval of a wiretap on Dr. King’s home at the same time. 
The Bureau’s position appears in a Domestic Intelligence memoran- 
dum listing the wiretaps and microphones installed in the investigation 
of Dr. King : 

Attorney General Katzenbach was specifically notified of 
three of these microphone installations. In each of these three 

lM Evans, l/21/76, pp. Zl-22. 
*= Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, g/11/64. 
I”I Evans 12/l/75, pp. 21-22. 
191 Staff summary of Walter Jenkins interview, 1976, p. 3, 
19(1 Bill Moyers testimony, 3/2/76, p. 89. 
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instances the Attorney General was advised that a trespass 
was involved in the installation.19v 

The Bureau maintains that Sttornev General Katzenbach was advised 
of microphone placements in Dr. King’s hotel rooms on the following 
occasions : 

On May 13, 1965, the New York field office installed a microphone 
in Dr. Kmg’s suite at the Sheraton Atlantic Hotel in New York, 
pursuant to authorizat.ion from an Inspector in the Domestic Intelh- 
gence Division, apparently without Director Hoover’s prior knowl- 
edge. ,Qccording to a contemporaneous memorandum, the New York 
office had only a few hours notice of Dr. King’s arrival and needed 
to install the microphone “immediately.” *O” A memorandum dated 
May 17, addressed to the At.torney General and signed by Director 
Hoover, stated : 

On May 12,1965, information was obtained indicating a meet- 
ing of King and his advisors was to take place in New York 
on that date. Because of the importance of that meeting and 
the urgency of the situation, a microphone surveillance was 
effected on May 13 . . .201 

On October 14, 1965, a microphone was installed in Dr. King’s 
room in the Astor Hotel in New York. This installation was approved 
by William Sullivan, head of the Domestic Intelligence Division, again 
without Director Hoove& prior knowledge, “on New York’s assur- 
ante that, full security was available, and since time was of the essence?’ 
(Sullivan claimed that the FBI had learned of Dr. King’s plan to visit 
New York only a few hours before.) 2”2 On his memorandum inform- 
ing Assistant to the Director Blan Belmont of the microphone place- 
ment, Sullivan wrote : ‘Memo to AG being prepared.” A memorandum 
to the Attorney General, dated October 19 and signed by Director 
Hoover, stated t.hat the Astor Hotel surveillance had been placed 
because of the “importance” of Dr. King’s meeting with his advisers 
in New York “and the urgency of the situation.” 203 

On November 9, 1965, a microphone was installed in Dr. King’s 
room in the Americana Hotel in New York. A Domestic Intelligence 
Division memorandum of that date states : 

On New York% assurance that full security was available 
and since time was of the essence [as the FBI had learned of 
Dr. King’s 
York was P 

lanned visit to New York on that day], New 
to d to go ahead with the installation. . . . Inasmuch 

as the installation will be made today (11/29/65) and deac- 
tivated immediately upon King% departure, probably 
U/30/65, we will promptly submit a memorandum to the 
Attorney General advising when the installation was made 
and when it was taken off .*04 

-Memorandum from Charles Brennan to William Sullivan, lZ/l6/76, p. 2 
ao Memorandum from Joseph Sizoo to William Sullivan, 5/13/65. 
Om Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 5/17/t%. 
=Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, lO/l.4/66. 
“Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 10/19/66. 
ac Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 11/29/s. 
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A memorandum to the Attorney General, dated December 1, 1965, 
and ,bearing Director Hoover’s signature, stated that (‘a microphone 
surveillance was effected November 29,1965 on King . . . and was dis- 
continued on November 30,1965.” The reason for the installation was 
the “importance of the meeting and the urgency of the situation 

72 205 
. . . . 

The FBI has given the Committee copies of the three memoranda 
to Attorney General Katzenbach informing him that microphones 
had been phued on Dr. King’s rooms. Each is initialed “N deB K” 
in the upper right hand corner. When shown these memoranda, Katzen- 
bath testified : “Each of these bears my initials in what appears to be 
my handwriting in the place where ‘I customarily initialed Bureau 
memoranda.” 206 He denied, however, any recollection of having 
received the memoranda.20i 

The Bureau also supplied the Committee with a transmittal slip 
dated December 10,1965. 

Mr. Hoover- 
Obviously these are particularly delicate surveillances and 

we should be very cautious in terms of the non-FBI people 
who may from time to time necessarily be involved in some 
aspect of installation. 

N deB K m8 

Kat.zenbach identified the handwritten note as his, and testified 
that although he recalled writing the note, he could not recall wh 
he had written it. When asked if he recalled the “delicate survei - 9 
lances” mentioned in the note, Katzenbach told the Committee: 

I don’t recall, and I have nothing in my possession that 
has served to refresh my recollection, and nothing has been 
shown to me by the Committee staff that serves to refresh 
my recollection. 

Q. In your opinion, could this note have referred to the 
three mentioned electronic surveillances against Dr. King? 

Mr. KATZESBAUI. On its face it says that it did . . . it 
would seem t,o me that would be a possibility. I point out 
that it could refer to almost anything. M opinion is obvi- 
ously, since I don’t recall 
not associated with it, an f 

etting the first t i‘: ree, that this was 
I really don’t have enough recol- 

lection of what was associated with it to say. I did see Mr. 

p(b Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 12/l/65. 
am Nicholas Katzenbach testimonv. 12/3/‘75. Hearings. Vol. 6. D. 211. 
m When asked if he thought his-initials in the corm& of the three documents 

were forgeries, Katsenbach test&xi : “Let me be just as clear about that as 
I can. I have no recollection of receiving these documents, and I seriously 
believe that I would have recollected them had I received them. If they are my 
initials and if I put them on, then I am clearly mistaken in that recollection.” 
(Katzenbach. 12/3/‘75. Hearings, p. 227.) 

-Memorandum from Nicholas Katzenbach to J. Edgar Hoover, 12/10/f%. 
The Bureau asserts that the transmittal sliu. which bears an FBI seeretarv’s 
notation “Martin Luther King,” was located in the FBI’s Martin Luther iKing 
file. The serial number for filing on the transmittal slip is immediately sub- 
sequent to the serial number of-the December 1 notification. The Bureau has 
informed the committee, however, that there is no evidence that the two 
memoranda were ever attached to one another, or that anything was attached 
to the transmittal slip when it came to the Bureau. 
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Helms on that date. Whether it related to something he asked 
for? I don’t know.*OO 

Katzenbach added that he was : 

puzzled by the fact that the handwritten note, if related to 
the December 1 memorandum from the Director, is written 
on a separate piece of paper. It was then, and is now, my con- 
sistent practice to write notes of that kind on the incoming 
piece of paper, provided there is room to do so.*lO 

The documentary evidence-the three notices that a microphone 
had been placed on a room occupied by Dr. King shortly before, and 
the note in Katzenbach’s handwriting referring to “delicate surveil- 
lances” which the FBI states was sent, to the Bureau with the last of 
the notices-indicates that Attorney General Katzenbach knew of the 
microphone surveillance but did not order it halted. Katzenbach, in 
denying any knowledge of the microphones, pointed to two factors 
mitigating against the likelihood of his having permitted the surveil- 
lance to continue once learning of it: his rejection of a wiretap on 
Dr. King’s new home in April 1965, the fact that his handwrittin note 
urged caution in future surveillances, and that no microphone sur- 
veillances were carried out after the date of the note.211 

Katzenbach’s position throughout his testimony before the Commit- 
tee is best summarized by a portion of a written, sworn statetnent that 
he submitted at the time of his public appearance: 

These memoranda do not indicate on their face the Bureau 
sought any prior authorization, or state any reasons why it 
was not sought. They appear to present me with information 
after the fact and request no authority to perform similar 
surveillances in the future. I believe the Bureau knew full well 
that I would not, authorize the surveillances in question, not 
only because of the circumstances surrounding Dr. King, but 
particularly because the bugs were to be placed in a hotel 
room. That is among t,he worst possible invasions of privacy 
and would demand the strongest conceivable justification. In- 
deed, I believe this position had been made clear in written 
memoranda to the Bureau dating back to the 195Os, and I 
have a clear recollection of being critical of the Bureau for 
installing a bug in the bedroom of a leading member of the 
Mafia. I reaflirtned this position to the Bureau sometime in 
1965 or 1966, but that reaffirmation may have postdated these 
memoranda. 

Finally, I cannot recall any memoranda at any time inform- 
ing me that the Bureau had’installed a tap or a bug without 

x* Katzenbacb, U/3/75, Hearings, p. 229. Katzenbach also told the Committee : 
“&My calendar does show that on that date I had a meeting alone with the Deputy 
Director of the CIA, Mr. Helms, which he had requested the previous afternoon. 
The meeting was a brief one and would be consistent with a request by ,the CIA 
for domestic surveillances by the FBI. I rarely saw Mr. Helms alone, and he 
did on one or two occasions make such a request. But I have no recollection of 
the subject matter of that particular meeting and cannot, therefore say that this 
handwritten note is related to it.” (Katcenbach, 12/3/75, Hearings, p, 211.) 

%‘Katzenbach, 12/3/75, Hearings, p. 211. 
LQ’ Katzenbach, 11/12/&S, pp. 75-76. 

, 



130 

my prior authorization. While I authorized Mr. Hoover to do 
so in emergency circumstances in a memorandum written in 
the summer of 1965, not only does the May memorandum pre- 
date that authorization, but there is nothing in the memo- 
randa which su 

% an “emergency. 
vests that on any of these occasions was there 

Further, my calendars, which are in the 
possession of the Committee, indicate my general avail- 
ability *12 to the Bureau on two occasions involving these 
memoranda, and my total availability to the Bureau on the 
third. Nor do I have any recollection that the “emergency” 
procedure was ever invoked by the Bureau during my term 
in office. 

Obviously I do not believe that I received these memo- 
randa. Equally obvious is the fact that if I initialed them, I 
am mistaken in my belief. 215 

Although apparently no microphones were placed in Dr. King’s 
hotel rooms after the November 29,1965 “bu 

f 
” at the Americana Hotel, 

the Domestic Intelligence Division did ma e one further attempt to 
install a microphone. A memorandum from William Sullivan to Cartha 
DeLoach., then Assistant to the Director, dated January 21,1966, states 
that Sulhvan had authorized the Sew York oflice to “bug” King’s room 
during an anticipated three-day stay. Clyde Tolson wrote across this 
memorandum, “Remove this surveillance at once. l/21,” and Hoover 
added his “yes.” Tolson added a note on the bot.tom of the memoran- 
dum, complaining, “No one here approved this. I have told Sullivan 
again not to institute a mike surveillance without the Director’s ap- 
proval.” Hoover wrote next to this comment, “Right.” 214 

‘*‘Katzenbach wrote in a footnote, asterisked after this reference to his “gen- 
eral availability” : “For communications purposes, it was my consistent practice 
to be met by Bureau agents whenever I traveled. In addition, I kept the White 
House operator informed of how to reach me at all times. In the l&t occasion, 
I left mv offlce for a fliaht to Chicano at 2 30 n.m. and was. as a nractical matter. 
unavailable to the Bureau only during the two-hour flight. On the second acca: 
sion, I left my office at 12:35 p.m. for a one-haur flight to New Pork, and was 
similarly unavailable only during the flight. On the third occasion, I was in my 
Washington office all day, and thus always available to the Bureau.” 

01’ Katzenbach, 12/3/75, Hearings, pp. 211-212. 
Pa Memorandum from William Sullivan to Cartha DeLoach, I/2I/66. The 

significance of this memorandum is unclear. Hoover’s and Tolson’s strong reactions 
to Sullivan’s approval of a microphone on King’s room-an action which Sullivan 
had taken several times beforemay hare been in response to the “delicate 
surveillances” warning of the Attorney General, or an added caution in light of 
the Long Committee investigation into electronic surveillance. (The Long Corn. 
mittee investigation is discussed in the Committee Staff Report about electronic 
surveillance.) It is perhaps significant that on the same day that Tolson ordered 
Sullivan to remove the “bug” from Dr. King’s hotel room, C. D. DeLoach met 
with Senator Long and, according to a memorandum by DeLoach, secured Senator 
Long’s promise not to call any FBI witnesses to testify before his Subcommittee. 
DeLoach’s account of that meeting states: 

“While we have neutralized the threat of being embarrassed by the Long Sub- 
committee, we have not yet eliminated certain dangers which might be created 
as a result of newspaper pressure on Long. We therefore must keep on top of 
this situation at all times.” (Memorandum from C. D. DeLoach +.> C. Tolson, 
l/al/sS. Ordering Sullivan to remove the microphone in Dr. Kirrg ._ -td room, 
which would have proven extremely embarrassing if it had been discu\zred, 
might have been one of Tolson’s responses to DeLoach’s warning.) 
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V. THE FBI’S EFFORT TO DISCREDIT DR. MARTIS LUTHER KING: 1964 

Zntroduction and 8ummxzry 

In December 1963, a meeting was convened at FBI headquarters to 
discuss various “avenues of approach aimed at neutralizin King as 
an effective Negro leader.” Two weeks later, FBI agents p anted the f 
first microphones in Dr. King’s hotel rooms in an “attempt” to obtain 
information about the private “activities of Dr. King and his asso- 
ciates” so that Dr. King could be “completely discredited.” That same 
week, the head of the Domestic Intelligence Division recommended 
the promotion of a new %ational Negro leader” who could “over- 
shadow King and be in the position to assume the role of the leader- 
ship of the Negro people when King has been completely discredited.” 

The FBI’s effort to discredit Dr. King and to undermine the SCLC 
involved plans touching on virtually every aspect of Dr. King’s life. 
The FBI scrutinized Dr. King’s tax returns, monitored his financial 
affairs, and even tried to establish that he had a secret foreign bank 
account. Religious leaders and institutions were contacted in an effort 
to undermine their support of him, and unfavorable material was 
“leaked” to the press. Bureau officials contacted members of Congress, 
and special “off the record” testimony was prepared for the Director’s 
use before the House Appropriations Committee. Efforts were made 
to turn White House and Justice Department Officials against Dr. 
King by barraging them with unfavorable reports and, according to 
one witness, even offering to play for a White House official tape 
recordings that the Bureau considered embarrassing to King. 

This chapter examines not only the Bureau’s efforts to discredit Dr. 
King, but the degree to which officials in other branches of the Govern- 
ment were responsible for those actions. A few months before the FBI 
held its December 1963 conference at which its program against Dr. 
King was apparently formulated, the Director distributed a “mono- 
graph” about Dr. King to the heads of several Governmental agencies. 
Attorney General Kennedy ordered it immediately withdrawn. During 
the course of the following year, the FBI sent several intelligence re- 
ports bearing on Dr. King’s private life to the White House and Jus- 
tice Department. Although government officials outside the FBI were 
not aware of the extent of the FBI’s efforts to discredit Dr. King, 
officials of the Justice Department and of the White House did know 
that the FBI had offered tape recordings and derogatory information 
about Dr. King to reporters. The Attorney General went no further 
than complaining to the President and accepting a Bureau official’s 
representation that the allegations were not true. President Johnson 
not only failed to order the Bureau to stop, but indeed cautioned it 
against dealing with certain reporters who had complained of its 
conduct. 

A. T?M FBI Disseminates the First King “Monograph” aad Attorney 
General Kennedy Orders It Reculled: October 1963 

On October 15, 1963, William Sullivan forwarded to Assistant Di- 
rector Alan Belmont for his approval a monograph entitled “Commu- 
nism and the Negro Movement-A Current Analysis.” He proposed 
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that it be distributed to the Attorney General, the White House, CL4, 
State Department., Defense Department, and Defense Department in- 
telligence agencies .215 Sullivan testified that, the purpose of the mono- 
graph was to “discredit King.” 216 

Belmont submitted the monograph to the Director with a note 
stating : 

The attached analysis of Communism and the Negro move- 
ment is highly explosive. It can be regarded as a personal 
att,ack on Mart.in Luther King. There is no doubt it will have 
a heavy impact on t,he Attorney General and anyone else to 
whom we disseminate.. . . 

The memorandum makes good reading and is based on in- 
formation from reliable sources. We may well be charged, 
however, with expressing opinions and conclusions, particu- 
larly with reference to some of the statements about King. 

This memorandum may startle the Attorney General, par- 
ticularly in view of his past association with King, and the 
fact that we are disseminating this outside the Department. 
He may resent this. Nevertheless, the memorandum is a power- 
ful warning against Communist influence in the Negro move- 
ment, and we will be carrying out our responsibility by dis- 
seminating it to the people indicated in the attached memo- 
randum.*17 

The monograph was distributed on October l&1963. One week later, 
the Attorney General called Courtney Evans and stated that he had 
just learned that the Army had received a copy of a report about Dr. 
King’s alleged communist activities. Evans reported to Belmont : 

He was obviously irritated. He went on to ask if the ,Qrmy 
got copies of all reports submitted to him. . . . The Attorney 
General asked what responsibilities the Army had in relation 
to the communist background of Martin Luther King. I told 
the Attorney General . . . that the Army had an interest in 
communist activities particularly in relation to racial matters 
because the military had to be called on if civil disturbances 
arising out of such matters went beyond the ability of civilian 
authorities. This explanation seemed to serve no purpose.218 

Director Hoover recorded in a memorandum of the same date : 

The Attorney General called and advised me there was a lot 
of talk at the Pentagon regarding the document. . . . The At- 
torney General anticipated that this information would leak 
out as the military didn’t like the Negroes. 

The Attorney General felt we should get back all copies of 
the document. I told him. . . we would get them from all agen- 

S Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 10/X/63. 
nr William Sullivan testimony, 11/l/75, p, 49. 
=’ Memorandum from Alan Belmont to Clyde Tolson, 10/17/83. Hoover wrote in 

the margin “We must do our duty” and “I am glad you recognize ak last that 
there exists such influence.” Copies were sent to the Attorney General, the White 
House, the Secretary of State, the Director of Cerkral Intelligence, the ,Secretary 
of Defense, the Director of Naval Intelligence, the Army Assistant Chief of Staff 
for Intelligence, and the Department of Special Investigations of ‘the Air Force. 

p”I Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, 10/25/63. 
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ties to which they were disseminated.. . . I also told him if any 
newspapers asked about this, no comment would be made and 
no mention would be made that such a document existed.219 

All copies were recovered by October 28. 
Burke Marshall, Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Civil 

Rights Division under Robert Kennedy, told the Committee that the 
monograph was : 

a personal diatribe . . . a personal attack without eviden- 
tiary support on the character, the moral character and 
person of Dr. Martin Luther King, and it was only peripher- 
ally related to anything substantive, like whether or not there 
was communist infiltration or influence on the civil rights 
movement. . . . It was a personal attack on the man and went 
far afield from the charges [of possible communist 
influence]. 220 

Marshall recalled that he had been very “irritated” about the mono- 
graph and that the Attorney General had “thought it was outrageous.” 
He remembered that the Attorney General had ordered the mono- 
graph withdrawn, but did not know if the dttorney General had taken 
any further steps to reprimand the Bureau.**l 

B. The FBI Plans Its Campaign To Diwredit Dr. King : December 23, 
1963 

On December 2.3, 1963, a nine-hour conference was held at FBI 
headquarters to discuss Martin Luther King. In attendance were As- 
sistant Director Sullivan, Internal Security Section Chief Frederick 
Baumgardner, three other FBI headquarters officials, and two agents 
from the FBI’s Atlanta Field Office. 

A prepared list of twenty-one proposals was presented and dis- 
cussed. The proposals raised t,he possibl1it.y of “using” ministers, “dis- 
gruntled” acquaintances, “aggressive” newsmen, %olored” agents, Dr. 
King’s housekeeper, and even suggested using Dr. King’s wife or 
“placing a good looking female plant in King’s ~ffice.“~*~ An 
account of the meeting written by William Sullivan emphasized that 
the Bureau must take a “discreet approach” in developing informa- 
tion about Dr. King for use “at an opportune time in a counterintelli- 

919 Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to Clyde Tolson, Alan Belmont, John 
Mohr, Cartha Deloach, Alex Rosen, and William Sullivan, 10/25/63. 

-Burke Marshall testimony, 3/3/l%, p. 32. Carl T. Rowan, then Director of 
USIA, was sent a copy of the monograph. In a newspa&r article in 1969, Rowan 
wrote, “(p)erhaps this is the time for me to reveal that I have read the FBI 
reports based on electronic surveillance of the late Nobel Prize-winner. I know 
how much dirt the FBI has dug up, and 90 percent of it is barn-yard gossip that 
has nothing to do with ‘internal security’ or ‘Marxist influences.“’ (Carl T. 
Rowan, “FBI Won’t Talk About Additional Wiretappings,” The Washington 
D.C. Evening Star, g/20/69, p. A-13) 

m Marshall ,testimony, 3/3/76, p. 34. 
IpFBI work paper, “Questions To Be Explored at Oonferen&? i2/23/63 re: 

Communist Influence in Racial Matters.” 
The Bureau subsequently considered the possibility of getting Detroit police- 

men to raid ‘Dr. King’s hotel room in March 1964 and kept abreast of the Miami 
police force’s plans to raid Dr. King’s hotel room in 1996 (Unsigned Bureau 
memorandum, “For Telephonic Briefing of Detroit O&e ;” Airtel, Miami Otllce to 
Director, FBI, 5/23/3(l). 
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gence move to discredit him.‘? It was generally agreed that the Bureau 
should make use of “all available investigative techniques coupled with 
meticulous, planning, boldness, and ingenuity, tempered only with 
good judgment,” but that “discretion must not reach the point of 
timidity.” 223 

Sullivan’s memorandum reported that the following decisions were 
made at, the conference : 

of (t?e !CLC 
e must determine and check out all of the employees 

(2) We must locate and monitor the funds of the SCLC. 
and check out the sources who con- 

t.o keep close watch on King’s per- 

(5) We will; at the proper time when it can be done with- 
out embarrassment to t,he Bureau, expose King as an op- 
portunist who is not a sincere person but is exploiting the 
racial situation for personal gain. 

(6) We will explore the possibility of utilizin additional 
specialized investigative techniques at the SCL 8 05ce. 

Sullivan descri,bed the purpose of the meeting as 

To explore how best to carry on our investigation to pro- 
duce the desired results without embarrassment to the Bu- 
reau. Included in our discussion was a complete analysis of 
the ,avenues of approach aimed at neutralizing King as an ef- 
fective Negro leader and developing evidence concerning 
Kin ‘s continued dependence on communists for guidance 
and ire&ion.**4 5 

Precisely u-hat prompted the Bureau to decide upon this drastic 
new approach is still unclear. 

William Sullivan was asked by the Committee whether tactics, such 
as placin female “plants,” 

a 
were common practices of the FBI. Sulli- 

van testi ed that they were : 

common practice among intelligence services all over the 
world. This is not an isolated phenomenon. . . . This is a 
common practice, rough, tough, dirty business. Wlhether we 
should be in it or not, that is for you folks to decide. We are 
in it . . . . No holds were barred. We have used that technique 
against Soviet agents. They have used it against us. 

Question. The same methods were brought home? 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Brought home against any organization 

a ainst whioh we were targeted. We did not differentiate. 
T%is is a rough tough business. 

Senator MO&ALE. Would it be safe to say that the tech- 
niques we learned in fighting . . . true espionage in World 

m Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 12/24/t% Six months 
later, in April 1964, FBI headquarters was still instructing agents in the tleld to 
“continue to gather information conc’erning King’s personal activities . . . 1x1 
order that we may consider using this information at an opportune time in a 
counterintelligence move to discredit him” and to consider the possibility of 
“utilizing contracts in the news media field.” (Memorandum from FBI Director 
to Atlanta Office, April 1,1964) 

M Sullivan memorandum, 12/24/63. 
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War II came to be used against some of our own American 
citizens Z 

Mr. SULLIVAN. That would be a correct deduction.225 

Sullivan testified that the plans formulated at the December 24, 
1963 meeting were in accord with “Mr. Hoover’s policy.“2*6 After 
reviewing the memoranda, Sullivan emphasized, 

I want to make this clear. this is not an isolated phenomenon, 
that this was a practice of the Bureau down through the 
years. I might say it often became, a real character assassina- 
tion.227 

Sullivan was asked by the Committee whether he or a?y other.em- 
ployees of the Bureau ever objected to using these tactics. Sulhvan 
responded : 

Not to my recolleotion . . . I was not ready at that time to 
collide with him. Everybody in (the Division went right along 
with Hoover’s policy. I do not recall anybody ever raising 
a question. 

. . . never once did I hear anybody, including myself, 
raise the question, is this course of action which we have 
agreed upon lawful, is it legal, is it ethical or moral? We 
never gave any thought to t.his realm of reasoning, because 
we were just naturally pragmatists. The one thing we were 
concerned abouh will this course of action work, will it get 
us what we want, will we reach the objective that we desire 
to reach? 

As far as legality is concerned, morals or ethics, was never 
raised by myself or anybody else. . . . I think this suggests 
really in governmenh we are &moral.*** 

On Decetiber 29, 1963, less than a week after the FBI conference, 
Time magazine chose Dr. King as the “Man of the Year,” describing 
him 86 tihe “unchallenged voice of the Negro people . . . [who] has 
infused lthe Negroes tihemselves with t-he fiber that give& their revolu- 
tion its true stature.” 229 Hoover wrote across the memorandum in- 
forming him of hhis honor: “They had to dig deep in the garbage 
to come up with this one,” 230 

C. William Xullivan proposes n plan to promote a new ?zegro leader: 
January 1964 

On January 6, 196Aabout two weeks after the FBI’s conference 
TV plan methods of “neutralizing” Dr. King’s influence and to gather 
information about D. King’s personal life-the FBI installed the 
microphone in Dr. King’s room at the Willard Hotel. As explained 
in the preceding chapter, additional microphones soon followed; 

* Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 97. 
8 Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 85. 
pI Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 87. 
YWlivan, 11/l/75, pp. 92-93. 
sn United Press International release, X2/29/63, regarding l/3/64 Time cover 

Stow. 
2d0 UP1 release, X2/29/63. 
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physical and photographic surveillance was initiated ; special 
Headquarters “briefings” were held ; “dry runs” were planned ; 
and the most sophisticated and experienced Bureau personnel were 
deployed to gather information t.hat might be used in a concerted 
effort to destroy Dr. King’s influence. 

Two days aster the installation of tihe Willard Hotel microphones, 
Assistant Director William Sullivan proposed hhat the FBI select 
a new “national Negro leader” as Dr. King’s successor. In proposing the 
plan, Sullivan stated : 

It should be clear to all of us that Martin Luther King 
must, at some propitious point in the future, be revealed to 
%he people of lthis country and to his Negro followers as 
being what he actually is-a fraud, demagogue and scoundrel. 
When the true facts concerning his activities are presented, 
such should be enough, if handled properly, to take him off 
his pedestal and to reduce him completely in influence. When 
this is done, and it can be and will be done, dbviously much 
confusion will reip., particularly among the Negro people. 
. . . The Negroes will be left without a national leader of 
sufficiently compelling personality to steer them in the proper 
direction. This is what could happen, but need not happen 
if t.he right kind of a na.tional Segro leader could at this 
time be gradually developed so as to overshadow Dr. King 
and be in &he position Ito assume the role of the leadership 
of the Negro people when King has been completely dis- 
credited. 

For some months I have been thinking about this matter. 
One day I had an opportunity to explore this from a philo- 
sophical and sociological standpoint. with [an acquaintance] 
whom I have known for some years. . . . I asked [him] to 
give the matter some attention and if he knew any Negro of 
outstanding intelligence and ability to let me know and we 
would have a discussion. [He] has submitted to me the name 
of the above-captioned person. Enclosed with this memoran- 
dum is an outline of [the person’s] biography which is truly 
remarkable for a man so young. On scanning this biography, 
it will ‘be seen that [he] does have all the qualifications of the 
kind of a Negro I have in mind to advance to positions of na- 
tional leadership. . . . 

If this thing can be set up properly without the Bureau in 
any way becoming directly involved, I think it would be not 
only a great help to the FBI but would be a fine thing for 
the country at large. While I am not specifying at this 
moment, there are various ways in which the FBI could give 
this entire matter the proper direction and development. 
There are highly placed contacts of the FBI who might be 
very helpful to further such a step. These can be discussed in 
detail later when I hare probed more fully into the 

possibilities *31 

When Sullivan was shown this memorandum by the Commit’&+ he 
testified : 

LQZ Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, l/8/64. 
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I’m very proud of this memorandum, one of the best, mem- 
oranda I ever wrote. I think here I was showing some con- 
cern for the country.232 

Sullivan sought the Director’s approval “to explore this whole mat- 
ter in greater detail.” The Director noted his own “o.k.?’ and added: 

I am glad to see that “light” has finally, though dismally 
delayed, come to the Domestic Int. Div. I struggled for 
months to get over the fact that the communists were taking 
over the racial movement but our experts here couldn’t or 
wouldn’t see it.233 

It is uncertain whether the FBI took steps to implement Sullivan’s 
plan. The FBI files contain no additional memoranda on the subject. 
The successor for Dr. King proposed in Sullivan’s memorandum has 
told the Committee that he was never contacted by the FBI, and that 
he was not aware of the FBI’s plans for him or of any attempts by the 
FBI to promote him as a civil rights leader.Z34 

D. FBI Headpmrters Orders the Fie7d Offcm To Zn.temify Efo& 
to Discredit Dr. King: Apri7-August 1964 

On April 1, 1964, in response to a suggestion from the Atlanta field 
office for another conference in Washington to plan strategy against 
Dr. King, FBI Headquarters ordered t,he Atlanta and New York 
officesto: 

give the matter of instant investigation a thorough analysis 
with a view toward suggesting new avenues of investigation 
and intensification in areas already being explored. Bear in 
mind the main goals of t,his matter ; namely! determining t:he 
extent of the communist influence in racial matters and t,aking 
such action as is appropriate to neutralize or comp7eteTy d&- 
credit the effectiwws of Ma.rtin Luther King, Jr., as a, Negro 
7eader. . . . 235 [Emphasis added.] 

Headquarters listed several areas 
inquiry” : 

‘Lhaving potential for further 

possibilities of anonymous source contacts, possibilities of uti- 
lizing contacts in t.he news media field; initiating discreet 
checks relative to developing background information on 
employees of t.he Southern Christian Leadership Conference 
(SCLC) ; remaining alert to the possibility of capitializing 
on ,any disgruntled SCLC employee ; the possi~bility of de- 
veloping information concerning any financial dealings of 
King which may be illegal.; and t,he development of sub- 
versive information pertaining to SCLC employeesZ3” 

The Atlanta Office responded with several ideas for “how t.he ef- 
fectiveness of King can be neutralized or discredited.237 
--- 

=Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 149. 
+r) Sullivan memorandum, l/8/64. 
=’ Staff interview, 11/17/75. ‘I’his note by Director Hoover should be read in light 

of his “feud” with the Domestic Intelligence Division described pp. 104 et seq. 
w Memorandum from Director, FBI to SAC Atlanta, 4/l/64. 
210 Director, FBI memorandum, 4/l/64. 
WI Memorandum from SAC, Atlanta to Headquarters, 4/14/64, p. 11. 
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-Determining whether a “rift” was developing between Dr. King 
and Roy Wilkins, head of the NAACP, and if so, using newspapers 
friendly to the Bureau to “feed pertinent subversive connections and 
dealings of King to Wilkins.” 

-“Furnishing to friendly newspapers on an anonymous basis, cer- 
tain specific leads where he may develop the necessary data so that 
he may further write critical news stories.” 

-“Discreetly investigate the background of twelve key (SCLC) 
employees and associates in ‘an effort to obtain some weakness that 
could ‘be used for counter-intelligence activities.” 

-“Injection of f,alse information with certain discontented (SCLC) 
employees.” 

-Sending letters to SCLC’s financial donors, written on SCLC sta- 
tionery fabricated in the FBI laboratory and bearing Dr. King’s signa- 
ture, advising the donors that the IRS was checking SCLC’s tax 
records. “It is believed that such a letter of this type from SCLC 
may cause considerable concern and eliminate future contributions.” 

-Placing a pretext call to an SCLC creditor to impress him with 
the “financial plight” of the SCLC so that he “may be incited into 
collection eff or&” 

-Examining Dr. King’s checking accounts and credit card accounts 
to develop information about his financial affairs. 

-Making a survey to determine whether to install a “trash cover” 
of the SCLC office in Atlanta.““* 

The Atlanta office also assured the Bureau that it would continue 
to explore the possibility of technical coverage of an Atlanta apart- 
ment frequently used by Dr. King, although coverage would involve 
several security problems.239 

Shortly. after theso proposals were submitted, the Director ex- 
pressed “the Bureau’s gratitude” to the Atlanta agents for their “ag- 
gressive imagination looking toward more and better ways of meeting 
the problems involved” in the investigation.240 

The New York office submitted only a few new suggestions, aasert- 
ings that “It is felt that [our] coverage is adequate.” 241 To this the 
Direeton replied : 

The Bureau cannot adjudge as adequate any coverage which 
does not positively .provide to the Bureau 100 percent of the 
intelligence relating to the communist influence in racial mat- 

s SAO, Atlanta memorandum, 4/14/64. 
=The FBI overcame similar security nroblems in another city where hotel 

room coverage of Dr. King was desired-by supplying “lead” information to 
newsmen “in order that they might determine if they could develop sufficient 
facts to cause an expose of King.” 

UOMemorandum from Director, FBI to SAC, Atlanta, 4/24/64. The Domestic 
Intelligence Division ultimately approved taking preliminary steps for possible 
anonymous mailings to the newsman and to install coverage on any new apart- 
ments that King might lease. The other suggestions were rejected becauee. they 
did “not appear desirable and/or feasible for direct action by the Bureau at this 
time.” ‘(Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 5/6/64.) 

u1 Memorandum from SAC, New York to Director, FBI, 4/14/64, p. 2. Those 
suggestions essentially included increasing coverage of the New York SCLC of&e 
and sending an anonymous letter to a disaffected SCLC employee “to cause dis- 
ruption in the New York offlce.” The anonymous letter was ultimately mailed. 
(Memorandum from Director, FBI, to SAC, New York, 4/20,&f.) 
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ters. Obviously, we are not securing all the information that 
is pertinent and needs to be secured. Our coverage, therefore, 
is not deemed adequate.*” 

With respect to the ?Jew York office’s conclusions about a civil rights 
leader and associate of Dr. King, who was also under close Bureau 
scrutiny for alleged “subversive” ties? the Director wrote: 

The Bureau does not agree with the expressed belief of the 
New York office that [ ] is not sympathetic to the Party 
cause. While there may not be any direct evidence that 
L ] is a communist, neither is there any substantial evi- 
dence that he is anticonlmunist.2’3 

Surprisingly, the Bureau did not even comment on- the statement 
of the Sew York office that Adviser A was “not now under CP dis- 
cipline in the civil rights field.” 2*a 

In June 1964 a special unit was established in the Bureau’s Internal 
Securit.y Section to handle exclusively “the over-all problem of com- 
munist penetrat,ion with the racial movement.” 245 The memorandum 
justifying the special unit pointed out that “urgency for the FBI to 
‘stay ahead’ of the situation is tied to pending civil rights legislation 
and foreseeable ramifications arising out of the complex political situ: 
ations in an election year where civil rights and social disturbances will 
play a key role in campaign efforts and possible election results.” 246 

In August the Bureau issued new instructions directing the field “to 
broaden its efforts relating to communist influences in the racial 
field.” 24i The term “communisf, ‘? the field was told, “should be inter- 
preted in its broadest sense as including persons not only adhering to 
the principles of the CPUSA itself, but also to such splinter and off- 
shoot groups as the Socialist Workers Party, Progressive Labor and 
the like.” N* The Director pointed out. : 

The news media of recent months mirror the civil rights 
issue as probably the number one domestic issue in the politi- 
cal spectrum. There are clear and unmistakable signs that we 
are in the midst of a. social revolution with the racial move- 
ment as its core. The Bureau, in meeting its responsibilities in 
this area, is an integral part of this revolution. . . .**O 

The Special Unit, that had been established in June was made a per- 
manent unit. 

‘“Memorandum from Director, FBI, to SAC, New York, 4/24/64. 
w  Director, FBI memorandum, 4/24/a, p. 2. 
=a SAC, New York memorandum, 4/14/64. A detailed, comprehensive, HIS-page 

internal Headquarters working paper, entitled “Communist Party, USA, Negro 
Question, Communist Influence in Racial Matters,” dated April 27, 1964, includes 
14 pages dealing solely with Adviser A, but does not include the information 
received from New York just two weeks earlier that Adviser A “is not now 
under CP discipline in the civil rights field.” 

** Unsigned FBI Memorandum, Addendum by Inspection Division, 6/4/64. 
ud Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 5/20/64, 

addendum by Inspection Division, p. 1. 
=’ Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, S/25/64. 
w  Memorandum from Director, FBI, to SAC, Atlanta, S/28/64, p. 6. 
24e Director, FBI memorandum, 8/28/64, pp. l-2. 
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E. Steps Taken by the FBI in 1964 to D&credit Dr. King 

The FBI’s program to “neutralize” Martin Luther King as the leader 
of the civil rights movement went far beyond t.he planning and collec- 
tion stage. The Committee has discovered the following attempts by 
the FBI to discredit Dr. King in 1964. 

1. Attempts to Discredit Dr. King with the White House 
As set forth in the preceding chapter, a memorandum summarizing 

the contents of the Willard Hotel tapes was shown to presidential 
assistant Walter Jenkins in January 1964 “inasmuch as King is seek- 
ing an appointment with President Johnson.” 250 The summary of in- 
formation obtained from surveillance at, the Willard, Honolulu, and 
Los ,Qngeles hotels was sent to the White House and to the 
Attorney General in March 1964 in order to “remove all doubt from 
the Attorney General’s mind as to the t,ype of person King is.‘?251 A 
third memorandum derived from microphone surveillance was sent to 
the White House in J~ly.*~~ 

8. Attempts to Discredit Dr. King With the Goqress 
In January 1964, Director Hoover gave off-the-record testimony 

before the House Appropriations Committee. His precise comments 
are not known. The briefing paper prepared for his appearance by the 
Domestic Intelligence Division, however, indicates that Director 
Hoover w,as prepared to represent to the Committee that Dr. King% 
advisers were communists and that Dr. King engaged in improper 
behavior.253 

The Director’s off-the-record briefing had an immediate impact. 
The FBI was soon told that. the members of the Committee were “very 
concerned regarding the backqound” of Dr. King, a.nd that some 
members of the Committee felt that the President should be requested 
to instruct the USIA to withdraw a film dealing favorably with the 
August. 1963 March on Washington, They were reported.to be “par- 
t.icularly disturbed and irked at the fact that Martin Luther King 
appears to predominate the film.” 254 

In March 1964 Cartha DeLoach, ,\ssistant. to the Director, reported 
that he had been approached by Representative Howard Smith (D- 
Va.), Chairman of the House Rules Committee. According to De- 
Loach’s memorandum, Representative Smith said that he had heard 
about. the Director’s remarks before the Appropriations Committee. 
Congressman Smith was reported to have asked for informat.ion for 
a speech about Dr. King on the floor of the House. DeLoach declined 
to furnish t.he required information. but recommended to the Director 

pso Sullivan memorandum, l/13/64, p. 2. 
951 Baumgardner memorandum, 3/4/N 
96’See Chapter IV. 
zBI Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, l/22/64. 
%’ Memorandum from S. P. Callahan to John Mohr, l/31/64, 
Carl Rowan told a Committee staff member that shortly before his appoint- 

ment as Director of USIA was announced. he had been invited to the White 
House for a Sunday evening dinner with the President and Mrs. Johnson to 
viea the film about the March. Rowan said that when the President asked him 
if he was going to distribate the film, Rowan replied that if he could not, “you 
have to find yourself a new Director.” Rowan recalled that the President replied. 
“That’s good enough for me.” Rowan recalled that after the film had been dis- 
tributed, he had been called aside by Congressman Rooney. who repeated stories 
about Dr. King that had been given to him b.r the Bureau. Rowan stated that 
Rooney had specifically mentioned the bugging of Dr. King’s suite at the Willard 
Hotel. (Staff Interview of Carl T. Rowan, 8/s/75) 
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that Congressman Smith might be useful in the future because a 
speech by him about, Dr. King would be picked up by “newspapers all 
over the Xation.” 255 

In a television interview several years later, Congressman Roomy 
stated : 

Now you talk about the FBI le.aking something about M,ar- 
tin Luther King. I happe,n to know all about Martin Luther 
King, but I have never told anybody. 

INTERVIEWER. How do you know everything about afartin 
Luther King? 

Representative ROOSEY. From the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. 

INTERVIEWER. They’ve told you-gave you information 
based on tapes or other sources about Martin Luther King? 

Representative ROOSEY. They did. 
INTERVIEWER. Is that proper 2 
Representative ROONEY. Why not? 256 

3. Attempts to Discredit Dr. King with Universities 

In early Xarch 1964, t,he Bureau learned that Marqurtte University 
in Xlwaukre, Wisconsin contemplated a\varding Dr. King an honor- 
ary degrer. A memorandum noted : 

It is shocking indeed that the possibility exists that King 
may receive an Honorary Degree from the same institution 
which honored the Director with such a degree in 1950. . . . 
By making pertinent information available to [a University 
official] at, this time on a strictly confidential basis, we ~111 
be giving the University sufficient time to enable it. to take 
postive action in a manner which might avoid emba.rrassmrnt 
to the University.257 

The university official was briefed by an FRT agent on Dr. King’s 
background and assured the Rureau that Dr. King would not. be 
considered for an honorary degree. The result of this FRT project is 
unclear. 

In April 1964, the FBI lcarncd that Dr. King had been offered an 
honorary degree by Springfield College. DeLoach visited Senator 
Leverett Saltonst.all! who was a member of the board of the College, 
in an effort to convmce him to influence the College to withdraw Its 
offer. According to DeLoach, Senator Saltonstall promised to speak 
with an official of the College. The College official was reported to 
have subsequently visited DeLoach ,*,, but to have said that he would 
be unable to “uninvite” Dr. King because the information concerning 

“Memorandum from Cartha DeLoacb to John Mohr, 3/16/64, p. 2. Hoover 
wrote on DeLoach’s memorandum : “Someone on Senator [sic] Rooney’s commit- 
tee certainly betrayed the secrecy of the ‘off-the-record’ testimony I gave re: King. 
I do not want anything on King given to Smith nor anyone else at this time.” 

256 Interview with Congressman Rooney, NBC News’ “First Tuesday,” 6/l/71. 
as’ Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 3/4/64. 

The officer who handled this assignment was given a letter of commendation by 
the Director and a monetary award. 

“DeLoach had originally intended not to contact the College ofecial because 
of his “close association with (Sargent) Shriver.” Senator Saltonstall, however, 
requested the College o5cial to confer with DeLoach. 
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Dr. King had to be held in confidence, and the board of txustees was 
governed by “liberals.” p5y 

4. Attempts to Disrrrdit Dr. King with. Churches 
On ,June 12, 1964, William Sullivan wrote a memorandum st.ating 

that he had been contacted by t,he General Secret,ary of the Sational 
Council of the. Churches of Christ. Sullivan reported that, “I took 
the liberty of advising [him] c,onfidcntally of the fact, that Dr. Martin 
Luther Kmg not only left a great deal to be desired from the stand- 
point of Communism. but, also from the standpoint of personal con- 
duct.” Sullivan observed : 

I think that we have sowed an idea here whiclk ntny do some 
good. I will follow up on thr matter very discrcrtlp to see 
what dcsiral)lc results may cmanatc t’hrre from.‘“n 

Sullivan nlct again with the General Secretary in mid-December 
1964 and reported that the General Secretary had assured him “steps 
have been takrn by t,he Sational Council of the Churches of Christ to 
wake certain from this time on that Jiartin Luther King will never 
get ‘one single dollar’ of financial support from the Sational Council.” 
Sullivan reported that the Secretary stated that he had discussed 
Dr. King’s background with some “key” protestant clergymen who 
wcrc “horrified.” Sullivan alyo noted that the Secretary said that he 
also intended to discuss the matt.er with Roy Wilkins to persuade 
Wilkins “that Negro leaders should completely isolate King and 
ren1ove him from the role lie is now occupying in civil rights 
activities.” 26* 

On December 8,1964, the Director authorized the disclosure of infor- 
mation about Dr. King’s personal life to an influential member of the 
Baptist World Alliance (BWA), so that he could pass the informa- 
tion along to the General Secretary of BWA, and to BWA Program 
Committee members, to prevent the Committee from inviting Dr. King 
to address the BWA’s 1965 Congress in Miami Beach. The Director 
rejected a proposal, however, for “arranging for [certain BWA mem- 
bers] to listen t.o sources we have concerning this matter.” 262 

5. Attempt8 to LVscredlt Dr. Zing with the Pope 
On August 31,1964., the FBI learned that Dr. King, who was 

!r 
ing 

to be touring Europe m September, might have plans to visit the ape. 
Internal Security Section Chief Baumgardner observed : 

It would be shocking indeed for such an unscrupulous 
character as King to receive an audience with the Pope. It is 
believed that if a plan to see the Pope is in the making, it 
ought to be nipped in the bud. We have considered different 
possibilities for meeting this problem and believe that the 
best one would be to have Assistant Director Malone of the 
New York office personally contact Francis Cardinal Spell- 
man and on a highly confidential basisbring to the Cardinal’s 
attention the fact that King is to visit Rome.. . . 

WMemorandum from Cartha DeLoach to John Mohr, 4/S/64. DeLoach stated 
that he would “deny any such information had been furnished” if the ofBcia1 
told anyone that the FRI had briefed him. 

W Memorandum from ~Villiam Sulliran to Alan Belmont, 12/16/64. 
Im Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 32/16/&k 
m Memorandum from Milton Jones to Cartha DeLoach, 12/S/64. 
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Malone should be able to impress upon the Cardinal the 
likely embarrassment that may result to the Pope should be 
grant King an audience and King is later discredited.263 

On September 8, Baumgardner reported : 

Malone called today and stated that he had discussed the 
situation with Cardinal Spellmnn over the weekend and 
he said that the Cardinal t.ook instant steps to advise the 
Vatican against granting any audience to King . . . Cardi- 
nal Spellman is going to Rome next week . . . and thus will 
be on the scene personally and further insure that the Pope is 
not placed in an embarrassing posit.ion through any contact 
with King.*@ 

The FBI’s efforts were to no avail. The Pope met with Dr. King. The 
Director wrote across the memoranda informing him of that meeting, 
“astounding,” and ‘LI am amazed that the Pope gave an audience to 
such a [excised by FBI]. ~5 The Director then initiated inquiries into 
the reason for the failure of this project. 

6. The Attempt to Discredit Dr. King Durin,g His Receipt of 
the Nobel Pcam Pt+ze 

On October 14, 1964, Martin Luther King was named to win the 
Nobel Peace Prize. He received t.he prize in Europe on December 1.0: 
1965. The FBI took measures to dampen Dr. King’s welcome, both m 
Europe and on his return home. 

On November 22,196~two weeks before Dr. King’s trip to receive 
the prize-t.he Domestic Intellige.nce Division assembled a thirteen- 
page updated printed version of the monograph which Attorney Gen- 
eral Kennedy had ordered recalled in October 1963.Z66 A copy W~ZS sent 
to Bill Meyers, Special Assistant to the President, on December 1,1964, 
with a letter requesting his advice concerning whether the monograph 
should also be distributed to “responsible officials in the Executive 
Branch.” 267 Moyers gave his permission on December 7,*G8 and copies 
were distributed to the heads of several executive agencies.269 

Information about Dr. King’s private life was also made available 
to United Nations representat.ives Adlai Stevenson and Ralph Bunche, 
who the Bureau had learned were being considered as possible par- 

m Memorandum from Frederick Banmgardner to William Sullivan, S/31/64, 
p. 1. 

The Chief of the Security Section recommended: 
“If approved, Assistant Director .\lalone should personally orally brief Francis 

Cardinal Spellman in accordance with the attached Top Secret summary [con- 
tailling information about Dr. King’s prirate life] . . . This is the same summary 
we previously used in preventing King’s receiving an honorary degree from 
Marquette University.” (Baumgardner to Sullivan, S/31/64. ) 

* Memorandum from Frederick Banmgardner to William Sullivan, 9/S/64. 
-Director’s notes on UP1 release, 9/8/f%, and New Iwork Herald Tribune, 

g/19/64. 
m Memorandum from Willlam Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 11/22/t% See pp. 131. 

et seq. 
m Letter from J. Eldgar Hoover to Bill Moyers, 12/l/64. 
m Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to John Mohr, lZ/7/f34. 
-Copies were distributed to Acting Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach, 

the Secretaries of State and Defense, the Director of the CIA. and the heads of 
the Military Intelligence agencies, as well as to USIA. 
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ticipants at the December 1964 “welcome home”’ reception for Dr. 
King.2i0 

Three days after Vice President-elect Humphrey participated in 
one of t.he “welcome home” receptions for Dr. King in New York, the 
Bureau sent him a copy of the upda,ted King monograph and a sep- 
arate memorandum emitled “Martin Luther King, Jr. : His Personal 
Conduct.” 274 On December 8, 1964, the Bureau decided to brief Gov- 
ernor Nelson Rockefeller about Dr. King’s private life and alleged 
Communist associations, apparent1 to dissuade the Governor from 
taking part in ceremonies commen 2 ing Dr. King for having received 
the Nobel Prize.2m 

Upon learning that Dr. King might meet with a certain foreign 
leader, FBI headquarters instructed the FBI representative in that 
country to brief the proper authorities about Dr. King.2’4 The United 
States ambassadors in London and Oslo were briefed about Dr. King 
because “the Ambassadors might consider entertaining King while 
he is in Europe to receive the Nobel Peace Prize” and it might be 
possible to “f orestall such action by the ,imbassadors if they were 
briefed.” The ambassadors in Stockholm and Copenhagen were also 
briefed because “King is also to visit those cities.” 275 

On November 10, 1964, the FBI learned that the United States 
Information Agency was considering requesting Dr. King to engage 
111 a one-week lecture tour in Europe following his receipt of the Noble 
Prize. Hoover approved the Domestic Intelligence Division’s recom- 
mendat,ion that IJSIA be furnished wit,h the latest critical Bureau 
reports about Dr. King.276 

7. Attempt8 to Block Ih. Khg’8 Publications 

On September 11, 1964, the FBI learned that Dr. King intended to 
publish an article in a major national publication. The Domestic Intel- 
ligence Division noted that it did not know “what line King will take 
in the article or what its specific stands will be,” but, nonetheless rec- 
ommended that “it would-be well to prevent any publication of his 
views.” *“I 

The task of preventing publ:ication was assigned to an agent with 
contacts at the magazine who had “forestalled” the publicat.ion of an 
article by Dr. King in that magazine earlier in 1964.278 

The agent subsequently reported that he had contacted an official 
of the magazine in latr September. According to the agent, the 
official had agreed to “endeavor to assist” the FBI, and had been 
briefed about King, but was unable to block publication because 
a contractual agreement had already been made.2’9 The FBI did ap- 
parently have some influence at the magazine, however, because a mem- 
orandum reporting the incident concludes : 

pm Untitled memorandum, 11/12/a. 
m Letter from J. Edgar Hoover to Hubert Humphrey, 12/21/&l. 
ns Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 12/8/6-j. 
ZT’ Cable from Dir&or, FBI to Legat, 11/10/&t. 
L?i, Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 11/3O/f34. 
m’ Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 11/12/64. 
anMemorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, Q/11/64. 
m Baumgardner memorandum, Q/11/64. 
219 Memorandum to Cartha DeLvach, 11/3/f34. 
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In connection with this [magazine] article by King, our 
sources have indicated that since he was awarded the Nobel 
Peace Prize he has attempted through some of his associates 
to change the [magazine] article in an effort to soften criti- 
cism made by him against other civil rights groups and 
leaders. King feared that such criticism would cause difficul- 
ties in the civil rights movement. The [magazine], however, 
has resisted King’s efforts to make these changes.28u 

In February 1964. the Director alerted the field offices that Dr. King 
was writing a new book, and noted that “it is entirely possible t,hat 
with the publication of the book the Bureau may desire to take some 
action, possibly in the counterintelligence area or otherwise, which 
may be designed to discredit King or otherwise neutralize his 
effectiveness . . .” 281 

The field offices were instructed to maintain information relating 
to the preparation and publication of the book. The FBI files indicate 
that this information was collected, but it is not clear whether it was 
ever used. 

8. Attempt to Undermine the NatiunuJ Science Founddim’s 
Cooperation with the SCZC 

The FBI sent the National Science Foundation (NSF) a copy of the 
second printed monograph on King in order to convince the NSF to 
remove the SCLC from “the NS,F program to obtain qualified Negro 
students from southern schools.” 282 

9. Umuccessfu.2 FBI Attempts to Locate Pinudl Improprie- 
ties 

In early January 1964, the Chief of the Internal Security Section of 
the Domestic Intelligence Division, Frederick J. Baumgardner, rec- 
ommended that “examination of recent income tax returns of King 
might’well reveal information which could assist the Bureau in its 
efforts to discredit King or neutralize his effectiveness.” 28s The In- 
telligence Division subsequently acquired from the Internal Revenue 
Service copies of income tax returns for the prior five years of Dr. 
King, the SCLC, and the Gandhi Societ 
the FBI stated “augmented” the fun -raising J 

)2W an organization which 
activities of the 

SCIX.285 The Intelligence Division of the IRS told the Bureau that 
“IRS had ver 

ii 
careful1 

had not been a le to esta ii 
scrutinized King’s returns in the past but 

lish a cause of action against him.” 286 How- 
ever, the IRS assured the FBI that Dr. King’s current returns would 

Lo FBI memorandum, 11/3/64, p. 21. 
“Memorandum from Director, FBI, to Special Agent in Charge, New York, 

Z/18/64. 
*Memorandum from Frederick Bamngardner to William Sullivan, l2/17/64, 

p. 2. 
m Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, l/8/64. 

Baumgardner observed that it was “essential that our current requests of the 
IRS . . . be handled in a manner which would provide for optimum security so 
that neither King nor any other unauthorized individuals may become aware of 
the Bureau’s interest and so that no embarrassment may come to the Bureau.” 

m A wiretap had been placed on the Gbandi Society in July, 1963. 
m Memorandum from Frederick Baumgarduer to William Sullivan, 3/25/64. 
gMemorandum from Daniel Brennan to William Sullivan, 3/27/f34. 
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be scrutinized “very carefully to determine whether any violations ap- 
pear*” 287 None did. 

Undeterred, the Ijirector informed the field offices that “the Bureau 
believes that more than ever it would be most desirable to identify any 
bank where [King] may have an account . . . and consider an audit 
of such account.” 28R 

One effort to uncover derogatory information about Dr. King was 
conceived by the Supervisor m charge of the King case during a golf 
ganle.289 A remote acquaintance of the Supervisor mentioned that he 
had heard from a friend that an acquaintance had said that Dr. King 
had a numbered account in a foreign bank with a balance of over one 
million dollars. The Supervisor suggested to Sullivan : 

If we can prove that King is hoarding large smlis of money, 
we would have available possibly the best information to date 
which could be used to tliscredit him, especially in the eyes of 
his own people . . . . we may take the action to discredit 
King ourselves through friendly news sources, or the like, or 
we might turn the information over to t.he Internal Revenue 
Service for possible criminal prosecut.ion.29o 

The plan was approved by Director Hoover and an inquiry was 
initiated. By December 1965, the investigation into a possible foreign 
bank account. was described by the Director as “the most important 
presently pending” facet of the King investigation.291 The investiga- 
tion was dropped shortly afterward, however, when it developed that 
the initial source of the allegation informed the FBI that “it was 
merely a wild conclusion that had been previously drawn by someone 
whose identity he does not now recall.” 2g2 

F. The Q,uestion of WAether Gowmment Officials Ou.tside of the FBI 
Were Awaw of t?re Fh’l’s Effort to Discredit Dr. King 

There is no doubt that the responsible officials in the Kennedy and 
Johnson administrations were aware of the FBI’s COMINFIL in- 
vestigation involving Dr. King and the SCIX and that the wiretaps 
used by the FBI to collect its information were authorized under 
procedures existing at the time. While there is some question con- 
cerning whether officials outside of the FBI were aware that the FBI 
was using microphones to cover Dr. King’s activities, there is no doubt 
that the product of the microphone surveillance was widely dis- 
seminated within the executive branch. Indeed, dissemination of the 
printed “monograph” about Dr. King to several executive agencies 
was expressly approved by Bill Moyers, President Johnson% assistant, 
in January 196.5. 

m Brennan memorandum, 3/27/M On the bottom of this memorandum, Hoover 
wrote “What a farce !” 

pBB Z+Iemorandum from Director. FBI to Special Agent in Charge, New York, 
5/21/M 

119 It should be noted that the Supervisor in charge of the King case is still in 
a hieh w&ion with the FBI and handled the committee’s documents reauests in 
the ‘King case investigation. 

aoo Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 6/29/65. 
)pl Memorandum from Director, FBI, to Special Agent in Charge, New Orleans, 

12/3/65. 
ID1 Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan. 12/16/65. 
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The Committee has been mlable to determine the extent to which 
the FBI’s effort to discredit Dr. King and the SCI,C by disseminating 
unfavorable information outside of the Government was suspected 
or known about by Government officials responsible for supervising 
the FBI. The Committee requested the FBI to provide any informa- 
tion in its possession reflecting that any Presidents or Attorneys 
General during the relevant periods were aware of any FBI efforts to 
“discredit” or “neutralize” Dr. King. The Bureau replied : 

A review of the King file in response to ot.lier items in- 
cluded in the request and a polling of all Headquarters per- 
sonnel involved in that and previous reviews did not result 
in the locat.ion or recollection of any information in FBIHQ 
files to indicate any of the aforement,ioned individuals were 
specifically aware of any efforts, steps or plans or proposals 
to “discredit” or “neutralize” King. 

It is, of course, evident that much information developed 
in the course of the King case involving him in activities of 
interest to the White House and to representatives of the 
Department of Justice, including Attorneys General Kennedy 
and Katzenbach, as well as Assistant Attorney General 
Marshall, was such that it could conceivably have been the 
opinion of one or more of the above individuals that such 
information was being provided to “discredit” or “neutralize” 
Kinp.233 

Nicholas Katzenbach, Burke Marshall, Walter Jenkins, and Bill 
Moyers have told the Committee that they did not realize that the 
FBI was engaged in a concerted effort to discredit Dr. King, and t.hat 
to the best of their knowledge, Presidents John Kennedy and Lyndon 
Johnson, as well as Attorney General Robert. Kennedy, were not aware 
of that effort. There was no evidence that the FBI% program to dis- 
credit Dr. King was authorized outside of the FBI. There is evidence, 
however, that officials responsible for supervising the FBI received 
indications that such an effort to discredit Dr. Ki;ig might be taking 
place, and failed to take’ adequate steps to prevent it. President John- 
son and his Attorneys General were aware at least of Bureau attempts 
to disseminate unfavorable reports about Dr. King to the press. Top 
Executive Branch officials have told the Committee that they had 
believed that the FHI had tape recordings embarrassing to Dr. King, 
and that the FBI had offered to play those tapes both to a government 
official and to reporters. The evidence. reveals a disturbing attitude of 
unconcern by responsible officials and a failure on their part to make 
appropriate corrective measures. As Nicholas Katzenbach explained 
to the Committee : 

Nobody in the Department of Justice connected with Civil 
Rights could possibly have been unaware of Mr. Hoover’s 
feelings (against Dr. King). Nobody could have been un- 
aware of the potential for disaster which those feelings em- 
bodied. But, given the realities of the situation, I do not 

m ktter from FBI to the Senate Select Committee. 11/6/Z? 
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believe one could have anticipated tke extremes to which it 
was apparently carried.m48 

The following incidents have played a part in our determination 
that high officials of the Executive Branch must share responsibility 
for the FBI’s effort against Dr. King. 

(1) As described in the previous chapter, a summary memorandum 
containing information gathered from the FBI microphone placed in 
Dr. King’s room in the Willard hotel was shown to Presidential 
Assistant Walter Jenkins by Cartha DeLoach on January 14, 1964. 
According to DeLoach’s contemporaneous account of that meeting: 

Jenkins was of the opinion that the FBI could perform a 
good service to the country if this matter could somehow be 
confidentially given to members of the press. I told him the 
Director had this in mind, however, also believed we should 
obtain additional information prior to discussing it with cer- 
tain f riends.2g5 

DeLoach testified that he could not recall the meeting with Jenkins, 
but that the memorandum should accurately reflect his conversation.298 

Jenkins told the Committee staff in an unsworn interview that he 
did not recall the meeting described in DeLoach’s memorandum, but 
that he had no reason to doubt that he had read the summary memoran- 
dum which DeLoach claims Jenkins saw. Jenkins expressly denied, 
however, that he had suggested that the information in the summary 
memorandum should be “leaked” to the press, or that either he or 
President Johnson had ever suggested that information about *Dr. 
King should be “leaked” to anyone. He added, however, that he might 
have used words to t.he effect that “this is something people should 
know about”-referring to people in the Government-which could 
have been misinterpreted by DeLoach. He did not recall DeLoach 
telling him that the Director ultimately planned to leak this informa- 
tion to “certain friends.” 297 

(2) A February 5, 1964 FBI memorandum reports a conversation 
between Edwin Guthman, the Justice Department’s press secretary, 
and John Mohr of t.he Domestic Intelligence Division. According to 
Mohr’s memorandum, Guthman told Mohr that he had heard that 
a reporter was preparing an article about Dr. King’s alleged Com- 
munist affiliations. 

Guthman stated he was quite concerned inasmuch as it 
appeared there had been a leak from the FBI in connection 
with this matt.er. He told me the Attorney General had been 
most hopeful that there would be no i‘leaks77 concerning 
King. 

From the tone of Guthman’s entire remarks, it would ap- 
pear he had two thoughts in mind without actually stating 
such t.houghts. These thoughts were (1) that the Attorney 

=a Hearings, Vol. 6, p. 209. 
‘SMemorandum from Cartha DeLoach to .T. Edgar Hoover. l/14/64. This 

memorandum is also discussed pp. 121-122. 
2)6 Cartha DeTAach testimony, 11/25/75, p. 150. 
m Staff summary, Walter Jenkins interview, 12/l/75, pp. l-2. .Tenkins said that 

he was ph.vsically unable to undergo the strain of a sworn and transcribed 
session. 
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General is most anxious that information concerning King 
not be released ; and (2) that the Attorney General’s connec- 
tions with King, and his defensive statements concerning 
King to Congress in Civil Rights hearings, would certainly 
injure the Attorney General’s political chances for the 
future. 

(H)e told me once again the Attorney General was not 
worried about what an exposure of King could do to him. 
He stated he and the Attorney General are only trying to 
protect FBI sources of information.2g8 

The memorandum states that Guthman was told “there had been no 
leaks from the FBI concerning Dr. Martin Luther King,” and that 
Guthman had responded that “he had no proof whatsoever that the 
FBI had furnished information to the newspapers concerning King.” 

Guthman testified that he recalled the Justice. Department had “sus- 
pected that the information had been leaked by the FBI.” When asked 
the basis for that suspicion? he said that “we felt that the question of 
King and the association with [Advisers A] was a matter which was 
rat.her tightly held since it was not something of genera.1 knowl- 
edge.” 2gg Gruhman said that he could “not specifically” recall a reac- 
tion by Attorney General Kennedy to this “leak” : 

except to be somewhat displeased over it. But, that was in a 
sense all in a day’s work and I don’t recall s.n$hing 
specific.300 

Guthman testified that he did not recall any further efforts to deter- 
mine whether the FBI had in fact leaked the story.3o1 

Guthman testified that DeLoach’s memorandum “distorted” his 
remarks. Guthman said that his visit. had been motivated, not by con- 
c.erns about Kennedy’s politioal future, but ratherby a comer-n to pro- 
tect FBI sources.301a A memorandum dated February 5,1964, by Guth- 
man, does not mention a meeting with Mohr, but does comain an 
account of a meeting between Gut.hma,n ,and Cartha DeLoach on the 
previous day. 

We ,both agreed that it w,as inevitable that King% connec- 
tions with (Adviser A) would ultimately become public. I 
told DeLoach t,hat our concern was over t.he FBI’s source and 
that we had no other concern as to what the Attorney Gen- 
eral had said or what our ,actions had been in connection with 
Martin Lut.her King. 

DeLoach said he thought we should be concerned in view of 
what the Atiorney General had said on the subject. I pointed 
out that ,anything the Attorney General had said h&l been 
cleared with the FBI. I told Deke that our record in this mat- 
ter could stand ‘any scrut.iny and that. both Senator Russell 

~Memorandum from John Mohr to Cartha DeLoach, 2/5/64. Hoover wrote 
next to the last paragraph quoted above, “There has never been such solicitude 
in the past.” 

2oD Edwin Guthman testimony, 3/16/W, p. 13. 
aa Guthman, 3/16/76, p. 12. 
3m Guthman, 3/16/76, p. 20. 
sol’ Guthman, 3/16/76, p. 22. 
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and Senator Monroney had been fully apprised of the faots 
Imast summer or last fa11.3o2 

A memorandum by Courtney Evans later that day reports that 
Evans discussed this matter with Assistant Attorney General Burke 
Marshall, who said that he did not intend to tell the reporter anything 
about Dr. King, but that “if he developed anything at all wit.h regard 
to [the reporter’s] source of information, he would pass this along to 
us . . .” Evans’ memorandum also notes, “According to information 
developed by our Atlanta office on February 4,1964, [the reporter] had 
in his possession what appeared t&e a blind memorandum containing 
information as to [Adviser A‘s alleged connections with the Commu- 
nist Party] .” 303 

A memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to Director Hoover dated 
February 18, 1964, apparently alludes to this incident and provides 
some insight into the political implications of the FBI’s investigation 
of Dr. King. Accordin, u to DeLoach’s memorandum, Walter Jenkins 
and Bill Moyers of the White House told him that Burke Marshall had 
calIed and “indicated that the Attorney General ,had thought it highly 
advisable for the President to see the Department of Justice file on 
Martin Luther King . . . to make certain that the President knew all 
about King.” 304 - 

The memorandum states that Marshall then: 

told Moyers that he wanted to give the White House a little 
warning. He stated that he personally knew that the FBI 
had leaked information concerning Martin Luther King to a 
newspaper reporter. Marshall told Meyers that he thought 
the White House should know this inasmuch as information 
concerning King would undoubtedly be coming out before 
the public in the near future. 

Director Hoover wrote next to this entry, “Marshall is a liar.” 3o5 
he The memorandum reports that Jenkins told DeLoach that 

thought the Attorney General was concerned with “bein 
B 

on record 
with the President with the fact that although he has, or political 
purposes, defended King, he wan& the President to realize that he, 
the Attorney General, is well aware of King’s Communistic back- 
ground.” 306 

The Director’s handwritten note states: “Katzenbach did his dirt 
against us before Warren Commission and now Marshall is trying t,o 
poison t,he W(hite) H(ouse) about FBI.7’307 

Neither Burke Marshall nor Bill Meyers recalled the events de- 
scribed in DeLoach’s memorandum. Marshall testified, however, about 
an incident involving the FBI’s leaking information to a reporter 
that may well have been the same incident. Marshall recalled that 
sometime in 1964, a reporter told him that the Atlanta office of the 
FBI had given him information unfavorable to Dr. King. Marshall 
said that. he phoned the Bureau official with whom he normally con- 

w Memorandum, Edwin Guthman, Z/5/64. 
ll”I Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, Z/5/64. 
au Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to .J. Edgar Hoover, Z/18/64. 
w  DeLoach memorandum, Z/18/64. 
w  DeLoach memorandum, Z/18/64. 
91 DeLoach memorandum, 2/18/64. 
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ducted busiuess and said, “I’m informed by a reporter that your people 
m Atlanta have given this information about Martin Luther King, and 
that I think it is outrageous.” The official at first said, “I don’t believe 
it,” but promised to inquire further. He later called and said, “The 
Director wants you to know that you’re a . . . damned liar.” Marshall 
told the Committee, “It was very difficult with the Bureau because 
if you said that they were leaking derogatory information, they would 
say, ‘no, we’re not.’ ” 308 

(3) Bill Moyers, President Johnson’s assistant, testified that some- 
time during the “hurley-burley disorganized period” shortly after 
President Kennedy’s assassinat.ion and prior to President Johnson’s 
state of the Union address, he heard laughter inside Walter Jenkins’ 
office. Moyers inquired and was told by a secretary that an FBI agent 
had come to the office and offered to play for Jenkins a tape recording 
which would have been personally embarrassing to Dr. King. Jenkins 
refused to listen to the tape. A week later, the same FBI agent again 
came to the White House and offered to play the tape for Jenkins, 
and again Jenkins refused to listen to it.30g 

Jenkins told the Committee that he did not recall e’ver having been 
offered tapes by the FBI, and did not know of anyone on the White 
House staff who had been.31o 

In addition to this incident, Moyers testified that he had been 
generally aware t.hat the FBI reports about Dr. King included infor- 
mation of a personal nature, unrelated to the purpose of t,he FBI’s in- 
vestigation. When asked if he had ever asked the FBI why it was dis- 
seminating this type of material to the White House, Moyers re- 
sponded : 

I don’t remember. I just assumed it was related to a fallout 
of the investigations concerning the communist allegations, 
which is what the President was concerned about. 

Question. Did you ever question the propriety of the FBI’s 
disseminating that type of information ? 

Answer. I never questioned it, no. I thought it was spurious 
and irrelevant . . . If they were looking for other alleged com- 
munist efforts to embarrass King and the President, which is 
what the President thought, Kennedy or Johnson, it would . 
just seem natural that other irrelevant and spurious infor- 
mation would come along with that investigation. 

Question. And you found nothing improper about the 
FBI’s sending that information a.long also? 

Answer. Unnecessary? Improper at that time, no. 
Questiun. Do you recall anyone in the White House ever 

questioning the propriety of the FBI’s disseminating this 
type of material ? 

Answer. I think . . . there were comments that tended to 
ridicule the FBI’s doing this, but no.311 

Moyers testified that he had not suspected that t,he FBI was cov- 
ering Dr. King’s activities with microphones, although he con- 

308 Burke Marshall testimony, 3/3/76, pp. 4&47. 
“ooBill Moyers testimony, 3/Z/76, p. 19, staff summary of Bill Moyers Inter- 

view, 11/24f75. 
B1o Jenkins (staff summary), 12/l/75, p. 4. 
al Moyers, 3/Z/76, p. 17. 
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ceded. “I subsequently realized I should have assumed that. . . . The 
nature of the general references that were being made I realized 
later could only have come from that kind of knowledge unless 
there was an informer in Martin Luther King’s presence a good bit 
of the time.” 31’L 

(4) According to Nicholas Katzenbach, on November 25, 1964, the 
Washington Bureau Chief of a national news publication told him 
that one of his reporters had been approached by the FBI and given 
an opportunity to listen to some “interesting” tapes involving Dr. 
King. 313 Katzenbach told the Committee : 

I was shocked by this revelation, and felt that the Presi- 
dent should be advised immediately. On November 28, I flew, 
with Mr. Burke Marshall, the retiring head of the Civil 
Ri hts Division, to the LB J Ranch. 

6 n that occasion he and I informed the President of our 
conversation with the news editor and expressed in very 
strong terms our vievv that this was shocking conduct and po- 
litically extremely dangerous to the Presidency. I told the 
President my view that it should be sto ped immediately and 
t.hat he should personally contact Mr. R oover. I received the 
impression that President Johnson took the matter very se& 
ously and that he would do as I recommended. 

On the following Monday, I was informed by at least one 
other reporter, and perhaps two, of similar offers made to 
them the prior week. I spoke to the Bureau official who had 
been identified as ha.ving made the offer and asked him about 
it. He flatly denied that any such offer had been made or that 
the FBI would engage in any such activity. Thereupon I 
asked at least one of the reporters-perhaps all of them- 
whether they would join me in confronting the Bureau on this 
issue. They declined to do so. 

I do not knovv whether President, Johnson discussed this 
matter with Mr. Hoover, or what, if anything, was said. How- 
ever, I was quite confident that that particular activity 
ceased at that time, and I att.ributed it to Mr. Johnson’s inter- 
vention. From that time until I left the Justice Department I 
never heard from any person of subsequent similar activit’y 
b 
13r 

the Bureau, and I assumed it had ceased. I should add only 
t is: I believed that the tapes in question u-ere not tapes re- 
suiting from Bureau surveillance but tapes acquired from 
State law enforcement authorities, and that such a. representa- 
tion was made to the reporter at the time.314 

Katzenbach testified that Cartha DeLoach was the Bureau official 
whom the reporters had identified as having offered the tapes. Katzen- 
bath said that he had contacted DeLoach on his own volition, and that 
he did not. tell DeLoach that he had discussed the matter with the 
President. He said that when he asked DeLoach if the Bureau had 

a2 Xoyers, 3/2/76, p. 17. 
31a The two newsmen turned down the Bureau’s offer. 
SI* Nicholas Katzenbach testimony, 12/3/75, Hearings, Vol. 6, p. 210. 
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been offering to play tape recordings concerning Dr. King to report- 
ers, DeLoach “told me rather angrily they were not.” 31j 

Burke Marshall, when questioned by the Committee about these 
events, testified that the same two reporters had also informed him 
that. Director Hoover was offering to play tape recordings of Dr. King. 
He testified that he had assumed the reporters “were telling the truth, 
that these tape recordings existed, and that they were being leaked by 
t.he FBI.” 316 He testified that, he had not suspected that. the FBI had 
produced the tapes itself from microphone coverage, but, that he had 
assumed t,he FBI had acquired the tape recordings from Southern law 
enforcement agencies. 

It did not occur to me that the FBI would go around placing 
microphones in Dr. King’s hotel . . . The notion that they 
would lant the microphone, that they had a whole system of 
surveil f) ante of that sort, involving illegal entry and trespass 
and things like that, did not occur to me. I would not have put 
it past the local police, but I considered at the time-except 
for Mr. Hoover himself-that the Bureau was a tightly con- 
trolled, well-run, efficient, law abiding law enforcement 
agency, that it didn’t do things like that, and therefore, it 
didn’t occur to me that they had done it.317 

Marshall recalled that he and Katzenbach had flown to President 
.Johnson’s ranc.h in Texas and had told t,he President t:hat the FBI was 
offering the tape recordings to reporters. Marshall said that the Presi- 
dent was “shocked,” and that the “conversation was in the context of 
it, being very important and a very nasty piece of business that had 
to be stopped.” Marshall did not know, however, what action the 
President subsequently took, if any, and could not remember whether 
the President had voiced an intention to take any specific ,action.318 

DeLoach, when asked if he had ever discussed the contents of tape 
recordings or surveillances of Dr. Kin g with members of the press. 
t&i fied : “I don’t recall any such conversations.” 319 DeLoach did 
state, however, that he had 1~now1~ about the tape recordings of Dr. 
King. He testified that one such tape recording had been in his office on 
one occasion., and that “it was so garbled and so terrible, I mean from 
the standpoint of fidelity, that I told them to knock it off and take 
it bac.k.” 320 

The only record of this episode in the FBI files is a memorandum 
by DeLoach dated December 1, 1961. stating in part: 

Bill Meyers, while I was at the White House, today, advised 
that word had gotten to the President this afternoon that [the 
newsman] was telling all over town . . . that the FBI had 
told him that Martin Luther King was [excised]. [The 
neu-sman] according to Meyers. had stated to several people 

ZIJ Nicholas Katzenbach testimony, U/12/75, pp. Qi-98. 
m Marshall testimony, 3/3/76, 39. p. 
a7 Marshall testimony, 3/3/76, 43. p. 
‘I8 Marshall testimony, 3/3/76, 43. p. 
n0 DeLoach testimony, 11/25/75, 156. p. 
rao DeLoach testimony, 11/25/76, 188. p. 
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that, “If the FJ3I will do this to Martin Luther King, they 
mill undoubtedly do it to anyone for personal reasons.” 

Meyers stated the President wanted to get this word to us 
so we would know not to trust [the newsman]. Moyels also 
stated that the President felt that [the newsman] lacked in- 
togrity and was certainly no lover of the .Johnson administra- 
tion or the FBI. I told Moyers this was certainly obvious.321 

DeLoach testified that. he could not recall the events surrounding 
this IlleIllort\lldu111. I3ill Jloyers, after reviewing Deloach’s memo- 
randum, testified that he recalled nothing about. the incident involving 
the newsn1a.n or about Katzenbach’s and Marshall’s discussion with 
the Presitlent. He did not, recall ever having heard that the Bureau 
had offered to play tape recordings of Dr. King to reporters, or ever 
having discussed the matter with DeLoach. He testifie’d. however, that 
IkIAoach’s nielliorandrmi : 

sounds very plausible. 1’111 sure the President called me or he 
told me to tell him whatever [DeLoach’s document refleots]. 

Qurstirm. Did the President tell you that he understood 
that [the newsman] was saying all over t.own that the Bureau 
had been offering tapes! 

Answer. I can’t remember the details of that. You know, I 
can’t tell you the number of times the President was sounding 
off at [the newsman] .32* 

When asked if it would be fair to conclude that the President had com- 
plained to Meyers about the newsman’s revealing that the Bureau 
had offered to play tapes rather than about the fact that the Bureau 
had such tapes and had offered to play t,hem, Movers replied, “It would 
be fair to conclude that. I don’t recall if that was exactly the way the 
President said it.?’ 323 

VI. TIIE IIOOVER-KISG CONTRQVERSY BECOMES I%BLIC AND .A TRUCE IS 
CALLED : AU’RIL-DEC EMBER 19 6 4 

&cm mn 
CY 

Director Hoover’s dislike for Dr. King, which had been known with- 
in the Bureau since early 1962,32’ became a matter of public record in 
November 1964 when Director Hoover described Dr. King at a meet- 
ing with women reporters as t,he “most notorious liar’: in the country. 
Dr. King responded that t,he Director was obviously “faltering” under 
t.he responsibilities of his office. The FBI immediately intensified its 
secret campaign tgainst Dr. King, offering to play the tapes from 
microphone surveillance of Dr. hmg to reporters and to 1ea.k stories 
concerning him to the press. The FBI also sent a tape recording made 
from the microphone surveillance t.o Dr. King, with a wjrning which 
Dr. King and his close associates interpreted as an invitation to 
suic.ide. 

The public aspects of the dispute peaked iI> December 1964, shortly 
before Dr. King went to Europe to receive the Nobel Peace Prize. Dr. 

‘*I Xemorandum from Cartha DeLoach to John BIohr, 12/l/64. 
sn Bill Jloyers testimony, 3/2/‘76, p. 8. 
32a Meyers testimony, 3/2/76, p. 9. 
“‘As earlv as February 1962. the Director had informed the Domestic Intelli- 

gence Divisi’on : “King is no good anyway.” 
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King publicly announced that it was time for the controversy to end, 
and arranged a meeting with Dir-e&or Hoover to seal a truce. The 
FBI% public criticism stopped, but the Bureau’s secret campaign to 
discredit Dr. King continued. Believing that Dr. King’s downfall 
would severely harm the entire movement for racial equality, several 
prominent civil rights figures met with FBI officials to voice their con- 
cern and seek assurances from the FBI that the attacks on Dr. King 
would stop. 

A. First Steps in the Public Controversy April-iVovember 1964 

Although the FBI had been covertly engaged in a massive campaign 
to discredit Dr. King for several months, the fact that the FBI was 
the source of allegations about communist influence in the civil rights 
movement did not become public until the release of Director Hoover’s 
off-the-record testimony before the House Appropriations Committee 
in April 1964. The Director was quoted in the press as having testi- 
fied that “ ‘Communist influence does exist in the Negro movement’ and 
can influence ‘large masses’ of people. 
a forceful reply : 

” 3z5 Dr. King immediately issued 

It is very unfortunate that Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, in his 
claims of alleged communist infiltration in the civil rights 
movement, has allowed himself to aid and abet the salacious 
claims of southern racists and the extreme right-wing 
elements. 

We challenge all who raise the “red” issue, whether they 
be newspaper columnists or the head of the FBI himself-to 
come forward and provide real evidence which contradicts 
this stand of the SCLC. We are confident that this cannot be 
done. 

We affirm that SCLC is unalterably opposed to the mis- 
guided philosophy of communist. 

It is di5cult to accept the word of the FBI on commu- 
nist infiltration in the civil rights movement, when they have 
been so completely ineffectual in resolving the continued may- 
hem and brutality inflicted upon the Negro in the deep south. 
It would be encouraging to us if Mr. Hoover and the FBI 
would be as diligent in apprehending those responsible for 
bombing churches and killing little children as they are in 
seeking out alleged communist infiltration in the civil rights 
movement.326 

In early May 1964, Director Hoover made the following response to a 
question from United Presss International concerning whether any 

m New York Times, 4/22/t&t, p. 30. 
‘= FBI transcription of Dr. King’s statement to press, Memorandum from Wil- 

liam Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 4/23/f34. Another FBI memorandum which dealt 
with Dr. King’s statement indicated the Bureau’s opinion that someone “high in 
the Administration not known to us . . . apparently agreed with Dr. King’s press 
release.” Sullivan’s report about Dr. King’s statement point& out that “King 
quoted the AG against the Director, to the effect that it is to be expected that 
communist will try to infiltrate civil rights movements, but they had not suc- 
ceeded in making the expected impact.” (Memorandum from William Sullivan 
to Alan Belmont, 4/23/f34.) 
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communists were in positions of leadership in the civil rights 
movement : 

Let me first emphasize that I realize the vast majority of 
Negroes have rejected and recognize communism for what it 
is.. . . 

The existence and importance of the communist influence 
in the Negro movement should not be ignored or minimized, 
nor should it be exaggerated. The Communist Party will use 
its forces either in the open forum of public opinion or 
through its sympathizers who do not wear the badge of com- 
munism but who spout some of the same ideas carried in the 
Communist Party line. This is the influence which is capable 
of moving large masses of loyal and dedicated citizens toward 
communist objectives while being lured away from the true 
issues involved. It is up to the civil rights organizations them- 
selves to recognize this and face up to it.327 

On May 11, Dr. King appeared on the news program, “Face the 
Nation.” He denied communists had infiltrated decision-making. posi- 
tions in the civil rights movement or the SCLC and remarked that it 
was “unfortunate” that “such a great man” as Director Hoover had 
made allegations to that effect. Dr. King added that the Director 
should more appropriately have remarked on how surprising it was 
that so few Negroeshad turned to communism in light of the treatment 
they had received. Dr. King said that the Justice Department had 
warned him of only one suspected communist in the SCLC, and that 
he had fired that individual.sa8 

The feud between Director Hoove,r and Dr. King heightened on No- 
vember 18, 1964, with the Direector’s public allegation that Dr. King 
was the “most notorious liar” in the country. Director Hoover made 
that comment during a meeting with women reporters in the context 
of explaining how FBI agents were assigned in civil rights cases. 
According to a memorandum of the meeting written by DeLoach : 

[The Director] stated it was a common belief in some circles 
that Special Agents in the South were all, without exception, 
southern born agents. As a matter of fact, ‘70% of the agents 
currently assigned to the South here born in the North. He 
stated that the “notorious” Martin Luther King had at- 
tempted to capitalize on this matter by claiming that all 
agents assigned to the Albany, Georgia, Resident Agency 
were southern born agents. As a matter of fact, 4 out of 5 of 

=Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to Edwin Guthman, 5/14/64, p. 4. 
Director Hoover’s answer was initially submitted to Guthman, the Attorney 
General’s Special Atistant for Public Information. Guthman strongly objected to 
the anewer because it “put communist influence in the dvil rights movement out 
of perspective.” He then had a lengthy conference with DeLoaeh, and the armwer, 
quoted above, was agreed u,pon. (Memorandum from Edwin Guthman to Cartha 
DeLoach, 5/X2/64 ; DeLoach memorandum, 6/14/64. ) 

O8 Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 5/11/84. 
The Headquarters agent who reported on the television program added the com- 
ment : “King’s obvious reference wae to the ‘removal’ of (Adviser B) from the 
SULC. As expected, King lied about being warned of anyone else because he had 
been warned about (Adviser A) and has nevertheless maintained a close associa- 
tion with (Adviser A) .” (Baumgardner memorandum, 5/11/64. ) 
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the agents assigned to the Albany. Georgia, Resident Agency 
were northern born. The Director stated he had instructed 
me to get in touch with Reverend King and line up an ap- 
pointment so that King could be given the t,rue facts. He 
stated that King had refused to give me an appointment and, 
therefore, he considered King to be the most “notorious liar” 
in the country.32g 

When the reporters asked Director Hoover for more details about 
Dr. King, 

he stated, off the record, “He is one of the lowest characters 
in the country.” There was an immediate inquiry as to whether 
he could be quoted on the original statement that Martin 
Luther King was a liar and he stated, “Yes-that is public 
record.” 330 

Nicholas Katzenbach, w-h? was then Acting Attorney General, testi- 
~xJ that he talked with Director Hoover about. that press conference 

[Hoover] told me that it was not his practice to have press 
conferences, had not done so in the past, and would not do so 
again in the future. Perhaps the depth of his feeling with 
respect to Dr. King was revealed to me by his statement that 
he did not understand all the publicity which the remark had 
attracted because he had been asked a simple question and 
given a simple truthful answer.331 

Some of Dr. King’s advisers drafted a strong response, one of which 
would have “blown Hoover out of the water, calling him every name 
in the book.” 332 Before they had an opportunity to release the state- 
ment, Dr. King, who was then in Bimini, issued the following public 
reply : 

I cannot conceive of Mr. Hoover making a statement like this 
without being under extreme pressure. He has apparently fal- 
tered under the awesome burden, complexities and responsi- 
bilities of his office.333 

Dr. King also sent a telegram to Director Hoover, which was made 
public, stating : 

I ‘was appalled and surprised at your reported statement 
maligning my integrity. What motivated such an irresponsi- 
ble accusation is a mystery to me. 

3po Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to John Jlohr, 11/18/X, p. 6. 
aWDeLoach memorandum, 11/18/64, 1). 10. DeLoach told the Committee about 

the incident : “I passed Mr. Ho&e; a n&e and told him that if he really felt that 
way, he should keep it off the record. He paid no attention to that note. I passed 
him a second note and made the same statement and he paid no attention to that, 
and on the third occasion that I passed him a note, he said out loud to the women 
that ‘DeLoach tells me I should keep these statements concerning King off the 
record, but that’s none of his business. I made it for the record and you can use 
it for the record.’ ” (C&ha DeLoach testimony, 11/E/75, p. 169. See also 
DeLoach testimony, 12/3/75, Hearings, Vol. 6, p. 173.) 

a Katzenbach testimony, 12/3/75, Hearings, Vol. 6, p. 210. 
m Harry Wachtel testimony, 2/27/76, p. 42. 
sEl New York Times, 11/20/64, p. 18. 
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I have sincerely questioned the effectiveness of the F.B.I. in 
racial incidents, particularly where bombings and brutalities 
against Negroes are at issue . . . 

I will be happy to discuss this question with you at length 
in the near future. Although your statement said you have at- 
tempted to meet with me. I have sought in vain for any record 
of such a request.334 

Dr. King also criticized Director Hoover in a press interview on the 
same day for “following the path of appeasement. of political powers 
in the South.” 335 

The Domestic Intelligence Division prepared an analysis of the 
allegations in Dr. King’s telegram, emphasizing the events two years 
earlier which the FBI had interpreted as a refusal by Dr. King to be 
interviewed.336 Sullivan recommended against replying to Dr. King’s 
charges or meeting with Dr. King. The Director penned his agreement 
on Sullivan’s memorandum : 

O.K. Rut I can’t understand why we are unable t,o get the true 
facts before the public. We can’t even get our accomplish- 
ments published. We are never taking the aggressive, but 
above lies remain unanswered.337 

The following day, the FBI mailed a tape recording from the Wil- 
lard Hotel microphone surveillance to Dr. King accompanied by a 
letter which Dr. King and his associates interpreted as an invitation 
to suicide. 

B. TffpQS Are Mailed to King: Arovember 21. 19b’.$ 

Sometime in mid-November 1964 a decision was made at FBI Head- 
quarters to mail a tape recording made during microphone surveillance 
of Dr. King to the SCLC office in Atlanta. William Sullivan, who was 
responsible-for the proiect, testl3ied that he first learned of t.he plan 
when Alan Belmont, Assistant to the Director. told him that Director 
Hoover wanted one of the King tapes mailed to C’oretta King to 
precipitate their separation, therebv diminishing Dr. King’s stature. 
Belmont told Sullivan that the FBI laboratory would “sterilize the 
t,ape to prevent its being traced to the Bureau.” Sullivan was to have 
the tape mailed from a southern state.338 

Sullivan told the Committee that he had opposed the plan because 
it would warn Dr. King that his activities were being covered b.y micro- 
phones. According to Sullivan, Belmont apreed that the plan was 
unwise, but said that he had no power to stop it because the orders had 
come from Hoover and T01son.~~~ 

m New York Times, 11/29/64, p. 18. 
s New York Times, 11/29/64, p. 18. 
m That incident is described at pp. 8991. 
ur Memorandum from Alex Rosen to Alan Belmont, 11/2Q/f34, p. 4. Director 

Hoover remarked on another memorandum, “I have no intention of seeing King. 
I gave him that opportunity once and he ignored it.” 

m William Sullivan testimony, 11/l/75, pp. 104-105. The Willard Hotel tape 
was called in from the Washington field of&e on November 19, 1964. The de- 
cision at Headquarters would have been made sometime earlier, probably as a 
result of the “notorious liar” controversy. 

m Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 105. 
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The FBI technician who prepared the tape told the Committee that 
he had been ordered to produce a “composite” tape from coverage of 
hotel rooms in Washington, D.C., San Francisco, and Los Angeles. 
After the tape was completed, a copy was left with Sullivan.340 

Sullivan testified that he ordered a “tight-lipped . . , reliable” 
agent. to fly to Tampa, Florida to mail a package to Coretta King. He 
did not tell the agent that the package contained the King tape.341 The 
agent testified that. he flew to Miami and then called Sullivan, who in- 
structed him to address the package to Martin Luther King, Jr. The 
agent said that he mailed the package from a post office near the 
Miami airport.s42 A travel voucher provided to the Committee by the 
FRI indicates that the agent flew to Miami on November 21,1964. 

Congressman Andrew Young, who was then Dr. King’s assistant, 
recalled that the tape arrived at the SCTX Headquarters in Atlanta 
sometime before Dec,ember 1963. Congressman Young said that the 
office personnel assumed the tape contained another of Dr. King’s 
speeches; it was stored for a while. and later sent to Dr. King’s home 
along with several other tapes.31” Dr. King, Congressman Young, and 
some others listened to the tape sometime after Dr. King had returned 
from receiving the Nobel Peace Prize. probably in January 1965. Con- 
gressman Young testified that he probably destroyed the tape several 
years later. 

Congressman’ Young recalled that the tape was of “very poor qual- 
ity, very garbled,” but that at least part of it appeared to have been 
made during a conversation between Dr. King and other civil rights 
leaders at the Willard Hotel. He testified that none of the comments 
on the tape related to the commission of a crime or to “affection” for 
communism. “It was personal conversation among friends.” 344 

According to Congressman Young a letter had accompanied the 
tape, stating that the tape wonId be released in 34 days and threatening 
“there is only one thing you can do to prevent this from happening.” 
Congressman Young said that when he and Dr. King read the letter, 
“we assumed that the letter and the tape had been mailed 34 days 
before the receipt of the Nobel Prize, and that this was a threat to 
expose Martin just before he received the Nobel Prize.” Congressman 
Young testified : 

I think that the disturbing thing to Martin was that he 
felt somebody was trying to get him to commit suicide, and 
because it was a tape of a meeting in Washington and the 
postmark was from Florida, we assumed nobody had the 
capacity to do that other than the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
t.igation.346 

W Staff summary of [FBI Technician] interview, 7/25/75, p. 5. The tape which 
was ultimately sent to Dr. King, however, may have consisted of the WiNaM 
coverage. 

MI Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 106. 
%’ Staff summary of [FBI Agent] interview, 4/23/E. The agent recalled that 

the package, which was marked “fragile,” did not have a return address. Sulli- 
van remembered that the agent had commented that he had had trouble mailing 
the package because it had no return address, but that he had “talked his way 
around it.” (Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 10%) 

“‘Andrew Young testimony, 2/N/76. pp. 6-S. Young recalled that the package 
containing the tape had a Florida postmark. 

9u Young, 2/N/76, p. 7. 
36 Young, 2/W/76, p. 8. 
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Roth Young and Ralph Abernathy, who also heard the tape and read 
the letter, interpreted it as in.viting Dr. King to take his own life.34g 

William Sullivan testified that he could not recall such a letter.34’ 
The FBI provided the Committee with a copy of a letter which was 
found in Sullivan’s office files following his discharge in 1971?18 The 
letter stated in part : 

King, look into your heart. You know you are a complete 
fraud and a greater liability to all of us Negroes. White people 
in this country have enough frauds of their own but I am sure 
they don’t have one at this time that is any where near your 
equal. You are no clergyman and you know it. I repeat that 
you are a colossal fraud and an evil, vicious one at that. . . . 

King, like all frauds your end is approaching. You could 
have been our greatest leader. . . . Rut you are done. Your 
“honorary” degrees,.your Nobel Prize (what a grim farce) 
and other awards w-111 not save you. King, I repeat. you are 
done. . . . 

The American public, the church organizations that have 
been helping-Protestants. Catholics and Jews will know you 
for what you are-an evil beast. So will others who have 
backed you. You are done. 

King, there is only one thing left for you to do. You know 
what it is. You have just 34 days in which to do (this exact 
number has been selected for a specific reason, it has definite 
practical significance). You are done. There is but one way 
out for you. You better take it before your filthy fraudulent 
self is bared to the nation. 

Andrew Young stated that the last paragraph of this letter was 
identical with the letter that had been sent to the SCLC headquarters, 
but that the other portions of the letter appeared to be an earlier draft 
of the letter that he had seen. 3~9 Sullivan testified that he did not re- 
call ever having seen the document, although it was “possible” that he 
had something to do with it and sm~ply cannot remember.350 Sullivan 
also testified that he could not recall any conversations at the FBI con- 
cerning the possibility of Dr. King’s committing suicide. After read- 
ing the last paragraph of the letter, he conceded that it. could be inter- 
preted as an invitation to suicide, although so far as Sullivan knew, 

3M Young, 2/19/76, p. 8 ; staff summary of Ralph Abernathy interview, 11/19/ 
75, p. 3. 

34’ Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 112. 
WThe Bureau said it could not find a copy in any of its other files. 
“‘The letter given to the Committee by the FBI was single spaced; Andrew 

Young testified that Dr. King had received “a double spaced letter and it was 
about a page and a half. It was typed in a very old typewriter, very bad typing.” 
He was certain, however that the last paragraph of the two letters were nearly 
identical. The one sent to Dr. King “was simplitled and has shorter, simpler 
sentences, but essentially said the same thing, especially the part about ‘there’s 
only one thing left for you to do. . . .’ I remember that vividly.” (Young, 
2/19/q p. 36) 

m Sullivan, 11/l/75, p. 112. Sullivan suggested that the letter might have 
been “planted” in his flies. 
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the FBI’s goal was simply to convince Dr. King to resign from the 
SCLC, not to kill llimself.351 

When asked by the Committer what had ultimately happened to 
the letter received by Reverend King, Andrew Young testified: 

I’m not really sure about this now, but I t.hink we discussed 
somet,hing about a letter with DeLoach-I’m not certain 
whether it was DeLaach or the local FRI agents--and they 
said they would be glad to look into it. They said, whenever 
we got any of these kind of threatening letters, to send them 
to them, and they would be glad to investigate. That letter 
may have been sent back to I)cLoac1~.3”’ 

6’. Attempts by the FRZ to “Lcuk” to Reporters Tape Z?ecor&ngs 
Z?wdmrrassi~~g to Zh. K’ijcg 

After Director Hoover denounced Dr. King as a “notorious liar” in 
mid-November, the FBI apparently made several attempts to “leak” 
tape recordings concerning Dr. King to newsmen. One offer involving 
the Bureau Chief of a national news publication has been discussed at 
length in the preceding chapter. 353 David Kraslow, another reporter, 
has told a Committee staff member, that one of his “better sources at 
the Bureau” offered him a transcript of a tape recording about Dr. 
King. Kraslow said that his source read him a portion of the transcript 
on the phone, and claimed that it came from a “bug” operated by a 
Southern police agency. Kraslow said that, he declined the offer.354 

It. is not known how many other reporters were approached by the 
FBI during that period; Nicholas Katzenbach testified that at least 
one other reporter had informed him of a similar Bureau offer,355 and 
other witnesses, such as James Farmer, have mentioned addit,ional 
“leaks” from the Bureau3j6 

I 
951 One FBI Mtness testified that he intermeted the “34 davs” to refer to 

Christmas, and that the FBI had apparently hoped Dr. King would resign for 
Christmas. (James Adams testimony, D/19/75, Hearings. Vol. 6. pp. 6668.) 
When asked about this interpretation, Andrew Young testified : 

“We didn’t think of that. We thought that he was talking about committing 
suicide, and we tied the date to the Noble Prize. . . . That is the way we dis- 
cussed it; to commit suicide, or that he was going to be publicly humiliated 
just at the moment of his receipt of the Noble Prize.” (Andrew Young, 2/19/76, 
D. 371 

Carl Rowan stated during a staff interview that he had been informed by 
a reliable source, whom he declined to identify, that the decision to mail the 
tape recording and letter had been made during a meeting at which Director 
Hoover was present. Rowan’s source said that the Director was “livid” over 
Dr. King’s receipt of the Nobel Peace Prize, and that methods of preventing Dr. 
King from receiving the Prize were discussed at the meeting. According to the 
source, there was a discussion at the meeting concerning allegations that Dr. 
King had tried to commit suicide when he was young (such allegations had 
,appeared in the news media-eg. Time l/3/64, p. 14), and that he still had 
suicidal tendencies. The source told Rowan that the participants in the meeting 
had concluded that if the tape were mailed. Dr. King might be so distressed that 
he would commit suicide. (Staff summary of Carl Rowan interview, S/29/75. 
D. 2. ) 

a~’ Young. 2/19/76. p. 38. Tonng’s conference with DeLoach is discussed p. 169. 
p. -. 

568 Seep. 152 et seq. 
m Staff summary. David Kraslow interview. 
=Katzenbach. 11/12/75. p. 91. Katzenhach was unable to recall the identitr 

of the reporter. 
m James Farmer Staff Interview. 11/13/75, p. 5. 
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D. Roy Wi2kim of NAACP meets with DeLoach to discuss allegation8 
ahut Dr. King: November 27,1994 

On November 24, 1964, Director Hoover gave a speech at Loyola 
University in Chicago in which he referred to moral laxness in civil 
rights group. On November 27, Roy Wilkins, Executive Secretary of 
NAACP, phoned DeLoach and re 
Committee that he had been distur 

uested a meeting. Wilkins told the 
B ed by Hoover’s Loyola University 

speech a few days before, and that he had realized Hoover had been 
referring to Dr. King because of rumors then circulating that the 
FBI had developed “derogatory” material about Dr. King. *Wilkins 
was spurred into meeting wit’h DeLoach by pointed inquiries from 
several reporters about whether Director Hoover’s remarks had been 
directed toward Dr. King. Wilkins described his motivation in re- 
quest,ing the meeting as ’ protecting the civil rights movement.” He 
said that Dr. King did not learn of ,his meeting with DeLoach until 
over a week after it had occurred.357 

DeLoach and Wilkins have given the Committee differing accounts 
of what was said at their meeting. DeLoach’s version is summarized 
in a letter that he sent to President Johnson on November 30, 1964: 

Wilkins said that . . . the ruination of King would spell the 
downfall of the entire civil rights movement. . . Wilkins indi- 
cated that [if allegations concerning King’s personal conduct 
and supposed connections with communists were ublicized], 
many of his Negro associates would rise to his iii efense. He 
felt, however, that many white people who believe in the civil 
rights movement and who yearly contribute from $500 to 
$50,000 to this movement would immediately cease their tlnan- 
cial support. This loss, coupled with the loss of faith in Kin 

f by millions of Americans, would halt any further progress o 
the civil rights movement.358 

A memorandum by DeLoach written shortly after the meeting states: 

I told him . . . that if Kin wanted war we certainly would 
‘ve it to him. Wilkins shoo 

9 
f his head and stated there was no 

oubt in his mind as to which side would lose if the FBI really 
came out with all its ammunition against King. I told him the 
ammunition was plentiful and that while we were not respon- 
sible for the many rumors being initiated against King, we 
had heard of these rumors and were certainly in a position to 
substantiate them.35g 

DeLoach’s memorandum stated that the meeting had concluded with 
Wilkins’ promise to “tell King that he can’t win in a battle with the 
FBI and that the best thing for him to do is to retire from public life.” 

Wilkins told the Committee that DeLoach’s description of the meet- 
ing was “self serving and filled with inaccuracies” and denied De- 
Loach’s description of his remarks as “pure invention.” 360 Wilkins 
stated that he had expressed his concern that accusations about Dr. 
King would cripple the civil rights movement, noting that if charges 

=T Staff summary, Roy Wilkins interview, 11/23/76, p. 1. 
586 Letter, Hoover to President, 11/30/N 
BSgMemorandum from Cartha DeLoach #to John Mohr, 11/27/64, p. 2. 
m0 Wilkins staff summary, 11/23/75, p. 2. 
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were publicly levied against Dr. King, the black commmlity wollld 
side with Dr. King and the white community with Director Hoover. 
Wilkins said that. he advised Deldach that the FBI should not over- 
react. to Dr. Kin& criticisms and that he considered Dr. King’s criti- 
cism of the FBI% failure to vigorously enforce the civil rights laws to 
be totally justified. Wilkins told the Committee that although he had 
considered the meeting a “success” at the time, after reading DeLoach’s 
memorandum he realized that he had failed to convey the impression 
that he had intended, since DeLoach had clearly misinterpreted his 
remarks.36* 

When DeLoach was asked by the Committee if the “ammunition” 
he had threatened to use against I)r. King was the tape recordings, 
DeLoach replied, “I don’t know what I had in mind, frankly, it’s been 
so long ago, I can’t recall.” 362 Wilkins did not remember DeLoach’s 
use of the term “ammunition,” but did recall that DeLoach frequently 
alluded to “derogatory information,” although Wilkins mas unclear 
whether DeLoach was referring to allegations about Dr. King% per- 
sonal conduct or about Communist infiltration of the SCLC.363 

The following day, an official of the Domestic Intelligence Division 
proposed to William Sullivan, head of the Ijivision. that, several lead- 
ing members of the Black community should be briefed about Dr. 
King by the FBI “on a highly confidential basis.” It was proposed 
that “the us8 of a tape, such as contemplated in your memorandum, 
together with a transcript for convenience in following the tape,” 
should be used. 

“The inclusion of 7T.S. Government. officials, such as Carl 
Row-an or Ralph Bunch, is not suggested as they might feel 
a duty to advise the White- House of such contempla.ted meet- 
ing. . . . This group should include such leadership as would 
be capable of removing King from the scene if they, of their 
ou-n volition. decided this was the thing to do after such a 
briefing.” 363a 

f?. Dr. l?%ng and f%rector floocer .Meet: December I, 1964 

According to one of Dr. Kina;‘s lepal counsels, Harry JVachtel, sev- 
eral prominent civil rights leaders told Dr. Kinp of their concern that 
pubhc controversy with Director Hoover would hurt the civil rights 
movement,, but promised to support Dr. King should such a confronta- 
tion occur. Wachtel recalled that, Dr. Kinq and his staff pondered “how 
to defuse this and prevent it from l~e~omin~ the principal focus of the 
struggle, Hoover versus King,” which “could only have lead to a divi- 
sion and thus a dilution of the growing strength of the civil rights 
movement.” Wachtel testified : 

Everything pointedtoward the problem of how Hoover would 
respond if Dr. King said in effect, “you’re a liar; prove your 
case. If you call me a liar, prove it.” Everv lawyer worth his 
salt knows this is the beginning. of the Alger H!iss type of 
dilemma. Libel and slander litigation or public debate of 

381 Wilkins (staff summary), 11/B/75, p. 2. 
%* Cartha I)eLoach testimony. 11/25/55. IL 153. 
363 Wilkins (staff summary). 11/23/55. II. 2. 
zB3L (Memorandum from .J. A. Sizoo to TV. C. Sullivan. 12/1/6-U 
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famous personalities can easily lead to destruction of an on- 
going movement. You end up spending your time fighting 
over “truth as a defense.” R’i’ ‘ L 

Dr. King and his advisers settled on an approach to the problem, and 
on t.he evening of November HO. 1964, at a public meeting in honor of 
his receiving the Nobel Peace Prize, Dr. King announced his intention 
to meet with Director Hoover to iron out their differences. 

I do not plan to engage in public debate with Mr. Hoover and 
I think the time has come for all this controversy to end, and 
for all of us to get on with the larger job of civil rights and 
law enforcenient,.365 

According t,o *4ndrew Young, who was then Dr. Kil ‘s Executive 
,Qssistant, the meeting was arranged by Dr. Archibald ‘F” arey, a close 
friend of both DeLoach and T)r. King, at King’s request.366 

Young recalled that Dr. King had been surprised by Director 
Hoover’s “most notorious liar” allegation and wanted to find out what 
was at the heart of the problem.3”’ Walter Fauntroy, who said that his 
recollect,ion of event.s surrounding the meeting was “fuzzy,” added that 
Dr. King had also been motivated by a desire to bring to the Direc- 
tor’s attention complaints of Southern SCLC workers concerning the 
lack of FBI protection during civil rights demonstrations.368 

The meeting between Dr. King and Director Hoover took place at 
3 30 p.m. on the afternoon of December 1.1964. Dr. King was accom- 
panied by Ralph .4bernathy, Secretary of the SCLC ; ,Qndrew Young, 
Dr. King’s Executive Assistant; and Walter Fauntroy, the SCLC rep- 
resent.ative in Washington. Director Hoover was accompanied by 
Cartha DeLoach. 

DeLoach detailed the meeting in a twelve-page memorandum which 
Young and Abernathy described as “substantially” accurate, find- 
ing fault chiefly with t,he praise of Director Hoover and of the FBI 
which DeLoach attributed to Dr. King. According to the DeLoach 
account, Dr. King said : 

(he) wanted to clear up any misunderstanding which might 
have occurred. He stated that some Negroes had told him that, 
the FBJ had been ineffective, however, he was inclined to dis- 
count such criticism. Reverend King asked that the Direc- 
tor please understand that any criticism of the Director and 
t,he FBI which had been attributed to King was either a mis- 
quote or an outright misrepresentation. He st.ated t.his par- 
ticularly concerned Albany, Georgia. 

. 

Reverend King stated he personally appreciated the great, 
work of the FBI which had been done’in so manv instances. . . 
Reverend King stated he has never made any personal at- 

a’ Harry Wachtel testimony. 2/27/76. p. 46. 
m United Press International release. 12/l/64. 
=Andrew Young testimony, 2/19/76, p. 13. Carey’s recollection supports this 

account. (Staff summary of Archibald Carey interview, 31/21/75.) 
m Staff summary of Andrew Young interview. 11/19/76, p. 1. 
m Staff summary of Walter Fauntroy interview, 11/17/75, p. 1. 
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tack upon Mr. Hoover . . . Reverend King said that the Di- 
rector’s report to the President this summer on riot.ing was 
a very excellent analysis. 

Reverend King stated he has been, and still is very con- 
cerned regarding the matter of communism in the civil rights 
movement. Reverend King stated that from a strong philo- 
sophical point of view he could never become a communist 
. . . He claimed that when he learns of the identity of a com- 
munist in his midst he immediately deals with the problem 
by removing this man. He stated there have been one or two 
cbmmunists who were engaged in fund raising for the SCLC. 
Reverend King then corrected himself to say that these one 
or two men were fomner communists and not Party members 
at the present time . . . He stated that he had insisted t)hat 
[Adviser B] leave his staff because the success of his organiza- 
tion . . . was far more important than friendship with [Ad- 
viser B.] 369 

According to Young, the meeting opened with a simple exchange 
of greetings--not with the excessive praise of the Director reflected in 
DeLoach’s memorandum-and then Director Hoover proceeded to 
give a monologue that lasted for some fifty-five minutes. DeLoach’s 
smnmary memorandum bears out Young’s characterization of the 
meeting as essentially a briefing by Director Hoover on-FBI opera- 
tions relating to civil rights.370 

* Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to John Mohr, 12/2/a. pp. l-2. 
3’0 After reporting Dr. King’s opening remarks to Director Hoover. the para- 

graphs from the bottom of the second page to the end of’thr memorandum begin : 
“The Director interrupted King of state . . . 
“The Director told King and his associates. . . 
“The Director tild Reverend King that the FBI.. . 
“The Director told King that many cases. . . 
“The Director made it clear to Reverend King and his associates . . . 
“The Director made reference to Reverend King’s allegation. . . 
“The Director made reference to the recent case in. . . 
“The Director explained that there is a great misunderstanding today.. . 
“The Director spoke of the FBI’s wcce%~ful penetration of the KKK. . . 
“He spoke of the FBI’s case in Louisiana . . . 
“The Director told the group that. . . 
“The Director explained that in Alabama . . . 
“The Director told Reverend King and his a.ssociates that . . . 
“The Director made it very clear to Reverend King and his as.sociates . . . 
“The Director told Reverend King he desired to give him some advice. . . 
“The Director told Reverend King that in due time. . . 
“The Director praised the Georgia papers that. . , 
“The Director told King that he wanted to make it very clear.. . 
“The Director explained that we have. . . 
“The Director spoke once again of the necessity of. . . 
“The Director spoke of a. , . 
“Reverend King interrupted the Director at this point and asked . . . 
“The Director told Reverend King and his associates. . . 
“The Director mentioned that he wanted to make it very plain that. . . 
“The Director proudly spoke of the ability of Agents to . , . 
“The Director spoke of the Mack Charles Parker case in. . . 
“The Director told Reverend King that in many instances.. . 
“Reverend Abernathy stated that the Negroes have a real problem in. . _ 
“The Director explained that. . . 
“Reverend Abernathy stated that.. . 
“The Director stated that. . . 
“The Director reiterated that.. . 
“The Director interrupted King and briefly detailed five cases. . . 
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Congressman Young testified that neither the Director’s pointed cri- 
ticism of Dr. King nor the possibility that the FBI was spreading 
rumors about Dr. King was raised at the meeting.3i1 Neither Young nor 
Abernathy recalled any hint of blackmail, but Abernathy did remember 
quite clearly that at one point Hoover “gave King a lecture reminding 
him that he was a man of the cloth” and a national leader, and that he 
should “behave himself.” Abernathy did not discern any hint that Dr. 
King had not lived up to the expected standards. He said that Dr. King 
remained “very calm, ‘? thanked Director Hoover for the reminder, and 
agreed that it was import.ant for a national leader to set a moral exam- 
ple. Abernathy said that the Inrector then told Dr. King, “If YOU 
haven’t done anything wrong, you don’t have anything to worry 
about.‘? ST3 

Although DeLoac.h’s menlorandum of the meeting states that Direc- 
tor Hoover and Dr. King discussecl possible Communist influence in 
the WLC. Anclrew Young testified : 

He never brought up the subject of Communism at all . . . 
(Adviser A’s) name never came up, and there was never any 
discussion in our meeting about Communism or Communist 
advisers.3i3 

DeLoach described the meeting to the Committee as follows : 

I fully expected it to be a confrontation. However, to the con- 
trary, it was more or less of a love feast with Mr. Hoover t,ell- 
ing Dr. King that Dr. King is a symbol of leadership for 12 
million Negroes and should be careful about his associations 
and about his personal conduct, and I)r. King telling Mr. 
Hoover that he had not wished to cast any reflection upon the, 
FBI and had no intention of doing so in the future. In other 
words, it was a very peaceful meeting. (DeLoach, p. 1’70) 374 

n’ Young, 2/19/73. p. 14. 
872 Staff sumn1ar.v of Raluh Abemaths interview-. 11,‘14/75. p. 2. Upon reflection, 

Abernathr stated ‘that he-was uncertain whether this iatter exchange had oc- 
curred at’ the December 1 meeting or at some other meeting. However, he could 
not recall any other meeting between Director Hoover and Dr. King at which he 
was present. DeLoach’s memorandum account of the meeting does not mention 
this exchanee. and Andrew Youne could not recall it. 

In 19iO. when the Bureau received a series of inquiries following a series of 
stories in the press suggesting that Director Hoover had “blackmailed” Dr. King 
at the December 1964 meeting by threatening to “expose” his alleged “extramari- 
tal activities.” the FBI nrenared a form letter statine : 

“I received your let& of ___ and would like to assure that the FBI does not 
engage in blackmail activities. Also. there is not one shred of truth in the allega- 
tion that this Bureau blackmailed Martin Luther King.” 

“’ Young, 2/19/?‘6, p. 19. 
“’ DeLoach, U/25/75, p. 170. 
Time magazine subsequently carried two accounts of the Hoover-King meeting. 

According to the December 14, 1970 issue of Time, Director Hoover desrribed the 
meeting as follows : 

“I got a wire from the Reverend King in New York. He was getting ready to 
get the Nobel Prize. He was the last one in the world who should ever have re- 
ceived it. He wired asking to see me. I held him in complete contempt because of 
the things he said and because of his conduct. First I felt I shouldn’t see him, bnt 
then I thought he might become a martyr if I didn’t. King was very suave and 
smooth. He sat right there where you’re sitting and said, he never criticized the 
FBI. I said. Mr. King-I never called him reverend-stop right there, you’re lying. 
He then pulled out a press release that he said he intended to give to the press. 1 
said, don’t show it to me or read it to me. I couldn’t understand how he could have 
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Andrew Young agreed that there had been 

not even an attitude of hostility. In fact, Hoover was very 
disarming in that he congratulated Dr. King for having won 
the Nobel Prize, and as far as we are concerned, this was not 
the same man that called Martin a notorious liar. We at- 
tributed it to the fact of his age and the kinds of possible 
fluctuations that are possible with people under pressure in 
advanced years.3r5 

Young also told the Committee that within a few weeks of the meet- 
ing, the FBI announced that it had arrested suspects in the summer 
murder of three civil rights workers in the South. “So in a sense we 
were reassured that the FBI was doing its law enforcement job, and we 
hoped the personal tensions, as far as Dr., King was concerned, were 
over and done.” 376 

Harry Wachtel said that Dr. King and his advisors had viewed the 
meeting as a success because it had “defused” the FBI’s attacks in 
time to permit Dr. King to travel to Europe and receive the Nobel 
Prize. Wachtel believed that Dr. King’s response to Hoover’s chal- 
lenge prevented the FBI from succeeding in what Wachtel viewed as 
a,n attempt to promote disputes and factionalism among the civil rights 
leaders : 

The factionalism t,hat the FBI sought to create was wide- 
spread. It came out in t,he Committee’s record that they were 
even seeking a new leader. In CIA terms, you find yourself a 
new president of a country who is in your control . . . They 
were applying to domestic affairs the type of factionalism 
that they had worked on so successfully. . . . And you had to be 
around to know that it didn’t take much to disrupt this deli- 
cate marriage of the leadership of the civil rights move- 
ment.3’3 

A memorandum written by DeLoach on December 12, 1964, indi- 
cates that the FBI also viewed the feud with Dr. King as having 
quieted. In response to an inquiry from William Sullivan concerning 

prepared a Press release even before we met. Then he asked if I would go out and 
have a photograph taken with him. and I said I certainly would mind. And I said, 
if You ever say anything that is a lie again, I will brand you a liar again. Strange 
to say. he never attacked the Bureau again for as long as he lived.” 

The exchange which Director Hoover reported to Time magazine doea not ap- 
Pear in DeLoach’s detailed memorandum of the meeting. Young also denied the 
Director’s account, and noted that “there was a public Hoover that made remarks 
about Dr. King that were more on that tone, but in the meeting, none of that kind 
of attitude or none of those statements were made.” (Young, 2/19/75, p. 17.) 

The August 17,197O issue of Time magazine states : 
“Hoover, Time learned, explained to King just what damaging private detail he 

had on the tapes, and lectured him that his morals should be those befltting a 
Nobel Prize winner. He also suggested that King should t0ne down his criticism 
of the FBI.” 

Young testified, “there was nothing like that at the meeting.” (Young, 2/IQ/76, 
P. 17) and DeLoach’s memorandum of the meeting does not report such a 
conversation, 

=’ Young, 2/19/76, p. 15. 
“’ Young. 2/19/75, p. 14. 
Jl’ Wachtel. 2/27/76. p. 48. 
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whether the remainder of the tape recordings about Dr. King should 
be transcribed, DeLoach responded : 

I fully agree that the work should eventually be done, partic- 
ularly if an additional controversy arises with King. I see no 
necessity, however, in this work being done at the present time 
inasmuch as the controversy has quieted down considerably 
and we are not in need of transcripts right now . . . I would 
recommend that we hold off doing this tremendous amount of 
work until there is an actual need.3T8 

F. Civil Rights Leaders Attempt Ib Dissiuade the FBI From Dis- 
crediting Dr. King: December 1964~May 1965 

1. Fawn4wDeLocwl~ Xeefing: December 1, 1964 
On December 1, 1964-apparently immediately following Hoover’s 

meeting with Dr. King 37g- James Farmer, National Director of the 
Congress of Racial Equality, met with DeLoach to convince him not to 
launch a smear campaign against Dr. King. Farmer explained the 
circumstances leading up to the meeting to the Committee as follows. 

During the last week in November 1964, Farmer met with the editor 
of a New York newspaper who said that he had been with an FBI 
agent when Director Hoover’s accusation of Dr. King as a “notorious 
liar,?’ was reported. The editor told Farmer that the Agent had re- 
marked, “the Chief has finally gotten it off his chest.” The Agent then 
went into a “tirade” against Dr. King. A few days later, Farmer was 
told by a reporter from the New York Post that stories about Dr. King 
were being repeated in journalistic circles. Shortly afterwards, Farmer 
was informed that a conservative columnist was preparing a deroga- 
tory story about Dr. King, and that the FBI was prepared to back up 
his allegations. 

Farmer told the Committee that a CORE staff member had verified 
this rumor with an FBI contact who reportedly said “the chief 
wants Farmer to know” that he had no interest in “getting Farmer, 
Whitney Young, or Roy Wilkins--anly King.” 380 

Farmer then called DeLoach, whom he considered to be a “man of 
his word,” and asked for a private conference. Before the meeting, 
Farmer met with Dr. King and told him about the allegations. Dr. 
King approved Farmer’s meeting with DeLoach, but did not tell 
Farmer that he was intending to meet with Director Hoover. 

On December 1, Farmer conferred with DeLoach in the back seat 
of a limousine while driving around Washington., D.C. Farmer told the 
Committee that DeLoach began the conversation by remarking, “I 
know why you wanted to come down here.” He recalled that DeLoach 

* DeLoach memorandum, B/10/64, addendum. Director Hoover wrote on the 
memorandum, “I think it should I& done now while it is fresh in the minds of the 
specially trained agents.” A notation states : “Done. We have prepared 321 pp. 
of transcripts, 3/26/65.” 

‘“DeIhach’s memorandum of the meeting sets it at 5 p.m., after the King- 
Hoover meeting. Farmer, however, said that DeLoach left the King-Hoover 
meeting to confer with him. (Staff summary of .James Farmer interview, 
M/13/75, p. 5. ) 

880 Farmer (staff summary), U/13/75, pp. 1-2. 
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said that the FBI did have evidence which supported the rumors about 
Dr. King, but that the Bureau was not “peddling” the information.381 

DeLoach’s memorandum of that meeting states : 

Farmer told me that he had heard from a number of news- 
men that the FBI planned to expose Reverend King by 
tomorrow, Wednesday, December 2, 1964. He stated that he 
and King had had a lengthy conference last night in New 
York City and that it had been agreed that Farmer should 
come down to see me and prevent this action being taken if 
at all possible. He stated he knew that King had made #a 
sudden decision to come down also and that he hoped that 
King’s meeting with the Director had been an amiable one. 
I told him that it had been. 

I told Farmer that we, of course, had no plan whatsoever 
to ex se Reverend King. I told him that our files were 
sacre ?? to us and that it would be unheard of for the FBI 
to leak such information to newsmen. I told him I was com- 
pletely appalled at the very thought of the FBI engaging in 
such endeavors.. . . 

I again repeated that we had never entertained the idea 
to expose Reverend King; however, I wanted Farmer to defi- 
nitely know that the campaign of slander and vilification 
against the Director and the FBI should stop without any 
delay. I told him that if this war continued that we, out of 
necessity, must defend ourselves. I mentioned that I hoped 
it would not be necessary for the FBI to adopt defensive 
tactics. Farmer got the point -without any difficulty what- 
soever. He immediately assured me that there would be no 
further criticism from him. He stated he felt certain there 
would be no further criticism from King. 

Fxarmer was shown DeLoach’s memorandum by the Committee. He 
denied that he had assured DeLoach that his or Dr. King’s criticism 
of the FBI would cease, that there had been any discussion of “war- 
fare,” and he stated that he did not know what the reference to his 
“getting the point” meant.383 

2. Young-Abernathy-DeLoach Meeting: Januury 8, 1965 

On January 8,1965---shortly after the tape and letter were brought 
to the attention of the leaders of the SCLC-Andrew Young and 
Ralph Abernathy, at Dr. King’s urgings, requested a meeting with 
Director Hoover. 

Both Young and Abernathy told the Committee that the purpose 
of the meeting was to determine why the FBI was antagonistic toward 
Dr. King and to stem continuing attacks against Dr. King’s character. 
Young said that the meeting was prompted by the receipt of the tape 
and letter.3*4 Abernathy confirmed this account, and added that al- 

= Farmer (staff summary), 11/13/75, pp. 24. 
m Farmer (staff summary), 11/13/76, p. 4. 
884 Young, 2/19/76, p. 20. Young testified that : 
“We asked for the meeting because even though we thought that Hoover 

wasn’t as bad as he seemed publicly, and we thought this was just a sort of lapse 
in his behavior, we still kept getting reports from the press about stories that 
were still being told, and we received the tape.” 
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though they had not assumed that the FBI had sent the tape itself, 
they did believe that the FBI had at least known about the tape and 
could help in terminating the campaign of personal abuse directed 
against Dr. King.385 

DeLoach, rather than Director Hoover, met with Young and Aber- 
nath 
taka l 

. Abernathy told the Committee that he had made it unmis- 
ly clear to DeLoach they were concerned about charges bearing 

on Dr. King’s personal conduct. 386 DeLoach’s memorandum of the 
meeting states : 

Reverend Abernathy spoke very generally, pointing out 
that people were always “making charges” and “innuendoes” 
against Mr. King. . . . Reverend Young said it looked like 
there were some attempts to smear and ruin the civil rights 
movement ; that just lately there has been some new evidence 
in this regard and that very obviously the activities of Mr. 
King and the SCLC are under close surveillance. . . . 

[Young] said he did feel though there must be some sort of 
concerted organized campaign that was being directed against 
King and the SCLC.. . . 

Reverend Abernathy stated that there were three points 
they had wanted to discuss; communist infiltration, allega- 
tions that Kin 

% 
was getting rich on the civil rights move- 

ment and the t ird point had to do with allegations about 
the personal life and moral character of King. . . . Abernathy 
said that he was not going to make allegations against the 
FBI but that some things were wing on they just could not 
understand. 

Reverend Young said that King had been receiving letters 
charging him with immorality, that these letters attacked 
his personal life. 

Reverend Young said that he was deeply concerned about 
irresponsible usage of personal information on the part of 
scandalmongers and wondered if there could be any “leaks” 
from the Government. He was assured that there were noleaks 
from the FBI, that the Director ran a tight organization and 
that any irresponsibility on the part of any agent would not 
be tolerated.387 

Andrew Young testified that he “thought” that he had mentioned the 
letter and tape recording that had been received by Dr. King. He re- 
called that DeLoach 

denied everything. He denied that an FBI agent would ever 
talk to the press about anything. 

Question. Did you bring up the issue of whether the FBI 
was tapping Dr. King’s phone, SCLC’s phone, or bugging 
Dr. King? 

YOUNG. Yes, we did. He assured us that was not true.388 

985 Abernathy (staff summary), U/14/75, pp. 2-3. 
3m Abernathy (staff summary), 11/14/75, p. 2. 
Q81 Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to John Mohr, l/11/65, pp. l-3. 
a88 Young, 2/19/76, p. 38. 
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3. Carey-DeLoach Meeting: Nay 19, 1965 

On May 19, 1965, Dr. Archibald J. Carey, Jr., then a Chicago 
attorney who was well acquainted with Dr. King, DeLoach, and 
Director Hoover, met with DeLoach to “mediate” in what he re- 
garded as an unfortunate dispute among his friends. Dr. Carey told 
the Committee staff that Dr. King had first brought to his attention 
rumors about Dr. King’s “communist sympathies” and personal con- 
duct fluring a weekend visit to Chicago some time in May 1965. On that 
occasion! Dr. King told Dr. Carey that the FBI was trying to dis- 
credit him and might release stories to the press regarding his per- 
sonal life in the near future. Dr. Carey told the CommIttee that 
Dr. King did not ask him to talk with the FBI about their attempt 
to discredit him, but rather that he had volunteered to “see what he 
could do.” Dr. King gave his assent.389 

DeLoach, in a memorandum of the meeting, wrote that “Carey 
told me that he wanted to enlist the sympathies of t.he FBI in not 
letting any effort to discredit King occur.” DeLoach said that he 
had told Dr. Carey that “the FBI had plenty to do without being 
responsible for a discrediting campaign against Reverend King. ’ 
DeLoach ended the memorandum with the comment : 

Dr. Carey is the third individual that, King has had come to 
see us relative t,o requesting that we not expose him. RO 
Wilkins, Jim Farmer, and Reverend Abernathy have P a 1 
been here for the same purpose. It is obvious that King is 
becoming very disturbed and worried about his background, 
else he would not go to such great efforts to have people ap- 
proach the FBI. I did not commit t,he FBI in any manner 
insofar as exposing King is concerned. To the contrar , I 
let Carey flatly know of King’s derelictions insofar as alse P 
allegations against us are concerned and of the fact that 
King and other civil rights workers owed the FBI a debt 
of gratitude t,hey would never be able to repayy.Sgo 

Director Hoover wrote on the memorandum, “Well handled.” 
Dr. Carey told the Committee staff that he contacted Dr. King 

after the meeting and suggested that criticizing the FBI was not 
the best strategy for the civil right3 movement. Dr. Carey said that 
he had tasked ,bot.h Dr. King and Director Hoover not t,o alienate each 
other. He also said that he had been concerned less with the truth 
or falsity of any of the allegations that were made than with ending 
the dispute?90’ 

sBo Staff summary of Archibald Carey interview 12/21/75, pp. l-2. DeLoach 
in a memorandum concerning his meeting with Dr. Carey, wrote that Dr. Carey 
had said : 

“He had come to see us on behalf of Martin Luther King. He added that King 
was in Chicago last weekend and stayed in Carey’s home, and at that time 
indicated every evidence of great disturbance. King told Carey he had been 
reliably informed there was a massire effort to discredit him by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. This effort is to begin this week.” (Memorandum from 
Cartha DeLoach to John Mohr, s/19/65, p. 1) 

Dr. Carey told the Committee that DeLoach had exaggerated Dr. King’s concern 
over these rumours in his memorandum. 

WQ DeLoach memorandum, 5/19/65, p. 2. 
Soo’ Carey (staff summary), 11/21/75, p. 3. 
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VII. THE FBI PROGRAM AGAINST DR. KING : 1965-l 968 

The public dispute between Dr. King and Director Hoover ended 
with their December 1, 1964, meeting. The Bureau’s covert attem ts 
to discredit Dr. King and undermine his influence in the civil rig R ts 
movement did not cease, however, but continued unabated until Dr. 
King’s death.-l Although the intensity of the FBI’s campaign against 
Dr. King appears to have been reduced somewhat in 1966 and 1967, 
Dr. King’s public stand against the war in Vietnam in mid-1967 re- 
vived the FBI’s attempt to link Dr. King and the SCLC with com- 
munism. 

A. Major Efforts to Discredit Dr. King : 1965-1968 

1. Attempts to Discredit Dr. King With Churches 
On February 1,1965, The Domestic Intelligence Division learned that 

Dr. King was scheduled to speak at the Davenport, Iowa, Catholic 
InterracIal Council’s banquet and receive a “Pacem m Terris” award 
in memory of Pope John. Internal Security Section chief Frederick 
Baumgardner observed, “it is shocking indeed that King continues to 
be honored by religious groups. ” s92 Baumgardner recommended that 
Assistant Director Malone contact Francis Cardinal Spellman and 
suggest that “in the end it might well be embarrassing to the Catholic 
Church for having given honors to King.” The Director noted on the 
meniorandum, “I see no need to further approach Spellman”; he was 
apparently alluding to the unsuccessful atteqpt to sabotage Dr. King’s 
audience with the Pope through Spellman’s intervention. There is no 
record of any further action. 

In February 1966 Dr. King held a press conference following a 
meeting with the Reverend John P. Cody, Archbishop of the Chicago 
Diocese of the Roman Catholic Church, and announced that he and 
Cody were in agreement on general civil rights goals and that he hoped 
priests and nuns in Chicago would participate in SCLC rograms. 
The Domestic Intelligence Division subsequently recommen B ed that a 
special agent acquainted with the Archbishop brief him about Dr. 
King to aid “the Archbishop in determining hhe degree of cooperation 
his archdiocese will extend to King’s program in Chicago and [to] 
result in a lessening of King’s influence in Chicago.” ns3 

The Archbishop was briefed on February 24,1966, “along the lines 
discussed with Assistant Director Sullivan.” 394 The a ent who con- 
ducted the briefing wrote that he felt “certain that [ f5od y] will do 
everythin 

In Apri 1966 the FBI Legal Attac 7 
possible to neutralize Kin ‘s effect in this area.” ns6 

5 B in Paris requested permission 
to inform the-pastor of the American Church in Paris pf Dr. King’s 
pk 

&IF 
rornd “m an effort to convince him that his contmuf?d support 

artm Luther Kmg may result m embarrassment for bun and the 

“Even after Dr. Klng’e death, the FBI tried to tarnish his public! image. See 
pp. 183. 

“,Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William #Sullivan, 2/l/65. 
llg Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William ISullivan, 2/18/t%. 
-Memorandum from SAC, Chicago, to Director, FBI, Z/24/66. Sullivan had 

alpparently suggested that the Arcbbishcnp be informed about alleged communist 
influence on Dr. King and about Dr. King’s private life. 

ZX- SAC, Chicago memorandum, Z/24/66. 



173 

American Church in Paris.” 396 The pastor was briefed on May 9,196G. 
According to the agent who conducted the briefing, the pastor was 
skeptical about the FBI allegations, but promised to keep the informa- 
tion in mind for future dealings with Dr. King.“g7 

8. Attempts to Discredit Dr. King With Heads of Govemzment 
Agencies 

In March 1965 the FBI contacted former Florida Governor LeRoy 
Collins. Collins was then Director of t,he Community Relations Serv- 
ice, Department of Commerce, a position the Bureau viewed as “some- 
thing of a ‘mediator’ in problems relating to t,he racial field.” 398 The 
FBI told Collins that Corretta King had criticized his participation 
in developments in Selma, Alabama and had said that Collins was 
“blinded by prejudice.” A copy of the December 1964 monograph 
about Dr. King was also sent to Collins, “in view of [his] important 
position relative to the racial movement.” 399 

Also in March 1965 the FBI learned that the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice intended to invite Dr. King as one of 19 guest lecturers at a series 
of seminars on Equal Employment Opportunities. When the IRS 
requested routine name checks on the 19 individuals, Director Hoover 
approved a Domestic Intelligence Division request to send the IRS a 
copy of the December 1964 monograph ; normal procedures were fol- 
lowed in checking the other 18 peopIe.400 

In December 1966 Domestic Intelligence Director William Sullivan 
reported that he had met with Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson during 
a tour of the FBI’s Legal Attache Office in Japan and was surprised 
to learn that Johnson was unaware of allegations that. communists were 
influencing Dr. King. Sullivan recommended that Johnson be sent a 
copy of the monograph about Dr. King “because of his position.” 1”’ 
Director Hoover approved the plan, and a copy of the monograph 
was sent to the FBI Legal AttachB in Tokyo for hand-delivery t.o the 
Ambassador.402 

Dr. King publicly announced his opposition to American involve- 
ment in the war in Vietnam in a speech at New York’s Riverside 
Church on April 4, 1967. Six days later, Charles Brennan of the Do- 
mestic Intelligence Division recommended the circulation of an up- 
dated draft of the King monograph to the White House. Brenna.n’s 
memorandum states that the revised monograph contained allegations 
about communist influence over Dr. King as well as personally deroga- 
tory allegations.403 

Director Hoover approved and copies of the revised monogra.ph were 
sent to the White House, the Secretary of State, the Secretary of De- 

= Memorandum from LEGAT, Paris, to Director, FBI, 4/14/66. 
3nMemorandum from LEGAT, Paris, to Director, FBI, 5/g/66. 
398 Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 3/23/65. 
3DB Baumgardner memorandum, 3/23/65. 
mMemorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 3/31/65. 

The delivery was made shortly thereafter (Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover 
to Internal Revenue Service, 4/2/65). 

M Memorandum from William Sullivan to Cartha DeLoach, 12/19/66. 
* Memorandum from Director, FBI to LEGAT, Tokyo, 12/28/66. 
us Memorandum from Charles Brennan to William Sullivan, 4/10/67. 
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fense, the Director of the Secret Service, and the Attorney General.404 
A copy was subsequently sent to the Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
who had been interested in “King’s activities in the civil rights move- 
ment but recently had become quite concerned as to whether there are 
any subversive influences which have caused King to link the civil 
rights movement with the anti-Vietnam VVar movement.” The Do- 
mestic Intelligence Division recommended that a copy be given to the 
Marine Commandant because “it is felt would definitely be to the bene- 
fit of [the Commandant] and to the Bureau. . . .” 405 

In February 1968, FBI Headquarters learned that Dr. King planned 
a ‘Washington Spring Project” for April 1968. According to a Do- 
mestic Intelligence Division memorandum, the Director suggested that 
the King monograph be again revised. That memorandfum noted: 

Bringing this monograph up-to-date and disseminating it 
at high level prior to King’s “Washington Spring Project” 
should serve again to remind top-level officials in Government 
of the wholly disreputable character of King. . . . 

Because of the importance of doing a thorough job on this, 
we will conduct an exhaustive field review t.o bring together 
the most complete and up-to-date information and to present 
it in a hard-hitting manner.40G 

The revised monograph, dated March 12, 1968, was disseminated to 
the White House, the Attorney General, and the heads of various gov- 
ernment intelligence agencies407 

3. Attempts to Discredit Dr. King By Using the Press 
Despite Cartha DeLoach’s assurances to Andrew Young and Ral h 

ph Abernathy that the FBI would never disseminate information to t e 
press, the Bureau continued its efforts to cultivate “friendly” news 
sources that would be willing to release information unfavorable to 
Dr. King. Ralph McGill, the pro-civil rights editor of the Atlanta 
Constitution, was a major focus of the Bureau’s attentions. The Bu- 
reau apparently first furnished McGill with derogatory information 
about Dr. King as part of an attempt to dissuade community leaders 
in Atlanta from participating in a banquet planned to honor Dr. King 
upon his return from the Nobel Prize ceremonies. After a meeting 
with McGill, William Sullivan reported that McGill said that he had 
stopped speaking favorably of Dr. King, that he had refused to take an 
active part in preparing for the banquet, and that he had even taken 
steps to undermine the banquet. McGill’s version of what transpired 
will never be known, since McGill is deceased. According to Sullivan’s 
memorandum, however : 

Mr. McGill told me that following my first discussion with 
him a few weeks ago he contacted a banker friend in Atlanta 
who was helping to finance the banquet to be given King next 
Wednesday night. The banker was disturbed and said he 

‘* Letters from J. Edgar Hoover to the Attorney General ; Director, U.S. Secret 
Service ; the Secretary of State ; the White House ; and the Secretary of Defense, 
4/10/w. 

‘= LMemorandum from Charles Brennan to William Sullivan, S/30/67. 
‘OB Memorandum from George Moore to William Sullivan, 2/29/68. 
‘mMemoranda from George Moore to William Sullivan, 3/11/68 and 3/19/68. 
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would contact some other bankers also involved and see if sup- 
port could be quietly withdrawn. McGill’s friend and some of 
the bankers did take steps to withdraw but this was very 
quickly relayed to bankers in Haiti who were on the thres- 
hold of an important financial deal with the Atlanta, Georgia, 
bankers. They took the position that if the Btlanta bankers 
did not support the Martin Luther King party, their finan- 
cial deal with these Georgia bankers was off. . . . As a result 
they got cold feet and decided to go ahead with financing 
King’s party. 

McGill told me that . . . , a Catholic leader in Georgia, an 
Episcopal clergyman and a Jewish rabbi are also quite active 
in support of this 
might want to exp ore very confidentially and discreetly the P 

arty for King. . . I told him that. . . he 

subject matter with these three men. . . . 
McGill told me that he t,hinks it is too late now, especially 

in view of the financial interest of the Georgia bankers in 
the Haiti deal, to prevent t,he banquet from taking place. 
However, McGill said he would do what he could to encourage 
key people to limit their praise and support of King as much 
as possible. 

McGill also told me that he is taking steps through [a 
Negro leader] to get key Negro leaders to unite in op 
to King and to gra.dually force him out of the civi 
movement if at all possible.40g 

T 

sition 
rights 

The FBI subsequently told the White House that McGill: 

believes that the very best thing that could happen would be 
to have King step completely out of the civil rights move- 
ment and public life for he feels that if this is not done, 
sooner or later King will be publicly exposed. Mr. McGill 
believes that an exposure of King will do irreparable harm 
to the civil rights movement in which he, Mr. McGill, and 
others are so interested and have worked so hard for; and 
likewise it will do injury to different citizens of the country 
who have been supporting King. . . .‘I0 

In late May 1965, a reporter from United Press International re- 
quested the Bureau for information about Dr. King for use in a series of 
articles about the civil rights lea.der. The Special Agent in Charge in 
Atlanta recommended that the Bureau give the reporter both public 
source and confidential information about Dr. King because the re- 
porter “is the UPI’s authority in the South on the Negro movement 
and his articles carry a great deal of influence and [the SAC did not 

believe] that he would prepare anything flattering or favorable to 
King.” The Director approved a recommendation that the reporter be 
supplied with a public source document and with a “short summa- 
tion” of allegations concerning communist influence over Dr. King ta 
be used “merely for orientation purposes.” 411 

10Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, l/21/66. 
U0 Letter from J. Edgar Hoover to Bill rloyers, l/22/65. 
‘UMemorandum from Joseph Sizoo to William Sullivan, E/24/65. 
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In October 1966, the Domestic Intelligence Division recommended 
that an article “indicting King for his failure to take a stand on the 
[black power] issue and at the same time exposing the degree of com- 
munist influence on him” be given to a newspaper contact “friendly” 
to the Bureau, “such as . . . [the] Editor of U.S. News and World 
Report.” 

It is felt that the public should again be reminded of this com- 
munist influence on King, and the current controversy among 
civil rights leaders makes this timely to do ~0.~~~ 

Attached to the memorandum was a proposed- article which noted 
that the efforts of several civil rights leaders to denounce “Black 
Power” had been “undermined by one man in the civil rights move- 
ment who holds in his hands the power to silence the rabble rousers and 
to give the movement renewed momentum.” The article attributed Dr. 
King’s equivocation to his advisers, who were alleged to have had 
affiliations with the Communist Party or organizations associated with 
the Party. Dr. King’s decision to oppose the Vietnamese war was also 
attributed to these advisers413 

One reject involving the mass media which the FBI felt had been 
particu arly successful was its attempt to prevent Dr. King from ob- lp 
taining contributions from James Hoffa of the Teamsters Union. In 
October 1966, the FBI discovered that Dr. King planned to meet with 
Hoffa, but that Dr. King had wanted to avoid publicity because, in 
the words of the Bureau : 

Disclosure of King’s transparent attempt to blackmail Hoffa 
with the large Negro membership of Hoffa’s union, to solve 
the Southern Christian Leadership Conference’s financial 
problems, would cause an uproar among leaders of organiza- 
tions having large Negro. memberships; pointing out their 
own vulnerability to such a squeeze by any unscru ulous civil 
rights leader. This potential colhrsion between arge labor P 
unions and the civ?l rights movement could also react to the 
detriment of the Negro in that through large financial dona- 
tions, an unscru ulous 
mate aims and o i 

labor, leader could subvert the legiti- 
jectives of the civil rights movement to his 

own purposes414 
The Crime Records Division prepared an article for public release 

raising the question of 
pythons get together. 

“who really gets squeezed when these two 

recommended : 
“M The Domestic Intelligence Division also 

a Bureau official be designated now to alert friendly news 
media of the meeting once the meeting date is learned so that 

41 Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 10/27/&B. 
‘- Director Hoover’s “O.K.” appears at the bottom of the memorandum. mere 

!s al&3 a note stating, “U.S. News and World Report will not me ad&t of ti& 
nataie.” It is not known whether the article was actually distributed. 

‘? Mmorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 10/2S&f3. 
-Memotitidum from Charles Brennan to Frederick Baumgardner, William 

Shllivan, attached to Baumgardner memorandum, lO/ZS&& 
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arrangements can be made for appfopriate press coverage of 
the planned meeting to expose and disrupt it.*l’ 

Director Hoover’s “O.K.” appears below that recommendation. 
On discovering that the meeting was about to occur, the Crime 

Records Division notified a 
and a national columnist. “ 

reporter for the Newt York Daily Newws 
T hews photographers and wire services are 

also being alerted to give coverage. . . .” 418 
A Crime Records Division memorandum on the following day re- 

ported that “in view of publicity in the New York Daily News regard- 
ing this proposed meeting, King and his aides had decided that it would 
be unwise to meet with Hoffa.” The Bureau then notified reporters that 
Dr. King was coming to Washington, D.C. The reporters “cornered” 
Dr. King as he came off the plane and quizzed him about the proposed 
meeting. The Crime Records Division reported these events to the 
Director with the assessment that “our counterintelligence aim to 
thwart King from receiving money from t.he Teamsters has been quite 
successful to date.” Director Hbover initialed the memorandum re- 
porting this news, “Excellent.” *I9 

In March 1967 Director Hoover approved a recommendation by the 
Domestic Intelligence Division to furnish “friendly” reporters ques- 
tions to ask Dr. ,King. The Intellgence Division believed that Dr. 
King would be”. particularly “vulnei;able” to questions concerning his 
opposition to the war in Vietnam, and recommended that a reporter 
bf, selected to intervid’ti Dr.. King “ostensibly to question Kin 
his new book,” but with the oblective of bringing out the oreign- f 

about 

policy as@ects of Dr. King’s philosophy. 

This could then be linked to show that King’s current policies 
remarkably parallel communist efforts. This would cause ex- 
treme embarrassment to King.‘*O 

In October 1967 the Domestic Intelligence Division recommended 
t.hat an editorial in a Negro magazine, which criticized Dr. King for 
his stance on the Vietnam war, be given to “friend1 news sources.” 
The purpose of the dissemination was to “publicize f -ing as a traitor 
to his country and his race” and to “reduce his income” from a series of 
shows given by Harry Belafonte to earn funds for the SCLC. The 
recommendation was approved 
“Handled 10/28/67.” 421 

by the Director and is marked 

4. Attempts to Discredit Dr. Kiltg: with &hjti PiiZi&al a&! 
Fimti Lead& 

In March 1965 the FBI learned that a “Martin Luther King Day” 
was being 
recoxnmen % 

lanned in a major city. The Doin&& Intelligence Division 
ed that the Special Agent in. Charge “personally me& 

dbith the Governor and brief hi& cbncerti King” in order to “in- 
duce him to minimize the affair and especia ly the atiard for King.” f 
-- 

u1 Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sutlivan, 11/3/&. 
uB Memorandum from Robert Wick to Cartha DeLoach, 11/S/613. 
fi’ Memorandum from Robert Wick to Cartha Deba&, ll/9/6f3. 
u Memorandum from Charles Brennan to William Sullivan, 3/8/87.. The pro- 

po8al was given Director Hoover’s “OK.” and a hand&&en note in the margin 
initialed by the Chief of. the Crime Records Division @ates, “handled.” 

u1 Memorandum from George Moore to William S&v~d, lii/l8/6’7. 
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The Domestic Intelligence Division memorandum was initialed by 
the Director and bears the handwritten notation, “handled 3-5-65, 
WCS [ullivan] .” 422 

In October 1966 the FBI learned that Dr. King had met with 
McGeorge Bundy, then Director of the Ford Foundatio?, and received 
a tentative offer of a grant for the SCLC. The Domestlc Intelligence 
Division decided that officials of the Foundation might not be aware 
of the “subversive backgrounds of King’s principal advisers,” but 
that if they were briefed, “this might preclude any assistance bein 

!i granted.” Director Hoover approved a plan to have a former FB 
agent, who was then a vice-president of the Ford Motor Comp?ny, 
approach Bundy. 423 The ex-agent was contacted, briefed on Dr. King, 
and according to DeLoach, “stated he would personally contact Bundy 
in an effort to put a stop to King receiving any funds from the Ford 
Foundation.” *24 

In a memorandurh dated October 26, 1966, DeLoach reported that 
the ex-agent had contacted Bundy, but that Bundy had refused to 
talk with him about Dr. King, saymg that he would only talk with 
a person having first-hand knowledge about Dr. King, and would not 
listen to rumors. DeLoach recommended that the FBI not directly ap- 
proach Bundy, since “it is doubtful that contact with him by the FBI 
will convince him one way or another.” Director Hoover wrote on 
DeLoach’s memorandum, “Yes. We would get no where with 
Bundy.” 425 

5. Attempts to Discredit Dr. King With Congreesionul Leaders 
According to a memorandum by Assistant to the Director DeLoach, 

Speaker of the House John McCormack requested a briefmg about 
Dr. King’s background and activities in August 1965. DeLoach re- 
ported that he briefed McCormack for 45 minutes about Dr. King’s 
private life and about possible communist influence over Dr. King. 
According to DeLoach, McCormack stated that “he now recognized 
the gravity of the situation and that something obviously must be 
done about it.” 426 McCormack was not interviewed by the committee 
staff. 

Not all Coneressional inquiries about Dr. King, however, were an- 
swered by the Bureau. For example, in January 1968, DeLoach re- 
ported that he had met with ‘Senator Robert C. Byrd at the Senator’s 
request. DeLoach’s memorandum of the meeting states that the Sen- 
ator expressed concern over Dr. Kins’s plan for demonstrations in 
Washington, D.C. during the summer and said that it was time Dr. 
King “met his Waterloo.” DeLoach’s memorandum states that Sen- 
ator Rvrd asked if the FBI would prepare a speech about Dr. King 
which he could deliver on the floor of the Senat,e. DeLoach declined 
to provide any information that was not on the public record, al- 

w Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 3/2/65. 
u1 Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 10/24/f36. 
w  Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to Clyde Tolson, 10/26/3f3. 
“Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to Clyde To&on, 10/26/fX DeLoach’s 

memorandum noted : “I nersonally feel that Bundy is of the pseudo-intellec- 
tual, Ivy League group that has little respect for the FBI.” Bundy conflrmed 
that he had been approached concerning Dr. King and that he had refused to 
talk about Dr. King. 

pd Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to John Mohr, S/14/85. 
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though he did promise to keep the Senatof informed of new public 
source items.4z7 The Committee staff did not interview Senator Byrd. 

B. COZNTELPRO Operations Against Dr. King and His Associates 
The FBI elevated its activities against Dr. King and his associates 

to the status of formal counterintelligence programs (COINTEL 
PRO) during this period.42s In July 1966, the Director instructed 
the New York field office that “immediate steps should be taken 
to discredit, expose, or otherwise neutralize Adviser A’s role as a 
clandestine communist.” **% An agent was assigned full-time to “care- 
fully review the [A4dviser A] case file seeking possible counterintel- 
ligence approaches.” He reported that there was no derogatory in- 
formation on Adviser A’s personal life,43o and that the only “effective 
way to neutralize [him] is by public exposure” of his alleged Com- 
munist Party associations.431 None of the FBI’s efforts against Ad- 
viser A appear to have met success. 

The FBI considered initiat.ing a formal COINTELPR.0 to dis- 
credit, Dr. King and Dr. Benjamin Speck in Mav 1967 when rumors 
developed concerning the possibility that King and Speck might run 
as “peace” candidates in the 1968 presidential election. The New York 
field office recommended postponing the effort to expose “communist 
connections” of persons associated with King and Speck until they had 
formally announced their candidacy.432 The Chicago field office pro- 
posed waiting until the summer of 1968, reasoning that by then the 
Admini&ration would have either re.solved the Vietnam conflict or, 
if not, the Communist, Party would be emphasizing the peace theme, 
and exposure of Communist, Party links with the King-Speck cam- 
naign “m-ould doubtlessly be appreciated by the Administrat.ion.” 433 
While the Chicago field office felt that the Bureau should not “rule 
out” t.he use of “flyers, leaflets, ca.rds and bumper st.ickers” to discredit 
the King-Speck ticket, it. recommended “the use of a political column- 
ist or reporter for this purpose.“434 
to implement the plan. 

Apparently no steps were t.aken 

In august 1967 the Bureau initiated a COINTELPRO captioned 
“Black Nationalist-Hate Groups.” This program is extensively de- 
scribed in the Staff Report on COINTELPRO. The document initiat- 
hg the program states : 

‘ZI Memorandum from Cartha DeLoach to Clyde Tolson, l/19/68. 
‘*’ COIXTELPRO is discussed at length in the Staff Report on CUINTFXPRO. 
‘*Memorandum from Director, FBI to SAC, New York, 7/U/66. Allegations 

concerning Adviser A’s suspected Communist Party affiliations are discussed 
at pp. 149-150. 

Go The complete absence of any derogatory information on Adviser A’s per- 
sonal life did not prevent the Bureau from attempting to develop such informa- 
tion. In October 1967 the Xew York office informed Washington it would “con- 
tinue its efforts to place [Adviser A] in a compromising position” with a woman 
acquaintance. (Memorandum from SAC New York to Director. FBI. 10/7/66.) 

‘ZI Memorandum from SAC, New Tork to Director, FBI. 8/15/66. 
a Memorandum from SBC, Xew York to Director, FBI, Z/25/67. 
* Memorandum from SAC The field office noted : “Effectively tabbing as com- 

munists or as communist-backed the more hysterical opponents of the President 
on the Vietnam question in the midst of the Presidential campaign would be a 
real boon to Mr. .Johnson.” 

*Memorandum from SAC, Chicago to Director, FBI, 6/l/67. The Chicago 
office observed: “It is emphasized that this person should be respected for his 
balance and fair-mindedness. An article or series by an established conservative 
would not adequately serve our purposes.” 
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The purpose of this new counterintelligence endeavor is to 
expose, disrupt, misdirect, discredit, or otherwise neutralize 
the activities of black-nationalist, hate-type organizations and 
groupings, their leadership, spokesmen, membership and 
supporters, and to counter their propensity for violence 
and civil disorder. 

Intensified attention under this program should be afforded 
to the activities of such groups as the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee, Southern Christian Leadership 
Conference, Revolutionary Action Movement, the Deacons 
for Defense and Justice, Congress of Racial Equality, and the 
Nation of Islam. [Emphasis added.] 435 

The Domestic Intelligence Division expanded the Black National- 
ist-Hate Groups COINTELPRO in February 1968. The instructions 
to the field offices listed as a “goal” : 

Prevent the rise of a “messiah” who could unify and elec- 
trify the militant black nationalist movement. Malcolm X 
might have been such a “messiah;” he is the martyr of the 
movement today. Martin Luther King, Stokely Carmichael, 
and Elijah Muhammed all aspire to this position. Elijah 
Muhammed is less of a threat because of his age. King could 
be a real contender for this position should he abandon his 
supposed “obedience” to “white, liberal doctrines” (nonvio- 
lence) and embrace black nationalism. . . .436 

The SCLC was retained as a “primary target” of the COINTELPRO, 
and Martin Luther King’s name was added to the list of persons who 
were targets. 

The supervisor of the Black Nationalist COINTELPRO., told the 
Committee that he could recall no counterintelligence activities di- 
rected against the SCLC, but that several were taken against Dr. 
King.437 

C. The PRZ’s Efforts to Discredit Dr. King During His Last Months 

Between 1965 and early 1967, the files indicate that Bareau concern 
about Dr. King had decreased. This concern was revived by Dr. King’s 
April 4, 1967. speech at New York’s Riverside Church, m which he 
opposed the Administration’s position in Vietnam. The FBI inter- 
preted this position as proof he “has been influenced by communist. 
advisers,‘? and noted that King’s remarks were “a direct parallel of 
the communist position on Vietnam. ” 438 A week after the speech the 
FBI sent the White House and the Justice Department a revised edi- 
tion of the printed King monograph. 

In early December 1967 Dr. King announced plans to hold demon- 
strations in major American cit,ies, including Washington, D.C., to 
spur Congress into enacting civil rights legislation. The FBI followed 
closely developments in Dr. King’s “Washington Spring Project” for- 
warding to the White House information concerning Adviser A’s 

m lLIemorandum from Director, FBI to Special Agents in Charge, S/25/67. 
* Memorandum from Director, FBI to Special Agents in Charge, 3/4/t%. 
*n Testimony, 10/17/75, p. 14. 
CPsMemorandum from Charles Brennan to William Sullivan, 4/10/67. 
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fund-raising activities and Dr. King’s plans to tape a. lecture series for 
a foreign television system, allegedly to raise funds for the project..*“” 

In February 1968 the FBI again revised the King monograph and 
distributed it to certain officials in the Executive Branch. The Domestic 
Intelligence Division memorandum recommending the new monograph 
stated that its dissemination “prior to King’s ‘Washington Spring 
Project’ should serve again to remind top-level officials in Govern- 
ment of the wholly disreputable character of King.” U* 

In early March, the Bureau broadened its Black Nationalist-Hate 
Groups COINTELPRO explicitly to include Dr. King.“* Toward the 
end of the month, the FBI began to disseminate information to the 
press “designed to curtail success of Martin Luther King’s fund 
raising campaign for the Washington Spring Project,.” The first. of 
many plans included circulating a story 

that King does not need contributions from the 70,000 people 
he solicited. Since the churches have offered support, no more 
money is needed and any contributed would only be used by 
King for other 

i; 
urposes. This item would need nation-wide 

circulation in or er to reach all the potential contributors and 
curtail their donations.443 

On March 25, the Bureau approved a plan to mail an anonymous 
letter to a civil rights leader in Selma, Alabama, who was “miffed” 
with Dr. King, and a copy of that letter to a Selma newspaper, hoping 
that the newspaper might interview the leader about its contents. The 
Bureau described the purpose of the letter as calling 

to the attention of [the civil rights leader] that King is merely 
using the Negroes of the Selma area for his own personal 
aggrandizement; that he is not. genuinely interested in their 
welfare, but only in t.heir donations; that in all probability 
the individuals going to Washington for the Sprmg Project 
will be left stranded without suitable housing or food. The 
letter should also play up the possibility of violence.444 

There is no indication in FBI files t.hat the letter was mailed. 
During the latter part of March, Dr. King went. to Memphis, Ten- 

nessee, where a strike by Sanitation Workers had erupted into violent 
riots. 

A March 28, 1968, Domestic Intelligence Division memorandum 
stated : 

A sanitation strike has been going on in Memphis for some 
time. Martin Luther King, Jr., today led a march composed 
of 5,000 to 6,000 people through the streets of Memphis. Kin 
was in an automobile preceding the marchers. As the mart ifi 
developed, acts of violence and vandalism broke out including 
the breakmg of windows in stores and some looting. 

u” Memorandum from George Moore to William Sullivan, 12/18/67; memo- 
randum from Director, FBI to LEGAT, 12/21/67. 

U1 Memorandum from George Moore to William Sullivan, 2/29/68. 
I” See discussion, supra, p. 180. 
USMemorandum from George Moore to William Sullivan, 3/26/68. 
“‘Memorandum from SAC, Mobile to Director, FBI, 3/25/68; memorandum 

from Director, FBI to SAC, Mobile, 4/2/68. 
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This clearly demonstrates that acts of so-called nonviolence 
advocated by King cannot be controlled. The same thing could 
happen in his planned massive civil disobedience for Washing- 
ton in April. 

ACTION 
Attached is a blind memorandum pointing out the above, 

which if you approve, should be made available by Crime 
Records Division to cooperative news media sources. 

The memorandum carried Director Hoover’s “O.K.” and the notation, 
“handled on 3/28/68.?’ 445 

On March 29,1968, the Domestic Intelligence Division recommended 
that the following article be furnished to a cooperative news source: , 

Martin Luther King, during the sanitation workers’ strike 
in Memphis, Tennessee, has urged Negroes to boycott down- 
town white merchants to achieve Negro demands. On 3/29/68 
King led a march for the sanitation workers. Like Judas lead- 
ing lambs to slaughter King led the marchers to violence, and 
when the violence broke out, King disappeared. 

The fine Hotel Lorraine in Memphis is owned and patron- 
ized exclusively by Ne 
hasty exit. Instead I? 

roes but King didn’t go there for his 
mg decided the plush Holiday Inn 

Motel, white owned, operated and almost exclusively patron- 
ized, was the place to “cool it.” There will be no boycott of 
white merchants for King, only for his followers.446 

On April 4, Dr. Kin returned to Memphis. This time he re ‘stered 
at the Lorraine Hote . We have discovered no evidence that t e FBI f f 
was responsible for Dr. King’s move to the Lorraine Hotel.“” 

mMemorandum from George Moore to William Sullivan, 3/%3/6S. An article 
about violence in the sanitation strike, published in the Memphis Commercial 
Clarion on March 29,196& echoed the wording of the FBI memorandum, although 
there is no proof that the FBI was responsible for the article. The article stated : 

“Yesterday’s march, ostensibly a protest on behalf of the city’s striking sanita- 
tion workers, was generally considered to be a ‘dress rehearszll’ by Dr. King for 
his planned march on Washington April 22” (Memphis Commercial Clarion, 
3/29/6S. j 

’ N-Memorandum from George Moore to William Sullivan, 3/29/68. 
U’ Dr. King’s associates and the FBI both deny that this last effort to discredit 

Dr. King influenced his decision to move to the~Lorraine Hotel. Dr. Ralph Aber- 
nathv. who was with Dr. Kim? during his last davs. told the Committee that he 
had not been aware of any newspaper articles c&i&zing Dr. King for staying at 
the Holiday Inn during his visit the previous week. He was certain that the Lor- 
raine had not been chosen because of any articles that might have appeared and 
said that Dr. King alwars staved at the Lorraine when he visited MemuhiS. with 
the exception of <he prior visit. In that instance, Dr. King had been biought to 
the Holiday Inn by uolice following a riot during the sanitation strike. (Staff sum- 
mary of Ralph Abernathy interview, 11/19/‘15, i. 2) 

A handwritten note on the FBI memorandum criticizing Dr. King for staying 
at the Holiday Inn states: “handled, 4-3-63.” The FBI questioned the agent 
who wrote “handled” on the memorandum and informed the Committee that he 
did not recall the memorandum, and did not know whether “handled” indicated 
that he had disseminated the article or simply cleared the memorandum through 
the Crime Records Division of the FBI. 

According to the FBI, Dr. King checked into the Lorraine Hotel at lo:30 a.m. 
on April 3. The FBI has concluded that “the notation indicating that the pro- 
nosed furnishing of information to news media was ‘handled’ on April 3, 1963, 
would, of course, preclude any such information from apmaring in the press 
prior to King’s checking into the Hotel Lorraine. . . .” 
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D. Attempts to Dkcredit Dr.. King’s Reputation After His Death 

The FBI’s attempts to discredit Dr. King did not end with his 
death. In March 1969 the Bureau was informed that Congress was 
considering declaring Dr. King’s birthday a national holiday, and 
that members of the House Commitiee on Internal Security might be 
contacting the Bureau for a briefing about Dr. King. The Crime 
Records Division recommended briefing the Congressmen because they 
were “in a position to keep the bill from being reported out of Com- 
mittee” if “they realize King was a scoundrel.” DeLoach noted : “This 
is a delicate matter-but can be handled very cautiously.” Director 
Hoover wrote, “I agree. It must be handled l*ery cautiously.” 447a 

In April 1969 FBI Headquarters received a recommendation for a 
counterintelligence program from the Atlant,a Field Office. The nature 
of the proposed program has not been revealed to the Committee. 
A memorandum concerning the plan which the Bureau has given 
to the Committee, however, notes that the plan might be used “in 
the event the Bureau is inclined to entertain counterintelligence action 
against Coretta Scott King and/or the continuous projection of the 
public image of Martin Luther King. . . .” 44ib The Director informed 
the Atlanta office that “the Bureau does not desire counterintelligence 
action against Coretta King of the nature you suggest at this time.448 

CONCLUBION 

Alkhough it is impossible to gauge the full extent 1t0 which the 
FBI’s discrediting programs affected the civil rights movement, the 
fact that there was impact is unquestionable. 

Rumors circulated by the FBI had a profound impact on the 
SCLC’s ability to raise funds. According to Congressman Andrew 
Young, a personal friend and associate of Dr. King, the FBI’s effort 
against Dr. King and the SCLC “chilled contributions. There were di- 
rect attempts at some of our larger contributors who told us that they 
had been told by agents that Martin had a Swiss bank account, or that 
Martin had confiscated some of the monies from the March on Wash- 
ington for his personal use. None of that was true.” d49 Harry Wachtel, 
one of Dr. King’s legal counsels who handled many of the financial and 
fund raising activities of the SCLC, emphasized that the SCLC was 
always in need of funds. “Getting a grant or getting ‘a contribution 
is a very fragile thing. A grant delayed has a very serious impact on 
an organization whose financial condition was pretty rough.” 450 
Wachtel testified th& the SCLC continually had to overcome rumors 
of poor financial management and communist connections. 

The material . . . staved in the political bloodstream all the 
way through to the time of Dr. King’s death, and even after. 
In our efforts to build a King Center, it was around. It was 
like a contamination.‘“’ 

U’S Memorandum from Milton Jones to Thomas Bishop, 3/18/t%. [Emphasis in 
origi-l.1 

“bMemorandum from SAC, Atlanta to Director. FBI, 4/3/%X+. 
wMfanorandum from Director, FBI to SAC, Atlanta, 4/14/6Q. 
U’Young, 2/19/76, pp. 25-26. 
(50 Wachtel, 2/27/76, pp. 31-32. 
a Wachtel, 2/m/76, p. 49. 
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The SCLC leadership assumed that anything said in meetings or 
over the telephone would be intercepted by wiretaps, bugs, or in- 
formants. Ironically, the FBI memorandum reporting that a wiretap 
of the S CLC’s Atlanta office was feasible stated : 

In the past when interviews have been conducted in the 
o&e of Southern Christian Leadership Conference certain 
employees when asked a question, in a half joking manner 
and a half serious manner replied, “You should know that 
already, don’t you have our wires tapped 2” It is noted in the 
past, State of Georgia has conducted investigations regard- 
ing subject and Southern Christian Leadership Conference.462 

Harry Wachtel commented on the impact constant surveillance 
members of the SCLC : 

When you live in a fishbowl, you act like you’re in a fish- 
bowl, whether you do it consciously or unconsciously. . . . I 
can’t put specifics before you, except to say that it beggars 
the imagination not to believe that the SCLC, Dr. King, and 
all its leaders were not chilled or inhibited from all kinds of 
activities, political and even social.453 

on 

Wachtel also pointed out the ramifications stemming from the GOV- 
ernment,‘s advance knowledge of what civil rights leaders were 
thinking : 

It is like political intelligence. It did not chill us from saying 
it, but it affected the strategies and tactics because the people 
you were having strategies and tactics about were privy to 
what you were about. The knew your doubts. . . . Take 
events like strategies in At antic City. . . . Decision-making P 
concerning which way to go, joining one challenge or not, 
supporting a particular situation, or not, had to be limited 
very strongly by the fact that information which was ex- 
pressed by telephone, or which could even possibly be picked 
up by bugging, would be in the hands of the President.4M 

Perhaps most difficult to gauge is the personal impact of the 
Bureau’s programs. Congressman Young told the Committee that 
while Dr. King was not deterred by the attacks which are now known 
to have been instigated in part by the FBI, there is “no question” but 
that he-was personally affected : 

It was a great burden to be attacked by people he res e&d, 
particularly when the attacks engendered by the FB P came 
from people like Ralph McGill. He sat down and cried at the 
New York Times editorial about his statement on Vietnam, 
bu,t this just made him more determined. It was a great 
personal suffering, but since we don’t really know all that 
they did, we have no way of knowing the ways that they 
affected us.*55 

a Xfemorandum, Special Agent in Charge, Atlanta, to Director, FBI, 10/10/63. 
e Wachtel, 2/27/76, pp. 10,19. 
m Wachtel, 2/27/76, p. 10. 
165 Young, 2/19/76, p. 16. 
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