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red its field offices to review their files for “subversive” infor-
t,\m.MMoulwwoﬁ Dr-King and to submit that information to FBI head- .
quarters in reports “suitable for dissemination.” ¥ ]
The Bureau had apparently also been engaged in an extensive Suk
veillance of Dr. King's civil rights activities since the late 1950s
“ander an FBI program called “Racial Matters.” This program, which
was unrelated to COMINFIL, required the collection of ...v= pertil-
pent information” about the “proposed or actual activities” of indi-
viduals and organizations “in the racial field.” * Surveillance of Dr.
King’s civil n.pmnom 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 oounmgn% the integra-
tion or racial activities of the SCLC must [also] be reported
[under a] Racial Matters caption.” *® )

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, 1962.2° The
report stated g

that one of Dr. King’s advisers—hereinafter referred
to as “Adviser A”—was a “member of the Communist Party, USA.”
Within a few months FBI reports were describing_another of Dr.
King's associates—hereinafter referred to as “Adviser B"—asa “mem—
ber of the National Committee of the Communist Party.” ** 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
pew information from microphone and wiretap surveillance of Ad-
viser A’s office, which was initiated in March 1962.3 However, it does

# Memorandum from Director, FBI to SAC, Atlanta, 2/27/62. The instructions
did not define what was meant by “subversive.” Reports from field offices during
the ensuing months copsidered as «gubversive” such information as the fact that
Dr. King had been one of 350 signers of a petition to abolish the House OcEB».:mm
on Un-American Activities. (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, Georgia, with
parading without a permit. (Atlanta Constitution, N\Nw\m.N p. 1) .
= FRY Manunal Section 122. p. 5. This policy was later Enmnum.mnma as requiring
“coverage” of demonstrartions, meetings, “or any other pertinent information
concerning racial activity.” ( Memorandum from Director, FBI to SAC, Atlanta,
6/27/63.
/2 Zmnwo_.waaeu from Director, FBI, to SAC. Atlanta, 10/23/62, p. 2 .
*(On the same day the Southern Regional Counsel—a respected Dﬂu jmwom
study group—issued a report criticizing the Bureau’s mnnnm.on aﬁﬂbm civil rights
demonstration that were then occurring in Albany, Georgia. This report is dis-
~—-——" cussed at pp. 89-90. o .
== . ® Moemorandum from Director, FBI, to Attorney General, 1/3/62.
® Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, Mo\nw\m.w.
.. ._. _®=EBI headquarters first requested the field offices for recommendations con-
. rerning whether a COMINFIL investigation should be opened on July 20, 1962.
\ This was the same day on which officials in Albany, Georgia, sought a judicial -
ban against demonstrations led by Dr. King, alleging that Negroe® had been en-
dangering the lives of police oBowmw\waa agents of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation.” (New York Times, 7 . ..
..Pwn Bwnncumoum was installed in Adviser A’s office on March 16, 1962 (Airtel
= from SAC, New York to Director, FBI, 8/16/62) and a wiretap was installed¢
——— on his office telephone om, 3/20/62 (Adrtel from SAO, New York to Director, FBL,
——————8/20/62). The wiretap was authorized by the Attorney General (Memorandum
from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 3/6/62). The microphone was approved

8Y

— -~ not appear that these mﬁnqmiwso& collected muw.,mmmaow,& informa- —
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tion bearing on the FBL's characterization of Adviser A as a “com- " =

munist.”
_Despite the goals and procedures outlined in the COMINFIL sec- . .
tion of the FBI Manual, the Bureau’s investigation of Dr. King did not
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Party discipline and control or were working to enable the Commu-
nist Party to influence or control the SCLC.® The microphone which
had been installed in Adviser A’s office in March 1962 was discontinued
before the COMINFIL investigation began’ and, although wiretap
coverage of Adviser A continued—and even intensified *—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.®®* Two FBI reports prepared

in succeeding years which summarize the FBI's information about

Adviser A do not contain evidence substantiating his purported rela-

tionship with the Communist Party.*

Without full access to the Bureau’s files, the Committee cannot de-~
termine whether the FBs decision to initiate 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 ¥ BI was con-
sidering initiating the COMINFIL investigation.

Asearly as February 1962, Director Hoover wrote ona memorandum
that Dr. King was “no good.” *°

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.** An updated version of
that report was released in November 1962. A section entitled “Where
ﬂw,w»w mmw.w Federal Government” made the following observations about
the :

|

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

= R Manual Section 87, pp. 12-13, 83-85. Former Assistant Director Sullivan
testified : “If a man is not under the discipline and control of the Commaunist
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—1I am glad you raised this
"~ question—the key fo membership is does this man accept completely the Party
F discipline. If he does not, he is not regarded as a genuine member.” .AmaESE.

3.5 ST,

11/1/75, p. 18.) ‘k

® It was discontinued on August 16, 1962. See Airtels from SAC, New York to .
Director, FBI, 8/16/62 and 11/15/62, and Memorandum from Director, FBI to
SAC, New York, 11/23/62. . : e

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

* B.g., Memorandum from Director, FBI, to Attorney General Kennedy. T
4 ® Indeed, in April 1964 a field office reported that Adviser A was not under the -
-— influence of the Communist Party. Memorandum from SAC New York to Director, .. .
" FBI, 4/14/64. -

focus on whether any of his advisers were acting under Communist _ . -
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# Momorandum from James Bland to William Sullivan, 2/3/62. ——— . ——

-~ agpecial Report, Southern Regional Council, 1/8/62. —
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III. CONCERN INCREASES IN THE FBI AND THE KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION
_OVER ALLEGATIONS OF COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN THE CIVIL RIGHTS

.\1&a¢m§wﬁsz~veﬁmwﬁHEngnﬁszaﬁowﬁoz“ .q;d;w
1962—OCTOBER 1963 - .

Introduction and Sunumary

This chapter explores developments in the Martin Luther Kin case
from the period preceding the FBI's opening of the COMIN. in-
vestigation in October 1962 through the FBI's decision to intensify
its investigation 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.s 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. King
continued to turn to Adviser A for advice; Adviser B, whose asso-
clation with Dr. King and allegedly with the Communist Party had
been picked up by the press in late 1962, publicly announced his wﬁwm-
nation from the SCLC in early July 1963, although he apparently
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 increasin 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 the FBI sent an analysis of its COMINFIL
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 Attorney General
rejected the FBI's request for authority to wiretap Dr. King.

In August 1963, the Justice Department received a report from
the FBI which apparently contained allegations extremely unfavor-
able to Dr. King. The Attorney General told ‘Courtney Evans that he
iaced 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.

* The memoranda also contained information about the civil nwanmém«.ggﬂ -

- -of considerable political value to the administration,
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uence in Racial Matters,” and closely monitored preparations for the
August 28 Civil Rights March on Washington. T'he 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 Warns Dr. Hing About Advisers A and
" B: January 1962-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 attempts 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.> ez Shortly afterwards, Assistant 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.s 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
Hﬂﬂﬁm information might tip off Dr. King or Adviser A to the 1dentity
of certain FBI informants. ¢

Dr. King gave no indication of breaking off relations with Adviser
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 cause.’* In June 1962 the FBI
intercepted a conversation *¢ in which Adviser A recommended that
Dr. King informally use Adviser B as his executive assistant. noting
moum. as Adviser B did not have the title of Executive Diree-
tor, there would not be as much lightning flashing around him.” Dr.
King was 3%03& to have agreed, remarking that “no matter what
& 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.” ¢
On October 8, 1962, the FBI's Domestic Intelligence Division pre-

pared a memorandum summarizing accounts that had reviously

appeared in newspapers concerning Adviser B’s alleged Communist
background and his association with Dr. King. The Division for-
warded the memorandum to Cartha D. Uobcpom 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

“ Memotandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General 1/8/62.

* Burke Marshall testimony, 3/31/76, p. 10.

*“Memorandum from Courtney Evans to Alan Belmont, 2/6/62.

* 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,

- .2 Adviser A's phones were covered by FBI wiretaps. See p. 88.
- -~ ".Memorandum from New York Field Office to FBI Headquarters, 8/21/62, p. 6.

In late July 1963, the FBI opened a file entitled “Communist Ip. -
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1 tion of universities are located.” DeLoach’s signature and the
B % gn

The Attorney-General’s concern over Dr. King’s association with
————mnotation, “handled, -Augusta (illegible), Atlanta; 1-/19” appear on -

-~ the two advisers continued. A memorandum by Hoover states that 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.
N.Emw “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 resignation 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 continued as an associate of Dr.
King despite his apparent resignation from the SCLC. In December,
Director Hoover was cautioning the Attorney General that Adviser B
continued to “represent himself as being affiliated 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.” # A few
days later, the Attorney 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.” 7

In early February 1963, Dr. King asked the Justice Department
for a briefing on Adviser B’s background. apparently in response to
newspaper articles about Adviser B resulting from the Bureau’s cam-
paign to publicize Adviser B’s relationship with Dr. King. Assistant
Attorney General Marshall noted in 2 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.™* 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.”

* Memorandum from F. J. Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 10/8/62, p. 2.

The memoranduem bears the caption “Communist Party, USA, COINTELPRO.”

This is the first indication of a counterintelligence program directed against Ad- .

viser B. Adviser A became the subject of such a program in 1966. For a discussion
of the FBI's COINTELPRO effort, see staff report on COINTELPRO.

* Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney General, 1/23/63, p. 1.

" Memorandum from Director, FBI to-Attorney General, 1710/63 -TheAt-
-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, 1/31/63.)

" “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 2 lengthy conversation concerning an article that Dr. King
was preparing for The Nation. (Memorandum from Director, FBI to Attorney
General, 8/12/63.) On June 8, the Director sent the Attorney General a mine-
page “concise summary” of information about Adviser A, emphasizing his role

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 indirectly.

I pointed out that if Dr. King continues this association, he

_1s 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 beginnin,
to charge Dr. King is tied in with Communists. T stated
thought Marshall could very definitely say this association is
rather widely known and, with things crystalizing for them
now, nothing could be worse than for Dr. King to be associ-
ated with it.™®

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

- - . I brought the matter to the attention of Dr. King very
explicitly in my office on the morning of June 22 prior to a
scheduled meeting which Dr. King had with the President.
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.”

Dr. King later told one of his associates that the President had told
him “there was an attempt (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.’ ” 7

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
Post. Dr. King accepted Adviser A’s recommendation that he read the article
before committing himself becaunse the reporter “raised a lot of questions about
[Adviser B] and that kind of thing.” (Memorandum from Director, ¥BI to
Attorney General, 6/7/63.)

™ Memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover to Clyde Tolson, Alan Belmont, Cartha
DeLoach, Alex Rosen, William Sullivan. 6/17/63. 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 Oommunist influence on Dr. King. (Memorandum from J. Walter Yeag-
- 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 influence in the civil rights movement, -
and had explicitly mentioned Adviser A. Wheh Young asked Marshall for proof.

he said that he had none, and that he “couldn’t get anything out, of the Bureaw.”
Young recalled that Marshall had said, “We ask (the Bureau) for things and
we get these big memos, but ther don't ever really say anything.” Young testified
that Marshall “was asking us to disassociate ourselves from [Adviser A] alto-

3 ~=gether.” (Andrew Young testimony, 2/19/76. pp. 40-—44)
" Memorandum from Burke Marshall to J.-Edgar Hoover, 9/12/68. ~ T
™ Young, 2/19/T6,p. 40, — -~ - o s S e

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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,m,,m»bE E%Mvm ‘Director had this in mind, however, he also be-

i Jieved-we should-obtain -additional information prior to-dis-——

The FBI was apparently encouraged NE the intelli
“bugs” and by the White House’s receptiveness to t

" cussing it with certain friends.?”® ‘

ence afforded by
mwﬁ 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.” *™* 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, persis-
tence, and determination in making mierophone installations;” and a
third had “been absolutely fearless in these types of operations for
over twelve years.”’*> More than twenty reels of tape were obtained
during Dr. King’s stay in Honolulu and his sojourn in Los Angeles
immediately afterward.’”® 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 .e&m
type of person King is. It will ?.o@PE% 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 Los Angeles in July 1964 was covered by both
wiretaps and microphones in his hotel room. The wiretap was intended

to gain intelligence about Dr. King’s plans at the Republican National
Convention. Microphone surveillance was requested to attempt to ob-

tain information useful in the campaigns to discredit him.'”® Sulli-
van's memorandum describing the coverage was sent to Hoover with
a recommendation against dissemination to the White House or the

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 King 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.?*

™ Memorandum from Cartha D. DeLoach to J. Edgar Hoover, 1/14/64. 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, 12/1/75, p. 2.) The Committee did
not take Jenkins testimony because Jenkins informed the-Committee that he
was fil. - - SN SR e e e e
-+ % Memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 1/28/64. o
* Airtel, Special Agent in charge, San Francisco, to FBI Director, 2/25/64.
“3®The FBI also covered Dr. King’s activities with photographie surveillance.
' Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to Williaimn Sullivan, $/4/64.
The memorandum did not show how the information had been obtained. . -
™ Memorandum from Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 7/2/64.
™ Memorapdum from Frederick Baumgardner to Willlam Sullivan, 7/15/64.

123

——Hoover wrote_on the -memorandum, “Send-to Jenkins” The sim-

mary memorandum and ‘a cover Jetter were sent to Jenkins on
J :m% 17,10 : ,

_ It should also be noted that Dr. King's activities at the Dem i

ational Convention in Atlantic Qmm. New Jersey in »P:mw:mmo Mwwm
were closely monitored by the FBI. Microphones were not installed
on that occasion, although wiretaps were %@8@ on Dr. King’s hotel
room phone. The stated justification for the wiretap was the investi-
mgwou. of possible communist influence and the fact that Dr. Nn.wm
“may Emﬁmm in a hunger fast as a means of protest.” 11 A t dea
of potentia ly useful political information was obtained rom this
wiretap and disseminated to the White House.®?

The memorandum authorizing microphone coverage of Dr. King’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 the SCLC and in particular on King by communists.” 183

The seven “bugs” in Dr. King’s rooms during visits to New York
from January to November 1965 were justified in contemporaneous
Internal FBI memoranda by anticipated meetings of Dr. King with
several people whom the FBI claimed had affiliations with the Com-
munist Party.’®* No mention was made of the possibility of obtaining
private life material in memoranda concerning these “bugs.” 185

2. Evidence Bearing on Whether the Attorneys General Au-
Wgw..& or Enew About the Microphone .quém&aagm Wx
r. King

_In summary, 1t 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 direct] informed him that

1t was using microphones. There is some aammnouvww.oﬂm«dw. concerning

ﬂvmnrmw the Attorney General ultimately realized that the FBI was

%ﬁm mmgmmm: because of the nature of the information that he was
nt.

Evidence concerning Attorney General Katzenbach’s knowledge of
microphone surveillance of Dr. wmmbm is contradictory. In March 1965,
umpnsmbvgr,w@aﬁga 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

” Letter from J. Edgar Hoover to Walter J enkins, 7/17/64.
EEmEoEn.ndE from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 8/21/64.
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

wnw.mn report dealing with electronic surveillance,
Memorandum from Frederick Egmabow to William Sullivan, 9/28/64.

5/18/65 ; memorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont 10/14/85; memo-
- a.p,-rab A!.UB Frederick Baumgardner to William Sullivan, 10/29/65 wumgm\mw\au.
Possible 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 2eq.) 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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~~—Pr. King, that he did not. object to those installations,3and that he

YL-OLJ e o ALIOT enbach
urged the FBI to use caution in its surv eillance activities. mmb.wug.
hom.mm not now recall having been informed about the F¥BI's 1nicro-

phone surveillance of Dr. King.

“~(a) Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy.—The FBI wa.um no
claim that Attorney General Kennedy was expressly informed: about
the microphones placed 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:- - -~ e T
concerning microphone coverage of King, Attorney General
Robert F. Hmms:m%u. was furnished the pertinent information
obtained. perusal of which would indicate that a microphone
was the source of this information.1¢

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

Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy was furnished an eight
age “Top Secret” memorandum . . . dated March 4, 1964.
his memorandum is a summary of microphone coverage . ..

in the Willard Hotel, Washington, D.C.; Hilton Hawaiian

Village, Honolulu, Hawaii; Ambassador Hotel, Los Angeles,

California; and the Hyatt House Hotel, Los Angeles, Cali-

fornia. The wording of the memorandum is couched in such

a manner that it is obvious that a microphone was the

source.'8” :

The question of whether Attorney General Kennedy suspec
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 the Department. We have oM,wBEmmm 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 J. ohnson’s assistant, ﬁwp#@ﬂ Jenkins,
" be given a copy of a memorandum detailing information discovered
through the Willard Hotel bug.®® 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, the Attorney General himself may reprimand
~—===-=King on the basis of this material. If he does, it is not likely

‘ 2.

—- *®Memorandum from Charles Brennan to William Sullivan, 12/15/86, p.
w KMBS»E?B from Charles Brennan to William Sullivan, 12/19/68.
 Nomorandum from William Sullivan to Alan Belmont, 1/13/64. This incident
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., +-.———means employed. It is highly important-that-we do develop.
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~we will develg ‘any more such mumoﬁbpaoagurwo‘:m& the l(,
- 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-delirve -
a copy of the memorandum to the Attorney General, Director Hoewer

wrote: “No. A copy need not be given the A.G.” 188 - -
‘Jenkins was subsequently shown a copy of the report, but was mo
told the source of the information. : .
Shortly after the Honolulu bug. Sullivan changed his mind an.
recommended that the Attorney General be informed of informatao.
ngaw& by both the Willard and Honolulu bugs to “remove all domt
om the Attorney General’s mind about the type of person K
1s.” #¢ 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 Attorney 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 notatio:
in the margin states: “Done. 3/10/64. E[vans].” 1°* The memorandmn
sent to the Attorney General did not state the source of the informs-
tion that it contained. .

When shown Sullivan’s memorandum by the Committee, Courtmey
Evans testified that he did not recall delivering the memorandum abema:
Dr. King to the Attorney General, but that “I assume I must have i1
view of this record.” 192 Wmm doubted that he had spoken with the Ax-
torney General about the substance of the memorandum. however. b
cause “if I did have a conversation with him, I believe I would hawe
written a memorandum as to that conversation.” * When asked if ¢
recalled ever telling the Attorney Genersl that the memorandum cam- - -
39.%&9&359&05 obtained through microphone coverage, Evams
testified :

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

*® Sullivap memorandum, 1/13/64. Sullivan’s remarks in this passage undeor-
8core the tension generated by the mutually inconsistent policies of the FIB!
and the Justice Department toward Dr. King. Sullivan viewed the FBI's tami
as gathering information with which to discredit Dr. King. He perceived the Az-
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 abour
Dr. King, the Attorney General might reprimand Dr. King. Thus, the FBI woulld
be thwarted in its goals if it gave the Attorney General information which e -
" needed to ensure that Dr. King not be discredited. i
™ Baumgardner memorandum, 3/4/64. See p. 122, The memorandum als:
stated : “We avoided mentioning specific dates as to when it took place or mem-
tion of when the information was received—4thus to avoid, if possible, a ques
tion being raised by the Attorney General as to why he was not told earlier w*
the Willard incident.”
™ Baumgardner memorandum, 3/4/64,p.2. . . .. . ... e e
 Courtney Evans testimony, 12/1/75, p. 20. -- S
* Evans, 12/1/75, p. 20. The FBI has told the Committee that no such memoram-
dum exists in its files. o



