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‘agent in the FBI office in Atlan-

1|some time after that, perhaps
1 until shortly before King’s assas-
‘|sination April 4, 1968. Kennedy

s FBI Claims Kennedy OKd

on Dr. Martin Luther
hte Atty. Gen

Cﬁde A. Tolson, the bureau’s
associate director, defended the
legality " of the mucb«:riuclzed
tapping of s phone in a
letter dated Mnn(?

The letter was sent to Carl T.

answer to an aricle

wrote for last Sunday's adiﬂu.
atta FEI Direetor J.
Hoover for the electronie
on King. A copy of the etter
gta:rsanttotheedimrofm

son wrote to the columnist, “the
wiretap on Martin Luther King
Jr. was

advance in writing
attorney general of
States, Mr. Robert F. Kennedy.”

First Revealed in Houston,

Tolson added that the monitor-

device “was strictly int.he

field of internal security, and,
therefore, was within the
sion laid down by the then
dent of the United States,”

The first public revelation that
King had been the subject of
FBI wiretapping came earlier
this month in a federal court
hearing in Houstonn

Robert Nichols, a special

Igetbe late | offi

testified that he had super
visad a device attached to the
heiephone lires at King's home

The wiretap _appa.rently w:g

Lhe wh-etappmg cnntinued for

eneral from Janu-

‘|was a&m

t. 3, 1964,

gects
prompbed by
Rowan, a columnist for The|columnist Hawer
Star, andwasiuhendedasanﬂouﬁngﬂwlaw

yﬁ taw.”
and “scurrilous” article, Tolson

. invited
“For your information,” Tal-|swer wide publicity.

self
y approved in rnund of public dispute over the

United|of eiectrm:lcmuatenm; devices

By LYLE DENNISTON Ifthewiretappinghadtheape-
Star Staff Writer val of the attorney
A top official of the FBI has|general, and if it was used as

claimed that official wiretapping|part of a ‘‘national security“ in-
ing Jr.|vestigation, it apparently

had the advanca approval o the not operated in violation of !egal

. Robert F. Ken-|restrictions in effect at the time.

Rowan Blasts Hoover

Tolsun s letter seemed clearly
of lt:gality hih:ftb:gmasif
0 me!
e FBI. His letter
comments by Lhe
had heen

's phone. Ro-

Rowan|the wiretap on
direcgly Hoover of
conbempt for the
Branding this a “malicious"
an to give his an-

The FBY's new defense of it-
likely to start a new

nsibility for the use

years ago, Hoover aw:l
Robert Kmnedygo a US. |
senator from New York, !raded
public charges tlgat each oat}lf{
was responsible for approv
the use of hidden microphones,
~|as opposed to direct wiretap, for
i-|investigation.

Kemnedy Released Letter

At that time, the late senator
made public a letter to him dat-
ed Feb. 17, 1968, from Courtney
A, Evans, who had been assist-
ant FBI director while Kennedy
was attorney general,

letter to help him make the
point that the use of hidden
microphones was not Kennedy’s

Iy a which suggests
ﬂmtl!umedyhadheenlnvulved
directly in approving the use of
wiretaps.

The para, hﬂ-:phread: “On Jan.
10, 1861 W] you were attorney

ral , & memoran-
gm was delivered to you fur-
mshing a summary on the use

%wmmm

for wiretap authorization

cases a

were sent to you by the FBI

for approval. These were the

only wiretap authorization which

were ever submitted to you."
Evans, now a Washington law-

While Kannedyra!iedontbatl

‘Tapping of Dr. ng s Phone

Kennedy.
Interest Said to Flag

If the King wiretap was in-
stalled any time during 1964,
and if it thd have approval by
the attorney general, that could
have come only from Kennedy
or his successor, Nicholas deB.
Katzenbach.

Katzenbach could nut be

reached immediately for com-
ment on the matter. 1

Aides to Keunedy suggested
last uight that, during 1964 o . the |
period after the assassination of E
his brother. President John F.
Kennedy, the attorney general’s
interest in some of his otﬁclal
affairs flagged.

At the time, Katzenbach, was h
Kennedy deputy at the Jusuoe a
Departmen

A later attorney general,
Ramsey Clark, has told report. i

death, it would have been in
operation during Clark’s leader-
ship of the department.

the subject under investigation,|a
In addition, Tolson did not in- "‘
clude with his letter a copy of a.l
the specific document upon|g
which the claim of authorization 8¢
apparently was based.
Testimony at the Houston
hearing appeared to indicate
that King himself was the sub-
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any document to support the
claim in Tolson's letter, declined
a direct answer last mght How-
ever, the spokesman referred to
a statement issued by the de-
partment earlier this month
yvhlch bt:d sﬂd that Hoover was
‘accural every "
when he had tedi“;petztl:i

writing by the attorney general
in office at the time the tapping
was proposed.

The spokesman thus appeared
to be implying that Tolson’s let-
ter was an accurate de-
scription of authorization.
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