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‘\b SUBJRCT:
. SAC Rhodes called from Duluth, Minnesota this morning
He is in Duluth checking on the resident agent's office,

Nezse

Last evening

told him as h‘%g%
was leaving St. Paul thag ayor: f Minneapolis is going ek
« pto_run for re-election_in the Fay?“ m&ries and. in jhe-Jun.eh_elegtigna.f
..\ He will oggin _be opposed by HuberiMumphre a political science pro- kT
the Tast 2 Dy '

{* * fessor, whom Kline bedt In

. gwery close election. r
Derament. Licket o : 8¥s_0of cleaning out the racketeers
trolled by the racketeers), that Kline -

Y (Rhodes stated. that Kline is con ackete
R f; would come to Washington to see the Director and try to get the-Director's
ra-~3d¢as on a_setup whereby crime might be gombatted in St. Paul, . _
g 3 —. S _ ‘
7 R | There is a good indication_that Kline will be defegted. Tou
i will recall that we have had contacts with Kline in the past, Fe is
g quite a verbose individual and is always looking for some political
" copsideration. Rhodes stated that he r Humphrey was a_good
Jriend of the Attorney General and and managed the coalition
compaign for the Democragtic Farm L is summer. He is

a close _friend to




' MEMORAKDUY FOR ¥R. TOLSON
K ¥R, CLEGG
> & LR, NICHOLS

on Septender 21, 1945, ¥r. Hubert H, Humphr the

Ka! “{n see me, accomponied b
Kre Humphrey stated tha

y elected as iayor o Vinneapolis and was particu-
Jarl: ¥ n’-nirnu‘ nf‘ niuing that cttn a al.nn n{nnrnu- adminiss |
tration, parttcularly in the fteld of law cnforcemgqi AHe o
stated that Ae had aprotnted asfthte) &7 2eltde, Xra A

#$n ¥rPA graduate. J told him that I knew favoradly of Er. B
and believed he uould be on honest and an efrictent polied

pucuttvc.

LA The Layor urged that at some time tn the near }hturc
i I come to Vinneapolis and thcet tf there had deen an $mprove-

xent in the
I might sce
advised him
1/ he would

local situntfon, as
clear to cor-ent on
ny cormitnents were
coamunicate with me

he hnpnd to hr{nn ahont _tithnt

i Ty

$t, and express ny vtewa. I
very heavy et present, but that
at sore later cate, I would
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R e we g e anr——

check to aee it were possiltle to accede to hia request.

Tery truly yours,
N. & A

John Ldgar Hoover
Lirector
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TO  :  THE DIRECTOR o .DaTE: 9/20/45 W TueMe—
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e Memomndum . * “UNITED STATES GQYEWENT s

- N eET——
FROM : - ¥ Sat————
MR. LADD e
’ - g. ﬁlcnﬁIs
SUBJECT: . r. Rosen_
i HUBERT H. .
T - Mr, Ezan
. ¥r., Henlon
- . Mr. Pennington____

| _Pursuant to your requesti & Summary memorandum of infomatioﬁ?}n;ei;gm____
relating to the captioned individusl has been prepared from informaticfjss beav =
contained in the Bureau's files, - L - ) ) —

It is to be noted that he has never been the subject of &
Bureau investigation and basic background data are therefore lacking.

-~

However, various individuals have shown his close connection
with members of the Communist Political Association in ¥innesota.
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The above-named individual, an unsuccessful candidate :t‘or ¥ayor of
¥inneapolis in 1943, was elected !\..ayor of that city and assumed office in July of

1945. One of his first officiel acts was to appoint. Ed Ryan, FBI Nationsl Police
Acadeny graduaj eapolis, Prior to his

nneapolis, contacted the Bureau office in aul an

nformed of the Bﬁreau's preference for Ed Ryan. It is, therefore, felt that
had an impo in this appointment gince hat time he was , -

serving on It is

interestin o note ay another appointee of the Mayor for e Belection committee

- The St. Payl Yffice furnished informatid B in the earl t .
of 1945 reflecting that L
m, stated that Communist rarty ctionaries were supporiing

1 race m2 if elected,- felt thzt Communists would fill key city jobs.

no evidence has been received of his membership in the Communist Political Association,
In confirmation of +'h'ie

Tt alas acanrdati an +haoarawd
his ¢lose assoeiation therewith has been made Clear. =N CONILTMaviOn ol

gituation may be seen the information that Humphrey worked on the mergzer of the
farmer-labor and democratic parties under the direction of the Communist Political
Association and the strong support given Humphrey which members of the CPA in
Minneapolis claim was the determining factor in his electionm,

Long recognized as a Liberal, Humphrey was in 1944 Professor of Politiecal
Science at YacAlester Collece in St. Paul and under the gvise of "Liberal® was

r?’?:),_ reportedly an instructor in the Abraham Lincoln School extension in Minneapolis in
T March of 10//; spoke at a Soldiers' Rally in Liay, 1944 which was arranzed by the
¥

American Youth for Democracy, and reviewed the book, “"Under Cover" for the
Student League for Democracy at the Urniversity of Minnesota,
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January £8, 1947 -

MEWORANLUM FOR MR. TOLSON
MR, TANN

On rriday o7 last week, on
gitached letter was presented to
Moyor of Minneacpolis, and e
During the course of my conversction with them on the
they stated shet a/year Or 8o ago etther the Vayor @
vrote me, requestfng certain legal guthority concephing
, adnisstbility ofyevidence obitcined Py means of o W{ictaphone.
ot : They tnquired at this time whether there hed bCJQ‘any scse A
e carried to the Supreme Court of the Uniied States or to eny
3 Federal Court dealing with the admissidility of evidence im-
properly obtainede. In other words, their thought was thot
thers might be certain types of evidence tmproperly obtained
whickh might 8till be admnissidle under certcin circunstoncesd
and condftions. J told them thct I would look Inte this

mgtter and advise them. &! P €
3 ] e’

ny woy to New izgk,

¥111 you pleate check on the correspondence which
I hove had with them and prepare an appropriate letter 14
Nayor Humphrey in answer to Ala oral tnquiry.

,;“: | ‘ Yery truly yours
e . ' (3/ 1? C:r }Jé

Jijz Fdgar Eoever

‘ Lirecter
7
RECORP -
dttachment , . & u!.,;m‘ Z‘fg‘- 3
(5e¢ Nr. Tolson's copy) I{DZ&H }FEEFB 1’-3» 5 1
ir. Iol:enﬁ_::: fLL, '_;" ? 3 847
I — JEH :HCB A f'f!-‘ P ORAAT
W NeNTE———— 2" . T T Lo HE! M
T e S RN IERrr s Ui CONTA’P’
RS WSy B‘ i D EICLASSIED ?
B e NTELed BYoes gy
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SOYE ASPECTS OF THE ADNISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE

»

Y

Y. Admissibility of Evidence Wrongfully or Illegally Obtained

A. Federsl BEnle

Dotil 3£55 it was the general practice of the United States Supreme
Court to apply the comson law rule on the admi syibility of evidence, In
Olostesd v United States (1928) 277 U.S. 438, Chief Justice Taft pointed
out that unless ihere is & specific rule to the contrary the rules of evidence
are thoge of the comon law, contiming - _

*The comron law rule is that the adodissibility of evidence is
ot affected by the 1llegality of the means by which 1t was
obtained."

¥r. Taft cited Professor Greenleaf's work on evidence, Volume I,
12th edition, by Redfield, Section 254 (a) which stated in part =

", ..esethouch papers and other subjects of svidence may have been
1llecally taken from the possession of the pariy azainsti whon they
are offered, or otherwise unlawfully obtained, this is no walid
objection to their admisaibility, if they ere pertinent to the
4g3ue. The Court will not tske notice how they were obtained, whethe
lanfully or unlewfully, nor will it form an issue, to determine

that question.*

AINED
’@;7/’&_

21

AMT
-
4,

Olmstead v United States, 277 U.S. 433 at

N oM
SiF
g

PN 457.
o= ;&j
e~ s ¥r. Taft alm cited Jonss on Evidence, Volume V, Section 2075, kote .
T e i .
E:L; =7 ™ wehere there 1s no violstion of & constitutional guarantee, the
Z—Z‘;;*. (" i j:: verity of the above statement is absolute.®
& ] Olmstead v United States, 277 U.S. 438 at ¢
AN 87
i 5= In the case of Maeslein v District of Columbia, 115 F (2d) €90, the
—i 5 it matd
= =i %t - '

%,,sesspart from duress and thes like, 1llegal/ncqu1sition of
 evidence does not weaken its reliability, and hence, at comson law,
method of obtainmont usually bad no bearing upon the admisaibility.

c,.l:: i — In 1885 the United States Suprems Court decidad what Profeasor
tasa, ——Wigmore referred to.as the "ll-starred® case of Boyd v United states, 116°.
MewTe oo €16. In that case the court held thet evidence illegally obtainsed b‘“#

tr.giz-::'.j‘;ﬁ‘:_-_l-fﬁli'.eral officers is not admissible in the Federal Courts. This view was l\
[
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~realfiymed by the same eourt in the case of Weeks v United States in 1914, 232
UVeSe 383, Despite the vipgor with which Professor Wigiore (Wigmwore On Evidence,
VYolume VIII, Section 21B4) and Justice Cardomo (People v Defore, 242 N.Y. 413)
have attack:d the views of the United States Sapreme Court in these two
cases, the ruls as there amunciated still obtaine in the federal Judiciary.

Chief Justice Talt in Olmstead v Dnited States dsclared that t.bo
¥Weeks case -

® e sscstnommeed en exception to the comon law rule by excluding
a1l evidence in the procuring of which government officials took part
by methods forbidden by the Fourth and Fifth Amendnents. Many

state courts do not follow the Weeks case. People v Defore, 242

N.Y. 413, Bt those who do, treat it a5 an exception to the

general corron law rules and required by constitutional limitations,.®

Olmstead v United States 277 U.S. 438 at page 467.

It 15 clear, therefore, as pointed out in Jlmstead v United States,
that vhere there is a rule to the contrary the comon law rule does mot
apply in the Federal Courts. The Boyd and Wecks cases do fix a rule
to the contrary = : : , '

"essss.tn established exception that excludes all evidence in the '
procuring of wihch governnent o ficials bave invadca Yhe right
of privacy protected by the iourth and Fifth Amendments.®

United States v Plisco, 22 Federal Supplement st
pege 243.

The Federal rule is not binding upon the several state couris.
Referring to these cases and others of & lilke nature Hr. Justice Cardoso said -

1

*Those fudgrents do mot bind us for they construe provislons of ¢
Federal oonstitution, Fourth and Fifth Anendments, not
applicable to the siztes.®

Peopls v Defore, m K.Y, m] 150 N.E. 585.

In Twining v New Jersey, 21 U.5. 78, the Supreme Court bheld that
the first elght Amendmente to the Federal Constitulion &re restrictive only

of national action. Consequently the restrietions imposed by the Fourth
Amandmant. do nat nhrﬂv tn state afficer

R W Sehid g

B

i
'l'he sane rule was laid down in ‘leeks v United States, 232 U.S. 383
at page 398, where it was held that the "limitations® of the Pourth
Amendment reach only ¥the Federal Qovernment and its ajencies.*

shtt—— The rule in the federal judici learly and b tated
laag = ™ Judiciary was ¢ 1y and briefly s

: ;;‘-;;—_—bsc.lustica Cardoso =

g:rso?r—
gur ndg ¥A Federal prosecutor may teke nmo benefit from evidence

Harhn~
TRTLO eSS e

oSh— collected t.‘nmugh the treapass of & Federal officer. The

10
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thought is that, in appropriating the reslis, he ratifies
the means. Esscpee Co of China v UeSe, 43 S. Ct 514, 262 U.S. 151,
156-' ’

People v Defore 242 N.Y. 413, 150 N.E. 585.

One of ¢hs ragoons fox the mls =mma mﬁnﬂ as ‘3114\— -

" esvesit 48 & federal Jjudicial policy not to allow agenfos
and officers of the United States to braak the law themeelves md
then use informsation s acquired to prosecute others.® '

Shinyu Noro v United States, 148 ¥ (2d) 96.
B. linnesota Rule |
The ruls in Mimegota is clearly and decisively settled that ~

*The mere fact that evidence is improperly or illegally obtalned
does not render it inadmissible."

2 Dunnell, Digest and Supplement, Section 3239,

In state ex rel Rockwell v State Board of Education,(1942) 213 Minnesota
184, at page 194, 6 N.W. 2nd 251, the Kinnesota Supreme Court spoke in terms
of - | .
" aesssothe well recognizod legal principle that evidence
is not rendered incompetent by the fact that it was wrongfully
or illegally procured.”®

There has been mo reversal of thias view by the ¥innesota Supreme
Oourt. .

The same rule was repeated in State v Sauer (June 16, 1944} 217
¥imesota 591 at page 593 where the ocourt referred to City of Mankato v Grabowenski
154 Minnemota 265, 191 H.W. 603, which %gives themls in this state as

" followe"® ~

¥eeseeethe law i well settled in this st.ato, by the decisions
in State v Stoffels, 89 Minnesota 205, 94 K.W., 675; State v
Hoyle, 92 Minnesota 254, 107 N.W. 1130; and State v Rogne 115
Minnesota 204, 132 K.¥. 5, that liqwor or_ other pxgpeLtz, though

forcibly seiged, and even though unlawfully seized may be received
In evidonce.”

As evidence of the fact that the Minnesota (ourts have not adopted

ih n=tWEcontrary view of the federal Judiciary, the Kinnesota Supreme Court
m?“:c_aﬁﬂnued in the next sentence of State v Sauer (supra) =

Roven.

gﬁn "These cases were recently followed, after further consideration
Gur e of the questions in view of adverse Federal decisions." (State v
haasa - 3 -
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Hesse 154’ Himesota 89' 191 H.%. 267) (1922)0

The court in the Hesse case felt that, notwithstending the
contrary rule in force in the Federal Courts upor the same subject the well
established Uinnesots rule on the admissibtdlity of 1llegally or wrongfully
obtained evidence chould etand., %e sce, therefore, that in 1944 the
Einresota Hdipreme Court reiterated the doctrine witdich was in effect in
1922 and refumed to depart therefrom. Interestingly emough the Federal rule
was relied upon by the appsllant in the Hesse case in the hope of suppressing
the evidence alleged ‘o have bemn Lmproperly and unlawfully obtained. The
court epecifically rejected the application of the Federal rule as to t.he
non-adri geibility of illegzlly obtained evidence.

Again in State v Pluth, (1923) 157, Mnnesota 145 and State v
Kassa (1936) the Federal rule mas considered and rcject.ed. In the Fassa ease
the court referred to the annoiations in 24AIN1411 et seg to show that
*This seerns to be the rule in wost Jurisdictions.® Detsrmined to adhere to its

own state rule the epurt in the Kassa case ssid -

¢ see no sound reason for disturbing the rule so long
enc o thoroughly established ag that to which we have referred.®
(19S ¥innesota at page 184)

In view of the fact that al1 ﬂzeae cases and many others were

refarred o bf the court in 104..4 in ouy}_.u.tu of the decision in Stats v

Sauer, there wuld seer to be no reason to doubt the nature of the rule row
outstending in Yinnesota. Mone of the cases cited have been revarsed,
mdified or amended by any subsequent decision of the ¥innesota Supreme Court.

The innesota rule therefore stands, in spite of Federal
rulings to the contrary -

*The mere fact that evidence is impmperly or 1llepally

n'htn'l'naf! rinar- Mt vbcnriwe?' it Ln‘arlm'f SS:L"\TA

2 Duannell, Digest and Bupplement, Section 3239
and tho authorities cited.

II. Federal Rule Fhen Evidence is Obtained By Othsr Than Federal Officers

«¥s have already seen that the exclusionary rule of the fedsral
Judiclary epplies only to evidence 1llepally obtained by Federal officers, and
the mle i» npn'l'!ﬁjh'l- nnhr in tha feders] hm m'!‘.nm- h mle does mot
excluade the admission in Federal Courts of uuch cvidence when the pare kap been
obtained by persons vho are not Federal employees. The case of Vecks v United
States 232 U.S. 323, which restricted Federal agencies meantime assured the

'“mﬁzam“:!.biuty in Federal Courts of evidence obtained by state officials
ﬂr—re-ﬂ-dless of the means employed. In that case it was held that where a

:;g.r-;ﬁtzzxﬁ:mmn makes an unanthorized seizure the Fourth Amendment is not

oo Epplicable where he does mot act under any claim of Federal suthority. Said the

Egar, —

ournem_____

— -4 -
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%o ueessthe Pourth Amendment is mot directed to individual mis-
conduct of such officials., Its limitations reach the !‘odarl.l

S Government and its agencies.®
[ ; In Peoples v Defore, 242 N.Y. 413, 150 N.E. 585, Justice Cardomo in
ooy showing the limitations of the Federal rules upon Federal officlals
l pointed out that the Federsl prosecutor "does mot have to be mo scrupulous
Ko, about evidence brought to him by others.® He showed that Federal

7 officers are on ons side of the line which the Federal courts have dram
: while "police in the service of the states (are) on the other.* On the
ons hand the wrongfully ebiained evidance of Federal agencies is inadmissidle

e d LR W _

].I-l IBO-BI'I.L bUl.lI'To WILle
*The Nation may keep what the servants of the State supply.*

Weeks v United States 232 U.S.383
S Schroeder v United states, 7 F (2d) 60
- United States v One Ford Owupe 3 ¥ (2d) 64

There is a long 1ist of Federal decisions to the effect that

inad ﬂn‘mnﬂh an l'l"l-nn" %&‘Ch and wiza_r, i g ﬁta 61" '\oTS

does not rend. er it inachisaible :Ln & Federal Court. Severzl follow ~

Landwirth v United States, 209 P 281
Kanellos v United States, 282 F 461
Epstein v United States, 284 UeSe. 567
Thomas v United States, 290 7 133
Rowan v United States, 281 F 137
AR Riges v United States, 299 F 273

In re Sclmetse, 299 ¥ 827

It has been held that the legality of a Bearch and seizure by
police officers will not be inquired into by a Federal Court.

¥unn v United States, 4 F (2d) 380

: | Fhere local officers in the course of a search and seisure act
b independently of the Federal officers, the evidence though i1llegally procured
' is ot inadmissible,

Bruce v United states, 73 ¥ (2d4) 972

Even though the search and seisure by state officers were 1llegal '
the governnent could accept the evidence so obtained in a Federal prosecution.

Clagy ——

P — Burkis v United States, 60 F (2d) 452

e
. nech
« Ponrinfeh - 5 -
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] Though the police had no search warrant the evidence was held to
be admissible in s Federal Court.

Greenberg v lnited States, 7 F (24) 65.

It bas been held proper to use svidence of local police provided
Fedaral agenta were not oconsulted or informed of the raid until its com~
pletion,

Mcshann v United States, 67 F (2d) 655
Edgron v United States, 87 F (2d) 13

Evidence wrongfully secured by persons othar than Federal eofficers
was held to be admisgible in a Federal prosecution.

Miller v United States, 50 F {2d4) 505
Piazza v United States, 59 F (2d) 1071

Evidence secured by state officers acting entirsly on thelr
own account will moti ordinarily be excliuded in Federal Oouri, although
obtalned in the course of a search which would bave violated the Pedaral
Constitution if conducted by Pederal officers.

Sutherland v United States, 92 ¥ (2d4) 305,

Evidence obtained by etate officers acting entirely on their owm
acoount in the enforcement of state laws, though obtained mnlawfully,
1m 2dmissible in a Federal Court.

United States v Kyers, 45 P (2d) 317.

Countless other cases could be added to this list tut it is
believed that this group of cases is representative of the solution of the
problen involved.

III. Nonadmissibility of Evidence Obtained By Other Than Federal Officers

P apegeny TV BTN N ) W . Y e el Lmem e maedad o lime & o
LIM -n;crphwu W TR P n.u. nu.e WCI Las POl VoA AU VYY LB

not without its lixitations, Where Federal officers are, in any way,
invwlved in such a search by state officers the Fedsral rule becomss
applicable in prosecutions under Federal laws in the Federal Courta. The
following cases will perve to demonstrate this proposition, =

Evidence obtained by state officers by illegal search solely to
sid 1n prosccution of Federal offense must be excluded in & Fedsral Court.
-

—_a . wr_ s a_ B A _ A JAaan -.l )

_ : Hall v Umited States, Al F (24
P — Aldridge v United States, 67F (Zd) 956, -

Ladi
: !iﬁ.”"’ When the search and aeizure is a Joint enterprise with Federal

wwn_.:jgmts the Federal laws govern the search.

Crank v United States, 61 F {2d) 981.

s Sandy———— - 6 = . _ /(/
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A search and selzure meds by state officers for Federsl efficers
into whose custody the defendant was to be glven, was treated, with respect
to the admissibility of the evidence obtained, as 1f the Federnl of ficers
were actually present meking, or assisting in naking the pearch and =
E seirure, rotwithstanding that Federal officers did not know that seisure was to
"* be made on that particular day.

N | Ward v United States, 96 7 (24) 189,
4 In & lquor prosecution, the evidence was held to establish that
Federal officers ratified the unlawful search and seizure by state officers,
and hence the evidence was inadmissible,

Fowler v United States, 62 F {2d) 656.

The Federal government may avail itself of evidence procured by
_ state officers through illegal search and seizure provided no Federal officers

- - e omvn e = 3} Sy

, or agents have participated thsrein.
L ‘ In re ¥ilburne, 77 F (2d) 310.

; Where 1llegally obtained evidence of police is used ths defendant
.1s entitled to develop a‘t. the trizl that Federal sgents inspired the raid.

United States v Moe Liss, 105 P (2d) 144.

Federal sazents will not be permitted to procure mearch by state

officers to sacure evidence for prosecution in Federsl Court which they could
not thanpelves lawfully secure.

Sloane v United States, 47 F (2d) 8389,

¥here evidence igz obtained 11lezally by stats officers without

instigation or arrangement with Federal officers it is admissible in & Federal
Court.

Brown v United States, 12 ¥ (24) 925,

. Evidence pecured through wrongful search and seisure by state
: orficers in the presence of or in oooperation with Federsl officera :Ls ot

¥iller v United States, 50 F (24) 505
Piazsa v United States, 59 F {2¢) 1071

Where the unlawful search, eeizure and arrest are made slely on
Cso1sn  Dehalf of the Federal government, evidence so obtalned is mot adzd.ulbh
i7; Lnufm Federal Courte

SN L —
« Laca

lfihcnn em— Y¥iller v Un_it:ad Stﬁ;tgﬁg 50 F (24
Lareey

50 F (24) 505
Piazza v United States, 59 F (2d)

3%
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¥here Federal officers in an understanding with state officers adopt -
& prosecution which was originated by state officers as a resalt of & sexrch
made by them, the sare rule relating to the adnissibility of such evidemnce

gn‘g“ﬂ h wn’i-ﬂ - 1']‘ thae Fadowral n!’fine- had -rl- ar ﬂlq-nigﬂ 4};- n.“‘l

el R . & Weray Wik Wl AV

Satherland v nited States, 92 ¥ () 305,

The evidence is not admissible where state and federal officers
Jointly make a pearch under a state warrant which does not comply with
Federal requirements,

Thompmn v United States, 22 ¥ {23) 134.

¥here local officers act at the direction of Federal officers the
evideance 1s ot admissible 1f obtained wrongfully,

United States v Falloco, 277 F 75.

State police, who act under an arrangement with, and in aid of Federal
officers, become agents of the United States Jovermment, and subject to the
Federal constitution and laws governing the right of search snd seismure, and
evidence secured through & search by them without a warrant may not be used in
e s & Federal prosecution, though the search was suthorized for diffamt parposes
sl by & local statute or ordinance.

{ Where a Federal agent participated in a search made by state

4 ~ of ficers under & search werrant lawful upnder the state law, but which

N did not conform to the requirements of the Federal law, the search, though
N directed by the state officers, was unlawful under the Federal law, and
LN . evidence obtained thereby s pot admissible ngainst the ownsr of the
-1 premises in a Fedoral Court,

United States v Case, 286 r 627,

In 1942 arose the case of lowrey v United States, 128 ¥ {2d4) 477,

involving an alleped violation of the revermue laws. The evidence was
b entirely oblained by state officers under an invalid search warrant.
I | Although there was no agreement among state and Federal officiale 4t was the
>J gmeral practice that 4n cases of sufficient importance prosecution would be
- tendored to Pederal officers. The court{ held that in view of this general

. : practice the evidence is inadmissible because it was obtained by an 1113331

search and seizurs in violatlon of tho Fourth Amsndwente.

o
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IV. Admiasibility of Evidence Procured by Wiretapping, and Mlcrophone Surveillance;

i In 1934, there was enacted the Federal Communications Act, Title 47
. Zhe——He5sT«A., the mosat frequently quoted portion of whdch is Section 605 to the
e “‘L—n_ﬁf.fcct that =

= B /4
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®oenesato person not beineg muthorized by the sender shall

intercept any commumcation and divulge or publish the

existance, contents, substance, purport, effect, or meaning eof -
such intercepted commnication to any persone.eee®

This ia the section which bears mst directlr on the work of the
law enforgement officer and the prosecutor..

The h' on the smubject was not clearly settled until 1937, though
the aprlication of this portion of the Act had besn before the courts on
several occasions.

On December 20, 1937, the Supreme (ourt of the United States dscided

the case of Kardone v United States, 82 L., zd. 314. The question was
raised whether evidence procured by Federal officers tapping telephone wires and
intercepting mssasages is admissible in & criminal trial in e United States
Detrict Churt. The government contended that Congress did mot intend
to prohibit tapping wires to procure evidence., The court felt, however, that
7 "the plain words of Section 605 forbid anyone, unless suthorised by the sender,

C to intercept a telephone message, and directed in equally clear langusage that

'no person! shall divulge or publish the message or {its substance to

'any persont. To recite the contents of the message in court is to diwvulge t-ho
Eessaga .

' |

TR It should be borne in mind that this is & Federal rule for Federal
v Courts. .

In 1933 the case of United States v Fliseo came on for hearing in the
M strict Court for the District of Golumbia. (22 Federal Supplement 242)
This case involved & violation of the law relating to gambling in the District
of Columida. Search warrants were issied based on evidence obtained by

S | police by tapping wires and intercepting messages passing within the District
o of Columbias. A motion wes made to quash the search warrants and suppross Lhe
e evidence obtained thereby because the warrants had been issued upon evidence

obtained by wiretappings The case of Kardone v United Statas, scen above,
was cited by the couri in support of the view that that type of evidence is mot
admissible in a Federal Oourt. The government contanded that all calls in the
Nardone Case were interstate in character, and that the decision should be
confined to interstale matlers. The court held that the Kardone Case
¥ e....accepts the broad languape of this provision (Section €05) as direction
to exclnde evidence obtainsd through interception of telephone messagzes by wire-
tapping...«® The court further held that the ethical considerations that
: support the policy of excluding intercepied interstate messages in the District
,*< of (olumbia would seem to apply with equal force to intercepted local meszsaea.

; In 1938 the case of Sablowsky v United States, 101 ¥ (2d) 183
- was heard. This cese invwlved tax evasion on distilled spirits. Government

ir, Tolson

ir. l- A,

o ,h_—-_aegn'ﬁte intercepted intrastate commnications between parties to the conspiracy.
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The agents recorded about 1500 such messages. About 530 of these intrastate

communications were introdnced in evidence during the trial. The (Joveriuent

econtended that these mossaces were introducable ‘because uw;r were intrastate

in charecter, urging further that the Federal Communications Act ap

to interstate and foreirn commnications. The Third Circuit Court of Appoels

hearin; the case felt that the second and fourth clanses of Section 605 ot tho
Ac'r. rela®e to u.l Eﬂ‘ﬂn’

% eeesodnd therefore constitute a rule of evidence in the pnrest
gnse, Congress must be deemed to have exercised its power within
constitutional limitations. It possesses power to provide that
Federal officers may mot divulge intercepted intrastate wire
communications in a district court of the United 5tafcs. Such a
construction limits the broad language of Section €05 in a mamer

consistent with the constitutional power of Congress, We therefore
may conclnde that mich was the intention of Concress.®

Further = .
stie hold therefore that Congress in onact.ing the rule of evidence

o embodied in Section 605 intendsd to provide and dId In fact
S provide that evidence of intrastate commnications procured by
s Federal agents by tapping Telephone wires ie inadmissible in a

- district court of the United Statcs."

Weinss v United States, 84 L.Ed., 293, was heard by the United
States Supreme Court in the same year. It carried to the highest court much the
same problem as that raised in the case of Sablowsky v United Stateg which has
been noted above. Veiss v United Stetes inmwlved the use of the meils to defraud,.

Thare Were several defendants. HRecordinge and transcriptions were mads of
intercepted intrastate comrunications. 7The court felt that the interdiction
of Section _

Moeesssin not limited to interstate and foreipgn communicetions.

i And, as Congress has power when necessary for the protection of
1nteratate comerce, to regunlate intrastate transactions, there
is no constitutional requircoment ¥hat the scope of the statute be
limited s0 88 to exclnde intrastate cormnications.™

N

Since one or both of the parties to each of the communlications
attestsd to the commnication, the government contended that the disclosure of the
intercepted commnication was ®suthorized by the sender* within the ma.n:l.ng of
L_?;n the clause of Section 605, To this the court said - _ .
»The Act contemplates voluntary consent and not enforced agreement to
publication. The participants were igrnorant of the interception of

B e the messages and did not conment thereto.®

ir. dlay

e — m second case of Nardone v United States, 308 U.S. 338, 60 Supreme
I are—rmrt, 266, 84 LeEd., 307 was heard in 1939. There it was held that the

g Sﬁgﬁmral Oomnications Act

”éf pors N %,.ssproscribes the use of evidence mecured as a derivative

bas
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of the 1llegally interceptied messaze as woll as the original
message itself, and that fthe trial jJudge mst pive opportunity,
bowever closely confined, to the sccused to prove that a
substzntisl portion of the case agad.nst him was a fruit of the
poiaomua trest®,

25 Minnewta law nuiu, 384 (19&1).

- Thic decision means therefore that a defendant can inquire into the
{ use to which the Covermment has put the information secured from tapped
N telephone lines, in an effort to prove that the case against hin was

based on evidence procured as a result of wiretapping, it baving beem held
that Section 605 not only prohibits the talk overhsard but also evidence to
which the government bad been led thereby.

53 Harvard Law Review 866,

In 1940 the case of United States v Polakoff, 112 F (2d) 882 was
heard. This case inwlved a eonapiracy to obstruct ;Jus‘tice. A tap in the
T nsual sensc was not used, The recordinpg machine was fixed to an
o existing axtension of the familiar kind in an edjoining rvom, Kaftorn,\
2 one of the accused, cooperating with government sgents, using a phone T
P to which the extension snd recording machine were attaclied, called the -

other accused persons. The messaces werc recordsd. The government

— made two contentiong =

o (1) that Kafton was the *sender® and within the Act
gave his consent, and further

(2) that the messages were pot %intercepted® within
the meaning of the Act.

f The court held =

"o assune that the situation would have been nmo different, had the
azent merely listcned &t the extension and taken down what he
heard by shorthand,.*

contimiing

¥, .evesnyone intercepts & message to whose intervention as s
L-. listeaner the commnicants do not consent; the means he employs
¢an have no importance, it is the breach of privacy that counts.”

~— The court in this instance laid down this very significant rale
' — that both parties to & phone conversation must consent to the int-erception
‘xa " nf any part of the talk.

ST ——

:Eg.g‘i’,“ The case of Coldstein v United States came before the Supreme
:Eiﬁmm in 1942, 86 L.Ed., 1312, It presents an interesting development in

: Handom - u -
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the Federal law regarding the ndn:luibﬂ:l.ty of evidence oblained Yty

o [ Ty Ammme Lo Verad o waldT LPomnd e e, — e

virtus of a T.e.u-:pﬂDn tap. This case invwolved a mall fraud. tThere wore

saveral defendants. Teleptone calls were intercepted. The contents of
intercepted phone messages were divulged to two of the defendants, tims -
indncing then to testify against other defendants, During ths trial the
witnesses (defendants) did mot testify to the existence or contents of

the intercepted messages, Ana, of great importance al=o Is the Tact that

pons of The deTendants appezlins was a party to the comunications which hld
bean tapped, and which hed been used in obtaining the evidence in tidis case,.

The petitioning defendants contemded that though they were not parties to

the commnications they yot have a right 4o object to the use of the sames,

The court held to the contrary, stating that the courts have
*denied standing to orie not the victim of an unconstitutional

e aml s I oo remmm P T Jying: v Spiauu 1 Sy g Y. TP Py el A -
soarcil anu “me w U o v W Wiv AN0UTOAOGHC VAo i.u “.I.dﬂll-bu GJ'.

that which was seized.® %.....the same rule should apply to the
introdnction of evidence induced by the use or disclosure thereof
to 2 witness other than the victim of the seisure.®

of information contained in unlawfully intercepted messages; that the
goverrment agents violated the Act by using the messages to induce con-
fession and testimony; that such is forbddden and therefore petitionars
have standing to ebjoct to use of the evidence thns obtainad.

( ' The petitioners further contended that the law prohibits the use

The court disagreed with this contention, holding that though
the use mace of the messages were held & viclation of the Statute, this
e wu!‘c_i not render the testimony so procurod inadmissible against a person not
T a party to the messages. This is the settlsd common law rule. IiIn support
ol this view the court clted Olmstead v United States, 72 L.He, 9440

A5 was observed by the Jupreme Court of California in People ¥
Kellgy (May 3, 1943) 137 P (2d), 1 -

®Tterefore, although the prosecuting officers viclated the
statute in using the messages to testify, the testimony was
adnissible against one not a party to the intercepted commnication.®

Such are the rules in the Federal Courts on the subject of wire-
tapping at this time. '

= B. linnesota Buls
;Q (1) Vvicrophone Surveillances

r’f . touen A metter not directly connected with wiretapping tut of considerable
gl ted TATErést to law enforcement officers is the question of the admissibility of
ir. e —Iorormation obtained by a microphone surveillance. The case of State v
L nr —Sdmnsapolis Yilk Co. (1913) 124 Minn 34 will prove helpful in showing the rule
f gs’::'f’:mptod in Vinnescta. In that case the defendante were charped with having
! e —T57Eod a corbinastion in restraint of trade. The following was stated by the
e —— - 12 -
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Suprene Court - 7
*The detectives were informed that the dealers were to hold a )
meeting at a certain place on the aftermoon of Septamber 29,
1912, FPrior to the meeting the detectives gained entrance ®©
the rovom in which it wmas to be held and installed therein a
dictograph, properly connected by wires with & receiver placed
in & closet adjoining the meeting rvom. The detectives concealsd
themselves in the closet and remained there during the meeting
and subsequenily reported the information geined by them. One of
the detectives was & stenographar and made shorthand notes of ..
things heard over the dictograph, while the other detective
listcned at the door leading from the c¢loset to the mesting roox,
Boih were produced as witnesses on the trial below; the stenogrepher
testified to the econtents of the notes made by him in the mamer
stated, from which the fury was justified $n finding that the meet~
ing was one called and Leld by the mambers thereof for the
' purpose of entering into an agreement to raise the price of milk
o and cream, and incidentally to form a milk doxlers' associationg
the testimony of the witness was corroborated by the other de-
tective who overheard what took place and what was said by the
menbers of the gathering by listening at the door leading into
the room. The stenopgrapherts originel notes wers received in
evidence, and eeveral erasures and interlineations appear to
have been made therein., These the witness fully explsined,
and the verity of his explanation was for the Jury.®

The same rule is applied in the Fedarzl Courts as is demonstrated
by the case of (oldman v United States (1942) 86 L.Eds 1322. It was held
that such acts do not constitute a violation of Section 605 of Title 47, U.S.C.A.

¥since there was neither a commnication nor an interception within
the meaning of the Aet. The protection intended and afforded

by the statute ia of the means of commumication and not of the
secrecy of the econversation, Words spoken in a room in the
presence of another into a telephone receiver do ot constitute

.& commmication by wire within the meaning of the Section.®

{2) wiretapping

: It des not appear that the Federal Communications Aot of 1934
has affected the rules of evidence applicable in the Minnesota Courtss In
fact no case was found which showed that the Ifinnesota Supreme Court has yet
passed upon the mubject. The case of State v Raasch (1937), 201, ¥inn 158,
sustained the lower court in admitting evidence secured by wiretapping.

The Raasch case inwlved malfeasance of a police officer. A
“o100m telephone line was tapped by what ths court called "pampgraph operators®.
E;‘:ﬁn—:ﬁmlﬁ pamograph was 60 arranged that a signal was given the operator shenever
e — H tolephone call was put through by the defendant. The operator of tha
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pamograph could then immediately commence the recording of the conversation

which took place over the teleplons wires and to which the operator
listened while the conversation was being recorded, He could also listen
without recording the conversation 4f it appeared 1o be sholly immaterial
to the purpose for which the wire was tapped. The pamograph records were
introduced. The recorded conversations were transcribed in typewritten form
and were used to follow the conversation as they were reproduced by the
pamograph in court. The pamograph was equipped with a sufficient mumber of
headsets so that the Jury, court, and counsel eounld listen {0 the record whils
the convarsations werc belng reproduced. The typvewritten transeripis were
ot introduced but were used as mesoranda o refresh the mernry of the
witnesscs aho had heard the conversations thst were rscorded. :
Bo objections werec raised on gppeal on ceonstitutional or
statuatory grounds. The findings of the lower court were sustained. The
Federal Commnications Act was pot raised in defense, nor was it raised by

the court on aopeal.

C. Pule in Other States

In view of the pancity of cases on this subject in the Minnesota
courts it was thought that a refcronce to decisions in other Jurisdictions
might prove of somc value. The case of Rowen v State, 3 4 (2d), 753, is
mch referred to, and was a decision of the Supreme Court of ¥aryland in
1939. This case also affected the admissibility of infomation gained from

tapped telephones. The theory of the defense ss to the inadmissibility

of 1nfomation secured by virtue of a telephone tap was

F...based upon the assumption that the Federal Commumnications
Act (J.5.CeA Title 47, Scction 605) alfects the admisaibility
of evidenco thus obtainod in state courts.®

the court answered =~

",+.4it is not understood that the Federal Communications Act

, was intended to or does limlt the power of state courts to
determine in cases tried thorein the admissibility of evidence s
obtained, The case of Olmstead v Unitsd States quoting from
the opinion of United States v Reid, 12 How 361, 13 L.Ed., 1023,
supports that view,"

Another case of interest is that of Hitselberger v State, 174
Maryland 152, decided in January 19535. In this case the wires of a telephone
of a police officer were tapped by a Federal agent., The police officer was
charged with malfeasance in office, The tapped commumications were introduced

towen__ in evidence, and the cuesilion on appezl was whether evidence of that
gi:ﬁ;charactar was admissible. The court held =
lada

As far as this court is concermed.,...s....the question is one
of first impression. The common law rule is that the
admissibility of evidence is not affected by the illegality

Quian Fom——— of the means by which it was obtalned."”
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The court thereupon held that the Pederal ommnications Act
did not apply &ince it pertained to interstate and foreign commerce only,

Another case ¥hich may pme helpful 1s that of People v UcDonald,
177 App Div feporis, Supreme Court, %.Y. 806 (2nd Dept), decidad in 1917.
This case imvolved unlawful gambling. Officers tapped the telephone wires
of the defendants., It wae contended that such evidence was not adwissible
because it was procurad illecally. The court held it wss not necessary o
decide whether such acts were prohibited by Section 1423 of the laws of New
York shich forbids nunlawfully and wilfully"™ tapping telephone wires,

%, ..the doctrine of People v Adars, 176 E.Y. 351) 1: applicable
to much a case as well as to the use of papers and documents.®

In that case evidence was held to be mztcricl without icquiry as
to whether it wes seized in violiation of law. In ingtant czse, Feople
+h

clor d the econrt sontinuad concernine 'anped t,a1nn'hnnn- -

¥...n9 collateral inquiry as to whether they were legally or
_ illegally secured will be permitted to interrupt and dis-
organize the trizl."

The court specifically pointed out that the conirary rule of
adrissibility of evidence in the Federal Couris does rot apply in lew Yorke

Said ths court -
®The Fourth Aimendment to the FPederal Constitution which prohibited

illegal seizures, does not apply to the States. Its full function
is to limit the powers of the general govermmenti,®”

: Another case cited as authority 1s that of In The Xatter 0f
‘ Richard Davis, 252 App. Div. Feports, Supreme pourt, New York 551 (1lst

BT Dept) Kovarber 5, 1337. This casc inwlved the disbarment of an attomey
who wes allegedly involved in the "Numbers Racket.® His telephone wires
el were tapped by police and Fedoral agents in connection with efforis

to appreleud the famed fugitive Dutch Schults. There was no original intent
{0 involve the attorney in the "ucbers Racket."” The information gained
t.lu-ough tapping the telephone was used in the lowar court, and the cuestion
f its adrissibility arose on appeal. The court sald -

- e i e s = v o= S =8 &+

*T4 15 the law of thie state, however, that evidence obtained by
; means of tapped wires is admissmible (People v lcIbnald, supra.)
f In Feople v Defore (242 N.Y., 413) the Court of Appeals in an

[~

| opinion by Jidge Cardozo, held that the fact that evidence had
’&‘ been illsgally obtained did not affect its admissibility.®
‘ ix e Ons authority on the subject has put it in the following langusge -
oo ane "since the limitations of the Fifth Amendment were not imposed
O L — mmam tha atetoe hy the Panwtoanth (Puwinine w Vew darasr. 211 0. WR\
g- %g::g G0l Wi PLavlD Uy wWiT JUWLVEOL WL (LRaddlip 7 HTE Tlawhy §j Saa Uele
lir. Carsor there has been little doubt as to the constitutionality of admitting
iyl —— evidence obtained by wiretapping in state courts. Although &
L E:%?.Tn“ton—'_ majority of the states have statutes prohibiting wiretapping the
ESEE— - 15 -
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few cases in which evidence thereby obtained has been
challenged have held the evidence admissible,”

53 Harvard law Review at peges B6E and 849,

The State of California has a line of decisions directly in
anh point which clearly analyze the law and pointedly draw the distinguishing
o features of the Federal and the State rule on the sebject of wiretapping
) as affocted by either the case of Weeks v United states or the Federal
4 Conmnications Act.

The case of People v Kelley is the most outstanding and the one
which -has been followed, This case was decided in February, 1942, 122 P
{23 ARE . Tynm the Ffants 4+ wnnld srnraow $haot an aravwimand sne 41 7armm1 T
WAy wWrs e ALAWil VSV ARV VE AV TS EGAA WpPCOGL WIGAY L Sl WLAAL Y A el B dy
used for negotiating bets on borse races. FPolice officers entered the
apartment and, in answering the teleplones collected evidence of the true
character of the enterprise being conducted. This evidence waz admitted
by the lower court. On &ppeal the defendant contended that the admission
of this kind of evidence violated the Federal Communications Act of 1934.

The court held that the Act does not hive "the sanciity of a
constitntional provision.* The court continned -

"oven though the Act of Congress is valid within the orblit
of the activities of that department of the government, the
operztion of the statute can effect only those subjects over
which the central government has jurisdiction. Section 605

wae intendoasd fas the antivi HMee af affileriale and sanwia
ik bl WA el & A WA Y ERY Wl W i Wl B WA WA Lde WG W LS WA WA VD

of the reder:l govermment and for no oihers. In matters involving
solely procedare, state couris are not affectsd by acts of

o Conzress. Subject only to the limitations of the Federal
0 constitution, the stale may establish its own procedure."
Y .

J ¥,.othic state mey regulate its own court procedure in accordance
with the geniup of 1ts own laws and institutions so long as it
doas not offend gome vital principle, the protection and operation

. of which has been made & part of the organie law of the union.®
‘ The decisions of the United States Supreme Court in Weiss v
( United States, 308 U, S. 3241, and Eardone v United “tates, 302 U.S. 3™
g ‘ were rejected by the tourt as epplicable to the gtates with the following =
R‘ : Terely because it was by those decisions heid thai under
/ Section 605 intrastate messages may not be divulged in & Federal
. Court they are not for that reason sutbority for eontmlling
procedure in a State Court.® .
A *In the &bsencs 62 a nybuiﬁ.u grant in ths Fedexal Constl tution,
3 owe—— 1t cannot be said that 1% was the intention of the framers of that
L v— instrument to confer upon the Central Covernment the power to
. ey prescribe ralcs of evidence for the courts of the several states.”
o —
Eie— - 16 -
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*Neither does Section €05 of the Foderal Commnications Act
constitute a restraint upon the State Courts.*

These views were followed by the California Sapreme Court in
People v Vertlieb (1943) 137 P (2d) 437
People ¥ Onoforio (1944) 151 P (2d) 158
People v Barmhart (1944) 153 P (2d) 214

In the State of Minnesota the following interesting observation
Bessselt would peanm that the end for wilch the courts have

found it (Federal Commmnications Act) designed may fail of -
accorplishment in cases where the defendant's act ie criminal under
stete as well as Federal law, Thus, if the Federal agents

relay the evidence ther had illegally garnerod to gtate

proseccuting suthorities, that evidence would probably be

adeissible in state courts on the ground that it is in exrcess

of constitutional authority for Congress to prescribe laws regulatir
the competence of evidance in stete courts.® '

25 ¥imnesota law Review 384.



SHERIFFS OFFICE
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MINNEAPOLIS, MINN,

YO W. SHAFPER, Corer oor g
“ENRRTE Crrnr Crisua, D5l

January 14, 1947

Honoravle J. Edgar Hocver,
Director,

Federal Bureau of Investication,
Department of Justice Bullding,
washington, D. C.

Dear lir. Hoover:

) The bearer of this letter, Mr. Hubert Ii.
£ inneapolls, and
are desirou aving L
yo ey will be 1in Washington
sometime this week, and any courtesles that you
can extend these gfentlemen will be greatly appre-
cleted.

With kindest personal recards, I remaln,

Yours s%ﬂ?erely,.
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February 14, 1947 ;

Honorabls Hubert H., Hamphrey
¥ayor

Minesrmlie. Finneants

Ll il BN

Ky doararort 03 —7 P4/ P 5—

P
B -
RECORD In keeping with your request during my recent ocone )/ W
versation with you we have conducted some research concerning }ﬁ}‘-d
the adnissibility of certain types of information as evidence. ~
You specifically desired information concerning the problem Q
/ vhich arises larzely out of the obtaining of evidence by the

é" tapping of telephone wires and improper searches and neimr-n-,

In a field ®o broad as this, with Federal and various
State Judiclal CSystenn each establishing their own rules on the
subject, 1t 18 impossible to provide a precise rule which will
satisfactorily supply you with the desired information. Consequently
the rescarch work has releted to the Federal rule as well
&3 that vhich oblains in the State of ¥innesota. I believe you
will find the law 1s fairly clearly established in your state on Q. | R. -
the two questions posed sbove.

With 8 view to mecting yvur needs there is sttached a
. momorandum relating to this study, referance being made particuhrlry
to tho recent and leading cases of the appellate courts. It. 1)

{ § hoped that this analysis will be found helpful, -
: ' I to know that I sincerely enjoyed my vieit— ::: _
with you and should you come to Washington at any future t_ J;:jc_
date T hope rop by to ses us. ~

Sincerely your“,': \

Egmgmm%mg&s SECT!
B—wANLED 5
*‘m:m 19 1347 ﬁe“-

cC -

: FFFFFFFFFF!F““
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Novemdber 4, 1548

LA// | @
Honorable Bubert H. Runphrey
Mayor

dinneapolta, Minnesots

Yy dear Mol or:

LT I wish to extend to you my hearttest

TN congratulations on your eleciion to the United
Lo } , Statea Senate,

We of the FBI have enjoyed the contacts
we have had with you Jrom tine to time and I
hope that after your arrival in Fashington, 1f
at any time we can be of service to you, you
will not hesitate to eall upon us,

¥ith best wishes and kind ;egarda,

Sincerely yﬁrﬁ

N -
; ST
# () J. EesNV @yem ;
r Mailed vy the Du:g.n&g :‘
: N ZTL—-’ m = ;“—1 %‘
4 . o .

1, Hd
vy
“.i«

Mayor Humphrey has been in contact with the Bureau
; Sron time to time., I have had several conferences
b with him personally. He has always appeared to be

i ,} nost cordials.
.(1 L T T
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Minnesota Office:
320 Midland Bank Building

Minneapolis I, Minnesota

-
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'UBERT H. HUMPHRE
Senator-Elect

Minnesota

b
. i

December 8, |

Dear Xr, Hoover:

I was pleased and honored to receive your letter }
of congratulations of November 4, 19548. P

I want you to know thet you can look to me as .
a friend in the United States Senate, I have !
always been interested in the work of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation and I am de- ’
sirous of doing whatever I can to further your

splendid program, :
“BEFERRED RECORuING 7
4 VURUING

Sincerely youri}““~

(Hubert H. Humphrey)

¥r, J. Edgar hoover _
Federal Bureau of Inveetigation
United States Department of Justice
Washington 25, D, €,

_'RE'coRnﬁn-w, | & -—7]_1..

3
, G.ngc 1948 |
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ALL INFORMATION CO?‘!TA[NED
HEREI ;5 UNCLASSIFIED |
- DATE= ‘2 BY 28 2¢ e o
c/0 Senator Hubert He Humphrey

Senate Offtce Butlding ' -
Nashington, De. Ce T .o

oeor ST

Pursuont to your request 1t

ts a placsure to enclose data of possible

& <
interest to the constituent of Senator S .
~ 5 =
Hunphrcy. w© ;‘i_]‘ - ;
Stncerely yours, R
ol < A
NOTE 8 ;-
Senator Humphrey € fioe o O -

January 13 and requested data of possible interesi
to a student in connection with @ social atudiaa
requested it be sent to the senator's

“n

The story
Crime gnd Sunday School

f

!

crime _gcgi;a g Home % =
The (rime ProbleéR . AL
RECORDED - 45-53-——-7 ﬁgi‘”? .
e e F B s
B ‘w.u 24 1949 -
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"ECORDED e ol- 77{/ 5= 7X/
T ETET )

StC, Vinnegpolis / ALL "\ Tf'ﬁ"-f._‘ F.’“i

Director, FBI @ HET E L L‘Cl_ﬁ
SLHLTGR WUSRY DR [/ p BY 2&25/{541547/.

*)
L2

J Your file 7?“1570
;0 12 i Teeirt of o lotter “m F
/T Yinneapolis, Vinnesotn, dated OctobePiy 295U, ConCerning

aptioned ind vidual, co,.ies of wvhich are attached.

This letter is not being ncknowledged by the Bureau in view of the
nature of alleg ations contained therein.

You are instructod to interview the correspoxient for all pertinent
inforration in her possession unless a review of the indices of your office re—
flects infarmation viich would mile t is interview inadvisable and at this time
orally acknovledge the receipt of her cormunication.

. =y
oo You are also instructed to 1ntervie-_ ol
. ) F':‘mncapolis, limmesota, for all pertinent infoMition in her possession
' ¢

erning tha allegod Corrunist activities of Scnator Hubert Humphrey unless a
. review of the imiices of your office reflects informition vhich would make this
Cwe e interview inadvisable.

,_ You are instructed t: ,ive this mitter expeditious attention and sub-
Pit the remlts of your interview to the Bureau within the ne-r future,

.:“.-‘
.

b

Le7

- ‘¥ - PByreau files re’le identifiable information concerning the core
i o respondent or .

- ' Burecau files reflect that by letter dated October 19, 19)49, frow the

,: ‘ Depairt~ent of Lahor, the Dureau was renu-sted €0 conduct an investipgntion of

#’ : Senator Hubert Hurmphrey umier the provisioms of Public Law 843, 80th Concress,
inasruch as Senator Hunmphrey wis being consicered as a delegate for the Inter-
nation:l Iabor C!rganiz'!tion convention to be held at Genewva, Switzerland, be-
girning Koverber 22, 19L9.

During the course of this investigation ccnolderable derogatory dis-
loyal ‘nfor- ti:?/ concerning the Senator xas ascertained, In the main, it showad
Senmitor HurphreyJs close connoction with known Cormrunists and Corrunist infil-
trated orgarizaitfions 4n c:o'.noction with his election ab’Mayor of Vinneapolis in
19L5. It app-ifs frof; 1nf‘ormt10n developed that this associition on the part

owe___of Humphrey wng for pol Jﬁn pyeses and that he, himself). ua%ds the Cor-unists

sonil udB rath.r ﬂmq%pmgirg «t.hoir doct{
axnerisnced Agéplg?ﬁﬂ:g)’r_nlr hm‘iﬁ’ cf:m% t.béag interviews.

Rowen -—‘w { e
Tracy__ -
T ma {"Wﬁ“

- .|"‘T
., ‘Tels. Room_ =

:rr——* #m-z i&’ﬁ&
- TDEC 9918
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_ WASHINGTON, D. C.—New
finger.poiniing by congress at

~

the senate become a forum for
every kind of footiah, ridiculous,
unfounded charge that can bhe

made.”

Humphrey tontinvad: .

e should be asking the|’
American people 1o believe inl
their government, not to disbe-§-
lieve in it; to rally fround the E
g';ve:;nmnlln u;l‘lhg. than m.B\w

ntly po ¢ fin; of &
;uspicion at It b J‘ﬁ

_\’. +"; . supposed Communists in and
B out of the government was
F L o R sharply attacked Saturday by
_-: L . o Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey
R -0 D, Minn). -
' Humphrey Geciared that “Jr-
|luponlible charges” on the
-t floor of congress “are doin,
| more 1o undermine American
- faith in representative govern
ment than the Communist party
| will ever be able to do.”

THE SENATOE tock the
| floor last week 1o defend the
Jeadership of the Minnesota
:| Farmers Union .

from vcharges
that it ‘was
_“¢ o m m unist-
dominated™ He
used the oC
' casion  to  Jec-
ture his fellow
senators about
their “irrespon:
sible talk”
about Com-
munists.

“Who 2 un  Humphrey
dermining the government of
the United States?" the Minne-
sota senator asked. “lIs is not
subversive for members of con- |
gress continuously 1o brand
_honorable American citizens as
Communists?”

«1g f§t not undermining the
- ponfidence of the American
| people in their government to
have men elected to office, or
men in Tesponsible positions, |
continuously brand someone n
the government as & Com
munist?”

. “The American people do not
like the Communist party. They
' hate it, ms they justly should.
i They o mot like frauds and
do mot Jike deceitful peo-
But I submit that there
[ is hysteria_in this country
which has been generated by
rresponsible, unfounded charges
spread throughout

[ N
ad

Eal 3

G-

| the Jand,

“Today, when 1 go-back to my
. gtate, or when any senator goes
back home, peopie sk again
| and again, ‘Is mot Acheson &
-} Communist? I suppose now
they will be asking. ‘Is not Chap-
man (secreiary of interior}, &
Communisn?' Soon they will be
. asking whether
. not a Communist.
: . wrHIS 1S THE WAY to breed
"jl disrespect fur Jaw, This is the
. Jway to break down the institu-
‘ tions of Isw and order. All one

has to do is continuously harass
and continuously shout frre-
sponsible charges against men
in government. Ultimately
democratic government wi 1nir.
grow weak from the disunity of |«
our people and the distrust of
our officials. . .
sCongress has done & Verviy
i ﬂdel:ez-:l the people mmmeun-
sentative government, It s a
tragedy, it is a shame, and #t s
about time that congress start.
ed acting a3 a responsible body.
“It I3 about time .
ate floor became :hat the pen.
| responsible action and for stut
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Gﬁf—ce Memo, andum « owitep STATES GOVERNMENT

TO  : -, A, H. B.m(,nt@’ A _ DATE: October 17, 1950... v

, FROM ¥r, Fo Je Baumgar ,"I‘r‘ /%ﬂ %Sfr . e

SUBJECT: SENATOR HUBERT HORATIO HUMPHREY, JR, e
SECURITY MATTER - C § .
E Vs NS
) ; PURPOSE e —

) ?

18,
\ The Bureau 1s in receipt of a letter from—
_ ~ Minnea he states |
N
G T
}
- ~
| o
- T
—t ) Enclosed r}.th— letter was an undated nmpaper
lipping from the Minneapolis Tribune, datelined at lashing‘hon, « Ca,
Fth \eadlined "Baseless Cries of 'Red' Hurt U,S, = Humphrey,* Jae
§ Bureau files reflect no identifiable informat:ion concerning

\ ; Bureau files reflect that by letter dated October 19, 1949, from
53 he Department of Labor, the Bureau was requested to conduct an investie
-7 272 Ngation of Senator Hubert Humphrey under the provisions of Public Law 843,
C E_? & 80th Congress, inasmuch as Senator Rumphrey was being considered as a
: delegats for the International Iabor Organization convention to be held
at Geneva, Switgerland, beginning November 22, 1949,
’ : T7UEXS - X2,

' During the course of this investiga on considerablo derogatory,
disloyal information concerning the Senator was ascertained, In the main
it showed Senator Humphrey's close connection with known Commmnists and
Commnist infiltrated orgardzations if connsction with his election as
-{ Mayor of Minneapolis in 1945, It a rs from the information developed

ﬂ'
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. RECOMUINDATION

(1) It is recommended that the letter from
not be acknowledged, but that the correspondent,
be interviewed by the Yinneapolis Office for all Peértinent detatly
concerning the information furnished in her letter, unless the
indices of the Minneapolis Office reveal information which would
make this inlerview inadvisable.

e

be

(2) It is further recommended that
interviewed for all pertinent information in her possession
concerning the alleged Communist activities of Senator Hubert
Fumphrey and the information obtained be furnished the Bureau

under appropriate caption, unlegs the indices of 3
Office reveal information concerning—

make this interview inaduigable.
//

the Linneapolis
which would
Ad

e
J

2

T Cee T Co A
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P {3
Oﬁ?ce Memoi sndune + uNITED sTaES GOVERNMENT
TO ": Mr. D. M. Ladd //// ' DATE: December 1956

olson

FROM :  Mr., A. H. Belm _ : /i
0 Wz
SUBJECT: SENATOR HUBELT HORATIO ﬂmu;P Er TRopa nay
INFORMATION CONCERNING i T DOUT - g ,i %
:EDE.’-_“’ SRR ~ =
’CLASbfr

Tele. hoon

F "' Py . asse
. PURPOSE D HTE-—Q—L&—B Y{éﬁz({f.,ﬁ?@/ o—
4 4 4 ——
s To recommend that no further action be taken i

this matter.

BACKGROUND

Bureau received a letter
Minneapolis,

b7t
K713

bna

15 matter,

t was recommended that
be interviewed concerning

The attached repl now been received from the
Minneapol;s Office. pon interview, was unable

10 ny addit ation concerning this matter.
veiified the ghbove information, but was unable to piC
urnis names of any additional witnegses and knew of, no

- addztzonal activity on the part of Senator Humphrey to ,/
indicate that he i8 a Communist or was one at that ttyé

Interviewing agents were of the impression thail

bt Fx)as somewhat frustrdtsd and advised that her convérsation

A
i ( as not coherent.

RECOIDENDATION

It is recommended that no fuvther égf on§;|:§aken in
this matter. 1, ) f%

. RECORDED . 104 | \4—_:_:’:3%

’; £roas  F oSN 8 1851 |
i 8 P

ST § g - S

DEC 2919540 MT S S
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OM 2.  SAC, Hinneapolis
SUBJECT: ',  SENATOR HUBERT HUMPHREY

Ojﬁce Memor 72 + UNITED STA:xo wOVERNMENT |

:+  Director, FBI ( DATE: Docunber 12, 1950
L( 4 CONFIMNTIAL T” o
é Y e’ -"-;.f"

tecuasrrrib ey
o A

¢ INFORMATION CONCERNING q_

e mas } L

L Bureau File Tr—agtby ” %

/IJ

egation made
HUMPHREY was a Communist and wanted others vo join the Communist Party to
1, A further allegation concermng Senator HUMPHREY on the part
i was made to the effect that the Senmatlor purportedly said tuna
marty is "going places".

fact that she had ever made such a statement concerning the Senator
114 have kent guiat did not riony that she had made

blldt ﬂllC nhuuu..u LMAVYD AUH \-151-4. e
this statement and advised that ¥r. had "said as much® abou

or fourteen years ago when he taught some classes under the WPA.
was unable to give the names of any additional witnesses and knew of mo
additional activity on the part of Senator HUHP}REY to indicate that he is

a Communist or was one at that time.

It ap&-ed to the Agents that —as somewhat frustrated g

for durmg the interview she at one time advised that HUMPHREY is now in %

"the White House" and at another time referred to him as being gt the hsdd

of a corporation. It was the impression of the Agents tha

thinking Attqzﬁdiﬁ%ui‘nf ;@T»“WE{'—N’NE@ not coher} 42 > 53:
- h e é‘tgi;t N ggdm“ﬁ appearance of
i ATE_&:L:Q:H;_B s

E S A i
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Datet June 20, 1950

Tos ¥re Ue Ee Bmm
Chief
Ornited States Secrot Service

Treasury Departnent
l’ashinc‘bm, D, c.

Fromt John Edgar Hoover - Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation

Subject})émm::ius co: 1T IC 0K RECEIVED
PY SINATOR HUBER: BOMEVITLECY - ,
TvyQR. . TION CORCERY. Gy ~

Hopert Mo /"_”?.//K;L/ "

gt T e am —
JreTe S BNE1080d HeTe - Uiy “io oFifinal of a document

4t was received, addressed to Senator

-

gnd the env

slope in which

0 gad 0 #

Wisconsin, or. Kzy 25, 1950.

The enclosed is belng forwarded for your information
inasmch as it contalns & derogatory reference to the Fresicent

of the United States.

Encltl:gre/ INDEXED - 41 bR~ 77475‘: 7X
‘:‘j 31“43. R@RDED’L“ : : LS j

\ Original forwarded to Sectdd 8&-¥A%@ in accordance -

et v

.
with previous request of that organffation. Photostatic copies” o
retained in Bureau file. R m
_ e Ty @

- =4
% , n :-D pis
‘m-’ltﬂ'o P03
= -]
= =
=
,
v )
]
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- COREPME (4 CFu) 10111,8 v "
UNITED 'STATES GOVERNMENT C’
R/
emorandum
DIRECTOR, FEI DaTE: . 10/3/68
;in/;ac, KNOXVILLE (157-1524) (C)

SCHEDULED APPEARINICE OF
PRESIDESTI CAINDIDATE
HEUBERT H L -

KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE
OCTOBER 1, 1968
RACIAL MATTERS

:
Re Knoxville airtel to Bureau dated 9/30/68.

Enclosed to the Bureau are 11 copies of letterhead
memorandum captioned and dated as above.

Interested intelligence agencies, Secret Service,
Nashville, and U. S. Attorney, Chattanooga, advised locally.

Information in letterhead memorandum obtained

= [ -
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

In Reply, Please Refer 1 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20335
File Mo
Dircctor
United States Sceret Service
Department of the Treasury
Washington, Ib. C. 20220

October 3, 1968

Dear Sir:

The information furnished herewith concerns an individual who is believed to be
covered by the agreement between the FBI and Secret Service concerning Presidential pro-
tection, and to fall within the category or categories checked.

1. _ Has attempted or threatened bodily harm to any government official or employee,
including foreign government officials residing in or planning an imminent visit to the
U. S., because of his official status.

2. 7 Has attempted or threatened to redress a grievance against any public official by other
than lega! means.

3. 7~ Because of background is potentially dangerous; or has been identified as member or
participant in communist movement; or has been under active investigation as member
of other group or organization inimical to U. 8.

4. — U. S. citizens or residents who defect from the U. 8. to countries in the Soviet or
Chinese Communist bloes and return,

5. 3 Subversives, ultrarightists, racists and fascists who meet one or more of the following

criteria:
{a) — Evidence of emoticnal instability {including unstable residence and
emplovment record) or irrational or suicidal behavior:
bow (b} " Expressions of strong or violent anti-U. 5. sentiment,
f’ . (e) X Prior acts (including arrests or convictions) or conduct or statements
;«_k indicating a propensity for violence and antipathy toward good order

and government.

6. 7 Individuals invoived in illegal bombing or illegal bomb-making.

Photograph [ has been furnished [~ enclosed i is not available
T may be available through

. t Very truly yours,
: 1 c\-‘!
Q John Edgir Hoover
Direct
1 - Special Agent in Charge (Enclosure(s) (2) (RM)
U. S. Sccret Service, Nashville, Tennessee
Enclosure(s) tUpon removal of clussificd enclosures, if any, this transmittal form [
becomes UNCLASSIFIED.)
—_3 - f
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Fraaawwlilile, Tennecscee
Oornemar 3, 19cE

In Keply, Plsase Refer 10
File Mo,

I W
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OWTGEER 1, 19
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Feferernce Is made to conmanication dazed
September 30, 1968,

LERLEScee [U=T) (Lox\;Llao

N by SES, e -gc;: cf the I on Cescher Z,

A 3 . thal Fresidential Candiaate Bubar:t E. Eunzhrew 3eilvered
& &n adaress at the stokely étr-‘*~c Cextexr on the U-T Czuizus

- from 8330 PoM, to 10:30 Polie, ""ouer X, 1968,

or disturbances ¢of
TE . Fe said this

oximately 11,000 A
: " 07
o (-
e stated ThaL @nprovimately 10 to 12 indivicuwals

stood ouiside ths entrance of the Center ca Irying signs, one

< which indicated “Biop The maro Ee said several individuals
Yy wore black arm bands inside the Center, however, they did
fb’ Aol Teasse any Gisturvance.

—**Lrther stated that some signs adver-

tizing George Wailacs Ior President were placed on the rear
wall of the Center, however, thoss signs were immediztely
recoved by securitv guards and d“SgO*CM of. EHe stated no

sizns were all owcd to be carried inside the Cen er and

iratructions were given that ac hockling or sturbances by
aryone would be allowed. lie indicared a feow plcketa standing

i

’ Ir'rﬁ’~"~F".“'I'1ﬁ
.'_-l!.','-‘f "!Tﬂf
E L T Lon . s .:» “
T TR (132
Tl S '

DATE ¢ -- &SL L )If'f?‘[s,f/wfj

-
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1

SCHEDULED AFPFEARALCE OF
PRISIDENIIAL CARDIDATE
ECBERT H., HEXEREY,
KIOXV-LLH EXRNZSSEE

outside laid

t r signs dowa on thée ground before they
entered the Ce: r

Ir, the October 1, 1968 issce of the "U~7T balls
Bezcon," student newspaper of U-¥, there appeared an article
captioned, "SS0C Fledges No Heekling." This artlicie in
part indicated thzt & newly crganized campoes grocm, the -
Rnoxville Chzpter cof the Southsrn Student Organizing
Cormltteeo _“ncmnaed pisans Serntexhoer 33, 1968, to stage a

silent demonstraticon cyzinst the Viewnzn War dering Vice
President Eumphrey's visit, 7The arcicle indicazed this
group held its £irst reeting lzst Tuesday and indizatel

they felt the kest forn of opnesition <o pclztical stetements
of Mr. Eunrhray would not be hosing, hissing, cr heskling,
ka2t total silence. This grougs indicatea that Mr. Haophrey

o)
hzd the right to re heaxd alsc.

Rttachicd Is & characterization of the Southern

Student Organizing Conxittee (S5C8).
o .
further stated that on the moraning b

cf October 2, 1968, ilr. Huanphroey regppeared on the U-T
Canpus and visited the EBstes Kefauver Memorial Library and
then departed for Jacksonvilie, FWOfidap by plane around
1¢:30 to 11:00 aA.M. Fe stated Suring this second visit
aoproximately 100 students gathered around Mr. Humphrey and
shook his hand, however, there were no disturbances during
his visit,

Y3
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2 APPONDIX
b it
SOUTHCDEI STUDZIT ORZANIZING (IDTER (S30C)

2dvised that
{S20C) was feocrmzd
pulate activity of
rights, peace,

the South rg
cn the weckend of April 3.5, 1gg4, to =
Southern student groups in zrezs
acz2dznic freedom, civil liberi CZn
unenployment, O**glﬂ_lly, it pzz to b
£ the Studont Nomviolent Coordimating
h:: agreed to work with similar interest
SKCC and Students for a Democrztic Socie

it ee (SHCC). It

O

Fa RO o N I I S A )
‘-t:n-b o
]

U~

-

Conference Educziiornzl Fund, Iac. (E2IZF), 1 \jj
affiliate of the EDS,

Beginniny iz the Fall of 1866, S:S0C
ship O-g—ulZwuiO“ te e:barzau on B ocan
h_o ers oa virious colisge cinpuses throughoutl
SE0C publichscs, Octoher through May each year, 2
ation, ""uw Scuti. Student,' which a2ccording to the
sourcc hzs increasingly espouscd znd cefendsd the prow
-uaist and anti-United Siates position on dozestic ang
eign polzc;.

H

[
< b et B OT
O ppted

OOoWrR OOW
i O 0O
[¢ 3R]

Ve O PIg Tt
¥ l;

dvised that E&SCC
cch

cont inues to te headquartered a2t 1703 Portland Avenve, Nashville,
~ennzsses, and contirucs to deciend &nd ecpouse the pro-
Comzunis t'and anti-United States positicn with particular
emphasis on attzcking Lnited Sintes policy in Vietnan

hzeis on sitaclking the Sslective Service Sysiem,
#“obed that S&OC Cazirmas Thonnz N, Gz-dner in the

1867 t"avcﬁcd to Pr °guo, C:&ChCSLO’uLlu where he met with
resresentziives of tiz Natiozzl Likerition Froni (WL¥) an
the Dsmocratic Repubklic of Vle,nzL {D2y), end that SE0C et pide
rmambors Bruce Szmith and Alzn Levin traveled to Cuba in
the Summer of 1867 and February, 19€8, respoctively,

By letter dated April 26, 18€3, on SEOC letierkezd
ciiled to the wenoral SE0C Lﬂ'“=“‘H*0 over the szwnatare oz
Kike VWeleh, Suzecutive Sec e*grv of SE0C, it wzs aspcuncsd that

%z & step uokf“d closs relationz with ﬁhe Students for a
Dzmocratic Society (SD3) _nd hu*u 2 cormunications with the
anCLant nationally, E£SOC and ED3 h..va worliad out an euehlngd

the 'ncw go tﬂ Siudunt" apd tke “iew Left Notes, " and thox
ard SE0C vore exchainzing coztact lists of their ressoctive
barships for this excharge,

\ 5 ADDITDIX
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2
SOYTHIN STUDINT ORGANIZIIG COIITTRE (SE20)

Tho !...y, 1968, issue of 'New South Studs
the SEOC iling 2ddress iz P. 0. Box €403, U
£5ea °7212 Tc"ephor.e Nu.-:‘ zr €i15-281-3537, &
: 28 the o“fv" ization 25 "in azccociation of young cemesrnic
Southerners dcd:.c..ted to social chznge," as taken i:o.. the
preacble of the S£0C constitution,

ADPPENDIY

This document contains neither recornmendcirons nor conclusions ot
the F. B. I. It is the property of the F. B. |. and is loared to your
agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency
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SEN }’ron AUBERT lgmm-
«» PHURLY, Jr. (D., Minn YesComes
té ~ Senate with reputation of
energetic, hard-ﬁghﬂng liberal!

N PN Itwashel
' who pushed:
throug h'
strong eivil
* rights plan at
D emocratic
conv - ntion
which caused
Dixiecrats to
bolt ... Hasl
said he favors
return to price controls to halt!
inflation ., Only 37, he ended |
Senate tenure of Republican Jo-'
meph H. Ball , ,, Called Ball
*“the leader of a new type of iso-
lationism™ Elected Mayor of
Minneapolis In 1845 by ecity's
greatest plurality . .. Got even
bigger vote when reelected in
1847 . . . Graduate pharmacist
.3 . Has taught politieal scienge
.§. Native of Wallace, 5. D. . {{.

me is Minneapolis . ., Fav

me rule for District.
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OFFICE OF DIRECTOR Mr. Tolson

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION Mr. Ladd
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE Mr, Clegg
Mr. Glavip
= . Mr. Nl?sfh\ s
| , Date_JFebd, 20, 1957 Time 5:25Pk Mr. Rostn i
} ( Mr. Traey
' The secretary to Senator Hubert Mr. Harbo
A 777" Mr. Belmont
Humphrey (D-Minn.) tele Mr. Jones
o Mr. Mohr
Tele. Room________
Mr. Nease
Phone No. Miss Holmes
Miss Gandy
7 T REMARKS
;j E The secretary stated that Senctor Humphrey and

Congressman. Eugeng McCarthy (D-Minn.) were
desirous of having an appointment with the
Director or one of his assistants tomorrow

o oo morning at 8:30 o'clock. She did not indicate
: . what they desired to discuss. After checking

an appointment was arranged ;or iﬂi Eenator and
*+ho ManArocommarn +n oos

: 5ZR;

3 The secretary was most appreciative and stated

: that or and Congressman would come to

P 0ffice at 9:3044 tonmorrow.

-
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Ojﬁce Mb”u (/72 » UNITED o. /VERNMENT

TO . MR, TOLSON

FROM : L. B. NICHOLS

SUBJECT:

made in introductng Senator hrey at the Graduation Erercises
on March 30,

r. Ladd received a call

to Senator Humphreys 8tated the Senator .

wou ike very much to hauegﬁ c e remarks the Director ¥,
um

¢
he would see i/ a copy were available.d&7
There 18 attached @ copy which I have revised somewhat

Srom the original texts It 13 suggested that Mre Ladd call_
and make this aquailable to Aim,e

. gy
cc: Mry Ladd Pt

-

Attachment %

AL [HENT nTin ; D

i \T
rq!n-—— Ty !"i "r‘f ‘:“:.
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DATEL g BY?&
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\62= 777

RECORDED - 14
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MR, HOOVER:

¥e have with us this morning, a number of
distinguiahed guests I would like very briefly to tntro-
duce to the audienoce. The firat gueat I om going to
present was born in the State of South Dakota, later
moved to Kinnesota, and became Vayor of ¥inneapolis.
He took over that responsibility at a time when the city
of ¥inneapolis had o rather unasavory reputation, He
campaicned upon a program to keep 1t free and clean and
carried out that program. While Nayor of that city, he
appointed to the second highest position tn the poltce
department of Kinneapolts, Thomas R. Jones, who thts
morning is graduating in the gradusting class and ta today
the Superintendent of Police of ¥inneapolies. It t1s my
pleasure to introduce the Honorable Hubert H. Humphrey,
United States Senator from kinnesota,




March 30, 1951

o
4 9
Honorable Hubert H. Humphrey o
United States Senate o ©
washington, D. C. ~

My dear Senator:
It was a real pleasure to have

you with us at the gradustion exercises of
the FBI Notional Acedemy this morming. I

-
(1: know that Superintendent of Police Thomas
K. Jones of the Minneapolis Police Depart-

ment wes particularly honored by your
I enjoyed the opportunity of

presencc,
talking to you before the exerclses began.

With expressions of my highest
esteen and best regards,

= &
Sincerely oaa e T
y‘g E e %
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March 51, 1851

D)

Honorable Hubert E. Ehuphrcy
Urited States Scnate

Fashington, D. C. dﬂ{ ,/

¥y decr Sernator:

I an indeed pleased to enclose copiea
of the photogrephs w.ich were taken following
the graduation ezercises yesterday morning,

I thought perhaps you might like to see them.

¥iith expressions of my highest

esteem and beat regards,
Sincerely yours, Y W v
B P e Bowver 110 ,_Ié"-' TAINED
HE T CELASSIS
mciflre DaTEuJ_BYmmza%
-1 (\ h7e (2 —THF— | .
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JOHN BPARKMAN, ALA., CHAIRMA? - .
ERNEST W. MC FARLAND, ARIZ. CHARLES W. TO! ( 4 N ‘/_
HERRERT R. 0°CONOR, MB. LEVERETT BALT u > Mr. Tolsou__ &7 ...

RUSSELL B. LONG, LA.

QY M. GILLETTE, 1OWA
HUBERT H. HUMPFHREY, MINN.
LESTER C. HUNT, WYOD.
WILLIAM BENTOMN, COMM,

LAURANCE 3. HENDERBON, STAFF DIRECTOR
CHARNLES K. SHAVER, GENKRAL COUNSEL

o\‘
3

ol

EDWARD . THYI
ROBENT .. HEND
ANDREW F. SCHC

- Clegg ...

Mr. Traey.........
Mr.Havbo ..........
Mr. Alden............
Mr. Belmont. _.......
Mr. LaughBn ._......
Mr. Mohr o\

AVlnifed  Dlafes Denal

SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS
(CREATED PURSUANT TO 5. RES. M, }IST COMNERESE)

[}

ALpril 17, 1951

Honorable J. Edgar Hoover, Director
Federal Bureau of Investiration
U.S. Depzrtment of Justice
Weshin~ton 25, D.C.

Mr. Nease...aeeeee..

Mise Gandy ... _......

My deer Friend:

It wes very kind and thoughtful of you to
send me the pictures which were taken &t the graduation
exercises of the FBI Fationsl Academy on Mrrch 30. I
greatly evpreciated the opportunity of being present
2t the exercises prriieulerly since my good friend, \ /
Suverintendent of Police Thomss Jones was one of th

rrzdustes. B ﬁ] Dﬁ

My best wishes and warm nersonel rcg}d/.

/
EF

Sincerely yours,

RECORDED - 39 _54—777475:/9*
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ernenma et )
O]ﬁce Memomndzmz * UNITEL >1ATES GOVERNMENT

T0 - : THE DIRECTOR DATR: April 24, 195{"1““
Lasd
PROM : JD. ¥. Ladgd [}

Clemr___

: Olayin
¥1

i : SUBJBCT: _ / z

r : . T T e L A - &

i ‘;’ . . - z

] took a M o

b qo Senator Humphrey, He stated that they have Weass

:(j /- received a Jarge number. of letters growing out of- the >

i

“Ix

*ﬂﬁ!

i / MacArthur_sitiation, one of which he read to me and which '
S indicated that the writer SJelt that the Soviet Goyernment
) wes fer superior to the American Government., .

- . T e e —
-

Hstated that a number of the letters \
received re of this noture and that sonme contained threats 57(/
cgainst the Senator. He wanted to know 1/ the Bureau would
be interested in receiding these, T e—— .

et i e

- T told him_that we would be glod to _have any such
letters in order thot we might check them against our files
t0 g€e if there are any subversive conrections off the above
typed referred to,

© BT:dag
seeloY SOTAMETY
LT T TRED ¢
Hremo LRSS D
Diioesr DY ﬂ@ﬂswj@/
.-—«.‘\‘_-
! p
| L
RECURLED . 115 [ '_é_3'27 7 $
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—_— JSTieano Fome v, 64 ‘ -« | ‘ » 3 7 -
o o .
O]_‘ﬁce Me t Aum + UNITED GOVERNMENT
To. i R, TOLSON ‘V {_r ,};-.../ DATEs10/ 9/ Sl
i ) / LT nAT T T T ANE
/‘Ppto t J. P. MOHR O ;r '-\.J;-!_- | -“_ . .ﬁrg‘ Do r . ) ¢ :\‘y /

SUBCT: SENATOR HUBERT 1. HUﬂPbREY ov MINNESOTA =" (SN ‘/ -

S 4 . stated that the Senator was 1nterested in
F-o\ ' getthe_ of the Buregu's files concerning employee
. presently in his office and possibl .any gpplicants fer em-
ployment in his office, ezplained the reason th
guestion came up was t o young ladyAapply;ng4for a
pesition in_the Senator's Qﬁfzce,that they don't know anything —ai
about her and they conszdered the possibility of regquesting a che
07 the Buréau's indices on this individuall While discussing this
matter the Sengtor suggested it might be o go e a check
: \made of cll of the employees in his office. stated
T the Senator is aware that the Bureau has made checks of this type p
f;gi for various Committees on the Hill. v

the Bureau's indices but if possible also a check of the Identifzca-
tion Division files. He said they were primarily interested in
derogatory security informgtion and secondarily in any other deroga-

- tory information which might be reflected on employees in the Senator’s
Lo Office such as would be obtained from a check of the criminal indices
in this buildi Identifi

. I_gsked bow many employees would be involued and
' _ j‘he said ten. rimarily what wqgs desired would be ¢ check of

= I told hat I would check and let him know some
time tomorrow our decisian in _the matter. I did point out to him the
vast volume of work we were presently handling aend that there was a
limitation on just what we could do and I was not certain we could be '¥.
of assistance in this matter.

o There agre numerous references in the files on Senator Humphrey
and_he wgs investigoted by the Burecu in the latter part of 1949 under
y the International Lebor Organigation Act since the Senator was a
‘ delegate. to_the.convention to be held .in Geneva, Switzerland beginning
November 22, 1949. During the course of this investigation congiderable
J deroga oﬂyﬂdlaloyal Anformation concerning the Senator was ascertained.
In the main it showed his close conneciion with known Communigis and
I Communist infiltrated organizations in connection with his election_gos
Mbuor qf Minneapolis in 1945, It appeared from the information de-
veloped thal This assoetatlon on the part of Humphrey was for political
purposes aond that he used the Communists for his own personal gain
rather than espousing their doctrines. (This informgtion wa ?
from Burea ‘file 100-373544 in a me rr okG e ZZ%

o Mr. Belmon?t dated 10 JWED 118 C
' :.:3 * - e g, OKDED - 118 'nm 13 1951

Yrar.
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RECOMVENDATION

b7
l_nﬂmmmem.,that..l..% back and gdvige_bim that
it _Just pill not be pogsible for 3he Lurgau.to toke on this additiongl
name_check work in view of our tremendous commitments along this
line, oan

o

Lall-) .
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- D]ﬁce Memowgmdum e UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

——

ETmnowsn Pollos wo. B4

) B

TO : MR. TOLSON DATE: 12/13/51 : A
FROM : J, P. MOHR %’ ) uo)/,.,_;

SUBJECT: SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY OF MINNESOTA / atavia

—
. ... =
Humphrey, eavored to ca you this mornin ile you were Gown

tied up on other matters I took the call. ﬁstated that
while he and the Senator were in Eurgae, t ena: or‘s of.fice had
been Tequesied 1o contact ihe Buresu in an efybrt to_ hav

record check on the employeea on the Senator’ 1_atqﬁf
stated thot the Senator’s Office was advised that the Buregy wourd

be unable to comply with this request becouse of the work load confront-
ing us. statéd that the Senator. .is very desirous .2f. having
"thesge re chec rade and is asking again whether we can do this for

him.

h inquired whether - the Burggy wou

h pnn'}"nr'e atnf,Pf and agny opolican

a rec o) ) Tne ng any applicants for em- ‘
ployment to his staff At that time Mstated,}hat the 51
Senator wes aware that the Bureau ha e checks of this itype for

various committees on the hill. old me at the time that
be involve

ime N1 n.that it Just would
not be_ggssible for the eau to take on this additional name check
work in view of our tremendous commitments along this line. You gagreed

with this n and the Director atated, "I very dqftnzta‘y
agree.” was advised accordingly.

I recommend that-be advised that it is imposazble SJor
us to taoke on any additional naome check work in view of our tremendous
commitments at this time. If you agree I will advise

L

'.,"!' “l [D ENCLOSURS
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. | .
Oﬁice Me, (‘du e UNITED C 3OVERNMENT

_r..-r--, _—,"-:-*-'-!F r'

— e

AL ,
H‘_.'E‘;"-' ' ’
IW hle . i
# DATE (¢ »
SUBJECT: SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY- UF’ HTNNES

which is gttached, ip which I advised that |
m:: Senator Hunphrey e
You since Senator Humphrey was very desirous of. hav;ng “the Bure

ﬁe’cord checks of the employees in the Senator's Office.

-%."\_-ﬂ-,

TO . :" MR, TOLSON
FROM : J, P. MOH

L3

.-
s
¥

L

had pointed out that he was retterat;ng a previocus requ
jce which occurred in October 1951 while

In my memoran

)y . the Senctor’
the Senator and
out on October

were in Eurqpe.

T's staff and any aopplicants

tQ th1§ stqu I.xggpmm;nded _and 1t was approved that
be ngyised the Bureau would be_ungble to mak such recor

tremendous commitments along this connection wit
inquiry, I again recomrended that ¢ advised of the

mpossibility of the Bureau taking on any acdditional name check work at

this time. You and the Director agreed. %
N\

-
s I calle on December 14, 1551 and told him we simply

were unaobleto-take on any edditionel name ¢ work because of our \%
tremendous responsgibilities in this regard.  then asked if it
would De possible for the Bureau to make o name Chedk on one of the em-

ployees in the Senator's Office and he stated that the reason he wanted
this done was because_he believed that Senator Kclarthy might make an

attack qgaingt Senator Humphr because of one of Senator Humphrey's™ bl
s ta he _was referring to the ™~

and in response to ny specific 5
inguiry he identified this inoiviaual as—

I then pointed out tnhat under Erecutive Order the
Bureau ts prohibite rom gfb ng ou oyalty date and it would appear

that v would _be_the type of. information the Sengtor woyld be interested / .
in and although I knew of nothing concerning. in our (.'
f;Ies, 1t would be my suggestion that the Senator's_UJjice address

helr ZRouiry to tae‘Attorney General. Before I made the suggestzon,L7u
wanted to know if the President authorized an emception

ld be able to make guailable data appearing in our files. i

WRETVNET o

I tol that this entire matter waes one of policy and most
h— certain be discussed with the Attorney General. #
f ; Yndicated that the Senator's Off;c ould undoubtedly maoke a direc
request to the Attorney Penerals’ ﬁstated he was appreciative
C AR of our thoughtfulness in this matter and he understood our inabilit
A o be of assistance with respect to the 1nqu1ry, ern;n
AN 9
, & Z\'qL/ n»vURDE 5 v 992

g {{36&‘58’ 4’4&.’

P




sation with me i

may well be at Senator Humphrey is aware of the in-
formation which appears in the Bureau's Siles up to March, 1950. In

any event, I _recommend. no Jurther.action be taken with respect. to_ this

matter gt ,thig__'gtme_._“

/m

\%MW-& aq, V

4.

It is npted that sSenator Humphrey i r of the Labor and
Public Welfare Commitice of the fenate gnd. durgng his conver-

1%



- Sk { "NFOR!ATION = CONLL. {?

The Attorney General Decemder 81, 1951

Ztreotor, Fral

Y | 'O THE CFiT'E OF CE'ATOR
A HUSERT He HUJSPHREY (L.~MINI',)

SORDED- 59 &R 777 4 95—}

. ' egu check on
_; advised tha
done wae € he eved that Senator Jdseph
- ‘, might make an attack agatnat Senator umphrey
“f S —

""% mwas subsequently advised that the Suregu would
‘. be unabl 5 oon with his regquest. It was pointed out to him
. J that the informatton tn which he was undoubtedly most interested /|

- would be af a loyalty nature and that tf Bureau les reflected
Y gny informaiion rqflecttno upon the loyalty of y the
)\ Bureau woulcd be

on he e
dclarthy (k-Jiisc

77 S

prohibited from giving this ou ecause of an
trecutive Order wcnfcd to know whether, i1f the President
guthoriged an exo on, e Bureau would be abl Fe availgble

data appearing in cur files concerning

51 ‘
A - mwaa advised that this entire matter was one
a8 o/ polt ould be discussed with your office. e Indicated
N that the Senator's Office would undoubtedly make a direct requcst
of .%us (Unrecorded memo from Xr. Mohr to ¥r. Tolson dated 12~19-51,
Re: "Senator Hubert He Humphrey")
fFor your further qu:er-.waan, on Harch au, 1950, I're
Peyton Ford, then Assistant to the Attorney “eneral, was furnished
a mersrandum concerning the Cengte Subocomnitiee on Labor Yangsenent
Relations of the Senate Comnittee on Lahor and Public ¥elfare. This

neroragncdum contatned atigchnents, one hich was a sumrary of
T tnform . tion in our files relative to

S / In view of the fact thag tndicated thai Cenator
- ,* ’umphrcy'a O0ffice would be in direot contac Jith you relative to
-

P OF mation concer uguy I Y- ET ol attached to this meno=- ‘
P $andum one copy of the Merred" o Bumnary. (62-60527-16398)
;i Kichols 2HEER T Al IJ:!U'Q
-meu
Egc nt /_\! Llr""-"‘“r'-‘-'.'?!" ("\”T.
Y : 1"“:.}3 SE )
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. SECURITY IXNFORMATION WILETI

4 current review of Burea: files rsflects the following
itnfornation, received aiuce tre prcparatton of the !'grch 20, 1950,
memorandums

b 7_a

]

Buregu tnueatigatton has rcucalcd that the Libetarfan
Frezs 18 the publtahing house for Currant House, which (e
also known as the World Citizens Comn{itee of Glgn Gordner,

- Few Jerseye.

Aureau inveatigation has further revealed that o
leaflet enttitled "4lternative,” published by t.e Connittee

a Jor #on=TViclent kevolution, Post Offtce dox 827, Church &treel
( ;‘ Stotion, kKew York City, printed by the Lidbetarian Fress, Clen
< Gardner, Kew Jeracey, was for a period of tine .anned from the

United Siates raila., This ban was put in effect for "impatring
the worale of the arred forces and for interfering with the
enlistrnent and recruit service of the United States.”™

Juregu investigation Ras further fndicated tiagt
Currant iouse, wiich ag otated aLove 18 glac known gs t'e Morld
Citioens Lonrittge af Flan Jardner. Nem Jersey, te nagifgg+
fn nature and that numerous individual members of this group
I at Ulen 7ardner have long records of eobjecting to wgr. The
Lo croup does not gppear to fellew the Connuniet Part ine or %o
r ) be controlled by ghe Commfniat Party. 500'3695 35- 3” ‘55’)

-
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STANDARD FPORM WO, 84 ' . Mr. Ledd.

Oﬂice Memangrmum ¢ UNITED §....i:0 GOVERNM

TO t Director FBI DATE: l=29wm52
dﬁﬂ’au SAC Kamsas City
SUBJECT: HUBERT HUMPHREY d

U. S. Senator from Minnesota . ~\

: o Mr, Nease.
,.‘;/—/ jw Miss Gandy.—

a7l .

‘ I have been informed wﬂ_ of this office that he
is a close personal friend of I, U. S. Senator from Minnesotear——
This aoquaintanceship arose whils was living in Minnesota and he ]
has lmown HUMPHREY for the last seven years. He has met him through Congresse (,ﬂt
man JOHN A. BLATNIK, Eighty District of Mimnesota during the weekend of <
January 24 through January 26, 1952 when & Demooratic conference was held in o,
Kansas City, Kansas, Among tendanoe was Sepator HUMPHREY and 3 .o
therefore on Jamuary 26, 1952 isited him at the Town House Hotel A

- in Kansas City, Kansas, where Senator HUMPHREY was registered. In the '

: ensulng conversation, Senator HUMPHREY made & number of statements indicating

e his admiretion for the Bureau aml personal esteem and regard in which he hold

N T you. | He made the following remarks to & group of his committesmen from his

} home ®tate, that the FBI has one of the most wanderful schools in the cowntry’

in Washington, D. C. and commended the Director with the fine job he has done ' |
in training agents, which he thinks 1s the finest group of men in the country. 5%

He further remarked that he had the pleasure to meeting
and many other agents and stated all of them were above reproach and that he
realizes how much time and effort was put in to building up such an outstanding
organization as the FBI.

5 o
/

S
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STANDARD Fomu NO. B4 (-
-
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G (O
Oﬂice Mé’i_._. _.....UM2 + UNITED Sinir. SOVERNMENT

/ .
TO : MR. TOLSON V ‘ DATE: March 21, 1952

FROM : L. B. NICHOLS _,

L n \' SUBJECT: /}{ . o -' — . _. Ve /
A M
~> . Senator Humphrey of Minnesota, called me on March 20,

He was very much tournhed hy +tho adars .

L] -

o He claimed that he merely Deéne
o be along, had no participation in this but was convicted
and given a three years'sentence, He told thie was
his only crime.

¥ -checked at both—cnd
where he worked and they spoke highly of hinm, elt / 1,
that 1f this were his only erime, it would be worthwhile to -

iry to rehabilitate him,

L checking _crininal arrest record, I
Ve advised J the numerous orrests ond convictions he had
' hade was cmazed as this individual did not impress

him a 18 type of person,

also had o telegram from’
n nneapolis, who suggested he check with us on this
vidual's record,
~
T — stoted that he had been completely taken and
he would have nothing further to do with this person,
e ..
' also asked that we furnish him with v abstract
] record in order to complete their files,
Since the Senator is entitled to a criminal record,
a letter is attached transmitting the record

B )

iﬁ-_l\\'GHD 1 [ 4
R e I GR- 7780~
SERT R T Ya) MAR R5 1952
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¢ Ks

Oﬁice Mer... v, AUNE + UNITED § +OVERNMENT
TO : Mr. Belmont\ﬂ‘ £ DATE: March 11, 1952
FROM : V. P. Ke

SUBJECT: NAME CHECKS F

SENATOR BUMPHREY M -V W“—_Z
P ‘ . 74 / / P u—
= Eﬂghae oran of the Department telephonically YE?

advised me he had atfended a péeting of the Senate

Judiciary Committe omipgtions th1s Horning and that
after the meeting to Senator Hump

had_spproached hiz. ETOrRapagee¥ied the Buresu
to make name checks on the Senatorts staff and had been

ltuxned‘dawn,f'ﬂe stated he d1d not_undergtand why Senator
Humphrey could not get name checks from the Bureau since
they were madi Eor some of the other Senators. "Horan stated

he advised he was not informed on this matter, but that
he was cer n ere was no diserimination insofar as the Bureau

; wae concerned with res Senator Humphrey. He stated he
(: further pointed out to that the Bureau has a very heavy
. on,

workload and in additi s limited as to the information it %
can furanish outside of the Executlve branch of the government. ~

wanted to know with whom he could take the

matter up and get tRh& Bureal to maké the name checks., Horan .
advized bin that the Attorney General would have to rulé on the /
Bur nishing such information, bul that he had no suggestions .,

N for as to taking the matter up any further. T
T Horan gtated he wanted to advise us sincﬂmay /
pursue the mattet,cdicerning name checks of Senator hump 1s

staff,
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Oﬁice Mé’ﬂ” - .,,Jzam « UNITED § )V'ERNMENT.

- e 0

: :':u*’ 2,'_.

s” A
FROM : L. B. ¥Nichols r:r—rw-e- ,_ ,l'.,,,., A )U”‘ED

| C;> llli -bk PR u;j.};:{) hm;r(’
ol T

SUBJECT:

DAIL < 0

With reference to the Director’s notation on
memorandum to Mr, Belmont dated March 11, 1952, to

. At T ahanlA an Oom~tn Fumphrey and +ﬂﬂ nh+ him
b“rﬂ GJJGD v A ﬂliU“-LU OGG .I.)G llUUVl' uumyul g Wit G ’ Lg- B -vv l'
out in making name checks for Congregsmen, I wish to advisge

that I did this some time ago. o

waiting to see the Senator,
stated he wanted to see me,
of name checks. I went into this in

p the_m
detatil with him

e ’
After seeing I have checked ocur files and do not

Sfind anything thot even approrimates what he had and I am gorced

to the conclusion that what he had was a phe i&t 51./ \\

Committee on Un-American Actiuitteh“{ﬁé? _n

‘T\.
I aske_to give me ext?lﬁe ucmorandun oT ];e ‘
list of the nomes in it, which he state would do, b L e
/J has not done. I see no need to follow this furither., \ ’
of
— was prtmamly concernea thoet Senat deCarthy N
was leveli : : / Lz
€
3
, »
After seeing -I talked to Senator Humphrey t
Sengtor told me he was not haelf as much concerned as was ¢

no further difficulty with him. I told him that if ot any time / -
when a matter of mutual interest arose he should call us as it /w*

s KA

l The Senator thoroughly undersiands.our position and we wilil RQVI

-

cc - Mr, Ladd



-

- El (- {m "l}

e

‘e

Memorandum to Mr. Tolson ‘ April 11, 1952
might be an instance wherein we could be of agsistance to him, in
vh ich event he could be assured we would bend over backwards,

The Senator wos very friendly and spoke of the Bureau
in most commendatory terns.

He brought up again the Lee Mortimer book., I told
him I had checked and found we had recommended Ed Ryan to him

as Chief of Police and that I thought the thing for him io do was
Just taoke it easy and not get too excited. He stated he had

come to that conclusion himself,
W

‘2-
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Oﬂi(fé’ Mena %7 + UNITED {.  GOVERNMENT
7r6 . Mr. Tolson paTR: April 14, 1952 .
‘ /I ¥

_FroM L. B. Nichols P/,/’
// /SUBJBCT: /////r_/ H ﬂ/—# vy _G.I.R‘-G Sl

Fith reference to the Director’'s notation on my b" .
memorandum of April 11th, I wisk to advise as follows: e

1,

aif
el /
3
>

The Director atat

should be told that = __

infqrmed him,

2., The Director inquires phy it took from March l2th
to April 1lth to get around to seeing Humphrey.

You are advised that the memorandum containing the
Director's notation instructing that I see Humphrey wae received
by me on March 12th, a Wednesday. I had difficulty seeing
Bumphrey and I did see him on March 18th, however, I was not
gble to dictate a memoracndum uniil April 11th as I was checking

') Liles, and frankly there were more gmggp;gggm;hgpgg_to_henﬁone,

X2 CNC

66MAY 1 1952 | - SR
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OJﬁce_ Memamndu:iz/ UNITED § OVERNMENT

/ AT AN AT m

™ Mr, Tolson VAVI 1iy - ‘ol m-r t 36, 1932,

’ RTINS Tal I ANEIRE e 7
FROM L. B. Nichols ‘' ' . \‘:}'\h-"'\- /u...

_, Nieho ks

r.\ H
SUBJECT: LA

> X
% came in to see z
me on August o adv at nformed hin _—
they were in poaaesaion of dependad e 3 that nator s hoow __
H 52} o~

I tol”thct of course we could make no commen
and for his confide al information we had not received any L

information such as this., I asked him 1f he hag any further
details. He stoted he didn't but if he had anything further *

. he would let us knows. He further n

was that L
S . e e 1 ey ¢ A€ 5 o b
x‘-; QQ ﬁ_l j ot & J »r ” . ” ,.‘
LBN:ClC ADDENDUM, LBN:UP, 9/12/52 qtold me he had ™~ ..

been unable to secure any additiona nformation and in -
fact his editor in Chicago has no additional information;
that i1f and when they secure any additional information,

they would make it aua;lable to ua.
RB’,‘ORDED - 97 M ﬁ)h:_‘li_..»’i’
% 7““; TSI
-/

L. DEC 791964 gwﬂtﬁﬂ} 5%”}?
Qz 6.8 SEP-29) oA '
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JOBEFH R. MC CARTHY, Wik., AIRM.. : EE
KARL E. MUNDT, §. GAX, Jonn L. MCGLL 1, ARK. Y
MARSARET CHABE SMITH, MAINE  CLYDE R. HOEY, K. C.
HENHY C, DWOREBHAK, IDAHO HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. MiNN,

EVERETT MCHINLEY DINKSEN, ILL. HENRY M. JACKSON, WASH,
JOMN WARSHALL BUTLER, MD. JOHN F. KENNEDY, MASS. Q[ Py
CHARLIS E. POTTER, MICH. STUART BYMINGTON, MO. c"rl h 3! {e % £¢
WALTER L. REVHNOLDS, CHIEF CLERK e a s m
COMMITTEE ON

GOVERMNMENT OFERATIONS

February 6, 1953

Special Apent, Headquarters i //,/‘ S
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Washingten, D. C.

Dear Mr., Gillies:

Just a note to express my appreciation for your taking the time
to give me a brief view of the interworking s of the Federal
Furcau. I was only sorry that I was unable to spend sufficient
time to see all of the interesting exhibite and technical lab-
oratories. Some time in the not too distant future, I would
like to bring the Senator and make another more extensive tour.

Tne Bureau is certainly to be ccmmended for an outstanding
display job. /

Again, my thanks for your helpfulness.

Sincerely yours,

- RCORD -8 (o BT -1748 5 ~ 21
0 . o8 FEBI?/?«‘J-‘{

r" ey o~ P
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Yedbruary 10, 1958

=77 485—2/
RO0RGEy . g #

Senate Office Building
mbiXiu - 4 Washington 25, Ne Ca

u-"“ - Fa 3 brought
' ?*;‘YB to my attention your kind letter to him of February 8,

(-

1853,

I an indeed gratified that you enjoyed
pour recent visit to our headquarters, and I want
to thank you for your thoughtfulness in so advising
us. I do hope, however, that you will have an
opportunity tn the amear Juture to take a more
ertensive tour and that Senator Humphrey can

P QCCORIGRY pOU Ft that time, : 2!
k . “___' Sincerely yours,
&;,E_ g?j.‘k ‘, n::l :1. s f:-'Ti{_;Ei.ii) cm Eaover 3
T =
bl RERIHIES

f18-

" DATELests Dinstf

g

{
g;: BRI T cC = with copy of ‘ﬁﬁ’ Ge (Rooﬁ;4246)
¥ ] VYL L
3 : £ 5. o
\1' ,;. Frooa s 53 AT ' E 5 ! EOL' 3 ‘_' ~ b7
‘ | MAILED 19 ¥orsh on'd o/ the Cring Records Section
took

&r tour of the Burcau. It

was sary ief Because of lack
of tine on the part of ¥, -
W0LYH  :Address per pRone call to-benate office e

Buildings .
. A oL

7

R 7% (U

B i ll!'bmg%ﬁ’ /ﬂ; / \/4fn~,,
8 TFED 261993 | |
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s Ty RWinited Hlates Denatle
' ‘ WASHINGTON, D. C. 7 G

February 4, 1953

X Mr, Louis V. Nichols
{ Assistant to the Director
/P #/f“ Federal Bureau of Investigation
o Washington, D. C.
o 5
'/
/L
Deer Mr. Nichols:
Pursuent to our telephone conversation of Tuesday,
‘_”_3‘7,3;-"“‘ February 3, 1953, I have atteched the nszmes and a
brief biographical sketch of each of the members of
our staff. Any assistance you may be sble to render
the Senator will be very much eppreciated by him.
; — \Sincerely yours,

IN[;EXED-ZS |55\'——7952¢f{‘—'9r

IFEBEQ'?

GS AR 20 1953, |
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Ojﬁ(:@ Mem ) .« UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
TO ¥r. Tolsoﬁ DATE: February 4, 1953
FROM : L. B. Nlcholf!! ;.'fﬁpijliT:i;ff?n,?Tfjk

g " L,:.-.r.\:.. R s .-,-.ir...i—-r.’ e e _

L ;.G_c_ﬁ_-&? D

lt

to )%
Senator Huberth umdhrey D-iinnesota), called me on February fﬁ’
D mmd mmmzs hir Fha APPTIiAs dnflAan Thae murnnces nf hie nnll

I ke VWG Uy s U'JJ L vvuuy. - Fe MW MUY v Fb v LA Tels. moo

was to advise that oSenator Humphrey had gone on the Foreign =

R
s

nelations Committee; that he would come in contact with top
secret information and the. Senator would like for us to %
]

make a name check of the employees in his office as he did no
want to have anyone in the office on whom there was any question| %
0f SusSpicion. ("

I told- that we could not do this and we certainly - -
could not moke any investigationse
He then inquired about furnishing us the names and if
there was anything on any one of them which should be brought
to Humphrey s attention, whether we could do ite I told him
he could Ju?ﬂiSu us8 the names but I would nol make anjy commitment
although as he knew, we had a very friendly relationship with the

Senator personally.

<]

r

At the time—came by my office he left the
attached list of 13 names with biographical data. He stated

that if we could not process all 13 of them there were four
who were exceedingly important, namel

I suggest that we check files on these four and if vreq b
have_not lnuestz ated them we nght go this farlf' Rd s 717"

\};\u ] hel1 Not [reeN T aivestisnt

[

\J(p( -bbib v Ug PU\?U&UJU. LT l-ﬁ Jusny ItU bﬂl:bl'lv We bié LG UNh"ANCH 5‘-“"

.‘{$F?\ 1\

Simms stated that Humphrey will be running forre-election

Q** 5in 1954 and that they wanted to get squared gway to cvoid as much

m e e aa wmReaas kT | # P P Y 1mn dh dha Hea_Admaminmsan

Activities Committee for anything they might have on the sta
He stotes that he anticipates that denator McCarthy and
might come into the state of Minnesota to campaign cgains
Senator, He stated that he was weydgring wheihen, they woul

Attachment

B Y T N R I N R N N T
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{ 0
#emorandum for Mr. Tolson | February 4, 1953

access to our files. I told him they would have no more cccess
to our files than he had. He stated that by virtue of their
positions as Committee Chairmen, he thought there might be a
change. I told him that obviously there would be situations
wherein the Committee could follow an investigation which would
parallel an investigation by the Bureau and if, for erample,

in a supposititious case, his name should be injecteqf that
obuiously in this case there might be some exchange,ﬁﬂ}ormation
as he very well knows from his experience on the Hill.

He states he is not concerned with anything like this.

tid
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O]j?ce Mefmmndum « UNITED ST‘ATES GOVERNMENT

TO

H

FROM

PURPISE s

concernin

BACKGROUND L}Pl ( }.}3__{3[ ZF“ZW

Mr. Nich — " DATE: February 10, 1953

)

INFORMATION CONCERNING EMPLOYEES I
OFFICE OF SENATOR HUMPHREY

(DE¥OCRA T—H&NNE’S OTA) | o
L",,‘ ‘ ety : _ Tele Rm.
1 - Gandy

Pursuant to

B : X
o et Vier a4 1 i

By lett gted February 4, 1853,
to Senator Humphrey, forwarded

employees in the Office of

etches on €

rep
Senator Humphrey. You requested that the files be checked on
the above-mentioned quartet,

INFORYATION IN BURFEAU FILES:




. * ' ‘ ! "

ot T N T

+ -~ ‘\J:L' i,.)

* Memo to Mr. Nichols February 10, 1853
RECOMMEKDA TION: %

It is recommended that you cgll *and advise
him that we have never investigated any of the four key members

of Senctor Humphrey's staff. B/K(f/\

r 3
]

>
1
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- . W"‘ R. MCEANTHY, WiB., uwm( ’A
- AL B WMUNDT, §. DAK. HOMN L. MCCLE. ¥ amec. f -
- MARGARET CHASE SMITH, MAINE  CLYDE R. HOEY, H. C. N
HMINRY G. DWORBHAK, IDANO HUBERT H. HUNPHREY, MINN.
EVERETT MCKINLEY DIHKEEN, ILL.  HENRY M. JACKSOM. WASH.

ERERTRENE, ST Ylnifed Blates Benale
} COMMITTEE ON

GOVERNMENT OFERATIONS -

February 10,=1953

dAre. Louis B. Nichols

J
‘Assistant to the Director A
Federal rureau of Investization
wasaingzton, D. C. _ \
| ;
s L ’
P4
§
Dear Hr. Nichols: . §/ﬂ,‘

Just a brief note to thank you for your courtesy
on my visit to the Bureau the other day. '
was most kind and helpful in showing me through the
laboratories. Unfortunately my time was so limited
that I wasn't able to see nearly as mucn as 1 had
honed to. Some time in the not too far distant future
I hope that the Senator can join me in making a more
comprehensive tour of your facilities.

I thouzht you mizht be interested in the attached
clipping concerning the formation of a new group in
g Minnecota, The "letter" addressed to President

e Eisenhower mentioned in this clipping was prepared
NS
A With best regards,
V/
( . Sincerely yours,
( K . et OTTTTLYT
[ l’,/( - ¥‘ 1"- ,’\ ; .?"“:g.i o - “;"-\. 3
\“, {’p}/ . sy ; F’T!-J
/ / . ) . i 4‘.':.‘ 4 ."1:’:)|"..-
« l‘lf Lo - - %” jf —54 AniiL - {-
i/{’, ‘ "'_‘ - . '\i 5§ / - .
Dilie- 2 45— La_ o

cnr\i\ -D \Q‘:\ 21 /f



redruary 16, 1953

S L RAN]HES —as

N
v ! l‘(i
q{& 0 S
‘ enator Huberi H. Humphrey N
Dnited Stotes Sencie %
Yashingion, De Cu
P
DedT eup—
Your letter dated February 10, 1953, directed
, to Mr. Nichols of this Bureocu and the enclosed newspaper
- clipping have been received,
:?(\ Your courtesy in forwarding this material for
. ' my attention 18 indeed appreciated and I am grateful
Jor the interest vhich prompted your communication.
It was o pleasure to have you eromine our
Jacilities recently and I will be glad to arrange a
more aonprehcnaiuc tour at your convenience. o
| B —-.‘.“["F?:D :
A ‘ f ‘.'Ufﬁ i it Sincerely yours,
- nMe) RSSIEED —
(‘ %EE; ‘ ' J.\VL;\L. 51t ll- W e
N\ .r’fa_va_ Rx%ﬂlﬂz@b John Edgar Hoover =
i v Director / R
g cc - H:nneapolts (with copies of incy .g"and enclosure))
GO;HM--
FEB 17153
MAILED 25 67
; Bureau inaices negative re Minnesota cxtwens
. C’omm:ttee . for Peace in Xorea, , a
) tdeo _2f 00 e . N
S Aot AR SAC, jnnneapol;s "w you' Bré"requested to furnish the .Bureau
' : oo M= any information awvailable. in your office f;les concerning the
L G activities of the group known as the Uinnesbtd Citizens
. Reors -gommtt.rg for Pecce'.in Korea together with’ your recommendat;on
ﬁ?n-- as to whether o serurity 'inpestigatigh of thid origanization

Wimerrord 18 warranted,

’:nlm. \370/ o , )
“mwm B A R

Y. Ve [ | E

-
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Xer. William P. Kozers : April 9, 1953
Deputy sttorney Genersl
\ Attention: Nr. Robsrt ¥. Ninor
)0 Direstor, FBI '
] g )
$ ¢2-77485—26 -
| @ *TroR PRIV 8FW 103 BUBSAT B, HUMPIREY ’ c
) RFGALIMG CIVIL RIGHYS "'
N 1
&

Reference is mads to the =mexrorindum of April 2, 1953,
fror Mr, Minor asking for my eovients on that portion of Senator
Husshrey's attached letter referring to the Federal Bureau of
Inveatigation,

B Extensive and intenaive training 1s given tc all reulsrly
appolnted Specisl Agents of the Federal Buresu of Investigation
before they are sent into the field to eonduct investigatlons,
This srairing includes training with reference Lo vioclaiions of
presently enscted lederal Civil Rights  tatutes as well a8
violations of ot.epr Federal Ststutes over waleh we have primary
Jurisdiction. ) _

- = . - . .
Al11%apents (are afforded a retraining course periodically
which inclugds $rafning in civll rights inveztigsiions, currant
policles, and up-to=date methods of investireations. In addition
tao Bureau hes pe¢l1d spcelalized trainin- schools for personnel
on & sclected besiy. This training is desligned to give tbosov\ 9
a

-t

.
i
i

men lntonnlrgi fndividual training in investigations of ctg&}
ons, - . - .

-

rizhts viola

R r (. . -

All eivil prights investigations are &ssigned to meturc and
experienced agents %o insure t.eir proper handling and are glven ' ve
careful supervision botn in the field and st the !eat of Govers '
where & separats unit to handle these matters is established, °7 - ©

b
=
—
L

Y Teel that tralning in the investigstions of a2 vil »i his X
viclations ae well as any violetion of & Federal Statute 48 &' ° | .
primary importance and I ahall eontinue to dewand this traln.ag. |
As to the investigutiona, you may reat sssured they are handled
with dispateh and thoroughoess, 5 7 f

In secordance ﬁith'ydﬁrfiodualt. Senstor HiibﬂE@l;i;Jﬂfaa.
— o
_— o

woisen $a attached hereto,
" ras R SRRk ‘V

- )a«\! | LY -
" 63 ARR 241853

E;“”““ Attd o pﬁ_n'r" ;{f

i i rrorgy O LA

:::mn- w/h ['/ qu 91C53 :\Llistu s ,
BN JU Y DATES-2-42~ BY2e
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0]%03 Mena ( 2072 + UNITED § & OVERNMENT

., T &«  Mr., Ledd " _-— PATE: April 9, 1953

v = - Talsea
TROM . .“'M ; AEATE AR refaidl nr\" / M
* i 3 M pl!gl,!g‘,;v-{‘.‘ :‘1‘|!.."- N !4
R J

Mr. Rose e :
1~ F“r"“"i”Wﬂiﬁﬁﬁv'.t (i

()_

Y B N '

SUBJECT:  LETTER FROM SENATOR HUBEEI‘I‘ HUMPHR ™ Yy
REGARDING CIVIL RIGHTS G~ 7?53%5/{;/

M
By memorandum dated April 2, 1953, the First Assistant$§:£E£;
Deputy Attorney General Robert W. Minor', forwarded a letter 3ated V#
webruary 2l, 1553, wnicn attorney General Brownell had recelved fro
Senator Humphrey regerding L/ena’(;e Bill #L6Y. (591

Mr. Minor requested comments with respect to the reference 1in
the second paragraph of Senator Humphrey's letter which states in part,
"The bill would increase the personnel of the FBI so as to include
egents trained in investigating civil rights viclations and tihus better
able to carry our the functions of the Bureau under Federal Law."
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Senate Bil1l #4b6L, 83rd Congress, introduced Jenuary 13, 1953,
provides for & reorganization of the Department of Justice to provide
an additicnal Assistant Attorney Genersal, appolnted by the President and
{confirmed by the Senate, to be in charge of & civil rights division.
Section 102 of this bill provides "The personnel of the FBI of the
Department of Justice shall be increased to the extent necessary to carry
out effectively the duties of such Bureau with respect to the investi-
gations of c¢ivil rights cases under applicable Federal Law. Such Bureau
i shall include in the tralning of 1ts agents appropriate training and

g

21 instruetions, to be approved by the Attorney General, 1ln the investi-
g - getion of civil rights cases.™ Senator Humphrey, 1ln addition, says in his
- letter that he is sure that the Attorney General is interested in the ‘

enactment of an effective civil rights program. He says that he 1s not |
particularly interested in whether Senate B1l1l #L6l becomes law or whethep
the objective can be attained through effectlive reorganization, or through
z the enactment of & bill introduced bv some other member of Congress. H
requested the Department to investigate the possibllity of attaining th
objectives of this bill through the Reorganizaticn. Act/of 1953, E%

r

It is to be noted in the reply to the Devuty Attorney Geneﬂal
(:i we refer to the fact that a specimlized school has been given with
respect to civil rights matters. The last school held was for two days
January 14 and 15, 1952. It is to be noted that separate consideration s
beinz given to the holding of another speciaslized schoocl on civil rights
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‘~f matters in view of the number of developments which have occurred in the%
o

=t

=

‘past year, such as the clivill rights caa%? New York.
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Mr. Glavin

TO : Director, FBI

N oot 1< =

Tele. Room

A INFORMATION CONCER ~ A Mr. Helloman
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" D) On June 12, 1§53, ASAC CALVIN B, HOWARD addressedthe 1953 Annu

e Convention of the Minnesota Chapter of the National Association of Postm Ts
at Faribault, Minnesota U, S. Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY from H¥imnesota, &
addressed this gathering on the same date, Senator HINPHREY, during his address,
took occasion to speak highly of the FBI and the Director. . He expressed the
utmost confidence in the FBI's handling of security matters. Senator HITMPHREY
made the statement, "I trust Mr, JOEN EDGAR HOOVER., I have the uimost faith
in the FBI and the integrity of its ’ggrﬁﬂ'n - g

Voo fiFing -
Following Senator HU![PHREY's*pddﬁes, ASAC HOWARD personally expressed
in behalf of the Director and the FBI appriciation of the commendable remarks
made by Senator HUMPHREY, i [
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t.he Bureau's information. .
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g .)‘ DATE: June 17, 1953

TO * Director, FBI
2. -

Vi 2 SAC, Minneapolis ) )
SUBJECT:

A1)

o I am in receipt o personal letter from Senator HUBERT H.
,Tﬁ, HUMPHREY which réads follows:

-

Minnesota
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UNITED STATES SENATE
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"Mr. W. G. Banlster J/ |
- 782l W. Lake Street ' e

St. Louis Park, Minnesots

Py 4 /
'j§Z}g/ Dear Mr. Banister: i
/,1

? We all haeve a deep and sbiding respect ﬂ
for the work of the FBI and we owe a great deal to ﬂ
; you men who devote your lives to this work. I am - W
Y sure that 1f 1t spplies anywhere the designation

’ tunsung herces'! belongs to you, Certainly the work
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T who perform the tasks involved so ably that we so
> seldom get to know sbout.

A Let me just teke this opportunity to @
o thank you on behalf of our entire community. !
» ALL r-‘rf‘"‘:' Aiont pnnyy
° r:" ! - With all'{besla wishes.

LI rg».,- i -
HESE SGUARTIT (" f

Sincerely yours,

DET é 3-5& B .75’5y/?/a%ﬁ-/ /s/ Hubert H. ,Humpnr@ypzu

. . I have written Senstor HUMFHREY thanking‘_;m for his good
N R v . L Y S Y ad o —n Pt RN
. Wih-Shioo T SHtHed— AN D L4 T ULIHL 1 WHS HU.VJ.ﬁ_Llls .yuu UL LY
expression of sepprecletion for work of the FBI Agents.
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Senator HUMPHREY's 1eﬂiér -Was occasioned apparently by an
article apﬁéhring,in the solumn *Town Toppers" of the '

Minneapollis Star as’h:®opy of it was clipped
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T0: Mr. Tolson July 22, 1953 .
FRW ; L.B. Wichols / Y

________ CF .
. TCT . : ,
SUBJECT: e, s /%9/3%_*
For record ~ur—oses,
to Senator Humvhrey (D-Minnesotg), called In my office at ™
o Fridey, July 17, 1953, mede reference to 8 check of FBI files
under Senate Resolution #16. e edvised the Senetor now desired to
send to Deputy Attorney Generel William P. Rogers a brief blogranhical
sketch on each of the members of his staff in comrliance with the
Resolution and he finds he 413 not retein a cOﬂy of a nreviously pre- é’c

s

‘HJ.UU liau Nl;uh hc sent Ter auuul.l..y tu me uudc». uubc OJ. "CUI uary L|.,
1953, He seid his February L letter conteined & 13-pate enclosure, a
cory of which he would sorreciste hav Ing sent to his office by snecisl b
ressenger,

Bureegu file 62-7T7L485-22 reflects that did send me
such & 1list and in comvrlience with hls request I hed yesterday send
over a cony of the desired biogrerhicel data on eech member of the
Senatorts steff as orlinginelly surnlied by the latter.
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Ma§ 31, 1954

Mr, J. Edgar Hoover, Director g
g ’ a//

Federal Bureesu of Investigation
Washington, D, C,

Dear Mr. Hoover:

On & recent triop to Minnesota I had brought to my
attention some noliticel literature being mailed %o
certain trade unions, This literature csarried the
following soonsorshiop -- Communist Party, Minnesopté-
B Dekotas District, Box 71h, Minneapolls, Minnesota,
T April 1954 release.

(;{Q I merely wanted to bring this to your ettentlon. I
- em not sure that it will be of eny helg to your
Buresu but I thought you would like to know that the
Communist Party has sterped up Its activitles\In
Minnesots#, as I em sure it has in other nleces

Sincerely,

/a/ H. H. Humphrey /
Hubert H. Humophrey “/ L
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June 7, 1954

6 2-77485 p oL AT

Honorable FRubert H, Humphrey
Untted States Senalé#
Yashington, De C.

')' Ny dear Senator?

Your letter doted May 81, 1954, has bsen
received, It was $ndeed thoughtful of you te
transmit this tnformatfon for my atiention,

Please feel free to communicate with ne
at any time I may be of cssistance.

N ! AP T N I o Sincerely pours,
L8 7 S RN I AL
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¥ Lo 2 qg.~ Minngapoli i th copies of incoming)
Pm L0 A4g- BY 7624

requested to alert your informants
and sources to ¢he possibility of increased activity
ot on the part of the leadership in District #9, Communist
;(j“-g rarty, USA, as indicated in the attachment.
i ]

NUTE ON YELLOW UNLT:

Summary of activities July 1 - December 31,

1953, CP, USA, prepared 2-1-54 discloses District #9

» maintains no official headquarters but literature 18
) received through rost Uffice Bor 714, Minneapolis.

Senator's letter dated May 31}uhowever,
poxtmarked June 3, 1854,

Tolxon tc-—BufIie-—TH0~I=17-~ , /\/’\
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V&QM + SAC, Minneapolis (100-623L)
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SUBJECT: SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY ¥
INFORMATION CONCERNING [
, q'}/L

Tele. Room

Afr. Hollon\g___,
Mfés 'Gandy
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Director, FBI R
Re: SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY gy o
) This information is submitted for the Burean's information, and no
T e other action is being taken.




