
2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



FD-34O (REV. 6-24-65)

File No

To Be Returned □ Yes Receipt given □ Yes 
□ No

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



FD-34O (REV. 6-24-65)

File No.
Date Received-4Mz

(NAME OF CONTRIBUTOR)

(CITY AND STATE)

By_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ /(./^^ /Li
(NAME OF SPECIAL AGENT)

To Be Returned □ Yes Receipt given □ Year

Description:

A i/n i cl d !

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



MAILING ADDRESS: .
P.O. BOX 306 

MOJJTROSEr QALIF. 91020 

213-249-89 24 ‘
213-245-4609

INVOICE

SOLINGEN; CUTLERY
IMPORTERS AND DISTRIBUTORS OF SPORTING GOODS 

DUNS ^99483

SHOWROOM:
4110 LA CRESCENTA AVE. 

LA CRESCENTA, CALIF. 91014 

213-249-89 24 
213-245-4609

DATE

10/95/99
(1NV. NO. 

15999
CUSTOMER ORDER NO. CUST. NO.

inmi

TERRI. SLM. NO.

905 000
TERMS: 1% 1O DAYS - 30 DAYS NET 

1% INTEREST P.M. AFTER SO DAYS

SOLD TO- " Wlwl KW v ^Hv 
119 tWH OR 
nmmt B 30059

CLAIMS MUST BE MADE WITHIN B DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF MERCHANDISE.

RETURNED MERCHANDISE MUST BE SHIPPED PREPAID.

SHIP TO:

QUANT. £
PRICE CODE DESCRIPTION AMOUNT

50*95 LI9£RTY CHHF MO 715 39.95

REC CHECK FOR 55.95
REC CHECK FOR *.00 39.95T

FRIO IM FOU

*
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M1BOKU REVOLVER / .38 Special

SPECIFICATIONS : 
DOUBLE ACTION

CALIBER : 38 SPECIAL
SHOTS : 6
SIGHT : FIXED
STOCK : WALNUT

FINISH : MIROKUBLUE 
WEIGHT 0 8 oz. approx. 
ADJUSTABLE TRIGGER 
PULL

MIROKU FIREARMS MFG. CO.
3 -3 YAESU, CHUO-KU, TOKYO, JAPAN 
TEL: 271-6814 CABLE: MIROKUGUN
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SO^QKU
MIROKU REVOLVER MODEL VI 

CALIBER .38 SPECIAL 
LIST OF PARTS

PART NO. PAPT NAME

No. I Frame
'No. 2 Barrel
No. 3 Barrel Sei Pin
No. 4 C ylinder
No. 5 Ejector
No. 6 Ejector Spring
No. 7 Crane
No. 8 Crane Stopper Screw
No. 9 Ejector Rod
No. 1 0 Ejector Washer
No. 1 1 Cylinder Stopper Set Pin
No. 1 2 Cylinder Stop
No. 1 3 Cylinder Stopper Spring
No. 1 4 Trigger Spring
No. 1 5 T'iggcr Set Pin
No. 1 6 Trigger
No. 1 7 Hand
No. 1 8 Latch’ Pin
No. 1 9 Side Plate
No. 20 Side Plate Set Screw
No. 2 1 Latch Spring
No. 22 La tc h
No. 23 Hammer Pin
No. 24 Hand Spring
No. 25 Hammer
No. 26 Firing Pin
No. 27 Firing Pin Set Pin
No. 28 Strut Spring
No. 29 Strut
No. 30 Strut Set . Pin
No. 31 Main Spring
No. 32 Strain Screw
No. 33 Grip Nock Pin
No. 34 Left Grip
No. 35 Right Grip
No. 36 Grip Set Screw
No. 37 Stirrup Pin
No. 38 Stirrup
No. 39 Rebound Slide
No. 40 Rebound Slide Pin
No. 4 1 Trigger Lever Pin
No. 42 Trigger Lever
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United States 
^America

(Congressional tarfl
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE OO^ CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 113 WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 4, 1967 No. 158

REV. MARTIN LUTHER KING: MAN OF 
PEACE OR APOSTLE OF VIOLENCE?

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
or

HON. JOHN M. ASHBROOK
or Ohio

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most Incredible cases of American 
naivety can be found in the strange 
story of Rev. Martin Luther King. 
While alert Americans generally seem 
intent on discovering the facts, discuss­
ing the issues, and developing a dialog 
in scores of social, economic, political, 
and religious areas and debating the pros 
and cons of the Bishop Pikes, the Rap 
Browns, and the George Lincoln Rock­
wells, there is a strange silence and 
lack of debate when it comes to Martin 
Luther King.

It is almost as if he is being consciously 
protected by the press which normally 
accepts accolades for presenting both 
sides of a story and piercing with rays 
of informative reportorial light all proper 
facets of national life. King is a national 
figure, this cannot be denied. He Is one 
of the only men who can go from jail 
cell to a conference-with the President 
of the United States. His name is known; 
his cause is said to be civil rights. For one 
reason or another, however, very little is 
known about the real Martin Luther 
King. I believe that if his true character 
were known, he would not be able to 
command a corporal’s guard to follow 
him.

While preaching nonviolence, I be­
lieve the record clearly shows him to be 
an apostle of violence. While gaining 
major support from clergymen, I believe 
he has preached an expedient, totally 
materialistic line which Is the antithesis 
of religious teachings. He has openly as­
sociated with the most radical elements 
In our society. I believe he has done more 
for the Communist Party than any other 
person of this decade.

These may sound like strong words, 
Mr. Speaker, but the facts are even 
harsher. I have heard Reverend King 
speak. On one occasion he may have a 
soulful melancholy that is, without 
doubt, most impressive. On another, he 
can rant with the best of the demagogs; 
and while more sophisticated than Stok- 
ley Carmichael or Rap Brown, he says, 
in effect, the same thing. He makes no 
pretense at keeping his skirts clean or 
his house in order. He does not have to 
because the past 10 years have demon­
strated that the liberal community and 
the news media of our country will either 
not note or meekly forgive his indiscre­
tions.

Take the year 1967 alone. At a time 
when Detroit and Newark had just wit­
nessed a virtual guerrilla war and a cha­
otic lawlessness without equal in modern 
times, King was -urging a massive dis­
location of northern cities. Instead of 
intervening as a moderating influence 
he took up the cause of the rabble-rousers 
and threatened these dislocations which, 
he averred, would force the Congress to 
provide financial assistance for slum 
Negroes. Yes, he would force us. Force 
us in this free society. Force is a word 
he understands well. He added:

This is something like a last plea to the 
nation to respond to nonviolence. There is 
a great deal of bitterness (in the slums). If 
there is not provided a channel of construc­
tive action, this bitterness will lead to des­
peration riots and social disruption.

At a time when the incendiary state­
ments of Brown and Carmichael were 
sparking the riot-prone tensions, did 
King emerge as a national leader seeking 
to soothe these passions? No, he attended 
as keynote speaker the most radical as­
semblage of anti-Americans ever put 
together, and as the Communist Daily 
Worker approvingly and glowingly re­
ported:

He described vividly the racism that can 
praise In its history books a white Patrick 
Henry who sounded the call against the 
British redcoats while It condemns H. Rap 
Brown who insists that black victims of 
oppression In America should fight for their 
freedom.

Imagine that—comparing the rabble- 
rousers, the looters, the social misfits in 
America to patriots like Patrick Henry. 
He was further quoted as saying “Maybe 
the bluecoats in the ghetto are our red­
coats.”

The convention, the National Confer­
ence for New Politics—NCNP—heard 
chantings of “Kill Whitey, Kill Whitey” 
and the most revolutionary anti-Amer­
ican doctrine that could be imagined and 
yet the August 29—September 4, 1967, 
confab had the supposed “man of peace” 
Mr. King as their keynoter. It represented 
a major breakthrough for the Communist 
Party and King helped. For years, the 
Communists have chafed at the doctrine 
of separation which tended to keep them 
out'of respectable liberal gatherings. In 
the 1930’s, the liberals worked hand in 
hand with the Reds but the growth of 
anticommunism in the Nation has 
brought about a change in the 1950’s and 
1960’s. Except for the more radical 
groups, liberals in general have tried to 
keep Communists from participating in 
their causes and at their conventions. 
King has consistently worked with Com­
munists and has helped give them a 
respectability they do not deserve. The 
NCNP in Chicago represented such a 
breakthrough in the Red’s goal of “non­
exclusion” that they editorialized glee­
fully in their organ, the Daily Worker, on 
August 22, 1967.

Reverend King is the hero of many 
militant Negro leaders although de­
nounced by others in the black power 
structure. He has allied with Cassius 
Clay. When you study his speeches close­
ly you are struck by the obvious fact that 
while ostensibly condemning racism, he 
himself preaches a black racism. One of 
the leading black racists in the country is 
Rev. Albert C. Cleage, Jr., who just 
after the terrible riot told his Central 
United Church of Christ in Detroit:

There is no escape for you and when white 
people try to tell that good niggers can get 
through this golden door of integration, 
don’t believe it. We don’t even want that 
door because that’s destroying us.

Cleage went on to say:
We are dealing with an enemy who is not 

going to accept us into American life.

In extolling King, he noted:
Dr. King led black people to understand 

that integration could never come to pass. 
He helped black men understand that "the 
man” is an enemy.

In his flagrant disregard for law and 
order, Reverend King has given credibil­
ity to one of the most dangerous dog­
mas that can be promoted in an orderly 
society. He simply arrogates to his own 
inspiration the whim to disobey any law 
which he loosely terms unjust. Court or­
ders, Statfe, and Federal laws, municipal 
ordinances—they must all fall in front 
of his supposition that he has a divine 
right to break the law. His conduct is 
clearly criminal in this regard and cer­
tainly has helped develop the idea among 
rioters and looters that they can obey 
their own concepts of good and bad laws 
and act accordingly.

Like most power-hungry tyrants, he 
has gone one step too far. In disobeying a 
court order, he was sentenced to jail. On 
appeal to the Supreme Court, he was 
surprised to find that a usually supine 
and hopelessly liberal Court rose up in 
indignation and slapped his wrists in a 
strong indictment of his illegal activity. 
Said the Court in affirming his jail sen­
tence on June 12, 1967:

This Court cannot hold that the petition­
ers were constitutionally free to ignore all the 
procedures of the law and carry their battle 
to the streets. One may sympathize with the 
petitioners’ impatient commitment to their 
cause. But respect for judicial process is a 
small price to pay for the civilizing hand of 
law, which alone can give abiding meaning 
to constitutional freedom.

Mr. Speaker, this succinct statement 
should be burned into the consciousness 
of all of those who have at one time or 
another fallen for the pious pronounce­
ments of Martin Luther King. Carrying 
the battles to the streets, as the Court 
phrases it, is not a constitutional right. 
It is, In reality, criminal conduct and 
should not be condoned by any thinking

American. I repeat again the Court’s 
most emphatic statement:

But respect for judicial process is a small 
price to pay for the civilizing hand of law, 
which alone can give abiding meaning to 
constitutional freedom.

At the height of the rioting fury which 
was sweeping the country. King joined 
three other civil rights leaders in issuing 
a cautious call for an end to violence be­
cause, among other things, it is self- 
destructive to the Negroes’ interest. This 
was on July 26, 1967. Two days later King 
was visiting Cleveland, Ohio, on an in­
spection tour. He tersely expanded on 
his theme of violence being self-destruc­
tive when he said:

I can’t recommend burning down Cleve­
land. We end up getting killed more than 
anyone else and our businesses get burned.

No statement, Mr. Speaker, could more 
clearly expose the irresponsible, cynical 
nature of the subject of these remarks. 
This is typical of the manner in which 
he advocates “nonviolence.” Burning, 
looting, and killing are not immoral or 
wrong, it would seem. Merely destructive 
to the self-interest of this particular mi­
nority group.

Reverend King expresses indignation 
over Vietnam. In this he is joined by 
many millions of Americans. Few of us 
are pleased at what Is happening there 
but we are not disloyal to our Nation. 
Reverend King showed his true colors 
in April of this year in a major speech 
he delivered on Vietnam. I believe that 
any thinking American who will study 
his words must conclude as I have that 
he is disloyal to the United States. He 
maligned his country with lies and ac­
cusations that come straight from the 
Communist Party line. A strong state­
ment you say. Listen to what he said. 
He praised Ho Chi Minh as the only true 
leader of the Vietnamese people. He con­
demned the United States as the “great­
est purveyor of violence In the world to­
day,” and likened our Nation to Hitler’s 
Germany. He condemned the late Presi­
dent Diem els “one of the most vicious 
modern dictators” and threw out wild 
charges like the United States may have 
killed 1 million children in Vietnam. He 
conjured up an American napalm war 
in Peru so he could denounce it. He said 
we have no honorable intentions in Viet­
nam and our minimal expectation is to 
occupy it as an American colony. These 
are but a few of the wild accusations of 
the Nobel Prize winner many people have 
been led to believe is a man of peace.

Even the ultraliberal Washington 
Post could not stomach King’s blatant 
lies and propaganda. In an editorial en­
titled “A Tragedy,” they roundly con­
demned King by saying, in part:

A Tragedy

Dr, Martin Luther King's Vietnam speech 
was not a sober and responsible comment 
on the war but a reflection of his disappoint­
ment at the slow progress of civil rights and 
the war on poverty.

It was filled with bitter and damaging al­
legations and Inferences that he did not and 
could not document. He flatly charged the 
Government with sending Negroes to fight 
and die In extraordinarily high proportions 
relative to the rest of the population. But 
Negro troops constitute 11 per cent of the 
enlisted personnel in Vietnam (10.5 per cent 
of the population was Negro in I960). Negro 
casualties are higher than this (22.5 per cent 
of killed in action) because of higher Negro 
enlistment for elite corps and higher rate 
of Negro re-enlistment. No doubt these fig­
ures reflect in part the fact that civilian em­
ployment opportunities are not as great for 
the Negro. But they also reflect, In part, the 
zeal and courage of Negro soldiers. And they 
reflect the fact that in this war the Negro in 
uniform is not limited to work battalions.

Dr. King says the United States may have* 
caused a million civilian casualties in Viet­
nam—mostly children—but he did not give 
any supporting authority for this statement.

He stated flatly that "our officials know” 
that less than 25 per cent of the members of 
the National Liberation Front are Commu­
nist—but he neglected to say what officials or 
where they said it.

He contends that Ho Chi Minh knows that 
the bombing and shelling we are doing is 
"part of traditional preinvasion strategy," 
but gives no credence to our express declara­
tion that no invasion Is intended.

He has no doubts that we have no honor­
able intentions in Vietnam and thinks It will

become clear that our "minimal expectation 
is to occupy It as an American colony.” He 
feels that men will “not refrain from think­
ing” that our “maximum hope is to goad 
China into a war so that we may bomb her 
nuclear installations.” It is one thing to re­
proach a government for what it has done 
and said; it is quite another to attribute to 
it policies it has never avowed and purposes 
it has never entertained and then to rebuke 
It for these sheer inventions of unsupported 
fantasy.

He has even conjured up an American, 
napalm war in Peru so that he could de­
nounce it.

Dr. King is right to reproach America for 
not ending discrimination and poverty. But 
these are failure for which every Adminis­
tration in the history of the United States 
deserves more reproach than this one. It is 
strange irony indeed that the Government 
which has labored the hardest to right these 
ancient wrongs Is the object of the most 
savage denunciation, the most unreserved 
criticism and the most unfair blame.

Dr. King has done a grave injury to those 
who are his natural allies in a great struggle 
to remove ancient abuses from our public 
life; and he has done an even graver injury 
to himself. Many who have listened to him 
with respect will never again accord him the 
same confidence. He has diminished hls use­
fulness to hls cause, to his country and to 
hls people. And that is a great tragedy.

To those liberal and bleeding hearts 
who have not intelligently discerned 
what King has been saying and doing, 
during his decade of prominence, this 
may have come as a tragedy. To those of 
us who have followed him closely and 
have been aware, by both public and 
confidential documentation, of his ques­
tionable activity, it comes as no surprise 
at all. In 1967 the real King surfaced and 
yet where is the criticism he should be 
getting?

These are but a few highlights, Mr. 
Speaker, in the disappointing story of 
Martin Luther King. I say disappointing 
because he has had a rare opportunity 
to aline himself with an Important cause 
and work for solution to social Ills 
through our democratic process. This he 
has not done. He has had the opportu­
nity to work with men of good wilt but 
all too often he has alined himself with 
the most radical and un-American ele­
ments in our country. I now present in 
detail some of the background of Martin 
Luther King.

THE VIOLENT NONVIOLENCE OF DB. KING
"I have a deep commitment to non-vio­

lence”—Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
On .May 4, 1963, police dogs and fire­

hoses were used to quell a demonstration 
by lawbreakers in Birmingham, Ala. 
There had been violence plain and sim­
ple. Martin Luther King and hls right­
hand man, Rev. Fred L. Shuttlesworth, 
threatened that these demonstratioi is 
would continue until there were not oniy 
promises of an end to segregation but 
“action.” There was, they said, “no inten­
tion of relaxing pressure without such 
action. We negotiate from strength” and 
“will consider” calling off the demon­
strations after the action. This was the 
mood of the well-known nonviolence of 
Dr. King.

The day following action by police 
dogs and firehoses, the New York Times 
reported that residents of Birmingham 
heard from the lips of King, the man 
who preached peace in the streets but led 
the lawless bands:

Today was D-Day. Tomorrow will be double 
D-Day.

One seldom hears Martin Luther 
King’s name without the “nonviolent” 
slogans coming in successive breaths. 
But quite often the nonviolence of King 
leads to violence of riot proportions. The 
big lie technique is clearly used. Repeat 
“nonviolence” over and over so the public 
will believe it and then practice violence 
or the encouraging of violence.

Violence accompanied King during his 
early days in Birmingham. It was pres­
ent during the death of a fellow pastor 
at, of all places, a Baptist convention. 
It was with him in Albany, Ga. It re­
turned with him to Birmingham and 
Albany. It followed him to St. Augustine, 
and they were together in Chicago. It 
is not an exaggeration to say he leaves 
a trail of violence in his wake.
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In addition to the physical presence 
of Martin Luther King in flammable 
cities, there is the presence of King’s 
words and ideas in every tension area 
across the United States. The power of 
Dr. King to promote violence was recog­
nized early. Arrested for loitering in 1958. 
King was charged with irresponsibility 
by a judge who said;

It is regrettable that this case arose . . . 
there was serious danger of an incident.

On many occasions, like Chicago in 
1966, he goes to the scene of violence and 
Instead of trying to settle troubled 
waters, he adds to the riot-producing 
tension.

Early statements of King reveal con­
tinued use of the phrase “direct action 
programs.” His philosophy and purpose 
as outlined in his book, “Why We Can t 
Wait.” amount to this. Note his forked 
tongue semantics. He admits that there 
is an effort to create a “crisis packed sit­
uation” but he concludes he is not a 
“creator of tension.” He stated:

The purpose of our direct-action program, 
is to create a situation bo crisis-packed that 
it will inevitably open the door to negotia­
tion. . . . Actually, we who engage in non­
violent direct action are not the creators of 
tension. We merely bring to the surface the 
hidden tension that is already alive. We bring 
it out in the open, where it can be seen and 
dealt with.

In August of this year, at a time of 
serious racial tension, he said virtually 
the same thing—again with a certain 
amount of double talk. King said:

Negroes will be mentally healthier if they 
do not suppress rage but vent it construc­
tively and its energy peacefully but force­
fully to cripple the operations of an op­
pressive society.

Read that one over several times and 
try to tie together the words “rage” 
which somehow is to be “vented” to 
“cripple” an “oppressive society.”

Louis Waldman, a leading Negro labor 
lawyer in Chicago, answered King’s 
statement this way:

The philosophy and purpose of Dr. King’s 
program ... is to produce "crisis-packed" 
situations and "tension.” Such a purpose is 
the very opposite of nonviolence, for the 
atmosphere-of-crlsls policy leads to violence 
by provoking violence. And the provocation 
of violence is violence. To describe such 
provocation as “nonviolent’’ is to trifle with 
the plain meaning of words.

The perpetual crisis technique has been 
used by the Communist movement through­
out the world, both Communist govern­
ments and parties follow it. . . . It was used 
by Hitler In Germany, both on his road to 
power and after power came to him ... It 
is disruptive of democratic society and In­
stitutions.

Whether Dr. King knows it or not, or wills 
it or not, the policy ol perpetual crisis, of 
provoking "tensions" as he calls It, and of 
civil disobedience, are disastrous to the 
Negro people themselves, to civil liberties 
and to constitutional government. Such a 
policy flies in the teeth of the very purpose 
of our Constitution, which Is clearly stated 
In the Preamble to be, among other things, 
"to insure domestic tranquillity.”

This is a damning indictment from a 
man who praises nonviolent approaches 
to problems of civil rights, and it comes 
not from a racist, but from a Negro who 
has been a champion of civil rights for 
decades.

Most Americans call the bloodshed, 
looting, fire bombing, and vandalism by 
its true name, violence, and to argue that 
these results of the King-led, -organized, 
and -backed marches, demonstrations’ 
sit-ins, lie-ins, and the like are the fault 
of those who react against them is to 
argue not only against logic but also the 
law. The Supreme Court, in Hague 
against CIO, 1939, said:

The privilege of a citizen to use the streets 
and parks for the communication of views on 
national questions must be regulated in the 
interests of all . . . and must be exercised in 
subordination to the general comfort and 
convenience, and in consonance with peace 
and good order.”

This opinion of the Court was reaf­
firmed as late as 1966. Former Supreme 
Court Justice Charles E. Whittaker 
makes the point that it is an “ancient 
and honored legal maxim that all men 
are presumed to intend the natural con­
sequences of their acts.” From this max­
im comes severe condemnation of Dr. 
King for the broad areas of unrest and 
lawlessness which he promotes under the 
title of civil rights. Largely through the 
connivance of the liberal community. 
King has generally escaped the responsi­
bility he deserves for the logical conse­
quences of his civil disobedience pro­
nouncements.

THE UNJUST LAWS

King explained his Ideas on civil dis­
obedience in terms of just and unjust 
laws, and how they are to be broken, dur­
ing an interview on the March 28, 1965, 
“Meet the Press”:

I do feel that there are two types of laws. 
One is a just law and one is an unjust law. 
I think we all have moral obligations to dis­
obey unjust laws.

I think that the distinction here is that 
when one breaks a law that conscience tells 
him is unjust, he must do it openly, he must 
do It cheerfully, he must do It lovingly, he 
must do it civilly, not uncivilly, and he must 
do it with a willingness to accept the pen­
alty.

To King the only guide whether or not 
to violate the law is his own particular 
whim or caprice. He and he alone will

PICTURED HERE (foreground) is Abner W. Berry of the Central Committee of the Communist Party. 
On the first row are Reverend Martin Luther King (2nd from right) of the Montgomery Boycott, 
Aubrey Williams (3rd from right) president of the Southern Conference Education Fund Inc. and 
Myles Horton (4th from Right) the director of Highlander Folk School.
These "four horsemen" of racial agitation have brought tension, disturbance, strife and violence ia 
their advancement of the Communist doctrine of "racial nationalism".

decide. Note that there is no mention 
of the fact that following one’s con­
science may violate the conscious obe­
dience to the law by many other citi­
zens. To King it makes no difference, if 
one accepts the penalty.

In the recent Birmingham decision, 
already cited, which upheld fines and 
jail terms for King and others who de­
fied a court Injunction against a civil 
rights march, the majority of the Su­
preme Court agreed-that:

Civil liberties, as guaranteed by the Con­
stitution, imply the existence of an orga­
nized society maintaining public order with­
out which liberty itself would be lost In the 
excesses of unrestrained abuses . . . Respect 
for the Judicial process Is a small price to 
pay for the civilizing hand of law, which 
alone can give meaning to constitutional 
freedom. (Emphasis added.)

As usual. Reverend King tried to 
equate his own Illegal contempt of court 
to Negro injustice. Appearing on the na­
tionwide June 18, 1967, ABC program 
“Issues and Answers” he found the pros­
pect of his 5-day jail sentence and the 
U.S. Supreme Court decision which or­
dered it upsetting to all Negroes. He 
warned the decision would “encourage 
riots and violence in the sense that it 
all but said that Negroes cannot redress 
their grievances through peaceful means 
without facing the kind of decision that 
we face.”

This is directly false. In addition to his 
usual “invitation” to riots and violence, 
he tries to evade the real issue. He was 
not engaging in “peaceful means.” He 
was engaging in illegal means, flouting 
the judicial process. The court decision 
was not saying anything to Negroes, it 
was a statement the law of the land 
which was clearly applicable to every 
American. The true King can be seen 
in this twisting of the facts, his effort at 
personal martyrdom and the veiled 
threat of riots and violence which he 
uses in virtually every situation.

The value of committing acts of civil 
disobedience “openly,” “lovingly,” as it 
were, is commented on by Attorney 
Waldman, previously cited:

Apparently, Dr. King thinks that in violat­
ing laws “openly” he and his followers are 
more virtuous than those who violate laws 
secretly. As a matter of fact, the reverse is 
true. The open violation of law is an open 
invitation to others to Join in such viola­
tion. Disobedience to law is bad enough when 
done secretly, but it is far worse when done 
openly, especially when accompanied by 
clothing such acts in the mantle of virtue 
and organizing well advertised and financed 
plana to carry out such violations. The 
secret violator of law recognizes his act for 
what it is; an antisocial act; he may even 
be ashamed of what he is doing and seek 
to avoid disapprobation of his neighbors. But 
the open violator, the agitating violator, 
acts shamelessly, in defiance of his neigh­
bor’s Judgment and his fellow man’s dis­
approval.

Dr. King defines unjust laws as “those 
in which people are required to obey a 
code that they had no part in making 
because they were denied the right to 
vote.”

When pinned down about communities 
where Negroes have the right to vote, 
and asked whether there was still the 
“right” to disobey, King expanded his 
code for lawlessness even more:

There may be a community where Negroes 
have the right to vote, but there are still 
unjust laws Ln that community. There may 
be unjust laws in a community'where people 
in large numbers are voting, and I think 
whereever unjust laws exist people have a 
right to disobey these laws.

Here King jumped from Negroes to all 
people and from people without voting 
privileges to even those who do have the 
constitutional methods of change open to 
them. To him, the majority might always 
be wrong, the minority always right. 
Acceptance and promotion of this philos­
ophy can only lead to the disintegration 
of American society. From it follows the 
chaotic situation where any one who 
believes, or even feels, that a law is un­
just merely disobeys. The denial of free­
dom to the majority of Americans who 
obey the law is proportional to the num­
ber of persons who set themselves up as 
final judge and then disobey. While pro­
fessing Christianity and humility, King 
strikes a harder blow at fundamental 
concepts of justice than any would-be 
dictator or other demagog in con­
temporary American history.

On the same “Meet the Press” program 
referred to earlier, Tom Wicker of the 
New York Times asked:

How are we to enforce law when a doctrine 
Is preached that one man’s conscience may 
tell him that the law is unjust, when other 
men's consciences don’t tell him that?

King responded:
I think you enforce It, and I think you deal 

with It by not allowing anarchy to develop. 
I think the chief norm for guiding the situa­
tion is the willingness to accept the penalty, 
and I don’t think any society can call an 
individual irresponsible who breaks a law and 
willingly accepts the penalty.

This is more King jibberish and 
feigned piety. To commit murder, for 
example, and then willingly go to prison 
to pay the penalty cannot change the 
nature of the transgression—it is still 
wrong.

Willingly or not. the question is still, 
in Judge Whittaker’s words:

Can anyone reasonably believe that a 
disorderly society can survive? In all re­
corded history none ever has. . . . History 
also shows that, in each instance, the first 
evidence of the society's decay appeared in 
its toleration of disrespect lor, and violation 
of. its law. Tliere is no good reason to believe 
that similar toleration will serve us differ­
ently.

WHEN CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE BECOMES NECESSARY

Inflammatory statements, threats and 
actual Instances of civil disobedience are 
evident throughout the career of Martin 
Luther King. In December 1050, Kina 
called on southern Negroes to practice 
civil disobedience, if necessary, and to 
break, openly, any State or local law “not 
In harmony with Federal law. This,” he 
continued, “is the creative moment for 
a full scale assault on the system of seg­
regation. We must practice open, civil 
disobedience.”

In the fall of 1961 King spoke on the 
role of the Negro student, stated his hol­
low call for nonviolence and in the next 
breath called for “disobeying the unjust 
laws.”

Two years later in Birmingham, King 
warned that city of more massive de­
monstrations :

I hope civil disobedience will not be nec­
essary but, If something is not done quickly, 
if Congress filibusters the clyil rights bill 
and does not pass the public accommodation 
section, Negroes will have to engaged in mas­
sive civil disobedience.

Ten days later he said he feared.vio­
lence and warned again that if the civil 
rights bill did not pass it “may lead to a 
night of darkness and violence.”

I personally heard his threats at How­
ard University in 1964 during the time 
when Congress was debating the civil 
rights program, and I can assure you 
that he spoke not as a man of peace but 
as a man of violence.

In February of 1966, King and his men 
decided to assume “trusteeships” of a 
six-flat tenement in Chicago as part of a 
campaign to Improve living conditions 
for the residents. King had no authority; 
his power was only that which is derived 
from police-state tactics. He simply took 
over. His reasoning: “morality” is more 
important than the law and property 
rights, the action was “supralegal,” 
above the law.

In early April 1966, a circuit court 
judge enjoined King and his associates 
from entering the building, interfering, 
or collecting rent from the tenants, all 
of which they had done. There can be 
no denial of King’s Influence and the re­
sults of his “nonviolent” demonstrations 
and “direct action” programs.

The New York Times of July 16, 1962, 
stated that Reverend King “threatened a 
new drive for Negro rights” In Albany, 
Ga. Ten days later, leader King, accord­
ing to the Times, set a day of penance 
following a night of rioting during which 
Negroes were arrested as they marched 
on city hall, hooting, laughing, and 
throwing bottles, bricks, and rocks at law 
officials. August 11, the police chief of 
Albany testified that the situation had 
been under control until King returned 
to the city to be tried for an illegal dem­
onstration.

Another example of the “nonviolent 
direct-action” programs of Dr. King was 
exposed in July 1966 in the syndicated 
column by respected columnists, Robert 
Allen and Paul Scott. Their expose re­
ported that King and company were con­
tacting, and enlisting, Chicago street 
gangs and “bringing them into the civil 
rights movement to fight ‘the power 
structure’.”

From a report said to be circulating 
through the U.S. Department of 
Justice, the columnists quoted these 
statements: King’s lieutenants telling 
gang leaders that “the real foes are 
Mayor Daley, policemen, slumlords, 
bankers, businessmen, and school admin­
istrators”; or haranguing that this is an 
“unjust society”; and that “the gang 
members are being incited to violence 
Instead of being taught nonviolence”; 
that “gang leaders have little or no un­
derstanding of civil rights, but do know 
how to use force.” King, they said, had 
personally met several times with gang 
leaders who have a combined following 
of 1,000.

During the same month that King was 
reported to be enlisting the gangs, Chi­
cago police battled some 300 Negroes for 
2 straight hours of rioting. During the 
looting, gunfire, rock throwing, Molotov 
cocktail barrage, King reportedly sped 
from one trouble spot to another, osten­
sibly to quiet things, but reporters noted 
that he seldom got out of the car.

Some time later, August 9, the Chicago 
Tribune reported that:

The Chicago Lawn area was the scene Fri­
day night of civil rights disorder as the 
Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., led Chi­
cago marchers Into the community to pro­
mote open housing for Negroes.

The Chicago riots of July 1966 deserve 
elaboration. Here is a selected sequence 
of events: The July 12 riot broke out just 
2 days after King’s mass civil rights rally.

The Baltimore Sun, July 10, 1966, re­
ported:

In an interview . . . Dr. King acknowledged 
that his “end slums campaign in Chicago is 
an implementation program for the concept 
of ‘black power’,” but under a more palatable 
name.

Dr. King acknowledged that his presence In 
Chicago, the street rallies, sit-ins, marches, 
and door-to-door campaign to sign up mem­
bers of protesting [units] have more far- 
reaching alms than the immediate dramati­
zation of problems of improverished Negroes.

The next day King and Mayor Daley 
held a “showdown” meeting In the 
mayor’s office. On July 14 the New York 
Times reported that the near West Side 
was tense after a police car was stoned 
by more than 100 Negro youths. Martin 
Luther King attributed the disturbance 
to the Mayor’s refusal to make conces­
sions to his civil rights program. This Is 
his typical style. Rarely has Reverend 
King chastized looters, arsonists, and 
conspirators for violence. He always Jus­
tifies their actions and, directly or in­
directly, prtcourages them.

The report continued:
Dr. King . . . spoke at the headquarters 

of the West Side Organization, where a sign 
on the wall said: “Burn, baby, burn, boycott, 
baby, boycott.” Roving bands of youths and 
some adults . . . broke windows, looted 
stores, and stoned police cars and small 
police vans.

During the weekend of the 16th, 17th, 
and 18th, Governor Kerner called out the 
National Guard when police could not 
control rioting that In 3 nights Included 
burning, looting, two deaths, 100 Injuries, 
300 arrests, and extensive property dam­
age.

A few days before the riot, King stated 
that disrupting the flow of Chicago’s 
traffic—a tactic of Dr. King’s-^would be 
“rough” on city officials “when they have 
to get 200 people off the Dan Ryan (ex­
pressway) but the only thing I can tell 
them Is: Which do you prefer, this or a 
riot?” Another “nonviolent” pilot project 
was thus In action.

It Is doubtful that the city officials 
made the final choice.

Chicago’s Mayor Daley, as reported In 
the New York Times, “asserted angrily 
that the strife was ‘planned!’ Dr. King’s 
aides were In here for no other reason 
than to bring disorder to the streets of 
Chicago,” he concluded.

Following contact with the gangs men­
tioned earlier, It Is disturbing to note 
that press accounts of the riots stated 
that Negro street gangs fanned the 
flames In the riot and were given credit 
for spreading violence to greater limits.

The Chicago Tribune reported that 
prior to the riots, King had showed films 
detailing the violence of Watts. Asked 
by the Tribune about this, King replied:

The films showing the Watte riote were 
to demonstrate the negative effect of riots.

7^.^ms add another dimension to the 
activities of King that are well known by 
law enforcement officials. Their general 
reaction to King Is summed up by FBI 
Director J. Edgar Hoover In this state­
ment:

Unfortunately, some clvU rights leaders in 
the past have condoned what they describe 
as civil disobedience in civil rights demon­
strations.

Martin Luther King, Jr., for example, after 
arriving In Chicago, HI., early in 1966 in 
connection with the civil rights drive there, 
commented about the use of so-called civil 
disobedience In dvil rights demonstrations 
and said:

“It may be necessary to engage In such 
acts. . . . Often an individual has to break 
a particular law In order to obey a higher 
law.”

Such a course of action is fraught with 
danger for if everyone took it upon himself 
to break any law that he believed was mor­
ally unjust, it Is readily apparent there 
would soon be complete chaos in this 
country.

When the riots broke out on July 12, 
did Martin Luther King enter the scene 
as a moderating Influence? Absolutely 
not. On the second day of the riot, July 
13, a rally was held at a local church and 
King appeared with one Chester Robin­
son, executive director of the West Side 
Organization, who made highly flamma- 
tory accusations about the Chicago 
police. King’s respectability added to the 
occasion. Robinson, Incidentally, Is an ex­
convict with an extensive arrest record 
dating back to 1949. Such are the men 
King finds himself with time and time 
again.

The first amendment guarantees the 
right to assemble peaceably and to pe­
tition the Government for a redress of 
grievances, but It does not allow any 
latitude for disobedience. It Is absurd to 
even imagine a situation where a law 
protects the right to disobey a law. To 
say this is to say that law is not law.

Throughout, the actions of Dr. King 
have been termed “civil” disobediences, 
but Justice Whittaker makes this point:

What we are confronted by, and must deal 
with, are active, overt, willful mass viola­
tions of our criminal laws. That conduct is 
not “civil disobedience” in any dictionary 
or acceptable sense of those words. The 
understandable desire to avoid openly ad­
mitting advocation and commission of crime 
cannot excuse us from calling that conduct 
what it is. Active and overt acts willfully 
committed in violation of our criminal laws 
are criminal violations and not “'civil dis­
obedience."

The final result of disobedience is not 
only gross violations of law during riots 
and marches, but in the opinon of Jus­
tice Whittaker, encompasses a general 
furthering of lawlessness throughout 
the country. “Toleration and appease­
ments” of the “many misguided preach­
ments and activties of Dr. King are 
heavily contributing causes of the gen­
eral disrespect for law and hence of the 
crime that is now rampant throughout 
our Nation.”

I believe it is fair to conclude that 
Martin Luther King has been an apostle 
of violence and lawlessness, not peace 
and nonviolence. His method has been 
criminal conduct and conspiracy, not 

’civil disobedience. To call it anything 
else would be the same perversion of the 
truth that King has engaged in for 
years.

A MINISTER BUT OF WHAT?

Although Dr. King asks the world to 
believe that he is a man of God and ap­
peals to “higher laws” in justifying his 
acts of law breaking, it is incredible that 
he should expect the people of the United 
States to be so gullible as to accept the 
Biblical and historical precedents he 
conjures up as valid. They are not.

To use Biblical passages as a pretext 
for his call to lawlessness, King must 
first deny the context in which the Apos­
tles lived and preached. They had no 
system of appeals. There was no guaran­
tee of freedom. There was no free speech. 
The parallel is invalid.

In the opinion of the dean of Talbot 
Theological Seminary, Rev. Dr. Charles 
L. Feinberg:

Those who point to Biblical examples of 
resistance to authority forget the spiritual 
principles involved there, and are unmindful 
that they in that day had no such legal 
provisions for redress for their grievances 
such as we have today.

That Dr. King should disregard the 
total context of the New Testament, and 
the Book of Acts in particular, can hard­
ly be believed.

It is also incredible that King would 
attempt to compare the civil disobedi­
ence of today with the Boston Tea Party. 
To make this comparison is, again, to 
forget that there were no channels of 
appeal or meaningful democratic remedy 
available to those American patriots. It 
is interesting to note that the Boston 
Tea Party and other acts against author­
ity by the colonists were the beginnings 
of the overthrowing of a foreign govern­
ment. We must assume that Dr. King 
knows this basic historic fact. His views 
and tactics on this point are hardly 
American.

Dr. King uses these methods to push 
into areas and communities where the 
residents, from mayor to fellow clergy­
man, say he is not wanted or needed. 
Some of the greatest condemnation of 
Martin Luther King has come from men 
of the church.

In 1964, delegates to the American 
Council of Christian Churches passed a 
resolution, “noting with regret that the 
Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., 
civil rights leader and Nobel Peace Prize 
winner, had been represented before the 
world as a peace-loving Christian min­
ister crusading in the interest of Negro 
life.”

In 1966, Dr. J. H. Jackson, Negro 
leader of the National Baptist Conven­
tion, said that civil disobedience and 
nonviolence would not cany the civil 
rights movement any higher and might

even lead to disrespect for law and order 
and to possible violence.

In 1965, a Negro aiderman in Chicago, 
Ralph H. Metcalf, criticized King and 
his group, said King had “ulterior mo­
tives” in moving into Chicago with his 
programs and leveled the blast at King 
that:

This is no hick town. The leaders can 
handle the situation. We have adequate 
leadership here.

Metcalf said that King would not be 
“objective.”

The Chicago Tribune of June 30, 1967 
reported:

The Chicago chapter of the National As­
sociation for the Advancement of Colored 
People, long critical of the civil rights tactics 
of the Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr., has 
formally split with Dr. King's group. . . .

The article added that King’s group 
and the NAACP have been at odds over 
King's tactics last year in the open hous­
ing march.

Episcopal minister, Dr. Robert B. 
Watts, of La Jolla, Calif,, is another 
clergyman who has scored King’s dis­
obedience stand and his apparent belief 
that the end justifies the means. Dr. 
Watts declared that no one, “however 
exalted he may be or regard himself, 
has the right to say that what was wrong 
before becomes morally right if the act­
ing party is willing to be punished if 
caught.” The doctrine of morally justified 
civil disobedience should be rejected, he 
added.

Dr. King’s disregard for the law is 
deplorable, but his disregard for the laws 
of God is almost inconceivable. Rather 
than merely serving to justify the ends 
of Martin Luther King, the laws of God 
are in great part incorporated for the 
benefit of all into the laws of our Nation. 
To flout one is to flout the other. As 
Justice Whittaker sums it up:

It is highly important carefully to note 
and explain that our Constitution and laws 
embody many of the concepts of the divine 
laws, including the Ten Commandments. . . .

Many who have hurled assaults against 
our laws do not know what they are ... do 
not know or realize that many of the laws 
they so condemn, and often flout, actually 
are embodiments of the laws of God, such 
as, Thou shalt not kill; Thou shalt love, not 
Injure, thy neighbor; Thou shalt not steal; 
Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s property 
or possessions; and Thou shalt not bear false 
witness; to mention but a few of the divine 
laws that are embodied into our criminal 
laws. To say that our laws, which condemn 
the violation of those concepts, are “unjust” 
or “unfair” is, of course, to say also that the 
divine laws are “unjust” or “unfair.” Do 
those who advocate violation of, and violate, 
these of our laws understand this? I doubt 
that they do, and giving them the benefit of 
the doubt, I prefer to believe that they do 
not. Nor should we overlook, as is so often 
done, the Biblical admonition that Thou 
shalt obey the civil authorities. I wonder how 
those who advocate violation of, and violate, 
our laws—civil or criminal—can square their 
conduct with the Biblical admonition.

Perhaps one of the strongest state­
ments from a fellow clergyman came in 
April of this year. The blunt, descrip­
tive attack on King came from the Rev. 
Henry Mitchell, leader of a group of West 
Side Chicago ministers. Here is the ac­
count as reported by the Chicago 
Tribune:

The leader of a group of west side Negro 
ministers declared yesterday that Dr. Martin 
Luther King should “get the hell out of here” 
because his civil rights marching in Chicago 
last summer (1966) “created hate.”

“If he wants to march on the west side, let 
him march with rakes, brooms, and grass 
seed,” said Rev. Henry Mitchell. . . .

He said the ministers represented the sen­
timents of 50,000 Chicago Negroes who want 
“peace, love, and harmony,” don’t approve 
of civil rights marches, and “just want to 
live in their communities and upgrade 
them.”

Justin E. Walsh wrote in the monthly 
magazine, Rally, about those who use the 
pulpit for their strange social and polit­
ical pronouncements. It seems to fit Mar­
tin Luther King, Walsh said:

Thus the pulpit becomes a political ros­
trum from whence God Himself directs the 
defeat of Barry Goldwater, the march on 
Selma, or a teach-in protesting American 
involvement in Viet Nam. The sacral and pro­
fane become confused, religion is reduced to 
an adjunct of political agitation, and church 
attendance falls because Americans do not 
indorse such schemes, will not listen to 
preachers who do.

Possibly the answer can be found in I 
Corinthians 1:27. It quite prophetically 
says:

But God hath chosen the foolish things of 
the world to confound the wise; and God 
hath chosen the weak things of the world to 
confound the things which are mighty.

In his constant preaching that the 
ends justify the means, King is not 
speaking in the Judeo-Christian heri­
tage belief. This is crass materialism 
and Marxism. It is expediency not 
principle. It is frightening to contem­
plate the many leading clergymen that 
consciously join his cause or acquiesce 
by their silence. Even worse, he is being 
.currently depicted as a modern Chris- 
■tain hero by a Catholic catechism series. 
The total picture of Martin Luther King 
.brings one fundamental question to 
mind; He says he is a minister. A minis­
ter of what?

SOME KING ASSOCIATIONS AND CAUSES

Over 20 years ago the Brookings In­
stitution, a respected social science in­

stitution, in response to a request from 
the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, outlined five areas which com­
prised the definition of “Un-American 
Activities.” One classification was the 
denial of constitutional rights or 
privileges by force, fraud, bribery, etc. 
Another definition encompassed activi­
ties which seek to advance the interests 
of a foreign power which are clearly 
against the interests of the United States. 
The Communist Party, U.S.A., has been 
found repeatedly by voluminous evi­
dence to belong to this category. Neither 
of these organizations are truly friends 
of the American Negro. Yet, while one 
would be shocked to find Martin Luther 
King consistently cooperating with the 
KKK, his history regarding pro-Com­
munist persons, causes, and organiza­
tions is a matter of record.

Despite the fact that a number of 
Negro ex-Communists, some of whom 
had worked for the FBI, have warned 
American Negroes in testimony before 
the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities that the Communist Party 
seeks to exploit them, King, in contrast, 
sponsors a Communist front, the Na­
tional Committee to Abolish the House 
Un-American Activities Committee. 
While these patriotic Negroes cooperated 
with HCUA, King rarely misses an op­
portunity to discredit HCUA.

Would King have associated himself in 
any way with the Committee To Secure 
Justice for Morton Sobell, the National 
Lawyers Guild, or the Spring Mobiliza­
tion Committee if they were KKK fronts 
instead of Communist?

Could Martin Luther King have sent a 
congratulatory message to a union con­
vention if that union, the United Elec­
trical, Radio and Machine Workers of 
America, had been expelled from the 
CIO for domination by the KKK in­
stead of being Communist-dominated?

Must white hoods adorn the heads of 
the Bradens or Frank Wilkinson— 
Identified Communist Party members, or 
James Dombrowski and Myles Horton— 
long-time advocators of Communist 
causes, before King realizes that they are 
bad news for the civil rights movement? 
Or that their organizations, the High­
lander Center, formerly the Highlander 
Folk School, and the Southern Con­
ference Educational Fund place a pro­
Communist stigma on any undertaking 
associated with them?

If some of King's associates showed an 
affinity for KKK causes instead of those 
of a pro-Communist nature, would they 
remain in his organization for long?

With regard to communism Martin 
Luther King has written in “Stride To­
ward Freedom” that “almost anything-— 
force, violence, murder, lying—is a justi­
fiable means to the ‘millennial’ end.” It is 
evident that King is aware of the treach­
erous nature of the International Com­
munist Movement and its American 
branch, the Communist Party, UB.A. 
Moreover, there is ample evidence to 
prove that the CPUSA and some of its 
various fronts seek to exploit the legiti­
mate civil rights aims and aspirations of 
the Negro people in the United States.

Director J. Edgar Hoover of the FBI 
first began studying the activities of the 
Communist movement in 1919 and is to­
day the most knowledgeable source of 
Communist machinations in the United 
States. In February 1966, before a House 
subcommittee, Mr. Hoover stated:

Historically, the Communist Party U.S.A. 
has never overlooked the potential Inherent 
In any of our country’s problems, be they 
domestic or foreign. Every crisis is grasped 
in an effort to exploit the situation for the 
advancement of Communist objectives. 
Similarly, the party has always aimed Ite 
biggest “guns” from Its propaganda arsenal 
and used its major efforts and functionaries 
to exploit minority groups, especially the 
Negro people.

The exploitation of the Negro people 
by the Communist Party U.S.A; has been 
graphically detailed by various Negro 
people who have appeared before the 
House Committee on Un-American Ac­
tivities in recent years. Mrs. Julia Brown, 
a Negro housewife, who unwittingly 
joined the Communist Party, left short­
ly thereafter and later rejoined at the 
request of the FBI, described the fate of 
a Communist front comprised of Com­
munist and nonparty Negro women. 
When the party found that the non­
Communist Negro women, in sincerely 
striving to further the cause of civil 
rights, could not be manipulated by the 
party, the organization was disbanded. 
Said Mrs. Brown:

You see, the Negro women were truly 
trying to fight for civil rights. And the 
Communists only had civil rights for 
propaganda.

A Negro resident of Chicago, Miss Lola 
Belle Holmes, who also joined the Com­
munist Party at the request of the FBI, 
also learned firsthand of Communist 
duplicity toward the Negro people.

Miss Holmes stated before the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities:

They are not concerned with the success of 
the civil rights movement. They wish op­
pression and depression of the Negro people 
to continue so they can have something to 
drive on, to work on. The Communist Party 
cannot be successful without oppression and 
depression.

Mr. Lucius Armstrong, for many years 
a Negro member of the Communist Party 
in Chicago, reentered the Communist 
Party at the request of the FBI in 1953 
and continued in the party as an under­
cover agent until 1963. Mr. Armstrong 
told the committee:

The Communist Party is trying to fulfill 
an objective aim of basic communism that Is 
world domination, and to me a godless con­
cept of humanity.

The foregoing are but a few examples 
of firsthand experiences of Negroes who 
learned the hard way just how sincere 
the Communist Party is in pursuit of 
civil rights. Information of this nature 
which alerts those concerned about the 
progress of civil rights is public informa­
tion and should be studied by those work­
ing In the civil rights field. In 1954, for 
instance, the House Committee on Un­
American Activities issued a report en­
titled, “The American Negro in the Com­
munist Party,” which included the testi­
mony of half a dozen Negroes who had 
held official positions in the Communist 
Party and who had broken with it. They 
had confirmed the fact that the Commu­
nist Party does all in its power to pro­
mote race hatred and tension—rather 
than racial equality—in the United 
States.

One would think that a civil rights 
leader such as Reverend King would have 
carefully avoided persons, organizations 
and causes under the influence of the 
Communist Party. Unfortunately, the 
record does not so indicate. Here are 
some of the organizations and causes in 
which Communist Influence is or was to 
be found and which elicited from Rev­
erend King more than passing interest.

The Committee to Secure Justice for 
Morton Sobell was cited by HCUA as a 
Communist front. Reverend King was 
listed as a sponsor of the committee’s 
National Appeal for Freedom, held in 
Washington, D.C., November 19-21, 1960.

The United Electrical, Radio and Ma­
chine Workers of America union was 
expelled by the CIO in 1949 on grounds 
of Communist domination. In 1962 
Reverend King sent a message to the 27th 
convention of the UE which was read at 
the convention by Rev. Morris Dawkins. 
Reverend King was unable to be present 
because of activities in Albany, Ga., 
where he had just been released from jail.

Reverend King was a speaker at a 
luncheon meeting of a conference held 
under the sponsorship of the National 
Lawyers Guild’s Committee To Assist 
Southern Lawyers on November 30 and 
December 1, 1962, in Atlanta. The Na­
tional Lawyers Guild has been cited by 
HCUA as a Communist front.

Another organization which was cited 
by HCUA in 1961 and to which Reverend 
King has lent his sponsorship is the Na­
tional Committee To Abolish the House 
Un-American Activities Committee.

The most recent effort which has been 
cited "by HCUA as a Communist front 
and which Reverend King has assisted is 
the Spring Mobilization Committee. This 
committee, along with the Student Mo­
bilization Committee, were the two 
groups which planned and organized the 
Vietnam Week demonstrations in April 
of this year. Reverend King spoke at the 
U.N.Plaza at the culmination of Vietnam 
Week on April 15. On the same day, it 
will be remembered, other participants 
in the demonstration burned the Amer­
ican flag in Central Park.

On other occasions Reverend King has 
exhibited an affinity for causes or persons 
influenced by the Communist Party. Carl 
Braden, identified under oath as a Com­
munist Party member, was convicted of 
sedition in Kentucky and sentenced to a 
term of 15 years. After serving several 
months, Braden was released when the 
U.S. Supreme Court voided State sedi­
tion laws in the Steve Nelson case. In 
1961 Braden was convicted of contempt 
of Congress and the conviction was up­
held by the U.S. Supreme Court. One of 
a number of initiators of a petition to 
President Kennedy for executive clem­
ency was Dr. King.

In 1962 Martin Luther King signed a 
petition to the President asking pardon 
for Junius Scales. Scales was sentenced 
to a 6-year term for violation of the 
Smith Act. He had joined the party 
in 1940 and in 1947 was made the chair­
man of the party’s North Carolina- 
South Carolina district. The juries in 
two court cases had found that Scales 
knowingly had belonged to an organi­
zation which advocated the overthrow of 
the U.S. Government by the use of force 
and violence. He had been a high party 
functionary and a-knowledgeable author­
ity on Communist doctrine. In addition, 
on at least one occasion at a secret Com­
munist training school, of which Scales 
was a director and with Scales watching, 
an instructor taught and demonstrated 
how a person on a picket line could kill 
an opponent by stabbing a pencil point 
into his heart or throat.

The Scales petition signed by Dr. King 
opposed jail sentences for “men who 
have sincerely and honestly broken with 
communism.” Scales had claimed that 
he had left the party in 1957 and cited a 
letter to that effect which had been pub­
lished in the Greensboro Daily News on 
December 18, 1957, 4 years before he 
began serving his prison term. The sin­
cerity of Scales was certainly open to

question when, in the 1940’s he insisted 
publicly that the Communist Party is 
not dominated by the Soviet Union when 
the judgments of Congress, the Execu­
tive, and the Judiciary had made find­
ings to the contrary. Nor could one be 
blamed for doubting his sincerity in 1955 
when he said that “my party has never 
advocated force and violence,” when 
again all three branches of the Federal 
Government had found otherwise. In 
1961, just before beginning his prison 
sentence, Scales told an interviewer from 
the National Guardian that “I can’t say 
that I regret any of it. We did a lot of 
good things.” Presumably, Mr. Scales did 
not regret the teaching of how to murder 
with a pencil point.

It is certainly possible that Reverend 
King was not fully aware of the nature 
of the organizations and causes listed 
above. Were he responsible, he would 
know. However, his endorsement of such 
efforts, even unwittingly, does not lessen 
the respectability accruing to these en­
deavors by the approval of a national 
figure. Prudence would seem to demand 
that before a figure of national prom­
inence sponsors a committee or signs a 
petition, the nature of the cause and 
those behind it should be investigated.

It would not take extensive investiga­
tion, for instance, to find out the nature 
of the National Committee To Abolish 
the Un-American Activities Committee— 
NCAUAC, already mentioned, with which 
King is associated. One of its founding 
members, Richard—Dick—Criley, has 
been identified, as a member of the Com­
munist Party by no less than four former 
Communists in testimony before HCUA. 
Another founding member of the 
NCAUAC, Russell Arthur—Russ—Nixon, 
goes Criley one better. Nixon has been 
identified as a member of the party by 
five former Communists who testified 
before congressional committees. In all, 
seven of the 13 founding members of 
the committee have been identified be­
fore congressional committees or by an 
executive agency as Communists. One of 
the seven, Reverend William Howard 
Melish denied under oath that he was a 
party member. However, the Subversive 
Activities Control Board found Melish, 
during the period of his tenure with the 
National Council of American-Soviet 
Friendship, was a member of the Com­
munist Party. Still another member of 
the committee, Frank Wilkinson, was 
identified as a party member by an un­
dercover agent for the FBI, Anita 
Schneider. He was convicted of contempt 
of Congress and was sent to prison when 
the Supreme Court denied his appeal.

Instead of supporting fronts such as 
the NCAUAC, Martin Luther King would 
do well to follow the example of another 
Negro minister, Rev. James H. Robinson, 
pastor emeritus of the Presbyterian 
Church, of the Master, New York City, 
who later became director of Operation 
Crossroads Africa, Inc. At one time Rob­
inson had determined that he could work 
along with the communists to advance 
the cause of the American Negro with­
out joining the CPUSA. He joined vari­
ous Communist front efforts when their 
objectives ostensibly coincided with his 
own/Eventually, he learned that he was 
no match for the better organized and 
disciplined Communist operations and 
that he could possibly do his cause more 
harm than good by such associations. 
In an appearance before the House Com­
mittee on Un-American Activities which 
he himself requested, Robinson was 
asked if he would allow Communists in 
his organization, Operation Crossroads 
Africa. He stated:

I would say the same thing about Com­
munists. I would not let Communists in 
either. Now, would I let them cooperate with 
us on anything? No, I would not take that 
old position of cooperating any more. I would 
not get involved with people with ulterior 
motives who really end up trying to use you 
to make capital for their ends.

The record of Martin Luther King 
strongly indicates that King has either 
been grossly irresponsible in learning the 
backgrounds of some of his associates 
and associations or that he chooses to 
use them, as James Robinson did in the 
past, for his own ends. In any event the 
up-to-date record of King’s activities 
shows that he still has a vital lesson to 
learn. The only other conclusion that a 
reasonable person can come to is that 
Martin Luther King has covertly and 
consciously attempted to promote the 
cause of the Communist Party.

THE HIGHLANDER FOLK SCHOOL

On the television program, “Meet The 
Press,” on March 28, 1965, the producer 
and permanent panel member of the 
show, Lawrence Spivak, referred to a pic­
ture taken of King at the Highlander 
Folk School in 1957 with the accompany­
ing caption, “Martin Luther King at a 
Communist Training School.”

Will you tell us whether that was a Com­
munist training school and what you were 
doing there?

King replied:
Well, number one I don't think it was a 

Communist training school. In fact, I know 
it wasn’t. The Highlander Folk School, which 
was referred to in that particular article, 
was a school that pioneered in bringing Ne­
groes and whites together at a time when it 
was very unpopular, to train them for lead­
ership all over the South, and I think they 
did an able Job in doing it. This school was 
supported by some of the great Americans

such as Eleanor Roosevelt, Reinhold Niebuhr, 
Harry Golden, and many others that I could 
name.

King went on to say:
Secondly, the fact is that I never attended 

the school, as far as training goes. I was 
there about one hour back in 1957 or '8. I 
went to deliver an address for the 25th Anni­
versary of the Highlander Folk School. I got 
there about 15 minutes before I was to speak. 
I spoke about 45 minutes, and then I left 
immediately after my speech. I think that 
is a pretty short period to get any training.

In stating that the school brought Ne­
groes and whites together to train them 
for leadership, Reverend King overlooked 
one important consideration—leadership 
for what? The record shows that High­
lander was a safe bet never to win a 
prize for its Americanism programs.

This well-circulated picture places 
Martin Luther King at a subversive 
training school. Four well-known left­
ists are shown and identified by number.

No. 1. Martin Luther King, Jr.
No. 2. Abner W. Berry, long-time Com­

munist Party functionary; as early as 
1938 he gave the report of the Negro 
Commission of the CP at the 10th Na­
tional Convention of the Communist 
Party; later was Negro affairs editor 
of Daily Worker. His column in the Daily 
Worker of September 10, 1957, page 5, 
described the seminar which both he 
and King attended.

No. 3. Aubrey Williams, board mem­
ber of Southern Conference for Human 
Welfare—SCHW—a cited Communist 
front and president of Southern Confer­
ence Educational Fund, Inc.—SCEF— 
which replaced SCHW. Senate report 
found that SCEF had substantially same 
leadership and purposes of predecessor 
organization, SCHW. Also affiliated with 
Highlander Folk School. Identified as a 
Communist Party member by one wit­
ness before Senate Internal Security 
Subcommittee; another witness identi­
fied him as one who accepted the dis­
cipline of Communist Party. He denied 
both charges but admitted that he had 
been connected with a member of Com­
munist-front organizations.

No. 4. Myles Horton takes credit for 
starting Highlander Folk School. Like 
Williams, was a board member of SCHW 
and became a director of SCEF. One 
former Communist organizer testified 
before congressional committee that 
Horton once remarked, “I am doing you 
just as much good now as I would if I 
were a member of the Communist 
Party.”

On February 23, 1961, the New York 
Times reported that—

The Southern Christian Leadership Con­
ference (King’s organization) and the High­
lander Folk School have joined forces to 
train Negro leaders for the civil rights 
struggle.

According to the Senate Internal Se­
curity Subcommittee’s report, “South­
ern Conference Educational Fund, Inc,,” 
released in 1954, Myles Horton, long ac­
tive in Socialist activities, “identified 
himself as a teacher at the Highlander 
Folk School, at Monteagle, Tenn., and 
said that he assumed the full responsi­
bility for having conceived the idea of 
the Highlander Folk School and having 
come down to the Tennessee mountains 
for the purpose of starting this school.”

The Internal Security Subcommittee’s 
report added:

A witness who had been a member of the 
Communst Party testified that when he was 
Tennessee district organizer of the Com­
munist Party he made arrangements with 
Myles Horton and others for the Communist 
Daily Worker to be sent regularly to the 
Highlander Folk School, and for a Com­
munist student to go to the Highlander Folk 
School to recruit students into the Com­
munist Party. The witness further testified 
that the Highlander Folk School cooperated 
closely with the Communist Party, and that 
when he asked Myles Horton to become a 
member of the Communist Party, Horton 
replied, "I am doing you just as much good 
now as I would if I were a member of the 
Communist Party. I am often asked if I 
am a Communist Party member and I al­
ways say 'No.' I feel much safer in having 
no fear that evidence might be uncovered 
to link me with the Communist Party, and 
therefore I prefer not to become a member 
of the Communist Party."

Horten was making news even in the 
1930’s. The Chattanooga Times of Jan­
uary 28, 1935, reported that Myles Horton 
of “the executive committee of the 
Socialist Party” was one of those who, 
“with other Socialists,” signed a letter 
“calling upon State executive commit­
tees of all Southern States to hold meet­
ings to effect a united front between 
Socialists, Communists, and other work­
ing class groups and suggesting a revo­
lutionary campaign."

Mr. John P. Frey, president of the 
Metal Trades Department of the Amer­
ican Federal of Labor, submitted a re­
port in connection with his public testi­
mony on August 13. 1938, printed in 
volume 1 of the public hearings of the 
Special Committee on Un-American Ac­
tivities, in which he makes reference to 
the Highlander Folk School as follows:

. . . Elizabeth Hawes, Alton Lawrence, 
Myles Horton: these three people have been 
in the past, and probably are now, paid or­
ganizers for the Textile Workers Organization 
Committee. They have been active in radical 
work in the South and a few years ago at­
tended a secret convention in North Carolina, 
at which time plans were made for spreading

the revolutionary theories throughout the 
Sou th.

Regarding Highlander. Mr. Frey 
stated:

In connection with this we might mention 
that the Highlander Folk School. Monteagle. 
Tennessee, was mixed up in this secret con­
vention, In which these three CIO organizers 
took a very prominent part.

Another person prominent in the 
Highlander operation was James Dom­
browski, who has denied under oath that 
he was a member of the Communist 
Party. The “Report on the Southern 
Conference for Human Welfare” which 
was issued by HCUA in 1947 states;

Dombrowski, together with Myles Horton, 
a member of the present board of Repre­
sentatives of the conference, helped launch 
a joint Socialist-Communist united-front 
movement in the South in 1935.

In 1949 Paul Crouch, testifying before 
HCUA, was asked if he knew Dombrow­
ski as a member of the Communist Party. 
He replied:

Not as a member of the Communist Party. 
I do not know whether he is or is not a mem­
ber of the Communist Party. He professes to 
be a left Socialist. I have met officially with 
him on a number of occasions as head of the 
Communist District Bureau of Tennessee. 
He and Myles Horton were present at the 
conference as Socialists and as representa­
tives of the Highlander Folk School at Mont­
eagle, Tenn. At this conference Mr. Dom­
browski gave me the impression of being 
completely pro-Communist and anxious to 
collaborate with the Communist Party and 
follow its leadership without taking the risk 
of actual Party membership.

The above-mentioned report, “South­
ern Conference Educational Fund, Inc.” 
also mentioned Dombrowski:

. . . Dr. Dombrowski was identified by a 
witness as one who, to the witness’s certain 
knowledge, had been a member of the Com­
munist Party. He was also identified by an­
other witness as one who had accepted Com­
munist Party discipline. Dr. Dombrowski 
denied that he had ever been a member of 
the Communist Party or that he had ever 
been under Communist discipline, but he 
admitted that he had been connected with 
a number of Communist-front organiza­
tions. . . .

Also affiliated with the Highlander 
Folk School was Aubrey W. Williams, 
also identified in the foregoing Senate 
subcommittee report as follows:

Aubrey W, Williams was identified as presi­
dent of the Southern Conference Educational 
Fund, Inc., who had been a member of the 
board of the Southern Conference for Hu­
man Welfare. He also identified himself as 
editor and publisher of the Southern Farm 
and Home, a farm publication. Mr. Williams 
was identified by a witness as one who had 
been a member of the Communist Party. He 
was also identified by another witness as one 
who accepted the discipline of the Commu­
nist Party. Mr. Williams denied that he had 
ever been a member of the Communist Party 
or that he had ever accepted Communist 
Party discipline, but he admitted that he 
had been connected with a number of Com- 
munlst-front organizations.

Williams, according to the Senate sub­
committee report, admitted also that on 
September 11, 1947, he made the follow­
ing remarks in an address at Madison 
Square Garden, New York City, with ref­
erence to the Government's loyalty 
program:

What they demand is that any man who 
admits to being a member of the Communist 
Party be fired immediately on the grounds 
that no man can be loyal to the United States 
and be a Communist. It is my belief that it 
is precisely at this point that we take our 
stand and defend the right of any Commu­
nist to maintain his position as a employee 
of the Government of the United States. To 
take any less position than this is to throw 
overboard such primary rights as the freedom 
to think and to hold whatever beliefs one 
chooses.

In 1963 the Joint Legislative Commit­
tee on Un-American Activities of the 
State of Louisiana issued a report en­
titled “Activities of the Southern Con­
ference Educational Fund, Inc., in Loui­
siana”, part 1, in which the Highlander 
Folk School was a subject of inquiry. 
According to Rev. C. H. Kilby who testi­
fied before the joint committee that the 
forerunner of Highlander was a college 
called Commonwealth College in Arkan­
sas which was confiscated by the State 
for nonpayment of fines levied for 
teaching and advocating communism. 
According to Rev. Kilby both Horton and 
Dombrowski were connected with the 
Arkansas venture, and along with three 
other individuals founded the Highland­
er Folk School in Tennessee. The joint 
committee inserted into the record of its 
hearings affidavits of three individuals 
familiar with the Highlander operation 
who claimed that students were taught 
that the Russian form of government 
was to be preferred to our own, Young 
Communist League membership was- 
solicited and that hammer and sickle 
insignia were prominently displayed.

According to Reverend Kilby, in 1960 a 
Tennessee State investigating committee 
found that the Highlander Folk School 
was engaging in subversive activities but 
the statutes of the State of Tennessee 
contained no laws which would apply. 
Reverend Kilby testified that a raid was 
staged on the school by the county sheriff 
and the Tennessee State Highway Patrol, 
“and they found that liquor was being 
sold there without a license, lewdness 
was being carried out promiscuously, and
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it was present when they made the raid.” 
The charter of the school was revoked 
and the property sold at public auction.

The Highlander Folk School was cited 
as subversive by the Georgia Commission 
on Education in a special report. Al­
though the school has not been officially 
cited as a Communist front by any Fed­
eral agency, this does not reflect on the 
Georgia Commission’s report in any way.

On May 2, 1962, the Highlander Cen­
ter, 1625 Riverside Drive, Knoxville, 
Tenn., issued a press release announcing 
the opening of the center. Listed among 
the board of directors is a familiar 
name—Myles Horton. Concerning the 
new undertaking, Horton was quoted in 
The Southern Patriot of January 1963 
as saying:

They can confiscate our property, but they 
can’t confiscate our ideas or liquidate our 
program.

One of the sponsors of the center listed 
on its letterhead and dated December 12, 
1962, is Rev. Martin Luther King.

On October 5, 1963, the offices of the 
Southern Conference Education Fund 
in New Orleans, La., were raided by local 
and State police who seized a quantity 
of SCEF’s records. The Joint Legislative 
Committee on Un-American Activities 
of Louisiana, already mentioned, pre­
pared a two-volume report on the SCEF 
after 11 months of investigation and in­
cluded in the report was material taken 
from the SCEF files. On page 99, part 1, 
of the report Jack N. Rogers, committee 
counsel for the committee, states:

The next document I want to place into 
evidence, Mr. Chairman, is a copy of the 
front and back of a photograph found in the 
files of James A. Dombrowski on October 4. 
The photograph is a picture of Martin 
Luther King, Anne Braden, Carl Braden, and 
James A. Dombrowski, and on the back of 
.the photograph are handwritten notes in 
the handwriting of James A. Dombrowski as 
follows; “The 6th Annual Conference of the 
Southern Christian Leadership Conference, 
Birmingham, Alabama, September 25 to 28, 
1962.” Then the people who are in the pic­
ture are identified as follows: “Martin 
Luther King, Jr., responding to Anne Bra­
den’s speech; in background, A. B. (Anne 
Braden), Carl Braden, J.A.D. (James A. 
Dombrowski.) ’’

According to the Southern Patriot, 
published by the Southern Conference 
for Human Welfare, a cited Communist 
front, of March 1963, Martin Luther 
King “paid high tribute to SCEF” in the 
course of his remarks at the annual re­
ception of New York Friends of SCEF. 
The UE News, of October 21, 1963, the 
publication of the United Electrical, 
Radio & Machine Workers of America 
which was expelled from the CIO on 
grounds of Communist domination, 
quoted King as protesting the seizure of 
SCEF’s records in Louisiana and the ar­
rest of two of its top leaders and an 
attorney.

According to the UE News, King “de­
nounced the attack on the civil rights 
organization,” charging “that there has 
been a growing effort on the part of op­
ponents of civil rights to charge Com­
munist Influence to the movement.”

The National Guardian of December 
12, 1963, reported that SCEF’s attorneys 
attacked the constitutionality of Lou­
isiana’s Communist Control Act and that 
King was one of five civil rights leaders 
who filed affidavits in behalf of SCEF 
in Federal court.

A word of background on the SCEF 
will put this organization in proper per­
spective.

The Senate Internal Security Subcom­
mittee held hearings on the SCEF .in 
1954 and outlined its close relationship 
with a cited Communist front, the 
Southern Conference for HUman Wel­
fare. The report of the subcommittee 
stated that the Southern Conference for 
Human Welfare was conceived, financed, 
and set up by the Communist Party in 
1938 as a mass organization to promote 
communism throughout the Southern 
States.

Earl Browder, former general secre­
tary of the Communist Party in the 
United States, in a public hearing, iden­
tified the Southern Conference for. Hu­
man Welfare as one of the Communist 
Party’s “transmission belts.” On March 
29, 1944, the Southern Conference for 
Human Welfare was cited by the Spe­
cial Committee on Un-American Activi­
ties as a Communist front and, on June 
12, 1947, by the congressional Commit­
tee on Un-American Activities as a Com­
munist-front organization “which seeks 
to attract southern liberals on the basis 
of its seeming interest in the problems 
of the South,” although its “professed 
interest in southern welfare is simply an 
expedient for larger aims serving the 
Soviet Union and its subservient Com- 
munlst Party in the United States.”

The SCEF was initially an adjunct of 
the Southern Conference for Human 
Welfare. After the exposure of the 
Southern Conference for Human Wel­
fare as a Communist front, it began to 
wither and was finally dissolved, but the 
Southern Conference Eduaational Fund, 
Inc., continued. The official paper, the 
Southern Patriot, was taken over by the 
SCEF which professes the same osten­
sible purpose. The Internal Security 
Subcommittee in its report on the SCEF 
found that—

An objective study of the entire record 
compels the conclusion that the Southern 
Conference Educational Fund, Inc., is oper­
ating with substantially the same leadership 
and purposes as its predecessor organiza­
tion, the Southern Conference for Human 
Welfare.

And who was included among the 
leadership? Why, Myles Horton and 
James Dombrowski, of course. Horton 
was listed as a board member of SCHW

and became a director of SCEF. Dom­
browski was the “administrator” of 
SCHW and assumed the office of execu­
tive director with SCEF. As previously 
stated, Aubrey Williams, who had been 
a board member of SCHW, became the 
president of the Southern Conference 
Educational Fund, Inc.

On page 52, part 2, of the Louisiana 
Joint Committee’s report on the SCEF, 
there is reproduced a letter by Aubrey 
Williams dated January 21, 1960, in 
which he takes credit for bringing Carl 
Braden and his wife Anne Into the 
SCEF. The pertinent paragraph reads:

I would like to say also, that I was re­
sponsible for bringing Carl and Anne Braden 
into the work of the Southern Conference 
Educational Fund, and that I was then'and 
am now fully informed of their background, 
previous connections and basic attitudes.

The Bradens are of special interest for 
6 years after the above letter by Wil­
liams the SCEF announced that James 
Dombrowski would retire as executive 
director but remain on the staff as a spe­
cial consultant while Carl and Anne 
Braden would take over the work of the 
executive director. Here are their back­
grounds and previous connections which 
Williams in the above-cited letter stated 
he was fully informed of.

Anne Braden was identified as a mem­
ber of the Communist Party U.S.A., by 
an informant for the FBI, Mrs, Alberta 
Ahearn, during Carl Braden’s sedition 
case trial in Louisville, Ky., in 1954. Mrs. 
Braden was also under indictment for 
sedition in the same case. When the con­
viction against her husband was nullified 
by a U.S. Supreme Court decision in the 
Nelson case in 1956, the sedition charges 
against Anne Braden were dropped.

Mrs. Ahearn appeared before the Sen­
ate Internal Security Subcommittee on 
October 28, 1957, and testified that Anne 
Braden and her husband, Carl, recruited 
her into the Communist Party, and that 
both were members of most of her Com­
munist Party cells.

Anne Braden has been affiliated with 
a number of Communist fronts. Among 
them are the American Peace Crusade, 
American Committee for Protection of 
Foreign Born, Citizens Committee for 
Constitutional Liberties, Citizens Com­
mittee to Preserve American Freedoms, 
National Committee to Abolish the House 
Un-American Activities Committee, the 
Progressive Party, the Emergency Civil 
Liberties Committee, and the Civil Rights 
Congress.

Issues of the Daily Worker in 1954 
named Mrs. Braden as a correspondent 
for Federated Press which has been cited 
as a Communist-controlled organization.

Articles by Mrs. Braden appeared in 
the June 1951 and August 1954 issues of 
March of Labor, also cited as an instru­
ment of the Communist Party.

In the past Anne Braden has edited 
the Southern Patriot.

The Worker, the Communist Party 
publication, on January 24,1965, reported 
that Anne Braden sent greetings to the 
40th anniversary dinner of the Interna­
tional Publishers, the official Communist 
Party publishing house.

Carl Braden was also identified by 
Mrs. Alberta Ahearn, the informant for 
the FBI, as one of those who recruited 
her into the Communist Party at their 
home in Louisville, Ky. Mrs. Ahearn ap­
peared before the grand jury in Louis­
ville as a rebuttal witness in the sedition 
trial of Carl Braden. Braden denied that 
he was a Communist or that he collected 
money for the party. The grand jury 
took over 1,000 pages of testimony from 
53 witnesses, the result being that the 
Bradens, along with one Vernon Bown 
and others were indicted.

Carl Braden was tried and convicted 
of sedition, received a 15-year prison 
sentence and was fined $5,000. As previ­
ously stated, the U.S. Supreme Court de­
cision in the Nelson case invalidated all 
State sedition laws and Braden, then in 
prison awaiting an appeal of his convic­
tion, was freed. Thus, he was freed—not 
on the merits of his guilt or innocence— 
but on a Federal-State constitutional 
question.

The indictment of Braden and the 
others grew out of a dynamite explosion 
under a house in a Louisville suburb on 
Sunday, June 27, 1954. The house at the 
time was owned and occupied by a man 
named Andrew Wade TV, a Negro, and 
his family. On May 10, 1954, the Bradens 
at Wade’s request and with his money, 
had bought the house in which he was 
living at the time of the explosion, in­
forming the seller of the house that they 
intended using it for their own residence. 
The Wades began moving into the house 
the next day.

In September of that year a grand jury 
indicted Vernon Bown, later to be ex­
pelled from the Communist Party in 
1959, for contempt of court and for 
placing explosives under a house.

A month later the same grand jury 
indicted him for sedition. In November 
a new grand jury indicted Bown for sedi­
tion, on the charge of damaging property 
to achieve a political end. Also indicted 
with Bown on this charge were the 
Bradens, I. O. Ford, and Louis Lubka. 
Bown and the others were to be tried in 
November 1956, but the Supreme Court 
Nelsen decision ruled out the pending 
trial,

Carl Braden appeared as a witness in 
public hearings before the House Com­
mittee on Un-American Activities on 
July 30, 1958, and pleaded the first 
amendment in refusing to answer ques­
tions relating to Communist Party mem­
bership and other matters. Braden was 
convicted of contempt of the House of 
Representatives on January 30, 1959, and 
was sentenced to 1 year in vail. On March

16, 1959, his motion for a new trial was 
denied by the U.S. district court in At­
lanta. On February 27, 1961, the U.S. 
Supreme Court affirmed the contempt 
conviction of Braden. On May 1, 1961, 
Braden surrendered to begin serving his 
1-year prison term.

It was because of this sentence that a 
number of initiators directed a petition 
to President Kennedy seeking Executive 
clemency. As previously stated, one of 
the initiators was Martin Luther King.

Like his wife, Carl Braden has a 
copious supply of Communist-front asso­
ciations to his credit. He too sent 40th 
anniversary greetings to the Interna­
tional Publishers, the official Communist 
Party publishing house. Some of his 
fronts are: Federated Press, Louisville 
Peace Crusade, Progressive Party, Emer­
gency Civil Liberties Committee, Youth 
To Abolish the House Un-American Ac­
tivities Committee, National Assembly for 
Democratic Rights, National Committee 
To Abolish the Un-American Activities 
Committee, Citizen^ Committee for Con­
stitutional Liberties, American Commit­
tee for Protection of Foreign Born.

On September 14 of this year, four 
members of the SCEF were dismissed 
from sedition charges when the U.S. 
District Court for the Eastern District 
of Kentucky ruled 2 to 1 that Kentucky’s 
sedition law was both vague and un­
constitutional and that sedition was 
strictly a matter for Federal prosecu­
tion. Two of the four SCEF members in­
volved were Carl and Anne Braden. In 
response to questions, the Bradens denied 
they had ever been “card-carrying mem­
bers of the Communist Party,” but de­
clined to say whether they had belonged 
to the party unless the phrase “Com­
munist party membership” was defined.

When one review’s the background of 
the above-mentioned organizations and 
individuals and King’s willingness to as­
sociate with them, it is not surprising 
that earlier this year, Martin Luther 
King played a major role in joining the 
civil rights and peace issues—a vital 
strategy which the Communist Party has 
been pursuing here in the United States 
for some time.

SOME OF KING'S ADVISERS AND ASSOCIATES

When one considers the backgrounds 
of some of Martin Luther Kling’s advisers 
and associates, it Is hardly surprising 
that some of King’s activities work to 
the detriment of true civil rights prog­
ress and that he ends up mounting the 
Communist line.

A UPI release of October 10, 1965, re­
ported a meeting which King had with 
U.N. Ambassador Arthur Goldberg con­
cerning the war In Vietnam. The release 
stated that “King was accompanied to 
the meeting by Bayard Rustin, his special 
consultant,” and others.

On February 10, 1966, Director Hoover 
of the FBI had this to say abqut Rustin:

At the University of Maryland last year, 
at a law enforcement institute held for police 
officers of Maryland, Virginia, and Washing­
ton, D.C., the university invited Bayard Rus­
tin to be one of the speakers. Bayard Rustin 
was convicted for sodomy, a violation of the 
Selective Service Act and was an admitted 
member of the Young Communist League.

In response to a question, Hoover 
stated that Rustin had admitted sodomy 
and had been apprehended in Pasadena, 
Calif. Director "Hoover then made this 
observation:

If they wanted a man to speak on civil 
rights they could have Invited Roy Wilkins 
of the NAACP, who is a reputable man, or 
some other responsible racial leader. But to 
pick out a man who has such a bad back­
ground was wrong.

Unfortunately, this is not the only case 
where the backgrounds and/or activities 
of some of those close to King certainly 
harm the civil rights movement in the 
eyes of the public.

Rev. James L. Bevel, one of King’s 
assistants in the Southern Christian 
Leadership Conference, is another of 
King’s cohorts whose activities certainly 
do not reflect the sentiments of sincere 
civil rights exponents. Bevel was a spon­
sor of Vietnam Week, mentioned above, 
and was given leave by King to serve as 
national director of the Spring Mobiliza­
tion Committee To End the War in Viet­
nam, one of two committees which 
planned and organized Vietnam Week. 
The House Committee on Un-American 
Activities stated that “Communists are 
playing dominant roles” in the Spring 
Mobilization Committee.

Bevel was the signer of a public appeal 
for funds to furnish the DuBois Clubs 
“Freedom Center” clubhouse in Chicago 
and has 'joined as coplaintiff with the 
DuBois Clubs in their suit to restrain the 
Subversive Activities Control Board from 
holding hearings on the DCA as peti­
tioned by the Attorney General. FBI Di­
rector Hoover has publicly stated that 
the W.E.B. DuBois Clubs were started 
by the Communist Party U.S.A, as a 
youth front.

In addition, Bevel was a sponsor of the 
Chicago conference on December 28 to 
30, 1966, to discuss the idea of a nation­
wide student strike and other forms of 
demonstrations protesting the U.S. effort 
to resist Communist aggression in South 
Vietnam. According to the HCUA report, 
“Communist Origin and Manipulation of 
Vietnam Week”:

Organizers of the conference have openly 
admitted that representatives of the follow­
ing Communist organizations took part in 
the conference: Communist Party U.S.A.; 
W.E.B. DuBois Clubs of America; Progressive 
Labor Party (the Peking-oriented faction of 
the U.S. Communist movement); Socialist 
Workers Party (the Trotskyist Communists); 
Young Socialist Alliance (youth branch of 
the Socialist Workers Party); Youth Against 
Wax and Fascism (youth arm of the Workers

World Party, a Trotskyist.splinter group); 
National Guardian (published by Weekly 
Guardian Associates).

To make matters worse, Bevel’s wife, 
Diane Nash Bevel, according to the 
above-cited HCUA report, recently made 
an Illegal trip to Hanoi, capital of North 
Vietnam, a fact that Negro American 
soldiers in Vietnam would find hard to 
reconcile with the civil rights movement.

Rev. Fred L. Shuttlesworth, accord­
ing to the Cincinnati Enquirer of June 9, 
1963, was elected to the presidency of 
the southern Conference Educational 
Fund, Inc., and when contacted by the 
Enquirer in Birmingham, Ala., concern­
ing the nature of the SCEF, stated:

I have the highest regard for this organiza­
tion (SCEF) for the work it has done since 
I have been a member of the board, and 
I have seen nothing on the part of any per­
sons, with whom I have been associated, to 
give any substantial on to these charges.

Shuttlesworth has been a close as­
sociate of Martin Luther King and the 
New York Times of January 11, 1966, lists 
him as secretary of the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference. Like 
King, he has been associated with a 
number of cited Communist fronts. He 
was a speaker at the 25th annual con­
vention of the United Electrical, Radio & 
Machine Workers of America which, as 
indicated before, was expelled from the 
CIO by the 1949 convention on grounds 
of Communist domination.

When unable to attend, he sent a 
statement to be read at the rally held by 
the New York Council To Abolish the 
House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, a cited Communist front.

He was one of 200 guests at the Na­
tional Guardian’s 15th aniversary din­
ner on November 26, 1964. The Guardian 
is a cited Communist publication.

It Is not surprising that Shuttlesworth 
Is a sponsor of the National Committee 
To Abolish the Un-American Activities 
Committee and was a speaker at a rally 
held In Chicago, May 23, 1965, by the 
Chicago Committee to Defend the Bill of 
Rights, the midwest regional office of 
the National Committee To Abolish.

According to the Mine-Mill Union of 
July 1965, the official publication of the 
International Union of Mine, Mill & 
Smelter Workers, Shuttlesworth was 
scheduled to speak at the 59th Mine-Mill 
International Convention, August 16, 
1965, in Denver, Colo. This union was ex­
pelled by the CIO in 1950 on grounds of 
Communist domination.

In April 1961, Shuttlesworth took over 
as pastor of the Negro Revelation Baptist 
Church in Cincinnati, Ohio. In 1965, 200 
members of the 1,100-member church 
charged that Reverend Shuttlesworth 
had “conducted the internal affairs of 
our congregation in an unreasonable and 
arbitrary manner,” according to the New 
York Times of October 16, 1965. The 
Washington Post of January 17, 1966, 
later reported that the Reverend Fred L. 
Shuttlesworth resigned as pastor of the 
church after months of bickering. Some 
members left with him and set up a new 
church with Mr. Shuttlesworth as its 
pastor.

The Post item, which was an Asso­
ciated Press story of January 16, added 
that:

Mr. Shuttleworth, a civil-rights leader, 
was accused by his opponents of being dicta­
torial and of misusing church funds Both 
sides went to court last fall and the min­
ister’s foes obtained an injunction to keep 
him from handling church money.

Reverend Wyatt T. Walker, another of 
Martin Luther King’s associates, also 
has several Communist fronts listed in his 
name. In 1962 he was cochairman in 
charge of conference facilities for a law­
yers’ conference on civil rights held In 
Atlanta, under the sponsorship of the 
National Lawyers Guild’s Committee To 
Assist Southern Lawyers, and the Na­
tional Bar Association’s Civil Rights 
Committee in cooperation with King’s 
Southern Christian Leadership Con­
ference. The National Lawyers’ Guild, as 
previously stated, has been cited as a 
Communist front.

Walker was a sponsor of the Yasui 
Welcoming Committee which in turn 
was sponsored by the National Guardian, 
a Communist front.

As in the case of Shuttlesworth, Walk­
er was a sponsor of the National Com­
mittee to Abolish the Un-American Ac­
tivities Committee, a Communist front.

Of all those associated with Martin 
Luther King and the SCLC, perhaps none 
have had such a close relationship with 
the Communist Party as Hunter Pitts 
O’Dell. A UPI release which appeared in 
the New York Times of July 27, 1963, 
reported that King stated that O’Dell 
had worked twice for the SCLC. King 
acknowledged that O’Dell “may have had 
some connections in the past” with com­
munism but King added that:

We were convinced that he had renounced 
them and had become committed to the 
Christian philosophy of nonviolence in deal­
ing with America's social injustices.

King said O’Dell left the movement on 
June 26 by “mutual agreement” because 
of concern that his affiliation, with the 
integration movement would be used by 
"segregationists and race-baiters.”

The surest indication of O’Dell’s break 
with the Communist Party would be, of 
course, his willingness to appear before a 
congressional committee and give the 
U.S. Government the benefit of his party 
experience. Indications are that O’Dell 
could be of immense help in disclosing the 
identities of 20th-century Benedict 
Arnolds biding their time for the down­
fall of the United States.

In 1956 O’Dell testified before the Sen­
ate Internal Security Subcommittee. He

invoked the fifth amendment and re­
fused to say if he was a southern district 
organizer for the Communist Party. Rob­
ert Morris, counsel for the subcommit­
tee, said information had been received 
that O’Dell was, in fact, a district organ­
izer for the Communist Party in New 
Orleans, and that O’Dell gave “directives 
to the professional group” in that city 
and that he operated under three differ­
ent names—the other two being John 
Vesey and Ben Jones.

On July 30, 1958, O’Dell appeared be­
fore the House Committee on Un-Ameri­
can Activities, this time invoking both 
the first and fifth amendments in refus­
ing to answer questions about his Com­
munist activities.
THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE FOR NEW POLITICS

The latest venture to which Martin 
Luther King lent his name was the Na­
tional Conference for New Politics which 
held its convention at the Palmer House 
in Chicago, August 29 through Septem­
ber 4. King was listed as a member of its 
national couhcil, and on August 31 he 
gave the keynote speech. In attendance 
were those against the war in Vietnam, 
black power advocates, some civil rights 
workers, the new left, observers from the 
Communist Party and representatives 
from a number of other leftist organiza­
tions. The purpose of the convention was 
to coordinate the efforts of liberal and 
radical groups in political action. There 
had been talk that a King-Spock ticket 
would head a third-party movement in 
1968. What happened to this proposal 
was described by Chesly Manly in the 
Chicago Tribune, August 27, 1967:

The N.C.N.P. steering committee had de­
cided to permit a free convention decision 
on the question of running King and Spock 
on a third party ticket. Preliminary sound­
ings had disclosed majority support in the 
various components of the so-called “new 
politics” movement for a third party effort in 
1968. At the request of the Communist party, 
however, the steering committee reconsidered 
the question, at a meeting attended by 
Johnson (Arnold Johnson, member of na­
tional board of Communist Party) in the 
Palmer House, July 29 and 30 and agreed on 
parliamentary maneuvers which are expected 
to prevent a decision by the convention in 
favor of a third party.

The New York Daily News of August 
31 carried an article by Chesly Manly 
which also referred to the NCNP. An 
excerpt from this article comments on 
Communist Party participation:

Federal and local security officers, who are 
closely watching proceedings of the conven­
tion, said several hundred other known Com­
munists will attend as delegates or observers 
of Communist “front” groups and other far 
left organizations affiliated with the confer­
ence.

From all appearances the convention 
turned out to be a colossal flop. The Chi­
cago Tribune of September 6 commented 
that the convention “turned out to be an 
assembly of crackpots and innocent do- 
gooders who meekly did the bidding of a 
handful of black power fanatics and 
Communists.” Even Norman Thomas, a 
radical of long standing, described the 
convention as “black apartheid” and said 
he wanted nothing to do with it.

The Palmer House, where many of the 
delegates to the convention stayed, suf­
fered more than $10,000 in damages as 
a result of the convention. The Chicago 
Tribune, September 7, carried the story 
of the vandalism which was told to the 
Tribune by informed sources. Not only 
were furnishings and fittings of the his- 
toric hotel damaged, but items ranging 
from linens to public address system 
microphones were plundered.

At least two marijuana parties were 
staged as well as several gatherings in 
which sex orgies were held before audi­
ences of delegates. Some delegates 
skipped out on room service and other 
bills, while others wrote the words "black 
power” and obscenities on the walls of 
hallways and rooms. The words “black 
po^er" and obscenities were carved into 
expensive bronze doors on virtually all 
of the 15 elevators in the hotel.

At elevator entrances on various upper 
floors, observers reported heavy ash tray 
urns had been smashed and the legs of 
tables and other furnishings broken. 
Light fixtures on the walls of corridors 
had been torn free or bent. Carpeting in 
some rooms was gashed. According to the 
Tribune account one representative was 
slugged on the head with an empty 
whisky bottle by a colleague, and "two 
other out-of-town delegates—one of 
them the son of a top Communist Party 
leader—were robbed at knife point.” One 
sentence from NCNP literature perhaps 
explains best the excesses mentioned 
above:

The National Conference lor New Politics 
(N.C.N.P.) will serve and reinforce the auto­
nomous local expressions of the New Politics.

RIGHT DOWN THE COMMIE LINE

April 4, 1967, Rev. Martin Luther 
King, Jr., rose to the speaker’s platform 
in New York City’s Riverside Church and 
delivered what must surely be the great­
est condemnation of American policy 
and involvement in Vietnam ever to 
come from a well-known citizen. His at­
tack was ruthless, packed with mislead­
ing innuendoes and distortions. A Pres­
idential aid was later quoted: “a speech 
on Vietnam that goes right down the 
Commie line.”

More and more, King has been 
branching out from civil rights into the 
field of foreign affairs. More and more 
he parrots the far left. pro-Communist 
line.

In mid-1966. King announced that he 
would write to Ho Chi Minh, leaders of 
the U.S.S.R., South Vietnam, and the 
United States in an effort to bring the 
war to the conference table. This in itself 
would seem to be another violation of

law. Later that year he called for admis­
sion of Red China to the United Nations 
and negotiations with the Vietcong. At 
that time, columnist Max Freedman 
asked:

Is he casting about for a role in Vietnam 
because the civil rights struggle is no longer 
adequate to bis own estimate of his talents.

If there was any doubt, the April 4 
speech washed it away. In this speech, 
King lashed out at the United States, 
called our Nation "the greatest purveyor 
of violence in the world today,” charged 
the Nation with “cruel manipulation of 
the poor” and, as if written by the Daily 
Worker, said that U.S. troops "may have 
killed a million South Vietnamese civil­
ians—mostly children.” Keep in mind 
that these are only selections from the 
speech.

This speech and his involvement with 
the Vietnam Week protests brought down 
on King’s head an abundance of de­
nunciations, from civil rights leaders, 
legislators, military men, journalists and 
many Negroes who believe King has gone 
way, way too far.

King’s Riverside speech is a hideous 
perversion of fact, a perversion nearly 
without limits. He said that Americans 
“poison the water” of the South Viet­
namese. He stated that "we kill a million 
acres of their crops” and that American 
bulldozers "destroy their precious trees” 
and that "they wander into the hospi­
tals with at least 20 casualties from 
American firepower for each Vietcong- 
infiicted injury.” These are King’s words. 
To this array of absurdities he added:

We test out our latest weapons on them, 
just as the Germans tested out new medicine 
and new tortures in the concentration camps 
of Europe.

These are a few of the Communist­
line invectives which King delivered on 
April 4. Since they were spoken, various 
"transcripts” of the speech have ap­
peared "cleansed” versions brought for­
ward in an apparent attempt to soothe 
the irate response of the great majority 
of Americans.

Some of the "clean” texts have omitted 
the statement about killing a million 
South Vietnamese, “mostly children.” 
Some of the texts have footnotes by King 
denying that he meant to compare the 
United States and Nazi Germany. But 
the true speech has been torn apart, 
and King with it, by all who care for 
fact rather than fiction and by those who 
deplore King’s linking anti-Vietnam and 
civil rights.

For all his vocal attempts to keep his 
anti-Vietnam stand and civil rights 
separate, and on a "personal” basis, these 
attempts have not worked. There is a 
joining of the two and King has helped 
direct it.

At the 1966 annual meeting of the 
Southern Christian Leadership Confer­
ence, the group condemned the war, 
called it mass murder and authorized 
King to “throw the resources” of the 
organization behind efforts to end the 
war. It was at this time that King said 
he would write to the leaders of the 
governments involved. Doubtless, he 
dropped the idea when someone told 
him that the Logan Act, which he would 
have violated, forbids an individual from 
dealing in this way with a foreign gov­
ernment.

King maintains that he has never 
advocated a "mechanical merger” of the 
civil rights and peace organizations— 
which at other times he says are inex­
tricably bound together—but, mechani­
cal or not, he did release the Reverend 
James Bevel from the SCLC to head the 
Spring Mobilization Committee To End 
the War in Vietnam, Incidentally, Bev­
el’s wife, Diane, not long ago got back 
from a Hanoi pilgrimage, so that helps 
understand the Bevels. And he did have 
the backing and resources of the SCLC— 
at one time, at least, a civil rights 
group—and he did state that he expected 
to be able to use a “trained field staff” of 
about 200 persons, mostly “experienced 
civil rights and peace organizers” In an 
attempt to get 10,000 volunteers and 
spread his “Vietnam Summer” through­
out the Nation, Add to this the fact that 
the SCLC called on President Johnson to 
abandon the Ky government early in 
1966.

The key word here is “mechanical,” but 
It is not relevant. The example points up 
the typical semantic maneuvering of Dr. 
King. While he maintains that there 
should be no "mechanical merger,” he 
achieves a merger in actuality of the 
parts he controls by grabbing off selected 
civil rights participants and resources 
and directing them to his new crusade.

The results of this linking has been 
the loss of whatever prestige King had, 
but more importantly, the loss to legiti­
mate Negro aspirations for equal rights.

AFTERMATH OF A "TACTICAL ERROR”

The statements on Vietnam by Dr. 
King have been refuted to a degree un­
seen before. The NAACP board of direc­
tors termed King’s movement into the 
vocal antiwar camp as “a serious tactical 
mistake.” The directors said the effort to 
fuse the two "will serve the cause neither 
of civil rights nor of peace.”

Civil rights battles will have to be fought 
on their own merits, Irrespective of the state 
of war or peace In the world. We are not a 
peace organization nor a foreign policy as­
sociation, We are a civil rights organization. 
... We are, of course for a Just peace. But 
there already exist dedicated organizations 
whose number one task is to work for peace 
Just as our number one Job is to work for 
civil rights.

Criticism has also come from other 
civil rights-conscious Negro leaders. Dr. 
Ralph J. Bunche stated:

Right now, I am convinced he is making 
a verv serious tactical error which will do

much harm to the civil rights struggle.

Thurgood Marshall said King had a 
right to criticize the war, but "not as a 
civil rights leader. If he is trying to line 
the civil rights struggle with Vetnam he 
Is leading the movement in the wrong di­
rection. I do not believe he speaks for the 
majority of civil rights leaders or the 
majority of Negroes.”

Dean Joseph O'Meara of the Univer­
sity of Notre Dame Law School was re­
ported to have said, referring to Dr. 
King, among others, that they are 
"either Communists or traitors or cow­
ards. Or they are persons of large good 
will but little insight who have been 
euchered into being stooges, or who are 
seeking some end of their own—ambi­
tion, revenge or whatever—at the ex­
pense of their counrty. Such persons are 
doing irreparable harm to the cause of 
civil rights by seeking to link the civil 
rights movement with their own crimi­
nal attempts to persuade young men to 
avoid military service.”

The Reverend Matthew L. Winters 
says of King’s stand:

When Dr. Martin Luther King says “the 
United States is the greatest purveyor of 
violence in the world,” I take issue with, 
him . . . China, Hungary, Korea, the 
Baltic countries . . . Communism cannot be 
stopped by guns alone. I believe that. But 
there are times, when, God help us, it is the 
only way.

NEITHER HAWK NOR DOVE, BUT PIGEON

The New York Times reported May 
21, 1967:

Freedom House severely criticized King for 
lending his “mantle or respectability” to an 
anti -V ie tnam war coalition that Included 
“well-known Communist allies and luminar­
ies of the hate-America left.” The position 
paper said King "emerged as the public 
spear-carrier of a civil disobedience program 
that is damagogic and irresponsible in its 
attacks on our government.

In his retort to Freedom House, King 
told the Associated Press:

It Is totally untrue and unwarranted for 
anyone to give the impression that the 
(peace) mobilization was dominated by 
Communists or Inspired by Communists.

Contrast this to the conclusion of the 
House Committee on Un-American Ac­
tivities on the Vietnam Week demonstra­
tions where King was a main speaker in 
front of the U.N. Plaza on the 15th of 
April, and to which he refers:

The committee . . . charged today that 
Communists are the principal organizing 
force behind extensive demonstrations to 
take place during Vietnam Week, April 8-15.

Dr. King says that “we cannot sep­
arate the two,” meaning separate civil 
rights and peace movements. If this is 
true, and it is what he appears to be 
striving for, I turn to the House Com­
mittee for clarification of what this 
means. From its lengthy, factual report 
on Vietnam Week the committee reports:

Dr. Martin Luther King’s agreement to play 
a leading role In the April 15 demonstrations 
in New York City, and bls freeing Bev. James 
Bevel from his key position in the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference to head up 
the Spring Mobilization Committee, are evi­
dence that the Communists have succeeded, 
at least partially, in Implementing their 
strategy of fusing the Vietnam and Civil 
Rights issues in order to strengthen their 
chances of bringing about a reversal of U.S. 
policy in Vietnam.

The House committee documents that 
Spring Mobilization Committee locked 
arms with the Student Mobilization 
Committee which “grew out of a confer­
ence in Chicago last December, called by 
Bettina Aptheker of the Communist 
Party’s National Committee.” This Chi­
cago conference was studded with lumi­
naries from the Communist Party in the 
United States.

King stated to the assembled at River­
side Church:

We are taking black young men who have 
been crippled by our society and sending 
them 8,000 miles away to guarantee liberties 
In Southeast Asia which they have not found 
in Southwest Georgia and East Harlem.

Negro Columnist Carl T. Rowan an­
swers that a "recent Harris survey 
showed that almost one of every two 
Negroes believes that King Is wrong— 
and another 27 percent reserved judg­
ment.”

To the charges by Dr. King that Ne­
groes in South Vietnam are mercenaries 
and the charges against U.S, policy, 
Capt. Earle McCaskill, as assistant judge 
advocate in Vietnam, and as a 29-year- 
old Negro lawyer, replies:

I think what they (King and other war 
protestors) have done is unfortunate. They 
demonstrated their lack of understanding of 
what we’re doing here. King talks about a 
civil war, but anyone who’s fought in Viet­
nam knows that the whole thing is being 
run by Hanoi.

He says that King and others in the anti­
war faction have missed the point, “a criti­
cally Important point. ... In a way, the war 
puts the movement In focus. What we are 
trying to accomplish here Is to guarantee 
personal liberty, economic opportunities and 
educational opportunities for everyone—the 
peasants and the sons of bankers—and that 
is what we Negroes need in the States.

In an interview with the New York 
Times, King started the buildup for the 
day when he may have to condone civil 
disobedience in the antiwar forces. He_ 
has already told young men to examine 
their draft status and think about con­
scientious objection. Here is King's lead- 
in to full-scale disobedience.

Now if our nation insists on escalating the 
war and if we don’t see any changes it may 
be necessary to engage in civil disobedience 
to further arouse the consciences of the na­
tion and make it clear we feel this Is hurting 
our country.

Possibly one of the most ridiculous of 
King’s statement came when he talked 
about the diversion of “attention” from

civil rights to the war in Vietnam He 
said: ’

The U.S. Involvement in Vietnam has di­
verted attention from civil rights and ex­
cited violence and hatred among our people.

And what has King done with his 
malicious speeches, his threats and his 
talk of civil disobedience?

Roy Wilkins, respected leader of the 
NAACP, gives an answer:

I don’t believe Dr. EUng ... as a leader in 
the civil rights movement, has the right to 
mix up the civil rights fight with the Viet 
Nam fight. . . .

By involving himself In the peace move­
ment, King Indicates that Viet Nam is num­
ber one on his agenda and civil rights is 
either number three, four or five.

I feel civil rights is number one.
I don’t speak as a hawk or a dove. I speak 

as a civil rights person and I don't want 
anyone to get in the way whether it be 
Martin Luther King or Lurleen Wallace. But 
is it wrong for people to be patriotic? Is It 
wrong for us to back up our boys in the field?

They’re dying while we’re knifing them in 
the back at home.

Maybe I m a bit old fashioned. Maybe we 
are wrong, maybe we shouldn’t be in Viet­
nam. But when you’re out there in the 
trenches being fired at, you have to fight 
back.

CONCLUSIONS

In November 1964, FBI Director J. 
Edgar Hoover called Reverend King 
“the most notorious liar in the country.” 
Mr. Hoover spoke with no small amount 
of authority or knowledge. King has 
avoided a direct encounter with the 
famed public servant because the record 
is clearly unfavorable to the civil rights 
leader. Mr. Hoover is privy to many 
confidential reports on Mr. King’s ac­
tivities j ust as I am, and while their na­
ture cannot be disclosed, I can say with­
out equivocation that Martin Luther 
King does not want nor can he stand a 
public airing of his record. I can rest my 
case against King with the public utter­
ances and actions of this man and any 
revelation of confidential matters is en­
tirely unnecessary.

Why has he been immune for so many 
years and, in the parlance of the day, 
“allowed to get by with murder?” There 
is a peculiar double standard which the 
liberal community consistently applies. 
If any prominent person, particularly a 
conservative, were to identify with or 
share a speakers’ platform with a mem­
ber of the John Birch Society or some 
group the liberals might currently be at­
tacking, he would be maligned forever. 
Let Martin Luther King openly identify 
with Communists and radicals, have a 
Communist as an adviser, engage in 
criminal activity, appear at the most 
way-out meetings in the Nation and ad­
vocate racism revolution or civil dis­
obedience and these same people look 
the other way.

In the long run, Mr, Speaker, I am 
sure that we don’t have to worry that 
much about the Martin Luther Kings. 
Our society is open enough, free enough, 
and resilient enough that it can with­
stand demagoguery. What is frightening, 
however, is to see the usual guardians of 
the public interest, ranging from the 
press to the Justice Department, look the 
other way and virtually assure such 
people a green light in their operations.

The press has repeatedly referred to 
Reverend King as a moderate. He is not. 
While he is not telling Negroes to arm 
themselves with guns or to "burn, baby, 
bum” like the Rap Browns and Stokely 
Carmichaels, he is, in a sophisticated 
way, agitating for the same thing. He is 
going to have a massive dislocation of 
northern cities but no violence. He says 
that upsetting a city without destroying 
it can be more effective than a riot, 
whatever that means. This is the enigma 
of Martin Luther King. He preaches 
nonviolence but somehow this can end 
up in illegal or violent actions. Then he 
says he is not responsible, although he 
himself has often participated in illegal 
acts.

He has thrust himself into community 
after community where even the Negro 
leaders have asked him to stay away. 
Only this year, King again foisted him­
self into the Chicago turmoil and an­
nounced his own brand of solutions to 
their ills. Rev. Henry Mitchell, a leader 
in the area King chose as a “target” 
asked him to leave and charged that 
King “created hate.” King has thrust 
himself onto the Cleveland, Ohio, scene 
and promoted a boycott of a local dairy. 
In that particular case, he cited as some 
demands on that firm actions which 
could be a violation of the civil rights 
law. He also said the firm must advertise 
in Negro newspapers and put money in 
Negro savings and loan associations to 
avoid a Negro boycott. All in all, this is 
the blackmail tactic of a would-be dicta­
tor and power-hungry demagog, not a 
responsible leader.

By word and deed, he has been a potent 
force for lawlessness in our country. He 
has been a scofflaw. He has arrogated to 
himself the right to pick and choose the 
laws he will obey. He has set a poor ex­
ample for others to emulate. He has 
countenanced draft evasion. He has been 
disloyal to his own country.

In an age when our country needs 
statesmen and builders, he has been a 
demagog and wrecker. Many of his 
ideas are alien to our way of life. In 
America, he can constitutionally say 
virtually anything he wants and com­
mand any following that he can muster 
for legitimate pursuits. It is important, 
however, that he be understood in his 
true perspective so honest and well- 
meaning Americans will not be duped 
because they did not fully understand 
the man, his mission, and his tactics.
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* Ilea D-5629-62

To: Superintendent of Police. Joseph t, Giarrusso

From: Patna* Joseph Vit«rl and Arnold Bisoy y

Subject: Report relative to ths rebooking of a white female 
as a Fugitive from Justice ♦Tow Livingston Pariah,La*

Ptns* Joseph Vitari end Arnold Risey report of receiving orders at 

2:00AM, April 111, 1962 to go to ths Fifth District and question a white 

female one Betty Maddox, WE,27yr*» residing 30^5 Dauphine St*, who use 

arrested with soa? other white fereles sue two whits males after the 

Vice Squad raided a c4x party at 21194 Dauphine St and through e^elias 

it was learned that th«ro was'a stopper la the Bureau of Identification 

in Betty Maddox’s police jacket stating that she was wanted as a Fugitive 

fro» Justice from Mobile, Alabama and Livingston Parish, La* This 

stopper us a put on her in Kareh 1961 by ?tos,Vitari and Risey* Bor fell 

particulars on this arrest by the Vise Squad sea white paper report sede 

under Item D-5629-62*

Officers questioned Batty Maddox whoso real ossa la Elit®oath Ethel 

J&ddox and sho said she is not vented in Mobile, Alabama end she was 

picked up ©nee before for Livingston Parish, La and checked cut alright 

there* Off leers so nt telegrams at ?:3CAX, April 11;, 1962 to KoW18{A1«- 

bana end also to Livingston Pariah, La notifying them of Betty Kaddcx’a 

arrest and to learn if she is wasteda Officers received an answer from

Mobile, Alabas etetlng that Betty Maddox Is not wanted by their Depart- 

sent* Also received a telegram from Sheriff Taft Faust stating that 

Betty Maddox is wanted by his Department* Elisabeth Ethal Maddox, Alles 

Betty Maddox was rebooked at the Fifth District as e Fugitive from Justle 

from Livingston Perish, La, fit J:qO?H, April 16,1962* Betty I^ddox was 

turned over to Daputys Donald Hoover and Oswald Johnsen of Tenglpshoa 

Perish, Arrest Book so narked.
Respectfully,



TO :

FROM :

No* Orleans LepartMtit. of fol ice 
be^^arti-n- Special (’’lee) Squad 
J end a;., April 16, 196.?
Itea H-5329-62 Zone Jth Diet. A

JOSEPH I. OlA&l'KO, 
Sv r^»rl nt indent ci folice

JOSEPH ?.. WIRT, DR., CADTAL'!
Cc^sudir.? Headquarters Special Squad

Report relative tJ the brnstii'attin of 2 house of prostitution 
and stag show at 2H9i Dauphine Street, in th* city of New 
Orleans, Stats of Lcuiiiaie, conducted by officers of the Read- 
quarters Special (Vice) Scu:d on the night of Fridsy, April 
35th, I96z and the early coming hours of Satunlay, April 14th, 
1’6?, the said invest;. a tian odaiiEt!^ in the arr^sU cf the 
following narref per sc ns, rfw were booked in the Fifth District 
Police Station as follows:

1. MICiCI ESIS-A, alleges Mickey Medina, Earle Bilson, Mickey
Abadie, Kercedej hl or era, 7.730, residing 4101 Stephen liars: 
booked flotation

R814:85 LETTIir HL3~DS Ec ?FI STI TV TIGS’ 
8314:104 isifDD A DISCRDSUy PLACE 
8514:132 liViSK HI ML IC ECCztS
HSU:133 FILEU FALSE PUBLIC RZCCSDS

2« LOUISE INMAN, R737, residing 1337 Leonidas Street, hotted 
fedth violation of:

FSU:89 CHIE AIM J’S! &U’« (3 COURTS)
2314:52 PasTjT’UCg

3. LINN D. G0JEA13S, alias SOSX DE LG5® WF22, residing 1331 St.
Roch Avwue, booked with violation of;

1314:8? ED3 AGAPST NATOS
8314:52 FSOSETiUCS

4® LIMA C. CHAISSON, alias Lydia Gropata, WF1S, residing 506
3, Bwteblave street, becked with violation of:

1314:82 KSfl^TICN

5. BETTI AliD MADDOX, L727, residing 3045 Dauphine Street, behead 
with violation

8514:82 PhSniVnON
ADD: FUGITIVE FROM WQIP0H0A P;5IS

6. CHASES J. STUN, W32, residing 4101 Stephen Girard, booted 
with violation of:

8314:26 CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY
ES14:84 RtaSKl
3514t^J SCLimi® Fai RWSOTJES

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



This votan was later identified as Betty Maddox, '.if?, residing al 3045 
.line Street,

A few ririL't<*» LsUr, at Rrpral'sts] j 10:50 IV, another white 
ftr.aic, with dark hair, who was r’cn^iiei as Eick ay res">P-, was teen en­
tering th* said residence. The ‘“ssl"'. ■:Xir. was observer, during the wr- 
veilar.ee exiting ths r*e idvr.ee at 2119a ^^,hi;;e Street, and entering the 
residence at 211? Uajhiis; Street. This activity by the Hecsirs wx*n ocei • ^d 
several tis^s ‘Spring th* sjrveiilarxs, «nd it was I-ter learned that the was 
going into the residc.ee at 2119 Dsi^ine Street in order to V5» the telephcue.

The investigating officers saintained their surveillance on foot, 
approachlnc, the residence in order to gain entry whenever soseons wwJti leave 
or cuter. However, this was to no avail. Withdrawing froa their close sur­
veillance of ths residence, and at about 11:50 PH, a white sale left th* resi­
dence, walked to the corner of Elysian Fields Aver us- and [hu.&iine Street, then 
through k’&shirgton S<?cade, to a barren on the corner cf Royal and Fi-enehssn 
Streets, where he purchased a package of cigarettes. As the i&ite ule, later 
identified as Dominick George llamsa, 11129, residing 2919 Grand Route St. John, 
left the barroom to return to the residues, he walked cn Fr®d)®n Street to 
Dauphine Street, turning right on Dau urine Street, and again entering the resi­
dence. The officers attempted to arrive at the c&s ties aa'liaenss, but were 
foiled in this attee.pt because the exit gate fress Washington Square on to Dsu— 
phine Street was locked, and the officers were forced to walk to Elysian Fields 
Avenue and Dauphine to get cut of the Square, v&id» incidentally, is surrounded 
by a six foot high iron picket fence.

After Xaenza re-entered the residence, the officers returned to
Patrol Car £430, which was still parked on Boy&l Street directly opposite fros 
2119^ Dauphine Street, and continued their watch.

At apfswrfjKtdy 12:25 AX on Saturday, April 14, 1962, Maena and 
another white Kale, later identified as Willlast Paul Trouard, «X32, residing 
3433 Havana Street, were seen leaving the re si dance and proceed a foot up 
Dauphina Street to Frenehiaan Street, where they burred right end walked on 
Frenchmen Street toward St. Claude Avenue. Ths investigating officers moved
isssediately to stop these tw *&ib® males in order to question teas about ths
curious happenings thus far observed. The two sen we seen entering a Buick 
automobile parked on the left hand side cf Frenchma Street, in the middle of 
the block, between Dauphin® Street and Burgundy Strcst. The investigating
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