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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT. OF COIHMBIA

.,.-,?-*x.;_
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

.{géx

V. Criminal No. L827~72

)

)

)

)

-_ GEORGE comm Lam, ET AL” ;

Defendants} 1

Friday,

Jar-nary 5.. 1973-

Washington, D. c.

The above cause-cams on for hearing of motion

before THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE SIRICA, United States

District Judge, commencing at: 10:00 a_.m_.
I

_
Appearanges}

For the Movanta:

CHARLES MORGAN, JR., ESQO

For the Government:

EARL SILBERT, ESQ.
SEYMOUR GLANZER, ESQ.

’— DONFLLD SWELL, ESQ.
Asiatant U. S. Attorneys

For the‘Defendant Liddy:

PETER L. I MAROUIIS, ESQ.

For the Defendant: Hunt:

I_ _
WILLIAM o. BITTMAN,

ESQ.
AUSTIN s. mmmn, ESQ.

For the Defendémt
Mccom):

GERALD A103,; Esq,
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P R 0 C E E D I N G S

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Will counsel please identify

themselves.

MR. MORGAN: Charles Morgan, Jr., attorney for

movante.

r

MRo SILBERT: Earl J1 Silbert, tOgether with

Seymour Glanzer, in behalf of the_United Statee,‘Your Honor.

MR. BITTMAN:' William Bittman and Anatin Mittler

in behalf of defendant Howard Hunt.
I

I am also here,‘Your Honor, Mr.
Rothtlatt

cannot

be here because.of the shortness of the notice and he has asked

me to represent him in connection with this motion.

MR. MAROULIS: Peter L. Maroulie, in behalf of

Defendant Liddy. I

MR; ALCH: Gerald Alch, in behalf of defendant

McCord. I

THE COERT: Are all defendants
renreaented?

I
take-

'11: they are. '

MR. BETTMAN:
dYea,

Your Honor.

THE_COURT: All right,-Mr.
Morgan.

MR. MORGAN: May it please-the
Court, we yesterday

filed a motion for
a

protective'order-with
respect

to

this

hearing. We have as yet received no ruling on that motion with

reapeet_to the disclosure of contents herein or the discloaune

of contents in brief or oral argument.

DDDId : 59162105 Page 4
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THE COURT: Let me interrupt you a minute, please,

go you know, under the rules of our court 1- and

I take it a copy of your-motion was just served on Government

counsel
yosterdoy;

correct?

“ MR. MORGAN: Night before last.

THE COURT: They have five days, if they wish to

exercise that privilege.

ho you waive your right, Mr, Bilbert, to have the

five days that-is usually granted to reply to these type of

motions?

MR. SILBERT: 'Yes, We do,‘Your Honor.

THE COURT: You
are.neady to go ahead and make

your reply. All right,

MR. SILEERT: .Yea, Your ■onor.

_
MR. MORGAN: ‘Un■er'Your Honor'o

order
of October

nth ano your order of October 6th with respect to the press

and
the

witnEBE'oonveroationo before
trial;

in the o'Brien

case, paral;el civil case-that is being conducted
here;

the

depositions were sealed and the
proceedings

were stayed until

such time as this trial was concluded in this
oase.

Tho Government
policy

in tho Alderman casosand

IMuhommod'Ali wiretap case, in which I was involved, and others,I■::)
always in■olves

an
attoopt,

at least, to-disclOse in camera
Conversations,

if at-all, and.contenta.

In this case, though, the Government takes the

I"? T06? DDDId:59162105 Page 5



position that the hearing should be open for some reason: that!

this hearing should be;

THE
con■m:

I think the hearing should be in open

court.

ma. MORGAN:- All right, air.

II
want to :point out to the

Court
that the protec-

tion of the contents of the conversation under the First and

Fourth.Amendments are the reasons we are.here,

We.are the only aggrieved persons to any conversa-

tions.& we are the only people hurt in the entire prosecution,

other than the United States and ita
Constitution if

the

-allegatione prove valid.

..

The rolka.that I represent
happeneo'to

be the-

people who
talked

on the telephone and whose
telephooe-it

was.

THE COURT:. Let me as; you'a
Question.

How do

you know the
Governmeht

$3 going to introduce evidence regarding

the alleged.convereabions?

MR.
MORGAN: TheGovernment

has told

TIE
COiIRT: -".t'hey.

are
going

to?
I

Mlle-MORGAN:
"Yes,

they are
going

to attempt
to.-

_
Now? it is-for that reason with

respect

to this.

hearing and an? other dieclosure
of

oontehts .;_

T33 COURT:_ Let me understand
you

correotly. The

Government, accoeding tO'you, is going.to introduce evidence as
to the contents of the confersabion,

or the fact that they

I"? T06? DDDId:59162105 Page 6



talked over the telephone?

MR, MORGAN: No, to the contents.

or course, the.ststutory definition is_broed.

The-identification
or parties-to conversations,.purport, intent,

s11
of that goes into contents under the statutory definition.

The Government intends to go broadly into contents

in this conversation
—— contents of the conversation in this

case,

Now;
we have an informer in the case named

Baldwin, -Mr; Baldwin has given newspaper interviews, he has

given television interviews, as I understand it, and talked

with.reporters. He has, additionally, talked with the Federal

Bureau of Investigation, He has talked with Mr. 311mm: and

he hes made disclosuee. I I

_

New, the disclosure of contents of any or all of

these.conteraetione,
even if the conversations said-no more

"than, Look, moas.I have no cavities, is forbidden by statute,

as
well

as by the constitution.

It is interesting
to me, snd'I think

We

ought

to

lock at it this way, there
are eight counts in this indictment,

seveh
defendantsf_ 0f the eight counts in the indictment, the

last seven counts have no charge with
respect

to
see

or?{;>5

disclosure or'sny-d:hee matter
othet then

possession;
breaking

I
and entering, or

whstevcr.
Count number one of the indictment-

chsrges interceptioe
sne'use. No.count

in the indictment

I"? T06? DDDId:59162105 Page T



charges disclosure.

I \ I I .-
Now,'prior-to 1968 the law required; for a wire—

tapping prosecution, the Communications Act, in Section 605;

'required both interception and divulgencew The Congrese.in

1968 did away with divulgence as an
element of the offense of

interception.

Now, for some reason, the prosecutionfin this case

hes-no indictmente which relate to
dioclosure.

The disc103ure
of

contents is not an issue in the trial,
exceot

insofar as

the rights of the aggrieved persons to_proteot the.privecy of

their conversations-and the people about-whom they talked and

the people who-used-the telephone that they don‘t even know

and, hypothetically, the chairman of.South
Dakota to diecua■

a.politice1 question relating to somebOdy
in Indiana.

And if it is said that in-thie court-there will be

.no introduction
of-evidence

relating to that kind of-contents

or only generally, whatever it-ie,
teen

my response is: =we
_

have competent’defense
counsel who have'a right

to cross-examine.

Secondly, the Government
has FBI

statements
under

Form 302 that must be produced once they put MT; Baldwin on the
withees

stand.'

Now, Mr. Baldwin is not juet'a listener; he-ie a
talker. \And the things Mr. Baldwin talked about constitute

crimes, whether they are uttered-here
or anyplace else; and his

utterance of those things in-thc future, just as his utterance

HEW7'06? DDDId:59162105 Page 8



of those things in the past, is a crime, as much a crime as

'eny sot charged of the defendants in the indictment.

Now, I would like to give’zour Honor an example

or
exactly what I am talking about. If this is going 1:6 bee-■n

open court,
then

I would like for everything to be, at
leastF

insofar as this.srgumsnt.

In the civil case the depositions Were ordered

'sesled._ I have, of course, seen the deposition of one of my

.olients, Mr. Oliver. He
was

interrogated'by Mr.
■othblatt.

I have made.some
extracts

from that
ihterrogation;

they are

under seal, and I have them under seal there in my possession,

the'extraots.

i§:i)- I
‘I would like to demonstrate by.some of Mr. Roth-

J-
blstt's questions the

foot
that not only the-united

States

knows of the conversations-of my client and not only Hr.

Baldwin and everybody he telked to, but I think the defense

does-too.
I

So in this.osse, to me, at least, the only people

who are injured, the-aggrieved people, the ones who did
oothing

more.thsn pick up their telephone and talk on it, see now the

Only ones that'everybody around has the
gossip

over and
overf-

body knows what they have talked about, and,
fssnkly,

not even

they know, inlsome_instanoes.

- If I may go into the depositions, Your Honor;
I

would-like to
do so now.

i I"? T06? DDDId:59162105 Page 9
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THE COURT: Is there objection by the defense?

MR; BITTHAN: Yes, I have-objection to.1t, Your

Hsnor.

These depositions
-~ and I have not seen them»

I was not present in the-csurse of Mr. oliveris deposition
--

they are under seal based upon an order by Judge Richy.

I would object to it.

I am fearful that it may generate some publicity

sn'the eve of trial; and if there ia'gOing to be.sny discussions

_
into any of the substance of the-sealed depositions that may

generate any prejudicial publicity as to my-client, I would

=iject to it and ask that the.hesring be in cameraP

THE COURT: I will hear you an the
sbjection.

.J

MR. MORGAN: 'Yes, sir.

MR. BITTMAN: I might add that I do believe, Your

Honor, that at the
■ery

least, Judge Richey shOuld be consulted'

because of the fast that he is the-District Court
J■dge that

issued the order sealing these depositions.

I
THE" COURT: I m1; hear 3:01; on it,

Marga;

MR.-MORGAN:_
I would respond that

Jsdgs Richsy

issued
the

order ;n order to protect the-trial
in

ys■r case;

That is his stated reason.for doing
so;

and that seems
ts

ms to

be a matter of your Judgment rather than
his; I

The ascend
thing is that 1: it is an open-mtter

and-an open hearing and 1f folks'are entitled to discuss things

I"? T06? DDCId:59162105 Page 1|]
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here «I was the one who moved to close this hearing“ then

I think: what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander,

and
'13::

the gander.

TEE COURI‘: I am
afimidl

yhe gander is going to

lose in this case. I,w111 sustain the objection.

MR. MORGAN:‘ May I submit to Your Honor under

seal what I am talking about?

THE COURT: If you want to come up to the bench

I__ will hear you.
‘

(Ranch conference
tmnsc-ribed

separately

and sealed by order of .J'udge Sirica.)

I"? T06? DDCId:59162105 Page 11
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(End of sealed bench conference.)

MR. MORGAN: ‘Your Honor, as long as a— I would

like for the other counsel to have the copies, but two of them

have returned them to me. one of opposing counsel still has

a copy, which he might want to return or might want to
keen.

I
It is-perfectly-sll right with me-either way.

THE COURT: Very well.

MR. MORGAN: He chooses to keep-1t.

MR. MAROULIS: Your Honor, I would like the

record to reflect that counsel
for Mr. Liday has returned the

.pepers that were tendered to him.

THE COURT: The recOrd will show that.

MR. BITTMAN: As has the attorney for Mr. Hunt,

Your Honor.

THE CGURT: As to all of these defendants. All

right. _

_

MR. MORGAN:
No.

sir. not as to all of the

defendants. Mru.Aloh, I understand, still has a copy,.end I am
happy for him to have it.

I I

THE COURT: no you want to return yours,.Mr. Alon,

or do you_want to keep it?

33. ALCH: INOt at this time, Your Honor, unless
there ia-s request made by either counsel-or the benéh.‘ I Would
like to reserve my option until I see just how this hearing

develops.

I"? T06? DDCId:59162105 Page 12



15

THE COURT: Very well.

MR. MORGAN: I think-thet-ie faira‘Your Honor.

Now,'eir, as I understand the law-under the Act,

"the Omnibus Crime Control get, every offense in the i■dictment

can be preved without disclosure of-ccntente.

.THE COURT: You maintain it can be proved, that

every
count

can be proved without disclosing any contents or
the-subotence-of

anything that was said over the telephone?

MR, MORGAN: Exactly.

The case'would'be-CIOBer had disclosure been

chargedo on a-diecloeure
case, I suppose you

would'hace
to

indict,
and then if the person you indicted would not tell youf■ii}

to whom he disclosed, you would then have to bring in'the
w“

witness; the person in that kind of a case to whom it was

disclosed;

THE COURT: What we: the purpose of the
Act? Will

you tell me your conception of the Act, your underetending,

_interpretetion of the Act?

MR. MORGAN; My conception of the Act 13.twoufold:

First, it was to enable the_chernment of
the-

United States
to procure evidence

with reapect to organized

crime and otherdcriminal activity in the United States and to

do it in a judicial manner, to do it with prior approval of
wiretapping through warrant procedureo end through JudiCial

surveillance of the surveillance procedure.

I"? T06? DDCId:59162105 Page 13
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THE
COURT:

You don't have the Government

' allegedly tapping telephones; you have someone else-doing it.

.MR. MORGAN: And that was the second purpose of

the Acti It was to assure the.American people and everyone
0

as to-the privacy of their wire ané oral communications. It

\wee to say to-every Americen_you have a right to talk on the

telephone and nobody '—— are the Ac-b' is clear in 2515., it. ie

illegal,.and in 2511.3nd -12, it is illegal for
anybody,

be

it government, private Citizen, whoever itimey be, to orally

intercept without the consent of a party to the cpnvereatiOn,

any conversation in the United States of America.

Of.couree, the right of Privacy that is talked

about in the Senate committee report, it is spoken of in.the

house, it is spoken of in the cases, that right ie-a right

guaranteed by the First and Fourth Amendments of the constitution.

In the very
recent

case of United
States

v.-United

"States. District court,
Mr. Justice

Powell talks about the un—

eaeinese.of surveillance in a society; the
encasineee

that is

looked upon,
the

suspicion that is looked upon; and insthat

case they said not even the President,0f the‘United States and

the Attorney General of the United
Steteo.can

go beyond the

courts without getting a warrant firet, to engage in surveillance

for domestic security, for
nationa;.eecority purposes;

I
New; 1n this instance the folks

one hate

o.right

to a telephone, who are engaged in political and private speech

I"? T06? DDCId:59162105 Page 14
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on that telephone -— end.es we say in our-memorandum, gossip

is the poetry of politics --
they have a right to talk on that

telephone and e.right to do so ee:deee every American, without

anybody listening to them and intercepting, Without anybody

every disclosing anything if they do-illegelly listen, and

without anybody using it if they ever got it.

New, in this
particular

instance-these Americans

are cavered by the Act itself and by its stated purpose, one

of its two basic purposes, to protect the-right of every

American to privacy,

-New, the
Association

has 55 member chairmen and

55-memberviCe-cheirmen, -Five people are named in this case

as movante. They all, 1n.our judgment, have standing'beceuee

they are the.ones that the Act was deeigned to.have standing

for. .They have standing-not only under the Supreme Court'

decisions but under the clear statement of the Act.

They followed_the procedure they are supposed to

follOw.
Iwhey

come.1nto this Court with their constitutional

rights
end.the1r

privacy and they are saying in this Court.we

_went your protection,-we,were the ones hurt and injured.by

whoever it wea,.aeeoming
it happened,-eonaucting this wire—

tapping. 'We want
to

be
es

fair.as.we can to theee criminal

defendante;r We want justice done,
and.thet

is simple fairness.

we went to he as fair as we
ce■

to the
prosecetion and went-to I

assist the.proeecution in every way poSsible as to ferretting

1111'?T06? DDCId:59162105 Page 15
|
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out all of those involved in this crime.

I I
But-we don?t want the

prosecution
and they do not

waht the Federal Bureau of
Investigatian

or the
Department-of

Justice or anyone else to have any memoranda of any conversation
_

that they conducted on that telephona, no matter how innocuous

it was.

Now, that infarmation exists; It éxiaté in FBI

statements; it exists in a Form 302 file form that 1a.going to

be produced by Mr. Baldwin; it exists,-perhaps, 1n the Lbs'
Ahgelés.T1mas

tapes, to which I have_not been privy.
x

That information_exiats
many places

aha

we want

it back and we want it.éestroyed; and.we think we are entitled

to that remedy bacauae that is the'way we=■■ight the wrong.

'_Ahd-the remedy is provided under this Act-and in this.proceeding.

Sure, we.can ■ne for damages, and I-place every-

body on notice that my client fully intends to go after

anybody, be-he
iawyezu

law
enforcement

man, anybody_elae, who

divulges
or digc;oses any_matter

on these conversations. -And

there is a statutory Panalty for it and attorney‘s fees are

allowed. I

It is the.clear policy-of the Act
-—

THE COURT: That would make yqu happy, I
think.

MRo MORGAN: .That
houldzmake meét

of ua.happy,

‘Your Honor, who practice-law.- And I know.one other thing about

.w-z:

i
-HW T06? DDCId:59162105 Page 16
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it: it‘would make the country happy because that is the

policy the Congress expressed and that is the reason they

I
encouraged such law suits, to keep the privacy of conversationa.

.I would like to reserve some time, of courae, to

respond to whatever is said.

THE COURT; I will hear from Government counsel.

MR.
SILEERP:

-May it please the Caurt,
Bari

Silbert,
appearing

in behalf of the United States, together

with seymour Glanzer and Donald Campbell.
’ I

YOurrHonor, the united States is here today with

respect to only certain-portions of the ail-embracing virtually

oten—ended motion that the moVanta have-filed before'Youri■onor,

I believe yesterday or the-day before yesterday.

We are here with respect to’that part that seeks

to quash the aubpoenaea Served on R. Spencer Oliver and Ice

Wells or prohibit the disclosure of contents of intercepted

telephone-communicationsu 'te
are here with respect to-that

part a:
the motion._

Also, 1:- the Gnu-rt please, it seeks to prohibit

our office, the FBI, Mr. Baldwin, from disclosing contents of

intercepted commM'ca-tiona
during the course

a
the-trial which

‘Your Honor has.achedulcd for'Monday, January 8th.-

NOW, it is
true

that under-the-Federal Commuaicationa

Act; h? United Statea:Code, Section 605; that a violation, if

the Court please,-conaiated of both interception and disclosure

DDCId:59162105 Page 1?
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or divulgence, that is, divulgeHCe was an element or the

offense.

But, if the Court please, though diooiooure is

- not or divulgenoe ioinot an element of the-offense in this

case, it is.the.position of the Uniteo States that the evidence

we seek to intrOGuco io.materia1 and relevant to the charges.

Ao.Mr. ■organ indicated; in the first count of the

I
ind-:3.otmhmt4r the conspiracy count, defendants aneohargedf among

other thinga, with attempting to steal information from the

Democratic-w- oteo1_an& use information-from the Democratic.

'National Committee'■eadquortero.

Obviouolyg if we
eon

prove-that that wao'oone;

that information was stolen,
information

woo
uSed

for any

_purpoge, that would be part of our proof toward the fact that

there was a conspiracy to effectuate that.illegal_purpose.

IFurthermoro;
with xoooect to the 8th count of

the indictment, if the Court please, it Charges that-from on or

about May 25, 1972 and continuing
up to on or about June 16,

1972, within
tho-■istriot

or Columbia, the defendants Liddy,

Hunt and accord, wilfully,
knowingly,

u-nlowfnlly,

did intercept,

-endoavored-to intercept and procure and cause the
interception

of wine communioationo received_by and sent from
telephones

located
in the offices and-headquarters of the

Democratic

national Committee and used primarily
during

this poriod by

Robert Spencer Oliver and Ida m. Wells. I

i
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New, if the Court please, with respect to that,

.it is true that the divulgence of the-contents is not an

_
element, but it is clearly relevant, in our View, to the proof

_
that that.crime was committed;

If I may'givehan.examp1e; We.intend'to put en'a

witness during the-course of the trial who will testify that

he did intercept or participate~In the interception—of the

communicatienr‘
I

we heVe to prove that e
eertain telephone

conver-

-;setien or that certain telephone communications were inter?

cepted. How are we going to do this?' One ef'the.ways-we
are

going to do it is to have thet:witnessegehTeh the stand and say,

_I listened to e
conversatiOH, the

person who-claimed to be

talking-wee
e.Mr. Oliver

■ne
he-wes discussing

a subject

matter'3X".

We then intend'to follow that'up by Putting Mr._
Oliver on the stand and.say1ng, Did you have

eece31en

to
see

a
-eertein phone and have a certain

communicatien;end-did

you_
discuss subject TX"?

That is the way we intend to prove the feet that
the crime alleged in the: 8th ceu-nt‘ of" the-indictment

was
cem-

mitted.

That is‘certainly
one-of the methods that we

intena to use.__ I

.
Furthermore, if the Court please,

Your Honor has
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inquired, as I indicated before, juatifiably so,-aa-to the
.._

motive for which this was done. In our View -— and our witness

.will-teatify as to what kinda of-convqraationa the persons

'with whom he was working were particularly interested
-- the

general chanacterization of those conversations is highly

nelevant and should he-brought before the jury-so that they

may infer, if they choose to do.so,-aa-to-what
was motivating

the defendants in this case.

so
that, number one, with mapect' to proof in

fact that
the

crime was committed and, second-1m. with regard

to preof as to'the motivation,.what waved these people, we

think that the evidence is relevant and material,

Now, firth of all, let me assure=the-Court that as

far as the United States 1a concerned, and I
hava

mentioned

this, we have discussed this with Mr. Morgan in our Office and

I have had occasion to.diacuaa this with Mr. Oliver, himself,
personally,

at'lcngth, we do not‘intend to
go

into the-

-apec1f1c content, the apeo¢fic-detaila,
on-out

direct examina-

tion,
I I Iof any matter that-could be considered sensitive.

The most we will-dc as to any area ia-to ask the
-

witness, for example,

-\.\

'FOIA(b)(3) —
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We do not intend to ask him what the content of

-any sensitive personal or highly personal conversation was.

Similarly with respect to anthdy else that takes

the stand on thia mattenvwithrtespect to their personal,

Ibusineaa
or professional life, we will ask for a general

characterization of the conversation, was
it

sensitive, and

anything that was sensitive.we will not go
into;

New, we might ask as to content did

Again fqr part
of the.proof, to show‘that the con-

versation was overheard.-

Now, if the court please, we
have

approached

defense counsel with respect to this matter, to see if any agree—

ment cou■d be receiéed aiong
this line. naturally,they have

not agreed because they are not familiar, to my knowledge, at

least some of them claim not to be familiar with the-contents

of the communications.

’ But again we have represented
to Mr.-Morgan, and we
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eill
do so, that if during the course of the trial on

crosse

examination there is any attempt to go into details of the

conversations, other than for legitimate cross-examination,

that is, neither to vex, harass or humiliate any-of the_

witnesses that we call —-and they are our witnesses end we

want to protect them and we'intend'to protect them as best we

can—- we
will

be up before Your Honor-strenuously objecting

to any line of crosseexemination that goes beyond a legitimate

scope.
(I I

Now, if the Court please, if I may, turning to the

case law and authority, there has been a plethora of authority

cited before Your Honor in
the

memorandum submitted by
the!

movants, None of it, not one case has anything to_do with the

kind of issue submitted to'Your Honor here today except one

.cese cited for
a different proposition by the movants. That is

United States
v. Gris, 1&6 F. supp. 293, Southern District of

NEw York, 1956, affirmed 2H7 F. 26 860,
1957,

'Beeicelly,vell the other cases cited by counsel

for the-movsnts involve situations where there was an attempt

to suppress conversations overheard,
bet overheard

by the

G0vernment and
the-Goverhment

was
seeking to

utilize
conversa-

tions or
illegal

wiretapping or surveillance
that

it had

engaged in as part of a prosecution.

Now, if the Court please,_in United
states v.

Gris,

Ito which I referred,
e person in that case was charged with'

\
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conepiring to violate the Communications Act, the section

to-which I have previoualy referred, h? United.statee Code,

SectiOn 605, and he had been hired, I believe, to lieten in

at the behest of a husband, to listen in on some conversations

of the huebandla Wife. He was prosecuted for, as I.oaid,

conspiracy to violate that Act.

One of the defeneee that he raised -—end

admittedly he is in e
differeht-poeition

because he was a

defendant; and'in this case we don't have the defendants

making thia moticnu- he sought to prevent the
disclosure

of

the conversations that he was-alleged to have intercepted.

In the lower court, Judge Frederick‘Van-Pelt Bryan, in the

egwtg ' District Court, said:

"Defendant's
reasoning, if accepted, would

_place an almost insurmountable burden 1h the way of

prosecution for violations of Sectione.605 and 501.

It seems almost
axiomatic

that a prosecution under

these sectionc=for
unauthorized interception one

divulgence of wire-communications
would require-the-

' introduction in
evidence of

the
commanicatione

eo-

intercepted to
eotahlieh

the basic elements of
the I

crime. on defendantte
reasoning I wouldkbe forced

to conclude_that congress, in adopting Sections-605
i

and 501, on one hand made it a crime to do the

prohibited acts and, at the very Same time, denied

1"? T06? DDCId:591_621IJ§ Page 23






















































