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reply tor charge
P con(iuct u
dqepartme

accusing him b
becoming  a state
officer,

- I hold that wbén ‘one i
called upon to speak, he mug
speak the whole trufh he mus
not attempt to prevenﬁ or sup
press the truth by concealmen |
evasion, half-truths, gr mislead
ing silence,” he sald9

"Under No Illusmns

In following this code, Otepk. ,
said, he did not regard himse i
as violating any governmenj
law or directive .and he asked
dismissal of the charges againg
him as unfounded. ’

Otepka and his attorne
Roger Robb, ‘were under no i ¥
lusion that this plea will bf
heeded He expects to be ouste

mmﬁsm and of its subversive notation “confidential.” *I&did
Oct.'23.-He will then appeal tff - by two. statements made by Mr. a onfidential.” i

the " civil * servlice corrf)r?nssm 't'h otts in the United States. To Reilly in his testimony. First, | not clip the document in fies-
for a hearing which must b} oy he adds perspective, bal- 1 testified, concerning eight || tion,” he asserted. “I dhy ot

given him,

rewewed the entire case whic
has made him the central fig

. partmont oflicer who had been

'ments from Wieland’s security]’

He was acting, he noted, to}
'give the subcommittee truthfu

{since 1942. In 1953, he was transq:
ferred to the state department.}:
i As
of gecurity, in 1960, just befor
! tool
‘ ms_-supermrs in these terms:

L

: fance, and good judgment, pre-
.In his lengthy rep‘ly, Otepk ot

) reaéoned
| " drafted documents.”

Al‘lO
viedlzF oF Rebelas'} : - -
Statement and renewing the d

mand that he appear as 1
witness. ‘

Rusk presumably was em|
barrassed by one section oI
'Otepka’s defense statemen
:which noted that the secretary
i.of state in 1961 had taken ac
ttion ldenycal to that for whicH
ﬂtepka mw faces discharge;

Earher Case, Cited

Rusk ad,, permitted Sen
Thomas J. Dadd [D., Conn.]
yice c¢hgirman of the Senatd
internal L Security - subcommit
i tee, to §xaﬁlme “‘certain docu
mcnts in confidence,” in con
ncctmn ‘With the case invelving
“William W. Wieland, a state-de

CPYRGHT
CPYRGHT

CPYRGHT

CPYRGHT

ja strong supporter of Cuban
| Premicr Fidel Castro. .
If Rusk could disclose docu

10 the internal security sub-
1ttee why was it im
er “for' Otepka to dxsclose
. (_omparatwely “innocu-

FOIAb3b

memoranda te the sam
subcommittee? Otepka asked],

John F. Reilly, deputy as-
(sistant secretary of state for
s security, also testified. J. G.
’Souxwme the subcommittee’s
| chief counsel. informed Otepka
-that Reilly had contradicted
Otepka § testimony.

“After carefully reading the
transeripts of Mr. Reilly’s testi-
‘mony, 1 was both shocked and
b amazed,”’ Otepka said. “In re-

information and to- ‘“‘refute un
warranted and scandalou
charges against me and my|
record,”

‘Otepka noted that he ha
been a government employe fo
27 years and a security officer]:

i-huital, I prepared a memoran--
ldum of 39 double-spaced pages, 1

annotated by exhibits, and fur- |
| hished a copy to Mr. Sourwine. ﬁ
_“Disturbed by Statements’"

“T was especially disturbed

députy director of the office]

the Kennedy administrationf

over, he was described by

is knowledgeable of com-|

prospective appointees. o the
advisory committee on inter-|
national orgamzatlons, that
| there was no stbstantial derog-
“atory information respecting
| any of them, and that the case

decisions in- clear, well
and meticulously

Testifies in Probe

Otepka flaily “denied anothrr
state departmént_charge, that

he

document by cutting off £fhe

know who did it, or whyz
The clipped documenﬁ,, ac-
cording to the state departigen!,
had
“burn bag,” a receptacle for
papers marked for destruction.

Denies Clip;)ing Paper

“mutilated” a classifigd

been found in Otefika’s

"state department and the Se

There were three secretaries:

ate judiciary committee. Pre,
-ident Kennedy and Secretary off!

' State  Dean” Rusk have beel];
‘drawn into this controvers |
which involves an allege
. cover-up of lax security in thif
state department.

' Letter from Rusk

]

itestify. The committee, whi
thas been seeking Rusk as §|
‘witness since last July, had
| just received a Ie;ter from hin
asserting his unwillingness t4
testify until he was provided
with all the evidence, including
private ‘pap mo
randa; gathe%ﬂz%

into security procedures in hij{.

depsrtment.

The, new administration *re-

; organized” the security bureau,
| demoted Otepka, and installed
i new prucedures for clearance
on appointments to the state de-
partment and international or- ‘ﬂ
ganizations which Otepka pro-
tested,

In November 1961, and again

‘- in October 1962 he testified he] . g
{i fore the Senate subcommittee

but his real troubles did no

start until February and March] Iy

1963, when the subcomm1tte4
again called him in an inquir

to determine.if its earlier req:
'} ommendations for tightening

mﬂ&gé&%ﬁ%é@i

of only one of them had even
been brought to his attentmn
prior to their appomtment »
In rebuttal of this testitnpny
Qmpka supplied Sourwine with
0 memoranda, - one Trecom-

‘#f the appointees mnot be
‘eleared, and a second by Reilly
fiffnself with respect to these,

te depar tment accused |
1olatmg a 1948 direc-
dding Congress ac-
alty files, when he
yine !{hese memo-
ghhmit that I had not
Tght but the duty to

mending to Rellly that certain |

and three burn bags at Ot_epka’s :
Y office, he noted, and discarded '
papers were thrown into which-

ever

oth=1' i'estrlctlons On prepara-

tion”

When other state department
officers have heen accused of
much graver charges than those
placed
noted, they and their lawyers
have heen permitted to ex-

BP75:00 140RGBOS0R0BET T 7™ »*

“burn bag was most eon- I
£

gtate department denied |
 and his attorney per-|
i 16 examine the contents |
burn bags and placed .

of his defense, he $&nid.

against Otepka, he:




