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. _."counter-esplonage apparatus.” Gt o T o
. LA ; © There is a precedent for the CIA . ~ "' o el
Lo - stand. Perhaps the most germane cas\,\ .
-i8 United States v. Patricia J. Reynolds,
a clvil sult Involving privilege, which &
went to the Supreme Court in 1952. There, "
Chief Justice @ .2a My Vinson upheld the‘.f
© Government’s rignt o? privilege (n denying:
-p-the use In court of I wwments pertaining. .
* to a military-pliae crash because the doc= :
“uments contained sceret . information on: c R A oy
equipment aboard the plane. Chief Justice, E S ol
Vinson'’s decision noted the difficultles;{.”-. -~ -
. 0f the question.

““Judiclal experience with the prlvllege
. which protects mlhtaly and state secrets’
has been lmited in this country,” his de-:
.+ cislon began. *'. . . Nevertheless, the pr1n~
. -+ clpals which control the app:ication of”
B privilege emerge quite clearny from the -
- -+ . .avallable precedcnts. The privilege be-.}

- longs to the Government and must be as
T . : .. o serted by it.”” Buf, the Chief Justice -
D . S e o " wrote, 1t {8 not to be lghtly invoked.”

For Judge Thomscn then, an important -
- * legal problem has cmerged from the drab’
, ‘ : - cocoon of a routine civil suit. The right |
e L “. of privilege {s ““in the public interest.” It- -~
: o . may well be in ihe public interest to de-

35"‘

- stroy a man’s repuiation if that man, as
v a spy, 18 a publ.: mcmy. Bul it is also®
R . . .r o in the publie intcrest that every indlvide !
S w et e ual be able to defend nimself, This is the
T i dllemma that confronts Judge Thomsen.l
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