J

Y firms

Approved For Releas

The €

THE NEW YORK TIMES BOUK Kisv.Ly

3 September 1972

or

.

WLy v

e 2004/10/13 : CIA;-RDP88- =00 000200.
TR og BOoK TREVIE

e

'_____————"‘M ’ -
.. By RICHARD R. LINGEMAN
_—.________-_____,,______—————'-———"—“"

Time was when the Central Intelli-
gence Agency Was accused of some pat-
ticularly dirty trick by the press it would
reply blandly, «rhe C.J.A. neither con-
A nor denies the charge.” Recently,
however, the agency has departed from
its customary inserutability; it has doffed
the cloak, drawn the dagger and int.cr~
vened openly in the boo‘.g—publishmg
process. The most publicized of these
interventions has been its demand to
exarnine, prior to publication, the manu-
script of “The Politics of Heroin in gouth-
cast Asia,” by Alfred W. McCoy, which
as the review in @his issue points out,

niakes some serious allegations about the .

C.1A’s inadvertent involvement in the
heroin traffic. In another
ase, the agency enjoined a book by a
former , agent named Victor Marchett
which had been contracted for hut ot
yet written. ]
The background
bricfly, this. After

of the McCoy affair is,

Cord .Meyer If, 4 C.I.A. -official, called
on Harper & Row and reportedly raised
questions regarding the book's accuracy,
libel and the national interest. On July 5,
‘the C.I.A, formally asked to sec the

manuscript, saying that “Mr. McCoy’s
clairas . . . are totally falsé and without
foundation’; libel and the ‘national inter-

ést were not mentioned. On July 19,
Harper & Row, shrough its counsel
B. Brooks Thomas, agreed to make the
manuscript available under certain con-

ditions (including confidentiality) despite

the firm's belief that “Mr. McCoy's
scholarship is beyond reproach.” In ad-~
dition Mr. Thomas wrote, “We do .not
mean to imply that we will make changes
in the work because you request them
or even becaus¢ you believe the state-
ments made to be harmful {o some
agency of our government.”

““rhe C.LA. critique of the manuscript
was sent on July 28; in its reply of Aug. 4,
Parper & Row,
author, made a rather devastating poing-
-by-point refutation and arnounced it
would publish the book unchanged.

. So what is the problem? After all, sub-
mitting books to
in the field is nothing new. 1t is done
frequently by scholars who send early
diafts to colleagues in their field for

criticism. To inject a personal note, 1
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less publicized ’

Mr. McCoy’'s charges
had become public knowledge in Jung, :

after consultation with the

prior review by experts.
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In any case, it is not ‘the universal
practice in- publishing to let the CLA.
review every book about it before pubii-
cation, According to Robert Bernstein,

< president of Random Jlouse, his company
twice refuscd such requesis.

~ That there are circumstances undey
which the C.LA. wants to play the role
of pre-censor is shown by the Marchetti

wroté a hook

case. Mr. Marchetti, who had already
wrilten an unimpressive novel aboul &
C.1.A. man, signed a contract with Alfred

on drug al?use 'and was gl‘ad A. Knopf for a nonfiction work about the
to accede to the publisher's suggestion \
that an expert read it over for possible court

agency. In April the agency went o

L%

and got an injuncticn against the

orrors, - And, of course, Harper &-ROW -book on the grounds that as a former

says that

«wrhe Politics of Heroin” was employe of CLA. Mr. Marchetii

had

read “by independent authorities” before 'sipned a secrecy oath and must obtain

the C.LA. entered tlie picture.

C.LA. permission before the book is pub-~

‘But the case of McCoy v. the C.LA. §5 Jished, The case raiscs several interesting:

. distinguishable, as the lawyers would 52y. questions: Can a man contract away his

Because of the highty secretive nature of First Amendinent rights? Are former em-
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the C.LA.s operations, the. informatiol ployes under a blanket prohibition from:

uncovered by Mr.

McCoy could only have writing anything about thae CILAZ And

. been obtained by independent investig- what of the public’s right o know more

tion. Further,
were taken by the C.I/A, as

‘low profile. Lctters
cials were fired off to

battle lines were clearly drawi.

It should be made clear af this .point
that. Mr. McCoy's book does not raise
information or
C.LA. rep-
rescntative reportedly mentioned libel and -
at one point, these

problems of clagsified
national security. Although a

the national interest

curious, then, that in

.; spectre of possible ‘legal action.
* he wrote,
- guch expense [of
the C.1LA.
court action.” .
And yet Cord Meyer told The Times’s
Seymour Hersh, “We al the agency at no
time thought we had any right to suppress
the book.” Cerfainly there is no threat of
legal agtion in the Harper & Row-C.LA.
«correspondence; if “avoidance of a court
battle was one of its motives, Harper &
Row was being super-cautious, to say
~the least. o :
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words did not come-up in their official
letter of July S—probably because there
were no grounds for urging them, It is
"a-letter to The
village Voice defending Harper & Row’s
action, Mr. Thomas summoned up the
“Ome of
< the reasons for volunteering the book,’
“was in the hope of avoiding:
a trial] by convincing
that they had no case for -

Mr. McCoy's allegations ahout the C.LA. than they do now? Must
; ! highly embar- njy, Marchetti confine himself to apony-
rassing—so crbarrassing that, they jarred jous tips to Jack Anderson? At eny ratc
the agency into abandouing its traditional (he case is now. on appeal, with tho
from high CLA. offi- smerican Civil Libertics Union acting in

The Washinglon mr., Marchetti’s behalf. : '
Star and Harper's magazine, which had : ; - N
published some of Mr. McCoy's material,
“attempting to impeach - his veracity. The

As for Mr. McCoy's book, clearly-Ix
and the C.LA. are in an adversary rela
tionship; the only scemly place for ther
to fight it out i§ in the marketplace @
ideas, not in the privacy of the publisher'
office. No interest could be served b
having the C.LA. go over the manuscrig
prior to publication; it is like puttin
one's head in a man-caling tiger's mout
1o verify if he is hungry. Pre-review b
a governmental agency, where the line
of difference are as clearly drawn as the
_are here, is next door to prior restrain
Harper & Row may argue that it retaine
the final say throughout, but in fact ;
caved in and acted under a principle b
which any governmental ‘agency criticize
by a book could demand to.see it, cas
doubts on the author’s integrity with it
own version of the “facts” (this at a tim
when publishers’ memorics of the Irvin
hoax are still fresh) and perhaps eve
cause its suppression if the publisher
_timid and the author rcfuses to mak
changes. Governmental agencies, inclus
ing the C.LA., are not by dcfinition liar
but in some cases 2 plausible version
the truth that differs from “official’” tru
will surface; it should be protected, rath:
_ than submitted to burcaucratic bullying.
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