¥ “Démocrat who - “heads

. the C.LA,, the Federaj Bureau of ;nv

- “pfrs. Shadrin says that she has recen’dy
* solidify the position of a Soviet agent

. 'was an agent provocateur.

* this would have been a needless and cyni-
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an H ave Eaused st Eeath

By NICHOLAS M HORROCK
-’"' ‘Speetal to The Neéw York Times i

i« WASHINGTON, May 24—The wife of

" a Soviet defector has asked President

| Caiter and the _Senate Intelligence Com-

TUniittee to mVeStlgate disclosures. that;
. . have 1ed her 'to suspect that her hus-

. vhand’s life may have been needlessly sac-

"~ rificed by the Central Intelligence Agency

" in a counterintelligence operaton.. s

1n, letters prepared by her- lawyer and |

" sent to Senator Birch Bayh,:the Indiana
e intelligence
‘committee, and President : Carter, - Eva:
: “Shadrin, the defector’s wife, said that. in
* e two and a ‘half years since:her hus-
. 'bafid disappeared in Vienna she had. re-
'cervad information that contradicted offi-
. 'cial versions of the case given her estY

gation and the White House.-

_received information that indicates.the
" C.I.A, may have used her hushand to help

in the Soviet intelligence service despite
_the fact it strongly suspected the Russian

If this is true, she said in an intervxew,

- cal use of ‘her husband’s life. Mrs. Sha-:
drin, who has been trying to find out!
what happened to her husband since his
disappearance, told “officials of both the
C.LA. and F.BI about the information|
" through her lawyer in Apnl She was
advxsed that the two agencies had told:
- her-all they could under ‘national security
" regulatios -and that they did not know!
. what-hai happened to Mr. Shadrin. ;

-In her letter to Mr, Carter, she renewed|
" her-appeal for an audience and entreated
: him to help her find her husband or the
! truth about his fates . .

! - The request for an mvesuvatmn hasi
. brought renewed attention here to the
{ murky world of defectors and double

- agents.
‘Nicholas G.- Shadrm is the Amencarﬂ
 name of Nikolai F. Artamanov, command-«,
" er_of a Soviet Navy destroyer who defect-’
¢ ed’{o the United States in 1959. Mr, Sha-:
. driry disappeared in Vienna on Dec. 20,
i 51975, ostensibly while on the way to:
meet with Soviet -intelligence agents, A

P o e
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#=  Contradictions Are Noted ”"""‘:':}

Mrs. Shadrin, who accompanied her:
husband on the Vienna trip, said she wasi
told later by the F.BI, the. CLA. and‘
the White, House that at .the time of his:
disappearance her husband was serving’
25 a “double agc'nt” for the FBI‘ and
the C.LA.

She said. that the agencies had” told
her that he had become a double agent.
in 1966 after he reported that members
of the K.G.B., the Soviet intelligence serv+
ice, had’ tried :to- recrui; him ‘while- he
was living here and working 'as a. consult-
ant for the Defense Intelligence Agency.

But Mrs, Shadrin.and her Jawyer, Rich-}
ard D, Copaken, said.that new infaorma-
tion, in press reports and from sources|
they had interviewed, sharpiy contradicts
ed this.version.

Mrs, Shadrin said that she be]xeved that
her husband might have been sacrificed
to aid the C.LA. in its dealings with a
Soviet official named Igor, who first ap-
prcached the agency by calling the home
of its director in May 1966 and offering
his services to penetrate the K.G.B. Hel
held out the promise that he could be
the C.LA’s man in the higher echelons
of the Soviet intelligence service.

Part of the story of Igor was pubhshed
two weeks ago in Time magazine and
independently confxrmed by The New
York Times. -

According to. former mtelhgence off1~
cers, ong of the tidbits Igor offered to
get the relationship under way was the;
charge that a longtime Soviet operatnve.
for-the C.LA, code-named Sasha was in|
{act’a K.G.B. plant. By this time Sasha/

had been brought back from foreign as-
signment and was living in Vu‘glma under
the name Alexander Orlov.. S

Igor told his C.LA. contacts that to
prove his value ‘to- his superiors and to
obtain a permanent'-assignment at.the}
Soviet Embassy here, he needed to recnn
Mr. Shadrin as a double agent.

Mrs. Shadrin' apd her lawyer said they‘
believed "that this was the real reason
that in June 1966 Adm, Rufus W. Taylor;
then Deputy Director of Central Int:elh-J
gence, urged Mr, Shadrin to take om:the
risky assugnment. ‘They charged that the
next nine years, during which,Mr, Sha-
drin kept. in contact thh Soviet agents
at the instruction of the C.LA. and F. B.L,
were a waste because the Amencan?’auu
thorities had sfrong " suspu:xons that Igor
was a K.G.B. plant. '

The Times has confirmed mdependently
that C.LA. and F.B.I, officials were deeply|
skeptical of Igor’s “bona fides,” the infor-
mation by which they seek to verify thei’
legitimacy of defectorsr and penetratxon;
agents. . j

If the Amencan mtelligence semces;
doubted Igor,- Mrs..- Shadrin- said -in an

‘tontrol on two trips to Vienna, one in
1972 and the other in ‘.1975 when h
disappeared.. .. "y -

‘about Mr. - Shadrin's plight,awell-known
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@’sze of Soviet Defeciar Says the C LA
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Several present’and former intelligence
officers told The Times that the publica-
tion of Igor's name and the details of
his case endangered ‘‘hislifeand others,”
as one source put it, and was detrimental
to United States secunty

Yet the Russians’, themselves ~ seem;
aware of many_of the contradictions in
the: Shadrin story: On Aug. 17,1977, in
response to the first press report herel

Soviet journalist, Genrikh Borovik, pub-
lished the Soviet side .of the story in an|
article/in theratumaya Gazeta a weekly]
newspaper. .~ .-’

The article was unusual in that it Is
rare for Soviet publications to discuss
their intelligence operations. or refer to
K.G.B. files, Mr. Borovik'uses as the
pseudonym for the K.G.B.: agent: in- the
article - the name . Igor Aleksa.ndrovwh-
Orlov.

This seems, to couple the Igor of the
telephone call with the named used by
the agent called Sasha smce Sasha. 1s
a short form for Aleksandr ™~ 5. ]

C.LA. Comphcity Suggested o W_"_

- The "article: suggests that instead . ofi
Soviet agents capturing Mr. Shadrin; the
C.LA, may have had comnhcxty in his
disappearance -to- avoid the embairass.
ment of his returning to the Soviet Unich
and publicly dencuncing C.L.A. methods:

_ Mrs, Shadrin said. that thelgor matter,

was not the only ccntradkctxon.she ha.d
found between her own investigations
and the official ‘information given her,
She said that when she accompanied Mr.
-Shadrin in his flight from Poland in 1939,
she believed that his defection was an
impromptu act to perrmt them to marry
-and live in the- West. w.ovu 20 7o oo
She said she had now received- :nfor'- :
mation - that-her. husband - wasinfactre<
ecruited for the C1.A. by Indonesian Navy,
officers whn were” being' trained. by Mr;

~ Shadiin ‘and- others at) th& Poﬁkh poxy

of Gdynia. ' -

= In ner letterto’ the Senatecommnttee.
she saidthis factor placed a whole ‘new
complexion on har hushand’s ‘decision in
‘1966 to work as a double agent and sug-
gested that he: had l:ttlecbmce but, 1o
take on the assignment. - £t
- There is ro firm indication of Mr Sha~
drin’s fate since his disappearance.:The
*CLA. has -said it-believes. that ha-was
.kill/ed‘ or- kidnapped  bythe K.G.B. The

CONTINUED

000600320003 7



[

<« - Shadrin disappeared after United Stz

"ARTICLE APPEARED
ON PAGE

42-48

A e ”

NEW YORK
8 May 1978

N I
frios

Szule

By Tad

lessly thrust him into the role of double age

It was through a stunning succession
of blunders, carelessness, and inexcus-
able acts of intelligence greed span-
ning a sixteen-year period that the
United States lost its most valuable
Russian military defector. The missing
man is believed to be either dead or
incarcerated in the Soviet Union.

There are still questions which prob-

_ably never will be satisfactorily an-

swered, but all indications are that
the man known as Nicholas George
Shadrin was kidnapped by the Soviets
through the fault of American intelli-

gence agencies. There is little reason to

believe that he redefected voluntarily,
that he was. killed by the CIA (as the

Russians have insinuated), or that,

tired of being a pawn for both sides,

. he decidad to create a new life for

himself somewhere in the world.
Shadrin disappeared .in Vienna in
December 1973, after United States
intelligerice had senselessly thrust him
into the imimensely dangerous role of a

‘double agent working with the KGB,

the Soviet secret service. He vanished
under circumstances that make it clear
that he was cruelly used by his su-
periors as bait for the Russians. Spies,
after all, azre expendable when they
become a problem. ,

That Shadrin, a gregarious, intelli-
gent, onetime Soviet Baltic-fleet de-
stroyer commander, was recruited by
the CIA in 1959, and had not simply fled

" to the West to marry the woman he

loved—as alleged at the time by him

and the United States govermment—

was a closely "guarded secret, until

can intelligence establishment.

It ‘explains why he agreed to serw
as a double agent under extremely bi-
zarre and controversial conditions, and
it may also help to explain the strange
behavior, after his disappearance, of
two succeeding administrations, their

-unwillingness to open secret intelli-
gence files on him to his wife and her
lawyer in their search for the truth, and
the glaring inconsistencies encountered
during a private investigation of the
Shadrin case. : SR

Defectors. are one of the most sensi-
tive subjects in intelligence operations,

on the highest level nor senior intel-
ligence officers are prepared to discuss

- various. theories surrounding the Shad- -

vin -case. (This reluctance was further

enhanced by the defection Iast month -

" of Arkady N, Shevchenko, the Soviet

diplomat who served as undersecre- -

tary general of the United Nations in
New York. Shevchenko is the greatest
diplomatic intelligence prize ever won
by the United States.)

At first, Shadrin was worth his
weight in gold to the United States. At
the time when the Soviet Union
faunched a major buildup of its navy,
the information brought by Shadrin
was crucial to the United States: Navy.
After he outlived his usefulness, how-
ever, he was transformed into a double
agent to satisfy the insatiable appetite
of American intelligence. If it were not
for this greed, Shadrin would be living
tranquilly in the United States today,
like other Soviet defectors.

His name originally was Nikolai

7]

tity, and Shadrin was the nearest thing
- to a public figure in intelligence circles. {--

after all, and neither the administration

STAT
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chant-marine captain). It was a point-
less deception, because he testified as
Artamonov in an open session of the
House Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities in September 1960, and- the
audience included a Soviet diplomat
busily taking notes. Afterward, no ef--
fort was made to conceal his real iden-

This was the first major blunder and
led to all the others.” '
Nobody, it seems, wishes to delve’ -

_into intelligence secréts that could’

cause considerable embarrassment 1o
the United States. Full disclosure could, |
for example, highlight the sixteen yeats :
of blunders surrounding Shadrin’s  ac- {.
tivities - in this country and abroad,
methods employed by American intel-
ligence, and conflicts involving ths CIA,
the FBI, and the Pentagon's Defznse
Intelligence Agency. '

Shadrin was not a run-of-the-milt
spy or defector: He had high-level ac-
quaintances and friendships in Ameri-
can intelligence, which made him a
vulnerable figure, .

One friend was Admiral Rufus L.
Taylor, who, as director of naval intel-
ligence, was his boss during the time
the Russian ex-officer served as a spe-
cial consultant to the navy. And Ad-
miral Stansfield Turner, for example,
got to know Shadrin sufficiently well
to write him “Dear Nick” letters (Shad-
rin had lectured at the Naval War Col-

Mystery men: CIA files yiclded these pho~

‘now, and it she ' § iq 3 ) n Oleg Kozlov (left) i
now, and it shep SRRl Jeo. KehtaSEeduiptidfa A iR BoRt ot AT R OBemgmalglsqa uents Oleg Kozlov (/0

he changed it to Shadrin—after the hero

the last men (o see Shadrin (right) alive.
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U. of California Relationship

2 By Narda Zaechino
and Robert Scheer
.03 Angeles Times -

LOS ANGELES—A long history of
contacts between the Central Intelli-
gence Agency and the University of
California—highlighted by a UC vice
president’s tour of duty with, the CIA
during the height of student ‘nnrest—

is revealed in documents released by .

the CIA.

The documents, about 800 pages dat-
inc’ from the late 1950s through 1977,

have been released under the Free-
dom of Information Act and made
available to the Los Angeles Times.
“They cover a wide range of coopera-
tive activities conducted between the

university, several of its nine cam- .-
puses and the intelligence .agency;

including:
( ¢ The UC vice president’s two-week

student unrest, recruiting UC stu-

dents, academnic cover for professors

doing research for the CIA - and im-
proving the agency’s public relations
image on UC campuses.

*® A series of CIA-sponsored semi-
nars in Berkeley and other locations
with professors thought to be friendly

to the agency, to share information.

® Providing a steady flow of CIA

. materials on China and the Soviet Un- .

ion to CIA- approved professors.

® At least one instance in which a - -
CIA staff person asked a Berkeley po- -
. Htical scienee professor to use his in--
. fluence to get a CIA agent admitted
to Berkeley's political science gradu- -

ate school, Apparently, the agent's

only interest was. to pursue academic..
 studies. AT e s

The Freedom of Informatlon re-
‘quest on the CIA’s relations with the -

University of California was origi-

-nally filed in May 1976 by Nathan
. Gardels, a political science student
© and UCLA research assistant. The re-

‘four with the CIA during which he ad- . quest was endorsed by a number of

vised the agency on such matters as

UC’s student and staff groups.
But the CIA has released only a

~. portion of the documents, and the pri- ,
vate Center for National Security .
Studies in Washington joined Gardels -
" to. fﬂe appeals. The center is expected

iw. s il
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“ CIA in the summer of 1968. Inter-

_documents. U e

-Bolton’s

" thé knowledge of student affairs”

- tive assistant, David Wilson, safd Bol-
“ton used “poor Judﬂment in hxswork
f»_ with the CIA. : - .¥ K

" wvising the university’s- Washington of- ;
. fice and maintaining . liaison with {
i headquarters of the Atomic” Energy-.

¢-agencies'and major AEC labs and con- '}
ductmg negotiations for. remewal of -

umversity.. o

““{n 1970 after 10 years and is mow a-
- vice president in the Los Angeles of-

% "But his’ »presence in Mclesn: at that

a2y 197 :
CIA-RDP91 -00901R000600320003-7

this week to file a lawsuit to force the !
CIA to release the rest of the docu-
ments, . -

- As is government pracuce in releas-
ing documents under the Freedom of
Information Act, the names of princi-
., pal parties are blanked out. An inves-
tigation by the Times determined that i
it was former administrative "vice i
president Earl Clinton Bolten who |
served an active tour of duty with th2 !

views also established the names of
‘several professors referred fo m the ‘

- Vice Adm, Rufus B. Taylor iormer
“deputy director of the CIA, confirmed
service, saying ha was
“brought in because of his expertise
in administrative matfers inwvelving

- University officials expressed con-
cern over the documents relating to |
the role of Bolion, who used Univers
sity of California letterhead station-
ery to correspond with Taylor. |

UG President David Saxon said Bot:
ton v1olated university pohcy by using

the letterhead ‘while Saxon's execu-

“'As vice presxdent for adxmmstra«
tion, Bolton's duties included super--

.. Commission, with the AEC's field -

. three major AEC contracts w:th_ the

r’.i

‘TBolton reﬁre& from the uniwersitr

-.fice of Booz Allen and Hamiiten, an

internatlonal management consultant
- firm. He s2id he would “nelther con-:
¢ firm nor deny” that*he "spent those -

% twoweekswlth theGIAat mMcLean [

headquarters in the mmmer of, 196&

tlme bas been .conf.irmed'h“ ugh.
. other sources.. i
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merican citizen sign away
v the First Amendment?
hap-

uis rights und
spparently Lo can, because it
-ened to anchor Vietor Marchetii.

It all began when Marchet:i submit-
= his resiznation to the Central In-
cllicence Arency in 1989, One of the
irs. calls Le received was from Rich-
.rd Helms, then the CIA’s director,
<ho summoned him to his office for a

Y

hat. 5
After AMarchrtti explained that he
sad bocomne dienchanted with e

TA and irz covert operations, Helms
aid, “T den't suppose there’s anyvthing

can do fo make yvou change your’

aind. What are your plans?”

“I think I'm gcing to write a book,”
-Iarchetti said.

“Oh, thai's interesting,” Helins re-
Slied. “If vou want us to tvpe it for
-ou, we will.”

The CIA didn’t tvpe the book, but
1 did review it for secret informalion
ander a contract that Marchetti had
igned when he ioined the CIA grant-
ng the agency censorship puwers.
hat book was a novel, “The Rope
Dancers.” 2 fictional account of life in
he CIA that criticized the agency
i'he CIA censors did not like it, but
hey allowed it to ke published. It
sasn’t until a few years later, when,
“Jarchetti had decided to do a nonfic-
-icn beok on the CIA, that the agency,
=racked down.

“I had a meeting in a motel in Ar-
inzton withe Adin. Rufus Taylor [his;
«ld boss at the agencyl,” Marchetti re-
-alled in a recent telephone interview.
*He said, ‘Look, Vicior, they're very

-wich  concerned  with what you're
Joing. Let’s make a deal. Don’t go en

he lscture circuit, be careful what you'
yrite and what you say on radio and
2'V. Write your book and then we will
-pview it and you and the agency can
sewotiate  wvour differences’ So we
agreed on that. I went home and
rarted to work ou the bsok. Then one
lay about a week later the doocbell
-ang and it was the U.S. marshals and’
hey had subpoenas and injunctions.
and things.” :

Approved

Thus began a long and historic legal
battle over wiial now is a celebrated
beok, *“The (1A and the Cuit of Iutel-

"ligence.” by Marcheiti and his collabo-
rator, John D). Marks—ceiebrated be-i
canse it is tne oniy book ever
published in America with paragraph-
aized blank spaces ard the word Dle-
LETED printed in boli»
times, '

The lezal battle reached a climax on
_ May 27 when the U.S. Supreme Court,
for the second time, let stand a federal
court ruling that eaid, in eifect, that
~the CIA had the permanent right to
censor anvthing a frroe emplovee
wrote—“factual, fictional or other-
wise”—about the CIA. .
tract Marchetti signed committing him
to CIA censorship, His attorney, Mel-
vin L. Wylf, legal dirccior of the,
~American  Civil Liberties  Union,
argued that the contract “was illegal
because it deprived him of his First’
Amendment rights,” The re{usal of the
Supreme Court {o revizw the case, he

says, “is an insuit to therbirst Amend-

ment and jeopardized the court’s repu-
tation as a responsibie durdicial body.
It was a failure of their constitutional
duty.” e . :
The CIA, on the other hand, does.
not see the Marchetii case a- involving
the First Amendirens, de-hite the huge
gaps in#hé book's text, and the exer-.
cising of “prior restraint”—a phrase
that . gained prominence .during the
Pentagon papers case when the courts;
tempararily suspended publication by
newspapsrs of the government’s secret
documents on the history of the Viet-
namwar, . :
* The acen2y’s position iz ihat the-
et Finding ity employees. siemis
frem a sicintory reguirement dating {o
1947 thrt demands that the CIA divee-
tor protect intelligence sources and |
methods from unauthorized disclosure. |
The reazening is that the emp]oyccf
surrenders his First Amendment rights:
and is compensated for the surrender”
by the eelary the CIA pays hin
Therefare, the Mavcheiti case is not a
First  Av endment issue, according to
e agency, bul a question of conlract.
“We fce? that the Supreme Court saljs-
far Releasa 20051
net a I'ret Amendment question,” a
CIA sourze close o the case said.

oo

22 lype 1637

At the heart of the case is the cou-

1244 1GHARRBDR91-00901R000600320003
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What ! ccmes down to is the a
cy’s fear that vital secrets regarding
methaecs ond operations may be
vealed by eu-employvees and thus
pardize the rational securily.

Marchetti, on e ather band. ard
that zome ¢f tae cuts the CTA wad
Lte bank wrre not sceret but couty

feund in the nublic domain, IHe
claires that the U1A's “seerets” were of
the kind that the public should Lnow
and that no reasonable intersst of he|
Uniwed Staes would be injured by!
{heir disclesura.

I fact, the CTA itscii. which iabelod.
his orizinal rmanuseript “Tep Saoret
Sensitive.” wroited on the quesiion of
cecrecy. It initially demanded 339
deletionz. Att-r censiderable wrangling
with Marchetii and his attorneys, it re-
ducad the numbor to 168, One court
further reduced the deletions to 28 but
anotaer court reinstated the number of
cuts to 188 and the baok was published
last vear—it iz mow out in Dell paner-
back—with that number of delctions
while the court contest continued,

An immnorian? side effect of the cose
i how publishing firms will react in
he future wien pre.sented with a simi-
Wl

K
i

FaTals

becavse of S150,000 in leral
T'm net suie abyonz, ncluding
us, would publish a thing like this if
they knew akead of time they would be
subjected to this kind of treatment,” a
Linonf editor said.

Another aspect is that other govern-
ment agencies with classified stamps
can begin requiring the same cantiac-
tual secrecy obligation for thelr emn-
plovees and {eel reasonably sure that
they will be supportied by the Suprome
Court.

inichetti, who was with the CIA
from 1933 to 19568 and held sensitive
posis in the off

fiice of the director, said
he oz mix

C
sreme Court's

feeing: about the Ho-

i

caze. On the ene

Ceirtal ko onid
pointed, ho oenis

hand, he iz disap-

but cn the other he

that  the ozen-
v

sulizfaction g
el

takoes

s et provent me from erd ing it,
CLAs cenzorship ]
e laomy eridiceinn,”

gontin g
7 T

favhure to take up thy

STAT
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Former CIA

FRamia T et

To the Editor: Your paper.may be “*0ld” j
but I don't find it very *“Reliable,” at least
not in its editarial comment.

Your Sept. 14 editorial on the CIA cre-
ates the impression that CIA operationsin
Chile were a result solely of-a CIA initia-
tive only “‘approved'” by the secretary of
state. i

As vou must know from the “leaked”
statements of Director Colby in this and
other instances the operations were under- |
taken at the behiest of the Department of |
State and approved by the President as !
well as by the secretaries of state and |
defense, in other words by the core of the |
National Security Council which sets the |
policy under which the CIA operates — |
standard proccdure prescribed by law and
fiat. ;

It has been apparent for some years that :
a popular pastime of the liberal press is a
conlmumg effoft to discredit thé CIA. |
What is not so apparent is that the Sonei
Mmlstry of State Security (The KGB) en- |
gages in precisely the same effort through
its Department of Disinformation, not asa ¢
pastime, but as a deadly scrious business |
of discrediting the United States even |
within its own borders as well as abroad. !

If the CIA operations have become so |
offensive to tiie American sense of virtue ;
as expressed by some segments of the |
press, look to the President and to some 25 |
or more key members of the Congress for
a remedy, not fo the CIA, which operates
under existing laws and presidential direc- |
tives as one of our most effective, dedicat- !
ed, loyal and highly disciplined instru- {
ments of national policy. 1

RUFUSL. TAYLOR |

Vice Admiral, U. 8. Navy (ret.):
Former Deputy Director i
. of Central Intelligence.

Whispering Pines
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(_,/Victor Marchetti was a high-level clerk and analyst at

the CIA until 196Y, when he quil because he had be-
come “disenchanted” with the spy business. At the
peak of his carecr he was an executive aide to'Admiral

< Rufus Taylor, deputy director of the agency. Marchetti
quit after doing 14 years of CIA paper work because’

he felt his employers had become ““too large, too ineffi-
cient, too tribal, too dangerously manipulated by the
military. One of the things that bothered me,” he
said, “was thefact that we continued to perpetuate the
cold war, we were over-concerned with what they

called ‘maintaining stability in the third world,” an- . .

other way of saying supporting our dictators and re-
actionary friends. Also, to be frank, age was a factor.
My boy scouts were coming back with long hair and
beards and saying they didn’t want to go to Vietnam.
It was a time of personal reevaluation. At the time all
thought was, just get out, the hell with'it.” He thought
he would write some spy novels, make some money
and ““get established in the writing game.” Eventually

he planned to write “the kind of fiction | wantud to’

wr1te in high school.”
" Marchetti was disappointed when the critics p'anned

_ -his first book, a novel called The Rope Dancer, about

" espionage. “They completely misunderstood it,* he
‘complains. But he discovered that reporters were in-
terested in him as news copy. He gave interviews, de-
livered sonte lectures and began work on a nonfiction
analysis of all that he felt was wrong with US intelli-
gence. He drew up an outline, found a co- author (]ohn
Marks, a former foreign service officer) and signed a
contract with Knopf to write what was tentatively

" called The CIA and the Cult of Intelligence. Then the

CIA’s lawyers moved in. Since April 1972 Marchetti
has been prohibited by court injunction from showing
:his manuscript to anyone outside the ClA without its
prior approval. ‘
With the help of the American Civil Liberties U'mon
Marchetti appealed his case to the Supreme Court,
which denied him a hearing. Marchetti now remains
bound by the lower court injunction, which he calls
“an outragcous document, written by that juridical
“master, Clement Haynsworth.”” It applies to fiction
‘and nonfiction, and apparently it.binds him for life.
‘Under threat of contempt charges Marchetti and Marks
sent their book to the CIA last month for approval.
They were told that 100 pages of the 530 they sub-
mitted were unacceptgble and would have to be cut.
The CIA argued that if published in‘its present form,
the book would compromise national sccurity and vior
late the CIA's right to protect its “sources and meth-
ods.” Marchetti, on the other hand, said he put noth-
ying in the book that hadn!t alreddy been exposed and
that the only names he included were those of high
officials (““who arg in a sense public”) and foreign
heads of state.
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Lebally the case is intutaum UTTAUST It I ot ooIng
argued as a violation of the espionage statutes, but as
a civil dxsputo The CIA won its injunction ag,amst

Marchetti on a prmcxple of business law. Many big STAT

corporations require new employees to sign a contract

promising not to give away or exploit company secrets’
when they leave the company, a practice that is gener-

ously supported by legal precedent. When Marchetti
joined the CIA he pledged not to “divulge, publish or

reveal either by word, conduct or by any other means®
any classified information, intelligence or knowledge

. unless authorized specifically in writing in each

case by the Director of Central Intelligence.” So when

Marchetti signed his book contract the CIA went

straight to court citing his oath and business law prec-

edents. [t won an injunction against breach of contract;

Marchetti and the ACLU describe their case as a con-

stitutional issue, an unprecedented attempt by ‘*he
government to censor a book before it has been pub-

lished. They warn that other government workers may

find themselves bound by similar injunctions. Mar-

chetti points out that on August 25 the FBI announced

that all employees would be bound by a new secrecy

code, ‘enforced through contract pledges like the one

he signed at the CIA. When a reporter asked for a legal

justification of the new policy, the FBI spokesman cited

the Marchetti case. 4

Marchetti believes the CIA has taken him to court to
harass the book out of existence. He says “The CIA
doesn’t want the book published. And if we go ahead
and publish anywaythey want to-punish the author to
set an example for lots of other guys who are sitting
around in the Washington suburbs thinking about
what has happened and wanting to comment.” Mar-
chetti’s only legal recourse now is to challenge cach
CIA objection individually and try to reinstate the 100
censored pages a word at a time.

Since it i5 not possible to read the Marchetti manu-
script we cannot say whether his suspicions about the
agency are justified or not. One former CIA official
who has seen parts of the book believes that Marchetti
simply used bad judgment, that he might have pub-
lished his book by now if only he had not used the
names of current CIA employees and projects. Mar-
chetti says his book doesn’t expose current operations;
the CIA says it docs and as of now the agency has the
upper-hand.

N O‘T—E" P&eﬁu_me(Q ﬁd“l"l‘\”l)[&
EllioTr Waeshall

IS

SocH. 01,2 e Cope Vancern

CIA-RDP81-00901R000600320003.7T ¢ CHA A~

The

Colt oFrMel!j@,b




WASHINGTON POST

Approved For Release 2005/12(tér GIARRDP91-00901R(00600320003-7

- ATV T Y,
TR e

I N E I S TR VIR L R PN

——

Myth and Madness

WIIAT IS THERE about the intelli-
genee husiness that invites the kind
of commentary confained In Thomas
Ross's review of CLA, The Muth and
the Madiess (Book World, Decem-
ber 81)7 A book is writien. Enouzh
of it is frue to establish an ambi-
ance of plaugibility for the book as
a whole. The balance of the book is
made up of statements which are

cither faciually inacecurate or con- |

= wny dmnrocciane thot ava dictartad
—not {o say perverted—and entire-
Jy misleading, 1t is hard to believe
{hat a {raincd professional reporier
would swallew a hodgepodge of
tales and gossip aboul any other
seclor of activity, inside or cutside
“the government, with such guilible
abandon. Why b2 so free with the
intelligence community?
To turn to the case in point, the
reviewer remarks i an intreduc-
tory passpge that the hook is
“ilavwed” by “bad writing, bad. taste
and had logie On wmost ‘subjocts
his would sugoest peod for caus
tion ahout the validity of the hook
as a whole. But not, apparently,
where charges against the inlell-
gence conuaunily are’ concerned,
and {he reviewer goes o to reped
a number of “slartling disclosures,
allogsiions  and  hovror  stories”
These include a number of peculiar-
Iy repulsive attacks on Richard
Helms alleging Byzautine me acuver-
ing on his part—and worse—to de-
stroy his competitors.

It is easy enough {o sce how the
latrives of the government could
spew faith this kind of stufi, 1t is
not casy {o see how a responsible
publizher should publich it or why

a respoasible journelist would wish

{o give it credence.

These charges in {act are all
easily  refutadble.  ¥For  example,

Hehns iz charged with “destroy-
e Bis former depuly, Admival
Jiufus Taylor, Lven ihe most casual
“acgueintance of  Admiral Tayior
Imows that he agreed to remain on
active rervice lo boeome deputy di-
rector of centrol inteliipence in 1055
with the maeatest relucianee. He had
eant to retive al the oxpivation of
Vs serviee na divectir of paval in-
{etlinence bult was posiaded 1o re-

28 JAN 1973
quired in South Carolina and in-
dulge his interests in wildlife pres-
ervation aud game management.
When asked to stay on for stifl
another term and serve as llelms'’s
deputy he, in effect, agieed to post-
pone felicily a lule longer be-
cause of what he considered the call
of duly.

Far from destroving him lelms
made every effort (o keep Admirval
Taylor in government gorviee and
only forwarded his resignation to
the President ot his insistence and
vith gonuine and deep regret. This
suproesla the generzl level ol authen-
ticity of the other “dicclosures, al-
Iz .::-‘.iions and Lorror storizs” insoiar
vs they involve cirecumsiances with
which I #m personally familiar.

This brings us {o the question of
censorship. Under the Riarchetld
¢as2, whileh Tloss appeors te veplore,

the Supreme Court held in effect
that a former employee of CIA
could be restrained from publish-
ing material that he had promised
not to publish. The fact that dis-
clisure of the malerial which is
“suppressed” would, in the opinion
of responsible officials, compromise
national security hardly. makes the
Marchetfi rule an iniquifous one,
Jowever that may be, ibe MceGar-
vey book, heing subject to the same
ruie of law, was presurnably subject
to roview and “censorshin by CIA.

Assuming that this was in fact
the case, one concludes that the
censor's hund is not a heavy one.
One can preswne that only a very
few iteins wkich clearly compro-
mised tue security of on-going oper-
ational aclivity or some other scn-
sitive sceurity interest were deleted.
The director of central intelligence
is apparently prepared to overlook
personal abuse—no matter how pre-
pasterous or invidious—and general
charges of incompetence and irre-
spongibility—-no  matter how il
founded.

Why? Parlly, T suppose,. because
the record of efiorts {o refule some
of the wilder charaes leveled against

CIA ond tae intollizence commius

nity hos boen co tiscourneing, Ask
to sze the monuseript, prior (o pub-
Yication, of o hookabout infelijrzence
operalicss ana ofticial poliey by &n
author who coudd not possiuly nave
anythine hetter than ihird liand ace
cess (o the actual Jacts obout a

dial
abot

as DCI, are responsible, and you~
ave immediately accused, as witness
this review and boolk, of “biunting
the jnvestigative spirit of the major
newspapers and inagazines by take
ing their correspondents to Tuneh.”
Try to correct inaccuracies and false
jmpressions by telling the “whole
trutl’* ahout a particular situation
or incident and sce what {hat does
to the sccurity of your sources and
methods.

Perhaps the hest reason why
those in charge of American intelli-
gence prefer to let these allegations
go unchallenged is their coniidence
that the American people, on bal-
ance, recognize garbage when they
sce it. .

Any reasonable person would
agree that incomgpetence and blun-
ders are fair vame {or any reporter.
What my former colleagues in the

_intelligence services deplore and

find incomprehensible is what ap-

pears to be the deliberate tiiting, .

to coin zn expression, of the image
of thoir activiiies in a discreditable
balance. It is easy to understand
why our adversaries abroad would
vish, by inference, misrepresenta-
tion or oliierwise, to paint a picture
of American intellizence which is
as davk and delinquent as possible,
But why should American citizens
contribute {o this tilling process?
And what ereditable purpose do2s
it serve?

JOIIN A, BROSS

Mcl.can, Virginia
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