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The CIA’s ‘Unequivocal’ Right to Prior Review 
There have been stories in the media in recent 

weeks concerning a new book—‘“Decent Interval,” 
by Frank Snepp— that is critical of the CIA’s role in 
the closing days of Vietnam. News stories question 
whether the CIA had the right to review this book 
or, by extension, any work before publication and, 
if so, whether it had the right to excise portions it 
reasonably considered damaging to national secu- 
rity. 

The answer to the first question is unequivocally 
yes. The CIA had the right to review because the 
author had signed a specific agreement to that ef- 
fect as part of the terms of his employment: with 
the agency. At no time prior to publication did he 
challenge the validity of that agreement. Rather, he 
claims there is some higher right that gives him the 
privilege of breaking that oath. 

Yet, all of the evidence upon which Snepp bases 
that rationale was available to him when he met 
with me on May 17 of this year. In that meeting he 
explicitly promised me that he would fulfill his 
written obligation to provide us his manuscript for 
review. More than that, he reaffirmed this obliga- 
tion a few days later in writing. 

The Central Intelligence Agency, and I as its Di- 
rector, accepted this man at his word. We made no 
effort to monitor the progress of his activities. He 
simply violated both his own oath and our trust. 
Moreover, his publisher, Random House, and his ini- 
tial TV interviewer, “60 Minutes,” have also ac-. 
knowledged that they were party to this deliberat 
evasion of written and spoken promises. : 

ity is justified in circumstances like these? Because, 
I suspect, of an erroneous premise, clearly ex- 

case, that government employees inevitably place 
covering their and their agencies’ reputations 
above their duties and even above the law. This is a 
common anti-establishment reaction that has be- 
come so familiar in recent years. Its fallacy lies in 
the absence of any evidence that the CIA, over the 
past year and a half when Snepp was writing his 
book, deliberately used secrecy to protect its repu- 
tation. To the contrary, the public record attests un- 
equivocally to the agency’s willingness to face the 
past squarely whatever the effect on its public rep- 
utation. The self-revelations last July of the MKUL- 
TRA drug-abuse activities of the 1950s and the 1960s 
are only the most recent examples of this forthright 
policy. What is at stake, however, is a fundamental   
issue for our society. If the society cannot trust the 
judgment of its public servants regarding what 
should or should not be withheld from the public, 
then the society can in fact have no secrets at all. 

Why do people and organizations feel that duplic- ° 

pressed in some of the newspaper articles on this- 

  

is build into our system, as we have in the past few 
years, a series of bureaucratic checks and balances 
that will control secrets and secret activities, yet at 
the same time protect the public from any abuses 
that excessive secrecy can encourage. Revond that 
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intelligence apparatus, as well as many other or- 
gans of our government. It is remarkable today, and 
I say this with no self-pride because I am a new- 
comer, that the Central Intelligence Agency can 
onerate as effectively as it does desnite thace cir 
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