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198 DEADLY DECEITS

organizations.

Many deletions caused little problem. In some cases, where an ex-CIA offi-
chal's affiliation with the Agency was well known, | had used that person 's true
name. The Agency objected. | felt the point was unimportant and agreed to substi-
tute titles or aliases.

At one point 1 really became worried. Bou said that | must produce the
document from which | had taken a direct quote. If 1 could not produce it, he
warned that 1 would be accused of stealing secret documents, | had not deigned to
steal any of the Agency"s classified fantasy, but 1 was not sure that | could relocate
that precise quote. Luck was with me that day, and a short scan of the research
materials | had brought with me produced that quoted passage.

We referted the question of joint operations with the Thai poucu to the gen-
eral counsel's office, which conceded that such information was probably not delet-
able. We continued our review based on the premise that | could discuss joint
intelligence and counterinsurgency programs with the Thais. Even so, | could not
mention my participation in programs with specifically named Thai organizations
although | could substitute phrases to describe them. Also [ was allowed, via foot-
noting, to replace a deleted item with information from a source document. By
juxtaposition | hoped my meuaning would be clear.

The next day | objected to the deletion of my very negative assessment of
the Agency’s long-term operations against mainland China. | produced a book,
Sub Rosa, in which a former Hong Kong station chief, Peer de Silva, set forth his
own lengthy, negative evaluation of those operations. | said Peer's book had been
approved by the PRB and it had' peimilitted-him-te state his opinion; therefore, |

should be given the same privilege. Bob agreed and my critical comments, in modi-

fied version, were reinstated. From that point on | searched through books written
by former Agency officials and cleared by the CIA, to locate items similar to dele-
tions made in my book. By this tactic 1 was successful in reinstating numerous
deletions.

We had a problem over naming specific CIA stations and bases — other than
those already acknowledged — even though those installations were well known.
The 'ﬂgnt_:x‘! obiggtion had nothing to do with secrecy. It instead applied to ad-
ministering the Freedom of Information Act. Whenever the Agency acknowledged
the existence of a station or base, the public could, under the act, demand docu-
ments relating to the facility. Although it seldom releasos documents in response to
such appeals, the Agency must by law physically check all such documents. By not
allowing anyone to admit that a station or base exists, it avoids those requests,

Bob and [ agreed to n modified version of my book. That weekend | made
all the changes. On Monday morning I reviewed those changes with Mark Lynch
and submitted the book to the deputy general counsel, Mayerfeld. In the interim
Mayerfeld’s office had reversed itself. He said The New York Times' Pentagon Pa-
pers had not been officially released, that the Supreme Court only ruled that it
could nof enjoin publication of those documents. Therefore, my discussion of
liaison programs with Thai organizations might again encounter opposition.

That night 1 searched through the edition of the Pentagon Papers that Sena-
tor Mike Gravel of Alaska had entered in the officlal records of the Senate. | found
that it included the Lansdale memorandum and therefore supposed that that con-
stituted official disclosure. The next morning | happily relayed the news to Bob. He
sald members of Congress could say anything, so the Gravel edition did not count.
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