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T
h
ere h

as b
een

 a lo
t o

f arg
u
in

g
 recen

tly
 ab

o
u
t 

w
ho is to blam

e for the large am
ount of electronic 

eav
esd

ro
p
p
in

g
 d

o
n
e b

y
 th

e F
M

, b
u
t it seem

s 
w

o
rth

 ask
in

g
 w

h
y
 th

ere sh
ou

ld
 b

e an
y
 Id

am
e at 

all. Is it n
o

t p
o

ssib
le th

at o
u

r u
n

th
in

k
in

g
 an

x
iety

 
ab

o
u

t "B
ig

 B
ro

th
er" e av

esd
ro

p
p

in
g

 o
n

 u
s is a 

sign not of civic virtue but of paranoia? 
In actual fact, there is a w

ide gap betw
een w

hat 
th

e law
 p

ro
h
ib

its an
d
 w

h
at th

e en
g
in

eers h
av

e 
m

ad
e p

o
ssib

le. T
h
e F

o
u
rth

 A
m

en
d
m

en
t p

ro
v
id

es 
the basic law

: "T
he right of the people to be secure 

in their persons, houses. papers, and effects, against 
u
n
reaso

n
ab

le search
es an

d
 seizu

res, sh
all n

o
t b

e 
v

io
lated

...," W
h

at, h
o

w
ev

er, is an
 "u

n
reaso

n
ab

le 
search

"? C
o

n
g

ress an
d

 th
e co

u
rts h

av
e im

p
o

sed
 

strict controls on w
iretaps. but engineers now

 have 
d
ev

ised
 m

in
iatu

re g
ad

g
ets th

at can
 o

v
erh

ear an
d
 

record conversations from
 a block aw

ay. T
here is 

no trespassing. no intrusion. A
nd w

hen technology 
can

 p
ro

d
u

ce so
m

eth
in

g
 th

at a lo
t o

f p
eo

p
le w

an
t 

to use, it ',rill be used. 
A

s a
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lt, e
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 (nisi ,  a
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e
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n
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e
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f sn
o
o
p
in

g
 d

e
v
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e
s,  

an
d
 ea v

esd
ir, p

ran
g

 is in
creasin

g
ly

 w
id

esp
read

. 
C

u
rio

u
sly

 en
o
u
g
h
, w

h
ile eig

h
t states b

an
 w

ire-
tapping 

a
ll(I six

 o
th

ers p
erin

i1
 it o

n
ly

 in
 lim

ited
 

cases, th
ere is lit 1

k
 law

 g
o
v
ern

in
g
 th

e m
o
st ad

-
v
an

ced
 fo

rm
s o

f eav
esd

ro
p
p
in

g
; A

n
d
 ev

en
 m

o
re 

cu
rio

u
sly

, th
e p

eo
p

le m
o

st n
o

tab
ly

 p
rev

en
ted

 
from

 such surveillance are the federal authorities—
b
y
 a p

resid
en

tial o
rd

er o
f 1

9
G

5
 w

h
ich

 fo
rb

id
s 

U
.S

. ag
en

cies to
 eav

esd
ro

p
 ex

cep
t in

 cases th
at 

involve national security. 
T

his is W
it to say that the F

B
I should be given 

a free h
an

d
 to

 trap
 an

d
 im

p
riso

n
 an

y
o
n
e it d

is-
lik

es. W
iretap

 ev
id

en
ce, asid

e fro
m

 all m
o

ral 
q
u
estio

n
s, is easy

 to
 falsify

, an
d
 th

e co
u
rts h

av
e 

b
een

 w
ise to

 b
ar m

o
st o

f it as "tain
ted

." B
u

t a 
g
reat d

eal o
f p

o
lice

 a
ctivity in

vo
lve

s n
o

t. g
ettin

g
 

convictions but getting inform
ation. It seem

s only 
reasonable that m

ost of the inform
ation the police 

w
i m

id like to get by eavesdropping is inform
ation 

!h
at w

im
ld

 lead
 to

 th
e p

rev
en

tio
n

 o
r so

lu
tio

n
 o

f 
crim

es. It also
 seem

s reaso
n

ab
le th

at th
e p

o
lice, 

in
 su

ch
 effo

rts, sh
o

u
ld

 h
e ab

le to
 u

se th
e sam

e 
m

ans that now
 are available to ordinary citizens. 

P
R

IN
T

E
D

M
U

A
k
 

7
4

 

 

.4
 

  

=
m

ow
s a

n
‘.,*

=
,1■W

/M
C

fN
.W

IN
E

SIE
N

t
- 	

.•,rn.4'041461 	
`• 

LIM
C-44,114W

it 


