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By William Greider © o

' The: authof is a‘member,of the national staff of The Washington Post. .
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THE SEPARATE scandals,’ as they be.

j

- came_known. one by one, read like a
- first ‘rough draft of “1984.”. ' -

. The US. Army was uptight. about Oleo

Strut, & ifgIl",c’offe_e'l;ouse ,outside’ Ft. Hood,

Tex,, and: 50,'0les. Strut was put under sur- .
veillance by milftary intelligence agents,

- The FBI, "among other things, was busy

trying to penetrate the Black Student Union
-‘a Pennsylvania’ Military . College, a’quiet

campus in Chester, Pa. "~ A R
* - The .IRS .was scanning the tax;returns of -

the Cummings Engine Foundation, looking -

for violatiohs ‘because that tax-exempt four:
dation gave some . money to black - activists.
..and New Left theoreticians, ‘" .0 7
"7The CIA, ‘which is supposed to gather in.

ence on foreign powers, instead ‘'was -

[% e PN - ! R
“-THose digbinted-fragments are now hegin,
ning to form a more coherent picture: oves
the past eight years, the American govern-
ment devoted enormous energy to'a secret-
activity=-spying on "American citizens. It
was done with videotape cameras and elec-

ng columnist Jack Anderson and his

‘ronic _bugs, with. undercover agents 'and’ .

)aid \informers; with faney computers and
vith' thé: tacit consent or even encourage-
tent of two Presidents from both political -
arties. : )

. AS ysual, Sam Ervin, the retired senator ‘
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rom . NoTWR .- Carolna, sald it wen: -
Unfortunately, in theé heat'of political cri:
is, government and_the men that wield its
gwer become frightened by opinions they
e.-Ebeir_reaction is to.combat those

W4 by any power they have at hand —ex:
ie'_t;;_ e pawer of better.ideas and better

nment >

I‘he‘%ﬁiﬁx?eﬂex N e
JOW DID IT happen? " What is to .

--prevent its happening again?  If the ,

nei - #dng¥eksional committees - on intel-
ligence', Seriusly contront the complex hig-
tory of ‘these episodes,. they will find that
the’ most. important Questions . are' . still’

largely. unanswered, - L e '
The. ‘lssues~ of legality iiwhieh! surround -,
goyernment surveillance are ‘at best tnset.*
tled and, even now, civil libertarians argue
that there, i§ no firt legal barrier to prevent
similaricoptroversies if the nation finds it-<’
self i, il 1yisiFé period of domestic turmoil. -

sound rielodramatic to’ invoke the image of

Gegrge ‘Orwell’s “1984.” And yet, if soclety
fails to' punish political spying.or to build '

strong preventives into the law, it is easy

Wiatlig"¢hé long-term danger? It may -



- enough to envision the eventual acceptance
of these practices-as legitimate activities,
not just in times of social stress, but always.
That path would surely lead to a society’
quite dlfferent from the American ideal, a
place where unorthodox: ldeas and free ex-

~pression are permanently inhiblted by the

- ,government’s eomputer memory,

It is still not entirely clear what decn-
sions. produced- this explosion . of surveil-

" ance and dirty tricks. Thére ‘are at least-two

s

‘competing theories. "One, whiche might be -
called the theory, - of “spontaneous pombus-
tion,” suggests ‘that ‘these various . branches
of gavernment, watching the same frighten-'

- ing events, reacted indimdually but in simi-

‘~lar ways. The other theory holds that the.
CIA or the FBI wéreh’t acting irresponsibly
on their own passion but ,were followmg
“orders from above.” - L

Although the factual ev1dence ism’t set-

_tled, at least this much is clear: that these

" activities grew out of common. reflexes of -
fear,. that the regular-inhibitions of decent
men or traditional legal restraints which are.

supposed to prevent such abuses of power.

_.proved inadequate, not_ just in-the CIA or |

‘the White HouSe. Cities were'burning. Radi-
cals were, indeed, planting bombs in public
buildings./ The citizens’ protest movement ’
- against the war in Viétndm-~which seemed

s0° impotent in terms  pf changing govern- '

ment policy—was most effective in frighten-

lng the men who made that pohcy

. Looking back}the dircumstaritial evidence

) does suggest that all of these activities were
mterrelated at least/ to- -some degree.’ In a .

sense, that is .mitigating testim. ugy for the *
* individual agencies: If onchnel es

that all’

: of these bureaucracfes wer'd r’esponding to”
i s

it-is. more- diffi-

the same alarm b

y

/

“"the Justice Department or the FBI, but in ~ '

s

cult” 't portray the C “or ‘the ' FBIL as'a §

secret’ police forge thst 'has run. amok ina”

democratlc society, -

Two. Periods of Reactlon S \ .

THE SIMPLIFIED hlstory o; eVents Tuns .
like this: . " .
‘There were two dxstmct periods Qf ‘fear

.. when the federal. government mobilized to

_gather intelligence on socjety’s trouble-mak-
. ‘ers, whether they ‘were anti-war demonstra-
tors or blaok actmsts in: Amencas central
cltles . ~

The first was m late 1967 after a tumulty..
ous summer of urban- riots, when the Justice
Department under . Attorney General ' Ram-

;: -'sey Clark formed its Inter-Dlvisional Infor- -

mation Unit to gather names and organiza- -

v

‘
¢
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: intelhgence on the dorhestie’ dxscord

i
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;CIA to the Pen.tagon—the need for better

-A lot of things started in those months: In

. the spring of 1968, for instance, the FBI or-

dered its 59 ﬁeld offices to" develop “ghetto
info 32
“reau’s 8,

)0 dgents! It also laiinched its now-

..infamous’ COINTELPRO ‘operations aimed :,

‘at. dxsruptxng New i.eft groups, It broadened
*its regular survexllance indluding wiretaps -

and paid Inﬁltrators, on both black and/anth

war groups : e e
*.The Armyk in that same period iss’ued an
“intelhgence colléction plam'-—distributed

to 300 federal offices—which authorized sur- ",

veillance on the premise th?t Tipts wer
- caused by “mihtant‘ag;tators -and..“ra
rousmg ‘meetings .and. ﬁery agitation’

: speeches of exh'emlst civil rights groups.” -

“Military intelligence was equally interested -

in’ monitoring “subversive”/ efforts like the -

. underground newspapers -and. '‘GI coffee-
" houses which’ 'were £ostering “resistan.ce to

" the Army.”

~The CIA, as. the public. recently learned

 also participated in its own limited way. rI‘he .
- “Intelligence agency “mserted” 10 -agents

inside dxssndent groups in the Waslungton

area, on the pretext t.hkt ‘It was protectmg ‘

. .CIA_ buildings against assault

The second time of crisis thhm the gov-

ernment ~—which. is better known probably
because it was  well exposed: during the:

plicitly fllegal campaigh.of survéillance. All
- but' J. Edgar Hoover of the FBI were wﬂI-
ing. ! o

The CIA, by its own. account became ac- -

tive again, planting'a dozen or so agents in-
side “dissident circles,” allegedly to search

tions and’ President Johnson's W'hite House Coh
: expressed to various departments—from the

Q -one for each of the bu- , .

: Watergate/scandal-came in the-summer of .
- 1870 when a young White House aide named - ;
« Tom .Charles: Huston” wrote his ; famous..
memo calling ‘onall” agéncies, from Justice "
. to the CIA to-the Pentagoii's National Secu.
. 1ily Ageficy, to sign up for a broad.and ex-

fot foreign connections. The. Internal Reve- -

“nue Service, meantune, had. initiated in ‘thes

staff,” collectmg names of political dissen-

.ters and investigating theit taxes. And .the: p

- FBI was, sending its - agents onto college/
,campuses, with orders to start files on every.
‘Black. Student Union in the natxon. .

Tantahzmg Leads. | B
IN BOTH PERIODS the recdrd is stud:,
ded with tantahzmg leads, essentially

; unresolved which suggest that tbese vart-‘

. ‘summer of 1969 jts" own “special services - k

X
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ous programs were more clOsely coordm
ated than anyone has qmte admxtted For

. instance: . BN
® When Ramsey Clark issuéd hls fu-st;‘

" marching order for the IDIU, he noted:,
“You are free to consult with the ‘FBI ‘and:
other intelligence agencies in the govern-.
‘ment to draw on their experience in mmn-

P

taming similar units, fo explore the possibil-;:

. ities of obtainmg informatlon we do not’ ;
. nowreceive ., /-
" '® Clark’s assistant attorney general fbx"
civil rights, John Doar, suggested trading, m-
] formatxon with the poverty | pbrogram’s agen-
cies, the Internal Revenue Service, the Nar-
.cotics Bureau, the Post Office, and the Alco-“
hol, Tax and Tobacep unit of ',l‘reasury
® ‘The. Axmy’s various intelligence coll -
- - tors shared their informaﬁon with ‘JuStlce
on a regular basis and, “indeed; got frequent
srequests for data : After Army photogra-
. phers, posing a$ “Midweést Video,” took filims-
.of the demonstrators at the 1968 Démocratic
convention in Chicago, Deputy ‘Attorney

O iGeneral Warren Chnstopher asked for c‘op,
- ies:

®An' Army “collection/ plan” issued m?
1968 listed the CIA among-the: cooperatmg
agem:les whlch would provide mformation

i . See SPY,Page 04

AN

oo oo e
xSPY From l’age Cl T

L;;; ¢ The IRS when it Iaunohed its super-se-
* cret program aimed at’ radicals, started with

i*77 names gnd quickly gréw to g file:with. 11,
" 458 names. About 55 per cent camé from the

. FBI, but TRS also ‘coordinated” ‘with the.

M Defense Department and sought ' Secret
'. - Service files. The IRS targets.included those
* on both the left and the right—local chap-
*- ters of moderate civil rights organlzations,

> Black Muslim temple, a Jewish organization;

lahor uninns, .a Jaw students assoclatjon, -

* three universities, even a branch of the Re-
publican Patty.
3’ . thn the CIA got into’ the business, it
4 received names from Justice's IDIU and the
'BEIn turn, the ‘CIA traded its own data
2 with metropolitan  police * departments all
govet' the country, most of whom have their
&.h\mﬁ“red squads”‘to look after pohncal dis-
T senters. rw i s LAy

2t

3 ® At various txmes, many of these agencles

+ weré'called, together:to-“coatdinate;’ though -

“ officials of each insisted'later that they were
not familiar with the partfculars “of what
others were doing. Thus, for example, for-
. mer -Attorney. General , Clark has denied
knowing. about the Army spyx‘ng, though his
: own IDIU got data from it, or even knowing

’about the FBI's COINTELPRO, though it '

“was in his own department.
® Victor Marchetti, formerly a hlgh offi-

cial-at CIA, recalled recently that in 1867 -

?resment Johnson was pushmg the intelli-

cae Tan

/

gence commynity . o pursue the anti-war .
movement more actively and that D1re/:tor
Richard Helms- re51sted much of the pres- -
_sure‘ “Helms came, in, one day[to a daily
.CIA meet;ng] and said the rhilitary would
handle ‘most . of the action and the FBI
*sm;.ﬂd help out,” Marchettl related. “In the
{ A.,YOu get the feeling this was a put-off
-story, the cover story. I learned subse-
quently the agency as trammg local police
‘forces in this 'coun Af you were géing
.into - domestic intelllgence wox;k it “would .
.make sense to train the pohce and maybe
(penetrate them” -~ | :
; Durmg the Nixen years, Huston assem- '
‘bled-all' of, the agencies at the same table.
+The Nixon ‘administration claimed that the
" so-talled - Huston " Plan was never imple-
‘mented, biit - the - same orgamzations—the/
iFBI, the CIA, NSA, the Defense Intelligence-
Ageﬁcy, the Secret “Service and “the White
House—met weekly fort two 'years after- .
“wards under the Intelligence : Evaluation
. Committee, a. group -launched by Robert
*Mardian when he; ‘was- assistant attorne
,general for internal security. In 1972, after
7 the Army had pulled back from its massive.
*zspxing, it still lent a hand to Mardlan s IEC, |
;m;md-l’ng three counter-intelligence analysts
; fitito help. out at the national poiitical con-’

.The ‘?Demabllxty” Prmclple ’

WHO REALLY KNEWtwhat was going
&YV Vot The “bureauératic . principle - of .
denia bility” seems to Have permeated the
; governiment, and it is Bard to reach precise
w~conclusions.. 'The c1v1lian managers at the
YPentagon, for mstance, insisted  later that
*they were misled by Army intelligence peo-
«ple who blandly asserted that the Jbulk of
ethe intelligence information was “collected
sby the FBI and merely ‘passed on for Army
~analysis There are a lot of internal docu-
ments which seém'to corroborate that-claim.
“On the other hand, Under Se etary of .
Defense)?aul Nlt:e approved }00 new slats
for Army infelligence in 1968 (trxmming the
Army request from 167)‘ What were all
. those jobs supposed to be for" And in early
“1969 Army General, 'Counsel’ Robert E. Jor-
‘dan tried to persuade the Nixon admmistra- ‘<
“tlon to adopt a néw inter:agency policy re-
stricting the military rolé -and shifting the
~main responsibility for spying to the Justice
Department gthe ‘effort failed). Why make :
*that pohc} fight 1f no one grasped what was
“8011’13 on? ;1“: . . Vo
,r Wk,knew about the Army spying" In the
“summer of 1969, after the change of admxms- ,
xtrations, the new under secretary of the
+Army got a phone call from Fred Vinson, .
r'ﬂ-mer assistant attorney general in Ramse
»Clark’s Ju,stxce Department. Vinson, accord-
“ing ‘to an’ Army memorandum, “had indi-
cated that he was_concerned . about ‘the
Armys role "im dqmestnc intelligence activi-
{ ties and ‘that he unders the ‘Army had
‘two separate computerized intelhgence set-
;ups.’ ” How did 3 Justlce Department offi-

!lt'.
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“thought to pose a teal 'gr po
“the base.” Another California air base still :

cial know what Pentagon officials claimed
not to know? | -

In short, while investigations have not yet
binned down the precise relationships be-
tween these various surveillance activities,

it is clear that the traditional jurisdictional

lines between agencies became almost mean-
ingless. The “files” are interwoven; They fed
ubon each éther. The computer tapes trav-
eled freely around town, from Penr;sylvania
Avenue 'to Langley to an IRS computér in

" Rockville,

Undoing the damage which those files can

inflict on individual _reputations,’ eareers, '

credit 'ratings' or whatever is ' not so
easy. The Ai‘my, for instance, issued what it
regards as very. tough regulations in early
1971, halting general surveillance and re-
'quiring all intelligence units to “clean” their
‘files, to reduce the holdings drastically and
to re-verify periodically any information
which is still there, o Cn e
Two years later, however, when Pentagon
Inspection teams.went out, they found some
curious items. . -~ S
At Travis Air Force Base, the intelligence
office'still held data such as an “estimate of_
Enémy Situations,” in'cluding reports on sey-."

. eral'local dissident groups “which were tar.

geted against Travis AFB and which were |
potential threat to

had a list of “enemy forces™ covering leftist "

groups dating back to the Abraham Lincoln |,
Brigade of the Spanish clyil'war, .« -~ - .
- At the Presidio Army headquartersin San
Francisco, the files still contained a listing.
of local pervqonalities“‘whom the local mili-
tary intelligence officers, regarded as worth

watching—Communists, socialists and others.

"At Fort Dix, N.J.,  the inspectors found

lists of organizations and people dating back '

to 1964. In Hawaii, military. intelligence wag *
still Keepizg iabs on “Libecsted Barracks,” a
GI underground newspaper which the files

.

proclaimeéd was “targeted against the mili-

tary” and, therefore, subject to surveillance
under the new rules, T
 In. Washington, the Pentagon  announces
periodigally that it has discovered yet ap.
other file system or computer bank: that was
supposed to l?e purged in 1971 Just a few
weeks ago;v they found a microfilm library
on civilians at the Eorrestal Building. .,
In bureaucratic language, when a file is.

"purged,’" it does not necessarily mean that

", it has been “destroyed.” Sometimes the ma-

terial is simply stored elsewhere in a “non.

active” status. The CIA, for that matter, has

been' “eliminating” names flom its own
counterintelligence files on 10,000 Ameri-

- cans, but that does not really settle things.

So. far, about 1,000 names have been re-
moved from the active index, but Director
William - E. Colby noted | that these. “could -

’

be reconstituted should this be required.”

Except- for official good‘intenttons, there
is not ',much ‘to prevent any of these
agepcies from again launching- a “geheral
sur'yeillance of citizens ‘they regard - as
“dangerous” to the national survival. The
- CIA, for instance, has acknowledged halting
some activities of dubidus propriety, but it
has not conceded that any of them—from
burglary to opening private mail—was illegal.

Attorney General William Saxbe condem-
ned the FBI's COINTELPRO as a deplorable
"use of government power—but FB!I Director
Clarence Kelley refiised to do so.

The ;Army's tougher regulations l:et';uire )
- -approval for cov;rt operations at high levels

in the civilian anagement, but the rules
:still permit something called “Aggressive
Counterin'tel igence Programs,” as well as
“clandestine’ . operations ~defined  as

.. “illegal,” if ‘Pentagon officials ‘decide{ the'

4 , "way through the tourts, intended to define °

*threat” is serious enough,

The fact is that, despite.stfoﬁé_ Obinions .
on the impropriety of these activities,  the

questions of their legality have not been set-
tled by Congress or thé courts, Onpe test of
sincerjty for the. various in
cies-will be whether they support legislation
making political surveillance by them an ex-

plicit offense, . Last year, when Sen. Ervin

proposed such’ a’ limitation for the miliary, *

the Pentagon helped block the bill. In the
meantime, a long list of cases is working itg

telligence agen--

" the citizen’s protection ‘against an overly cu- -
o AR

rious government. )
Isit lega} for any government agency, for

-, Instance, to commit -a . burglary_entering

private premises without a warrant—even to

' ensure that an employee is not Teaking na-

. Such tactics, The CIAj might claim some

‘vague ~authorily inherent - in ‘its charter

"‘responsibilities—“the protection of intelli-

gence sources and methods"—but John Ehrl-
ichman lost in court when he invoked a sim.
ilar “national security” argument as the de-

Zfense for the Ellsberg burglary,

- Bre‘akixig-and-entering, howevexf, is proba- '

"bly the clearest of the issues, Opening pri- -

vate mail, for instance, is widely regarded as
" forbidden ~wi¥hout a search warrant, but one
goVemmeqt official says there is a national
security exception which ‘might cover the
- ClA’s extended “mail cover” programs,

Conflicting Comxmands’ .
- HAT ABOUT political Spying’ general-
1y, or keeping files on itizéns who

. +have not been charged with any_ crime,

v

much less convicted of one?

. _The question, even when’ applied to the
CIA, is mgre complicated than it seems, It is

- true that le National Security Act of 1947

tional secrets? The Fourth Amendment says’
not, and theré is no law which ‘authoritizes

- g
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" ! them. Under that

\

prohibits the CIA from any “internal secu-
rity” functions, but the charter also author-
izes the agency not only to protect

¢ “intelligence sources and methods” but to
perform “such other funetions” whic \ the
National Security Council assigns it. Thus,
the CIA charter has one restrictive com.
mand telling the agency to stay out of do-
‘mestic . surveillance—and two loopholesj
which might be used to Justify just aboyt

-anything in the name of “national se'cprity.,”
The question of what those words mean

. has been litigated only once, apparently, and
the CIA won. According to, Thomas B. Ross
of the Chicago Sun-Tithes, cosauthor of “The
Invisible Government,” a_federal judge held -

" in a 1966 civil libel suit involving a CIA
agent that the agency does have authority to
collect its. foreign intelligence inside’ the
United States, | s ) -

" “The fact that the immediate intelligence
“\gource is located in the United States does
not make it an ‘internal security function’

‘" over which the GIA has rio ‘authority,” Judge
Roszel C.Thomsen declared. “The coutt con-
cludes that.activities.by the. CIA .to protect |
its' foreign intelligence -sources -located in
the United States are within: the power

.granted by Congress to the CIA.” -, .

When Sen. Ervin’s subcommittee investi. '

gated Army spying, Ervin cencluded:, “There’
is no question that military surveillarice of
civilian political activity id illegal, at least in
, the sense that it was not authorized. by law.”
" But William ' Rehnquist, who was, then‘
assistant attorney general, argued that the
President’s constitutional ,responsibility ‘to
see “that the laws be faithfully executed”
gives the executive branch. not just authority
~ to prosecute crimes, but also to prevent
erent power, he argued,
' surveillance aimed! at "preventing violence
or civil disturbances wgs legitimate, . ): y
Rehnquist,” 25 3t huppened, ‘g6t anotiier
chance to express’ his views on the 'same
«matter after he became'a Supreme - Court
Jjustice. Over the protest of ACLU lawyers,
he cast the deciding vote'in Tatum v. Laird,
ruling against a challenge to Army, spying
. which contended that the mere aét'of mili-
‘tary surveillance “chilled” the First Amend-
ment right of! free . pdlitical expression of

' Arlo Tatum, ‘an “anti-war sctivist who was -

““targetéd” by military intelligence.

The Supreme Court held. that a citizen
could sue the government for spying unless
he can prove that the surveillance damaged

him'in some tangible way. Now. the Ameri-

can Civil Liberties Union lawyers are mov-
ing ‘forward , with new cases .intended to
show just that. Among the plaintiffs are
" Americans living in Germany who were un-
der Army surveillance in 1972 as members
of the Berlin Democratic Club and who had
their security clearances held up.as a result,

“The Army files,” says ACLU lawyer John
-+ . Shattuck, “all state that these people were
doing things that might pose a threat to the
military. What these people were doing was
campaigning for George McGovern”
'Showing “Probable Cause” . -
.. DESPITE THE SETBACK of the Tatum
case, Shattuck isg generally optimistic
about the series of lawsuits now aimed at
limiting the government's discretion An sur-
veillance, including the one against Secre-
‘tary of State Henry Kissinger for the b4
“national security” wiretaps authorizad by
thé ‘Nixon administration in 1969 ‘and an.
-other fo be filed soon against the CIA’s
" counter-intelligence files,© Sy
“We're trying to have the ot ‘set stand.
ards that would prohibit the CIA, the FBI
and the Army from having a free hand to do
whatever they want to do” Shattuck says.
“They are opérating essentially without au-
 thority in all of these areas. The only thing
they can point to is the kind of generalized
aythority” S T
Meanwhile, the ACLU is pushing [Con-
gress to draw the toughest standards of all.;
" A variety of reform’ proposals has heen in.|
troduced, ranging from’ flat.prohibition of
political spying to strict procedural systems '
requiring a4 court warrsnt for any sur-.
veillance of private citizens by any agency.
Shattuck wants to have both, . o
' Thus, if a government agency -perceives a -
" Possible erime or even a potential crime, it.
would/have to demonstrate “probable cause” '
.. before a federal judge to secure a2 warrant.
) - “If the executive branch is so paranoid that

it believes the courts’ are. Wity risk,
‘then we're really in bad shdawgis coun- .
’ S Lo
e

try,” Shattuck says,
"~ The Busing Case O N
e : o IN'TEL'LIGENCE AGENCIES in' the past
have suc’qéssfully resisted. aﬁ& egislation
in that direction, partly ,on.thé practical.”
. ground that ‘the FBI, fo example, 'might
have to take every investigation before a
. Judge to prove that it’s criminal, not politi.
) ceal oo S
. . Beyond 'that, the distinctions between
criminal and political sometimes become
highly debatable. In the 1 08 78 example,
the FBI penetrated and disj pted the Ku
Klux Klan without much complaint from 1ib-
erals, Lo o
Thé anti-busing controversy in South Bos-
ton right now offers a better example of the
. dilemma. Nick Flannery, Jdirector of the -
- Lawyers Committee for Ciyil Rights, wrote
, tothe Justice Department last month, com.’
- plt‘tining that the FBI was .not aggressive
enough in its surveillance of an anti-busing
,"organization which he feared would stimy-
late violence. ’ .
“At the very minimum,”. Flannery wrote,

- LI U0 SO



“the bureau snouwa have' aevelopea inious-
mants in RQAR [for Restore Our Alienated
Rights] and its’ agents should be ‘at South

" Boston High and elsewhere, «depending o
* tHeir intelligence data to act upon violations

“of law, as they .are-committed, rather than -
‘investigating. after thg lfat:t on the basis of ‘

complaints.” - ' A A
Yet that is precisely the sort of rationale

which led the Army and the FBI and others
to spy on anti-war- organizations and black

. groups in the late 1960s—the fear of violent

protest. They were “political” drganizations.
Sois ROAR. The Justice Department is

. caught in the middle again. - :

But the'close cases' are not the heart of
the controversy. So much of the surveillance
activities of recent years have been so mas-
sive and aimless in bcope that the  connec-
tion with possible criminal charges is tenu-
ous or non-existent. Sen. Ervin’s ‘adimonition °
to the Internal Revenue Service might just
as well apply to the other agencies. “The
purpose of the IRS,” Ervin warned, “is fo
enforce the tax-laws, not to enforce political

.. orthodoxy.”

In a v'lax, the femedy for leéitimaté’law
enforcement interests-—as ‘opposed to aim.

" less desires for political’ surveillaneg—
.might be just: what the ACLU has pro-
"posed: a clear ‘defini

tion of . the purposes

; for which a government agency can spy on,
-8omeone. If that agency cannot convince N

a third party, such as a federal judge, that

- it has'in mind a legitimate investigation of

crime, then. it ought to keep hands off.

‘Obviously, this would inhibit the investiga-

tors and, no doubt, it would reduce/ the '
amount, of surveillance undertaken, That is '
precisely what's ‘needed, o

o g . f



