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Executive Regiviiy |

The Honorable .. Meadel Rivers
Chairran, Comumitiee oo Ar:ined Services
Mouse of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515

My dear Mir. Chaira.an:

I ar: desply concerned over the iy pact of the provisions of &, 1033
upen the Central Intelligence Agency and, for that smatter, on the doparts: enis
and agencias of the intelligence cormiunity.

A bill sis llar to ». 1035 was introduced by Senator Zrvia laie in the
~9%k Congress aad applied 1o all employees of the Goveran.ent. As introduced
ia the 90th Congrass, 3. 1033 coatained a coc:plete exen ption for the FBI
oaly. The blll was aniended in Conuz ittes to porm:it an officer of CIA or NE&A
1o request an eu.ployss or applicant to take & polygrayh test, or to take a
paychological test, designed to elicit fran: hin. inforiiatien concarning his
personal relaiicashiy with any persos connectsd with hir. by blood or marriage,
or comcaralng his religious neliefs or practices, or concerning his attitude or
cenduc: with respect to sexual n.atters, or to provids a personal fisancial
Staten:ent, on the basle of a perscnal finding by the Directors in sach individual
ca8¢ that the test or inforication is required to protect the national security.

A floor Acendr.eni pern.ite & designee of the Directors to ruake the reguired
perscaal finding. A fisal ficor amendu.ent rex.oved the full exeu. ption for the
FBI and granted it the same partial exem:ption provided for NSA and CIA,

14t s:e state to bayin with that my colleagues and { in CIA are as
keenly lnisrasied as any c.ei.ber of the Congress in the noed to preserve
ths Constitusional rights and freedoc:s of all vur citizens. Most of us
originally jolned the Agency and coatinue to work for it auvt only because we
believe in those basic democratic freedon:s but becauss we xnow theis io be
threatened by extersal and aggreseive forces. The mational securlty which
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wo hava sworn to defend is mot to us & mindlass abstraction or seaophoble
slogan. Rathar it {2 because our country's borders define a rule of law that
pereaites a Bill of Rights to flouriah that we belleve our aation’s security is
weorth defeading. The n.en 1 know who have undertaken difficull and often
dangsrous assignm ents abroad have dons so in the mature conviciion that
thay ware helping to pressrve the derocratic rights of our peogle,

¥ all the nations of the earth were peaceful dorseracies and U there
sxisted reliable internationai guarantees againat aggression and subvsraion,
I would aot have to write this letier noxy would thls country nesd a CIA, hiuch
a5 wa lock forward o such & safe and psaceful world, we havas io accapt the
kard fact ihat {t does not yet oxist. In the world of reality in which we bave
=o cholce but to live, the survival of our couniry as & free and dewocratic
atate depaads upon our abillty to protect the security of our defensive plane
and dispositions. It alse depeads on our ability tc predic: and anticipate the
pow foras of w.liltary and political aggression that an indafatigabie opponent
reay invent. In this struggle that has been {orced upon us, nothing is oore
nporiant than the integrity, the high rcorals, and the competencs of the men
and wxron who work for us,

After sep:e twenty years of expsrionce, we in the CIA are, [ think,
wall aware of the nature of the ssplonage +ffort direciad againat this country.
The Soviet XOB, the Iatelligeacs services of the Eastern European satellites,
of Cuba, and of Cornmuniet China are eagaged in a continulag endesavor 1o
discovezr and exploit any Burnan frallty an ong thoss who have access to that
sansitive infors.ation which these unfriendly intelligence zervices do not know.
If & man is in deep financial trouble, a terapting brive is offsred. If a nan
has & past record of hormosexual activity, that valnerabilliy is exploited by
ruthiess blackn:afl. If a rman has s relative whose safety or welfare is within
their powey (¢ threaten, the threat is made, [ do mot niean to over-dramatize
Wil to suggest thai employnsent in the field of Intelligeace iz subject to apeciai
riske and pressurea 1o which the average Fedsral ensployee is not subjectad,

It is wy conviction that ths Agency wouid be derslict if we did not
recogniss this as a speclal situstion and adopt special procedares. The
protectiion of the whgi axsount of highly semsitive Infornation so vitsl to our
aational secerity can be no better than the sscurlty, integrity, and practicss
of aay @ ployoe having access 1o such sensitlve inforn:ation. Accordingly,
we m:ust ensure o the best of our abilities that ex:ployess selected o perfarn.
dutiss involviug the natiomal security are saliable in all respects. We nmust
of nacesilsy know a great deal meors about thoss whon: we sslect than would
ke nacessary in & nonsensitive activity, and we niust also know a great deal
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mors aboul our - ployees throughout their period of service. In the Central
iateliigence Agaacy we {eel we havs doveloped a system: which gives reason-
abls protaciion to the aational interest and ax the sace tine, through ite
professionsl roanagerent, snsures the well being and rights of the en:ployees
sarving our national imierests. We belleve that thiv type of program is
necessary and we expect a high sense of self-discipline fron. our emugloyaas.
While this concejt ruay not bs emtirely (o the liking of some applicants and
smsployees, | am confident that r:ost sinployess accept it as aecessary and
propex In carrylag out our mission. We have a corps of Righly qualified,
wall -trained, professionai officers, and their dedication to the iatelligence
program is dmmonstrated by their accon plishr.ents and one of ths lowest
astrition rates la Governen: attesis to their Job satisfacticon.

The fellowing will llustrate sorne of tha problems which this prepesed
lsgisiation would creats for s:

dection 1 (k). while cummmaendably protscting an smployee froo:
compulsary attendance ai neetings and Jeciares on matiers unralated to
his official duties, would, for axampls, n:ake it unlawfll for any department
or agency 10 "“take motice” of the attendance of one of its emyployses at a
mesting hald by & subversive group or orzasization. I questioa whether
this Is roally the Senate's intent and yet this Is clearly one of the effects
of Section 1 {b).

Bection 1 {4}, in oaking it unlawful to require an em pleyes to make
any raport of his activitles or enderiakinga not related to the performance of
official duties, is sizliar in its effect 10 Section 1 {b}. [t poses the question
whether the Ageacy, barving learned or dlascovered that one of its ernployess
is in regular and unreported coniact with an intelligence official of a foreign
goverament, would be violating the law in asking the employee for an sajlana-
tion of this relaticnshiy, particularly in the case in which the employes's
afficial detion do not relate to n:atters Involviag that particular forveigs
govermment. Further, this Section (s in comflict with a long-estadlished
peiicy that exmployees of the Ageney rmast obtaln prior agproval in making
public speeches ar writing for publication. These and additional reetricticns
ar+s sstablished to prevent the {aadvertent diaciesure of semsitive imelligence
through amployee activities or endertakings snot ralated to official duties.
Hexe again the question arises whether the Ageacy would Le vislating the
law in exerting control over thase activities.

Approved For Release Z&ég‘ﬁ;}? i;.‘FI%:E.I§%79-00632A000100080004-8




f"g(”l
‘41
Gy,

as
Approved For Release 2002/1

GEINEHMT!
‘:‘1 iELEu?Fi '

122 : CIA- éli'79-00632A000100080004-8

Section 1 {e) deals with psychological testing. 3. 1033, as accended,
suthorizes ths Dirsctors of the FBI, NSA and CIA, or their designees, oa the
basis of & persomal finding im each individual case, to use such teste for the
purposs of iagquiring into the sensitive areas of religious beliefs aud practices,
persosal family relationahips, and sexual attitudes, but ik denies the use of
such testing o all other deparixents and agencles without zagard o the fac:
that employees of these departrents and agsncies may be regular racipients
of Righly claseified nform:alion.

Section 1 {f) sstablishes the same prohibition on the use of the poly-
graph test as applies to paychological testing, and grants the same partial
sxescption to the FBI, NSA and CIA. Agaln, the use of the polygraph tast
in the proscriboed areas is denied to all but thess thres agencies, irrespec-
tive of the fact that kighly ssasitive positions may be lavolved.

Section 1 (k) poses a problem for the Agency ia that it would appesr
to require the preseace of counsel in behalf of an employss as scon as and
at the very isen-sat that a supsrvisor wore (o ask the e ployee the reasons
for soxne suspecred dereliction of duty ranging froe:: a serious security
wislation to even coming to work late. This provision goes to the very heart
of the comtinuous process of review of intelligence operations and activities
to determine their effectivensss, the quality of information derived, and
prafessionalisz: in wobilch the aciivitios were conducted. Cut of such interviews
or poat-morten:s there naturally svolves the reviaw of individual s ployes
performancs which, If unsatisfaciory, can readily resalt in disciplinary action.
A great ssany sxtroemely ssnsltive intelllgence operations and activities are
iavolved ia this process and the presence of private o unsel in bebalf of an
smployes woxld ralaw ost serious questicns &s to the appropriate control
and protection of ths iatelligence inforu:ation involved. I cannct believe that
these kinds of restraint on ourx managerial and intelligence operational
pregrac: arve the intent of the Senate and yet this doas seen: to be the sffect
of this Section as presently written. Ubvicusly, I bave ac desire that an
employes should be deprived of the right of counsel when appropriate, but
ths wordiag of this Section would wake i “uniawful” to ask the shuple
sreilmimary questions which are nscessary to sstablish whather or not there
is some fallure in parforcance or dareliction of duty unless provisions were
also sade at the aarce thue for the presenca of counse) if the employer so
roguested.
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Section 1 {1) comprunds the serious dilemmas which several of the
srovisions of the bill raise for the Agency by makiny it unlawful for me t-
take actions to osrateet the security axd integrity of the Agency even though
the Central futelll jence Agency Act of 1349 slaces that res .onsibility usoea
me, The tensliceticos of this Section for the orderly administration of the
business of the Ageacy ars most troublesome.

Ssction 4 of the bill could create vory considerable mischief. This
is the section which sermits any em loyee or applicant who aileges that an
afficer of the Executive Branch has viclated or threstened t> viclate srovisions
of the Act to bring civil actisa i the district courts. Communist or sther
subversives acting os thelr ows oy on instructions from foreign agents,
would have the authority, under this Section of the bill, ¢ file & civil actisn
it, for examople, {n the courss of & recrultment Interview, simale 8:.€ none
sensitive guesticus relating to the back round of the iadividual were asied
and were considered incamnpatible with the other srevisions of the Bbill.
ARhoazh it may be argued that the Agency could, in a trial »f the issue i~
open court, »rove that it had scted fully in sccovdance with the srovisions of
the bill, this misht well rejuire in some of these cases a kind of exnosition
sn the peblic record, of the perssanel and activities of the Agency, which
wonld be totally {ncossistent with the security of cur nersonnsl and activities.
i ama reminded here of the fact that Conzress has char;ed me with the srstec.
tion of sarces and methads of intellijence, n serlous resoasibility.

Sestion 5. The comments made with ressect to Section 4 above are
saly to m slizhily lesser extent e-qually aixplicable to Section 5.

dection 6. This Sectioca grants a ertisl exemption t» the FEI, NSA
snd CIA with regard to financial disclosure and the use of ssychola;ical aad
pelyzrash testing by reguiring each of the Divectors, or thelr desigaees, to
make 8 personal flnding with regard to sach individual case that such testin;
ar finascisl disclosure is reguired to protect the natisaal security. The
ameadment permittic; a dasignee of the Director to inske the personal findin g
shifts the sazicus burden >revisusly trasosed njson the Director alone. U
the Agsacy 18 te comply with the spirit of the law, it will still be cecessary
that a pereonal finding be romde in each individusl case that sach teating or
finuncial disclosure is rejulred to srotect the national security. Injulry
by thase mesas isto the proscribed areas, which are the key areas of vul.
asyability, will ast be poseible as s matter of jeneral rejulation. The
Section, s amended. also resclves foresesable sroblesans created by
Section 1 {i} and 1 (}) concernin; dleclosure of pra-erty, income or other
asseis oy Habilities.
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With raspect to Section 7, I can assurs you that we have an elaborase
aysies- of internal grievance procedures including the noaintenance of the
Office of Inspector General who reports direcily to s and whose door is
alwnys open to each and svery oas of our eu ployses,

Section | () is quite con patidie with curremt Agency practices and
Ssctions 1 {c}, 1 (z), and } (h) do not affect current Agency practices,
Sections Z and 3 of the bill do not relate to the Agency.

Ia contlusion [ well remember the great concern expresssd by the
Comgress in the lats 1940's over loose security practicss and procedurcs
in Govermuont and the stremg veaciica of the Congress which resulted in
mere stringeat sscurity regulations and standards of employee suitability.
Thoeee measures bave through the years guided our sfforts to ensure that
we ars abie to frustrate the aggressive nature of operations directed
agaiast our natlonal security by hostile foreign intelligeace sarvices.

In tuy judgn.ant ihis bill, if saacied, would ds 2 mi08: swricus
obsiacle to the sffective protection of intelilgencs sources and suetheds,
It would sericusly weaken our effort o prevent pensiration by a hostile
intelligonce service, to ensure Wat sur ex ployees are saitable in alj
respects for suiployn.ent in this sensitive Agency, and in geaeral soake
i muack mere difficalt for the Director of Gautral Intelligence to discharge
hie respomsibilitles under existing law. I sarnestly request your consider-
atien of the serious issuss suggested by this proposed legislation.

Respectfully,

7s/ Richard Helms

Richard Helu
Director

Distribution:
Orig and 1 - Addressee
1 - 0DCI
i -DDCI
1 - Ex Dir-Cormpt

1-ER
—1 - DD/S b

1-o6c 2B §S ‘isab“‘er}poﬁ?. 3
1 - OLC
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“Security Danger Seen in

The Ervin bill to protect the
privacy of government em-
ployes, which has just rolled
through the Senate, has a
Jeffersonian thrust that makes
it awkward for critics to point
up its Frankenstinian aspects.

The Senate’s 79-to-4 vote for
the measure is a full pendu-
lum swing away from the
.Senate’s. posture of 12 years
ago when the rights of the
“individual in government were
being weighed lightly against
the- risk that he might be a
Communist.

The concern of Sehator Sam
Ervin of North Carolina for
the privacy and other rights of
the federal workers has led
him to push through the
Senate a bill that can leave
the managers of 3 million
government employes in an
excessively defensive position
and the doors to employment
dangerously open in areas
where security is a considera-
© tion,

*

One of the Senate’s liveliest
legal minds, Ervin was at-
tracted to his crusade by a
fear that the Civil Service
Commission was moving
toward the establishment of a
quota system for the employ-
ment of Negroes.
) As he probed into the com-
-.-plaints arising from the CSC’s
" insistence upon racial identifi-

cation (since rescinded), he

uncovered other causes of
indignation, Some resented
gressures to buy political

anquet tickets or saving

bonds; some disliked the

disclosure of holdings required

under a 1965 directive on

government ethics; many

reported . - unhappiness . at

special tests required for

acceptance by the CIA and

National Security Agency.

His bill- assumed’ the shape

of a collection of specific
responses to these grievances
and its momentum was as-
.. sured by the federal employe
" uwions, who perceived that the

DD/ s .

moment was ripe for a quiet
uprising against supervisors
all over the government,

The extent of this insur-
gence is marked by the Ervin
bill’s provisions that:

An  employe reprimanded
for even such minor infrac-
tions as tardiness has a right
to insist upon counsel; ag-
grieved applicants for jobs as
well as employes are empow-
ered to file suit in District
Court whether or not available
administrative remedies have
been exhausted; a new Board
on Employes’ Rights is
established to receive com-
plaints and respond as discre-
tion dictates,

*

Initially the bill was so
stiffly drafted that a supervi-
sor who asked an employe
where he was born could be
subject to criminal penalties.
The latter were softened by
the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee but the consequence of
Ervin’s bill, in the judgment
of the Civil Service Commis-
sion, will still be to make the
government less efficient
because supervisors will be
more defensive,

Ervin became embroiled
with the CIA as he developed
his bill and the most damag-
ing aspects of it are the open-
ings that it pries in the securi-
ty cover over intelligence,
code-breaking, and other
classified activities.

The inducements of money,
sex and ideology (preponder-
antly the former) have per-
suaded 11 Americans in
sensitive government opera-
tions to cooperate with the
Communists in recent years.
Indeed Gen. Serov of Soviet
intelligence was reported by
Oleg Penkovsky to have told
his trainees in 1962 that the
economic pressures in the
capitalist countries render
many people ready to run
risks ‘“to collaborate with us.”
. In the last two years Com-
munist- -agents- abroad made

100050004-8

vin Bill

more than 600 contacts with
U.S. officials that could be
plainly  characterized as
attempts to establish a basis
for collahoration. One-third of
these were directed at CIA
personnel.

*

The damage done by past
penetrations: and the evidence
that they persist as a threat
are more compelling ingredi-
ents of the national inferest
than Ervin’s indignation over
the methods of screening
applicants for employment,

The North Carolinian who
will handle the bill in the
House, Chairman David
Henderson of the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee,
is not, fired by Ervin’s sense of
crusade. He is expected to
produce a more balanced
measure if he can contend

with the weight of the unions,
© 1967

NOTES

We sympathize with the
President’s grandson. It looks
as though he is going to be one
of those people who have to go
through life with their names
parted in the middle as P.
Lyndon Nugent.

The big lie has beenon
display at the United Nations.
Also several that were some-
what smaller, but still nothing
for an ambitious liar to be
ashamed of,

The word from the Presi-
dent’s chief economic adviser
is that income taxes must be
raised to safeguard prosperi-
ty. No true patriot will shrink
from going broke to safeguard
prosperity.

Ronald Reagan’s liability is
said to be insufficient experi-
ence. On the other hand,
Richard Nixon’s liability is too
much experience,

—BILL  VAUGHAN.
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21 September 1967

MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. John Warner A

John!

Further to our conversation I have one
suggestion for improvement of this letter,

On page 4 immediately after the two
paragraphs dealing with paychological and polygraph testing
or on page 5 after our discussion of Section 6 I think we should
make the point that, in addition to the heavy burden placed upon
the '"designee'' to pass on several thousand cases each year,
there iz no known criteria upon which this determination could
be based. For example, who would have known that Martin
and Mitchell, Johnson, Mintkenbaugh, Scarbeck, or any of the
others involved in the last ten esplonage cases should have
been given a polygraph or psychological test? The point is
that if you had reason to think they should have been tested,
you would have turned them down anyway.

1 haven't had time to concoct any lan-
guage, but perhaps you, Bob Bannerman, and Howard Osborn
could draft something for my consideration if you agree that
we might make a little more of this particular point.

/=) 1. X. ¥hite

L. K. White 3

Attachment

cc:\D_D/S

General Counsel

P.S. One other point which we might consider (I am not sure [
we should include it) is that only a very small percentage of w
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applicants rejected are suspected of having Communiat lean-
ings, and only a slightly larger percentage are suspected of
being security risks at the time of their application. Never-
theless, it is extremely important that to the best of our ability
they be suitable in all respects to minimize the chances of their
ever becoming a security risk,

LKW
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| Abeut Your
| - Golf Seore?
E . By JOBN CRAMER "~ -« lines, they flatly, refused, o tell
i  Here are four AShocking'c)éahii_”hi,m- Their supervisor said he

g ‘ples” of ynwarranted ‘privacy - didn’t - know anything abouf, that
, Jinvasions by Govéernmenl inves.’ IMCmo and since his investiga- :
tigators. v T tors weren't lawyers, they :

They ere 60, by Getige B oo e the relevarice'of '

d Autry, cihjef'lpounéel b the’ Sen- ;i‘tilegu;(fslt_l?n-s.ihfe_).{ ask\e_d.__ e .
: ‘e Sub - constitutional Rights ¢ - There Was, the IRS em- ;
! Sub - commitice, in an address  Ploye being investigaled for a '
! this weck to the National Asso- 100 with  the Service whose - :
; ciation of Tnternal Revenue Em. neighbors were asked how he o
: ployes in convention in Los An- h;egmted his adopled children. '
: geles. - © 7 Neither the neighbors nor the !
: From he Sub - commitiee _children knew they \.vere‘adopt- _

P files, Mr. Autry reported: ed. - -

o g “An éngineer app]ymg for a 2 “On the bﬂSi.S of another o
i job with a private airline com- employe’s contention that he
: pany, was subjected to an ex- was employe, a civil sexv-
tensive investigation ‘and ter-{ ant in the Defensé’ Department

view by Air Force investigators was locked in a room and inter-
, hecause the company had a| rogated for hours by investiga-

1 defense’ -contract. They asked tors, refused -the presence, and | .

A * him, a married man, such ques- ‘advice of his' supervisor or A »

: fions as “Have you ever had |lawyer. e was told io write .
E exira-marital relations? Have | and sign a statement ‘describing | :

o you ever lied about your golf | his personal life and habits .}~
g . score? Do you and your wife great detail. Then he was pres- 2
“have an ag,reement that both of’ .sured_ to ;take a lie detector test. }

i “you_can _cngage, in extra-marital | When he deman.ded 1o know the . .

; Caetivities?”. L . | reasons for the mvcshga&on :md :

A o LR [ T ﬁhe charges he was tol there * “ o o - N
: & “There .is- fense..Depart- | " : N N y .

o *':nxentf,e'r:e;r:for;nc]ipfﬁiésf et f.]:an g wexie none._ﬁégt,f he “{_ﬁs :mme}dl- o (Continued from Page 2)
o ’ guidelines ‘for;secufi‘ty iy estiga: 'ﬁtyj;?;% a‘ssriogr:ed Iio (;pn-oie:‘ mands to the Avmy and the Civ-
B T ;-.110"‘15- N R sensitive personnel job where he. . il Service Commission that the
4 ; “But when he asked the inves-| hag remained for three months, matter be cleared up.

i tigators what possible relevance | gegpite - Sub - comimiltee de- _ “One employe was investiyat- -
: " such questions krad to a securify . . ) ) ed for pilfering candy mrachi:h{cs
' determiration under the - guide- (Continued on Page 20} o T the I;)rccesg o; rbhye Ainvcst.iga.-
'; {ion, he was asked whether e
- ! knew his wife was runaing.
: arqund with another man.”
! ! _‘\T*hfe growing it of unhappi-
i i fiess which engulfs Congression-
! < ! ~al efforts to work out a pay bill
| acceplable to the President (and
: responsive to ihe  necds of

: ﬁ ' _underpaid Federal employecs)
: emerged clearly the other day
in a statement by the very ex-
‘ _ " cellent Rep. Morris Udall (D,
; - Aviz.). :
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'*CHARLES BARTLETT

- The Uprising.
In | ureaucracy

WASHINGTON—The Ervin bill to protect the privacy of
government employes, which has just rolled through the Sen-
ate, has a Jeffersonian thrust which makes it awkward for
. critics te point up its Frankenstinian aspects. .

The Senate’s 79-to-4 vote for the measure is a full pendu-

. lum swing away from the Senate’s posture of 12 years ago:
- when the rights of the individual in- government were being
! weighed lightly against’ the risk that he might be a Commu—
nist.

The concern of Sen. Sam J Ervin Jx., (D-.
N.C.) for the privacy and other rights of the
federal worker has led him to push through |
the Senate a bill that can leave the mana-:
gers of -3,000,000 government employes in
an excessively defensive position and the,
doors to employment dangerously open in.
areas where security'is a consideration. !

One of the Senate’s liveliest legal minds,
Frvin wasattracted to his crusade by a fear
that the Civil Scrvice Commission was
moving toward the establishment of a quo-
ta system for the employment of Negroes.

AS HE PROBED into the complaints arising from the
CSC’s insistence upon racial identification (since rescinded),
he uncovered other causes of indignation. Some resented,
pressures to buy political banquet tickets or savings bonds;,
some disliked the disclosure of -holdings required under a:

1965 directive. on government ethics; many reported unhap-:
. piness at special tests required for acceptance by the Central
Intelligence Agency and National Security Agency.

His bill assumed the shape of.a collection of specific re-
sponses to these grievances and its momentum was assurcd,‘
by the federal employe unions; who perceived that the mo-;
ment was ripe for a quiet uprising against. supervisors all
over the government.

The extent of this insurgence is marked by the-Ervin bxll 8¢
provisions that: an employe reprimanded for even such mi-,
" nor infractions as tardiness has a right to insist upon counsel;
aggrieved applicants for jobs as well as employes are em-;
powered to file suit in district court whether or not avaﬂable’.
administrative remedies have been exhausted; a new board!:
of employes’ rights is established to receive comp]amts -and i
. respond as discretion dictates.

Initially, the bill was so stiffly dvafied that a supervxsor
who asked an employe where he was born could be subject .

ERVIN

o

to criminal penalties. The latter were softened by the Senate
Judiciary Committee but the consequence of Ervin's bill, in.

:the judgment. of the Civil Service Commission will still be
-to make the. government less- efﬁcxent because Supervisors ;

+

wzll be more defensive. ' ST sl LA

: CIA-RDP79-00632A000100080004-8 {

3 ERVIN BECAME EMBROILED with the CIA as he de-

. veloped his bill and the most damagmg aspects of it are the:
P’opemngs which it pries in the security cover over intelligence,
; code-breaking and other classified activities.

The inducements of money, sex and ideology (pleponder--

antly the former) have persuaded |1_Americans in sensitive .
govemment operations to co-operate with the Communists _
.in recent years, Indeed Gen. Serov of Soviet lntelhgence was :
'repmted by Oleg Penkovsky to have told his trainees in 1962 °
,rthal the economic pressures in the capitalist .countrics. render
wmany people ready to run risks “to collaborate with us.”

&. Over the last. two years Communist agents abroad- madé-
“more_ than 600 contacts with American officials that could.
be plainty characterized  as_attempts to establish a basm for’
-collaboration.

The damage done by past penetldtlonQ and the ev1dmce
sthat they persist as'a threat are more compelling ingredients
cof the national interest than Ervin’s indignation over the
mhods of screenmg apphcanons for employment

k3
4
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He May Win
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Senator Sam’s

Fight With CIA

By Roy Parker Jr., W ashington Correspondent,
The News and Observer

..~ And although it has a 53 cos

WASHINGTON — Sen. Sam
Ervin Jr., whose du al
personality makes him one of

" our most fascinating public

. which

figures, is now playing a role
seems unlikely for

* him.

If Rrvin were only the

:Claghernanti-Negro

. “constitutional expert”

that

" he often seems to be, it would

. be
. strange that he
: has become the

. institution - the

passing

major nemesis
of a sacrosanct

Central Intelli-
gence Agency

But because of |
the duality of
his nature, it
seems com- 4
pletely in character that

the North Carolinian is now in
“ many of the normal regula-

‘tions of civil servants. Its
- bosses are never called on the

the role of harrier of CIA.
There is even an outside
chance that he may win his’

battl k—ever so slight-
attle to crack—ever 80 SUET has made colossal blunders.

ly — the secrecy which has

. kept that agency from public
, scrutiny for a generation.

| some

Tor, if Ervin has a blind .

spot about civil rights for
folks, he has a tenacious

. bent when it comes to such

others. His bill to

rights for
«Rill of Rights” for

provide a

. the army of federal govern-

. ment employes is one of his

better efforts. in that direc-
tion.

And it is this bill which has |

 hrought him uap against the
cla, and its even more
. supersecret compatriot, the
"‘National Security Agency of
' the Defense Department. The
“ryvin bill would make it
harder for closed-door and lie
detector tests to employes and
. prospective employes.

Parker »

¥
'

sponsors, the Ervin pill is in .
trouble in the Senate because !

" CIA and NSA opposition to the |
: anti-test provisions. The bill
-wias postponed Defore the :
‘Labor Day holiday when the

- agencies circulated objections
‘— contained in a “top secret” :

iy
i

s mv.-mmma i
200
“precedented” in his 13 years --

10-page letter — among
senators.

Ervin said the secret attack

his bhill was ‘“un-”

. of observing Congress in ac
.tion from the inside. Even
:those who engineered
: postponement agrecd with the
: ohservation.

the

But, then, the CIA has

1 always becn unprecedented.

. Its multihundred million
" dollar budget is hidden and

never debated in Congress. Its
employes are exempt from

public carpet, even when it .

And much of this is no doubt

! necessary. No one would deny .

- their

" that the CIA has brave men
" working at a dirty business. 1f
ever told, .

story is
Americans will no doubt thrill

" to their exploits ‘and justifably

* count

them heroes in a
dangerous age. {
But like any other giant™
enterprise, CIA also has a

' large element of humbug, a

component of silliness..

‘ Because of the necessity for

secrecy, it is more likely that -
the agency never has to ac-
count for the humbug and the

- silliness.

. cond coming of Christ, if her

“testing

' somewhat

Efvin’s“—“B'iH of Rights”"

does little more than skim the
top off such silliness. The bil
would make it somewhaf
harder for the supersecret
agencies to engage in some of .
the more dubious forms of

© personnel testing.

The evidence seems to be

! that thousands of workers, as

many as 5,000 a year in both
CIA and NSA, are req_uired to
fake detailed personality tests,

and submit to lie detectors '

each year. This figure would !
indicate that many thousands |
whose tests become file -

records of the secret agencies

Granting the need for such
for many of its |
operatives, Ervin insists that !

it becomes a general policy !

_ applied even to the hundreds °
_.of clerical and service person-

nel who back up the

_operatives.
The Morganton senator, who .

masks an essential’
bashfulness behind a penchant !
for purple rhetoric in debate, |
may have overdonse

floor remarks, but you get the
idea.

Speaking of CIA personnel 2

testing, Ervin asked:

“Do they know how to
evaluate a secretary for

her how her bowels are, if she -
has diarrhea, if she loved her :
mother, if she goes to church .
every week, if she believes in
God, If she believes in the se«

sex life is satisfactory, if she

_ has to urinate more often than ’
. ¢ther people, what she dreams -

about, and other exiraneous -

i
1

it |
in the .following |
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! cluded on one or another
© personnel questionnaire.

1t sounds silly, but all the 7
1 .} questions were actually in- }

Ervin's bill would preclude .

such questioning except

in

cases approved by the top :

bosses of the
agencies,

intelligence

The outcome of the fight .{

- over his bill may not be .

dramatic. There undoubtedly :

- should be some sort of com- '

promise worked out in the
siderooms of the congressional |
process. Face will be saved on
both sides, and CIA will pro-

wants.

.never actually work for the bably get essentially what it -

. agencles.

An Ervin victory over the :

CIA would, to many, con-
stitute a rare breath of fresh

i ‘ : . air; a win fo ;
the business is overdone when ° gqp I goodness over a

sordiness -which may be in-

evitable in our “society, but
which nevertheless
men of altruistic nature.

Ervin's ;personality

rankles °

adds

credence to the symbolism.
Despite his love of corny
mountain humor, the senator
is essentially an earnest man. .
He seeks to fight all his bat--
tles on planes whch are so:
lofty they often seem out of :

:+ the world.

In tk_lis case, what he ace
. tually is trying to do is rather:
- smp}e. He is aiming ‘at a
- specios of humbug, not {rying
. to bring down the nation.|
employment without ~asking -

His best tactic might be to
try to laugh his bill across.
The quote about secretaries

“ hinted at a good store of
: mat‘emal,.but that would be.
. against his basic nature. And

in this mordantly silly
business it would probably be
doomed to failure anyway.

i
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eventually by a lopsided 75-4 vote.

Showdown recalled
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- A major fence-mending iob in Congressw
Central Intelligence Agency!

The magnitude of that task became ap--

. parent during recent Senate debate on a;

“right-of-privacy”  bill  which passed‘

~The bill seeks to protect federal wmkels,

from “big brother”’—nosiness in the form of,
. intimate hiring questionnaires and so-called|

““lie-detector” tests, as well as other plymg‘

. practices resented by employees. .

" As reported by the Senate Judiciary Com-|
mittee, the measure would grant a partial‘

- exemption to the CIA and sthe National
© Security Agency (NSA). It would permits
= the two agencies’ directors to use polygraph
i tests on job applicants when they could:
: make a personal finding that the nation’s

security was at stake.

The bill’s author, Sen. Sam J. Ervin Jr.!
(D) of North Carolina, had resisted this ex-;

- emption. This in itself reveals a measure of
CIA slippage since last year,

The last Senate showdown on the CIA and:

. its operations occurred July 14, 1966. Sen.:
,‘Eugene J. McCarthy (D) of Minnesota!l
- sought to enlarge the Senate’s

“CIA watch-
dog’ committee to include members of the

Foreign Relations Committee, Its member- -
' ship has been réstricted to senators on the!
_ Armed Services and Appropriations Comwe:

mittees.

.The MecCarthy motion lost then by a de-
cisive 61-28 margin. But even at the time,:
some observers marveled at the size of the

minority vote. More than a quarter of the'
members joined in the uprising. N

When the McCarthy proposition came to-
a vole, conservatives like Senators Ervin,.
Nm-

s Coiton (R) of ampbhne OppOSL

" labor,

These members held with the majority

i that to enlarge the “watchdog” group might
. endanger national security, the greater like-
" lihood of a “weak link.”

But today these three members have
Jomed the 28 CIA critics — all of whom re«
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main in the Senate. Retiring liberals like .

Paul H. Douglas, Ross Bass, and Maurine B.

Neuberger weren’t 1nc1uded in their nums .

ber.

Roll call averted
On the other hand, some strong CIA sup-

" porters like A. Willis Robertson and Leverett

Saltonstall have left the Senate. Their suc-
cessors may not share their views.

The key issue in the Ervin bﬂl——whether

' or not to allow the CIA and NSA a blanket
i C‘{cnlptlon'——dldn t come to a vote. A compro-
 mise averted a roll call. Had a vote been

recorded, Senator Ervin would probably
have lost it. Yet it would have reflected a

marked falloff from the backing accorded

the CIA little miore than a year ago.
What has nrompted the shift of sympathy”

Celtamly one factor is the dlsclosure of wide~
spread CIA use -of foundatmns to gain in-.~

formation — through international student
and cultural groups.

Probably more important, the CIA has
irked some members by sharing details of
its operations with the “watchdog” grpup

while refusing to pass any of it on to other -

member

One senator obviously miffed by this prace,

tice is Norris Cotton, who sits on the Appro-
priations Committee but not on the *“watch-
dog” group.

Ervm chides CI‘L

During debate on the Ervin blll Senator

Cotton chided the CIA for havmg grown

“yery arrogant and very powerful.” He:
added ominously that “‘all of the enemies

of our countly are not necessarily foreign
enemies.’

While noting the “undoubted service’ of -

the CIA, the New Iampshire Senator
warned of the danger “‘of the invasion of our
country’s liberties when we create within

the government any kind of a Frankenstein

monster that anoys particular privileges of

seerecy and e‘cc101ses those pllVlleges to

such degree.’

1

Sen. John Stenms (D) of Mississippi had
carlicr told members that “many, many |
. millions of dollars” are granted each year |

to finance the sccurity agencies, Yet mem.- ',
thers of the Appropriations Commiltee- re-%.

main in the dark on the exact amountg
according to Scnator Cotton. i

Those scnators, the few who oversce the
CIA, have rescued the CIA in the past. But |
the CIA may have to broaden that circle i

“if it intends 1o maintain a friendly majority -
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