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United States ‘ Office of 1he Director
Information . ' :
Agency

Washingron, D ¢ 20527

January 9, 1984

STATEMENT
BY
CHARLES Z. WICK
DIRECTOR, UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY

Today 1 have made available to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
and House Foreign Affairs Committee tape cassettes, transcripts of tape
recordings, and other related material requested by the two Committees. The
material delivered includes all tape recordings I know to exist of telephone
conversations made or received by me during my entire time in government.

. This seems an appropriate occasion for me to sum up my feelings about
this controversy.

Since becoming Director of the United States Information Agency, I have
from time to time taped my communications with others, my plans and my
reminders to myself. I used recording equipment in the way others use written
notes--to help me make more fully informed decisions and to convey these
decisions to associates more effectively. My purpose was always to extend the
reach of my own memory, never to threaten or humiliate others. But it has
become quite clear to me that in trying to be meticulous about my own
managerial tesks I frequently ignored the potential impact on others.- I now
understand that taping of others without their consent is unfair, invades
their privacy, and can lead to other, more dangerous practices.

I freely apologize to anyone I have harmed by my taping practices. I
very much regret any embarrassment the recent revelations may have caused them.

During the first days of this controversy, the public received a good
deal of informetion, not all of which was accurate. Some of the
misinformation came from my anxiety and faulty recollection. I regret this.
Ve have now finished collecting the transcripts in our possession and are
compiling a chronology of the taping. . I hope this information will put the
early confusion to rest and show to the Committees of the Congress that the
tapes ‘do not reveal any wrongdoing.

I hope even more that the early confusion will not distract attenticn
from the truly important features of this episode. I am sorry for my
insensitivity in engaging in this practice and I hope all the current public
attention will lead other government officials to behave more thoughtfully
than I did. )
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News Release

United States Information Agency
Washington, D C. 20547

January 9, 1984

FACT SHEET
UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY

Eighty-one transcripts and four cassettes of telephone conversations
recorded by USIA Director Charles Z. Wick were made available today to the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the House Foreign Affairs Committee.
The transcripts so delivered are of conversations recorded between July 8,
1981 and September 6, 1983. The practice has been discontinued. The number
of telephone conversations recorded, with or without the consent of the cther
party, was only a small percentage of the Director's telephone calls. Many
transcripts, once they served the legitimate purpose of conveying information
for followup staff action, were discarded. The transcripts were not
circulated beyond a small number of members of the Director's staff.

The Agency also made available to the Committees transcriptions of
stenographic notes frequently taken by the Director's secretaries when he was
talking on the telephone. Such notes are of conversations starting with May
27, 1982 and cencluding on December 23, 1983. The notes provided are from 83
telephone conversations. The practice of taking such stenographic notes
without notice to the other party has also been discontinued.

Stencgraphic nctes wvere generally discarded once appropriate followup
actions were taken by the Director or members of his staff. This was also
true of many of the transcripts of recorded telephone conversations; and all
but a few of the cassettes were reused once a transcript was made. Those that
were not reused have been turned over to the Committees.










NATIONAL LAW JOURNAL Jan.

23,

American University's Washington

College of Law in Washington, D.C.
This paucity of cases, Professor ! .

| . And10ycars agothe Amcrican Bar,
b

Schwartz and others said, has stalled
Judicial clarification of the laws.
Besides these 13 state laws, there

are also some federal administrative .
regulations governing consensual sur- -

veillance. Since the late 1940s, for in-
stance, the Federal Communications
Commission has required interstate
phone’ companies to enforce the
“"beeper rule’” — a regulation that re-
quires persons taping calls to use a 15-
second beep to apprise the other
party of the taping.

Bul because *‘Congress and the

states are now involved' in either ap- !

© proving or banning consensual surveil-
i lance, the FCC proposed late last fall
! to repeal the régulation, said an FCC
attorney who declined to be identified.
Both the difficulties of detecting viola-
" tions and the ‘‘weak penalties’ of the

rule, which at its strictest requires

removal of the offending customer's

phone, are other reasons that “we

thought we'd back out,’* he added. The

FCC proposal has not yet been ap-
proved, however.

Similarly, the General Services Ad-
ministration has a rule that forbids
most federal employees from the
“'listening in or recording of telephone
conversations.” Promulgated under
the GSA's power to manage federal
property, the 1979 rule, which carries
such administrative penalties as repri-
mands and suspensions without pay,
contains exemptions for criminal in-
vestigations, counter-intelligence
operations and other matters, said
Frank J. Carr, an assistant GSA ad-
ministrator.

While the GSA believes such sur-
reptitious surveillance is" "*an un-
desirable practice,”” the agency has
difficulty discovering violations and
making sure people know there is a
policy™ against such monitoring, said
Mr. Carr. Although the GSA is in-
vestigating Mr. Wick's tapings, that
probe is in fact *‘the first time'' that a
putative violation of the rule ‘'has
come to my attention,’* he said.

Private groups have also
promulgated policies against conscn-
sual suveillance. Such ncws organtza-

" tions as CBS Ine., for example, have
written rules forbidding coveri tapings
by thelr Journalists, * :

Associatlon concluded that it is un-

ethical for attorneys — except’
prosecutors — to record conversations

secretly. The ABA statement,

published as Formal Opinion 337 in -
1974, has been adopted by at least

seven state bar assoclations — those

in Arizona, California, Colorado, In-

diana, Louisiana, Michigan and New

York — as well as by several local bar’
groups, said Professor Schwartz.

Warrants Needed?

This patchwork of public and
. private rules mirrors the wide range of
opinions about consensual surveil-
lance. Mr. Smith, for instance, does
not believe '‘the police should need a
court order'’ for consensual surveil-
lance because ‘‘people don't have an
expectation of privacy when they talk
to the police.”” But Magistrate Carr
thinks ‘‘a warrant should be required
when possible' for such monitoring.

And while many journalists feel
that private consensual surveillance
should be permitted, Mr. Smith favors
an outright ban on it, although he is
‘“not sure if a criminal sanction is ap-
propriate, maybe just civil damages.”
Still others suggest a middle position,
in which such private surveillances
are generally barred, except in
specified instances in which the in-
dividual wishes to protect himself
from wrongdoing or from an inac-
curate account of a conversation.

But — whatever their views — most
observers agree that consensual sur-
veillance implicates very different is-
sues than does non-consensual
monitoring. Unlike the latter, consen-
sual surveillance ‘‘does not concern
the question of privacy as much as it
does the question of trust in a society,”
said Professor Schwartz.

‘‘People say an awful lot of things
casually, sloppily, jokingly,” Profes-
sor Schwartz said, and with a taped
conversation ‘‘the listener gets a
transcript — in cold print.” m
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TRB, from page 4

between Richard Nixon and Nikita
Khrushchev at the U.S. exhibition in
Moscow. (Robinson worked for the Ei-
senhower Administration. Safire repre-
sented the kitchen equipmer{t manufac-
turer.) Later, they were partners in a
public relations business. '

When 1 said to Robinson, ““You're
aware that people are saying vou're the
leaker,” he replied: ““I was not aware,
but it's not the case.” Later, forgetting
he’d said he wasn’t even aware of these
rumors, he complained of the burden of
unjust suspicion: “l have friends who
came up to me the first dav and said,
‘Ha ha ha'-—they knew it was me. . . .”
So Safire’s friend Gilbert Robinson pan-
icked and told me a fib.

The greatest sinner in this episode,
though, is neither Wick nor Robinson
but William Safire. Safire writes,
“Secret taping is wrong—unethical—
because it erodes trust and engenders
suspicion, thereby reducing human
communication.” True enough. But all
Wick did was to record these conversa-
tions for his own use. It is Safire who is
publishing them in The New York Times.

What contributes more {o an atmos-
phere of distrust and paranoia: the pos-
sibility that conversations may be taped
by people who are already privy to
them, or the possibility that confidential
information—taped or otherwise —will
be leaked to the newspapers? Yet when
it comes to leaks, Safire expresses less
than zero concern about eroding trust
and engendering suspicion. In a col-
umn on December 18, the week before
the Wick circus began, he invited feder-
al emplovees to mail “evidence of . . .
surreptitious taping to their local right-
wing columnist,” meaning him. After
the story broke, he bragged about his
“help-wanted ad™ and predicted with
glee that the leaker(s) “‘are surely not
finished yet.”” The process Safire has set
in motion guarantees that all of Wick’s
transcripts will be distributed to various
investigating bodies, where many more
of them will become public.

And if an angel dies every time a Lie is
told, you can be sure that Safire's
source, whoever that may be, has killed
more angels over the past few weeks
than Charlie Wick killed in his feeble
cover-up attempt. Or does lying to cov-
er up leaking not count?

Safire subscribes to an “invisible
hand” theory of leaks. “The proper
way’” to maintain confidentiality, he

42 THE NEW REPUBLIC

writes, ““is to stop the leak at the source.
That requires the people at the top to
keep their mouths shut when secrecy
serves the public interest.” Once leaked
upon, the journalist needn’t consider
whether secrecy serves the public inter-
est. lt's a game: one side tries to keep
people’s mouths shut, the other side
tries to pry them open, and an invisible
hand presumably assures the right
outcome.

In reality there’s no such assurance.
The fact of Wick’s taping is a legitimate,
though overplayed, news story. But if
Bill Safire is so all-fired concerned about
the privacy of people Wick talked to on
the telephone, what public interest is
served by publishing these conversa-
tions? Here the story gets ugly. Safire
has been implyving that the transcripts
reveal serious misconduct, apart from
*the taping, although the transcripts he’s
published so far (I write on January 10)
reveal nothing even suspicious.

The published transcripts concern a
meeting Wick wanted to arrange be-
tween President Reagan and several
media executives. Wick was hoping to
raise private money in conjunction with
“Project Democracy,” an Administra-
tion program to promote democratic
values around the world. Wick men-
tioned in a phone call to White House
Chief of Staff James A. Baker that the
meeting might also be useful to Rea-
gan’s reelection: “if you are interested
in ‘84 in addition to doing what we are
trying to do, can you imagine a better
group of guys?” Wick signed off, idioti-
cally, “We will win in ‘84.” (“Mr. Baker:
‘Goodbye.” ”’) In another conversation
with an aide, Wick referred to having
raised “‘other money.”

From these sparse threads, Safire
spins a web of innuendo. “What ‘other
money’?”’ he leers. ‘Transcripts
show he was planning to raise large
sums from foreign and domestic media
fatcats, using as bait a personal audi-
ence in the White House.” Safire specu-
lates about ““some top-secret purpose
. . . In connection with ‘Project Democ-
racy.” " And he charges that “the Presi-
dent’'s crony gathered the media big-
wigs with Mr. Reagan’s 1984 campaign
clearly in mind.”

So what? In a column back in January
1983, Safire had high praise for Project
Democracy (with a special tribute to his
pal, Gilbert Robinson). If he now thinks
there’s something wrong with raising
private funds to serve this goal, he
hasn’t said what it is. And if he sus-

pects that Wick actually was raising

‘money for some other “'top-secret’”” pur-

pose, he hasn’t said why. Does Safire
seriously think it's heinous to flatter
useful people by inviting them to the
White House? Or for a Presidential aide
to think about politics as well as policy?
If he does, he should say so, and suffer
the apposite guffaws. As for the omi-
nous “other money,” Safire knows per-
fectly well that Wick has raised money
for a variety of legitimate purposes, in-
cluding the Reagan inauguration.

And yet, Safire’s apparently baseless
innuendos have now spread. The Wash-
ington Post has editorialized about
“cryptic but eyebrow-raising references
to raising political money.” Syndicated
columnist Mary McGrory called the
Baker transcript “a murky but potential-
lv explosive exchange” which “sug-
gests that Wick may have confused his
‘mission’ of telling the truth about
America with a mission to reelect Ron-
ald Reagan.”

Maybe these people know something
I don’t. One theory around town is that
Safire has got other goods on Wick and
is dribbling out the evidence Chinese-
water-torture-style for better effect. Or,
a related theory, he suspects further
wrongdoing and hopes, by keeping the
heat on, to smoke out some solid evi-
dence. Neither theory flatters Safire's
self-image as a demon for fair play and
individual rights. Nor, of course, does
the theory that Safire is avenging his
shafted crony (a Safire word).

A more flattering theory is that Safire
has never Jost his sense of outrage at
having been one of the Nixon aides
whose phones were tapped at the re-
quest of Henry Kissinger. Perhaps. But
Safire’s outrage did not prevent him
from attending Kissinger’s gala sixtieth
birthday party a while back. If Safire is
really still mad about being bugged,
why is he partying with the bugger and
persecuting a man who only bugged
himself?

My own theory is that Safire is simply
a good P.R. man. He knows how to
hype a story and keep it hyped. He
knows it's good for his image to keep
people guessing by attacking the Re-
publican Administration every now and
then. An apparent obsession with civil
liberties also puts a nice spin on the
ball. But whatever his motive, he is mis-
using the power of his august office as a
columnist for the mnation’s leading
newspaper. He's behaving, not like a
civil libertarian, but like a bully.
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THE_ WHITE-HOUSE
WASHINGTON

Date

Suspense Date

» /
MEMORANDUM FOR: //:,"’A Joae

’

FROM:  DIANNA G. HOLLAND
ACTION

Approved

Please handle/review

For your information

For your recommendation

For the files

Please see me

Please prepare response for
signature

As we discussed
Return to me for filing

COMMENT

P
w}:{é









