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This report is submitted to the NSC Special Coordination Committee for

its consideration in fulfillment of the responsibilities assigned to it by

the President in PRM/NSC-11, The report draws on material prepared

in support of both the DCI and Attorney General PRM/NSC-11 SCC sub-
_committce deliberations and reflects extensive written departmental inputs
and deliberations within a special senior level Working Group.

The report consists of four principal parts related to each other in the .
following manner:

. =~ Section I, Objectives and Principles for US Foreign Intelligence,
provides the essential broad criteria against which any improvement
options, especially organizational, ought to be judged. They are what
the President should expect from intelligence and are in effect a broad
set of guiding principles. '

-- Section II, Problem Areas, then defines and analyzes the basic
problem areas within the Intelligence Community in the present organiza-
tional, leadership and political environment. It is based on 2 comprehen-
sive review of US foreign intelligence activities but is not itself a definitive
critique. Its purpose rather is to provide enough background on the present
performance of the community to comprehend the implications of possible
organizational and other changes in terms of their impact on mzjor difficulties
encountered by the present system,

-~ Section III, Structural Options, begins with a concise description
of the present structure, then identifies a representative range of organiza-
tional options. It is not intended to be theoretically comprehensive but rather
fo portray real-world possibilities responsive to the guiding principles and
problems previously identified in Sections I and II of this report.

-~ Section IV, Other Sclutions, recognizes that while organizational
changes may resolve some of the problems associated with the management
and operation of the Intelligence Community, there are other problems that
will be virtually unaffected by structural change. It identifies certain

. ---  pereanial problems that will require sustained and creative atientiqr
-~ . by Intelligence managers and on which the President should be kept
informed. )

-
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1. Objectives and Princip‘]'e'r; for US Foreign Intelligence

T A Objectiv'es

American foreign intelligence is a complex and costly information
service operated by the Executive Branch of the United States Government
to support its conduct of foreign policy and national security affairs,
Governmeoent intelligence is distinguished from other public and private
information services by:

- Concentration on the information needs of official decisionmakers;

-~ Systerﬁatic collection, by human and technical means, of information
that other governments try to keep secret;

.- Evaluation of all information, including that from pubhc sources,
available to the Government;

- Dissemination of resulting data and judgments to those who need them;

-- Disciplined efforts to keep secret that information about its operations
and results, the disclosure of which would undermine intelligence
effectiveness and national security.

US intelligpence is unique in the world for its state of the art, the scope
of its activities and the extraordinary range and variety of organizations
and activities that constitute its consumership.

. The President is the most senior consumer of US intelligence. While he
receives and uses intelligence directly, more importantly, he is the chief
exccutive of a large hierarchy of intelligence-using organizations.

US intelligence must serve all elements of the US foreign policy and
national security establishment in the Executive Branch, mainly the Office
of the President, the Departments of State, Defense, Treasury, and the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. To a lesser degree, it also serves
other elements of government with foreign affairs concerns.

Intelligence is also provided to entities outside the Executive Branch.
Congress has long been and is increasingly important as a2 consumer of
intelligence, The US public indirectly derives much of its information,
especially on closed societies, from intelligence. Officially cleared con-
tractor ‘organizations supporting foreign and defense policy efforts draw
on intelligence. Through various permanent or temporary arrangements,
friendly governments also receive many US intelligence products.

; : - ; .
‘ ) % %H .. .' ' | .

[ b= o beu w e amems s . - o PR I we Teme i d v




PP =& ehl - N 4 . -
NMMM’. A Ll o Ml 1

The Intelligence Community 1tself consumes intelligence, stores it
for the future, or exploits it to guide operational or developmental decisions,
) v
Within the core of thé US national security establishment in the executive
departments, consumers of intelligence exist at all levels, They include:
-~ The President, the National Security Council, Cabinet, and sub-
Cabinet officials,

-- Departmental planners of foreign economic, arms control force
structure, strategic, and R&D policy.

-~ Operational planners of political, economic, and military actions,
== Field planners and executors of policy and operations.

Viewed from the top of the structure, Washington consumers seem
‘to dominaie the constituency of US intelligence. But there are many very
important consumers outside Washington. Like intelligence assets themselves,
military commands and diplomatic missions that depend.on intelligence are
distributed around the world. Important military consumers of intelligence,
for example, some unified and specified commanders, combat commanders,
weapon system developers, and training facilities, are also distributed
~around the US, ' :

The essential mission of US intelligence is to deliver high quality informa-
tion and judgments on foreign developments of enormous variety to this
multiplicity of consumers, from the President down to military and civilian
officials engaged in tactical decisicnmzaking and planning. Achieving each
of the hallmarks of guality presents US intelligence today with serious
challenges.. S ;

r

~~ Intelligence information be accurate. Beyond sorting out the
pervasive background noise of world affairs that con{ronts any
observer, this means intelligence must penetrate the secrecy bar-
riers erected by skillful opponents. It 2lso means that intelligence
~ data available to the total system must be stored, retrievable, and
- disseminated in a reliable and timely manner.

-- Intelligence must cover needs that are very extensive., As a global
power, US interests and, hence, information needs lack readily
defined limits. Some argue, however, that presenting US intelligence
needs as inherently without limits leads to excessively costly effort,
in terms of resources and political risk. Those cf this view have
difficulty defining what the limits should be but insist they neverthe-

less exist, Others take the view that US intelligence needs should
.. . !
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be expected to shrifik-as US-commitments and involvenient zround
the world are reduced; for example, in Southecast Asia. But the
contrary cffect impresses itself on intelligence managers: as US
unilateral power to shape world events is reduced relative to that
of othexrs, US policy choices become more difficult and, hence,
needs for information to refine its interests, commitments, and
forces appear to expand. This presents US intelligence managers
with thinly spread resources and the requirement to focus their
resources more skillfully. Whether or not US relative power is
shrinking, the US will continue to pursue a foreign policy of
global dimensions. This will demand an intelligence effort of
substantively global scope. Nevertheless, the priorities among
regions and fopics, as well as the means of collecting and exploiting
information, will have to be refined with new rigor,

US intelligence must be responsive in two senses. It must be
relevant to the real needs of US decisionmakers. It may need

to tell them things they need to hear even if they do not think

them relevant. It must not oenly be about the problems that concern
them; it must help them make decisions. It must be responsive to
needs that the consumer does not yet fully appreciate, not just

for today's problems, but more importantly for the future. This
requires a close dialogue between intelligence suppliers and
consumers that proves in practice very hard to achieve and

sustain. It must also be timely, a condition that may be measured

in months or years for some problems, or minutes for others,
particulaf]y in the case of intelligence support to commanders of
military forces.

US intelligence must be analytically penetrating and sophisticated.
In theory, there is an unbroken continuwmn between "fzcts® that an
agent or sensor can report as intelligencé, and weighty policy
judgments that political and military leaders must make. Intelligence
could be asked to supply "just the facts,” and leave to the statesman
or general the task of integrating and analyzing the facts as part of
the process of policy choice. But US intelligence has long been
required to move beyond the raw data it collects to grapple with
judgments that are not too distant from policy choice. For example,
"What are Soviet strategic objectives?” or "What is the future of
Black Africa?" are issues typical of those on the intelligence docket.
This requires that intelligence must have high-quality talent and
organizational structures for demanding research and analysis fo
-support intelligence production.

Intelligence judgments must be candid and objective, unbizsed
by policy preference. It must supply the decisionmaker with
information and judgments he ought to hear, including those he
may not want to hear., Where large hierarchical organizations
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are involved, this démand 18 6L5Vivlsly hot easy to square with
the imperatives of responsiveness to decisionmakers' needs and
of anzalytic sophistication on subtle or subjective issues, It also
- " means that where intelligence is serving well, it must face some
dissatisfaction from customers that dislike its findings,

=~ Finally, intelligence must provide for safeguards against abuse
in balance with sccurity needs. Many intelligence activities are
secretive of necessity and occur at the cdge of interstate conflict,
where governments have always assumed extraordinary powers,
This makes such activities susceptible to abuses more grave than
corruption or misuse of authority that any public or private enter-
prise must protect against. Prevention of such abuses must be of .
paramount concern in structuring the system to satisfy national
security needs,

In addition to supplying effective intelligence service to its many
consumers, US intelligence must mecet two more essential objectives:

-- Its activities, particularly the most expensive activities of
intelligence collection and processing, must be managed in an
efficient or gencrally cost effective manner;

-~ Its activities must be demonstrably consistent mth us legal
ang basic polmcal standards,

B. PrinciEles

1t is possible to postulate a number of general principles that should
govern the management and operations of a US Intelligence Community
intended to meet these objectives. Some of these principles relate to
the organizational structure of the Community, others to the style of
management and oversight,

}. Diversified Service

"The Community must be structured and managed so as to provide
responsive intelligence support to the wide diversity of consuming
organizations at many levels. This means that many consuming organi~
zations must have their own intelligence production entities who know
and can respond to their unique needs. In addition, consuming organi-
zations must have means of tasking or influencing the current activities
of the Community as a whole, in productxon and collection., They must
also have some means to influence the longer-range programming decisions
of intelligence that crezte capabilities for the future, In principle, then,
there must be numerous eniry points for statements of need and numerous
exit points for delivery of intelligenée services, however the Intelligence
Community is structured.

. .
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"2, Pooling Information and Collaborating in Judgment

The post-war intelligence system of the US grew out of the need
to assure communication among intelligence elements the lack of which
was perceived to have permitted surprise at Pearl Harbor., It is a long
accepted principle that US intelligence must be so structured that, within
the limits of sound security and reasonable divisions of labor, the entire
system must be able to share data and judgment within itself, and, on
major issues, to collaborate in disciplined agrecement or disagreement.
This is a process that can always be improved but which must take place,
whatever the Community's structure.

3. An Independent Source of Judgment .

Another well established principle of US intelligence management is
that there must be at the center of the Community an entity capable of
pulling together the data and judgments of other entities, but sufficiently
strong and independent to offer intelligence judgments that are, fo a
maximum extent possible, uncolored by policy preferences, or other
institutional considerations that may influence the judgmenis of depart-
mentally based entities.

Taken together, these three features of intelligence production structure-
diversity, pooling and collaborating, and a policy-independent source--afford
a system of checks and balances required for effective intelligence per formance
over the long term on issues necessarily open to debate and differing judgments.

4, Readiness for War

It is increasingly apparent that, while devoted to assist in the
maintenance of peace, US intelligence must be capable of supporting
the conduct of war with the minimum of disruptivé transition. This
capability must be appropriate o a range of possible conflict situations
from those like Vietnam to a major central conflict with the USSR and it
- must be regularly exercised by these who will use the capability in
erises and war. In the modern world intelligence structures cannot
count on a protracted period for adjustment to the needs of conflict
support, be they national entitics or tactical clements organic to
military forces. This is particularly pertinent with regard to unique
national intelligence assets with wide coverage, such as reconnaissance
satellites.

5. Efficient Manapement

-

.US intelligence must be managed so as to provide the most effective
service at reasonable cost. Given the lack of comprehensive "sufficiency"
or "valule" criteria for intelligence, this is very difficult to accomplish in
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a systematic and measurable way, Appi‘b':{'i'm:-xting the ideal and elusive

standard of cost-effectiveness for intelligence requires careful structuring

of authorities and dcecision processes that govern the daily use of current
- resources and the assembly of resources for the future.

&

a. Resource allocation means choices and trade-offs. It must be
decided what programs should competer against each other. Some
intelligence programs should clearly compete against other intelli-
gence programs under a central system. Some intelligence programs
should comnpete directly against non-intelligence activities, such as

’ comba{ forcés. At higher levels, the President and Concress must
balance intelligence ageinst national security outlays as a whole and
the total federal budget. Rational resource allocation means building
a frameworlk with the attention span, competitive participants, and
incentives that encourage a rational choice.

b, Beczuse intelligence is a highly diversified service function, ne
single central authority acting alone can know enough about what is
needed to make effective resource decisions, There must be relizkle
means for those served by intelligence--its constituency--to siate
their needs to and bring influence upon intelligence resource manage-
ment decisions.

¢. At the same time, there must be sufficient centralizing authoriiy fo

- force painful choice where 1t is needed on = raticnzl b:,sis to compel
programs to be justified on {he bacis of their ultimate contribution
to intelligence or other product, and to preclude rescurce allecation
purely on the basis of organizational ovnership and cleut., The
decisionmaking power of this central authonty must be commensuiate .
with the responsibility it has to assure efficient resource management,
Three levels of decx-wnmahno power can ke brought to bear on
intelligence resources . .

_~= power to define goals, requirements, and priorities;

.o . power to shape the allocation of funds;
. ' -- line management control over personnel, actual cperations,
: - and support activities.

For some intelligence activities of preeminenily national characier,
all of the 2bove powers might be rationally centralized, although
many of them have been historically managed on a decentralized
.-- - basis owing to their locztion in and need to serve a policy department.
v For others, central authority might effect adequate efficiencies
. through the first and second levels of power with line control in
departmental hands. For yet others, decentralized resource
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allocation authority outside of intelligence is appropriate because
these activities should be balanced against non-intelligence needs
at a low level of aggregation. Power to define goals, requirements,
and priorities and power to allocate resources can be exercised with
collegial advice or after collegial decision. .

6. Safeguards Against Abuse in Balance with Security

. Intelligence abuses, like military or police abuses, carry the
potential of subverting constitutional principles and basic individual rights,
Prevention of such abuses requires: :

a. A viable system of laws and regulations that defines both the -
limits of proper intelligence activities and a viable secrecy
regime to assure its effectiveness,

b. A set of oversight mechanisms within and outside intelligence
that places responsibility for prevention of abuse in the hands of
a few duly constituted and informed officials,

c. Clear lines of authority over and responsibility for intelligence
activities.
. d. Strbn_g leadership from the President and all intelligence managers
in cultivating professional ethics among all engaged in intelligence
activities, upon which prevention of abuse ultimately must rest.

C. International Environment , ' .

Decisions on the principles and structures that govern the management of
US intelligence must be made against the expettation that the next generation
will be more difficult for the United States in many respects than the generation
past. US relative power in the world has diminished; that of major adversaries
has grown. Although US commitments have beén adjusted, US current and
potential interests have not diminished. They remain global, and an increasing~
ly complex and interdependent international environment has made them more
subtle. The international environment remains volatile and rich in potential
for violence. Meanwhile, urgent domestic business constraine what can be
allocated to traditional goals of national security, including intelligence. The
public also demands assurance that those governmental activities necessary
to provide for the common defense do not pervert its legal and political values.,
The burden on US intelligence necessarily remains large. At a minimum,
bearing that burden adequately requires a strong framework that can endure
for a considerable period, adjust to changing needs, and allow the intelligence
'business of the nation to proceed with reasonable confidence after the turmoil
of recent years, '
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II, Problem Areas e e

+This section defines in general terms the major problem areas of the
Intelligence Community. It is based on a comprehensive review of all

- U.§, forcign intelligence activities but is not itself a definitive critique,

Its purpose rather is to provide enough background on the present
performance of the Intelligence Community to comprehend the implica-
tions of possible organizational and other changes in terms of their impact
on major difficulties encountered by the present system.

. A, Production of National Intelligence

All serious reviews.of the performance of the Intelligence Community
have identified intelligence production to be a mzjor problem area., In
recent years it has almost become conventional wisdom that national
intelligence production fails to provide the President, the NSC and other
senior decisonmakers with the consistent high quality analysis arnd judg-
ments they require. This situation is of concern because as the Church
Committce report so aptly stated: "The production of finished intelligence
is the principal purpose of all U.S. intelligence activities; neglect of it
is unacceptable for the future.? '

1. Organization Performance
g

The major finisked intelligence production agencies are the Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Defence Intelligence Agency (DIA), the
Military Sexvice Agencies and the State Department's Burezu of Intelligence
and Research (INR). The intelligence clements of Treasury and ERDA play
a more limited national intelligence role. Briefly defined finished intellizence
production is the process whereby collected "raw" data is transformed into
ffinished" analytical reports and studies thatare relevant to the requirements
of a plethora of intelligence users. Inielligence production involves the
specific tasks involved in the collection, evaluation and anzlysis of the full
range of information collected not only by Intelligence Community human and
technical sources but available to anyone from open sources.

The roles and performance of the major agencies involved can be
characterized as {ollows: :

=~ CIA was originally conceived as 2 central and independent agency

devoted primarily to coordination and final "correlation and
evaluation” of all foreign intelligence data, irrespective of its

_original source, and with the objective of providing senior
“officials with high-quality finished intelligence reporting free
from possible departmental bias. To achicve these ends (i,e. the
producticn of so-called "national” intellipence) a sizable analytic
‘corps has becn created at CIA which is able by itself {o produce

"L on most questions that are of major importance and that is able
| . | | "’— . @ Bgm i .‘
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_to act as a competitive balance to the production of departmental
intelligence agencies. The DCI also has a small independent senior
professional staff of National Intelligence Officers who devote most
of their time to overseeing development of interagency analytical
products, including most importantly National Intelligence Estimates,
and other more formal interagency coordinating mechanisms, such
as the National Foreign Intelligence Board. This appearance of order,
however, is deceptive since--like in other areas--the DCI's responsibil-
ity for national intelligence production is much greater than his actual
authority which in rezlity runs no further than his line control over
CIA's analytic elements. The success of the interagency production
effort in the {inzl analysis rests on the voluntary cooperation of the
participating departmental production elements. This system works
best when conflicting demands on the departments are lowest (i.e. non~
time critical situations) and on the least controversial, (and frequently -
the least important) subjects. CIA's critics believe it does not pay
enough attention to military factors and tends to take an ivory tower
approach isolated from the real world of policy interests,

-- DIA, as a departmental production agency, has many problems. It

is seriously handicapped by the physical division of its procuction
elements and it has never been able fully to solve the problem ‘of

. recruiting high-quality civilian personnel using regular civil service
procedures to work in an agency where many senior positions '
are restricted fo military officers. The high turnover rate of its
military officers is another mixed blessing. DIA's greatest problem,
however, is its mission of providing a full range of production
intellizence support to many consumers: the Secretary of Defense
and his office, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the military services and

. field commanders. The wide #ange of requirements of these sets of
customers are often different and together they are much more than ~
the present DIA structure can accomplish., DIA's involvement in the
national intelligence production process and support of the Secretary
of Defense often compete for scarce resources with.the need to meet
the taclical requirements of field commanders and the strategic ones
of the JCS, Some critics belicve that DIA analysis is too influenced
by the military services.

—- Service Intelligence Agencies. To some critics these agencies appear
to be duplicative, but they do much useful work that contribuies to
national intellipence. The analyses of the service scientific and
technical intelligence center, buttressed by their close rapport with
service laboratories, are essential inpuls to national estimates and
judgments on foreign military caphbilities, as well as vital to service
. :;es;;onsibilities for weapons development, doctrine, and force structure
ecicions.
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== INR. Insofar as intclligence productien is concerned INR's missions
are: (a) to provide analytical support for the Secretary of State
and other policy officials of the State Department as well as diplomatic
and consular missions; (b) to provide the Department of State's con~
tribution to national intelligence; and (¢) to furnish political and
economic analysis for the use of other intelligence agencies through
its own series of analytical reports, INR is also an interpreter of the
foreign policy implications of analysis in other ficlds of intelligence,
including strategic and military. Living as it does among policy and
operational officials, the Bureau is in a good position not only to serve
the specific needs of its foreign aflairs clients but also to bring this
perspective fo bear in focusing national intelligence. This closeness
to end users sometimes opens INR to criticism that it may be unduly
influenced by policy views, but the benefits to the intelligence process
clearly outweigh any threats to objectivity. The analytic quality of
INR's product, while not uniform, is usually high., INR’s small size,
in comparison with its sister agencies, is a constraint on its ability
to be fully responsive by itself to the needs of policymzkers on a
broad scale or to the demands of interagency intelligence production.

"2. Specific Problems

Sweeping indictments are easy to make but it is more difficulf to be
precise in defining the national intelligence production problem. The most
"recent authoritative study of this problem was produced last year for the
NSC by the Intelligence Community Staff.* It found that in the eyes of its
users, the preducts of the Intelligence Community are "uneven, a mixture
of demonstrable strengths and significant weaknesses.” In summary, the
most important specific findings of this study on user perceptions were:

o Inadcquate Intelligence Community understanding of the needs of
various scts of users and of priorities among these needs.

¢ General user satisfaction with current, short-term reporting on
most topics and geographic regions, but a serious deficiency in
anticipatory analysis which alerts policy components to possible
problems in the relatively near future (one to three years).

¢ User desire for more multi-disciplinary analyses which integrate
political, economic, technological and military factors to provide a
broad appraisal of issues and events for developing US policies
and programs,
*Semiannual NSC Intelligence Review: An Assessment of National
Foreign Intelligence Production, December 1976,
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¢ User discontent with NIEs and interagency products, especially
regarding their utility, and »elevance to policy issues.

¢ Problems in the Community's ability for early recognition of impending
crises, in integration of intclligence with information en US political
and military actions; and in the definition of responsibilities of the
DCI a2nd other Government officials concerned with warning and
crises information.

o User concern about what they view as unnecessary compartmentation
of many intelligence products.

3. Causes

The causes for this uneven record 2re many, but the critical aspects
appear to derive from cerfain systemic--though not necessarily organizational--
problems:

a. Changing Reauirements )

The numbers of intelligence users is expanding and their needs
are becoming more complex and sophisticated. Vital new issues
, concerning international economie, political, social and technological
developments demzand analytical treatment comparable to the more
familiar and traditionzal national security issues, But the Intelligence .
Community cannct easily move to support these new concerns with its
present relatively fixed fiscal and manpower resources, This is
" because at the same time the important traditional issues of Sovict
and Chinese milifary capabilities and intentions are becoming both
more resistant to collection and mote complex in terms of the
information required. Effective mechdhisms for assigning priorities
~ to competing analytical demands are central to resolving these problems

.b. Producer-User Relationship

“The Intelligence Community too often has a poor perception of
user's needs and cannot project future key requirements with
confidence. Current mechanisms for adjusting intelligence
priorities to match user needs are complex, imperfect and do
not involve users to the extent that they should. At the same
time, most major users of intellipence do not articulate their
needs for intelligence particularly well and inadequately project
-+ . -their future needs. Thus intelligence managers have considerable
“difficulty setting firm priorities’for allocating intelligence resources.
This difficulty is particularly apparent in dealing with user needs
that cut across traditional intelligence topics or reglons, e, g

information relating to nuclear prohfera.t:on .
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¢, Communications

o it

Information availability and communication problems inhibit
the intelligence production process.

== The basic principle of a free and timely flow of all
relevant available information into the national intelligence
production process has not worked perfectly, This has been
particularly true in the area of keeping intelligence analysts
sufficiently informed of U.S. policies and activities which
effect their analyses and estimates.

—- _ No mechanism exists to insure that all relevant information
collected by non-intelligence agencies is provided to the
analytical elements of the Intelligence Community in a timely
and systematic manner. As a result, considerable information
of value to intelligence analysts and already in the possession
of the USG is not adequately reflected in intelligence products.,
The {ree availability of such information would also make it
possible to minimize to a greater extent intelligence collection
efforts on that data unobtainable by other means. '

., . —-. There are also persistent problems in effecting adequate
directive communications betwcen analysts and those

. charged with the collection of raw intelligence, Ideally

" collection should be driven by analytic production re-
quirements, but this is only infrequently the czse,
Available data and the impetus of technology tend to
govern what is produced. The Intelligence Community
remains structured in such a way that collection guides
production rather than vice yersa,

.-

a

d. Balance of Production ,

The traditional intelligence output is solid, descriptive reporting—-
the when, where, who, what and how of facts bearing on various
issues. Producers of finished intelligence tend to give priority
to these responsibilities because it is necessary for their own
operations and it answers the first line demands of users for
direct support. A vocal body of users (and critics) also increzsing-

- ly want deeper, more sharply focused analyses, estimates, and
projections to improve their understanding of current situations
and likely future developments bearing on the principal policy,

** * -program and negotiating issues,

-
"

"- Producers have encountered substanq:ial problems in moving
from factual reporting to complex analyses, Analytic products
require more comprehensive and detailed data and the best and
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most experienced personnel to produce it. Deeper analysis
takes more time and closer review by supervisors. Finally,
this kind of intelligence production is in direct competition

. with the needs of both users and producers for "bread and
butter” work that maintains order of battle and capabilities .
data bases, reporting on scientific and technological trends,
-and description of day~to-day political and economic develop-
ments.

Intelligence Objectivity verses Policy Relevance

Good interpretive analysis often comes close to the m eshing

of policy znd intelligence. By tradition, however, intelligence
producers have favored passive over active support of users and
have been reluctant to initiate a closer user-producer relationship.
The worry has been that a closer relationship might somehow
compromise the objectivity of intelligence judgments. As a result,
many intelligence products have been less relevant and timely with
respect o user needs than could be the case.

In those areas where production and policy are closest (energy,
economics, terrorism, narcotics, SALT, MBFR and certain territorial
negotiations) maintenance of objectivity usuall}r has not in fact
proved to be a serious problem. There is, of course, always 2
danger that close working relationships between intelligence .
analysts and departmental staff officers or senior policymakers
will result in biased products that are siructured to support policy
positions, as producers come to identify with the policies they
helped develop. This is a risk but one that can be minimized by
the proper degree of professzonahsm on both sides and alert
management. -

Checks and Bzlances

A doctrine has developed that calls for the DCI to deliver neatly
packaged national intelligence, complete with dissenting views
to the President and NSC. At the same time depart'nental intelli-
gence organizations are authorized to service directly two of the
principle NSC members--the Secretaries of Defense and State~-
and through them also have a channel for direct dissemination of
their product to the Whiie House. While these departmental entities
§nsist that ClA's national product be coordinated with them and
exercise vigorously their right to dissent, neither hestitates to
: issue uncoordinated views in conilict with a "national” intelligence
. position. CIA also provides "uncoordinated” views to NSC members,
The result all too often has been a flood of overlapping pa pers'of
vary'mg degrces of validity, unleased on the policymaker,
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Obviously, sheer duplication i% to be avoided but as in

many other endeavors a certain amount of competition is
healthy. Intelligence analysis seeks to know the unknowable
and penetrate the impenetrable. When evidence is insufficient
or ambiguous or absent, the more minds and more lines of
analysis pursued the greater the chance of approximating -
the truth, When the competitive system works right each
organization is stimulated by the critical work of others;

none can afford to stand pat on conventional wisdom,

g. Personnel Problems

All producticn elements of the Intelligence Community have
encountered difficulty in develeping proper personnel systems

and management relationships., While the collection and processing
functions lend themselves readily to standard managerial and,
technical approaches, the analytical production job is highly
dependent on the intangibles of intellectual brainpower,

Put another way, in the final analysis the intelligence product

can only be as good as the people that produce it. Attracting
creative individuals and providing them with a directed but
stimulating intellectual environment is difficult within normal
bureaucratic constraints, Promotion systems that are structured
to single out for advancement to managerial positions the most
outstanding lower-level analysts sideling key performers too

often in roles they are ill suited to perform. The normal tendency
toward managerial "layering" results in {oo many people revicwing
and managing rather than creating original reports.

B. Translating Intelligence Needs into Collection Tasking
The DCI is the senior and central requirements officer for national
intelligence. He is in charge of the processes whereby the Intelligence
Community decides how to match current national information needs with
currently available national collection assets, :

Community collection management varies markedly among the three basic
collection disciplines: imagery, signals intelligence, and human source
collection, For each discipline, the center point of the process is an
interagency committee whose staff forms part of the Intelligence Community
Staff (ICS) and whosec chairman reports to the DCI. However, the prescriptive
power of these committee mechanisms over the actual operations of collectors
varies considerably; from absolute in the case of the Committee on Imagery
Requirements and Exploitation (COMIREX), to broader and more general
in the case of the Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) Committee, to weak in the
case of the Human Resources Committee (HRC), .
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The operational tasking of the major nationz) collcction asscts has been
greatly complicated by the increasing capability of these systems to serve
not only the broad interests of national policymakers and defense planners
but also the more specific technical interests.of weapons developers and the
more time-sensitive indications and warning, crisis monitoring and combat
Iritelligence requirements of field commanders. Communications intelligence
provides political and economic data, as well as information on military
capabilities and operations. Agents are asked to collect information ranging
from details of Soviet weapons technology and grain harvests through world-
wide political intentions. Imagery systems produce photography which is of
critical interest both to the SALT policymaker and the Army Commander on
the East German bhorder, : .

In the case of overhead imagery, the COMIREX brings together statements
of need, adjudicates conflicting pricrities, and provides precise collection
instructions. There is a2 high degree of confidence that these precise in-
structions will be followed in satellite collection, barring mechanical failure.
The resulting imagery is distributed 1o some 25 major exploiiztion facilities
among intelligence agencies and military commands, with the central require-
ments mechanism sceing that the priority needs for reading out information
are met and that appropriate data bases are maintained. There is little
relationship, however, between this highly mechanistic system and that of
tasking airborne photint systems in the NFIP or in cross correlation with
other collection methods.

By comparison with imagery, .the SIGINT collection systems are much greater
in number, widely varied in composition, and their output requires much more
specialized processing. For these reasons, a single United States SIGINT
System managed by the Director of the Nztional Security Agency was created,
and he was assigned additional rnational responsibilities for U.S, Commurications
Security. Given the existence of this single SIGINT system, the DCI's SIGINT
commiitee translates information needs into actionable statements of requircments
for the Director of NSA, with provisions for users to address time~critical
requirements to NSA directly, keeping the central committee mechanism

vised ' ‘ 5(0)

. In the area of human resources collection, no consolidated national collection
- requirements system exists. Each HUMINT collection entity is provided

guidance in the form of general DCI requirements statements; but each also
operates on its own independent appreciation of national and departmental

the human collection activity occurs through U, S, government entities that are
outside the formal intelligence community structurc e.g., Forcign Service Officers,
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Treasury, Commerce, Agricultural attaches, military advisory groups,
_These entities are major producers of political, military and economic
information, and are to a degree responsive to statements of intelligence
needs, Their existence, however, outside the Intelligence Community
helps shape the Human Resource Committee approach, which concentrates
on general guidance and evaluation of overseas missicn reporting .

A serious deficiency in the current requirements system is the lack of a
formal and unified system for "all-source" requirements development
which can orchestrate collection across the basic disciplines. Another
key unresolved problem is ensuring the responsiveness of the major
national technical collection systems in time of crisis and war to the
military nccds, both national and {actical, which these systems are
increasingly capable of serving. There is also the problem of pro-
viding for the factical commanders access to the national collection
systems to serve their needs in peacetime; and in the other direction,
of ensuring that the appropriate product of "tactical® intelligence collection
is made available to national policymakers,

The collegial tasking mechanisms have a potential for interagency conflict,

. but in practice have provided a measure of certainty that no one consumer

will be either totally neglected or completely satisfied. Finally there is

a persistent perception that the cellectors are not really respensive to

the DCI in his requirements {asking mode because he lacks the means to
hold them accountable for their performance. Lacking a systematic per-
formance evaluation sysiem 2s a "grade-card" for collectors, it is difficult
if not impossible, to prove this case,

C. Line Authority over Intellivence Elements

r ——

By the term "line authority" is meant day-fo-day management and
operation of an activily...what has been called "command, without
operational control" in the Defense Department. There appears to be
general agreement that systems and organizations which are substantially
Departmental and tacticzl in nature should remain under line authority of
the departments 2lthough there is a significant grey area in defining what
is "Departmental” and "tactical." The principal questions relate to re-
sponsiveness of nationally controlled intelligence collection systems to DCI
requirements in producing national intelligence and to what line authority
arrangements best facilitale transition from peace to crisis to war. The
interface between national intelligence collection systems and the non-NFIP

" military facilities essential to support them--such as missile ranges, man-

power, shipyards, base operations, logistics etc.-~also must be considered
in assigning line authority. .
. i
There are perceived problems in the DCI eerving dual roles as a leader i
of the Intelligence Community and as head of the Central Intelligence Agency,
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The final report of the Church Committee observed that "the Committee has
found concern that the function of the DCI in his roles as intelligence community
leader and principal intelligence advisor to the President is inconsistent with
his responsibility to manage one of the intelligence coinmunity agencies~-the
CIA. Potential problems exist in 2 number of arcas. Because the DCI as head
of the CIA is responsible for human clandestine collection overseas, inter-
ception of signals communication overseas, the development and interception

of technical collection systems, there is concern that the DCI as community
leader is in a conflict of interest situation when ruling on the activities of

the overall intelligence community, "

"The Committee is also concerned that the DCI's new span of control-~both
the entire intelligence community and the entire CIA--may be too great for
him to exercise effective detailed supervision of clandestine activities,"

A counterview to these concerns, expressed by CIA personnel in arguing
for the status quo, suggests that removing the DCI organizationally from
the CIA would deprive him of his substantive base of support, thus adversely
affecting his ability to function as the substantive intelligence advisor to the
President. They consider the DCI tie with CIA absolutely inscparable, given
the direct access that provides to the President, and they hold the view that
to be a strong Community leader, the DCI needs not less authority over CIA
but rather greater authority over other principal elements of the community.

Individuals from the IC Stzff and CIA maintain that the capebilily of the DCI
to produce high quality and responsive national intelligence czn be substantizlly
enhanced if he is given line authority over the major naticnally controlled
collection assets (NSA, and Air Force and Navy Special Programs). In-
telligence managers in State and Defense contend that such shifts of line
authority are neither necessary nor desirable, They claim, the DCI can
already obtain full support through his existing prioritization and tasking
aunthorities and access to all their products, and that such shifts would be
seriously disruptive to support for the conduct of diplomacy and military
operations in crisis and war since these national collection programs depend
in large part on DOD assets and expertise worldwide for effective operaticns.

D. Program/Budget Development and Resource Allocation

1. E.O, 11905

. E. O, 11905 created a collegial forum=--the CFI (now the PRC/I)--
for intelligence program and budgct decisions and charged it with con-

- trolling budget preparation and resource allocation for the NFIP, playing
a role in establishing production and collection priorities, establishing
management policies, and providing guidance on the relationship between
tactical and national intelligence. The Intelligence Community Staff (ICS)
was charged with supporting the CFI as well as serving the DCI who was
dlso tasked with the development of national intelligence requirements and
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and priorities, The DCI, undeér ihfsE" O} Was fo ensure the development
and submission of a budget for the NFIP to the PRC/I. The CFI was to
review and amend the budget, as appropriate, for the NFIP prior to’
submission {o the OMB. These provisions, fogether with authorities

over reprogramming and requircments on the members of the Community
to furnish the DCI and CFI the information nceded to perform their duties,
lie at the heart of the Community's resource management structure and
debate. .

2, Ambiguities and their Results

The E, O, has certain ambiguities that plagued CFI operations
during its first year. First, while the DCI's role in establishing intelligence
requirements and priorities was reaffirmed in the E, O., the CFl in additien
to its resources role, was given responsibilities for providing guidance,
policy for management, and policy priorities for the collection and production
of national intelligence in an attempt to relate requirements to resource planning.,
The relationship between the DCI's and CFI's role in those latter responsibilities
was unclear and never resolved. ’

Second, while the CFI was to control budget preparation and resource
allocation, the E. O. did not directly modi{y the roles of the heads of departments
and agencies with respect to allecation of resources, describing their functions
in terms of "conduct," "direct," or "operate” as contrasted to the "control"
reserved for CFI. The intent was 1o accoramodate {o, not supplant, the resource
management procedures of the departments/agencies in order to permit the DCI
and CFI to fulfill their roles.

Third, the IC Staff, while charged with supporting all of the principals
of the CFI, was subordinate to the DCI providing a much greater measure of

“support to him and staffs supporting the other principals were not only retained,

but strengthened. The amalgamation of DCI/CF! authorities with Department/
Agency authority was probably too subtle. This led to ambiguities, particulzrly
with respect to program and budget decisions, The ambiguities, it is generally
acknowledged, led to considerable confusion and unproductive debate over
prerogatives and authorities on the part of the principals, their staffs, and the
intelligence agencies on their respective roles in direction, resource control,
and guidance of intelligence activities.

Despite these ambiguitics in the E, O., there is general agreement on
what the CF1, supported by the ICS, did during its first year of operation,
Its dominant focus wzs on development of review procedures and review of
the FY 1978 programs and budgets submitted by the individual intelligence
components of the NIFIP, The generally accepted views (while still heavily
debated as to whether good or bad) are:
i )
- ! The committee, the IC, DoD and OMB staffs had significant
problems in developing procedures, and they spent
considerable time ironing out-these procedures.
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® cfcnsc tried to focus comnuttee attention on a set of
difficult, albeit real, management problems that have
historically been resistant to central management authori-
ties; it resisted committee involvement in the details of
Defense activities which comprise over 80 percent of the
NFIP on the basis that the committee should not redundantly,
or "micro-manage" activities best left, in its view, to lower
decision levels,

e The ICS, in turn, attempted to focus committee attention on
a discrete set of precise dollar issues in the context of an
individual program; it resisted committee involvement 1n
either complex cross-propgram issues or longer range
resource management alternatives.

¢ The OMB appeared to approach the CFI somewhat ambivalentls

It tried to use an alliance with the IC Staff as a means of ob-
taining detailed financial and detailed technical program
Jnformation on intelligence systems from the departments
which it had, over the years, found difficult to obtain. At
the same time, OMB appeared to react negatively to the
situation where OMB was not a participant in the CFI as they
had been in past intelligence resource management forums.
This reaction took the form of fueling the procedural debate,

. : . reinforcing an OMB role belween the CI'I and the President,
reserving to itself the prerogative to independently formulate
issues for Presidentizl decision as in other Execulive Depart-
ment budgets. -

~- These differences in resource management philosophies resulted
in an FY 1978 review that: r
e Focused committee attention on a discrete set of precise
dollar issues mostly within individual programs as
identified primarily by the program manager.

¢ Submerged minor dollar issues, whether or not relevant
to cross-program or longer range management objectives,
in the belie{ that neither the commitice nor the President
could effectively deal with them,

e Deemphasized major intelligence mznagement problems
and establishiment of policy priorities that would focus
attention on cross-program issues or longer range problems.

e
.

LYY

== It coordinated appeals of FY 1977 congressional appropriation
: : actions, made FY 1978 budget recommendations on the issues
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reviewed, pr¥s D veeiifdimMiea budget for review, and

participated, with the President and OMB, in a final review
to submission of the President's budget to Congress,

- There is also general agreement on what the CFI did not do {(and still much
debate over whether or not they should do) during its first year of operation:

-= The CFI established no policy priorities for intelligence
production or collection or framework for determining them
outside of the generally implicit prierity determined by
resource issues,

-~ DCI requirements and priorities were not reasonably definable,
either in fotal, across, or by individual collecticn technique,
such that the CI'I could relate them to resource needs and
allocations,

—-- The CFI although charged to do so, established no guidarce
for clarifying the scope of intelligence in order to establish
an interrelationship between intelligence necded at the
Washington policy level and that needed at the field
operating level. ' ‘

3, Expectations for the Current Process

-

The CFI processes have been given a very short time to operate
and the experience base for making judgments on their efficacy is extremely
limited. Nonetheless, the broad outlines of the characteristics of the current
resource review process for intelligence are reasonably definable:

-- Lacking more precise Presidential allocation of specific
authorities, there will continue to be considerable dis-
agreement about processes/procedures, including access
to financial information, programmatic detail, and justifica-
tion data, which will detract from subsiantive review,

=~ With a PRC/I mechanism focused on resource allocation

* and a separate DCI mechanism focused on requirements,
the necessary bridge between the two, essential to
effective intclligence community resource managcement,
is likely to develop slowly, if not at all; the relationship
between intelligencc requirements and resources vill

. continue to be obscured as long 2s separate processes
and procedures for development of each are continued.

== Longer rangc intelligence management problems will
continuec to be resistant to review as long as the resource
development and review processes are structured primarily
along present lines,
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~=  The resource issues amenable to I:’RC(I) review will con-
tinue to be a selected set of important but narrow and precise
dollar issues, largely integral to an individual program be-
cause effeciive methods to crosswalk priorities, require-
ments and other programs are lacking,

=~ The problems of relating so-called national, departmental

" and tactical intelligence resources and capabilities will
continue to grow with the potential for substantial duplica~
tion or, at worst, two separate streams of intelligence
(national and tactical). n

~- Performance evaluations extending beyond the scope of
an individual program will continue to be rare and difficult
to perform,

Intelligence resource management today is tied to a set of individual programs
largely structured along single ox semi-unique lines, and many of its character-
istics would be present to seme degree even with an effective collegial resource
review process in place at the top. This specialization combines with institutional
cultures, reinforced by security concerns, to impede open and frank discussions
of concerns across specialized and comparimented lines,

. There is, thus, some validity to the charge--widely voiced by
operational personnel at various levels-~that program managers, cdepart-
mental staffs, the PRC(I), OMB, and the Congress--are micro-maraging
at a level of review and detail unbecoming their status. Since there has been
no coherent aggregation of requirements and resources outside the individueal
programs, reviewers at all levels tend to address the szme issues, Should
2 or 3 satellites be bought? Should an aircraft have X or ¥ equipment? Is
human sousce collection in-X country satisfactory? At times these cquestions
are legitimaie and should be pursued. But, there is a substantial degreec of
frustration on the part of both increasingly higher levels of program managers
and outside reviewers~-the former with the repeated reviews of their decisions
and the latter with the inability to review decisions in a different or broader
context, On the other hand, the broader questions are not being systematically
addressed. Is the resource balance among collection, processing, and pro-
duction about right? Is the allocation of resources among human source,
imagery, and signals intelligence--either in total or on a given subject--
appropriate? Is there proper resource emphasis on the USSR versus

Western Europe, on political or econcmic versus military questions? Such

issues are rarely raised and only partially answered because of the community's
and the reviewers' ability to come to grips with them,

-

4. .Dealing with Resource Management Problems

E. 0. 11905 and the creation of the CFI ncither attempted to nor
solved many basic problems associated with intelligence resource management
and, through various ambiguities, resulted in considerable confusion as to
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roles and respons lblhthb sf Jlooe m\'u.vcd in thc resource managenment
task in solving them. Intellizence resource needs and their allocation
among intelliggence functions are heavily dependent on foreign and defense
policies, priorities with respect to intelligence production and collection
emphasis, requircments in the sense of information needed to be collected
now or in the future, and the range of intelligence users intended to be
served. Forecign and defense policics and alternatives are primarily an
exogenous factor, though the interaction between policy and intelligence
is complex and, at times, influences resource allocation. The remaining
faclors-intelligence community priorities, collection requirements and
clarity with respect to the range of users the community is attempting to
serve--are, however, primarily factors internal to, and contrellable by
the intelligence community and can directly shape its resource needs and
allocations, E. O. 11905 provided no new guidance on dealing with these
factors and the CFI had a difficult time grappling with them.

One key problem is who should be charged with intelligence
resource management and what are the respective roles of the PRC/I,
the depariment/agency heads, ‘the DCI, OMB, the progrem managers,
and their staffs. In essence, since it has long been recognized {hat
all have at least some role to perform in managing intelligence resources,
this is a question of what mechanism should orchestrate the community
resource management procedures and systems and what should be the
extent of its authority. The PRC/I without specific Presidential gmdance,
can do it only with difficulty 2s the experience of the last vear indicates,
The IC Staif is effectively limited to areas where jurisdiction is agreed
upon by the principzls. The program managers' effectiveness is con-
strained to arcas within his purview and has no respensibility or ability
to integrate his resource management prodedures and systems beyond
his own domain,

In addition to deciding who is in chatge and the extent of his
authority, guidance on the type and nature of the resource decision
process is needed. The major problems related to current processes
include: .

a. Relating resourcecs to consumer needs and priorities.

Because the community cannot adequately relate resource
inputs {o outputs for consumers, both the community and
the consumers are ill-equipped to determine what is needed
at what cost, A rcasonable means of conveying to the consumer
alternatives on both information needs and on the related
+  .collection and production options/costs appears to be needed.
"" . -Organizationally a single group or set of groups that can
consciously translate among consumer needs, production
. E capabilitics and resources, and coilcchon capabilitics and
' ' resources appears to be necded.,
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b. Relating collection reauirements to resources,

The link between producer information needs and collection
requirements/resources is 1o a great degree intuitive and
judgmental, and generally devoid of explicit consideration of
resource implications., As a result, a2 systematic relationship
between product needs and collection requirements/resources
is lacking. Some more conscious tie befween collection require~
ments and resources that forces an explicit consideration of the
value of the information to be collected to the resources required
for that collection needs to be developed. The community's
individual programs have historieally resisted this conscious
interrelationship of requirements and resources, either for
pre-budget justification or in a post-facto evaluation sense,

c. Identifying Cross-program issues and analyzing them.

The vast bulk of community resources should be more com~
petitive across present Program lines. The community's
current and past specialization both in lerms of collection
approaches and production does not facilitate Cross-program
comparisons. SIGINT, imagery, and HUMINT requirements
are seldom compared either in terms of competitive potential
collection against a given target or in terms of actual past

. accomplishments, Similarly, proeduction rescurces are

" rarely compared either to consciously prevent undesirable

overlap or to consciously promote competitive analysis,
The current organizational structure of the community's
consumer laison, production, requirements, and collection
elements inhibits any attempt to crosswalk among its various
componenis. Yei these seem to be ff‘uit(ul areas for impacting
on the overall size and allocation of intelligence resources.
More explicit consideration of Cross~program issues would be
highly desirable and cross-cutting review mechanisms are
required, " A

d. Focusing on longor range intelligence mana ement problems.,
24 S H g P

The potential competitiveness of community resources extends
beyond the current and future allocation of resources to encompass
alternative management'arrangements for many community functions,
These would include such community-wide functions and services
-of common concern as ADP, communications, security, and liaison
" arrangements., Current community structure and resource review
*mechanisms fragment these activitics among many cornponcntsz:
that make it difficult to focus management attention on these issues
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which have both resource and organizaiional implications.
While evoss-program by definition, they are unlikely to be
resolved by a straight-forward Cross-program resource
approach without consideration of basic organizational and
structural issues, ‘

e. Relating national and tactical intclligence needs and resources.

The current dichotomy between national and tactical intelligence
is becoming increasingly artificial with the development of
technologics-both in collection and in communications-that
knit the two together. There is general agreement that a tie

is needcd whereby the resources and needs of each can be
wedded to the other. Current nationzl and departmental
management approaches are not conducive to this interzaction
.and are unlikely to confront the relationship directly., Organi-
zationally, the community needs an explicit mechznism eitheyr
outside the NFIP or within it to force consideration of the
relationship between naticnal and tactical intelligence needs
and resources. Since this largely affects Defense, it appears
DOD should take the lead in making this relationship explicit,
possibly through assignment of this responsibility to an OSD-
level component,

E.. Counterintellizence

Foreign counterintelligence-~the protection of the United S:ates and
its citizens from foreign espionage, cover! acticn and terrorism--is the
only major intelligence discipline for which there is no agreed nzational
- policy and no policy-level coordinating body. The Rockefeller Commission,
the Church Cemmittee, the Senate Intelligence Committee and the President’s
Foreign Intelligence Advisery Board have each pcinted to these deficiencies,
and ecach has made recommendations to correct them., The subject was not
covered substantively by Executive Order 11905.

1, Nature of the Problem

. The counterintelligence problem is complex because espionage
and covert action programs directed against the U.5. are activities which:

0 are conducted by 2llies as well as enemies;

¢ depending on circumstances, may or may not be illegal
- - (and even where illegal, may be more important to contain
and counter than to prosecute);

. .-24~
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¢ vary in importance frém -bemgn -to c‘r:tmal

o are pervasive, but their extent is impossible {0 measure
with precision;

o are demonstrably serious, but the damage is difficult
to assess; :

¢ are systematically organized and directed, but the
evidence about them is fragmentary and isolated;

o seldom touch us knowingly as individuals, but significantly
affect U.S. collective defense and national welfare; - -

o affect our international relationships, and infringe upon
the responsibilities (often conflicting) of a number of
departments and agencics;

¢ thrive on human weakness, greed, and misdirected idezalism.

Counterintelligence embodies elements of intelligence activity and

criminal investigation but is a distinct pursuit and responcibility, It
can provide intelligence on foreign plans and intentions, but this is a
valuzble by-product. It can lead to criminal presecution, but this is
not the purpose. Unlike positive intelligence, the object is ta deny, not
acquire, information and, unlike criminal investigatione, counterintellisence
starts with the presumption of an intent to injure the rational interest, not
with evidence that a crime has been committed. Foreign counterintelligence
serves one purpose-~to pretect the national security and the national welfare
from secret incursions from abroad. It-ds an activity which requires con-
tinvous judgments ranging from policy consideralions to operatmnd] decisions,
but these judgments must be made against a backgreund of changing views

on what constitutes the nationzl interest and security. Counterintelligence
must be conducted by experts, but guided and defined by elected and
appointed officials.

2, Definition of the Threat ..

There are several ways to assess the threat of forcign espionage,
each of which has 2 bearing on the nature of the counterintelligence response.

a. - The traditional assessment of the espionage threat has been an
attempt to describe the enemy force structure. Such assessments
3 - have been based on a combination of hard facts, extrapolated data,
y and logiczl conjecture. In every case, they present a picture of
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efforts to arrive at a coordinated national reponse are effectively
paralyzed; how do we cope with the activities of more than 500
hostile foreign intelligence officers scattered throughout the
U.S., let alone the cadre of agents who furnish these officers
with intelligence information; how we cope with the additional
thousands of hostile intelligence officers and their agents whose

activities are directed at the recruitment for espionage of U.S.
citizens living or travelling aby: ;(c,)

Another and still imperfect assessment of the threat, but one
which aids in establishing counterintelligence priorities, is

the damage assessment: an effort io assess the consequences

on national defense and national welfare of the flow of classified
and proprietary information abroad. This kind of assessment
secks to describe the impact on our military preparedness of the
compromise of a weanons guidance system or the effect on a
diplomatic negotiation of a spy in the foreign office. However,
such events are deazlt with in isolation, seldom sustzin policy~
level attention, and there is a bureaucratic premium on lini ing
the damage assessment because the cost and program j
implications of a full assessment can be catastrophic .

re

A third consideration in assessing the threat posed by foreign
espionage is the degree to which it trespasses on the rights
and freedoms of U,S. citizens. Does not Soviet intercept of
U.S. telephone circuits invade the right of privacy? A
correlated question is to what extent can an open and demo-
cratic society meet the threat to the collective welfare through
counterintelligence investigations? Present statutes do not
provide an adequate base for the investigation of potential
acts of espionage and terrorism.




Cage 27 deied wnder rovisione o
RO /2758, Sec oy /J(CJ



BSOS

BV T mg vk F1 .

-

personncl, employccs in t\adc and international organizations,

couriers, correspondents, exchange and commercial visitors,
-.seamen, migrants and refugees. FBI investigative techniques
include physical and authorized technical surveillance, and
recruitment of foreign intelligence officers and their agents. "
b. CIA is responsible for U.S. counterintelligence activities
outsice the United States, These include the penetration of
hostile intelligence and security services, the detection and
countering of espionage and subversive efforts directed at
.U.S. personnel and instzllations abrcad, and liaison with
certain foreign intelli ce and security services on counter-
intelligence matters

¢. In the Department of Defense each of the three militery

'dcpnrtmems is responsible for detecting, investigatin g and
thwariing the intelligence activitics directed against its per-
sonnel and installations worldwide, and for the prosecution
of military employees involved in espicnage.

Junsd:ctwnal delimination agrcements and National Security
Council Intelligence Directive (NSCID) 5 define the geographic limits
and coordinzting responsibilitics of the FBI, CIA and the military services.
On the operational level cocrdination has been reasonably good but there
have been scrious gaps. On the policy level, particularly, where other
departments and agerncies are concerned, coordiration and cooperation
on counterintelligence problems have been limited to practical necessity.

The only officizl counterintelligence policy body is the Inter-
deparimental Intelligence Conference (1IC) ereated by the Nationzl Security
Council in 1949 to coordinate "all investigations of domestic espionage,
counterespionage, sabotage, subversion and other related inteiligence
matters affecting the national security." Its members are the FBI and the
three military services but not the CIA. In 1962 supervision of the IIC was
transferred to the Attorney General, While at variocus times the IIC has

been an cffectwe coordinating body, it has been inactive for the past

i
i
H
3
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several years and never fulfilled its ultimate potential as a national
counierinielligence policy organization.,

- NSCID-5 provides inter alia that the DCI shall develop national
policy for counterintelligence overscas, but the conscious formulation
of such national policy has not been achieved. ]

There is now a consensus within the three branches of Government
that the complex issues inherent in counteving foreign espionage, covert
action and terrorist activity directed from abroad must be squarely faced
at the senior policy level, There is no quick fix, Foreign counterintelligence
involves both domestic and foreign policy considerations and raises Con-
stitutional and legal questions which can only be resolved by effective and .
systematic interaction betwecn the involved departiment and agencies.

¥, Public Trust and Confidence

Public trust and confidence in the Intelligence Community have been
seriously undermined by disclosures of activities in the past that were
illegal, injudicious or otherwise improper by today's standards. Moreover,
many disillusioned persons who have come to believe the wrorst of their
government tend to accept at face value exaggerated imputations of impropriety

e to legitimate foreign intelligence activities. In some quariers there is a per-
sistent belief that U.S. foreign intellizence activities have still not been
brought under adequate centrol. Clearly ire Intelligence Community must

“. earn wider acceptance of its legitimacy and role within our democratic form
of government if a viable U.S. foreign intelligence effort is to be sustzined
over the longer term. .

Congressional attitudes have also changed. Intelligence had as its
original politiczl base only 2 small group of senior. congressmen, who

protected it from and blocked its exposure to their colleagues, Over a

quarier of a century, however, age and the electoral process took their

toll of this group of elders and the position of those that remained was

weakened, partly because the nationzl attitudes of the 1940-45 period

changed and the consensus they reflected was eroded by the Vietnam

War and Watergate. Intelligence has thus been exposed in.recent years

to a rapidly growing new generation of political leadership that neither

shares its traditions nor its view of the world. To complicate matters, the

oversight of intelligence has become a testing ground both for the generztional
. struggle within Congress and for ovcrall balance of power between Congress
- and the Executive Branch.

Reorganization in and of itself will not create the indispensable base
of public confidence and Congressional support which the Intelligence

.
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Community lacks today, Structural improvements in the name of efficiency
must be accompanicd by provisions for adequate controls and internal
checks and balances--even at the cost of efficiency--in order to develop

- and sustain public confidence, Congress and the public must not only
be satisfied that U.S. foreign intelligence activities pose no current
domestic threat but that such a threat cannot be created by another
Administration in the future,

A A ] .

There are two other aspects to the question of public confidence:
effective Executive and Legislative oversight; and reconciliation of the
need for secrecy with greater public pressure for disclosure and account-
ability, Over the last year the need for effective oversight has been widely
accepled within both the Executive and Legislative branches of government.
The challenge here is to instifutionzlize the oversight concepts and functions,

The secrecy problem is much more cemplex. The need for secrecy is
critical to the continued effectiveness ef U.S. intelligence. Intelligence
operations require a certain indispensable measure of secrecy znd simply
cannot be conductled unless Congress ard the public zccept this basic fact.
This should not be impessible given the fzct that the public already under-
stands the need for secrecy in a wide range of other private and public matters
from the lawyer--clicnt relationship to the Federal Reserve's interventicn in
the nation's monetary system. However, resolving the issues secrecy raises
in our open eociety will alsc require fresh analycis of what aspects of intelligence
actuzlly require proteciion, review of {hc conét:pts involved, and careful examina-
tion of the kind of legislation needed. “ ~

Projccting a positive image and promoting better public understanding .
is a difficult business. It must be rooted in the facts of performance yet
circumscribed by the dictates of security. As the Intelligence Community,
and especially CIA, engages in increasingly sgphisticated znalysis on 2 o
wide variety of nationzlly important topics it will inevitably be exposed to
pariisan criticism. For example, National Estimates on sirategic issues
will, if they ave of any value at 2ll, inevitably become part of the policy’
debate on SALT and U.S. military force structure. While intelligence
analysis should be able to stand up to vigorous challenge by non-intelligence
experts and be made available to all appropriate decisionmakers, care must be
faken to insulate it from partisan public debzte to the extent possible. In-
telligence cannot beccme an open-ended public information service and still
retain its special quality of providing discreet, no-holds-barred analysis
for highest level governmentzl decisionmaking., '
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II. Siructural Options

Beginning with a description of the present structure, this section then
identifies a representative range of organizational options. It is not intended
to be theoretically comprehensive but rather to portray real world possi-
bilities responsive to the criteria and problems previously identified in
.Sections 1 and I of this report.

The United States Government has an intelligence structure (Figure 1)
whose present shape and functions have been dictated more by pragmatism
angd historical accident than conscious design. This structure is olten re-
ferred 1o as the "Intelligence Community," an clusive term that tends to
confuse more than clarify reality. There is in fzct no single well-integrated
and fully raztionalized "community" but rather an aggregate of interlocking
and in part overlapping intelligence-related responsibilities distributed in
several major departments and agencies which are to varying degrees

*coordinated" or "guided" by colleg:al mechanisins, through the process
depicted in Figure 2.

Viewed functionally the organizations involved in the intelligence process
. may be grouped as follows:

a. 'The collectors and processors of information

-~ CIA has primary worldwide respensibility for clandestine
coliection of huma:n source information and collects and processes
signals intelligence in certain unique circumstances. CIA also -
conducts as "services of common concern® monitoring of foreign
public radio and television broadcasts and foreign press services,
. collection of foreign intelligence irrformation from cooperating
gources in the U.S., acquisition and translation of foreign publi-
cations and photcgraphic interpretatijon.

*

== The Nztional Security Agency (NSA) oversees a unified research,
developme*:t and deployment program for the military cryptologic
gervices, exercises control over the signals intelligencze collection
and processing of the government, anad itsell collects, processes
and distributes signals intelligence in accordance with requirements
and priorilies established by the DCI.

The Air Force Special Program (AFSP) is responsible for
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-~ Defense Intellivence "AaeneV IDIAY colleéts Qirectly through
the Defense Attache System worldwide axﬂcoordinales the
collection activities of the Military Deparfifent Services and
Unified and Specified Commands, and processes (interprets)
imagery.

-- Military Departments and Services each has responsibility
to collect intelligence information within its specialized field
of competence in support of national, departmental and .
operational command requirements. Army intelligence (ACSI)
conducis human source collection in the Pacific area and in
Europe and limited imagery collection in Europe and Korea
while the Army Sccurity Agency (ASA) collects signzls in-~
telligence. The Air Force performs human source collection
and specialized cignals intelligence collection through the Air
Force Security Service (AFSS) and operates the Atomic Energy
Detection System (AEDS) and Air Force Technical Sensor Pro-
gram for the collection of radar and optical data on Scviet and
Chincse missile capabilities. Navy intelligence encages in
humzn source collection and conducts special reconnaissance
activities for imagery, signals and other technical intelligence,

~~ The Department of State does not engage in intelligence collection
as such, but Forcign Service reporting on subjects of interest arc
made available to intellifence production components, The Durezu
of Infelligence and Rescarch (INR) serves as a coordinating point
for intclligence and requirements for FSO reporting.

== The Denartment of Trea.ém:}' is responsible for overt collecticn
abroad of financial and monetary information in ten major countries
where Treasury Attaches are posted and participate with State in
overt collection of general foreign economic infermation.

== The IBI gathers information in pursuit of its counterinielligence
and security responsibilities 2nd, provides intelligence agencies
positive foreign intelligence information it obtains from its investiga-
tive operations, . -
~= The Energy Research and Development Administration overtly
collcets energy research and development iniormetion through
technical exchange programs and ERDA representatives abroad
and, formulates requirements for State's Scientific Attaches

)
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'w- The FBI is respcnsible for foreign counterintelligence

F

+

"o Ll o 770 :

-~ Other departments and agencies (such as Commerce and
Agriculture) though not a part of the Intelligence Community
and not subject to the guidance of its information requirements,
nevertheless provides much valuable infermation to production
elements. The range of organizations with foreign reporting
capabilities, Figure 3, goes far beyond the formal "intelligence
community." '

The providers of specialized intelligence services.

-~ CIA has primary responsibility for the conduct of counter-
intelligence abroad, lizison with foreign clandestine
services, and conduct of the Defector Program, It also .
assumes responeibility for mest covert action operatioas,
on occasion with assistance of Dol and State,

and counterespionzge within the U.S,, has jurisdiction
over defeeiors within the U.S. and, to a lesscr extent,
has law eifforcement responsibilities in the nationeal
security field.

-- DIA reviews and maintains cognizance over all plans, policies
and procedures for noncryptolegic intelligence furctions of DoD.

-- The Army, Air Force and Navy each have counterintelligence
resporsibilities relating to their individeal services,

-- The Secretary of Defense is responsible for timely {rans- -
" mission of "ecritical intelligence, " as defined by the DCI, from
the field to higher authorities, -

~- NSA acte as ths cenirzl communications security authority for
the USG and conducts research and development to meet the needs
of the government for signals intelligence znd communications
security. |

The producers of "finished" intelligence .

-~ CIA, under the supervision of the DCI, produces (current,
basic and estimative) naticnal intelligence including foreign
politiczl, economic, scientific, technical, military, sociological
and geographic intelligence, designed to meet the needs of the
President, the NSC, and other elements of the USG., The pro-

. “duction clements of other intelligence agencies contribuie to
and are consulted or coordinnte, as appropriate, in their areas
of responsibility. - .

«.== Bureau of Intellizence and Rescarch produces departmental

analytical inte]lig

3
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support of the State” Department's conduct of foreign affairs
and conducts an external rescarch program. As time permits,
inputs are prepared for national analytical products.

- DIA produces departmental intelligence for the Secretary of
Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the military services and
field commanders and, as appropriate, non-Defensc agencies,
This includes current, estimative and research products on mili-
tary and military-related topics, including scientific, technical
and economic subjects. Inputs are prepared for national analytical
products.

~= The Military Services, Denzr ffnen‘.q and Commands issuz a
large volume of intelligencs publications in support of their
particular missions, This material docs not civculate widely
in the national comnunity, bui the analysis performad by
the various scrvice rescarch centers (e.g. the Air Force's
Forcign Technology Pivision) is ofien used in national-level
pubhc..thcmj.

== The Treasvry Dcv:art:nent inteiligence urnit produces as
appropriate products designed for specific departmenta
responsibilities,

- ERT‘A": intelligence unit preduces reports primarily for

: internal use and provides apprepriate inputs for naticnal
. intelligence preducts. .

The Natienal Sccurity Council is chargied by the National Security Act
0f 1947 and E. O. 11905 overall guidance and direction to the develepment
and formulation of all nationzl intelligence activities. Historicazlly this
has been accomplished by (2) direct written and/or oral communications
between the DCI and the President (b) the issuznce of National Sccurity
: Council Intelligence Directives which define the basic duties, responsibilitie
and division of labor betwean the deparfments end agencies (tnc.;e chartering
documents were to be updated within 90 days of the issuance of E.0. 11905
in February 1976, a process which was not completed by the Ford Administra=~
tion and has been held in ubeyanco rencing the ouifcome ..,f PRM/KRSC~11) and
(¢) through NSC Committees .

Lacking a single central authority short of the President and givea the
muliiplicity and diversity of interest involved, a collegial or committee
approach has been taken on the mzjor aspects of community management.,
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Power, authority and responsibility are shared among groups of interested
partics as indicated in Figure 4. Actual line control is, however, exercised
- within departmental chaing of command and can override community collegial

decisions. N
—~ The NSC's Policy Review Committce for Intcllizence (PRC/I1),

chaired by the DCI, is manacted review resource neads,
control budget preparation and resource allocation, and
establish policy priorities for collection and production as
well as for the management of the National Foreign Intelli-
gence Program. The DCl's Intelligence Community Staff
provides staf{ support.

-~ The NSC's Soreial Coordination Cemmittce {for Intcllizence
(SCC/i), chaired by the Assistant to the Presidoent for
National Security Affazirs, reviews and meakes recommenda~
tions to the President on covert action programs and sensitive
intellipence collection operations.

~= The National Foreign Intellicence Bozrd, (NFIB), chaired
by the DCI and including the heads of the majer inielligence

agencies, acts as a general advisory bedy 1o the DCI on
priositics, reguirements, and nationzl intelligence procduction.

-- DCJ Interazency Commitices exist for the development and

prioriiizetion of requirements for signzls intelligence, .
imagery and human source cillection,

-- The DCI, throuch his Intelligence Comraunity Siaff, provides
(=}

. general planning and policy guidance, including requirements
for future capabilities to procuce, process ox coliect znd the
individual dcpariinents and sgencies devise more detailed
specific planning documents for implementaticn.,
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A. Mogification of E. O. 11905

One approach is to accept the present structu*’-e of the Intelligence
Community and the management arrangements set out in E. O, 11905 .
making only those changes that will improve the ability of the community
to coordinalc its activities and reflect the procedural problems of the last
year (see separate Attorney General Subcommitiee Report) without a major
shift in responsibilities. The current operalion of line control, resource
management, procduction entities, requirements formulation, and planning .
guidance would remain largely unchanged. E. O. 11905--as modified-~
would then become the basis for the Administration's legislation propesals.
This coursc is reasonable if one believes:

-~ Present arrangements provide about the right balance befween
central and distribuled authority in the Community;

-- The present.collegial process of resource management at the
Community level offers an acceptable means of maintaining
the responsiveness of the Community to several major consumers
at the national and departmental levcls, while achieving reasonable
efficiency in the allocztion of intelligence resources;

. -
-

-- The performance of the Community under the present management
" systom can improve substzutially as its procedures become more

- familizr and its pariicipanis more experienced,

If the status quo is, in the msain, acceptzble, therc is merit, nevertheless,
in amending E. O. 11905 in sceveral aspects relating to Community inanagement.

—- 1t should be made clearer just what the PRC(I) is responsible for in
developing management policy, controlling and reviewing budget
preparation and resource allocations, and estzblishing policy
priorities for collection and production; the DClI's roles similarly
require more specificity relating to his responsibilities for policy,
requirements, and priorities relating to natienal intelligence
collection and production, under the guidance of the NSC, and
with the advice of NIFIB. ox such supporiing mechanisms as mzy
be created. .

-~ One year's experience under E. O. 11905 indicates that the order's
. specific provisions for reaching program and budget decisions
require clarification. Otherwise, unproductive tension over.
procedures and authority, particularly between OSD and the IC
Staff, is inevitable. )
" There arc two basic alternatives., The first would in practical terms
augment the authority of the PRC(1), the DCI, and the IC Stalf (Option 1). The
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second would protect the ultimate authority of departments with resources
in the NFIP, particularly the authonty of the Sccretary of Defense (Option

2).

Option 1:

Enhance PRC(I) and DCI Resource Management Authority

By Removing Ambiuuities

This option would modify the status quo (EO 11905) by (a) strengthening
the DCI-White House~-DoD-State collegial resource zllocation system (PRC/I)
with additional limitations on the flexibility and prerogatives of individual
deparimenis/agencice and (b) establishing cither the DCI alone (Option 1A)
or the PRC(I) collepially (Option 1T}) in a posiltion of prim=acy in establishing
management policics for all nationz] intelligenca activities and sctiing policy
prioritics for collection and preduction, It would: . .

-

Make clear that the PRC(I) reviews, zpproves, and amends
the NI‘IP, as 2 whole and at a level of detail it deems appropriate;
it submifs the program and budget! through OLID fo the President.

‘Make clear that PRC(I)-2pproved NFIP program and budget

decisions are "fenced" against alieration by program manzgers

and their deparimental or agency superiors. Departmentel

efforts to aller the iinpact of PRC(I) decisiors on their programs

are expected to e rure and inade only through explicit appeal

first to the PRC(I), then the NSC, and {inally, as a last resort,

to the President. T ' -
Give the IC Staff, on behall of the PRC(I), specific responsibility

for and authority to monitor the implementation of PRC(I) decisions.

Clearly authorize the PRC (I} and the IC Siaff 1o dexzl directly
candidly with national intelligence propram managers in acpart-
menis and agencies, regardless of location, on program and
budget matters, to gather data, conduct studies, examine re-

* source options, etc.

Oblige the PRC(I) to conduct as socn as possible a thorough
review of 2]l intelligence and intelligence-related activitics

of the government to csiablish, with some prozpect of stability,
the scope and contenis of the NFIP,

. Give the DCI primacy in the production of all national intelligence,

including unambiguous authority to task the various departmental
analysis centers to contribute to his national production efforts.,
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in OSD. It would, in cffect, give OSD the power to ensure
that all i{ems of resource interests were addressed. It

would have the responsibility and the associated authority -
to translate DCI requircments and guidance into concrete
financial texms .

-- Stipulale that department heads may determince the means
and extent of access by the DCI and his sta{f to departmental
programs with respect to resource issues. This weould not
prechude the direct access permitied in Option 1, at depari-
mental discretion, but weuld recognize departmental authority
to control it,

-— Give to department heads greater {lexibility to determine what
program clements are to be included in the NP and thus subject
to thorough FRC(1) review, with the DCI able to appeal such
decisions to the NSC or the President.

—~ The PRC(I) would provide for final program and budget review
to check departmental staff csicesses and {o ensure that resources
. were aligned with DCI requirements. It would be the responsibility
. of the DCI, as Chairman of the PRC(L), to appeal disputes {a the
NSC and the President. The IC Siaff would have the task of en-
suring that Defense, ClA, and nien-Dob component budgels were
in line with requiremants and relatable to DoD's resources. .

This regime nced not in principle lead to substantially different kinds
of interaciions than those of the first option, since the process would remain
collegial and depend, in both cases, on the cooperation and common purposes
of the participants.

It is not immediztely obvious that the two options would lead to different
resource decisions. It is eclear, however, that in the second case the
Secrclary of Defensc, managing the substantizl majority of NFIP asscts,
would find it casier io serve Defcnce's intelligznce interests and to assess
all DoD intelligence resources across national, departmentzl, and tactical
arcas within Defense, although ClA's capabiliiies are not necessarily related.
The Dol> would have a heavier obligation jiself to reconcile its views and
interesis with those of the entire Community . This second opticn would
increase emphasis on the DCI's need for better and more precisely defined
requirements in resource relevant terms that would not provide for wide-
opened OSD conirol.

Hopefully, the PRC(I) mechanism might then be encouraged to con-
centraic its atiention on larger and longer-term resource issues spanning
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the whole NFIP, Through expert staffing and judicious appeals to the NSC,
the DCI could still have considerable influence on departinental program and
budget decisions. :

Under the second option, however, it is quite possible that the Pi’(C(I)
process would cwindle to an cssentially toothless advisory role to the depart-
ments. On the other hand, the {irst eption has the advantage that all major
national intelligence components are reviewed at one point, although it does
not confront tactical-national interrelationships. By being in closer proximitly
to consumers and producers of national intelligience, the first has a better
chance of success of initicling the necessary interaciion between consumncr
needs for nzaiional intelligence resource demands, relating these to require-
ments, and assuring that cross-program trade-offs among national capabilitics
are made explicit.

B. Restructuring Optiens
The following optidns sarap the DCl-White Houre-DoD-State collegial
(PRC(I) sysicm entirely. They represcnt basic structural changes to the ‘
Intelligence Community by changing degrees of line, resource, managenent,
and tasking authorities. This course is appropriate if one assumes:

w= Greater centralization of authority and respensibility over
" {he diverse elements of the Intelligence Community iz
required.

—- That setling forth various means for accomplishing increased
centralization while retaining mandatory and responsive service
to a broad range of consumers is needed.

-~ The present authority of the DCL is inadaguate for the
. responsibilities assigned. '

‘== The DCI's currcnt control of CIA and of the national tasking
mechanism and chairmanship of the collegial resource
alloention structuré are judied to fail to provide the
necessary responsiveness from the Intelligence Community
to his direction.

There is a sirong concensus that the potential resource savings fo
be achieved by creating o single comprehensive National intelligence
analysis center scrving all consumers is more than offset by the inherent
dunger that differing judgments and perspectives would be suppressed
and denied to the users of intelligence. For that rezson none of the
suggested options include ceniralization or other significant intrusion .
on the continued existence of viable compelitive centers of analysis.
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separate new Director of CIA under the’ (_,cm_ra'l"hm cnmrol of the DCI,
who derives his direct suppert from the IC Staff and NIOs (Option 4A),
or establishes NDCIA line control undexr NSC, SECSTATE or SECDEF
(Options 48,C,D) or disband CIA and add CIA's analytical element (DDT)
1o the DCI's immediate organization, reassigning collection (DD/SET,
FBIS, DDO) and other remaining CIA elements to oither departments
(Option 4E).

H one believes that the princinal probleins of the community
are rclited to nhsence of o sinele focus for resource manaccement,
but that other ssmects of nreduction and collecfion are aceounte,
cheosing pasic option 4 provides for:

-- Substantizlly enhanced authority by giving the DCI
direct progrém and budget authority over 21l eléinents
of the National Foreign Infeiligence Program as identified
by the NSC.

-~ The NFIP would be so restructured to eliminaie those
elements primarily invelved in departmental and tactical
intelligence, whose program/budgels would still be

subject to DCI review If depariment heads disagreed
with DCI rescurce a;]oc“hcm decisions they could 2ppeal.
. . to NEC/Fresident.

-~ Day-io-day oparations of (he intell igence elements would
contmuc as presently aligned.

-— Substitution of DCI a2uthority for the existing collegial
mechanism 1o answer Conpgressional concern aboul the
absence of a single focus for resource allocation.

This option should cause no immediate impact on responsiveness
of intclligence elements to their parent departizents and would permit
early enhancement of the DCI authority without aw aiting legiclaticn.
While there is no guarantee that the DCI would provide the necessary
resources (o retzin the responsiveness needed by the Secreweries of
Defcnse and State, they could exert influznce, if needed, through their
NSC role. Further, it intrudes on esteblished statutory Departmentzal
lines of authority and responsibility, which impacts on current Depart-
ments' relationships with Congress., New statutory legislation would
be needad 1o climinate the resultant ambiguity . There could be 2
tendency to draw a greater degrec of the DCI's attention toward the
yesource zllocation funciion, at some cost to the detailed supervision
of CIA and his direct involvement in substantive intelligence matters
and role as scnior intelligence advisor to the NSC and President. :
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There is a view that addition of this resource allocation authority
alone would not be sufficient to establish a routine which makes all
elements of the Intellicence Community satisfactorily responsive to
the DCI, and that line authority over at least some of the elements

is also necessary. .

If one also is concerned over the DCI/CIA relationships,
the variations to the basic Opiion 4 (4A-E) would respond to the
arguments of thosc wha see the DCl's line contrel of CIA as a source of
favoritism and a conflict of interest in his role as leader of the Community.
These variations, while cited under Opuon 4, could be appliad to any
option for which this concern is prevaient. Supesrvision of the CiA and
its Direclor would be vesied in the N3C, SECSTATE or SECDLF .

Under Ontions 4A-D the DT wouid continue to exercize his
maicr ro]os 2s natfionasl procducer, Cominunity leacer, and princi 1:-_]
advisor lurgcly through direct access to the Presicent. But the DCI's
ability {o translate thisiaccess into effective community Naticnal in-
telligence production could be weaker than at present because:

~-- A small nationzl estimates staff would not give the
DCI the kind of support in analysis and produciion
now supplicd by CIA's DDI. (This problem might
be alleviated by assuring the DCI the powsar to task
CIA, DIA, and INR directly in produciion arcas.

The varialion to disbenud CIAa (UE) weuld result in transfes of
the analytical element (DDI) to the DCI's immediate {amily to enhance
the direct analyticzl support lest in the previcus variations. Additionally:

-- CIA's national technical collection programs in DD/S&T
and NPIC would be transferred to DoD, FDIS would be
transferred to the State Department.

~— The Clundestine Service of DDO would be subcrdinated
" to the NSC, Stote, or Defense. . )

This option would create a much stronger senicr national intelligence
authority in the arca of production than would previous variations. It would
also resolve the "econflict of infercet! problem that argues for separation of
the DCI from CIA in the collection area and would satisiy the desire of some
to see a clear institutional separation of national intelligence analysis and
production from collection, particulerly clandestine human collection.

Very immportantly, option 4E would facilitate the interchange between
national intelligence producers and the resource allocation process.
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The attributes, both favorable and unfavorable of this option,

would be:

A4

-

A strong senior national intelligence authority with

ability to concentrate on analysis and producticn, and
sufficient influence over collection activities and programs
to meet major production needs.

A nzlional analytic competence under the DCI that is not
jnstitutionally tied to collection could atliract more com-
petent and qualified analyst and could improve its ties

to academic, buriness, and foreign sources of information
and expertise.

Integrating CJA's national tcchnical collection programs
with Iike elements in the DaD wouild allow for more cificient
management of these programs wiihin 2 single department.
Usge of recomnaicsance satellites for military support would
be cased. But some would urgue that the sensitivity of these
crucial programs to interests outside DoD would necessarily
decline under this option.

Choosing how to suboerdinate the Clandestine Scrvice is.

a scricus problam under this epiion. Suberdiaztion undsy
the NSC and the President would replicate the arrazncements
geen in many advansad couniries, bui it weuld raise doubis .,
about the ability of this arm o avoid improper demands in
some future period. Subordinztion of the Clandestine
Service to the State Depariment would facilitate integration
of clandestine operations with US forcign policy as seen by
this department, and probably encourage efficient trade-ofis
between coveri and overt pelitical reporting. But the US
Foreign Service would probably face new difficullies abroad
weyre it more clesely affilizted with the Clandestine Service
than present covexr provisions dictate.

DoD control of the Clandestine Service would facilitate
balancing its role with that of major techniczl collection
programs, bul it could degrade its primary focus on
political reporting. In some eyces, DoD subordination
could raise the spector of a potential combined milifary
and secret service threat {o US political institutions.
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Option 5: Enlanced DCI Rerource Allocatien Authority Plus Line
Authority Ovesr National Collection Proarams

* In addition to broad program and budget control established in
Option 4, the DCI would assume line authovity (day-to-day operational
control) over the Nalional Security Agency (NSA) and the Air Force,
and Navy Special Collection Programs (AFSP, NSP), with SECDEF
providing requisite suppoxrt from DoD assets at DCI request. Variatlions
of this option would separate the DCI from CIA as in Options 4A-E, with
relatively similayr impact (Options S5A-E).

If a very strong DCI is desirzble, this optien would develep the
requisite loyalities to the DCI which would ensure that the national
collectors concentrate on DCI probleias, and it permits holding the
DCI accountable to ensure the Community is properly responsive to
all users. ’

The pros and cons of this opticn are that:
-- Responsiveness to the DCI is virtually guaranieed

~~ ‘There is singular accountability through a rigorous
balancing of responcibilitizs and authoritics, however
this could conflict with the need for effective mechanism
for interagency coordination and cosperaticn.

~~ ‘There is poleniial for savings through DCI total respenei-
bility, resource znd line, over Naticnal systems.

-~ Problem areas introduced by this option include how the
unity of the existing U.S. SIGINT system could be maintained
(presuming the Service Cryptologic Agencies remein in De-
fense), snd how sufficient responsivenecs cen be assured
in crisis and war to the command responsibilities of the
Secretary of Defense and the field commanders.

~-- National collection assels are essential to the conduct of
military operations, and their effectiveness in combat
support iz almost directly preporiional to the extent they
arc integrafed into (he military conunand and contrel
system at all echelons; and

. -- The national assets themsclves are criticaliy dependent on

" - Defensc-operated support aclivitics, and efficient integration
of intelligence collection with support activities can best be
accomplished within Defense. )




i i B Ll e o PN . . e .

L o= L)

HCOIIER
1IN *Eﬁ ,
“o
~-= It is dcbatablce whether the DCI needs line authority
over submarines, airplanes, space launch and satellife
control facilitics in order to produce quality intclligence
for the President and the National Security Council. Some
arguc that it makes more sense to have both the intelligence
collection facilities and their suppoxrt facilities operated by
SECDEF as a "service of common concern,” just as the DCI
operates the clandestine services or provides National in-
telligence.

Option 6: Comvlete Restructure Intellicence Community (excert
Departmental] analvsis and other Depaviments' Intelligence
activities) under line autherity of a DFl

This option would be favored by thoce who not only supjort Option 5
for its singularity of responsibility, but also {ecel thal greater emphasis
should be placed on management by functlional lines. While there are many

variants of this approath, two are described to portray the concept.

Undeyr Option 6A, assisted by three Deputics (for National Intelligence
Producfionn, Resource Allocation, and Collection), the Director of Foreign
. Intelligence (DF1):

. ~- Tasks, allocates rescurces and operctes an Intelligence
Anzlysis and production agency (NIPA) compezed of present
NIOs a2nd CIA/DDI; a Clandesiine Services Collection/Operations
- Agency (CIA) ‘composed of present CIA/DLO and supperting
- elements of DD/S&T; a unificd SIGINT Collection Agency
a (present NSA); an Intelligence Space Support Systems
Agency (ISSS) (composzd of present AFSP and supporting
elernents of DD/S&T); and provision would be made to
integrate the Navy's special reconnaissance activities,

-~ Retains resource allocation and tasking authority over
DoD intelligence elements identified as part of the
" National Foreign Intelligence Program, and reviews
: : : other intelligence elements.

-- DFI is responsive to SEC DETF nceds for timely support
from all his elements in crisis and war.

. :
This option places greater emphasis on management by functional
lines, siressing continued diversity in analysis by maintaining scparate
centers while concentrating on reducing redundancy in collection regimes.,
The ability of the staff supporting the DCI would be critical in ensuring .
that this greatly centralized struciure was properly responsive Lo the
needs of the Depariments.
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If one conclides that a DCI with this dearce of confralizerd
.authority should become subieel fo accountability to a “Board of
Dircctors” {he followinn variant could be avplied. The DCl presents
his manapement, proforam, and budget fo the NSC Specinl Coordination
Commiflce with issues as is done today by individual program managers
to the PRC(1). but at 2 more "macro" level, with the SCC reviewing,
guiding and approving. This variant is a possibility, of course, for
any restructuring option. In any case, there is the potential for Con-
gressional and media concerns about the absence of checks and balances
without such a variant.

A

For Option 6B, in addition to those elements assigned in Option 6A,
those elemants remaining in DoD which substantially contribute to National
Intelligence collection would be integrated into DFI agencies. NIPA would
still consist of NIOs and CIA/DDJ, and provide a national intelligence data
base accessible to all consumers. Army and Alr Force HUMINT activity
would be intcgrated with Cl&, SECDEF would manage the Defense Attache
System 1AW DI“I directives.

This option maximizes efficicat use of resources with heavy emphasis
on management along functicnal lines and absence of duplication. But cne
man's duyl"'Cc\‘LlO“l is znother's insurance. The SCC variant applies equally
fo this oplion.

stzntive nalional intell izance and resgource
wetions, assigning former to DCI and latier

— »

allocc ‘ion

-1

to SECDE!

Ei:on 7: Secpaiaie sub
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This option retains present insfilutional structure and subordination,
vests the responsibility for setting requiremenis and prioritics, and praduciion
of National Intelligenca with the DCI, and holds the SECBEY responsible for
resource management of the NFIP, with review by the NSC Special Coordinztion
Committec. This optiicn would be appea lmg_, to those who sce the need for
creative tension," to focus sharp definition and thoreugh examination of
" programmutic issues. Spacifically, this optmrx will provide for:

-- Secretary of Defense review and integration of all NFIP
)
progrzm elements into a consolidated program in response
to requirements and priorities as set by the DCI.

- . Retention of the present Communitly orgarizational structure
.°  z= The DCI as the hecad of CIA, the producer of national

intelligonce, and the President's principal advisor on
national foreign intelligence.
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-~ DCI Community leadership roles in the areas of productien
and collection requirements and priorities devclopment.

Secretary of Defense management of the process of allocating
resources among NI'IP elements as 2 "service of common
concern” for the NSC and the DCI, It would be his responsi-
bility to fit the non-defense intelligence elements of the NFiP
into a rational whole, 80 percent of which is now in Defense;
he would therefore review the intclligence programs of CIA,
INR, ERDA, Treasury, znd FBI and integrate them with his
own in tcrms of resource trade-offs (alternatively, the latter
four could be removed from the NFIP) .,

This option would alter little in the affzirs ¢f today's Intelligence
Community excepl the programming znd budgeting of resources. In this

area it could create or allow for varied management situations.

Insofax as the DCI issued precise requirements and priority
guidance to the Secretary of Defense ag NFIP "program manager® or
coordinator, the DCI would have considerable influence over thz entire
resulting program. The Sceretary of Defense would then be essentially
free {o reconcile the guidance of the DCI on nationzl needs with the needs
of DoD and tactical commandcders that aliect most intelligence programs.,

-It would be the responsibility of the Secrelary of Defonca to
conduct theronugh anzlyeis on how bast to balunce resources emcng
nationzl andé oiher DoD intellicince eifo:ts, to build, and to defend
the resulting program, The DCI.would concentrate on the needs of
production and the demancs of clandesting operations. The DCI would
maintain sufficient sizff support to assure some knowledgeability as to
majcr programmatic choices. The Secretary of Defense would present
the program and budget to the SCC as described in the variant to
Option 5 for review and approval. )

The situation describsd above could provide for fairly tight
and orderly management of national intzlligence resources. 1i is,
however, not devoid of potential for tension between the DCI and DoD;
emong men of good will, this could be "creative tinsion” conducive to
sharp definition and thorough examinztion of programmatic issues.

1

This vption could leud {o another gituatien, however, In oxrder
to minimize strife, the DCI znd the Scceizry of Dafznse migh! re-
spectively take a fairly rela:ied view of the programs not dircctly
subordinate to them, The DCI might tend to accept DoD-run programs
with a minimum of scrutiny so long as they seemed {o meat his necds,
The Secrctary of Delense might choose to accept the CIA and cther
programs with only perfunciory review, This would return the
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matter of Community resource management essentially to the conditions
of the mid-1960s. huch would therefore depend on the rigor which the
" Secretary of Defense applied to program rieview across the board and
the care with which the SCC and DCI monitored and critiqued the DoD

role,

Option 8: Centralize all NFIP activity under SECDEF

This option provides the DCI with essentially all of the powers
of Option 5, but under the SECDEF., If one views intclliigence as a
service of common concern which could be adequaicly provided by the

. Secretary of Defenise, then this option could be considered. In this

option:

-~ DCI serves as DEPSECDEF /Intel with direct aceess to
the Presicdent and other members of the NSC, operating
all elements of the NFIP under direct President--SECDEF -~
DSD/BCI line and resource authority,

~= CIA could continue to exist as a separate agency reporting
to DSD/DCI as would DIA, NSA, etc.

== Some restructuring of existing agencics aleng functional
lines could ozcur,

This cption doces not retain the degrece of production federalism
stresscd in previous eptions, and would wid uu‘v.tem) raite féars in
the media and Congress that the military had "telien over” the naticnal
intelligence structure. This could be somewhat offsct by shifting some
of the existing CIA/DEI analytical capabiliiy to State (INR) and contentrating
on two competing znalytical centers,
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IV. Other Solutions

:'
a

Organizational chan’gcs may resolve some of the problems associated with

the management anci operation of the Infelligence Community but there are

other important problems that will be virtually unaffected by structural
change. Irrespective of the decisions on Intelligence Community reorganiza-
.tion, the perennial problems identified below require sustained and creative
attention by intcllipence managers acting in response to NSC general directives
and their progress should be reflected in pericdic reports to the President.

A. Producer/Consumer Relationships

More effective measures must be devised fo ensure that analytical intellirrence
products meet the requiremments and priorities ef intelligence consumers 2t all
levels, Consumers as well as producers of inteliigen
A mechanism to ensure explicit and discipli
consumers on 2 periodic basis should be established. Consumiers with special
problems inust have effective ways of reluting to
For instance, organizations such.as ACDA, with it
and unique requirements for verification of agreements, and the Drug Enferce-
ment Administration, with responsibilities for intelligence related to illicit
traffic of drugs, should have more effective ways to communicate with the

Intelligence Comnsunity.

B. Apalytical Versatility

A stronger ind mure vercaiile naticus
necescary 1o fili the serious gaps in antic

ce bear this responsibility.
ined positive input and review from

the Intelhnc 1ce Community.,
aeingly important

hra

1 i':te""i“(-"-"cc_ anzlyviic capubilit
potory anzlysis and
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improved longer term estlrnatca . High ouahty national intelligence inputs
into the Presidential Review Process should be emphesized,
initiatives, including innovative personnel practices and plens, advances

through rescarch in forccasting and methodology, quality control and improved

product evaluaiion, are all required.

C. Communications and Revorting

Manzgement

timely recipient

While planners and analysts face 2 shortfall of facts and

of all relevant information, policymzXers

are swamped with 2 plethora of

intelligence reports. Measures should te taken to:

~- Assurc that departmental barriers to the frec flow of relevant data
are removead, including compartmented,

dnformation.,

.

.

"NODIS" and "SPECAT"
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-~ Insure efficient and timely interchange of information amongst
producers, consumers, and data bases. This mechanism must
provide for interchange of all relevant information collected by
non-intelligence agencies to aid in the analytical process.,

[ERNT:

== Eliminate unnecessary production duplication.

D, Collection Tasking

The inability of the requirements process to orchestrate intelligence
collection in a timely and responsive manner across the basic collection dis-
ciplines must be resolved. An effective mechanisin which synergistically
applies all relevant collection resources to the iatelligence targeting problems
should be created. )

E. Crisis and War

A mechanism mnust ke developed 2nd implemented to essure that national
intelligence collection management can effcctively transition from peace through
crisis fo war., The long debate about this problem should end 2nd a2ction begin.
The NSC should review and approve one of the following basic epproaches:

1. In wartime, the Secretary of Defense should manage the collection
requircinents systeras for all agsetls that czn support military operations,
s

2. TLe DCI shiouid menage these svztems as a cervice to 1he militery
cominend hicrirchy, laking his requivaucnis from $hz latter.

3. Management of some critical assets should be transferred to Defence,
depending on the systera and the conflict scenario.. —

As noted in the DCI's Part II report on PRM/NSC-11, while any of these
approaches could work, it is unlikely that any of them would work well
until we establich in greater detail what national intelligence collection
management really means in a wartime context and build working
mechanisins appropriate to that understanding.

F. Relating Renuirements to Rescurces

-~ Collectio:i: The Intclligence Coremunity must develop znd implement
a "calculus® that more explicitly ties togethzr the basic cysiem-
independent intelligence requirements, (e,g. KiQs, DCI Perspectives)
fo the more detailed system-oriented ¢ollection requirersents and
associated costs in a manner that permits more rational trade-offs
among intclligpence collection epproaches on the basis of incremental

. value,

!
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-= Cross Propram Issues: There is also a need to establish cross-~
cutting review mcchanisms to asscess the marginal gain of resource
variations between and amongst collection, processing and production
disciplines. This is necessary to answer such basic questions such
as: "Is the macro balance appropriate among the three?; Is there
proper resource emphasis on political or economic vs., military
questions?"; "How can we improve intelligence reporiing on Africa?"

.

-~ Performnance Measurement/Evaluation: Significant gaps in our ability
to assess the utility of various resource allocation strategies exist
because collection and production have no "grade card" which
associates performance or projccted performance against basic
consumer needs, Eficctive means must be developed which facilitat
objective meusurement relatzble fo the resource manzagement proces
Thesa szme, or similayr means must be applied to measuré and in-
fluence the effectiveness of tasking of resources. .

5 S

G. Defense Intelligence Manacement

=]

Prior to the Presidentizl Directive of 1971 and the subseguent consolidation
of Defense intelligence, no one was clearly in charge of the Defense intelligence
effort; key elements neither cooperated effectively or were under suitable lines
of authority 1o permit efficient trade-offs and long-term planning on a Defence-
wide basis. Regardless of structurzl optiens considerad, effective mechanisms
must be esiablizhed within the Defense Irntelligence Community to assure
effective and elficient iniegration inte the naticnal intelligence community, .

H. Naticnnl/Tactizal

The failure of the CFI to come to grips with the charge to define what is -
and is not to be included in the NFIP czn no longer be accepted. A thorough-
going review with specific recommendations to the RSC, and o be implcmented
in the FY-79 budget submaission for the NFIP, should be conducted.

I.  Relationship betveeen NFIP and Intellirence-Related Activities of
the Departments and Acencies

In order to minimize duplication znd maximize mutual support, subsianiive

mechanisgms should be establiched 1o assure a mere systematic relationshis betvseer.

national intelligence pregrams and so-czlled intelligence-rlated activities.,

J. Public Trust and Confidence and Value of Confidentiai Service

Resolving the issues secrecy raises in our open sociely requires a
fresh analysis of what aspects of intellizence actually require protection;

.
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review of the concepts involved and careful cxamination of the kind of
legislation needed. Oversight institutions must be instifutionalized.

.

K. Covert Acticm

The present institutions for review of and procedures for control of
covert action programs should be maintained, and perhaps put into statute.
More attention should be given to developing a doctrine for covert action
which reflects both the experiences of the past and the realities of the
present.

L. Counteriniellicence

It was noted in Secticn I that there is no national policy and ho policy-level
forum for foreign counierintelligence. Moreover, there is no comprechensive
understanding of counterintelligence issues at the policy level. Counter-
intelligence is acknowledged as a major intelligence discipline, but even in
intelligence circles it is only rarely discussed. Annex A to this report
recommends the assignment of responsibility for developitent, coordination
and oversight of national counterintelligence policy to the NSC's Special
Cooardination Committee (SCC/CI) chaired by the Assistant to the President
for Nahom—.l Security Affairs,
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ANNEX A

Recommendation on Foreign Counterintelligence

It was noted in Section II that there is no national policy and no
policy-level forum for foreign counterintelligence. Moreover, there is
no comprehensive understanding of counterintelligence issues at the policy
level. Counterintelligence is acknowledged as a major intelligence discipline,
but even in intelligence circles it is only rarely discussed.

Senior officials have to deal with counterintelligence flaps -~ spies-that
have been caught, double agents that have disappeared -- but, except for
sporadic directives, such as the President's recent instruction to the FBI to
focus on: anti-Castro {errorist groups, counterintelligence priorities and the
allocation of resources have been left to the individual agencies. There has
been no policy-level forum in which to weigh the level of effort against the
seriousness of the threat, to examine the implications of "friendly" intelli-
gence service activities in the U.S., or to resolve conflicting policy considera~
tions which allow identified Soviet and other hostile intelligence officers to
enter and travel in the U.S, For the U.S. o effectively deal with foreign
espionage, sabotage, covert action and terrorism requires an informed body
of senior officizls which will examine and come to undersiand the activity
genevriczlly, and thus be in a position to develop nationa! foreign counter-
intelligcnice policy objectives, oversee their implementation and assess their
effectiveiiess, '

- -

Establishinznt of 2 Snecial Coordinztion Committee (Counterintelligence)

* It is recommended that the NSC Special Cocrdination Commiltce assume
responsibility for development and coordination of national counterintelligence
policy. The SCC(CI) would be responsible for:

~~ formulation and review of foreign counterintelligence policy and
objectives, oversight of their 1mp1ementat10n and examination
of their effectiveness;

== coordination of the in e:rface between counterintelligence and foreign
and domestic policy issues; :

-~ exercise of national-level oversight for sensitive counterintelligence
. activities;
The Committec should be supported by a small, dedicated element of the
NSC staff. _ -
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Definilion and Jurisdiction

As a first order of business the SCC(CI) should scek agreementon a
definition of counterintelligence and on the activities which will fall under
its responsibility . Some outstanding questions are:

-+ Does counterintellipence include terrorism?

~- Should communications security and foreign-directed signals
intelligence operations come under the counterintelligence
umbyrella?

-= Deceptien is a neglected, but potentially valuable counter-
intelligence technique. While there are some low-level deception
operations, its effective use as a national instrument requires
policy-level consideration. Shculd the formulation of deception
policy and the oversight of deception operations be a responsi-
bility of thesSCC(CI)?

-- Standards and praciices with respect to perscnnel, document
and physical security vary as between agencies and departments.
Lapses in these prcocedures have resulted in the comproriise of

. highly classified infermation. While the Intelligence Community

. prefeva 1o doad with ¥sccurity" programs separately, they zxra
“aimed at protecting the U.S. {rom hostile intelligence activities,
and there is raticnzle for placing them, in some manner, undsr

the jurisdicten of tha SCC(LI).

Membership of the Commiitee

The membership of the SCC(CI) should include the FBI, CIA, Department
of Defense, Depariment of Justice, Department of State and the Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs. The FBI, CIA and Department of Defenss
because they are action agencics for counterintelligence; the Depzartment of
Justice because in the U.,S. there is an organic relationship between law
enforcement and counterintelligence and because the experience of the former
OAG and the SCC(I) demonstraics the adviszbility of intelligence comnmittees
having a legal representative present; the Department of State because of the
required coordination on counierintelligence overseas (NSCID-5, paragraph 6)
and the necessity for coordination on certain cases in the U.S.

Chairmanshin; of the Commitice

Prc_zs'idential Directive No. 2 established the Assistant to the President
for National Sccurity Affairs as Chairman of the SCC., .
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Because they aré not sufficiently independent, and have operational
responsibilities, both the DCI (because he is also the Director of CIA) and
the Director of the FBI are ruled out as potential chairmen in any event.
The Scnate Iniclligence Committee and the 1C Staff have in the past recom-
mended the Attorney General as chairman for any intcragency committee on
counterintelligence. In favor of this option is the respect accorded the Attorney
General by both the intelligence community and those who fear possible abuses.
Attorney General chairmanship in the eyes of the public would assure that
counterintelligence activities and policy would be lawful and proper, On the
other hand, the Attorney General's supervisory responsibility for the FBI
(the Government's primary counterintelligence agency) is somewhat analogous
to the NDCl's responsibility for the CIA. As the chicf law enforcement officer
of the Government, the Attorney Generul's oversight role with respect to
intelligence activities and FRJ guidelines could appear to be compromised if
he were to assume the chairmanship of a policy committee dedicated to
efficient and cffective. counterintellipence. Finzlly, there is no existing natural
indepcndent staif suppbrt available to him in the role of chairman.

Chairmanship by the Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs would substantially fulfill the criteria of prestige and independence.
While this positicn has no line authority, the close relationship to the President
and the unique role of the NSC would enable the Assistant to command the
requisite authority when necessary. Chairmanshiy by the Assistant would
naturally suggest steff support for the SCC(CI) from the NSC stalf, and would
assure that the st2ff was independent of individual agencies. On the other .
hand, because of the Assistant's wide-ranging resgonsibility for national
security, his chairmanship might not bring with it the same public reassurcnce
as would the chairmanship of the Attorney General.

Chairmanship by an independent DCI with community-wide responsi-
bilities would secm logical and he would have both the expertise and staff
support required. It would mean, however, that for the first time the DCI

-would be given a certain measure of responsibility for domestic secret intelli-
gence activity and this would require legislation. Such legiclation at this time
would be difficult and would inevitably give rise 1o public apprehension.
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