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I. INTRODUCTION: THE COSTS AND BENEFPITS
OF INTELLIGENCE

“rise in their Size and cost. . The secong is &n apparent in-

During the past decade alone, the cost of the intellj-

gence community has



'%jrélationship between cost ang effectiveness, the main hope
N :
for doing su lies in 3 fundamantal reform of the intelligence

LY

dohmunity's decisionmaking bodies and Procedures. T
This conclusion is advanced in full recognition that
reorganizaticn will, at best, only Create the conditions in
which wise aﬁd imaginative leadership can flourish. 1 the
absence of reorganization,_however, the habits of intelligence
community will remzin as difficult to Couerol as was the per-
formance of the Lepartment of Dzfense prior to the Defense

Reorganization Act of 1958,
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II. COST TRENDS

\\ To understand the phenomenon of increasing costs, it
is necessary to consider briefly the organizational hlstory
of the intelligence community. The Natlonal Security Act of
1947 and the National Securlty Counc11 Intelligence Direc-
tives (NSCIDs) of the late 1940s ang early 1950s establisheq
the basic lelszon ©f responsibilities 8miéng agencies ang
departments. This division had its origins in traditional
distinctions betvnen military ang non-military 1ntelllgence,
behvnen tactical and national 1ntelllgence, and between
communlcatlons (COMIRT) and non-communications (or agent)
intelligence. Thus, CIa was directed ¢~ erploy clandestine
agents to colle st "non-military" intellicence and Produce
"national™ intelligence. f"he Deéartment of State was mage
responcsible for the overt collection of "ncn-military" in-
telligence. The LNational Security Agency (NS&) was estab-
lished to Tmanage COMINT collection. The Military Services
were instructed ‘o collect "militéry" intelligence as well
@s maintain tactical intelligence capabilities for use in
wartime, All were permitted'to produce "departmental" in-
telligence to meet their separate needs. While not ideal,
this division of functions ang responsibilities worked rea-
sonably well into the mid- -1950s. i ‘

‘Since that time, these traditional distinctions and

the organizational arrangements which accompanied them have



become increasingly obsolescent. 'The line between "military"
and "non-military" has faded; scientific ang technical in-
telligence with both civilian and military applications has
become a Principal area of endeavor for almost all intelli-~
gence organizations S8imilarly, under the old distinctioﬂs,
the national leadership -~ namely the President and the NSC --
concerned itself'with "national"” intelligence, while pPre-
sumably only battlefielg commancers careu about tactical in-
telligenca. But a rapidly advarcing technology which has
revolutionized the collection, Processing, angd communication
of intelligence data casts doubt on the validity of the dis-
tinctions.

Simultaneously: technological advan.ces have created new
collection possibilitics which ¢o nct fit conveniently within
a structure based on traditional distinctions and were not

covered in the original Qirectives.

The breakdovn of the old distinctions and the appearance
cof new collection methods has been a simultaneous process

raising a host of questions zbout intelligence organization.



On the ﬁore mundane, but n65é£heiess
critical level, guestions arise about the organizational re-
séonsibilities for such topics as

VC/3VA order of battle,
Are these military or non-military
i
issues? Is +ha intelligence about them tactical or national?
Who sheould be responsible for collection and vhat cellection

be tasked?

Ly

resources sheul
In the al:ience of an authoritative governing body to

sues, the community has resorted to a series

[P
w0

resolve thease
of compremise eolutions that adversely uffect its performance
and cost. 1In general, these compromises have favored multiple
and diffuse collection programs and the neglect of difficult
and searching analytical,approaches. . The most serious of the
resulting problems are outlined’below in brief form, and dis-
cussed in more detail in the ‘apprendices. -

1. The distribution of intelligence functions has become

. o - . h J
increasincly fracmonted and disorcanized.

°® The o0l@ &istinctions among national, departmental,

. and tactical intellicence are out of date. Today,
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CIA is as likely to Produce intelligence relevant
to,, say, NVA/VC order of battle as DIA or MACVY,

just as MACV produces many reports that are of

interest to the national leadership.

.,

\ .
Similarly, the relatively neat ordering of collec-

tion functions that existed after World War II has

broken down.

Table I illustrates how almost all major com-

onents of the intelligence community are in-
Y

.Volved in each of its various collection ang

')
pPreduction functions.
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The community's activities are dominztegd by collection

carpetition and have become unproductively duplicative,

©

cormunity mernbers to engage in a competitive struggle
for survival ang dominance, primarily through new
technolocy, which has Yesulted in the redundant

L
acquisition of data at virtually all levels --

tactical, theater command, and national.



Collection capabilities remain in operation beyond

their useful lives. ac older systems lose their
attractiveness at the national level, they are

taken over at the ecommang or tactical level where
they dupliicate higher level activities or ecollect

data of little value.

Simultaneously, compartmentalization within various
security systems has served to hide or obscure com-

petitive capabiljties from evaluation, comparison,

and tragdeoff analysis.

The cemmunitv's growvth is larcely urplanned and un-

guaiced.

©

Serious forwvard pPlarnning is ofter lacking as decisions

&re made abouti the allocation of resources.

The consumer frequently fails to specify his product
needs for the prdducer; the producer, uncertain about
eventual demands, éncourages the collector +o pro-
vide data without selectivity or Priority; and the

collector emphasizeﬁ quantity rather than quality.

-



e ————
The-community's activities have bocome exceedingly ex-

pensive.

+ ® The fragmentation of_intelligence functions and the

competitive drive for improved eollectien technology

are important Teasons why the cost of intelligence

has almost doubled during the past decagde.

® A significant part of this cost growth is attributable
to the acquisition of expensive new systems without
simultaneous reductions in obsolescent collection .

programs,

© In the abkzence of plarnning and cuidance, internally
generated values predoninate in the community's in-
stitutions. These values favor increasingly sophisti-
¢cated and expensive collection technologies at the

expense of analytical capabilities.

® Tew interagency'comparisons are contemplated,. Po-
tential tradecffs between PHOTINT ang SIGINT, between
PHOTINT angd HUMINT, and between data collection ang

analysis are neglected.
1

®  V¥hile the budgetary process might be useq to curb

-

some ©f the more obvious excesses, it cannot sub-

. Btitute for centralized management of the community.
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IIT. QUESTIONS AROUT THE PRODUCT

In a Qorld of perfect inforhation, there would be nS
" uncertainties about the bPresent and future intentions, capa-
bilities, and activities of foreign powers. Information,
however, is bound to be imperfect for the most part. Con-
Sequently, the intelligence community can at best reduce the
uncértainties and construct plausible hypotheses akout these
factors on the basis of what continues to be partial and
often conflictineg evidence.

Despite the richness of the data made available by modern
- methods of colliection, and the rising costs of their acguisi-
tion, it is not 2+ all clear that our hyrotheses about foreicn
intentions, capzoilities, and activities have improved com-
mensuretely in scope and quality. ©Nor can it be asserted wi+th
confidance that <hs intelligence-community has shown much in-
itiative in develeping the full range of possible explanations

in light of avezilable data.
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Difficulties of this kind with the intelligence pProduct
ére all the more disturking because the need to explore and
test a number of hypothesés will, if anything, expand as the
Soviets project their military power and come to play a more
direct global role. Yet there is no evidence that‘the in~
telligence community, given its Present structufe, will come
to grips with this class of pProblems,

The community's heavy emphasis on colleption is itself
detrimental to correcting prodﬁct Problers. Because each
organization sees the maintenance and expansion of its col;
lection capabilities as the principal route to survival ang
strencgcth with tre community, there is a “treng presumption
in tcday's intellicence set-up that édditional data collec-
tion rather theorn irproved analysis, will provide the answer
to particular intelligence problems. It has become common-
Place to translzie product criticism into demands for en-
larced collection efforts. Seldom does anyone ask if &
further reduction in uncertainty, however small, is wdrth
its cost.

The‘inevitable resulé is thg; Production remains the
stepchild of the communify. It is a profession that lacks
strong military and civilian career incentives, even within
CIA. The analysts, with a hgavy burden of responsibility,

-
£find themseives swamped with data. The consumers, at the
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"*igame time, treat their Product as a free good, so that demang

Y

)

exceeds suppiy, Priorities are not establlshed, the system

_ becones overloaded and the quality of the output suffers,

As 1f this were not enough, production, instead of guiding
collection, is itself guided by collectors and the impetus

of technology. Since the military are the pr1nc1pal collec-
tors, they are more likely to focus on the needs and 1ntere§ts
of their own Services than en the issues of concern to the
national leadership, and they continue the wasteful practice
of counterpart targeting. Under such difficult conditions,

it is not surprising that hypotheses tend to harden into
dogma; that their sensitivity to changed cenditions is not

articulated, and that new data are not sought to test them.
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“IV. ORGANIZATIONAL DILEMMAS

Questions about cost ang produdt-might exist even if the
._intelligence community possessed strong leadership. It is
noteworthy, however, that they have arisen under conditions
the most markeg of which'is a8 lack of institutions governing
the community with the aufhority and Tesponsibility +o re~
solve issyes without excessive compromise, allocate resources
according to criteria o= effectiveness, and consider the re-
lationship bétween COSt and substantive output from a national
Perspective,

This lack of governing institutions ~tens fundamentally
from the failure ©Z the Nationa) Security Act of 1947 to
anticipate the "constitutional™ heeds of a modern and techno-
logically comdley intelligence Community. The Primary intent
of the Act, understanﬂably; wés to prevent a recurrence of the
intelligence confusions ang delays that Cccurred prior to
Pearl Rarbor. These problems were seen as having resulted
from defects in the centra)l Processing, Production, and dis-
semination of intelligence. The critical need, accordingly,

. . ‘
was to create an organization which woulg have access to all

intelligence and report its estimates to the national leader-

In 1947, the size and cost of individual Programs were

-

relatively small, and the Scope and nature of the Mmanagement

-
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. Problems associateg with today's community were not antici-~

b;ted. Consequently the issue ©f how to plan and rationalize
tgé.pollection of intelligence did not Seem of great moment,
and ﬁhe Act did not explicitl& previde for a mechanism +o per-~
form these functions or evaluate the scope ang quality of its
preduct. ‘ .

There is aﬁotﬁer reason why the 1%47 act gig 80 little
to provide strong leadership for the community: powerful in-
terests in the Military Services and elsewhere opposed (and
continue to opposz) more centralized management of intelli-~
gence activities, Partly, tﬁis Oprosition arises from the
belief of the S:rvices that direct control over intelligence
Programs is essential if they are to corduct successful mili-
tary operations;: Partly, it results frem bureavcratic concerns.
The Services are reluctant to accept assurance that informa-
tion from systems not controlleg by them will be available as
and vhen they reguire it.

Despite such opposition, the Nationgzl Security Act of
1947 did stipulaze that tﬁe CIA would coordinate the "in-
telligence activities" of the Government unger the direction
of the National Security Council. However, the Act also made
clear provision for the continuvation of "departmental in-

telligence”. Since then, three Presidents have exhorted the

Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) to play the role of
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conmmnity leader ang coordinator, but his authority over the
~community has remainew*minimal, While the DCI has been the
- catalyst an cooralnatlng Bubstantive intelligence productzon,
he has made little use of such authority as he possesses to
manage the resources of the con.anlty.

Realistically, it is clear that the DCI, as his'office
is now constitutéd, cannot be expected to perform effectively
the community-wile leadership role because:

® &As an agency head he bears a nurter of weighty op-

erational and advisory responsibilities which limifn

the effert he ecan devote to community-wide nanagement

¢ He bears a barticularly heavy burden for the Planning

and conduct of covert actions.

® Uis multiple roles as comianity lsader, agency head,
ang Jntell4gencn adviegey to the Frecident, and to
@ number of sensitive executive committees, are

mutuzlly eccnflicting.

°® He is a competitor for resources within the commnunity
‘owing to his responsibilities as Director of cIa,
which has large collection programs of its own; thus
he cannot be wholly objective in providing guzdance

for community~wide collection.
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°® He controls Pexcent of the community's re-

Sources and must therefo*e rely on persuasion to

N 1nf1uence his colleagues regarding the allocatlon

approprla

Defense i

-_and management of the other Percent, whlch is

ted to the Department of Defense. S8ince

s legally responsible fer these very large

resources, it feels that it cannot be bound by out-

side adv:

° The DCI i
report dgi

supervizo

In spite or
several instituti
comnunity. They
tion Staff (NIPL)
Board (NIRB).. Ho
ignored or resis<
As a conseouence,
developing improv
better mechanisms
both institutions
leader; however,

A

currently constit

¢e on how they shoulgd be used.

§ outranked by other ¢epartmental heads who
rectly to the President 2nd are his irmediate

r's on the National Security Council.

these handica ars, the DCI has establisheg
onal devices to assist.kim in leading the

are the NlNational Intelligence Program Evalua-
and the National Intelligence Resources
wever, the principal agencies hava laigely

2d the -efforts of mana ent by these bodies.
the Ni1pz ,and the KNIRB have concentrated on
2d data about intelligence Programs and

for coordination, Because of thejr work,
could prove useful to a stoong conmunity
their contrlbutlon to the efforts of the

uted DCI is smzl}.

’
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In the absence of an effective institutional framework

N

L\

@ithin whichione oZficial could be held responsible and ac--
césnugble for the performance ana cost of the intelligence
communlty the Unlted States Intelligence Board (USIB), origi-
nally established to advise the DCI, has become a sort of
governing body for the community. However, the USIB has proved
generally ineffective as a management mechanism for several
reasons: '

°© It is a committes of equals who must form coalitions

to make decisions,

It is dérnminated by collectors ang producers who avoig
raising critical guestions about the collection pro-

grams onerated by their colleagues.,

° 2s a result, USIB's collection reguirements -- which
are an cggregate of all reguests, newv and old -- mean
all things to all agencies, thus leaving them free

to pursue their own interests,

® Since policy-level consumzrs are not represented on
’ [
the Board, they are unable to give guidance as to

priority needs.

Even within the Department of Defense, there is no cen-
tralized management of intelligence resources and activities.

Althourh the Assistant Secretary for Administration has been



4

ATY

&
l\

.. given a responsibility in this area, together with a small

..sﬁaff for resource analysis, his efforts to master the Defense

inée;ligence complex have proved of little avail for several
reésons. Pirst,unot all Defensze Programs come under his pure
view, and this limits his ability to do cross-program-analysis.
Second, he rerains responsible for his functions a&s Assistant
Secretary for Adhinistration.

Below the level of review pProvided by an Assistant
Secretarf, management leade;ship is still absent. The
Dircctors of DIA and N5A are themselves unable to control
the activities of the components supposedly subor@inate to

them but epers+es by the Militaorv Services.

This lach of lower-level leadership shows up in the fol-
lowing ways:

® The current failure of Nsa adequately to direct
Service cryptoloqgc activ{;ies, organize them into -

@ coherent system, or manage ELINT activities.

® Llarge-scale Service-controlled tactical intelli-
gence assets, inflated by the war ang partly dupli-

cating both national and allied cﬁbabilities, but

prograrmed and operated outside of the cormunity.



A host of unresolved problems concerning organization
and the allocation of resources within both General
Defense Intelligence Program (GDIP) and non-GDIP
activities, including: duplication in the collection

of ELINT internally overlapping

_&activities among various mapping, charting, and

geodesy agencies, and the several investigative
services; ang inadeguate Bupervision and control of

counterintelligence activities,

It follows from this analysis that +he President's ob-

jectives can be achieved orly if reform 1ddresses four or-

ganizational i:sues:

-]

The leadership of the intelligeice community as a

wheole.

The dircction and control of Defense intelligence

activities.

The division of functioens among the major intelli-

gence agencies.

-

The structuring; stalffing, and funding of the

rocesses by vhich our raw intelli ence data are
P : g

analyzed and interpreted.
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V. SPECIFIC ORGANIZATIONMAL ISSUCS

The effectiveness and efficicncy of the intelligence
, communlty depend on a number of organizational variables,
-Among the most important of these variables are:

® The pover over resources available to the leader of

the communitv. How much power the leader can ex-
ercise, varticularly over collection programs, will
determine the size of the economies that can be

achieved within the community.

® The size and functions of the staff provided to the

leader of +the community, The effectiveness of a

nationa. intellicence leader wi.l depend not only
on his power over resources, btt also on how well
informed@ he is about issues and options within

the com._nlty, which, in turn, is a function of his
1mmed1at° staff. Among the potential functions for

such a staff are:
r .,

- © == The plénning, Programming, and budgeting of

resources. .

- / .
== Control over resources once allocated.
== Supervision of R¢D.

b 3

== Inspection of ongoing programs.

+ == Production and dissemination of national estimates,



~- Net assessments of U.S8., allied, and oppesing
capabilities and doctrines.

Thb future role of the United States Intelligenece

Board (UsSIiB), As matters Now stand, the USIB is both

a parllament and a confederate head of the communlty.
If more authoritative leadership is established, the
USIB could become simply an obstruction unless its
role is spcc;klcally redefined. Since the leader of
the community, however powerful, will nced eclose and
continuing relationships with producers and collectors
2s well as consu Urers, one possibility would be +o re-
constitii te ?hc USIB so as to formnalize these relation-
ships ca an adviscry basis. 1In ary case the future
role of USIB should be addressed as part cf a com-
Prehernsive review of new instituiicnal arrancements
for the function xing of 2 reorcanized intelligénce.

community.

Future Dzfence Deparimaent control over the resourcss

under its jurisdiction. Even without changes in the
¥

cermmunity as a whole, major improvements in effectlve-

ness and eff1c1cncy could be achieved if Defense were
to master its own massive intelligence operations.
However, a number of cormmunity-wide issues would still

e
remain, and substantially firmer Defense manayement
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of its intelligence resou-ces could prejudice the
ability of a future leader of the community to ex~

ercise his own authority.

.

The jurisicticn of either a nationzl leader or a

Defense lezder over the Military Services, The three

Military Services are estimated to spend about

@ Year on intelligence activities apart from
their support of the national agencies. Yet these
activities, vhich partly dupllca,e national intelli-
gence prograns, are rev;eved in isolation from them.
If the Serv¢ces retain control <ver the assets for
this "tactical” intellicence, tiey can probably woaken
efforts to irprove the efficiency of the cormunity.

At the same tirme, there is little guestion about their
need to have access to the output of specified asscts
in both peace and war. How to combine overall re-
source nmarzcerent and control with this access is an

issue that will require resolutien.

The future functional bouncdaries of the mzior in-

¥

tellicence aconcies. Collection ang production

activities do not now tend to be consolidafed by type

in particular functional agencies. Important econo-

mies can probably be ach;eved by rat;onal;z;ng these

-
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activities, However, it should be noted that economy
and organizational tidiness, without concoﬁitant
strengthening of the'community leadership, might be
achieved at the cost.of creating even more powerful
vested interests ang losing diverse ang usefully com-

petitive approaches to collection problems.

The numbar and locztion of natic..al analvtical ang

estimaiin

Q
0
o
b
rt
m
H
6]
*

The Nationzl estimating machinery

no doubt will have +o be preserved under the leader
of the community in order to continue production of
naticnal estimates and inputs to the NSS4 process.

The ccatinuaticn of DI and the 3State Department's

lligence TIesearch (INR) as producers
is essential as well. Beyond that, improvement in
the intelligence product will probably depend to a
large extent on increasing the competition in the
interpretation of evidence and the development of
hypothteses about gorgignlintentions, capabilities,
and strategies. This may reguire not cnly the .
strengthening of existing/organizations, bﬁt perhaps
the addition of new estimating centers. In adéition,
some entirely new organizational ugits may be needed
to perform currently ncglected intelligence analysis

functions, for example, to conduct research on im~

proved intelligence analysis methods and i{cchniques.

-
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v ° " The role of +he indevendent roview mechanisms, BRe-

~\ cause of the secrccy surrounding the operations of
AN the intelligence comrmunity, the need for strong in-
. dependent review mechanisms within the Executive
Branch remains particularly important. Since the
President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board
(PFIAB), the "40" Cormittee, the Office of Science
and Technology (0OST), and the Office of Hanagement
and Budget (0NR) already exist to perform this
function, the crnly issues are hew they can be
streng od to wvhat extent they nced larger ang
more permanent staffs, angd whether new ;eview
boards shcule be created, espécially to eveluate
thé ana.ytical and est timating activities of the

community,

Subseguent sections do not address =11 of these issues;
nor do they evhaust the list of organizational possibilities.
Only the rmost salient options are presented with respect to
the leadership of the corMunity, the Department of Defense,
and functional reocrganization. E;ch is described in schematic

form.



'\ . VI. LEADERSHIP OF THE COMMUNITY

N depend crltlcally on his ability to control 1nte111gence re-

~. The effectiveness of a new leader of the communlty will

sources and make his decisions SthR.. Basically, there are
three different roles hs ¢an play in this respect, each with
different orgsnizational implications. They are:

°® As legal or direct controller of all or most intelli-

gence Iresources,

As de facto hanager of most resources even though

.they arne not appropriated to hin.

&S coordinator of Yesources that are appropriated

. ‘
elsevhere, as now. .

Althouch each of the three basic approaches could be in-
stitutionalized in a number of different ways, the principal
options that accord with these roles are listed below,

A Director of National Intelligence (Option #1), with
L)

“the bulk Sf the intelligence budget appropriated

to his office. That off;ce would control all the major col- .

"lection assets and research ang development activities, which

are the most costly programs of the comnunity and are most
likely to yield large long-term savings, The Director would
also operate the Government § principal production and

national estimating center ang retain the CIA's present
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:é5ponsibility for covert action Programs. Defense and State
would retain production groups, both to serve their own leader-
ship and to provige competing centers in the analysis of in-
telligence inputs to the natzonal intelligence Process, The
Defense Department would maintain budgetary and operational
_eontrol over only the selected "tactical® collection and
processzng &ssets necessary for direct support of military
forces, although these assets should be subject to the DNI's
review,

This option affords a nurber of advantages:

® It pinpoints responsibility; the President knows who

is in charge.

® It permits major economies through rationalization of
)
the community's functions ang through the elimination

of duplicative ang redundant capabilities,

©. It establishes a management system which can deal com-
'préhenéibely with the implications of evolv;ng tech-
nology and make efficient choices between competing
collection systems.

.* It brings produchrs and collectors closer together
and increases the prebability that collectors will
become more responsive to producer needs.

* ® It allows the Director to evalvate fully the con-

tribution each component makes to the final preduct,

-
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enabling Teady ddentification of low performance

elements ang Permitting :ubsequent adjustments to

. their mission, . .

It provides One responsible Point in the community to

: Which high~level ctonsumers can express their changing

‘needs,

It faciiitates the timely selection ang coordination

of the intelligence assets necessary to provide in-

It gives stil} further Tesponsibilities to the DCI.
A major criticism of the present confederate organi-
zat;on is that the DprI is overlcagdeg and cannot be
expected 'to perform well the many functions now
assigned to him. As noted, these incluge substantive
advzce to the Presadent 2nd to several high=-level
committees, day-to-day management of a large Operating
program, appearing as a witness before Congress, ana-
running numerous sensxt;ve collection ang covert

. action Projects. It should be noted, however, that

with adeguate staff and competent deputiecs, the



Director should be able to delegate responsibilities
and ease his task. Also, under this bption, the

DCI's power would be commensurate with his present

~responsibilities,

'\ N
This option could generate substantial resistance

from the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chlefs
ovar the transfer of intelligence functions to a new

agency. It would also necessitate fundamental‘changes

in the National Security Act which might cause major

congressional resistance ang open debate on a range

of sensitive natlonal security 1ssues

Evén if all U. S. Governrent intelligence assets were-
transfeired to the Director, tﬁere would remain the
serious and continuing problem of finding ways to

meet the intelligence reeds of Defense without, at

the same time, causing the Services to reconstitute
their own 1ntelllgence activities, even at the expense

of other programs#

There could be adverse rééction from the news media

and the public to a consclidation of such sensitive

act1v1tles under the control of one man, even though
&

E0 many of them already are controlled, in principle,

by the Secretary of Defense.
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® It is possible that this option will continue the
\\\ Present dominant influence ©f collectors relative

' .\\‘. t? producers and consumers in the intelligence

"« process. o .

. '-_\ - . .
A Director of Central Intelligence (Option £2), with a

eirong Presidential mandaté and a substantial staff, Nsa,

&nd DIA would remain under Present jurisdiction. The
CIA would be divided —- ©ne part supplying the pCI staff ana
intelligence pPrecduction component, the other part, princ1pallf
current CIA collection organization, comprising a new agency
under a separat: director. The DCI would have_senior status
within the Govnrnment.and would serve as Principal intellji-
gence adviser t> the NsC. He would produce all Natienal
Intelligence Estimates and other national intelligence re~
qQuired by top level national decisionmakers, ang would control
the necessary procduction assets, including NPIC., This would

include continued management of a national intelligence

'! process that involved the participation, ang inputs from,

other intelligence production organizations.

Under Presidential directive, the pCI would review and‘
make Tecommendations to the President on the Intelligeﬁce
Plans, programs, ang budgets of his own office, a reconstitited
CIa, and the Departmént of Defense. He wouid also present a
consolidated intelligence budget for review by the OMB. By
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thas means the Director would be able to guide resource allo-

cataon.and influence-cUNmunity organization.

Although Option t1 offers the greatest promise of.
achlevlng the Preszdent & objectives, this option has aa-
vantages over it and over the present situvation in the fol-
lowing respects: . . )

* The DCf would be freed from tﬁe day~to-day management
t;sks incumbent upon the head of a large operating
agency with major collectzon and covert action re- N
sponsibilities, Th;s would enable him to devote
most of his attention to substantive intelllgence
'matters, the tasking of collecters, and community

Ireésource management issues as they relate to his

production activities.

This optzon eliminates the Present situation in
wvhich the DCI serves as both advocate for agency
programs and judge in community-wide matters,-a
role which diminishes the community's willingness
to accept his guidanece as impartial.

-

¥ L.
" ® The reforms could be accomplished, without major

legislation, by a reorganization plan ang Presidential .
directiyes to the DCI, the Secretary of Defense; and

* the head of cIA. .
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'ﬁh © This option would offer improvements in efficiency
X . .
'\\ and éffectiveness without the major disruptions in
. '_\\\ the community regquired under option one.
N

- . .
' .

" ® It would enhance the stature of the community leader
while. avoiding the potentiélly dangerous concentra-~

tion of power inherent in option one.

Option ¥2 has several potential disadvantages:
: "~ ° Responsibility for the community as a whole would

be more diffuse than under option one.

® The abillity of the DCI to supervise the detailed
acliviiies of the cporeiting par:is of tho communit

would bn wezker. o 5

® The new DCI, compared to the DNI under option one,
would have to rely on persuasion and the process of
budgetary review rather than directive author}ty in
_ oxder to eliminate redundant and duplicative activi-

ties, resolve trage-off issues, and reduce overhead.

-

° He would lack the ability to mobilize, deﬁloy, and
target collection assets in a time of crisis, unless

given specific Presidential authority.

A Coordinair.. of National Intelligence (Oction 23), who,

under Presicdential mandate, would act as thite House or NSC
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ovsrseer of the Intelligence Community, directing particular
- 'atféption to:

*
- .

~ . -
’ . e\ Intelligence resource and management issues.

.

- - -
L% .

. .
T . ® Representing the concerns and needs of national

. . policy level consumers.

¢ Pyvaluating the suitability of intelligence output in

light cf consumer demand.

-

T . Under this arrangement, CIA, Defense, and State intelli-
gence responsidilities would remain essentially unchanged.
The Coordﬁnator would express the views and concerns of the
President and the National Security Courcil on product nezeds
and guality; he woﬁld provicées guicance on presaﬁt and futuge

collection priorities; he would critigue znd evaluate the

-

current performance of the community, identifying gaps and

overcichts; and he would conduct studies of specific intelli-

o, s Seriat g dra W, B e w
1]

gence community activities as reguired. But he would not be
+

responsible for the actual production of intelligence. Nor

-

would he have any direct control over resources.

This option offers two advantages:

[

. .
pupapaprerrrserarer LTS R RET R LN

¢ ohe creation of this position would provide a means

.

. m——
.

-
for more direct representaticn of Presidential in-

terest in the Intellicence Community. Consumer

,
- anm
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The option h'...veveral marked disadvantages:

representa+ion in the intelligence process would be

enhanced. -

No legislation would be required, and the President

would be spared a number of bureaucratic battles.

There is the potential for unproductive competition

between the'Coordinator and fhe White House staff.

Achieverment of the President's management and re-

source control cbjectives is unlikely.

4
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. YII.  DEPARTHMENT OF DEFENSE LEADERSHIP

‘Although the President has indicated his desire to in-

-+ stitute community-wide reform, changes within the Department

of Defense alone could inprove the allocation and management
of resources and reduce the overall size gf the-intelligence
budget. Provided that care is taken in making them, these
reforms need not be incompatible with subseguent decisions
about the governance of the community as a whole.
’ Within the Department of Defense, ﬁhere has never been
an individual with formal responsibi}ity for management of
all DoD intelligance activities. The D:puty Secretary of
Defense historically has bheen charged with this task, but he
has very little stzff to assist him and can devote only a §
modest arount of time to the complex intellicence issuves that
arise within his domain. Conseqﬁently, 3f the problems of
Défenée intelligence are to be reéolved in 2 fashion satis~
factory to the President, it will be necessary either-to
create a Director of Defense Intelligence (DDI) with specific
responsibility for the Dé%artment's collection assets, or
provéde the Deputy Secretary witﬂﬂmajor staff support in the
form of an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inteiligence. -
Neither of these posts would be incompatible with options

two and three relating to community-wide ieadership reform.

However, the DDI concept conflicis with option one, in which

LY
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'the bulk of U. S. .intelligence resources would be appropria-

. .ted to a Director ot National Intelligence.

.3 Director of Defense Intelligence would have the auth-
T ority and responsibility to direct and control all Defense
.“ _.intelligence activities. He would allocate all the Defense
intelligence resources, including those for tactical intelli-
5_ 'éence, ) and budéets for other.national

' programs under departmental jurisdiction. He would report to
and represent the Secretary of Defense in all matters re-
lating to the management of intelligencg resources; review

- the need fer, and conduct of, sensitive intelligence collec—‘-

tion and operations; review 2ll Defense intelligence "reguire-
ments" with resource implications in ordsr to evaluate need °
and determine priorities; serve as thé principal befense
representative on the USIB; and monitor éher DeD progranms
which have clear implications for the collection of inte;li-.

- .gence. Under this option the DDI would he able to reorder
completely the Defense intelligence collection struc%ure as
deemed zppropriate. )

- The DIA would bz involved in collection‘management cnly
if so directed by the DDI, and would conbéntrate on the pro;
duction of finished intelligence for the Secretary of Defenss

and other national consumers. L T .

‘It is important that the Director of Defense Intelligence

be responsive to “asking by the cowxmunity leader, who would
P b

-

(%
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.'Se.the principal substantive intelligence official 6f the
, Government. _Both the cormmunity leader 2nd the DDI should re- .
ceive authéritative guidance about national consumer interests,
This could be provided by a Eéuncil of Intelligence consti~-
tuted within the NSC and with the Assistant to the President

- for National Security Affairs, the Secretary of Staté, ang

the Secreta&y of Defense as its menbers. The restructurlng

©f USIB and revision of NSCIDs can help in establishlng the

approp;;ate DC1/DDI :elatxonshlp.
:. Tﬁe post of DDI has great prospective advantages:
' e It would provice for the concenfraticn of resource
2nmnagement auwtherity in one ind*vieuél, vhich would

allow authoritative compar ;sons anc decisions about

competing collection programs.

It would provide for the bentralizaticn of direction
and control over a2ll Defense intelligence activities,

including conduct of sensitive 1ntelllgence collec—

'tlon operations. ) )

-

" But there are poss;ble.drawbacks as well, in that the
position §ould: ' -
® Concentrate grea£ pover 2t a single point in Defense.
This could possibly éiminish the community leader!s

"access to information, as well as his ability to

-

™
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task collection systems in support of national in-
teiligence production; and design balanced collec-
tion programs, in support of his production respon-
-sibilities. < - ‘

¢ Superimpose a large staff over those of other major

) -
L Y

_inteliigcugc'managers within Defense (the Directors
of DIA, NSA, " although & reduction in
various coordinztion staffs should be possible at

the same time.

An Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (ASD/I)

_who would act as the principal staff ascistant to the Secretary

of Defense. His responsibilities would be similar to those of

the DDI, except that he would not exercise direct control over

" pefense intelligence collection programs, and would not be a

member cf USIB uniess +he Board were reconstituted to advise
the DCI on the allocaticn of collection resources.
This option has a number of advantages:

e It allows for effective cross-program analysis within

-

Defense. _ . -

® Yt avoids the concentration of power inherent in the

.- DDI option, if that is considered a danger.

-y
+

-
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R Compared to the DDI, an ASD/I would be more likely
to respond to the needs of the present DCI ox the
commun1ty-w1de leader established under emther option
two or three. ] ‘
The post has a number of potential weaknesses in that,
compared with the DDI, 1t would probably: ‘
"o Lack both the strong mandate provided to the DDI
. and dlrect authorlty over Defense intelligence -
activities, including'those carried out by tbe

program managers.

© Make the ASD/I vulnerazble o "en3 runs" by major
compeneats within the Defense jstelligence com-
.munity who might wish %o appeal directly +o the

Deputy Efecretary of befense.

.t
J:'
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VIII. CHANGING FUNCTIONAL EOULDARIYNS AND COSTS

Durihg.the past two years, the budget of the Intelligence
Commuinity has been reduced, measured in constant and current

dollars, as shown in the following chart: -
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To achieve further economles, partlculary wrthout major
reorganlzatlon, will be dlfflcult for soveral reasons.
® Savings that we foresee as 1mmedlately feasible
are llkely to be counterbalanced to a consrderable

. degree by further rpay and price increases.

® With the heavy R&D costs for proposed new systems,

there already is built into the budget a strong

. upvard bias vhich may prove difficult to control,

°® The U.S. withdrawal from Southeast Asia will permit
reductions in SIGINT and KHUMINT resources, but they

will only partially offsat the above cost increases.

° Some of the largest savings can only result from
shifting and consolidating current activities in

. ' ) x ) -
such a way as to redraw the functional boundaries

of the major iotelligence organizations.

Despite these difficulties, it is the case that func-

tional boundaries can be withdrawn without a majox reorganlza-

-
-

tion of Defense intelligence or the community as a whole. We
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°should stress, however, that actions of this character will

-still leave a number of cc:zunity-w;de ¢ssues unresoclved and

at the same time &rouse all the opposition of the military

—

Services and the Joint Chiefs -of Staff. Moreover, with the °
rapid evolutien of technolagﬁ, further thanges in boundarzes -

and comparable upheavalg == w;ll probably have to £ollow in
the future. ,_.z: . _.: _ .

- .

With a1l these caut;ons, there are a number of specxflc

functlonal actions that ean be taken at the present time,

Among the mest irportant are the establishment pof NSA &s a

truly national cryptologlcal service with authority over all

Signal intelligence, ‘and the conselidatiosn of a number of

activities now operated scparately by the Military Services.

The effect of these chan :ges should be to achleve economies

.of sczle, eliminzte excessive dupl;cation, and prOﬁote com-

bPetiticn among like activities so as to weed out the lees

-

. Productive Pregrams,

The folloving table of posszble sav;ngs, whzle onl; an
estimate, 1ndacages what economies might be feasible as a
‘result of redrawing functional boundar;es, consolzdatlng

L
actzv:tles, and elznxnatlng dunlicatlon- ) -



A najor issue arises ihn co1rnctlon with changes of such
500p° and magnitude. It is whether we should attempt'tc make
the reforms now, or‘awaié‘more general reorganization and al-
low the head of the community to exercise hls judg ment and
'authorlty in instituting them. Our current judgrent is that

. * reductions of this magnitude should be nttempted only after
.. .8 reorganlzatlon has smgnlflcantly improved the capabilities

of the community to direct, control, and monitor program

AR}
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'changes. We also believe that the economies should be ef-

fected over a period of years. Without these two cdhditions,
the reductions could pProve 111usory or trans;ent, and a
" heavy pPrice in @isruption and lowered morale might follow.

It should be noted that the antlczﬂated savings ‘come
primarily from collectlon act1v1t1es, najor anal&tlcal ang
-estimating capabilities are not affected., Their improvement

is the subject of the next section.

»
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I¥X. TOWARD IMPROVEMENTS IN THE PRODUCT

Yet this stress on the technology of oo11ectlon - admlttedly
important == comes at a time when 1mproved analyszs 1s even

more important. ,

Because of the keener competition from the'Soviets, and
the. narrowing gap in relative resources deveoted to defeﬁse,
the U. 5. must refine its evaluation of foreign capabilities,
intentions, activities, and doctrines rether than assume that
it has the resources to insure acainst 211 p0551b lities,

- The community must also irprove its current political esti-
3
mates and find ways of beacoming more respensive to-national

consumers and their concerns. S . T ' . 3
-Important improvements in pei‘ormaoce may be feasible
without major"reorganizationl But prellmznary 1nvest1gatlon
suggests that higher quality is nuch more llkely to come
about within the framework of a coherently organized com-
munity ehich is focused on irproving output rather than in-‘
put} Indeed, it seems a fair assumption that the-?resident
would be willing to rebate sone of the potentlal savings from
. the community if he had any hope of improved performance as

‘a consequence. As of now, however, he has no such assurance

-
- . -

- s \
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_and may'reasonably argue that, for current performance, he

should at least obtain the benefit of lover costs.

| Even if ve knew how to measure the benefits of 1ntel%1-
gence, it would be dlfflcult to relate spec1f1c changes in
programs to 1mprovements in performance. Nonetheless, ex-

perlenced observers believe that the following steps -- all

_of them conparatlvely inexpensive =~ sghould increase the use~

fulness of the product to the.national ieadership: .

.
° Major consumer‘representation to and within the in-
telligence community, perhaps through a restructured
. USIB, a high-level consunmer council, or other insti;
tutionulized ways -of cem ~municating censumer needs,

priorities, and evaluations to 1ntelllgence producers.,

® Ascessment of the_intelligence product through gualicy
control.ané pfoduct evaluation scctions wiphin the
production organizations themselves.

° (Upgrading existing analytical centers to increase

. the comoetitien o; 1deas, including a DIA with irproved
organization and stafflng a8s a major competltor to cIAa

in the area of mllztary 1ntelllgence.

°® Periodic reviews by outsiders of ‘intelligence procucts.
of the main working hypotheses within the community,

and of analytical methcds being used.

a -
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‘* A net assessment group establishe.d at the national
level which, 2long with the NSSM process, will keep

quest;onlng the Cormunity and challenglng it to re-

fine and support 1ts hypotheses.

° 'Stronger incentives to attract good analysts, better
career opportunltle; to hold them as analysts instead
of forcwng them to. become supervisors in order to
achieve pPromotion, and a more effective use of per—

- sonnel already trained and experienced in intelli-

gence.

® Increased resources ard improved organizational ar-

i

Tangements within the intell igence community for

. . ' . s
Tesearch on imsroved rethods ©f analysis and esti-
mation.

It is p*obably prerature to recommend the detaileq
measures necessary to improve the guality and scope of the
intelligence procqch. In the near future, this 1ssue should
be considered at greater length by the leadershlp of a re- _
organizegd community. Indeed ;he leadershio shoulg be
speczflcally charged with the task of product imprbvement
a5 a matter of thre highest brioritj. What steps will Prove

feasible will depend on the partlcular type of reorganlzatlon

at

»W
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\Nselected, and in the present circumstances, it m- Y be well
"to be QULdEd in the choice by considerations of economy in
'the use of resources. But it should be stressed .in con-
_clus;on, that 1mprovement of the product at current budget
.levels is simply another way of achieving the efficiency that
~is so desperately needed within the intelllgence community

as 1t is presently constituted. . | ..

—.



