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PROBLEMS IN IR-AGENCY COORDINATION OF REPORTS AND ESTIMATES
T0 1949
I. THE UNDERLYING PROBLEMS

Intelliger related to the national security produced and dissemi-
nated by the Ditor of Central Intelligence was to be "officially
concurred in bye Intelligence Agencies or carry a statement of sub~
stantially diffisg opinion." It was left to the Director and the

Agency chiefs tinterpret the terms of this statement and discover

the means of puing them into effect. Meaméhile, there were important

questions regareg the coordination of estimates still to be answered.
In the absence ¢answers it would be difficult to develop satisfactory
techniques for % actual coordination of papers. |
Did "concuence” mean that the parity concurring stood equally
responsible witkhe originator for every word in the agreed estimate?

Or was concurrem a mere nihil obstat to the paper as a whole? This

question alone, » long as it remained unanswered, posed formidable
problems of coorination,

A clearcut oncurrence or dissent is not always possible with
respect to an opnion based on incomplete evidence and intended for use

in the fomationof national policy. Yet the Directives spoke only

of Bconcurrence™or %dissent.,® What if one of the Intelligence Agencies

could not agree mtirely yet did not entirely disagree?

At what stae was a given item to be swmitted for concurrence or

dissent? Should the Director make up his mind to the validity of a
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1, NSCID-l1, Paragrsphs L, 5, 6

1, Subject: "Coordination of Central Intelligence Estimates
with the Intelligence Divisions of the State, Wer, and
¥avy Departmenis.” Thies is Parsgraph i of an enclosure
entitled "Suggested "Memorandum from the Director of
Gentral Intelligence to the Intelligence Advisory Board.'®
8se Historical Files, Safe #8405
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given estimate and then present it to his colleagues for a perempltory
opinion? Or was he to submit a tentative draft and then evolve his own
and others! opinions through auccossive revisions? Could he insist on
an immediate opinion, or must he wait until the Agencles were x:eady to
render one? |

What discretion had the Director with regard to concurrence or
dissent? Could he permit an Agency not to comment at all if it chose?
what were his prerogatives if an Agency wished to submit an opinion not
germane to the subject at issue, or whose effect wuld be to confuse
the issue? Must the Director accept whatever the Agencies offered, or
could he insist on an opinion that he considered scceptable under the
terme of the Directives?

Finally, was coordination considered a process that would take
plsce naturally by general consent and mutual desire, or was there to
be a means through which the coordinator could ensure an orderly com=
pletion of the process? 1f coordination by general consent falled to
bring the desired results, what was Central Intelligence e@ec%d to do?
This problem, which in a sense comprehends the rest, arose early in the
history of coordination,

A memorandum of July 16, 1947, from the Assistant Director for
Reports and Estimates to the Director of Central Intelligence illustrates
the poin‘b:l

®One of the functions of Central Intelligence, if not the
most important function, is that of coordinating the intelligence
efforts of governmental intelligence agencies, In this instance, it
is a matter of thoroughly coordinating production of particular types

of intelligence reports between the Intelligence Divisions of the State,
War, and Navy Departments and Central Intelligence. The rigid and

Approved For Release 2004/11/29 : CIA-RDP72-00121A000100010007-6



Approved For Release 2004/11/29 : CIA-RDP72-00121A000100010007-6
3=
cumbersome techniques established to effect this coordination in fa(f::t;
place in the hands of any one of the intelligence divisions of the |
participating departments the power of determining when and to whatl
axtent coordinstion has been accomplished. Under the system this pnwer

is absclute ond can be exercised at the sole and absolule discretion
of any one agency irrespective of the desires or views of all of }',hé;

i

others, Manifestly the situation is an absurdity in that the coordinator
{Central Intelligence) cannot discharge its responsibilities except on
the sufferance of each one of the very agencies it is required to |\
coordinate, It is believed that this situation is fundamentally wrong,
is pregpant with possibilities of friction, snd is capable of gravely,
impairing the production and presemtation of national intelligence, In
view of the fact that Central Imtelligence is required to coardinate the
production of national intelligence, it is believed that concomitant =

responsibility for this coordination must be vested in Central Intelli-
gence,” "

This paragraph, written at a time when no more than twenty papefs
had been subjected to the coordination process under discussion, could
have been repeated without essential chanze at any time during ths en-
suing three years, In the concrete terms of actual coordination of
papers as between their authors and reviewers, it resulted in s difficult
situstion, Bscause the recommendation implicit in the memorandum was
not acted upon, there was no essential change in the situation described.

From 1916 on, Central Intelligence wrote its own first drafts
of reports and estimates rather than editing drafts produced by the
Agencies. Drafts so written had to be “coordinated,”" but in practice
feoordination® meant seeking Agency approval, Legally, perhaps, Central
" Intelligence did not have to seek approvalj it had only to note any
substantial dissent by a participsting intelligence agency. But in the
absence of any "concomitant responsibility® on the part of Central

Intelligence and in the face of what proved to be the realities of
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coordination, rigid spplication of such presumed lsgal prerogatives
would heve been an invitation to nonconcurrence. Papers encumbered
with dissants =might be "coordinated" papers in a technical sense, but
they would not be taken as such by those who read them,

Actually, therefore, Central Intelligence was in the position of
seekingz approval. TIts pesition in fact was that of bargainer on more
or less equsl terms, As a result, Central Intelligence was likely to
have to choose between an unsatisfactory estimaete and an undesirable

tisgant,

II. EABLY DEVELOPMENTS IN A SYSTEM FOR COORDINATION

Naturslly, there was a difference between the plans for produecing
wpatioral intelligence” as they were developed in theory, and what
proved to be the facts of neoordination.” The officigl directives
1ssued in 1946 and 1947 were necessarily stated in theoretical terms.
Thus estimates were sald to be produced by the Director of Central
Intelligence, submitted by him to ihe members of the Intelligence
Advisory Committes, and published by him with their concurrence or
dissent,

This was an over-simplification, as was of course realized by
the authors of the Directives,

In point of fact, neither the Director nor his inmediate assistants
foroduced” estimates. Actual production was by intelligence analysts

with speclalized knowledge of subjects and areas, These analysts might
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and might not write amctual drafts, but even if they did not, their
spproval was necessarily sought by those wﬁo did the writing, Not
only werc these experts capable of holding differing opinions on
the mame subject, but they were in the smploy of five different
intelligence organizations and generally shared their =zeveral points
of view, Thus immediate agreement in draft estimates was unlikely;
even the first stage in production of &n estimate usually presented
difficulties.

When the experts were in general agreement, a draft estinate
had to be cleared with some form of reviewing authority within the
producing agency, Here, conclict between author and editor yaually
became @ complicating factor., Indeed, this conflict, in one or
snother form, usuaslly continved all the way through the int er~agency
coordinetion pmcass.l

Agreerent between suthor and editor having hpen obtained, this
reviewing suthority must seek the approval of similar authorities
resident in the several agencies, Whereas the andlysts had been
primarily concerned with facts and interpretations of facts, those
handling the estimate st this stage must concentrate on broad con-
clusions to be drawn from the whole mass of evidence as applied to a
particular situation in a particular world context, At the same time,
there entered the prohblem of how a paper's conclusions affected or
were effected by departmental ®views," Thus the total problem bhecame

how to. draw velid conclusions adeguately supported by evidence so stated
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" 1¢. the Branch-8taff conflict within CIA (ORE) in the
b in;mereof 1947, Fo, 1, p. Note also some of the
eontroversies described Iin pp.
Y1/6

1, Bee iﬁit.iation order in ORE L/1 folder, Historical
MHles
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that they did not eonflict with departmental preferencess It is evident
that considerable possibility of disagresment existed at this stags.

The first two stages havirg been successfully passed, the sstimate
was ready for the approval of the Intelligence Advisory Committes. Cone
sidering the preparation that had gone befdre, it might have been expected
that the Committeet!s approval would become almost a formality. This was
not invariably the case.

In order that a given estimate eould be shepherded through the three
processes outlined sbove, thers obviously had to be some sort of systenm.
It would have beem possible to construct such a system by preliminary
inter~agency agreement, but this was not done, Instead, individuals
proceeded according to shatever mesthods seemed appropriate. There were
as yst no official rulings to guide them.

Phe first estimates produced (i,e. those published during 19L6) were
handled by informal and ad hoc methods, "ORE-1," for instance, (*Soviet
Foreign Military Policy,* 23 July 19u6) was scoordinated® by an ad hoc
committee which was not officially appointed but wis gasembled hurriedly
by its author.

On the other hand another sstimate begun four months later, "ORE L/i®
(sPetroleun Resources Within the USSR, June 16, 1947) was handled without
the appointment of any inter-agency group. It was directed, when this
paper was initiated, that it should be prepared by certain analysts within
the Office of Reports and Estimates "in comsultation with the appropriate

departmental specialists."}‘ Who these were to be or to what extent they
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were to be consulted was at the d seretion of the Central Intelligence
analysts. This method was presumsbly followed and a draft was produced
in the course of five months, Final concurrences with comment were
then returned by the Agencies in geparate memoranda,

Tt was the written rather than the oral method of coordination that
prevailed after 1946 and until & regelar system of inter-agency con-
ferences was sdopted in 1949. The reason probably lay in the fact that
the Chiefs of Agency Intel‘ligame would not accept' the plan proposed by
the Central Reports Staff under which Agency representatives would be
attached to the Central In.telligmce Group for purposes of coor&ination.
The fact that these representatives remained in their home offices may
have suggested written communication with the Agencles through these
representatl’ *xres‘,2

The theory underlying this method postulated that if the sp&cialista
jn Centrsl Intelligence who were charged with the preparation of an
estimate constantly sought the aid and consent of Agency speclalistss
and if on completion of a first draft, speciglists in al) agencies were
in agreement, then official epprroval of such drafts when circulated in
writing should not be difficult to attain, The hope, in other words,
was that Agency reviewing suthorities, prompted by advisers who had
glready been brought into agreement., would concur without serious hesi-
'tat.ion. |

The hope was sometimes fulfi11ed. At other times the results

were such as to make the whole effort of preliminary coordinstion seem
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1, As published neither ORE<l nor ORE L/1 contains any
inticstion of the position taken by the participating
agencies, The reasofi prébably was that the importance
of indicating specific Agency positions as & part of
each estimate had not ye been borne in upon the
participants in coordination, It was not until Novem-
‘bar, 1947, in fact, that published estimates bagan
regulirly to contain a specific statement of concure
penoe or dasent, Before that time, it was apparently
sssumed that in the absence of a statement to the
gontrary, readsrs would assums that an estimate must
have been published with complete Agency agreement,

The change o a more specific statement in the form
of s footnote which stated exactly the position of
sach agency apparently came gbout &s & censsquence
of the controversy between Central Intelligence and
Army Intelligence over ORE-52 ("Boviet Ubjectives in
Kores,* Wovember 18, 1947). See discussion below.

2, See Central Intelligence Agency as ‘an Instrument of
Govermment, 19L0-1950, Chapter III, pp. 27-31 and
Paper No, 1, pP.
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to have been wasted, In any case a flat concurrence requiring no
further action by Central Intelligence was seldom to be expected.
Instead, the Agencies returned concurrences with commeﬁt.

The resultant problem was often a formidable one, The comments
returned by the respective agencles were compiled independently.
Central Intelligence was expected, within limits, to adopt them all,
Adoption of even a single suggestion might have a dameging effect upon
the carefully constructed Central Intelligence draft, The adoption of
numerous independent suggestiona was almost sure to have such an effect,
Furthermore, suggestions independently made would sometimes conflict as
between themselves, thus making it lmpossible for Central Intelligence
to adopt more than one of them,

Undsr such circumstances there was little the Uffice of Reports
and Estimates could do but construct & new draft of the estimate under
discusaion based upon all comments received, and return it to the several
agencies for further corment, This new draft ususlly elicited new
comments calling for another draft., The method was obviously cumber-
some and tims-consuming., That it would eventually be replsced, at
least in part, by sore form of officlally sanctioned oral negotlation
was almost inevitabls,

Meanwhile, however, the method became generally accepted and was
described in a memecrandum for the Intelligence Advisory Board prepared
for the Director of Central Intelligence by the 0ffice of Reports and
Estimates on July 16, 19L7, as follows:
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"a, Initially, the Central Intelligence Officers assigned to
prepare a report call on the appropriate officers of the Intelligence
Divisions of the State, War, and Navy Depariments, At these neetings,
the departmental representatives are informed of the project and are
consulted in detail regarding its scope and coverage,

b, During the preparation of the report, day to day consultation
iz maintained to the extent necessary to keep informed of departmental
visws,

¢, Upon completlion of a preliminary draft of the report, it is
referred to the appropriate officers of the Intelligence Divisions
of the State, War, and Navy Departments for comment, criticl sm, sugges-
tion, and possible amendment, The views of these experts are thoroughly
considered, and at & series of conferences, revisions are worked out and
usually sgreement is reached on a revised draft acceptable to all con-
cernad,

d., The draft report incorporating any revisions arrived at as
& result of the procedures outlined in ¢ sbove is then referred through
officisl chanrels to the Intelligence Divisions of the State, War,
and Navy Departments for formal concurrence through representatives of
those departments specifically designated for this purpose by each of
the members of the Intelligence Advisory Board,

e, Formal corments on this revised draft report are received
from the departmental intelligence divisions and are made the basis
for further revising the revised report to produce @ finel draft of the
report, Whenever there is a dissent or a divergence of point of view
on the part of any one of the departmental intelligence divisions, the
matter 1s discussed in detail betwsen representatives of Centrsl Intel~
ligence and the dissenting departmental intelligence division, If
these representatives are unable to resolve their differences, the
statement of the dissenting departmental intelligence division, ietting
forth its views, is published as a part of the finished report,"

IIT. THE FORMAL AGREEMENIS OF 1918

It was readily epparent by mld-1948 that a formal agreement was
needed to cover assorted problems of interdepartmental production and
coordination of reports and estimates that had arisen in the course
of two years, There were several outstanding controversies as between

the partlcipants in the coordination process, There was still a demand
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v1/9
1, See file marked "Coordination with IAC Agencles in
Historical Files, Safe #8L05. See also CIG Administrae
tive Order #32 implementing NIA Directive 31, Paragraph
¥1/10

1; For copies of these Directlves, ses Historical Files
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that current intelligence {particularly the Daily and Weekly Summary

and the Monthly Review) be accorded full interdepartment gl coordination.
There was & comnlaint that Central Intelligence, in the preparation of
reports and estimates, was proceading too independently and not pro-
viding for sufficient egency participation. Disputes had developed over
sgency failure to return comments and other materisl teo Cermtral Intelli=-
gence on time, but there was no agreement on the amount of time allowsble
for such procedures, Finally, there was a clear need for an official
delineation of #llowable dissent.

Agresments on these and other problems were reached in "Director
of Contral Tntellicence Directive 3/1" dated 8 July 1948 and "Director
of Central Intelligence Directive 3/2" dsted 13 September 1548, The
proposals on which the first of these is based came chisefly from the
State Departmentj the second from Central Imtelligence, The final
drafts were produced by the Interdepartmental Coordinating and Planning
Staff.l

Director of Central Intelligence Directive 3/1, entitled "Standard
Operating Procedures for Departmental Participation in the Production
and Coordination of National Intelligence,™ provides first that in the
case of "current! intelligence, "departmental concurrence or dissent 1s
not required,® This represented a concession on the part of the agencies
in recognition of the fact that coordination of current intelligence
under preveiling conditions simply was not feasible, It was provided,
however, that coples of all current material published by Central Intel-

ligence would be sent to the Agencies "as quickly as possible,” and that

Approved For Release 2004/11/29 : CIA-RDP72-00121A000100010007-6 |



Approved For Release 2004/11/29 : CIA-RDP72-00121A000100010007-6

-l ]l

notice would always be given that this materisal had not been coordinated,

Passing quickly over the subject of Nationsl Iﬁtelligence Surveys
(on which agreement had elready been reached by a speclsl committee)
the Directive then took up "National Intelligence Reports and Estimates”
at some length, Section "a® provided that whenever Central Intelli-
gencs vproposed to produce a raport or estimate it must notify each
department.al intelligence organization of the nroblenm wnder consideration,
the nature and scove of the project, the scheduled date of a first draft,
what would be expected of each Agency, and the date upon which Agency
action should be completed, Tt required Central Intelligence, in addi-
tion to providing this Information in writing, to discuss it with appro-
priate nembers of the departmental intelligence organigations,

The dirsctive then proceeded to outline three different types of
procedures for the production of estimates: "normal,® "urgent" and
"exceptional," It does not define these terms to the extent of speci-
fying who should declare & given peper "urgent® or nexceptional,” or
under wha! circumstances.,

The first specification under "mormal procedures® is that "The
Cemtral Intelligence Agency will prepare an initisg)l draft of the report
or eatimate.....” This provision represents no more than a recognition
of the status quo. Because, in practice, the matter of who produces
#irst draftd may be of considerable consequence, however, this state=

ment is of some importance.l
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1, Paragraph 3 C (1) of "DCI 3/1"

vi/12

1, Paragraph 3 C (3)
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In the same sentence it is provided that Central Intelligence in
producing reports and estimates, shall utilize "availsble departmental
contributions,® a practice which, of course, had always been recognized.
It is not directed, however, that the Agencles mast always furnish
written contributions, Under the actuel circumstances of 19h8 to 1950,
formel wWritten contributions were the exception rather than the rule,

Under ®normal procedures," Central Intelligence was required to
furnish each agency with initial drafts of each report and te request
Agency comments; to arrange for an interdepartmental meeting in case
serious disagreements developed out of these comments; to prepare,
(after the comments had beon dealt with) a final draft for concurrence
or dissent; and finally, to publish the estimate with accompanying
statements of concurrence or substantlial dissent,

#Normal procedures" also provided the length of time allowed
for Agency sction, This was to vary according to circumstances but
the normal time allowed would be ®five full working days.® ilthdugh
' this may not seem to involve an excessive delsy for a non-urgent paper,
it should be recognized that five working days meant at least seven
calendsr days and that the five~dsy allowance was a minimum requirement.
In practice, it was seldom met.

One other provision under "Normal procedures"1 may be of passing
interest, It enjoined the Central Intelligence Agency to mske "no
changes other than those of a strictly editorisl nature while the paper

is under agency review without informing the agencies of such changes,."
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Reasonable as such a provision may seem, it would be manifestly diffie
cult in sll cases to know exactly what changes could be consideréd'
#gtrictly editorial,” It is probable, furthermore, that no necessibty
for making such a statement in writing would have besn felt had there
not been a latent suspicion among the Agencies even by 19LB that Central
Intelligence would be capeble of deliberately modifying agency views
under the gulse of the coordinating and editing process,

The principal difference between "normal and torgent? procedufea
a8 outlined in "DCI 3/1" lay in the fact that Central Intelligence, |
after notifying the departments and writing the initial draft, was
directed to call ah interagency meeting to consider the peper; then
prepare 1t for final concurrence or dissent, then go ahead with pub-
1ication as soon as Agency positions were known, The description of
wyrgent" procedures does not, however, provide for what would happen if
the representstives failed to #gree at the meeting, or 1f thelr superiors
declined to sign =n officlel statement of concurrince or dissent, The
possibility thus remained that "urgent" procedures eculd be conslderably
delayed.

Under "exceptional® circumstances it was provided that Central
Intelligence could "prepare and disseminete most urgent reports and
estimates immediately upon completion and without formal coordination
within.the departmental intelligence orgenization." In other words,

ngxceptional® circumstances called for the rules spplying to current
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intelligence, It was provided, however, that reports published under
®exceptionsl” procedures must (&) carry a staterent to the effect that
they had not been coordinated and (b) be subjected to coordination as
soon as possible after publication,

In cases where individual egenciea failed to meet deadlines for
concurrance or dissent "DCI 3/1" allowed Central Intelligence to
publish a paper "with a note explaining that the depertment concerned
has neither concurred nor dissented within the time allowed for such
purposes." The purpose of this provision was to prevent a single
party to a national estimate from unilaterally deslaying 1ts publication
{Ses p. 3 above), |

Director of Central Intelligence Directive 3/2 entitled "Poliocles
Governing Departmental Concurrence in National Intelligence Reporis
and Eastimates® was produced in finsl agreed form by the Interdepari-
mental Coordinsting and Planning Staff, Its purpose was to establish
procedures under which thers could be felarity and uniformity in the
preparation of concurrences in or dissents from nationsl intelligence
reports and ustimates;"

Director of Central Intelligence Dirsctive 3/2 does not really
dezl with concurrence or dissent as such, but with the meens through
which the participating agencles might arrive at concurrence or dissent,
Or, to state the case in another way, "DCI 3/2" does not desl with
concurrence and dissent at the level of the chiefs of intelligence at

&t the level of thelr subordinstes.
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The document states that on receipt of & report or estimate
ndepartment al agencies should take sction as promptly as possible
in one of the following ways: (a) concur, (b} concur with comment,

{¢) dissent, (d) retwrn the papser with the statement that the agency
hes no cormment,” In other words, an Agency could agree fylly; could
ggree bub 1imit the extent of its agreement and thus the extent of

its liability; or could agree while at the same tims suggesting changes
" thet would make its agreement more compatible.

This last provision, of course, tended to sustain an existing
ambiguity, even though the Directive goes on to state that "a comment
does not qualify or limit the concurrence in any respect but is a
suggestion designed to strenzthen the substance of a national intelli-

'genca report or estimaie." Despite the fact that this statement seemed
to have made official the stand of Qentral Intelligence that it might
wut was not obliged to include Agency comments in its final reports,
the Agencies did not accept this interpretation, and the polnt of
whether or not Central Intelligence must gccept or might decline to
adopt comments remzined in dispute over the ensuing two years,

Ta describing "concurrence with comment® the Dirasctive also specl-
fied that the departmentsl agencies were at liberty, if they chose,
to comment on subjects outside their special fields of interest. This
may account for later papers in which the service agencies dissented for
political reasons or the 8tate Department on the basis of military con-

siderations, It was also specified under this heading that "it is not
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necessary to comment on 2 national intelligence report or estimate
merely from an editorial point of view on matters of punctuation, phrassclogy,
or gramﬁatical construction which do not meterially change the meaning
of the estimate.® The point had been inserted for obvious reasons of
afficiency, but whatever value the sentence misht have had from that point
of view was destroyed by its final phrase., Superfluous inter-agency
arguments contirued to develop over points that wsre primarily editorial.

As to the problem of dissent itself, Central Intelligence in 1948
was anxious for reel clarification. Certain "dissents®" had élready been
published (See below, pp. 28=31) which did not seem to fit the commonly
held concept of a eclearly opposed opinion on & point glearly of major
1mpartanée, snd of such & nature that it merited the attention of a reader
desiring 2 blanced view of the problem at issue.

As stated in "DCI 3/2", however, the nature of allowsble dissent
was not clarifiec., Inatead, two general points were offered: that
the purpose of a disgent was to assist readers in understamiing the
question; and that the existence of the dissent called upon the reader
to meke & choice between divergent views. lNo dissent should be offered,
therefore, unless it presented a clear and important choice, This mey
have been c¢larification to & peint, but beypnd this point the directive
gimply says: "a disagreement should not become a dissent unless the
dissenting intelligence organization believes that the reader will other-
wise reach conclusions which are false or dangerously misleading." Such
a statement as this, of course, did not narrow but if anything, tended
to widen the latitude already enjoyed by the agencies in "dissenting® on

fentral Intellligence papers.
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In sumaary it might be stated that not very much was accomplished
through the two directives just discussed. Central Intelli;ence wes
enjoined tut not compelled to further iysency participastion in the ,rep-
gretion of estimetes. The 2:;encies were likewlise inatfucteé tut not
forged to refrain from#dsusing the processes of concurrence and dissent.

Central Intelli ence complied with the regiirements about ennouncing
the nature and scope of projects as soon as they were undertaken, and
1ts anelysts continued to consult informally with Agency snalysts in the
course of preparing eatimates, But Centrsl Intelligence wrote its cwn
drafts lsrgely on th» besis of iis own resesrch. It did not always
request Agency contributions on which its estimates mipht be directly
pvased even thoush this method was implicit in the ﬁirectives.l

On their prrt, the agencies, of course, continued to be lageard
in meating deadlines, end to dissent on grounds considered dublous by

Central Intellipence.

IV. LATER DEVELOP4ENT OF THE SYSTEM

Partly as 2 result of the two procedural directives just discussed,
but more through force of circumastances, what smounted to reslistie
standsrd opsrating procedures took form graduslly during 1948 end 1LY
and wers continued without much change through 1950, Pecazuse this
system was not exsctly the one offiecielly esteblished and because it
depended 1argely on custon and tacit agreement, 1t never becanme thorot Akt

stendardized. “robably no twoe estimates wers handled in exactly the same

way, and in some cases ihe procedures were radicelly Gifferent.2 The
snsuing deseription of the procedures as developed in 1549 should be taksn,

therefore, as approximate.
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1. This statement should be qualified to the extent that
' procedures differed within the intelligence organizations
affected, It would probably be accurate to say for
exenple that the Far East Branch of the Of fice of Reports
and Estimates did everything within its power to make
¥ sgency participation in Far Eastern estimates a reslity.
| This was not necessarily true, however, of the Office
a8 a whole,

2. BSee, for example, the case of ORE 22«48 in Io.
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In general, however, &n estimate would be handled in the following
steps:

'1. Proposals for a new project were received from within or
outside of Gehtral Intelligence.

2, FExcept in rare inetances where Central Intelligence declined
to asccept a proposal, the project became official forthwith.

3, The agencies were sent information concerning the new project
ineluding the proposed scopej sémetimes complete terms of reference,
and occasionally a request for contributions.

L. These proposals were sometimes discussed in an of ficlal meeting
with agency representatives before Central Intelligence went further with
the project, but this was more the exception than the rule.

5., Ordinarily, as scon as irformation concerning the existence
of the project had been sent out, Central Intellijence wﬁuld proceed
to the preparstion of its own estimete, discussing it informally with
agency representatives as it progressed.

6. When a Central Intelligence draft had been compleied, it was
clsared with all interested elements within the Office of Reporis and
Estimates including the Assistant Director in case he should wish to
gtudy 1%, and was then sent out in duplicate to the participating agencies.

7. The fate of thia draft would depend upon circumstances, b
normally it was negotiated through 2 combination of interagency uweetings
and exchange of memoranda untll those negotiatlng it would express them-
selves as in agreement {or official disagreament). Iuring the period
1948-1951 interagency meetings took on increasing importance as the

primury method of ceordination.
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8., The agreed draft was not submitted to the Intelligence Advisory
rommittes because the Intellirence Adviscry Comﬁittee at this time did
not meet for sush purposes, Instead, a copy was furnished to the Director
of Central Intelli-ence and to =ach agency chiefl, The Director seldom
if ever made any forasl comment on these drafts. Ey 154§ it had become
generally the custom, however, for most of the agency intelligence ohlefs |
to affix their own signatures to memoranda of formal concurrence or
dissent, These memoranda were furnished to Central Intelligence severally
‘end independently; &nd probably, in most cases, apert from consultztion as
vetween members of the Intellizence Advisory Comnittee. This fact may
help in explaining why it was possible for two or more agencies t0
dissent on the same estimate for unrelated reasons.

9. The process of ccordination wae not necessarily st an end when
all formal replies from aency chiefs had been recelved by Central
Intslligence, If all goncurred without objection or commendt, the paper
would, of course, be publishhd‘at once; but in cases whers further comment
was furnished or where there was a proposed dissent which Central Intelli-
gense considered still svoideble, acordination was likely to be further
protracted until either a definite agreement conld be reached, or the
force of circumst:nces made immediate publication mandatory.

Certein weaknesses in this system ere evident., The failure of the
Office of Heports and Fstimates to enccurage the fullest agency psrtieci-
pation probably diminished agenocy cooperation in other respects., Likewise,
the failure to involve the Intelligence Advisor; Commltiee, as a group,
in the business of coordination doubtless made for less efficiency and less

eooperation than might have been obta’ned. It should be recOfffized,
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however, that during this period the Intellizence Advisory Comnittee,
a8 a2 Group, preferred not to deal directly with coordination of individual
egtimates.

The atiempt to arrive at not only agreed conclusions but &t agreed
literary form in intelligence estimates through exchange of comments
by memoranda was, of courss, essentially impractical. Comments had to be
compered and assimilated. For intelligent handling of such problenms,
more than one representative had to be on the ground, preferably one to
speak for each Agency. This had been better recognized in 1946 than in
1948, and the first formal call for an inter-agency mesting to discuss an
aztimale was drafted for the Centrsl Intelligence Agency by Mr. James
5. Lay in November, 1947. Thereafter the idea seems to have lapsed until
Theodore Babbitt, as Assistant Director for Heports and Zstimates, pro-
posed in February, 1949 that such meetings be regularly adopted es &
means toward better caordination.l A systenm was then developed under
which Central Intelligence furnished an impartial cheirmen to preside
over the deliberations of expert Central Intelligence and Agency repre=-
sentatives. By 1950 it had also becowme customary to make phonographic
recordings of these meetin:s.

Interagency meetin;:s, however, did not solve as.many protlens
ag hed been hoped. For one thing, orsl negotlation &llowed more latitude
for discussion than is possible when comments must be ststed in writing.
Meetings were often protracted and sometimes inconclusive. The bringing
together pf individuals rather than documents did nothing toward increaszing

the spirit of cooperation which had progressively deteriorsted curing
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1, See files relating to ORE-7 and ORE 3-49 in Historical
Files, Safe #2165

i
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1947 and 1518, Finally there was an objection thet héd held from the
beginning and probably had had much to do with the hesitance of Central
Intellirence to adopt oral procedures before 1t did: namely that a
meeting in which the members could not speak officlally for theif depart-
ments could naver accomplish snything final, The importance of this

fallecy was korne out in the experience of 1949 and 1950.

V. THE RESULTS OF COORDINATION

fheoretieally, under the established rules, dissents on national
estimates ought to have been rare. An estimate was to be primarily
a statement of conclusions on & matter of consequence t¢ national security.
These conclusions were to be based on evidence egually available to all
five parties to sach estimete. Theoretically under these asaumptiona,;

a dissent could occur only in case {(a) one or more pasrties asrrived at a
legitimaﬁe interpretation of the evidence which differed from.that of
the cthers; or {b) when, by equally valid logicsl processes, one or mere
parties derived conclusions from the evidence that differed substantially
from those drawn by the rest.

The spirit, if not the letter of the regulations, however, allowed
for a different “orm of dissent., It was gcnerélly‘understood that the
provisions regafding concurrence and dissent were established to allow
individual agencies to bring their "views" before those charged with
forming policy. Whether or not it was so intended, this provision made
possible the entering of dissent for reasons which did not derive purely
from interpretation of evidence or loglcel inference, To state the case
in another way it was possible for an agency %o be in general agreenent

with conclusions, but to believe that such conclusions #8 stated should not
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be brought to the attention of the MNational Security Council at &
given time.

The way was also open under existing regulations for minor diss-
greements to develop into major ones. It wes not difficult for
disagreenents which were basically semantic or even rhetorical to be
confused with ectusl positions contrary to the vali&ity of an estimate.

It waz also admissible under the terms of "DCI 3/2" for an Agency
to dissent when it believed that statements mede in estimates mignt be
"gigsleading," a provision which scemed to take for granted that intelli-
gence employees would know what would =nd would not mislead & policy~-
malking officer. The effect of the provision was virtually to allow
for dissent on any grounds selected by any agency.

With 811 this 885 a backgrpund, certain results dewveloped that
could easily have been foreseen., Dissents based on differing evalua-
tion of evidence or contrary inferences were rare. Depending on one's
interpretation, there probably was not one disaent of this nature
during the period under consi@eration. Dissents apparently traceable to
depsrtmental "views" were not uncomion. The seme may be said of
official disagreements whose orlgins may be found in the inability of
analysts to agree on what were essentially wmlnor points unrelated to

immediate or long~range requirements of national security.

2. Summary of the First Five Dissents

Aside from "ORE~-1" on which fAgency concurrence may be considered
more passlve than active,l there were five "dissents" on the fiftezn

papers published between July, 1546 and July, 1947. 211 things considered,
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1, The paper was done in & great hurry, It had the consent
if not the concurrence of an intersgency committee, It
did not have the signed "concurrence" of the agency
ohiefs, It is doubtful that the publication of "ORE 1"
would have been as smooth &s it was if the full "coordina=-

tion" process had been invoked,
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the rate of protest seems high.
The subjects covered were not particulsrly controversial., The
Pact that there was controversy and thet there were formal "dissents"”
on any of them would seem to point to a flaw somewhere in the Central
Intelligzence system as so far developed,

Very briefly, the "dissents" could be summarized as follows:

1. ORE 6/1 “The Jreek Situation® 7 February 1947

The Army dissent is celled a "Comment", It says that: "....the
paper, despite isolated statements in the contrary sense, attributes to
the Leftists, and particularly the leftist bands, a strength end pational
cheracter which they lack. Concurrently, the paper places in question
the representative character and competence of the Rightist partiss or
leaders to an extent which does nct correspond to known facts, particularly
the results of the recent elections," This dissent does not directly
dispute the mein eonclusion of the psper which was that Greece was in

grave danger of succumbing to Communist domination.

2. ORE 13/1 "The Situation in Austria" 20 February 1947

This paper is deseribed as "only partlally coordineted,” dissent if
any to follow, Whether o% not it becsme part of the official record,
State disagreed with portioné of the paper at length. The greater part
of this disagreem&ﬁt is with items ssid to have been omiited 2nd with
statements said to be misleading.

3. ORE 1l "Future Soviet Participation in Long-Range
Tnternztional Air dransport, 1. Merch 19

In the case of ORE~-1ll Army took issue with the statement that,...

®the USSR, without relaxinz the safeguards to its politicel and military
Approved For Release 2004/11/29 : CIA-RDP72-00121A000100010007-6
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security, will eventually modify its gresent international air trensport
policy to the extent of granting rights tc land at points on the perimeter
of Soviet territory." Army meintained that the USSR *, . ,will contimue to
regard the facter of internal security as more important than the intro-
duction of Internationsl Civil Aviation to the USSR on a reciprocal basis.”
The disagreement is not clearcut unless 1t is taken to mean las is not
stated) that one party believes the USSR will eventually grant landing
rights on its territory while the other party does not.

L. ORF 11/1 “Review of the Soviet, British, end French
Programs with Respect to Germany" B April 1547

Stete took issue with two sentences. The first said:s "The ultimate
over-all objective of the USSR is the extension of Soviet hegemony over
the whole of Germsny." The other maintaineﬁ that the Constitution pube
lished by the East Jerman Communisi partijould allow for control of
the country by a welleentrenched minority. State found the first state-
ment too sweeping and pointed to elternative policies that the USSR
mizht adopti weakening through division; or sacrifice of political
edvantages to tangible economic benefits. £s to the second, it was
State's view that the constitution granted "almost unlimited power to
the parliamentary majority."

=

5, ORE 17 "The Internstional Fconomic Positicn of the
Tnited Rin:dom" 31 Mey 19041

The disagreement betwsen State and the Jroup over this paper
is too complicated for brief summary, It would appear from a reading
of the psper, the "dissent,” and the Group's comment on the dissent,
that actual disagreement over the main points with which the paper was

concerned was less than the length of the commentarlies would indicate,
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The implied accusation by Central Intelligence that State's dissent was
dictated by Department policies may explain the confusing nature of the

dissent ag recorded.l

B. GSELECTED CASES IN LATER CO0RDI NATION

1f the record of July, 19L6-July, 19L7 were to be substantially
repeated thereafter, the result would be &n alarming proportion of
disagreement on papers not necessarily worthy of controversy on 2 national
level, Whether or not this was ectually the case during 1947~19L9 would
te a matter of opinions The prayortidn of formel dissent was lowered
from 31% to 19%, Some of the dissents were on papers of less than the
hizhest importance. The problem of gaining assent tended to become more
rather than less difficult. ﬁevertheless; it should not be forgoﬁten
that cases of complete concurrence were far more frequent than cases of
dissent or near dissent and that there were occasions when the coordina-
tion system, with all its faults, worked very well.

To 31lustrate, ORY 3B=3E "rossible Developments from the Palestine
Truce", July 27, 1948, wes requested by the Office of the Secretary of
Defense at tn o'clock on the morning of July 20, 194 and was delivered
to that office, complete even to the point of an accompanying mep, at
L3l that same afternoon. It was not in printed form, and it had not
received formal concurrence over the signatures of the chiefs of Agency
intellizence, but it had the full approval of agency representatives
whose sugzestions had been incorporated. A printed edition, virtuslly
unchanged, and with the formal concurrence of all Agencies, was distributed

one week later. Much the same can be said of ORE 7-L8 "Possible
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randum for Assistant Director
e gz:e§§§2ence starf dated 5 August 1947, in File ORE 17,

Hetorical Files, Safe #2l65
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Developments in Palestine®, 28 February 1948, which had & similer history
and was printed with full concurrence in less than & week, There were
other examples of the same type, such as the papers in the 1947-1548
estimates series on China (See Yo. 12, pp. 29.1,0) which, though highly
controversial, zained full agency agreement without suffering in the
proceas. TFor an example, 043E 27-Lf "Possible Develojments in China®,

19 November 1948 was completed, from request to disseminstion in sixteen
days.

The elementa that made for ease in coordinating an estimate on the
Palestine papers, however, did not usually exist with respect to cther
problems. There was seldon such urgency in the minds of all concerned
toward completion of a Central Intellisence estimate, The motivation
toward getting the paper completed was of ten overborne by aldesire to
delay publication, if necessary, in order to make sure that a given
point of view became part of it.

Ordinerily, any estimate was the product of friction between the
analysts in Central Intelligence who wrote the papers and their counter-
parts in the other agencies who reviewed the drafts. There was some
supervision of the papers they wrote, and there was subsequent clearance
of papers with psrsons on & "higher level® than that of the anslysts.
Oscasionally the Chiefs of intellligence themselves enteréd into the finsl
phases of the argument. But when they did so it wae always in the
negative roles of upsetting prior agreement. The records show no case
where the Chiefs stepped in to settle arguments and bring sbout harmony

among their subordinates.
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It may have been questionsble if intelligence analysts should
have been allowed as free a rein as they were. If those in higher
office had intervened more often for the purposes of concentrating attention
on the essential conclusions of estimates, there misht not only have
been fewer dissenis but there might have been less.friction among the
anelysts. Furthermore, if those in command had taken more direet charge
of the coordinstion process, there might have been less tendency for
this friction to interfere with the orderly process of producinz coordinsted
national estimates.

0f the some fifty-three items in the "ORE" Series bearing publication
dates from April 10, 1947 to March 17, 1949 ten carry 4gency dissents.
In the same group of papers, there are nine instances of "no comment,"
&lmost ell of them by Air Force; five where military agencies concurred
"in the military aspects only"; and one where State publicly disclaimed
all responsibility. DNone of this, of course, takes account of the dissents
and neer dissents which do not appear in the published papers. Some of
these, though unpublished, were of some imyortance in the development
of coordination and are therefore notsd here.

The following examples, chosen from the files of the Qffice of
Reports and Fstimntes illustrate the progress of disagreement ower
individual papers, and the possible effect on the coordination system
as it was developing after July, 1947. They are arbitrarily arranged in

chronological order.
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1. ORE 946 "Cuban Politicsl Trends", March 26, 1948

The paper arpgued that as a result of the vazaries of Ouben
pelitics the party in power may not be as favorably inclined toward
the United States zs it seems, It linked this problem with the conespt
of the securliy of the United States with reference to maneuvers open
to the Cuban povernment embarrassing to the ﬁnited States policy,

The State Depertment dissented on the ~eneral grounds that any
elesctions anywhere are likely to modify internstional relationships, but
that those in Cuba could herdly heve an Tadverse effect™ on the security
of the United States. It can be inferred from the nature of the dissent
and the negatiations over it that the real disagrecmcnt was not 8¢ much
with anything in the paper as with two different interﬁretations of the
word "security.®

2, OQRE - 16 *"Soviet Objectives in Latin fmerica"
April 10, 1947

The principal argument of this paper (which was begun in 1946) is
that for varlous reasons Soviet aims in the area were essentially
negative~-to foment bad hemisphere relations rather than to commﬁnize
individusal ecunzries.l State's comments con the first draft run to five
full pages. The principal objections were:

l. An allegation that the estimate gave an impression of "sreater
Soviet danger in Latin America than the material presented warranted,.t

2. A statement that "Strictures upon U,S, policy toward Arrentine
and towerd negotiation of a hemisphere defense pact seem gratuitous.n

3. An assertion that the paper had not proved that Soviet foreign

poliey was based on the lnevitability of war.
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1. For a summary of the papers here discussed, see No.
For correspondence relating to the papers, see ORZ
sollection in Historical Files,
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The first point was a matter of interpretation; the second
criticized alieged motives of the authors; the third ssked for something
beycnd the scope of the peper which the Certral Intellirence fxency con-
sidered tc have been settled in WORE-1"., The records make it clear that
those in Central Intelligence whe dealt with these comments were Fended

1 sqate finally entered a formal

by the tone in which they were written,
digsent on grounds thet "in certein respects, the estimete is misleading.”
It cen +p inferred that the effect of the centroversy on relstions between

State end Centrel Intellizence znalysts was not good.

2. ORF~62 "Soviet Objectives in Korea', November 18, 1947

1o dissent is recorded with this paper as published, In the files,
however, there is a memorandum from the Army Intellijence Division dated
December L, 1947 (sixteen days after formal publication which probably
explaine why the memorendum did not become attached to the estimate)
gseying that the Intelligence Division "does not conour with subject
paper as written."

The Intellijence Division took exception tc the paper's main thesge=w
that the USSR would eventually withdrew 1ts troops from korea and that
if the United States followed sult, a “orth Korean invasion would follow.
Pray took the position that the Soviets would neither withdraw nor
foster such en invasion. 1ts principsl reasons wereld

1. The Horth Koreans were & "volatile" people who could not
pve trusted tc remein loysl to the USSR once Soviet troops had been
withdraun.

5. There was so ruch dissatisfaction in the Forth with the

Pyongyang government that the #issiang would not dare leave for fear
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that the Communist regime would be overthrown in thelr absence,

3, The USSR feared the United States. The Soviets would not gem~
ble on withdrawing their troops when they could nct be sure that the
United States would do the same. "The USSR," said frmy in this connec-
tion, "is as much in the dark regarding future steps of the U.5. in
Kérea as is the U.5. regarding Soviet plans and policy.*

L. Sven if the ussians hod plens for @ dorth Korean invasion
of South Korea and could trust the North Koreans, they would not rely
on them Lo carry out the plan in the absence of Soviet troops. The
reagon ziven for this was that Koreans fight well when they ore attacked,
but not when they are the aggressors, This wes bused og historical
snalogies furnished by the Army.

S, Finally, the Army contended that the USSR was bound by
treaty agreements with respect to Korea, could not find a legelistic
means of evading these tresties (as Central Intelligence had maintained)
and @o would rot dare take overt steps in Kores for fear of adverse

resction in the United Xstlons.

3. ORE-6L "The Current Situation in France", 31 December 1947

This paper was requested Ly the National Security Council as a
matter of priority. It was written under pressure, therefore, and a
draft was sent to the Agencies (on December 16, 1547) with a request
for formel comeurrence or dissent by the 23rd. #ir, ¥avy, and Army
copourrsd on December 22, 23, and 29 reaspectively. The first word from

State was recelved on the 2hth, bub it was nelither concurrsence nor dlssent;
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1, See folder on ORE-16 in Historicel Files
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it was rather an unofficial memorandum, signed by a Stete anelyst,
which purported to give advance notice of what State's positlon would
be.

This memorendum begins: "I sincerely hope that the ORE analysts
concerned will be given an adequate chance to study these criticisms
and thet we may have a conference to discuss points on which we remain
in disagreement.”

Following this formal opening, there are numerous individual
comments on the paper, the following belng examples:

"Our conclusion is thet this is a distressingly poor paper.”

"This curious juxtasposition of French political psychology
and certain surface aspects of current psrty strengths does justice to
neither subject.”

%It seems odd, to say the least, that no space is given to
France's interest in peece in general,"

"This is & good example of ORE putting France's worse foot for-
ward.”

"4 childish gensralization partially contradicted on paze 9.7

YMezningless &8 written.”

These comments slicited the followin: proposed reply (which was
probably never sent to the State Depariment but indicates a staie of
mind unfavorable to successful negotiation of the paper),

”Rnfere#ce {a) is hereby returned becsuse its tone, substance
and uncertain representation of depsrimental authority render it cntirely
unacceptable., ‘

No useful purpose is discernible in the conference propossd by
Reference {(a) and the sugyestion is therefore rejected becanse the ceptious
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sttitude which has become characteristic of OIR offers no basis for frult-
ful negotiations.

Enclosed, are two (2) copies of WE'sl final draft of ORE-6,
which represents the coordinated views of (4, Army, Navy and Alr, the
last three of which are enthusiastic about CIA's estimate.

In view of the foregoing, it is strongly recommended that a
copy of ORE=6l be forwarded to the Department of State, for such action
as it may deem advisable, with a request thal the anticipated dissent
be in ORE's hands not later than 7 January 194€ since publication will
then have been delayed by the Department of State for thirteen (13)
days over and above the time allotted to all supporting agencies.”

The gontroversy culminsted in a formal dissent by State. The
sdissent” took issue with no major conclusion., BRather it consists of
geriztim comments on individual points in the paper,

L. ORE=65 "The Veneguelan Flections of 1l December 19L7",
T January L9LL

The principel point made in this paper was that the Acclon Democrsiica,

a political party returned to power by the December elections, wes not
Communist and would be friendly to the United States, The Departments
of State, Navy, and Air Force coneurred in this view. The Army dissented
pecause it did not believe "thzt Aecclon Democrcotica is at present an
active non-communist party" and "their present temperate pro-United
States policy represents expediency.®

Records show that the Navy was on the point of dissenting also,
for mich the same reasons 28 the Army, The Army's analysis of the Accion
Democratica seems to have been built chiefly on the opinion of the
military attache in Caracas, who considered, contrary to many experts on
Venezuelan politics, that the party was a dangerously left-wing group.
This was, of coursz, a case (see p. above) where a reader of the paper

might have been confused at finding & dissent on purely political affeirs
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1, The Western Furopean section of the Office of Reporte
and Estimates
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made by & military A:zency aszainst the findings of both nonepolitical

Agencles,

5, ORE-69 "Consequences bf Communist Accession to Power
1o Greece in the Absence of @ Counteraction®,

February 9, 1940

The Yational Security Council asked for "ik-65"as a gulde in the
formation of policy for Greece 2t a time when the success of the new
United Stetes aid progrem seemed to be in grave doubt. It was not
urmatursel that Council members should have wanted to know what would
happen if, on the one hand, the United States abandoned Greece to the
Commnists or, on the other, backed the "Truman Doctrine® in (xeece
with military force. WORE-69" outlined the probsble consequences of the
first extreme; "OHE 10~48" (see below) of the second.

In order to prasent the issues involved in "ORE-69" clearly, the
Central Intellizence Agency adopted & hypothetical assumptlon (sugzested
as it happens by the National Security Oouncil Secret:zriat) that a
Communist regime (the "Markos® government} had already seized power
in Greece and that the United States had chosen to do nothing about
it. It was this assumption, basically, that made the coordination of
"ORE-69" troublesome.

The actual "coordination footncte® on “ORE-63" reads as follows:

»The information in this report 1s as of 28 January 1946 at
which time the report was submitted to the mgmbir agencies of the Inter-
departmental Advisory Council for goordination,

uThe Intelligence Division, Department of the Army, and the Hir
Intelligence Division, Department of the Air Force, have concurred in the
military aspects of this paper but have not concurred in the politicsl
sspects., The statement of the Intellizence Orcanization of the Departument
of State disessociating itself from the paper is set forth in Enclosure
t4t, The dissent of the Office of Haval Intelligence, Navy Department, is
set forth in Enclosure 'Bf."
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1. This title was not a misprint. The publishing office
of Central Intelligence was not yet aware of the correct
meaning of ®IACY
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What this means is that "QRE«-H69" received no concurrence at sll.
The "military aspects" of the paper--whatever thal term might mean--
were not important. Stote's "disassoclation®, 1f not a dissent, was cer=-
tainly not s concurrence, The total effect was t¢ make 1t ap.ear that
ne Agency had any real quarrel with the paper as such, bul rather with
the fact that such a paper had been attempied,

The trouble, of course, lay in the seccnd part of the assum tion--
that the Unlted States would take no counteraction under ihe clrcumstences
set forth. This was, indsed, as assumption conirary to eny concelivable
sort of fact, but it should have been evident tc the Agencies thet no
matter how the psper had been written, some such device would have been
required by the mere machanics of preseuniation. Nevertheless, althoush
fentral Intellisence representatives made earnest and pétient elforts
over & considerable period of time, they could never overcome Agency
gualms to the effect that it is impossible te arrive at correct conclusions
when the stariing point.is an esgumption known to be invalid., The fact
that the reasoning in gquestlon was wholly hypotheticel secms not {o
have carried welght with the Agencies.

Stote geve as its reason for "disassoclztion™ thet a sound znalysis
of the problen could not Le based on the asssumption as sdopted. The
Mevy “cissent! mekes the same polrnt tut is more eleborate in adding
that: (1) no valid conclusion with respect to Crsece could o much
beyord = gencrel formule {cutlined by the ¥avy in iis dissent) which
ended with the words: "Oresce is the keystono....in the whols Communist
circle®; (2) it was doubtful that the loss of Jreece "would bring on

internsiional panic" (the psper had not said "woulc¥; it hed said
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ncould®); (3) loss of Greece would not nacessarily mean the loss of
Iran (again the paper had said "could*); (L) it was unlikely that
Turkey would cepitulate (the psper had mentioned this only as con-
celvatle); and finally (5) the paper left the impression that the
hypothetical events enumerated were ®"inevitable.”

&, ORE 6-%8 sConsequences of Communist Accession to Power
v y gal Means,® March 5, 1540

One month after the publication of "ORE~E9," the Central Intelligence

Agency was called upon to write substantially the same estimete with
respect to the situation in Italy, The assumption used in this case
was that the Italien Communists had won the elections of April 18, 1948;
the problem to construct a hypothesis as to what the consequences of
this assumed development would be, In this case, State concurred;

Army and Air Force resorted te the "militery aspects only* formuls,
and Navy, still opposed to reasoning from hypothesis, dissented on
grounds that it was "not prepared to underwrite the detailed speculstive

predictions derived from the estimates,”

7. ORE 10-48 "Consequences of Certain Oourses of Action
%ﬁ geapecg to _gmeca,“ April b, LoLB

The only published dissent on this paper was by Army which main-

tained that the estimate was too "pessimistie" with respect to Oreek
arpmy cepebilities against the guerrillas, Much more important was an
Air FPorce dissent that was never published,

Air Force representatives concurred in the final draft, and the
Diraector of Alr Force Intelligences entered a formal concurrence theare=-

after, With three formal concurrences and the Army dissent, the paper
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was duly published after a deley of some twenly dTys, occasgioned by what
the author called the "vagaries of coordination.” The paper outlined
various courses of asction that the United States misht take in Ureece
and concluded that none of theme-including the use of actual American
troops against the Jreek puerrillas--would be taken as a casus belll

by the USSR, unless the Fussisne concluded, for other reasons, that
United States maneuvers in Oreece meant an imminent attack by the
United States on the US3H.

On § April, four deys after publication, the Office of Reports and
¥gtimstes received a memorandum sizned by Colonel James S5, Olive for
the Director of Intelli:ence, iUnited States Air Force. The Director of
Intelligence, according tc Olive, had noted an inconsistency between
the concliaions of MORE 10-48" and those of "ORE 22-48," Possibility of
Direct Soviet Militery Zction During i9ht (see No. ), ORE 10-48 eaid
that "The Kremlin would resort to war only if convinced that a U.S,
sttack ﬁas‘iﬁ prospect snd inevitable;" while 22-L48 stated that "the
USSR might resort to direct military eetion in 1948, particularly 1f
the Kremlin should interpret some U.S. move, or series of moves, as
indicatin; sn intention to atiack the USSR and 1its satellites.® Con-
sequently, eald Olive, "the Director of Intelligence, USAF, wishes to
g0 on record as amending the estimate (Conclusion (7)) contained in
ORE 10-4E as follows: Delete the sentence 'The Kremlin would resort to
war only if convinced thel a U.5, attack of the USSE was inevitable, '™

In a memorandum dated April 13 the author of the Central Intelligence

draft, in & propoged memorandum to the Director of Centrsl Intelligence,

Approved For Release 2004/11/29 : CIA-RDP72-00121A000100010007-6



Approved For Release 2004/1 11293:7CIA-RDP72-001 21A000100010007-6

atdacked the Mr Force position. He attributed the memorandum to
tgaveless and thoughtless reading out of context? and to "poor staff work
in the United States Air Force." He recommendsd that the Director of
Central Intellizencs should make formal representations to the Air Force
tc this effect. This was not done.

Instead, the Assigant Director for Reports and Estimates prepared
a reply via the Director stating thst, "since the Director of Intelli-
gence, USAF wishes to zo on record as amending conclusion 7 of ORE 10-LE...
The original of your reference memorsndum has been filed in the Reference
Center, CIA, with the record copy of ORE 10-4B and a copy of this reply.”
There is no record of further transactions, Presumably, the Air
Force decided to let the matter pass.

The Adir Force leker contained so many implications regarding
the future of coordinstion, however, that it engaged the serious
gttention of everynné concerned, including the Director of Central
Intelli.ence, In the first place, althou;h the Mrector of Intelligence,
United States Air Foree had not seild so, he apparently wanted to enter
what amounted to s dissent on a paper already published and disseminated,
Or if this was not his aim, he must have wished to have the offending
words deleted from the published copies. The precedent that would be
established if either of these courses of action were allowed, might
well have been detrinmentsl to the whole yrdcess of producing ecordinated
estimstes, In the second place, if it becsme possible for a single
agency to revise estimetes without regard for the rest, there would seem
to be little future for the idea of unified intelligence in any form,

There was slso involved the principle that statements made in one
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estimate could be used out of context to damn those made in another,
though the second might be unrelated to the first.

The Central Intelligence Agency dld not have the suthorityw-or
did not believe 1t had the authority-=simply to reject as inadmissible any
comment, objection, or dissent offered on any of its estimales, As to
the legality of reversing a concurrence once it had been signed and
published, there was no ruling and no precedent, Hence thies particular
problem ended in the Central Files, It was by no means solved, however,

and was to arise asgein.

8. g& 2248 ."Possibili\iz of Direct Soviet Militery Action
.-n-——-& ’R B s =

The Air Force again dissented after the psper had been dls=

geminated and this time succeeded in having it® dissent published (See
Peper No. for a full account of the importent controversy regarding

this paper).

9, OFE 23-28 "The Current Situation in the Free Territory
or ‘!‘?fesﬁ,' IEI‘I 10, 1oL8

This paper was producad in an atmosphere of urgency, apparently

occesioned by the national slections to be held in Italy on April 18,
1548, The story of what happened in the course of coordination can be
gleaned from a memorandum (undated but must have been sent sfter April
17) from the Assistant Director, Reports and Estimates, to the Director
of Army Intelligence.

According to this memorandum, Army representatives had professed
full agreement with the various drafts of “ORE 23-h8% up until the moment

of final concurrence, The Central Intelligence Agency was then informed
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of a reversal of Army's stand, not in official communication to the
Director of Central Inteliigence, but in the form of & telephone call
from the Army offiece that handled immediate coordination deilail to its
eocunterpart in Central Intellisence., By this time, “0RE 23-L48" had
already gone to press with &n urgent deadline as noted above., 8ince
it would have been insecure to discuss Army's objections over the
telephené, the Centéal Intelll rence representative requestsd an immediate
meeting to det:rmine if a compromise solution could be reached. .To
this saggesﬁion tﬁe Army representative rtplied that it would be useless
to call susch & meetihg because the Army's dissent was "tco fundamental®
to allow compromise, All other Agencies having siven formal con-
currence by this time, and the Itzlian elections being only three
days off, Central Iﬁtel@igenc& went_ahead with publication, stating
iﬂ the “acer&inaticn footnote," in accordén&é with "DCI 3/1, that
 Armg hed not yet reported its position, which would be published vhen
received. It was received on the sixteenth,vbearing the dete of 1h April,
btut apparently was never published.l

| Aecording to its memorahdum, Army disagreed with a statement to
the effect that Italo-Yugoslav desires to csntr§1 Triests were based on
national pride and tradition more than si;ategic consideration, since
Triests no longer had any great sirategic significanea from the peint
of view of ¢ithery Army took the contrar&’view, that Trieste wes still
of considerable strategic importance to both countries, This would
presumably have been a legitimste matter of dispute, but the point

is 8till unexpleined why the Army should not heve been conecerned about
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vi/39
1. This was probably the first case in which CIA made
use of the relevant provisions in DCI 3/1

*
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the strategic importance of Trieste until "ORE 23-48% was about to
go to press, or why, thereafter, it should have considered the resultant

dlfference of opinion too "fundemental” to allow even of dlscussion,

10, ORE héeh8 *Communist Strength in Japan®
__Weﬁer 28, 1958

4 footnote states that sll Agencies hed concurred in this estimate,

Documents in the ORE file on ORE L6-L8, however, show that Navy was not
* fully in accord, The 0ffice of Naval Intelligence was asked to particl-
pate in production of the paper but failed to do so, Up to the last
stage of coordinetion, Navy acted as a sort of passive ocnlooker. It then
sent a memorancum of provisionsl concurrence, After heving done so,
however, the Office of Naval Intelligence forwarded a memorandum which
is not in the file, but whose tone can be deduced from the reply to i%
by the Assistant Director for Reports and Estimates which reads in part
ag follows:

®3, To characterize & paper as !another example of whal we
consider to be unprofessionsl work? and to say that 'the paper loses
value due to its verbosity and the unsystemitized (sic) development of
its informationt! does not of itsslf enable CIA to improve its production,

even assuming these comments to be velid.®

11, ORE Lilih8 "Prospects for Survival of the Republic of
!erea,;‘ Botober 28, 1oL

Wavy sntered a dissent on this paper, first on grounds that the

new South Xorean government would not gain United Nations recognition

{(which it did within a few dgys) and second that Centrzl Intelligence
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had based its discussion of South Korea's future on &n assumption of
continued United States aid. This essunption, the Navy thought, mizht
engender too optinistic conclusions on the part of persons rgading
the paper. Rather, said Office of Neval Intelliience, the protlenm
should have becn discussed on the assumption that aid would not be
granted, and then have bteen followed by supplementary remsrks on what
would hapgen if it were, However commendable the Navy's suggestion

may have been, the grounds for dissent mi:ht seem difficult to follow.
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