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SUBJECT: ANALYSIS OF THE INTELLIGENCE
COMMUNITY

Attached is an article which will appear in the forthcoming
issue of Foreign Policy. While I disagree with some of its
conclusions, some of the analysis is well done and I think
it's worth reading.
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SEIZING
THE OPPORTUNITY

by Peter Szanton and Graham Allison

The revelations of the Past two years pro-
vide a rare and important opportunity: to
rethink and restructure the U.S.
gence communicy.”’

“intelli-
There has been ne com-
parable opportunity since 1947-—the year
the CIA was established oo

be done. But se¢izing the moment is not
without danger: the community is diverse
and complex, shrouded by sccrecy, and still
peorly understood. Recent investigations
have not produced a comprehiensive and bal-
anced assessment, nor are they likely ro. In

at least one respect they mav have imdc:cd
necessary raforms by creating the red herring
of a rogue elephant. The notion that the
community’s covert operations ran wild. out
of the control of responsible elective leader-
ship. does not square with the evidence: the
fact is that elective leadership in the cxecu-
tive branch acquiesced or insisted on those
operations, and that the Congress displaved
a decided preference for ignorance.

The United States needs effective incelli-
gence. It also needs a government that abides
by the moral standards essential to a free
society. Assuring both is difficult, and sort-
ing out what the difficultics ace, and what
they aren't. is an essential precondition.

The evidence now apoc:ring about the
U.S. intelligence ccmmunity is not complete,
but it reveals a great deal. It suggests that
the community—the CIA in particular—has
probably perfcrmed its assigned functions
more effect:vely than any other major for-
eign affairs burcaucracy in Washington. Yet
it shows important failures within that
community and dangerous failures outsice
it. It shows a community orgamized at the
height of the cold war. and operating ever
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" generally:enery e, rich, technically mastee-
ful, fascinated with means, and forgetful of
ends. It shows data collected by sophisticat-
ed methods. and asscssed by primitive ones.
It shows biased analyses used to support
policy, and sound analyses ignored. [t shows
old questions answered repeatedly, and new
problems neglected. It shows agencies urged
to illegal acts by their political superiors. It
shows willful scmnolence in the Congress.

Our analysis of that evidence leads to a
number of proposals. Chief amongz them are
to:
> disassemble CIA and assign its two princi-
pal functions to separate organizations:
> place the central analytic and estimating
tesponsibilitics in a new agency, organized
and staffed to perform those functions solely
and divorced from all clandestine activity:
> create greater comparition tn the analysts
of intelligence by expanding the number and
improving the quality of analytic staffs at-
tached to major intelligence consumers:
> cut back on both clandestine collection of
intelligence and covert action. and make
both subject to far clearer rules and tighter
control;
> assign central manazement of the intelli-
gence community, divided as it will continue
to be among many departinents, to a presi-
dential assistant:
> face squarely the conflict between legiti-
mate needs for intelligence and covert action
on the one hand, and constitutional rights
and social values on the other. by establish-
ing processes of checks and balances for au-
thorizing clandestine activity and assuring
its accountability.

How are those conclusions derived? What
form might such changes take? We start at
the beginning.

What Do We Want of Intelligence?

The principa! purpase of foreign inrelli-
gence is to provide infcrmation and analvses
useful to decision-makers. A quite secondary
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iliumination of poiicy chewes through th».
detailed understanding of political. econom-
ic, and military developments abroad s es-
sential to a successtul foreign policy. Covert
action is uscfu! far less broadly, and is rarely
essential. (Indced. a case can be made for
forswearing covert action entirely. We dis-
cuss that position below, and, on balance,
reject it.) Those goals must be pursued sub-
jJect to two constraints: that the methods
used remain consistent with fundamental
rights and sccial values; and that the costs
of these activities be commensurate with
their benefits.

Achieving these purposes over the past de-
cade has been particularly hard, for reasons
that will persist. The shifting nature of the
foreign policy agenda—the growing impor-
tance of econcmic issucs. for example
poses requircments for novel Linds of infor-
mation and unfamiliar methods of analvsis.
The emergence of new forms of threat—
otganized terrorism, for example—creates
new nceds for covert capabilities just as pub-
lic attention is being drawn to the risks that
clandestine activity can pese to constitu-
tional rights and basic values. The erosion
of the cold war consensus as to U.S. pur-
poses and the means legitimate to advance
them leaves vulnerable a cemmunity whese
objectives, size, and operating methods still
largely assume that consensus.

The Community

How are we now organized to meet those
demands and observe those constraints? The
intelligence community is composed of a
number of scparate agencies. diverse in their
histories, lines of command, modes of op-
eration, and forms of responsibility. It com-
prises more than 100,000 persons and ex-
pends some S6 billion annually, counting
about $2 billion devoted by the military
to “‘tactical’” intelligence.
> Central Intelligence Agency. At the cen-
ter of the community is the diversified con-
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an 1 sendent agency in the ex-
ecutive office ot the president, reporting to
the National Sccurity Council (NsC). the
CIA was intended to provide the president
and his principal foreign policy officials with
independent, timely, and reliable analyses of
important naticnal security issues. The chicf
argument for creating an agency separate
from State, Defense. and the armed services
was that the president needed estimates and
analyses undistorted by the policy prefer-
ences and operational responsibilitics that
colored the conclusions of both the Depart-
ment of State and the services. [n addition,
the CIA was to perform '‘services of com-
mon concern’’; to recommend methods for
intelligence coordination: and to perform
“such other functions and duties related to
intelligence affecting the national security
as the NSC may from time to time direct.”
That final ambiguous clause has been taken

ity for the agency’s covert actions.

To perform its assigned tasks. the CIA
now deploys roughly 15,000 persons and
expends some $750 million annually. Very

roughly half that sum supports an exten-

sive network of clandestine agents and oper-
ations. Roughly a third is devoted to the
interpretation of data, and the preparation
of analyses and estimates. Most of the re-

mainder supports a resourcetul technical de-

sign and engincering arm. Each of the ca-
reer intelligence officers to have headed the
agency—Dulles. Helms, Colby—has previ-
ously directed clandestine operations.

In addition to serving as the nation’s chief

substantive intelligence officer (his briefings -

provide the customary opening of NSC meet-
ings), the director of the CIA (the DCI) has
two distinct obligations. One is to command
the CIA. The other is to coordinate the ac-
tivities of the entire community. Predictably,
DCIs have had far grcater success in the first
of those roles. With respect to the CIA, their
authority 1s clear: controlling budget, pro-
motions, and assignments, they can direct
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the agency. With respect to L wider com
munity, however, %p rove}n Fo/r he1
Roughly 85 per cent of the communiey hcs
within the Defense Department. and the sce-
retary of defense is astatutory member of the
body-—the NSC—to which the DCI reports.
As a result, the community has never been
effectively, centrally managed.

> National Sccurity Agence. In terms of
the number of people emploved—reported-
ly more than 20,000 in the United States.
with others manning some 2,000 overseas
monitoring stations—the community’s larg-
est componcent is the Nawonal Security
Agency (Nsa). Established by execurive
order in 1952 and lodged in the Defense
Department, the NSA monitors and attempts
to decode or analyze an enormous range of
foreign communications and other eleczronic
signals. It 1s also responsible for the security
of U.S. codes and communications. The
NSA produces enormous masses of raw data.
> National Reconnaissance Office. The larg-
est agency in terms of budget is €he Na-
tional Reconnaissance Office (NRO), also
lodged in Defense. The NRO operates the
numerous “overhead™ (principally satellite)
reconnaissance programs for the communi-
ty, working largely through the U.S. Air
Force. Its products are medium-resolution
photographs of wide areas and high-resolu-
tion pictures of sclected peints: these are
useful to economic analvsts and essential to
those concerned with military and arms con-
trol issues. The NRO is subordinate to the
DCI and a deputy secretary of defense.

> Army, Navy, and Air Force Intelligence
Each of the armed services maintains its
own substantial iatelligence organization.
Their combined staffs total some 50,000,
largely overscas. These are especially con-
cerned with so-called “‘tactical intelligence,”
the capabilitics and disposition of their
counterpart forces in other countries. But
service staffs also participate in the produc-
tion of national intelligence cstimares and
functions. and maintain their own commu-
nications security arms.

187.
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fense Aygency. (DIA) reports to
the Joint Chicfs of Staff and the secretary
of defense. It was established in 1961, prin-
cipally to reduce interservice duplication and
disagreement by performing centrally much
of the work then conducted scparately by
the service intellizence branches. Its success
in that mission has been limited. Each of
the service intelligence branches is now larger
than it was in 1961. The DI collects lit-
tle information, but publishes various in-
telligence digesis. pecforms analyses on a
wide range of subjects, and represents the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in community-wide
analyses and estimates. Its performance is
constrained by two difficulties that it shares
with the service arms. Intelligence assign-
ments have little promotion value in ser-
vice careers, and are generally avoided by
promising officers. Intelligence assignments
outside one’s service. in particular, are viewed
as decad ends.

> Bureau &7 Intelligence and Research. The
State Department’s Burcau of Intelligence
and Research (INR) is the smallest by far
of the foreign intelligence agencies. and the
only one which engazes in no collection
activities. But Fereign Service reports from
posts abroad—not considered intelligence in
the usual sensc—are probably the largest
and often the mest important souree of in-
formation on foreign political and econom-
ic developments. 13R provides analyses to
State’s principal officials and contributes
to the national estimates made jointly by
the intelligence community. Its budget of
$8 million approximates one one-thousandth

of the community resources. Like the ser-

vice intelligence arms, it is not viewed by
its department’s professionals as a2 mainline
assignment.

> Other Agencies. The intelligence units
of the FBI, the Treasury Department, and
the Encrgy Rescarch and Dgulopmcnt Ad-
ministration also participate in the intelli-
gence community, contributing on matters
within their. jurisdictions.
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Ccntral dircction of the community falls
to several committess ¢haired either by the
pCl or the assistant to the president for Na-
tional Sccurity Affaurs,
> The U.S. Intelligence DBoard (UsIB),
chaited by the DCI ard composed of all ma-
jor U.S. agencies with intelligence respon-
sibilitics, works through various committees
to establish intelligence requirements and
priorities, to produce
estimates, and to protect intelligence sources
and mcthods.
> The Intelligence Resources Advisory
Committee, chaired by the DCI and com-
posed of major intelligence agencies, pro-
vides a forum for coordinating resource al-
location throughout the community. The
DCI's authocty to shift resources within the
Defense Department budgn.t however, has
been quite limited.
> The Intelligence Committee of the NSC,
chaired by the assistant for National Secu-

national intelligence

rity Affairs. is intended to provide a forum
in which major consumers of intelligence
can inform collectors and analvsts of their
interests and requirements. [t has met in-
frequently and had fittle impact.

> The Forty Committee of the NSC. also
chaired by the assistant for National Secu-
rity Aflairs, approves covert actions and
other high-risk operations. [t, too, has rare-
Iy met and in recent years has largely pro-
vided pro forma apprevals to rccommen-
dations of its chairman.

Outside the community, the Office of
Management and Budget plays the kev role
in feviewing agency budgets. On presiden-
tial request, 1t has also served as a source
of critiques of the community and of pro-
posals for restructuring. The president’s
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board is a
panel of distinguished citizens with a broad
oversight charter, but it meets infrequently
and has tended to focus on the targetting
of intelligence and on techniques of collec-
tion. [t is served by a two-man staff.
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congressional oversight, lodged in iatelli-
gence subcommittees of the Armed Services
Committees, had been similacly perfunctory.
The subcommittee chairmen have chosen not
to inquire deeply into activities of the in-
telligence community.

How Has the Community Performed?

No assessment of so diverse and shrouded
a community can be complete, or complete-
ly balanced. But enough is now known to
force a number of conclusions.

The capability of the community to col-

lect information by technical mcans is re-

markably good—in some respects almost
magical. That is of great significance. It
provides a hard basis for military—and to a
lesser extent for cconomic and diplomatic
—decisions of high importance. The SALT
agreements. for example, cculd not have
been concluded without independent verifi-
cation of the Sovict strategic posture. Sim-
tlarly, some analvtic work——especially in
the C1a—is of high quality. Yet the com-
munity’s deficiencies are large. They fall in-
to three broad categories.

Inadequate  anclusis.  Congressman
Pike's assertion that the intelligence agen-
cies would fail to warn of another Pearl
Harbor is almost certainly wiong, but short-
comings in the analvses and formal esti-
mates prepared by the community are real.
They include bias, irrelevance, and a judg-
mental rather than analytic orientation.

It is a law of burcaucratic behavior that
agencies with operating responsibility pro-
duce intelligence, analyses, and advice that
supports their own rpolicics or programs.
The cause is not dishonesty—indecd, the
process may be barely conscious—but the
tendency is universal.

To counterbalance such tendencies, the
CIA was established as a neutral and inde-
pendent agency, having no important oper-
ational function. no responsibility for pol-
icy. and a direct link to the president. And
the CIA has, in fact, proved the most in-
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agencies. But the products <. the commu-
nity as a whole have beer biased by a num-
ber of factors. First, “national intelligence
estimates’” are a composite of judgments of
the 1A, the DIA, the INR. and the scrvice
intelligence agencics. Compromises among
these perspectives often lead to estimates that
reflect an exaggerated, military-criented view

“However accurale its information
or prophetic its estimates, the in-
le”igcnce communily must con-
form to acceptable standards of
conduct.”

of the threat. Second, agencies whose busi-
ness it is to collect informaticn tend to be-
lieve that the capacity to collect more will
insure important results. As a result. some
estimates—as to our abilx’ty to monitor So-
viet adherence to arms control agreements,
for exampie—tend systematically to high
confidence in U.S. capabilities. provided
only that certain budget requirements are
met. Finally, in the 1960s. the CIA's own
clandestine functions evolved into large op-
erating programs. In Vietram and Laos,
for example, the CIA provided support and
leadership for hill-tribe armics 20d man-
aged the attempt to identifv and destrov
Vietcong leadership. Responsibility for any
such large-scale operation affects judgment
about its worth and effect. The DCI was
caught between his intelligence divisions'
quite pessimistic judgments and his operat-
ing arm’s optimism not only about its own
programs but also about prospects for gen-
eral success in the war.

A sccond source of inadequate analvsis
is simple irrclevance. Consumers of intelli-
gence, especially at high levels, are often too
busy and sometimes too secretive to clearly
identify the issues on which analysis mizht
be most helpful. Cempared to the perfor-
mance of other agencies, the CIA's record,
again, is relatively good. But like all other
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erned largely o, the laws of inertia. A de-
cade of OPEC, terrorism. devaluation, threats
to the ozone layer, the opening to China,
and wheat deals with the Soviets has dem-
onstrated that both threats and opportuni-
ties can take novel forms. Making intelli-
gence consistently uscfal requires clear and
early communication of revised prioritics

from levels high enough to force response. -

Even when appropriate questions are ad-
dressed and biases are absent: the quality of
analysis and estimates is often low. Though
some national intelligence estimates serics are
of high quality., most deliver compromise
judgments in an ex cathedra fashion that
makes it next to impossible for policy-
makers to uncover the analvtic basis for the
judgments offered, or to cducate themselves
about the grounds for disagreement. Perfec-
tion is not the appropriate standard. Assess-
ments of complex situations will often be
mistaken: predictions must often he wrong.
But a better product would emerze from
agencies that trained their analvsts with
care and rewarded them well: that main-
tained close finks with sources of knowl-

-edge outside the government: and that in-

vested significantly in the refinement of an-
alytic techniques.

2. Unaccepteble mecns. However accu-
rate its information cr provhetic its esti-
mates, the intelligence community must
conform to acceptable standards of conduct.
It obviously has not done so. Over the
last 20 years, virtuallv all U.S. foreign in-
telligence agencies have been involved in
the surveillance of persons in the United
States having no relation to any foreign
power, or in monitering the mail or tele-
phone and telegraph communications of
large numbers of U.S. citizens. The cIa
plotted—and perhaps effected—the deaths
of persons who had been adjudged quiley
of nothing, and with whose countries the
United States was not at war. The results
have been a blurring of the moral standacds
that should distinguish the behavior of an
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open societies), and a hemosrhage of con-
fidence in agencies previously held in gen-
eral respect. The ugliest truth is that these
Were not the acts of a rogue bureaucracy.
They were not unauthorized. They were
ditected by the community's political supe-
tiors—including presidents.

Identifying villains and punishing them
may be necessary, but it will not be suffi-
cient. The roots of the problem remain.
They are basically three. First, neither law
hot tradition has established clear rules
of behavior; these will have to be specified.
Sccond, monitering the observance of such
tules as exist has been left to interested par-
tics—parties doubly insulated. morcover, by
secrecy and the “deniability” of most covert
behavior. Presidents and cabinet members
¢annot be permitted to press secret agencies
for difficult results withont accepting ‘re-
sponsibility for the measures such results
require. Finally, the only effective check on
such activities, the Congress. has managed,
until recently. to avoid implication by avoid-
ing knowledge.

3. Waste. The third problem is less cric-
ical. Limiting the costs of the intelligence
¢ommunity and allocating its resources in
accordance with an integrated sense of na-
tional requirements have been obiects of
pressure from the White House, and of per-
sonal concern to two DCIs over the past five
years. That pressure, and the partial suc-
tess of two institutional innovations—the
Ihtclligencc Community Staff and the Intel-
ligence Resources Advisory Committee—
have achieved a substaatial curback in in-
telligence personnel (chiefly from the NSA)
3nd 2 leveling of the budget. Moreover, in
an uncertain world. too large an intelligence
effort is preferable to one too small.

Still, important additicnal cconomies re-
Main to be made. The community is com-
posed of many agencies funded through sep-
atate budgets and pursuing overlapping as-
signments. It is tempted to lirge invest-
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¢essing technowgies. And jt gives little con-
sideration to the marginal value of addition-
al information. As a result, analyric work
(which is cheap) s underfinanced, while
collection, which is expensive, is performed
prodigally. It scems a reasonable guess that
of the §4 biltion expended by the commu-
nity on ""national” intelligence, at least $500
million could be saved without significant
foss.

The gains would not be merely mon-
etary. Large and activist intefligence ser-
vices inevitably press against the constraints
upon behavior which an opin society miust
tmpose. The ready availability of funds—
some unvouchered—<ompounds the prob-
lem. Similarly, plentiful resources blur at-
tempts to focus on issues of high priority.
Tighter budget control would strengthen
both the obscrvance of rules of behavior
and attention to high priority concerns.

What Is to Be Done?

The aim of organizational reform ‘must
be to create institutions. precesses, and in-

.centives that together serve 2 number of par-

tially competing objectives:

> providing “eves and cars” of the bigh-
est capacity to acquire timely and accurate
information about isstes of intersst:

> developing a "mind” capable of draw-

ing the most penetrating inferences about
the likelihood of future developments, and
so connected to the eyes and ears as to as-
sure timely access to all information:

> insuring independence and objectivity in

analyses and estimates—the mind must be -

responsive to the questions of policy-makers,
but not to their preferred answers:

> assuring the mind's access to the pres-
ident and its application to policy:

> making the mind accessible and useful
to Congress;

> guaranteeing regard for constitutional
rights and social values: and

> providing relative efficiency.
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Many praposed reforms attend to severa

of these objectivesARRIOYEd For Release, 2005105123 :

ers. Some proposals. for exampie. would
provide an analytic capabtility so indepen-
dent from the exccutive that its access to
the president or the relevance of its conclu-
sions to top peclicy-makers would suffer.
Here we propose, for discussion and debate.
a package of substantial reforms.

Splitting the CIA

The need to insure the neutcality and in-
dependence of advice to the president was
the main reason for creating the ClA. Un-
like the services and State, it was to be free
of operating responsibilitics and a policy
role, and hence exempt from the commit-
ments and loyalties those responsibilities in-
evitably create. The central analysts were
to share an organization with clandestine
operatives, but the advantages of heeping
those two fuactions togvther seemed sub-
stantial: collectors would keep the analysts
abreast of what was hnown: analysts would
keep collectors aware of what was needed.

Experience has proved otherwise. Dif-
ferences in style, temperament, lines of com-
mand, and requirements of secrecy have com-
partmentalized the two functions. limiting
communication between them. While the
advantages have proved slight, the disad-
vantages have been greart.

The top position in the ClA has been
largely controlled by the clandestine side of
the agency, and clandestine work has in-
volved substantial programs. The result has
been a partial compromise of the agency's
freedom from institutional bias. one of the
very reasons for its existence. The surest
way to avoid such compromise in the fu-
ture is to split the ClA, placing the analysts
ln a sepdmte Jnd autonomous orgamzatxo

That reason alone might not Justify sur-
gery so radical. but it dees not stand alone,
At least four othier benefits would flow from
the scparation cof analytic and estimating
staffs from clandestine collection and covert
operations. First, in the study of many ques-
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velopmer  Cmproved analytic meth-
ods, the most advanced work goes on not in
intelligence agencies, or anywhere in the
government., but in the academic commu-
nity and in “think tanks.” During World
War Il and the early years of the cold war,
the intelligence agencies drew heavily on
these resources. But as U'S. intelligence be-
came increasingly associated with disputed
policies and large-scale covert activitics.
those connections became deeply strained.
They need to be restored, and a clear scpa-
tation of analysts from operators is prob-
ably an essential precondition. Second, such
a separation—placing the central analysts in
an organization focused wholly on produc-
ing studies, assessments. and estimates of the
highest quality—would also facilitate the re-
cruiting and training of superior analysts,
and promotion and reward practices better
adapted to retaining them. Third. splitting
the Cla, following revelations of clear mis-
conduct, would help insure future sensitiv-
ity in all U.S. clandestine services to the
importance of observing more demanding
standards of behavior. Finallv, the disap-
pearance of the CIA would relieve us of a
name and an organization that would other-
wise remain a target at home and abroad.

A Foreign Assessment Agency

The analytic and estimative tasks of the
CIA would be assigned to a new entity or-
ganized and staffed solelv for the purposes
of producing good analysis and providing
objective estimates. Its ritle might be the
Foreign r\ssessmcnt Agency (Faa). While
this agency would be free to analyze any
issue of foreign intelligence its director
thought pertinent. its pricritics would be set
at the NSC level under the direction of a
presidential assistant for Intelligence, as de-
scribed below. The agency would begin by
assuming most of the functions and person-
nel of the Cia’s Dircctorate of Intelligence.
including key interpreters of photography
and other technically derived data. bur it
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wo d seeh good
working relations with university rescarch
centers and think tanks. Indeed, it should
develop and sponsor one or more Rand-
like institutes spectfically devoted to improv-
ing analytic and forecasting methods.

“Iu spite of the real rizks inherent
in maintaininzg covert capabilities,
the dangers of laeking them in the
currcnt world enviroument seem
larger.”

The FAA would contain a Board of Na-
tional Estimates, staffed by senior analysts,
that would preside over the production of
estimates on subjects like U.S.-Soviet stra-
tegic balance, on which formal goverment-
wide consensus is agreed useful. As for sub-
jects on which formal agreement is not ap-
propriate ot not possible. the board would
present itsown assessments together with the
views of any differing agencies and full ex-
position of the nature of those differences.

The director of the FAA would rank as
the commuunity’s senior “producer’” of anal-
yses and estimates, inheriting the DCUs cur-
rent role as intelligence adviser to the pres-
ident. He would have no responsibility for
clandestine collection or covert action. and
would not attempt to manage or direct the
community as a whole. His appoi
w ¢ subicg

nent
™Qation by the

W <
: : J
Intclllgcnce Committee of the Con-b,'

gress, proposed below,

The potential vulnerability of such an
agency is that in calling shots just as it
saw them it would make few friends: and
without substantial collection programs of
its own, or a supervisory responsibility for
the rest of the community., it might simply
be ignored. The main defense against this
would be the authoritative quality of its
analytic and estimative werk, backed by its
special capacities for inliroreting important
technical data. That
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the NSC to con .er FAA views prior to spec-
ified Kinds of decisions. It would be further
strengthened by the responsibility of the
FAA director to submit requested analyses
to the Joint Intelligence Committee of the
Congress.

Additional Intelligence Analysis Staffs

The FAA will not be able to meet all
day-to-day needs of senior officials for anal-
yses utilizing intelligence data. But there is
little reason whv it should have to. Respon-
stbility for the production of analyses and
estimates, now highly centralized, can read-
ily be diffused. The collection of many
forms of information is complicated and
expensive, and therefore important not to
duplicate. But the analysis of information
shares none of those characteristics. It re-
quires relatively few people. little machin-
ery, and is uscful to duplicate: nothing im-
proves the quality of analvsis so power-
fully as the existence of competing sources
of analysis. Small analytic and estimating
staffs should therefore be assigned directly
to all key intelligence consumers who need
them. The additional costs of such stafis
would be trivial, but their benefits subscan-
tial. They would give policy-level officials
an opportunity to pose the questions whose
answers would be most helpfu! to their own
work, and to reccive these answers from
analysts whose performance they would be
able to reward or penalize. The associated
danger—cthat analvsts so situated would
tend to produce the responses their bosses
found most congenial—would te’ largely

offset by the existence of competing staffs

elsewhere and by the retention of a well-in-
sulated central analytic agency.

A Special Services Agency

The case can be made that the United
States should abolish its clandestine agencies
and deny itself a capability for covert ac-
tion. This argument focuses on the risks
posed by failure or disclosure of covert ac-
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bilities. It stresses RP g&%t .t such agen-
cics have tended to infringe constitutional
rights, and may again €ngage 1n - actions,
like assassinations, that affront humane na-
tional values.

We find these arguments telling, but ul-
timately unpersuasive. In spite of the real
risks inherent in maintaining covert capa-
bilities, the dangers of lacking them in the
current world environment seem larger.
Consider the growing accessibiliry of the
materials and technology for manufactur-
ing crude nuclear weapons. It is frightening
enough if one considers only the possible
behavior of unstable states and irrational
rulers. But that is not the worst prospect:
A nuclear device entering the hands of the
Red Guerrilla Army or a national liberation
splinter group is not grossly improbable.
Supplementing the fermal systems designed
to account for fissionable material should
surely become a high pricrity for the infor-
mation-gathering arms of U.S. intelligence.
And it would be a tragic peculiarity to for-
swear the capacity to act, if clearly neces-
sary, on what the intelligence disclosed.

So we judge the question “covert action:
yes or no?” badly pesed. The apprepriate
questions are: what kinds of covert action
may be justified. and under what circums-
stances; and how can the procosses for their
approval assure restraint and accountabil-
ity?

We propose that needs for clandestine
collection of intclligence and for limired
covert action be met by a much slimimed
and substantially restaffed agency incorpo-
rating elements and personnel of the CIA's
present Operations. Science. and Support
Directorates. A name like “Special Services'
would emphasize the relatively narrow and
controlled nature of its mission. The proper
placement of such an agency is debatable:
in fact, any lecation has important defects.
But since it must be kept sensitive to the
foreign policy implications of its actions,
and also given some insulation from direct
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an indcpendee.. agency, reporting to  the
president through the sccretary of state, as
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
¢y does now. Its director should be held by
statute to a limited term—rperhaps six years.

It is essential that the process for approv-
ing and contrelling covert actions and cther
high-risk clandestine activitics be tightened.

The objective here is to make a secret pro-.

cess embody effective substitutes for the
forced consideration of various viewpoints
and the clear assignment of responsibitity
that more public debate normally assures.
There must be clear accountability at all
points. The current process cleacly fails in
this. It involves the submission of proposals
to the so-called Forty Committee, a sub-
committee of the NSC with narrow mem-
bership and—at least recently—extraordi-
narily informal procedures. Proposals have
typically been carried from department to
department, and committee members have
been polted by phore. Once approved, ac-
tions have rarely been evaluated or reviewed.

A number of changes are necessary. The
membership of the committee should be ex-
panded to include at least one paerson of
public stature with no other active associ-
ation with the administration. No covert
action or high-risk clandestine collection ac-
tivity should be authorized eXIePt DY writ-
ten presidential order given after consider-
ation of the action’s risks and benefits by
all available committee members, and after
their signed recommendations have been re-
ceived by the president. Besides granting
initial approvals, the committee should be
required to regularly review the utility and
appropriateness of activities still being pur-
sued. It should be served in this work by
a staff drawn from outside the intelligence
agencies. And its actions should be subject
to the oversight of the Joiat Committee of
the Congress. as discussed below,

To assure that collection and analysis are
targetted on priority concerns, and that the
intelligence community’s resources are ef-
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the commurity’'s central manager. Until
now, that responsibility has been under-
taken by the pCl But a long serivs of stud-
tes has concluded that effective direction of
the community has nover been achieved. for
two reasons. The fist and foremost, re-
ferred to carlier, is nadequate authority.
The great preponderance of the community
falls under the jurisdiction of the secretary
of defense, and the DCI is subordinate to the
NSC, of which the secretary of defense is a
tatutory member. The sccond difficulty is
apparent bias. The DCI is viewed in the
community as necessarily partial to the in-
terests and perspectives of the organization
he heads: the CIA.

The long attempt to make the DCI re-
sponsible for ccmmunity-wide direction has
not only largely failed. but its failure has
imposed an important cost. The DCI's devo-
tion to the development of a capacity for
analysis and estimates of the highest pos-
sible quality—~the key responsibility of his
own agency—"has inevitably been diluted.
Quite independent of our proposals for the
splitting of the CIA, therefore, we believe
that continuing to seek the direction of the
community from the DCI would be mis-
taken.

A Presidential Assistant for Intelligence

Who then should perform the task? We
believe that it can best be performed by a
spectal presidential assistant for intelligence,
for the fundamental reason that the pres-
ident is the only cfficial to whom all agen-
cies in that disparate community report.
The tasks of establishing consumer prior-
ities. assessing producer performance, and
developing budgers that allocate resources
across the community in accordance with
the national importance of the functions be-
ing performed can only be effectively carried
out by somcone who speaks in the pres-
ident’s name.

To help clarify consumer priorities. and
to specify the meaning of those prioritics
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should expand and activate the NsC's In-
telligence Committee, the little-used forum
designed to permir high-level consumers of
intelligence to regularly make producers
aware of current policy concerns and result-
ing intelligence priorities. Agriculture, Com-
merce, and Encegy officials might appropri-
ately be added to its membership on at least
an ad hoc basis. The assistant should also
use the committee as 2 medium for review
of intelligence performance.

Beyond eliciting better specifications of
intelligence priorities and sharper assessments
of intelligence performance, the assistant
for intelligence should be responsible for
developing and defending a2 comprehensive
community-wide foreign intelligence bud-
get. The budget would be based on a clear
allocation of responsibilitics amang the pro-
ducing agencies, and would be subject to
authorizing action by the Joint Committee
of the Congress on Iatelligence discussed
below.

Setting Boundaries to Behavior

More demanding standards of behavior
must be set and enforced. That will require
dealing with the three main sources of past
failure: (1) Neither law nor tradition has
established clear rules of behavior: (2) mon-
itoring the obscrvance of such rules as exist
has been left to interested parties: and (3)
the only effective source of oversicht, Con-
gress, has defaulted on its responsibilities.

What rules? Centuries of reflection by
theologians, lawvers, and statesmen have
produced widely accepted rules of war. But
what are the rules of quasi-war? Is it proper
for the CIA to subsidize a foreign newspa-
per? To blackmatl 2 foreign lcader? To en-
courage assassins? Do the circumstances mat-
ter, and if so, how? Is it permissible for
the NSA to intercept telephone or cable craf-
fic between foreigners and Americans? Be-
tween foreigners and American  corpora-
tions? Is it avoidable? Amtorg. the Soviet
trade organization that performs espionage
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None of the answers to these questions is
clear. Bur there is no way to hold men or
organizations respensible for their behavior
unless rules of responsible behavior are made
known in advance. If we wish intellicence
agencies to accomplish difficult resules in se-
cret and at the same time observe certain
standards, then we had better define the
standards, understand that we have issued
pactially conflicting instructions. and pro-
vide somc methoed for resolving the conflict.

Whar will thus entael? Congress must de-
fine and limit. by statute. the powers of any
government agency to intercept messages, to
engage in surveillance. or to commit any
other acts in possible violation of the civil
rights of U.S. dtizens. For a wide range
of acts undertaken abroad and not directed
against U.S. atizens, explicit but probably
nonstatutory standards must be develeped.

These might best be embodied in executive

—orders. They cannet be written in the derail

appropriate to a tax code, but they might
reasonably be expected to distinguish among
types of behavior that involve no violation
of law in the country where undertaken
(such as the provision of financial support
to a friendly journal), cases that mav be
technical violations of foreien statutes. and
actions clearly violating basic norms {such
as those intending to injure or kill). The
statutes and orders establishing these sub-
stantive rules must also set out clear-cut pro-
cedures for applying and enforcing then.
Enforcing the rules. The design of mech-
anisms for enforcing such rules should beé
based on the principle that clandestine and
covert capabilities are too easily abused o
be controlled solely by the foreign policy
community. Offitials of that community
must obviously be part of the decision pro-
cesses since the only legitimate purpose of
these activities is to advance U.S. foreign
policy objectives. But their perspectives are
not the only cnes relevant. The addition of
4 nongovernmental member to the Forty
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adding other pereeptions” and giving them
some weight. The attorney gencral should be
made responsible, by statute. for determin-
ing whether actions with clear potential for
violating the rights of U.S. citizens can be
authorized. The statutes should specify civil
and criminal penalties applicable to viola-
tions of their terms. Finaily, an indepen-
dent inspector general of intelligence should
be established. His appointment should be
subject to Senate confirmation, and his office
should be made responsible for reporting
any discovered violation of statute or exec-
utive order to both the president and the
Congress.

Active Congressional Ouversiaht

The proposed rules and procedures cover-
ing clandestine and covert activities would
begin toestablish checks and balances against
abuse of power. But standing alone, thev
could be short-circuited or ignored. In the
end, the only effective check against exec-
utive abuse is the same for intelligence as
it is for other policy arcas: an informed
Congress imposing effective oversight. We
have never had such oversighe.

The span of intellicence responsibilitics
has now broadened far bevond military
concerns, and the costs of congeessional pas-
stvity are clear. Tt is time for senuine over-
sight, and that will require a congressional
body specifically concerned with intellizence,
capable of viewing the purposcs of the com-
munity broadly and of assessing its perfor-
mance critically. Though it profits little for

outsiders to specify the nature of- congres- .

sional reform, such a bedy should almost
surely be a joint committee. on which the
leadership as well as the Foreign Relations,
Armed Services. Judiciary, and economic
policy committecs of each hcuse are repre-
sented. To keep the body repressntative, its
membership should retate. It should exer-
cise jurisdiction over all intelligence agen-
cies and activitics.

The committee should propose the statu-
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tory charters of all major tn..iigence agen-
cies. establish the rules according to which
they will operate, review the internal reg-
ulations of cach agency. and moniter their
observance. It should confirm the appoint-
ments of directors of the Foreign Assess-
ment and Spccial Scrvices agencies, and of
the inspector general of intelligence. It should
be empowered to teceive (and stafled to re-
view) all requested estimates, analyses, or
information except policy advice to the pres-
ident, and should be regularly bricfed on
all major issues of intelligence policy. It
might be empowered to require advance
notice of any particularly scnsitive activity
it may designate. And it must bear the as-
sociated responsibility of prepesing rules of
congressional procedure capable of protect-
ing the confidentiality of the information it
receives.

Finally, the joint committee should have
responsibility for reviewing and authorizing
the comprehensive communizy-wide 1ntelli-
gence budget prepared by the assistant for
intelligence. It will require staft fully cleared.

This 1s a formidable list of reforms.! But
an effective and controlled U.S. intelligence
capability will require restructuring of at
least this scope and approximately this na-
ture. And the political conditions for such
reforms are now present—~for the first time
since 1947, and perhaps for the last time in
this century. It is important that the oppor-
tunity be seized.

‘Yet it is far from complete. Mary i(mportant and
arguable questions remain, in ing whethor the NSA
and the Nctiongl Recorr ce Girice should be re-
moved from the [ofense Dipartrent; whether the DIA

should be cholisked or shorply reduced In size and Fune-
ton.: whethee the prestiont's Forewwn Intclligerce Ad-
visory Board can fe made mcre useful; and whether
the current system or clueseiuing information, con-
structed almost entircly or executive orders, should rot
be made both mcre Limired and rore entorceable by
statute. We bellece the answer 1o esch of these ques-
ftons ts probably “yes." They are ull questions which
mught usefully be explored by the jornt commuttee.
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George A. Ca. r, Jr.:

eter Szanton and Graham Allison’s
provocative, thoughtful article is a valu-
able contribution to the current debate
about the proper role, scope. and structure
of American intelligence. Their discussion
of the intelligence community—though
wrong in some details—etfectively conveys
its complexity. And they do a real service in
laying to rest that taxonomist’s delight,
“the red herring of a rogue elephant.”

Being a party at interest, T will not dwell
on their net assessment of the community’s
performance. More than many, they make a
serious effort to be fair; but their assessment
(to use their words) is neither complete nor
completely balanced. The community’s anal-
yses and formal cstimates—few of which
Szanton or Allison has ever actually read—
are far better than their assessment suggests.
Both need improvement: but shotgun alle-
gations of bias, irrelevance, poor intellectual
quality, and general inadequacy are rather
sweeping charges to make on hearsay or ‘sec-

londhand evidence.

Szanton and Allison commendably call
attention to the fact that this is an often un-
pleasant world in which mindless tercorism
and access to nuclear woapeonry are both
proliferating. They should have underlined
the fact that it is also a world in which meg-
aton warhcads. could land on American
cities minutes after being launched. in which
openly declared wars are out of fashion, and
in which many nations encrgetically inter-
vene in the internal affairs of others (includ-
ing ours). They are also to be commended
for proposing that we squarely face the con-
flict posed by our open, democratic society's
legitimate nceds for intelligence and covert
action. Unfortunately, in their discussion of
“unacceptable means” and “‘setting bound-
aries to behavior,” they deflect their gaze
from some of this conflict’s harsher realitics
and their perspective thus goes awry.

Acquiring intelligence on the capabilities
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and intentions of potential AgTressors—espe-
cially on their intentivns—requires consid-
erably more than “technical violations of
foreign statutes.” The secrets of dictator-
ships planning aggression are ruthlessly pro-
tected: and even in open sociczics—including
ours—<spionage is punishable by death,
American intelligence azencies have clear-
ly done some things that were stupid,
wrong, even criminal—thinags deservedly
censured. In their zeal for “identifying vil-
lains and punishing them,” however, Szan-
ton and Allison are careless about the dis-
tinction between allegation and proof, and
ignore the fact that carclessness about this
distinction on the part of many impassioned
critics has made its own contribution to the
“hemorrhage of confidence in agencies pre-
viously held in general respect.” They are
also careless about historical accuracy. Amer-
ican intelligence agencies .have set no prece-
dents. Even if all the allegations abour the
CIA were true—and they are not—irts acts
would have been pallid compared to the
precedents set by (and elaborated by the
national, institutional, or ideological sue-
cessors of) nct just Dzerzhinsky, Yagoeda,
and Beria, but also Saint [gnatius Lovola,
Sir Francis Walsingham, Joseph Fouché,
and, for that matter, Menachem Begin.
There is another historical inaccuracy that
has considerable impact on Szanton and Al-
lison’s recommendations. The critical im-
portance of the intelligence community’s
analyses and estimates are now self-evident,
as is the need for continually improving
their quality and ways to shield them from
bias. But the National Security Act of 1947
did not establish the CIA "'to insure the neu-
trality and independenze of advice to the
president.”’ Its broader, important responsi-
bilities for doing analyses and estimates came
later. Those who drafted and passed the
1947 act had 2 perceptibly narrower purpose
immcdiate[y in mind: to minimize the risk
of anorher Pearl Harbor. With reason, they
saw the “intelligence failure” of Pearl Har-
bor not as one of analysis, or even of collec-
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tion, but rooted in errors of collation and
distribution. Information bearing on Japa-
nese actions and intentions known to some
government dvpartments was not  shared
with others. There was no mechanism fos
asscmbling e/l the information available to
the U.S. government, evaluating it in its to-
tality, and disseminating the results to all
sentor civilian and milttary officials.

In 1947, “intelligence”” was thought of

more in terms of “information” than in
terms of “assessments.” The basic charter of
the Director of Central Intelligence (the
DCI) and the CIA is the five numbered sub-
paragraphs of Scction 102 (d) of the 1947
act. The first three stress coordination, cor-
relation, evaluation, and dissemination—fo-
cusing on what Congress saw as the root of
the Pear! Harbor problem: monogpolized in-
formation. This was one of the main prob-
lems Congress was trying to solve in laving
down the legislative foundations on which
the U.S. intelligence structure is built,

After nearly three decades, thar structure's
foundations need re-examination. How
much change they require, hewever, or of
what kind. are matters for debare. Logic and
experience both argue against Szanton and
Allison’s principal exccuzive branch recom-
mendations: dismembering the CIA and abol-
ishing the positicn of the pcL

Contrary to their assertions, more than
two decades of expericnce have shown thar
the benefits of combining the national analy-
sis and the covert collection/action functions
in one central agency reporting to the Na-
tional Security Council (NSC) —with acith-
er controlled by any cabinet department—
far outweigh the disadvantages of this ar-
rangement. Those who charge thar the ClA's
analysts have been compromised by proxim-
ity to its operators generally have hittle fiest-
hand knowledge of cither.

In fact, the problems engendered by “dif-
ferences in style. tempecament, lines of com-
mand, and requircnmients of secrecy [which]
compartmentalized the two functions. limit-
ing communication between them' were
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cars of the
CIA's cxistenct, when the two tunctions were
de facto scparated by boing housed in sepa-
rate buildings. They have been greatly at-
tenuated by more than a decade of physical
co-location. but would be regenerated with a
vengeance by a new separavion that was in-
stitutional as well as physical.

Most of the alleged advantages of split-
ting the CIa are illusory, or can be attained
without this institutional surgery. Many of
the tasks Szanton and Allison would assign
to their Forvign Assessment Agency (FAA)

most acute during the first

are already being undertaken. very much in
the way they recommend, by the National
Intelligence Officer approach. Some of their
recommendations. if implemented, would be
harmful. Undec the Szanton/Allison pro-
posal, each NSC member would come to the
decision table with his department’s esti-
mate, and would not feel compelled to give
much weight to the estimate of the FAA, or
that of any other department. One of the
present system’s main merits would be lost.
Natronal estimates, under the present system,
are the DCI's estimates; those holding diver-
gent views thraoughout the intellizence com-
munity are compelled to present their cases,
and register their dissents. in them. Thus, a
single document lays out all these differences
clearly (and fairlv) for the NsC-level read-
er, including the president. Competition 1in
analysis is unquestionably beneficial-——indeed
essential-—but some argue that the drafting
of national ¢stimates is alrcady too diffused.

The real driving force behind the recom-
mendation for splitting the ClA scems to be
an itch to separate the virtuous analvsts from
the leprous cperators. This is nonsense. The
intelligence process is scamless. Both analysts
and operators serve the same country. Noi-
ther have any monopoly on virtue, dedica-
tion, objectivity, or integrity. Dismember-
ing the CIA scems 2 rather high price to pay
to assuage the sensibilitics of American aca-
demic and intellectual critics. some of whom
secm averse to any association with their
own government, though they show little
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reluctance to ¢ corduwl relatiens with
analysts and institutes aiiliated with or sub-
sidized by othor governments, including that
of the Soviet Union.

In our system of government—with our
laws and our press—the activities of a to-
tally separate covert collection/action agen-
¢y would certainly not long remain covert,
and that agency would probably not long
survive. Even if it did, the quality of the
estimates, assessments, and substantive intel-
ligence advice provided our national deciston-
makers would soon suffer, and other risks
would swiftly be engendered.

A bl with line authority over both the
national analysts and the covert collectors
can ensure that the latter's most seasitive,
spectacular acquisitions are shown to—and
assessed by—-the former. Under the Szan-
ton/Allison structure. one cabinet officer
(the secretary of state) would be able to
control the flow of covertly cullected infor-
mation to the FAA's analysts (even to its
head), to other cabinet departments, and to
the president. Their Special Services Agency
(SSA) approach would regencrate precisely
those dangers of monopolized, unshared
(hence often uncevajuated) information that
the Eighticth Congress was trying to mint-
mize in 1947. When an SSA repott camie
from a partticularly sensitive source, dealt
with a particularly seusitive tepic, or was
urgent—especially in a crisis period—there
would be a natural tendency to rush it di-
rectly to the president and his senioc ad-
visers, bypassing the FAA and thus entailing
two great risks: missing what analysts with
background knowledge might quickly spot
as 1 clear warning or, conversely, overreact-
i~ ¢ to bad or misinterpreted information.
“hough there are obvious preblems with
‘at institutional arrangements—notably
the disparity between the DCUs respensibili-
ti25 and his authority—substituting the pro-
posed Assistant to the President for Intelli-
gence for the present DCI would probably
make things worse. At anv given time, this
officer (as described) would almost inevit-

210.

84—856—F.P. 22 (10{12 Ben Bk) MK

Approved For Release 2005/05/23 : CIA-RDP79M00467A003100060004-8

PIRTERT VT U 1 o

|



) Approved For'Release 2005/05/23 : CIA-RDP79M00467A003100060004-8

ably be a political appointee of the admin-
istration then in office. His relationship to
the president’s chiof substantive intelligence
adviser (the head of the FAA) would be ob-
scure: he would have no direct control over
the activities of the $SA, or any other com-
ponent of the intelligence community: nor
would he scem to have an adeguate stafl of
his own. Such arrangements seem unlikely to
improve the community’s performance.
Szanton and Allison have done much to
put the debate about intelligence in clearer
focus. Ther "What Is to Be Done?” list
succinctly 1dentifies the objectives that ought
to guide any coasideration of structural im-
provement. though they should have flagged
the need for develeping means simultancous-
ly compatible with our laws and mores vet
effective in prorecting the kinds and degree
of sccrecy without which an intelligence
v oask
most of the right questions, but their ques-
tions arc better than their answers.

structure cannot function. In sum, the

Morton H. Halperin:

ince 1 agree with most of what Szanten
and Allison prepose, it scems mast useful to
elaborate on their argument for as:paratein-
telligence agzency to perform only analvtic
functions. Bu: first a few other comments.

Szanton and Allison do not give sutficient
weight to the costs to our foreign policy and
to the Amcrican constitutional system of
conducting covert operations, and thev suc-
cumb too readily to the now fashionable
view that such techniques could not contain
communism but will help us to deal with
tecrorists or nuclear proliferators. It is time.
in my view, to halt all such operaticns.!

The article passes too quichly over the
scope of the abuses of constitutional rights

"1 have elaborated this pcsition ot lenath el<erchere.
See, for example, Martan H. Hilperin and Jerery J.
Stone, “Swerecy and Covert inteilisence Colicetion and
Operations” 1n Neormvan Dorsen and Steoken Giliers
(eds.), None of Yeur Business (New York: Viking
Press, 1974,
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by the CIA and other intelligence agencies
and gives far too little attention to the necd-
ed remedies. Indeed. the historical opportu-
nity they write about was created by the ex-
posure of abuses, starting with the running
sore of Watergate. If we do not deal with
those problems now, we will never do so.
This is not, however, the place to elaborate
a structure to prevent abuses: nor to spell
out the necessary reforms of the secrecy sys-
tem (which Szanton and Allison relegate to
a passing footnote).?

It has become commonplace to note, as
Szanton and Allison do, that the three ca-
reer intelligence officers who rose to be diree-
tors of Central Intelligence were all from
the clandestine operations side of the agency.
It is equally important to note that, with
the exception of James Schlesinger’s bricf
tenure, the agency has never been run by an
analyst. Surely that provides an important
clue as to what has gone wrong and where
to begin to get a better intellizence product.

Good insights into what is 2oing on in
the world and what is likely to bappen are
always difficult to come by, but interest and
training surely arc a prerequisite. The skiils

needed to put pieces of infurmation tozether

to deduce a coherent pattern can be taught
and refined, but not by an agency headed by
an operator with no backgzround or interest
in this kind of “intelligence.” These skilis
will not be highly tegarded or rewarded by
those who gained their spurs parachuting
into France. And those who have dominat-
ed the agency all did. Right from the start
the encrgy and cnthusiasm came from the

operational side of the agencv—those who -

had been engaged in the "bodvguard of lies,”
to use Churchill's phrase. (That is also the
title of a2 new book on the covert operations
that helped to defeat Hitler, indispensable
for understanding the gestalt of the CIAL)
Think abeut what the supporters of the
agency hearken back to—operations to pre-

* On that subject, if on few others, a goad place to be-
gin s with the Murphy Commission Report, for
which Szanton served us a rescarch director.
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vent Communists rgm coning to power in
Western Eurdpe ia the fate 1940s—and the
other things the agency was doing at the
time: covert operations designed to harass if
not overthrow governments in China, Tibet,
and Albania. and to take over the Nazi spy
network in Eastern Europe. No real effort
was put into trying to understand, for ex-
ample, the nature of the Chinese revolution
or of Sovict-Chinese relations. The debates
about priorities were, as they always would
be, among those interested in gathering in-
telligence from spies or with fancy technol-
ogy and those who favored small covert op-
erations or large paramilitary campaigns.
The voice of the analysts could not be heard.
The analysts from the Office of Strategic
Services, on the whole, did not stav on: their
techniques were not incorporated or refined.

Congress, in 1948, wanted an agency that
would avoid the problers of Pearl Harbor,
which was not that the United States did
not havecnough information, but that it had
failed to put it together properly. The Pike
Committee has shown that the preblem per-
sists. We now have much more information,
but we still fail to put the picces together
properly. For example. at the tine of the
Yom Kippur war, the government had the
necessary intelligence but failed to appreci-
ate its significance.

President Truman wanrted an agency that
would pull the intelligence views of the mil-
itary together and give him an unbiised
judgment. On some subjects, our presidents
got that: but on too many others, the CIA
simply became biased, protecting its own op-
erations and intelligence collection programs.

Surely the place to begin is with the split-
ting of functions, as Szanton and Allison
propose. It is difficult to see how it can hure,
The head of the intelligence side of the CIa
is hardly an individual with great status and
authority in Washington. The head of the
Foreign Assessment Agency (F£1A) cannot
fail to have more. That carcer ClA officials
are, on the whole, fighting this proposal
should come as no surprise. The myth of
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the disinterested . alyst was scen as a desir-
able and probably necessary cover for their
clandestine operations nght from the start.
It is even more important now. The clandcs-
tine services standing alone would be subject
to intense congressional and even executive
branch pressures from budget-cutrters as well
as substantive critics. Having held the ana-
lysts aloof for so many years. the operators

should not now be permitted to argue that

the two functions must be kept together.
There is genuine need of preventing the
FAA from being shunted aside. starved for
information, and ignored. One remedy is a
truly distinguished director who, by tem-
perament and training, will understand
what an intellicence staff can do, and will
fight to have the product taken scriously.
Congress can help by institutionalizing the
role of the Faa director. as Szanton and Al-
lison suggest. in certain decisions. The point
deserves elaboration. Congress could and

should require that the prestdent consider

the views of the FaA directer before he ap-
proves any proposed covert operation. That
assessment should include the likelihood of
whether what is being attempted will work,
the consequences of success as well as failure,
and the consequences if the opcration he-
comes publicly known. The congressional
committees overseeing the intelligenice com-
munity should also be bricfed cn these mat-
ters by the FAA director when the commit-
tees examine a covert operation.

The FAA director should also. by statute,
be involved in advising the National Securi-
ty Council on pctential policy choices, and
in advising the Office of Management and
Budget and the secretary of defense on the
value of various intellizence gathering tech-
niques, including clandestine operations.

There are two protlems here. First, to get
a good product: sccond. to have it pushed
vigorously at high levels within the admin-
tstration. The current process is spotty on the
first and almost a tota!l failure on the second.
The Szanton/Allisen proposals are 2 mod-
est step forward and well worth taking.
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