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.

This report is submitted to the NSC Special Coordination Committee for
it consideration in fulfillment of the responsibilities assigned to it by

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

in support of both the DCI and Attorney General PRM/NSC~11 SCC sub-
_committce deliberations and reflects extensive written departmental inputs
and deliberations within 2 special senior level Working Group.

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

- =~ Section I, Objectives and Principles for US Foreign Intélligence.
provides the essential brroad criteria against which any improvement
oplions, especially organizational, ought to be judged. They are what
the President should expect from intellipence and are in effect a broad

set of guiding principles.

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

encountered by the present system,

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

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

‘--  perennial problems that will reguire sustained and creztive attention

by Intelligence managers and on which the President should be kept
informed. -

. -
-
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1. Objectives and Princip‘l.e‘s; for US Foreign Intellifence

" A. Objectives ' : .

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

- Concentration on the information needs of official decisionmakers;

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

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

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

- Disciplined efforts to kecp secret that information about its operations
and results, the disclosure of which would undermine intelligence

effectiveness and national security.

US intelligence is unique in the world for its state of the 2rt, the scope
of its activities and the extraordinary range and variety of organizations
and activities that constitute its consumership.

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

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

: other elements of government with foreign affairs concerns.

Intelligence is also provided to entities outside the Executive Branch.
Congress has long been and is increasingly important as 2 consumer of
intelligence. The US public indirectly derives much of its informaticn,
especially on closed scocieties, from intelligence, Officially cleared con-
tractor organizations sﬁpporting foreign and deferise policy efforts draw
on intelligence. Thrbugh various permanent or temporary arrangements,
friendly governments also receive many US intelligence products.

. e
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The Intelligence Commumty iteélf consumes mtclhgcnce stores it
for the future, or exploits it to guide operational or developmental decisions,

) AY
Within the core of the US national security establishment in the executive
depariments, consumers of intelligence exist at all levels. They lnclude.

=~ The President, the National Secur:ty Council, Cabinet, and sub-
Cabinet officials, .

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

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

Viewed from the top of the structure, Washington consumers seem
to dominate the constituency of US intellipence. But there are many very
important consumers outside Washington. Like intellizence assets themselves,
military commands and diplomatic missions that depend on intelligence are
distributed around the world. Important military consumers of intelligence,
for example, some unified and specified commanders, combat commanders,
weapon system developers, and training facilities, are also d1strxbuted

_ around the US,

The cssential mission of US intelligence is to deliver high quality informa-
tion and judgments on foreign developments of enormous variety to this
multiplicity of consumers, from the President down to military and 'civilian
officials engaped in tactical decisienmeking and planning. Achieving each
of the hallmarks of quality presents US intelligence today with serious

challenges.

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

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

N s W, e m st
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be expected to shrifik-as US: co:nrmmu,nts and involvenient around
the world are reduced; for example, in Southcast Asia. But the
contrary cffcct impresses itself on intelligence managers: as US
unilateral power to shape world events is reduced relative to that
of others, US policy choices become more difficult and, hence,
needs for information to refine its interests, commitments, and
forces appear to expand. This prescnts US intelligence managers
with thinly spread resources and the requirement to focus their
resources more skillfully. Whether or not US relative power is
shrinking, the US will continue to pursue a foreign policy of
global dimensions. This will demand an intelligence effort of
substantively pglobal scope. Nevertheless, the priorities among
regions and fopics, as well as the means of collecting and exploiting
information, will have to be refined with new rigor.

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

o tell themn things they need to hear even if they do not think
them relevant. It must not only be about the problems that concern
them; it must help them make decisions. It must be responsive to
needs that the consumer does not yet fully appreciate, not just
for today's problems, but more imporiantly for the future. This
requires 2 close dialogue between intelligence suppliers and
consumers that proves in practice very hard to achieve and
sustain. It must also be timely, a condition that may be measured
in months or years for some problems, or minutes for others,
particularly in the case of intelligence support to co'nmandcrs of

mihtary forces.

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

.support intelligence production.

Intelligence ju;}gn‘ients must be candid and objective, unbizsed
by policy preference. It must supply the decisionmaker with
information and judgments he ought to hear, including those he
may not want to hear, Where large hierarchical organizations
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arc involved, tlns d;.m.md’ 15 6L\ Bisly not easy to square with
the iinperatives of responsiveness to decisionmakers' needs and
of anzlytic sophistication on subtle or subjective issues, It also
" means that where intelligence is serving well, it must face some
dissatisfaction from customers that dislike its findings.

»

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

secunty needs .

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

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

Its activities must be demonstrzably consistent with US legal
and basic poht:cal stzandards.

B. Princigles

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

management and oversight,

1. Diversified Service

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

Community is structured.

S S
Fd -
maerein e s,




o

HELISSFED

 JCLASSFED

oolingr Information and Collaboratmg in Judpment

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

whatever the Community's structure.

3. An Independent Source of Judgment ' .

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

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

4, Readiness for War

It is increasingly apparent that, while devoted to assist in the
maintenance of peace, US intelligence must be capable of supporting
the conduct of war with the minimum of disruptivé transition. This
capability must be appropriate 1o a range of possible conflict situztions
from those like Vietnam to a major central conflict with the USSR and it

- must be regularly exercised by those who will use the capability in

crises and war. In the modern world intelligence structures cannot
count on a protracted period for adjustment to the needs of conflict
support, be they national entitics or tactical clements organic to
military forces. This is particularly pertinent with regard to unique
national intelligence assets with wide coverage, such as reconnaissance

satellites.

5, Efficient Management -

- oy

us i}:telligcnce must be managed so as to provide the most effective
service at reasonablc cost. Given the lack of tomprehensive "sufficiency"

or "value" criteria for intelligence, this is very difficult to accomplish in
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standard of cost-cffectiveness for intelligence requires careful structuring

of authorities and decision processes that govern the daily use of current
- resources and the assembly of resources for the future,
Resource allocation means choices and trade-offs. It must be
deeided what programs should compete against each other. Some
intclligence programs should clearly compete against other intelli-
gence programs uncer a central system. Some intelligence programs
should compete directly against non-intelligence activities, such as
combat forces. At higher levels, thae President and Corngress must
balance intellipence against national security outlays as a whole and
the total federal budget. Raztional resource allocation means building
a framework with the attention span, competitive participants, and
incentives that encourage a rational choice,

b. Beczuse intelligence is a highly diversified service function, ne
single central authority acting alone can know enough zbout what is
needed to make elfective resource decisions. There must be relichkle
mecans for those served by intelligence--its constituency--to state
their rneeds to and bring influence upon intelligence resource manage-

ment decisions.

L

c. At the same time, there must be sufficient centralizing authority to
force painful choice where it is needed on 2 raticnzl basis, to compel
programs to be justified on the basis of their ultinszle contribution
to intelligence or other product, and to pireclude resource allocation
purely on the basis of organizztional ovmnership and cleut. The
decisionmaking power of this central authority must be commensuirate
with the responsibility it has to assure efficient resource management.
Three levels of decisicnmaking power can be brought to bear on

intelligence resources:
. == power {o define goals, rcqu:rements and prioritics
- == power to shape the zllocation of funds;

-- line management control over personncl, actual cperaztions,
engd support activities.

' For some inielligence activities ef preerainenily national character,
' : all of the 2bove powaers might be rationzlly centralized, although
many of them have been historically managed on a decentralized
-~ basls owing to their location in and reed to serve a policy department.
- v For others, central authority might cHect adequate efficiencies
. through the first and sccond levels of pawer with line control in
departmental hands. For yet o hc.rs decentralized resource
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allocation authority outside of intelligence is appropriate because
these activities should be balanced against non-intelligence needs

at & Jow level of aggregation. Power to define goals, requirements,
and priorities and power to allocate resources can be exercised with
collegial advice or after collegial decision. .

6. Safeguards Apainst Abuse in Balance with Security

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

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

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

¢, Clear lines of authbrity over and responsibility for intelligence
activities. :

. d, Str;'an_g leadership from the President and all intelligence managers
in cultivating professional ethics among all engaged in intelligence
activities, upon which prevention of abuse ultimately must rest.

C. - International Environment ' .

Decisions on the principles and structures that govern the management of
US intelligence must be made against the expectation that the next generation
will be more difficult for the United States in many respects than the generzation
past. US relative power in the world has diminished; that of major adversaries
has grown., Although US commitments have been adjusted, US current and
potential interests have not diminished. They remain global, and an increasing-
ly complex and interdependent international environment has made them more
subtle. The international environment remains volatile and rich in potential
s for violence. Meanwhile, urgent domestic business constrzins what can be
allocated to traditional goals of national security, including intelligence. The
public alse demands assurance that those governmental activities necessary
to provide for the common defense do not pervert its legal and political values.

The burden on US intelligence necessarily remains large. At a minimum,
bearing that burden adequately requires a strong framework that can endure
for a considerable period, adjust to changing needs, and allow the intelligence
business of the nation to proceed with reasonable confidence after the turmoil
‘of recent years,
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II, Problem Areas

~This gection defines in general terms the major problem areas of the
Intellipence Community, It is based on a comprehensive review of all
. U.5, forcign intelligence activities but is not itself a definitive critique.
Its purposc rather is to provide enough background on the present
performance of the Intelligence Community to comprehend the implica-
tions of possible organizational and other changes in terms of their impact
on major difficulties encountered by the present system.

_A. Production of National Intelligence

All serious reviews of the performance of the Intelligence Coemmunity
have identified intelligence production to be a major problem area. In
recent years it has zlimost become conventional wisdom that national
intelligence production fails to provide the President, the N5C and other
senjor decisonmakers with the consistent high quality analysis arnd judg-
ments they require. This situation is of concern because as the Church
Committce report so aptly stated: "The production of finished intelligence
is the principal purpese of all U,S. intelligence aclivities; neglect of it
is unacceptable for the future.” )

1. Orpanization Performance

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

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

~=~ CIA was originally conceived as 2 central and independent agency
. devoted primarily to coordination and final "correlation and
= - evaluation® of all foreign intelligence data, irrespective of its
,original source, and with the objective of providing senior
"officials with high-quality finished intelligence reporting free
from possible departmental bias. To achicve these ends (i.e. the
production of so-called "national" intellizence) a sizable analytic
. eorps has been created at CIA which is able by itself 1o produce
.. on most questions that are of major importance and that is able

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

-- DIA, asa de.j:artmental production agency, has many problems. It
y is seriously handicapped by the physical division of its production
elements and it has never been able fully to solve the problem of
recruiting high-quality civilian persoanel using regular civil service
procedures to work in an agency where many senior positions '
are restricted to military officers. The high turnover rate of its
military officers is another mixed blessing. DIA's greztest problem,
however, is its mission of providing a full range of production
intellizence support to many consumers: the Secretary of Defense
and his office, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the military services and
- field commanders. The wide range of requirements of these sets of
customers are often different and together they are much more than
the present DIA structure can accomplish. DIA's involvement in the
national intelligence production process and support of the Secretary
of Defense often compete for scarce resources with the need to meet
’ © the tactical requirements of field commanders and the strategic ones
- of the JCS. Some critics belicve that DIA analysis is too influenced

by the military services.

Service Intellicence Agencies. To some critics these agencies appear
fo be duplicative, but they do much useful work that contributes to
national intelligence. The analyses of the service scientific and

- technical intelligence center, buttressed by their close rapport with
service laboratories, are cssentinl inputs to national estimates and

_judgments on foreign military capabilities, as well as vital to service

- responsibilities for weapons development, doctrine, and force structure

decisions, ,
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~- INR, Insofar as intclligence production is concerned INR's missions
care: (a) to provide analytical support for the Secretary of State

) and other policy officials of the State Department as well as diplomatic
and consular missions; (b) to provide the Department of State's con-
tribution to national intelligence; and (e) to furnish political and
economic analysis for the use of other intelligence agencies through
its own serics of analytical reports. INR is also an interpreter of the
foreign policy implications of analysis in other ficlds of intelligence,

‘ fncluding strategic and military. Living as it does among policy and
operational officials, the Bureau is in a good position not only to serve
the specific needs of its foreign afiairs clients but also to bring this
perspective to bear in focusing national intelligence., This closeness
to end users sometimes opens INR to criticism that it may be unduly
influenced by policy views, but the benefits to the intelligence process
clearly outweigh any threats to objectivity. The analytic quality of
INR's product, while not uniform, is usually high., INR's small size,
in comparison with its sister agencies, is a constraint on its ability

10 be fully responsive by itself to the needs of policymzkers on a
broad scale or to the demands of interagency intelligence production.

"2. Specific Problems

*u

Sweeping indictments are casy to make but it is more difficult to be
precise in defining the national intelligence production problem. The most -
‘recent zuthoritative study of this problem was produced Jzst year for the
NSC by the Intellipence Community Staff.* It found that in the eyes of its
users, the preducts of the Intelligence Community are "uneven, a mixture
of demonstrable strengths and significant weaknesses," Jn summary, the
most important specific findings of this study on user perceptions were:
o Inadcquate Intelligence Community understanding of the needs of
various sets of users and of priorities among these needs.

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

o User desire for more multi-disciplinary snalyses which integrate
political, economic, technelogical and military factors to provide a
broad appraisal of issues and events for developing US policies

and programs.

-

*Semiannual NSC Intellipence Review: An Assessiment of National
Foreign Intclligence Production, December 1976,

..1.0..
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¢ User discontent with NIEs and interagency products, especially
regarding their utility, and rclevance to policy issues.

® Problems in the Community's 2bility for early recognition of impending
crises, in integration of intclligence with information en US political
and military actions; and in the definition of responsibilities of the
DCI end other Goverminent officials concerned with warning and

crises information.

e User concern about what they view as unnecessary compartmentation
of many intelligence products,

3. Causes , )

The causes for this uneven record are many, but the critical aspects
appear o derive from certain systemic--though not necessarily organizational--

problems:

a. Changing Reouirements

The numbers of intelligence users is expanding and their needs
are becoming more complex and sophisticated. Vital new issues
concerning international economic, political, social and technological
developments demand analytical treatment corparable to the more
familiar and traditionzl national security issues. But the Intelligence .
Community cannct easily move to support these new concerns with its
preseni relatively fixed fiscal and manpower resources. This is
because at the same time the important traditional issues of Sovict
‘and Chinese milifary capabilities and intentions are becoming both
‘more resistant to collection and more compléx in terms of the
information required. Effective mechanicsms for assigning priorities

~ to competing analytical demands are central to resolving these problem:

.b. Produccr-User Relationship

The Intelligence Community too often has a poor perception of
user's needs and cannot project future key requirements with
confidence. Curreni mechanisms for adjusting intelligence
priorities to match user needs are complex, imperfect and do
. not involve users to the extent that they should. At the same
. . - time, most major users of intclligence do not articulate their
needs for intellipence particularly well and inadequately project
- -their future needs. Thus intcllxgenc'e managers have considerable
“difficulty setting firm priorities for, alocating intellipence resources.
This difficulty is particularly apparent in dezling with user needs
. . that cut across traditional intclligence topics or regions, e. g
informauon relating to nuclear proliferanon . . -' S
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¢. Communications

Information availability and communication problems inhibit
the intelligence production process.

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

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

A . -~ ‘Therc are also persistent problems in effecting adequate
directive communicztions between analysts and those

. charged with the collection of raw intelligence. Ideally

" collection should be driven by analytic production re-
quirements, but this is only irfrequently the ca2s
Available data znd the impetus of technology tcnd to
govern what is produced. The Intelligence Community
remains structured in such a way that collection guides
production rather than vice versa.

d. Balance of Production -

The traditional intelligence output is golid, descriptive reporting--
the when, where, who, what and how of facts bearing on various
. issues. Producers of finished intelligence tend to give priority
. to these responsibilities because it is necessary for their own
: operations and it answers the first line demands of users for
) direct support. A vocal body of users (and critics) also increasing-
- ly want deeper, more sharply focused analyses, estimates, and
- ‘ projections to improve their understanding of current situations
) .. - - . and likely future developments bearing on the principal policy,
-program and negotiating issues,
'+ Producers have encountered substantial problems in moving
from factual reporting to complex analyses. Analytic products
require more comprehensive and detailed data and the best and
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most expevienced personnel to produce {t, Deeper analysis
takes more time and closer review by supervisors. Finally,
this kind of intelligence production is in direct competition
with the needs of both users and preducers for "bread and

" butter"® work that maintains order of battle and capabilities .

data bases, reporting on scientific and technological trends,

-and description of day-~to-day political and economic develop-

ments.

Intellicence Objeclivity verses Policy Relevance

Good interpretive anzlysis often comes close to the meshing .,
of policy 2nd intclligence. By tradition, however, intelligence
producers have favored passive over active support of users and

have been-reluctant to initiate a closer user-producer relationship.
The worry has been that 2 ¢loser relationship might somehow
compromise the objectivity of intelligence judgments. As 2 result,
many intelligence products have been less relevant and timely with
respect to user needs than could be the case.

In those areas where production and policy are closest (energy,
economics, terrorism, narcotics, SALT, MBFR and certzin territorial
negotiations) maintenance of objectivity usually has not in fact
proved to be a serious problem. There is, of course, always a
danger that close working relationships between intelligence .
analysts and departmentzal staff officers or senior policymakers

will result in biased products that are structured to support policy
positions, as producers ceme to identify with the policies they
helped develop. This is a risk but one that can be minimized by

the proper degrce of professionalism on both sides and alert

Checks and Balances

A doctrine has developed that calls for the DCI to deliver neatly
packaged national intelligence, complete with dissenting views

to the President and NSC, At the same time departmental intelli~-
gence organizations are authorized to service directly two of the
principle NSC members--the Secretaries of Defense and State--

and through them also have a channel for direct dissemination of
their product to the White House. While these deparimental entities
insist that ClA's national product be coordirated with them and
exercise vigorously their right to disscnt, neither hestitates to

- issue uncoordinated vicws in conflict With a "national" intelligence
. position.”-ClA also provides "uncoordizated" views to NSC members.

The result all too often has been a flood of overlapping papers of
varymg degrees of validity, unlecased on the policymaker,
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many other endeavors a certain amount of competition is
healthy. Intclligence analysis seeks to know the unknowable
and penetrate the impenectrable, When evidence is insufficient
or ambiguous or absent, the more minds and more lines of
analysis pursucd the grecater the chance of approximating -
the truth. When the competitive system works right each
organization is stimulated by the critical work of others;

none can afford to stand pat on conventional wisdom.

g+ Personnel Problems

All producticn elemcents of the Intelligence Community have
encountercd difficulty in develeping proper personnel systems

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

Put another way, in the final analysis the intelligence product
can only be as good as the people that produce it. Attracting
creative individuals and providing them with a directed but
stimulating intellectual environment is difficult within normal
bureaucratic constraints, Promotion systems that are structured
to single out for advancement to managerial positions the most
. ’ outstanding lower-level analvsts sidelinc key performers too
- ~ often in roles they are ill suited to perform. The normal tendency
toward manzgerial "layering" resulis in too many people revicwing
and managing rather than crezting original reports.

Fid

B. Translating Intellipence Needs into Collection Tasking

The DCI {s the senior and centrzl requirements officer for national
intelligence. He is in charge of the processes whereby the Intelligence
Community decides how to match current nationzl information needs with

currently available national collection assets, B

Community collection management varies markedly among the three basic
collection disciplines: imagery, signals intelligence, and human source
collection. For each discipline, the center point of the process is an
interagency committee whose staff forms part of the Intelligence Community

. Staff (ICS) and whose chairman reports to the DCI, However, the prescriptive
s power of these committee mechanisms over the actual operations of collectors
varies considerably; from absolute in the case of the Commitice on Imagery
Requirements and Exploitation (COMIREX), to broader and more generzl
in the case of the Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) €ommittee, to weak in the
case of the Human Resources Committee (HRC) . )
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. réquircments system exists. Each HUMINT collection entity is provided

ACLASSIHED

The operational tasking of the major national collection asscls has been
greatly complicated by the incrcasing capability of these systems to serve

not only the broad interests of national policymalers and cdefense planners

but also the more specific technical interests of weapons developers and the
more time-sensitive indications and warning, crisis monitoring and combat
iritelligence requirements of field commanders. Communications intelligence
provides political and economic data, as well as information on military
capabilities and operations, Agents are asked to collect information ranging
from details of Soviet weapons technology and grain harvests through world-
wide political intentions. Imagery systems produce photography which is of
critical interest both to the SALT policymaker and the Army Commander on

the East German border, :

In the case of overhead imagery, the COMIREX brings together statements
of need, e2djudicztes conflicting pricrities, and provides precise collection
instructions, There is a high degree of confidence that these precise in-
structions will be followed in satellite collection, barring mechanical failure.
The resulting imagery is distributed to some 25 major exploitation facilities
among intelligence agencies and military commands, with the central require-
menis mechanism seeing that the priority needs for reading out information
arc met and that appropriate data bases are maintained. There is little
relationship, however, between this highly mechanistic system and that of
tasking airborne photint systems in the NFIP or in cross correlation with

other collection n}ethods .

By comparison with imapery, the SIGINT collection systems are much greater
in number, widely varied in composition, and their output requires much more
specialized processing. For these reasons, a single United States SIGINT
System managed by the Director of the National Security Agency was created,
and he was assigned additional national responsibilities for U,5. Commurications
Security. Given the existence of this single SIGINT system, the DCI's SIGINT
committec translates information needs into actionable statements of requirements
for the Dircctor of NSA, with provisions for users to address time-critical
requirements to NSA directly, keeping the central committee mechanism

advised .[ . 15 (t.

.

In the area of human resources collection, no consolidated national collection

guidance in the form of general DCI requirements statements; but each also
operates on its own independcent 2ppreciation of national and departmental

‘requirements through direct contact with analysts and policymakers. The

HUMINT tasking problem is made even more complex by the fact that much of
the human collection activily oceurs through U, S. government entitics that are
outside the formal intelligence community structure e.g., Foreign Service Officers

"
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Treasury, Commerce, Agricultural attaches, military advisory groups.
_These entities are major producers of political, military and economic
information, and are to a degrec responsive to statements of intelligence
needs., Thelr existence, however, outside the Intellipence Community
helps shape the Human Resource Committee approach, which concentrates
on general guidance and evaluation of overseas mission reporting.

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

{s made available to national policymakers,

The collegial tasking mechanisms have a potential for interagency conflict,
. but in practice have provided a measure of certainty that no one consumer
e will be either totally neglected or complelely satisfied. Finally there is
& persistent perception that the ccllectors are not really respensive to
the DCI in his reguirements {asking mode because he lacks the means to
hold them azccountable for their performance. Lacking a systemztic per-
formance evaluation system 2s a "grade-card" for collectors, it is difficult

if not impossible, to prove this case.

C. Line Authority over Intellivence Elements

By the term "line authority" is mecant day-to-day management and
operation of an a2ctivi{y.,.what has been called "coinmand, without
operational control" in the Defense Department. There appears to be
general agrecment that systems and organizations which are substantially
Departmental and tactical in nature should remain under line atthority of
the departments 2lthough there is a significant grey area in defining what
is "Deparimental” and "tactical," The principal questions relate to re-
sponsiveness of nationally controlled intelligence collection systems fto DCI

-requirements in producing national intelligence and to what line authority
arrangcments bost facilitate trancsition from peace to crisis to war, The
interface between national intelligence collection systems and the non-NFIP

" military facilities essential to support them--such as missile ranges, man-
powcr, shipyards, base operations, logistics etc.~-also must be considered

in assigning line authority. .

. There are perceived problems in the DCI sérving dual roles as a leader
of the Intelligence Community and as head of the Central Intelligence Agency,
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for intelligence program and budgct decisions and charged it with con-
- frolling budget preparation and resource allocation for the KFIP, playing

IRCLASSIFIED

The final report of the Church Committee observed that "the Committec has
found concern that the function of the DCI in his roles as intelligence conununity
leader and principal intelligence advisor to the President is inconsistent with
his responsibility to manage one of the intelligence community agencies--the
CIA. Potential problemns exist in a number of arcas., Because the DCI as head
of the CIA is responsible for human clandestine collection overscas, inter-
ception of signals communication overseas, the development znd interception

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

the overall intelligence comniunity.”

*The Committee is also concerned that the DCI's new span of control--both
the entire intelligence community and the entire ClA--may be too great for
him to exercise effecfive defailed supervision cf clandestine activities.

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

Individuals from the IC Stzff and CIA maintain that the cepzability of the DCI
to produce high quality and responsive nzational intelligence czn be substantizlly
enhanced if he is given line zuthority over the major nationally controlled
collection assets (NSA, and Air Force and Navy Special Programs). In-
telligence managers in State and Defense contend that such shifts of line
authority are neither necessary nor desirable. They claim, the DCI can
already obtain full support througlh his existing prioritization and tasking
authorities and access to all their products, and that such shifts would be
seriously disruptive to support for the conduct of diplomacy 2nd military
operations in crisis and war since these national collection programs depend
in large part on DOD assets and expertise worldvide for effective operaticns.

D.r Pro_g.raln/Budget Development and Resource Allocation

1. E.O. 1905 ,

E. O. 11905 crcated a collegial forum--the CFI (now the PRC/I)--

2 role in establishing oroduction and collection priorities, establishing
management policies, and providing guidance on the relationship between
tactical and nztionalintelligence. The Intelligénce Community Staff (ICS)
was charged with supporting the CFI as well as'serving the DCI who was
also tasked with the dcvelopment of national intelligence requircments and
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and pr lorities. The DC1, undm {liTs E7 O "W fo ensure the development
and submission of a budget for the NFIP to the PRC/l. The CFl was to
revicw and zmend the budget, as appropriate, for the NFIP prior to
submission {0 the OMB. These provisions, together with authorities

over reprogramming and requirements on the members of the Community
to furnish the DC! and CFI the information nceded to perform their duties,
lie at the heart of the Community's resource management structure and

debate.

2. Ambiguilies and their Results

‘The E. O. has certain ambiguities that plagued CFI operations
during its first year, First, while the DCi's role in esfablishing intelligence
requirements and priorities was reaffirmed in the E, O., the CFI in additien
to its rescurces role, was given responsibilities for providing guidance,
policy for management, and policy priorities for the collection and production
of national intelligence in an attempt to relate requirements to resource planning,
The relationship between the DCI's and CFI's role in those Iatter responsibilities

was unclear and never resolved.

Second, while the CFI was to control budget preparation and resource
ailocation, the E. O, did not directly modify the roles of the heads of departments
and agencies with respect to allecation of resources, describing their functions
in terms of "conduct,” "direcct,” or "operate" 2s contrasted to the "control®
rescrved for CFI. The intent was {o accoiamodate 1o, not supplant, the 1resource
management procedures of the departments/agencics in order to permit the DCI
angd CFI to fulfill their roles,.

Third, the IC Staff, while charged with supporting all of the principals
of the CI1, was sutordinate to the DCI providing a much greater measure of
support to him and st2{{s supporting the other principals were not only retained,
but strengthened. The amalgamation of DCI/CFI authorities with Department/
Apency authority was probably teo subtle. This Jed to ambiguities, particularly
with respect to program and budget decisions, The ambiguities, it is generzally
acknowledged, led to considerable confusion and unproductive debate over
prerogatives and authorities on the part of the principzals, their staffs, and the
intellipence agencies on their respective roles in direction, resource control,

and pguidance of intelligence activities.

Despite these ambiguities in the E, O., there is general agreement on
what the CFI, supported by the ICS, did during its first year of operation,
Its dominant focus was on development of review procedures and review of
the FY 1978 programs and budgets submitted by the individual intelligence
components of the N['IR, The generally accepted. views (while still heavily
debated as to whether good or bad) are:

.

. =~ The committez, the IC, DoD a2nd OMB staffs had significant
problems in developing procedures, and they spent
consider_ab__l_e__ti{na:;ir_-qning_Qut-thesevprocedures.
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e Defense tried to focus committee attention on a set of
difficult, albeit real, management problems that have
historically been resistant to central management authori-
ties; it resisted committee involvement in the details of
Defense activities which comprise over 80 percent of the
NFIP on the basis that the committee should not redundantly,
or "micro-manage"” activities best left, in its view, to lower

decision levels,

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

e The OMB appeared to approach the CFI somewhat ambivalently
It tried to use an alliance with the IC Staff as a means of ob-
taining detailed financial and detailed techniczl program
§nformation on intelligence systems {rom the departments
‘which it hed, over the years, found difficult to obtain. At
the same time, OMB zppeared to react negatively to the
situation where OMB was not a participant in the CFI a5 they
< had been in past intelligence resource management ferums.
This reaction took the ferm of fueling the procedural debate,
reinforcing an OMB role between the CI'T and the President,
reserving fo itself the prerogative to independently formulate
issues for Presidentizl decision as in other Execulive Depart-

ment budgels.

-=- These differences in resource managemenl ph:]osop‘nes resulted
in an 'Y 1978 review that:

[ Focuscd committee aitention on a discrete set of precise
dollar issues mostly within individual programs as
identified primarily by the program manager.

e Submerged minor dollar issues, whether or not relevant
to cross-program cor longer range management objectives,
in the belic{ that neither the commitice ner the President
could effectively deal with them.,

e Deemphasized major intelligence mznagement problems
and establishment of poliey priorities that would focus
aftention on cross-program-issucs or longer range problems.

-~ It coordinated appeals of FY 1977 congressional appropriation
actions, made FY 1978 budget recommendations on the issues
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eviewed, pres oo 2-CoN50 I budget for review, and

pnrtlmpatcd, with the Presicdent and OMB, in a {final review
to submission of the President's budget to Congress.

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

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

-- DCI requirements and priorities were not reasorably definatle,
either in tfotal, across, or by individua) collection technique,
such that the CIl could relate them to resource neecs and

allocations.

==  The CFi although charged to do so, establishecd no guidance
for clerifying the scoze of intelligence in order to establish
an interrclationshkip between intelligence necded at the
Washington policy level and that neeced at the {ield

operatling level.

3. Expectations for the Current Process

- The CTI precesses have bsen given a very short time to operate
and the cxperience base for mmaking judgments on their efficacy is exiremely
limited., Nonctheless, the brozd outlines of the characteristics of the current
resource review process for intelligence are reasonably definzble:
~- Lacking more precise Presidential allocation of spec.f:c
authorities, there will continue to be considerzble dis-
agreement zbout processes/procedures, including access
to financial information, programmatic detail, and Jusl;ﬁca-
tion data, which will detract from substantive review,

~~ With 2 PRC/I mechanism focused on resource allozation
end a separate DCI mechanism focused on requirements,
the necessary bridge between the two, essential to
effective intelligence community resource management,
is likely tc develop slowly, if not at all; the relationship
between intelligence requirements and resources will
> continue {o be obscured a2s Jong 2s separaie processes
and procedures for development of ecach are continued.

-- Lorg;;c:; rangc intellipence managément problems will
continuc 1o be rescistant to revidw as long as the resource
development and review processes are structured primarily
along pre'sent hncs.
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The resour cc {ssues 2menable to PRC(I) review \\111 con-
tinue to be a selected set of important but narrow and precise
dollar issues, largely integral to an individual program be-
cause effective methods to crosswalk prioritics, require-
ments and other programs are lacking.

-~ The problems of relating so-called national, departrmental
and tactical intelligence resources and‘capablhtxes will
continue to grow with the potential for substantial duplica-
tion or, at wourst, two separate streams of intelligence
(national and tactical).

)

-- Performance evzluations extending beyond the scope of
an individual program will continue to be rare and difficult
to perform.

Jntelhgcncc rescurce management today is tied to a set of individual programs
largely structured along single or semi-unique lines, and many of its character-
istics would be present to seme degree even with an effective collezial recource
This specizalization combines with institutional

review process in place at the top.
. to impede open 2nd frank discussions

culturcs, reinforced by sccurity concerrs
of concerns across specialized and compartmented lines.

_ There is, thus, some validity to the charge~-widely voiced by
operational personnel at various levels--that program manzagers, devart-
mental staffs, the PRC(1), OME, and the Congresc--2re micro-manragzing
at a level of review and detail unbecoming their status. Since there ha% been
no cohervent uggregation of requiremsnts and resources outside the individuel
programs, reviewers at all levels tend to address the seme issucs. Should
2 or 3 salellites be bought? Should an aircraflt have X or Y equipment? ls
human soui-ce collection in X country satisfaciory? At times these questicns
are legitimate and should be pursued. But, there is a substantial degree of
frustration on the part of boik increacingly higher levels of program managers
and outsidc reviewers--the former with the repeated reviews of their decisions
and the latter with the inzbility to review decisions in a different or brozder
contexi. On the other hand, the broader questions are not being systematically
addressed, Is the resource balance among colleciion, processing, and pro-
duction about right? Is the allocation ef resources among human source,

*  dmagery, and signals intzlligenca--either in total or on a given subject--
appropriate? Is there proper resource emphasis on the USSR versus
Western Europe, on political or econemic versus military questiens? Such
issues are rarely raised and only partially answered becausc of the community's

and the reviewers' ability to come to grips with them,

4. . Dealinp with Resource Management Problems

E. 0. 11905 2nd the creation of the CFI ricither aitempted to nor
solved many basic problems associated with intelligence resource management
and, through various amb:gumcs resulied in considerzable confusion as to
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roles and responsibilitics oI (lose Tnvidlved in the resource managenent
task in solving themn. Intelligence resource needs and their allocation
among intelligzence functions are heavily dependent on {oreign and defense
policics, priovities with respect to intclligence production and collection
emphasis, requircments in the sense of information nceded to be collected
now or in the future, and the range of intelligence users intended to be
served. Forecign and defense policies and alternatives are primarily an
exopgenous factor, though the interaction between policy and intclligence
§{s complex and, at times, influences recource allozation. The remaining
factlors-intellicence community priorities, collection requirements and
clarity with respect to the vange of users the community is attempting to
serve--are, however, primarily factors interral to, and controllable by
the intelligence community and czn directly shape its resource needs and
allocations. E. 0. 11905 provided ne new guidance on dealing with these
factors and the CFI had a difficult time grappling with them.

IRCLASSIFED - .

One key problem is who should be charged with intelligence
resource management and what are the respective roles of the PRC/I,
the department/agency heads, 'the DCI, CMB, the progran menagers,
and their staffs. In essence, cince it has long bee:n recognized that
all have at least some role to perform in managing intclligence resources,
this is 2 question of what mechanism should crchesirate the community
resource management procedures and systems and what should be the
extent of its auvthority. The PRC/I without specific Presidential guidance,
can do it only with diffizulty 25 the eupzrience of the last yvear indicates,
The IC Staff is effectively litalted to arcas where jurisdiztion is agreed
upon by the principzls. The progrzm managers' effectiveness is con-
strained to arcas within his purview and has no respensibility or ability
to integrate his resource management procecdures and systems beyond
his owun domain. -

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

include:

a., Reclating resources to consumer needs and priorities,

Because the community cannot adequately relate resource
inputs 1o outputs for consuimners, both the community and
the consumers are ill-equipped to determine what is needed
at what cost. A rcasonatle means of conveying to the consumer
~ alternatives on both information needs and on the related
- .collection 2nd production options/costs appears to be needed.
-Organizationally a single group or sef of groups that ¢can
consciewsly translate among consumer needs, production

’ ' capabilitics and rcsources, and collection capabilities and

C e e e

resources appears to be necded,




-of common cpncern as ADP, communications, security, and liaison

-mechanisms fragment these activities among many components

The link between producer information needs and collection
requirement(s/resources is to a great degree intuitive and
judgmental, and generally devoid of explicit censideration of
resomrce implications. As a result, 2 systematic relationship
between product needs and collection requirements/resources

is lacking. Some more conscious tie between collection require-
mentis and resources that forces an explicit consideration of the
value of the information to be collected to the resources required
for that collection needs to be developed. The community's
individual programs have historiczlly resisted this conscious
interrelationship of requirements and resources, either for
pre-budget justification or in a post-facto evaluaiion sense,

Identifving cross-progyram issues and aznalvzing them.

The vast bulk of community rcsources should be more com-
petitive across present program lines. The community's
current arnd past specializzaticn both in terms of collection
approaches and preduction does not {acilitate cross~pregram
comparisons. SIGINT, imagery, and HUMINT rcquirements
are scldom compared either in terms of competitive potential
collection apgzinst a given target or in terms of actual past

accomplichments. Similarly, preduction rescurces are

-rarely comparcd either to consciously prevent uncecirable

overlap or to consciously promote competitive analysis,

The current organizational structure of the community's
consumer liaison, production, requircments, ard cellection
elements inhibits any attempt to crosswalk ameng its various
componenis., Yect these seem to be fruitful areas for impacting
on the overall size and allocation of intelligence resources.
More explicit consideration of cross-program issues would be
highly desirable and cross-cutting review mechkanisms are

required.

Focusing on longer range intelligence management problems.

The potential competitiveness of comrunity resources extends
beyond the current and {uture allocation of resources to encompass
alternative management arrangements for many community functions.
These would include such community-wide functions and services

arrangements. Current community structure and resource review

that make it difficult to focus management aticntion on these issues
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which have both resource and orpanizational implications,
While eross-program by definition, they are unlikely to be
resolved by a straight-forward cross-program resource
approach without consideration of basic organizational and
structural issues, :

Relatingr national angd tactical intcllinpence needs and resources,

The current dichotomy betveen national and tactical intelligence
is becoming increasingly artificial with the development of
technologics-both in collection 2nd in communications-that
knit the two tegether, There is peneral agreement that a tic
is needed whereby the 1resources and needs of each can be
wedded to the other., Current nationzl and departmental
managceinent approaches are not conducive to this interaction
~and are unlikely o ¢confront the relationship directly. Organi-
zationally, the community needs a2n explicit mechanism either
outside the NFIP o» within it to force consideration of the
relationship between netienal and tactical intelligence needs
and resources. Since this largely affects Defense, it appears
DOD should take the lead in making this relationship explicit,
possibly through assignment of this responsibility to an OSD~
b level component. .

E.. Counterintellicence

Forcign counterintellipence--the protection of the United Siates and

its citizens {rom foreign espionapge, covert acticn and terrorism--is the
only major intellipence discipline for which there is no egreed nationzl

. policy and no policy-level coordinating body. The Rockefeller Commission,
the Church Commitice, the Senate Intelligence Commitice and the President's
Forcign Intelligence Advisory Bozrd have each peinted to these deficiencies,
and cach has madc recommendations to correct them. The subject was not
covercd substantively by Executive Order 11905.

1. Nature of the Problem

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

@ are conducted by zllies as well as enemies;

o dcpending or tircumstances, may or may not be illegal
- (and evén where illegal, may be more important to contain

and counter than to prosecute);

L
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¢ vary in unportanr:c from-benign -to critical;

o arc pervasive, but their extent is impossible fo measure

with precision;

o are demonstrably serious, but the damage is difficult
fo assess; )

o are systcnatically organized and directed, but the
evidence about them is fragmentary and isolated;

o scldom touch us knowingly as individuals, but significantly
affect U.S, collective defense and national wealfare;

o affect our internztionzl relationships, and infringe upon
the responsibilities (often conflicting) of a number of

departments and apencics;

¢ thrive on human weakness, greed, end misdirected idealism.
Counterintelligence embedics elements of intelligence activity and
- criminal investigztion but is a distinct pursuit and responcibility. It

) ’ can provide intelligence on foreign plans and intentions, but this is a
valuzble by-product. It can lead to criminzl preszcution, but this is
not the purpose. Unlike positive intelligence, the object is to deny, not
acquire, information and, unlike criminal investigaticne, counterintelligence
starts with the presumption of an intent to injure "n.c rational interest, net
with evidence that a ¢crime has been committed. Foreign counterintelligence
serves one purpose~-io pretect the national security and the nztional weliare
from secret incursions from abroad. It is an activity which requires con-
tinuous judgments ranging from policy considerations to operational decisions,
but these judgments must be made against a backgreund of changing views
on what constitutes the nationzl interest and security. Counterintelligence
must be conducted by experts, but guided and defined by clected and

appointed officizals,

2. Definition of the Threat : ‘ oo

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

The traditional assessment of the espionage threzt has been an
attempt to cdescribe the enemy force structure. Such assessments
”  have bcen based on a combination of hard facts, extrapolated cdzata,
N and lqpiczl conjecture. In every case, they present a picture of

N : Lo ~25-
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forces so overwhelning, diverse, complex, and secretive that
effor{s (o zrrive at a coordinated national reponse are cffectively
paralyzed; how do we cope with the activities of more than 500
hostile foreign intelligence officeres scattered throughout the
U.S., let alone the cadre of agents who furnish these officers
with intelligence information: how we cope with the a2dditional
thousands of hostile intelligence officers and their agents whose
activities are directed at the rccruitment for espionage of U.S,
citizens living or travelling abread ) ;((,)
1o

[T

-
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b. Another and still imperfect assessment of the threat, but one
which aids in establishing counterintellinence priorities, is
the damape assessment: an effort {o assess the consequences
on national defense and national welfare of the flow of classified
and propriztary information abroad. This kind of assessment
secks to describe the impact on our military preparecdness of the
compromise of a weanons guidance system or the eifecton a
diplomztic negotiation of a spy in the foreign office. However,
such evernis arc dezlt with in isolation, seldom sustzin policy-
level attention, and there is a bureaucratic premium on limiting
the damage assessment because the cost and programmatic
implications of a full assessment can be catastrophic

.

A third consideration in 2ssessing the threat posed by foreign
espionage is the degree to which it trespasscs on the rights
and {freedoms of U.5, citizens. Does not Soviet intercept of
U.S. telephone circuits invade the right of privecy? A
correlatecd question is to what extent can an open and demo-
cratic society meet the threat to the collective welfare through
counterintelligence investigations? Present stztutes do not
provide an adequate base for the investigation of potential

acts of cspionage and terrorism,

[ e ————



companics, basic lndss ; i ug €I ‘ckers, banking activities,
compuler and h!gh-luﬂ gt%'

ote. That the information ig
used apainst us has be Q oviet efforts to cxacerba
" the 1973 oi] embargo, the manipulation of internations] moncy marke
- and the catastrophic incrcase in the price of sugar two years ago,
collusion with U.S. citizens the Soviets have fllegally scquired pr

3. Institutional ‘Responsibility

divided between the FBI, the CIA, the Aymy, the Navy,
Force. The jealously puarded prerogatives of each an
need for the utmost discretion in handling eounterint
in the past prevented the implementation of effectiv
important, each case of foreign espionage require
or agencics to ceal with other elements of the Go
different kinds of responsibilities, inadequate
dealing with counterintelligence issues and,
tions which run counter to the practice of

entwhich often have .
elines and authority for
any cases policy considera~
ve counterintelligence,

oordination problem concerns
e complex visa regulations

¢ & foreigner enters the U.S.
tate. Determinastion as to

a visa) is actually admitted is
-ation and Naturalization Service.

s permit the granting of 2 visa and

d foreigh esplonage agents. This is

th the exception of some Communist

r, once in the United States, is unrestricted
¢ he goes and {5 generally accorded the same
citizen in the conduct of counterintelligence in~

An excellent single example of
the admission of forelgners to the U.S.
which establish who and for what pu
are administered by the Depertmen
whether or not & foreigner (even
wholly the prerogetive of the Im
In both cases, policy consider
admission to the U.S5.,0of iden
notwithstanding the fact thz
bloc nationsls, 2 foreign
what he does and
legal protection as a U
vestigations,

ce community {s working the counferintelligence

The inte
authority and responsibility are properly limited,

problem, but th

foreign counterintelligence responsibilities are to

entify and neutralize the intelligence sctivities of

stile nations in the United States, and to detect and

counter the foreign support or direction of terrorist groups
‘and the Communist Party of the U.S, FBI programs focus

on the 14 Communist nations represcnted in the United States
and seek to cover the intelligence activities (including con-
tacts with U.S . tnd third eountry clt!zm) of their diplomatic

1
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personnc' cmployccs in tradc and international organizations,
 couriers, correspondents, exchange and commercial visitors
.seamen, miprants and relugees. FBI investigative techniques
include physical and zuthorized technical survcillance, and
recruitment of foreign intelligence officers and their agems,

b. CIA is responsible for U.S. counterintelligence activihes
outside the United States. Thesc include the penetration of
hostile intelligence and sccurity services, the detection and
countering of espionage and subversive efforts directed at
.U.S. perconnel and instz)lations abread, and liaison with
certain foreign intelligence and sccurity services on counter-
intclligence maucrsﬁ (‘_)

15

1

In the Department of Defense each of the three military

" departments is responsible for detecting, investigating and
thwarting the intelligence activitics directed zgainst its per-
sonnel and installatiens worldwide, and for the prosecufion
of military employeces involved in espicnage. _

) | o |,§(¢)

|

) : Jurisdictional delimination agrcements and National Security
Council Intelligence Directive (NSCID) 5 define the geographic limits
and coordinzting respoasibilities of the FEI, CIA and the militery services.
On the operationzl level cocrdinztion has bcen rezcsonably good tut there
have been scrious gaps. On the policy level, particularly, where other
departments and agencies are concerned, coordination ard cooperation
on counterintelligence problems have been limited to practical neccessity.

The only officiz] counterintelligence policy body is the Inter-
deparimental Intelligence Conference (11IC) ereated by the Nationz) Security
Council in 1549 to coordinatc "all investigations of domestic espionage,
countercspionage, sabotage, subversion and other related inteiligence
matters affccting the national security.” Its members are the Bl and the
three military services but not the ClA. In 1962 supervision cf the HIC was
transferred to the Attorney General. While at various times the 1IC has

been an,_cffective g:roordinating body, it has been inactive. for the past

. _ -28-
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gcveral years and never fulf:llcd its ulumate potenual ag a national
counterintellipence policy organization. :

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

Therc is now 2 consensus within the three branches of Government
that the complex issues inherent in countering foreign espionage, covert
action and terrorist activity directed from abrozd must be squarely faced
at the senior policy level. There is no quick fix, Foreign counterintelligence
involves both domnestic and foreign policy considerations and raises Con-
stitufional and legal questions which can only be resolved by effective and
systematic interaction between the involved departinent and agencies.,

F. Public Trust and Confidence

Public trust and confidence in the Intelligence Community have been
seriously undermined by disclosures of activities in the past that were
illegal, injudicious or otherwise impreper by today's standards. Morcover,
many disillusioned persons who have come to believe the worst of their
government tend to accept at face value exaggerated imputations of impropriety
to legitimate foreign intellicence activities. In some quarters there is a per-
sistent belief that U.S. foreign intelligence activitics have still not been
brought under adequate coentrol. Clearly tre Intelligence Conumunity must
earn wider acccptance of its legitimacy and role within our democratic form
of government if a viable U.S. for cign mtnlhgcnce effort is to be sustzined

over the longer term. - - .

Congressional attitudes have also changed. Intelligence had as its
original politiczl base only 2 small group of senior. congressmen, who
protected it from and blocked its exposure to their colleagues, Over a
quarter of a century, however, age and the electoral process took their
toll of this group of elders and the position of those that remained was
weakened, partly because the nationz] attitudes of the 1940-45 period
changed and the consensus they reflected was eroded by the Vietnam
War and Watergate. Intelligence has thus been exposed in recent years
to a rapidly growing new generation of political leadership that neither
ghares its traditions nor its view of the world. To complicate matters, the
oversight of intelligence has become a testing ground both for the generztional
strupgle within Congress and for ovcrall balance of power between Congress

and the Executivc Branch.

Reorganization ift.and of itself will not create the md:qunsable base
of public conf:dc.nc:; and Congressicnal support which the Intelligence

~-29-
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Cominunity lacks today. Structural improvements in the name of efficiency
must be accompanicd by provisions for adequate controls and internal
checks and balances--even at the cost of efficiency--in order to develop
and sustain public confidence. Congress and the public must not only

be satisfied that U.S. forecign intelligence activities pose no current
domecestic threat but that such a threat cannot be crcated by another
Administration in the future,

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

The scerecy problem is much more complex. The need for secrecy is
eritical to the continued effectiveness of U.S. intelligence. Intelligence
operations require & certain indispensable measure of secrecy and simply
cannot be conducied unless Congress arnd the public accept this basic fact.
This should not bz impossible given the fzct that the public already under-
stands the need for secrecy in a wide range of other private and public matters
from the lawyer--client relationship to the Federal Reserve's interventicn in
the nation's monetary system. However, resolving the issues sccrecy raises
in our open society will elsc require fresh analycis of what aspects of intelligence
actuzlly require pvoteciion, review of {lic concepts involved, and carcful exemina-
tion of the kind of legislation needed. :

Projecting a positive image and promoting better public undersianding
is a difficult business. It must be rooted in the facts of performance yet
circurnscribad by the dictates of security. As the Intelligence Community,
and especially CIA, cngages in increasingly sophisticated znalysisona
wide varicty of nationzlly important tepics it will inevitably be exposed to
partisan criticism. For example, Nztional Estimates on sirategic issues
will, if they are of any valuc at all, inevitably become part of the policy
debate on SALT and U.S. militery force structure. While intelligence
analysis should be able to stand up to vigorous challenge by non-intelligence
experts and be made available to all approprizte decisionmakers, care must be
faken to insulate it from partisan public debzte to the cxtient possible, In-
tellipence cannot beccme an open~cended public information service and still
retain its special quality of providing discreet, no-holds-barred analysis
for highest level governmental decisionmaking. '
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II. Structural Options

. AR g s e & i e s

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

.Scctions I and 1I of this report.

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

*coordinated” or "guided" by collegial mechanisins, through the process

depicted in Figure 2.

Viewed functionally the organizations involved in the 1n1e1]1gc‘1cc procecs
may be grouped as follows: :

B.

The collectors and processors of informztion

-- CIA has primary worldwide respensibility for clandestine
collection of huinan source informztion and coilecls and processes
signals intelligence in certain unique circumstances. CIA zalso
conducts as "services of common concern® monitoring of foreign
public radio and television brozdcasts and foreign press services,
collection of forcign intelligence information from cooperating
sources in the U.S., acquisition and translation of foreign publi-

cations and phoicgraphic interpretation.

-- The Nztional Security Apgency (NSA) oversees a unified research,
development and deployment program for the military cryptologic
services, exercises control over the signzals intelligence collection
and processing of the government, and itself collects, processes
and disiributes signzls intelligence in accordance with requirements

and priorities established by the DCI.

-~— Thé Air Force Special Program (AFSP) is responsible for
)
| il

-—————— e e e

LA -3~ . v

r'd e . o o — . e s s

ﬁ.ﬁll""l]"l'\ L

U i tU




0 Uithoolrc) . S

ntclhr-cnée Agency _(DIAE
coordinzties the

collection activities of the Military Dcpargcnt Services and
Unified and Specified Commands, and processes (interprets)

imagery. .

Military Departments and Scrvices each has responsibility
to colleet intellizence information within its specialized field
of competence in support of nationzl, departmental and
operational command requirements, Army intelligence (ACSI)
conducts human source collection in the Pacific area and in
Europe and limited imagery collection in Europe and Korea
while the Army Sccurity Agency (ASA) collecis signzls in-
tellipence. The Air Force performs human source collection
and specielized cignals inlelligence collection through the Air
Force Security Service (AFSS) 2nd operates the Atomic Energy
Detection System (AEDS) a2nd Alr Force Technical Sensor Pro-
gram for the collection of radar and optical data on Seviet and
Chinese missile capabilities. Navy intellizence engsges in
humzn source collection and conducts special reconnaissance
activities for imagery, signais and other techniczl intelligence,

. The Department of State does not engage in intelligence collection
as such, but Forcign Service reporting on subjects of interest are
made available to intellifence production compenents. The Burezu

. of Infelligence and Recearch (iNR) serves zs a coordinating point

: for intcliigence 2nd requirements for FSO yeporting.

The Denartment of Tren.-';un:}' is responsible for overt cellection
abrozd of {inancial and monetary information.in ten major countries
where Treasury Attaches zre posted and participate wi th Stete in

" overt collection of general foreign economic infermation.,

The FBI gathers information in pursuit of its counteriniclligence
and sccurity responsibilities and, provides intelligence agencies -
posilive foreign intelligence infor matmn it obtzins from its investiga-

tive cperations, |

: ' The Encrpv Rescarch and Development Administration overtly

collccts energy research and development information through
technical exchange programs and ERDA representatives zbroad
and, {formulztes requirements for State's Scientific Attaches. -
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Other departments and anencic: ; (such as Commerce and
Agriculture) thouch not a part of the Intellipence Community
and not subject to the guidance of its information requirements,
nevertheless provides much valuable information to production .
elements. The range of organizations with foraign reporting
capabilities, Figure 3, goes far beyond the formal "intelligence

community . "

The providers of specialized iniellizence sorv:cos.

~- CIA has primary responsibility for the conduct of countei-
intelligence abroad, liaison with foreipn clzndestine
services, and conduct of the Defector Program. It also
essumes responsibility for moest covert action operations,
on occasion with assistance of DoD and State,

'—= The FBI is respensible for foreign counterintelligence

and counterespionzge within the U.S., has jurisdiction
over defeetors within the U.S. and, to a lesser extent,
has law enforcement responsibilities in the national
security field.

~- DIA revicws and maintzins cognizance over all plans, policies
and procedures for noncryptolegic intzllipence furctions of DoD.,

The Army, Air Force and Navy each hzave counterintelligence
responsibilities relating (o their individueal sarvices.

-~ The Secretary of Defense is responsible for timely trans-
" mission of "critical intelligence, " as defined by the DCI, from

the field to higher authorities. ‘ -

NSA acts as the centrz] communications security authority for

the USG and conducts research znd development to meet the needs
of the governmen! for signals intelligence znd communications
security. ' :

The producers of "firished" intelligence

~- CIA, under the supervision of the DCI, produces (current,
basic and estimative) nzticnal intelligence including foreign
politiczl, economic, scientific, techniczl, military, sociological
and geographic intelligence, designed to meet the needs of the

- President, the NSC, and other elements of the USG. The pro-

. “duction eldmente of other intelligence: agencies contribute to
and are consulted or coordm:te, as approprizte, in their areas
of responsibility. .

.== Bureau of Intellizence and Rescarch produces departmental

'anal}'tica] intelligenee (current znd estimative) in direct
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support of the .Statc. Department's conduct of foreipn affairs
and conducts an external research program, As tifve permits,
inputs are prepared for national analytical products.

== DIA produces departmental intelligence for the Secrctary of
Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Stuff, the military services and
field commanders and, as 2ppropriate, non-Defense agencies.
This includes current, estimative and research products on mili-
tary and military-related topics, including scientific, technical
and economic subjects. Inputs are prepared for national 2nalytical

products.

== The Military Services, Dena2rtmenis and Commands issuz a

"~ large volume of intelligence publications in support of their
particular missiens. This material does not circulate widely
in the national cammunity, bui the analysis perfornicd by
the various scrvice rescarch centers (e.g. the Air Force's
Foreign Technology Division) is ofien used in national-level
publication.

-~ The Treasury Depa .riment inte! ligence unit produces as
appropriate products designed for specific departmenta
responsibilities,

- ERDA_:E_ intelligence urit preduces reports primarily for
internal use and provides approepriate inputs for nationel
. intellipence preducts,

The National Sccurity Council is char g'eJ by the National Security Act
of 1947 and E. O. 11905 overall guidance and directizn to the develcpreent.
and formulation of all nationzal intelligence activitics. Historically this
has been accomplished by (2) direct writien and/or orzal] communications
between tlie DCI and the President (b) the issuznce of National Sceurity

+ Council Intelligence Directives which dzfine the basic duties, respensibilities
and division of labor betwecern the departments znd egencies (these chartering
documents were to be updated within 90 days of the issuance of E.O, 11905
in February 1976, a process which was not completed by the Ford Administra-
tion and has been held in zbeyzncs pending the ouicome .,f PRM/INSC-11) and

{c) through NSC Committees,

Lacking a single central authority short of the President and given the
muliiplicity and diversity of interest invelved, a collegial or committee
approach has becn taken on the mzjor aspects of community management.
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Power, authority and responsibility are shared among groups of interested
partics as indicated in Figure 4. Actual line control is, however, exercised
“within departmenta) chains of command and can override commmunity collegial

decisions, . _

. ' —- The NSC's Policy Review Commitice for Intellizence (PRC/)),
chaired by the DCI, is mandated yeview resource nceds,
control budget preparation angd resource zllocation, and
esiablish policy priorities for collection and produztion as
well as for the management of the Nzational Fereign Intelli-
gence Program, The DCI's Intelligence Community Staff
provides staff support.

==~ The NSC's'_Srg_gcial Coordination Cemmitltes for Intellicence
(S5CC/I), chaired by the Ascistant to the President for
National Security Affairs, reviews and meokes recommenda-
tions to the President on covert action programs and sensitive
intelligence collection operations.

The Nationai Foreicn Intellicence Board, (NFIB}, chaired

by the DCI and including the heads of the mejer intclligence
agencies, acts as 2 generzl cdvisory body (o the DCI on
priositics, reguirements, and nationa] intelligence production.,

- == DCJ Interazency Commitizes exist for the development and
prioritizetion of regquirements for signzls intelligence,

imagery and humin sovrce czllection. .

-- The DCI, through his Intellipence Comraunity Staff, provides
general planning and policy guidance, inchiding requirements
for future capzbilities to procduce, process or colicct end the
individual deparanents and cgencies devise more detailed
specific planning documents for implementatien.

I

-
-
-
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A. Modification of E. O. 11905

Onec approach is to accept the present structure of the Intellipence
Community and the management arrangements set cutin E. O. 11905
making only those changes that will improve the ability of the community
to coordinatc its activities and reflcct the procedural problems of the last
year (sce separate Attorney General Subconuritice Report) without a major
shift in responsibilities. The current operation of line conirol, resource
manzgement, procuction entitics, requirements formulation, and planning
guidance would remain largely unchanged. E. O. 11905--as modified--
would tlicn become the basis for the Acministration's legislation propoesals.
This course is rcasonable if one believes:

-~ Present arrangements provide about the right balance between
tentral and distributed autherity in the Community;

-~ The present collegial process of resource management at the
Community level oifers an acceptzble means of nizintaining
the responsiveness of the Community to several major consumers
at the natiornal and departmental levels, while achieving rcasonable

} efficiency in the allocztion of intelligence rescurees; ‘
.
~=~ The performence of the Community under the present management
"systemm can improve substantially zs its procedures become more

familizr and its participants more experienced.

If the status quo is, in the main, accepteble, therc is merit, nevertheless,
in amending E. O, 11905 in scveral aspects releting to Community inanagement.

-~ Xt should be made clearer just what the PRC(I) is responsible for in
developing management pelicy, controlling and reviewing budget
preparation znd resource allocations, and esteblishing policy
priorities for collection and production; the DCl's roles similurly
require more specificity relating to his responsibilities for policy,
requirements, and prioritics relating to nationa]j intelligence

, colleciion &nd production, under the guidance of the NSC, and
. with the advice of NFIB. or such supporiing mechuanisms as mey
: be created. y

. ~~ One year's experience under E. O. 11905 indicates that the oxder's
. specific provisions for reaching program and budget decisions
require clarification. Otherwise, unproductive {ension over
. procedures and 2uthority, particularly between OSD and the IC
: Staff, is inevitable, ' -

There arc two basic alternatives. The first would in practical terms
sugment the authority of the PRC(I), the DCI, and the IC Stal (Option 1). The
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second would protect the ultimate authority of departinents with resources
in the NFIP, particularly the author:t)r of the Sceretary of Defense (Option

2). . .

Option 1: Enhance PRC(I) and I2CI Resouvrce Management Authority
By Remwoving Ambipuitlies

'This option would modify the status quo (EO 11905) by (a) strengthening
the DCI-White House-DoD~-State collegial resource zllocation system (PRC/1)
with additionzl limitations on the flexibility and prerogatives of individual
depariments/agencies and (b) establishing cither the DCI alone (Option 1A)
or the PRC(I) collepizlly (Option 1B) in a position of primacy in establishing
manabemnm policice {for all national intelligence actlivities and setiing policy
prioritics for collection and produciion. It would: . .

== Make clear that the PRC(I) reviews, zpproves, and amends
the NFIP, as & whole and at 2 level of detail it Ceems appropriate;
it submits the program and budget through OLID to the President.

-- Make clear that PRC(I)-approved NIFIP program and budpet
decisions are "fenced" against alteration by program manzgers
and their departinental or agency superiors. Departmental
efforts {o alicr the impact of PRC () decisiers on their proprams
are expected to be rure and made only through explicit appeal
first to the PRIC(I}, then the NSC, and {inally, &s a lasi resort,

to the President. .

-~ Give the 1IC Staff, on bekalf of the PRC(I), spccific responsibility
for and authority to monitor the implementation of PRC(l) decisions.

~= Clearly zuthorize the PRC(I) and the IC Si{aff to dea!l directly
candidly with national intelligence program managers in dzopart-
menis and agencies, regardless of Jocation, on program znd
budget matters, to gather data, conduct studies, examine re-

" source options, etc.

-~ Oblige the PRC(I) 1o conduct as £oon as possible a thorough
review of 2]l intclligence and intelligence-relzied a2ctivitics
of the government to csiablish, with some prozpect of stability,
the scope and conternis of the NFIP,

=~ . Give the DCI primacy in the producbon of all national intelligence,
.~ including unambiguous authority to tusk the various dcpartmcntal
analysis centers to contribute to his national proeduction efforts
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- == Provide nuthoz—!ty to prioritize collection requirements and
" task colicetion systens by mechaniems which ensurfresponsive-
ness to his direction, and create advisory groups Jsuch as the
existing National Forelgn Intolligence Board striifure, to help
him dil;hu'ge his essigned functions. il . o,
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While leaving the rncaj‘#rocosr. fully collegial in gflaracter, these <
kinds of channgg‘.to E. O. 11905 would add causidersbly if its avthority fn
Lo resource ellocntion and cohance the lcading role of the JSCT ang his 1,,,_,1158” ce .
Nt Community Staff, The scope for disagreement about gfoct: csses/proced
that in the past detracted from substantive roview w gbe mstddeﬁ;d =
; - the principals would be more inclined 10 concenirafl on cross-departm .
§ssucs. In the areas of naﬁonz] intclligence pred ction acﬁt‘!ﬁen. the;%' .

would rule supreme. P

\ By the same token, such measures woyffd more clearly compromise
the present statufory respansibility of depaftments to manage their own
programs and budgels. Vithin Defense, would make more difficult ~
. a complets crocs-Defense rationalization ! nationrl, dopartmental, and =
: factical programs. Nonk of theso measyfes ‘would in thaaselves ease the
difficclt task of ﬁrc‘.iug enzlytic methgfis for 1elating long-form Intelligence ,
needs to programs and budpets on gfhoroughly cross-program or intelligence- .
wide basis. Efforts in this dirc would be possible and encouraged. But
: the case and practicality of dealiffg directly with fhe details of sensor-oriented
! programs under this regime coffid well continue to distract att.,ntion from rmore

__comprehensive xnalysis of th/ NFIP -'a.hm — :

Option 2: Enhance Degfirtnental Authority under CoﬂeEM Review

This option woyfll modify_the status quo (E. O. 11905) by sirengthening
 individual departm suthority in resource sllocation through change to the
present DCI-\Thi( ouse-DoD-State colléglal allocation system (PRC/D. The
PRC(D) suthoritysfo establish policy prioritics for callection and pmduction zs

- well as for menfzement of the NFIP won?dbctcrm!natﬁ ‘More specifically,

" this option woffid: Y
.. . . . “"ﬂ"
.- Mdcc clear thst PRC(I) decisions are not Bfenced® agsinst

f . alteration by danhnental or sfency atthority. This option
would also elnﬂy u:pcntibﬂity. not for al) lntcmgcnne-

-

ety . .':"".,l' )
JoaTE ,‘-r._,_,:}'[ 4,,,F~, = ..l t.f;_} 3

UHEMSSIHED

_



RGLASSIFIED

in OSD. It would, in cffect, 'give OSD the power to ensure
that all items of resource interests were addressed, It
would have the responsibility and the associzated authority
to translate DCI requirements and guidance into concrete

financial terms .

-- Stipulate that department heads may delermine the means
ang extent of access by the DCI and his staff to departmental
programs with respect to resource’issues. This would pot
preclude the direct access permitied in Option 1, at depart-
mental discretion, but weuld recognize departmentzl authority
to cantrol it, :

~~ Give to department heads greater flexibility to determine what
program clements are to be included in the NFIP and thus subject
to thorcugh FRC(1) review, with the DC) able 1o appeal such
decisions to the NSC or the President.

~= The PRC(1) would provide for final program and budget review
1o check <departimental staff cxicesses and to ensure that resources
were aligned with DCI requirements. It would be the responsibility
of the DCI, as Chaivman of the PRC (1}, to appezl disputes to the
NSC and the Presicent. The JIC Staff would have the task of en-
suring that Defense, CIA, and nen-Dodd component budgets were
in line with reguirements &nd reiaiable fo DoD's resourcec.

This regime nced not in principle lead to substantially different kinds
of intcractions than thosc of the {irst option, since the process would remain
collegial and depend, in both cases, on the cooperanon and common purposes

of the participanis.

.

It is not immedictely obvious that the two options would lead io different
resource decisions. It is clear, however, that in the second case the
Sccrciary of Defensc, mmanaging the substantiz] majority of NFIP assrts,
would find it casier to serve Deicnre's intelligence interests and to 2sses
all DoD intelligence resources across national), departmenial, and tachcal
areas within Defense, although CIA's capabiliiies are not necessarily related.
The Dol would have « heavicr obligation itself to reconcile its views and
interesis with those of the enlire Community. This second opticn would
fncrease emphasis on the DCI's need for better and more precisely defined
requirements in resource relevant terms that wou]d not provide for wide-

opened OSD conirol,

¥
’

Hopefully. the PRC(I} mechanism might then be encouraged to con-
centratc its atiention on larper and longer-—tcrn resource issues spanning

- - . .

R - .




R PRV VAT, JOIE VT LT R

- UnCLASSIFIED " .
the whole NFIP. Through expert staffing and judicious appeals to the NSC,

the DCI could still have considerable influence on departinental program and
budgct decisions, :

Under the sccond option, however, it is quifc possible that the PRC(I)
process would dwindle to an cssentially toothless advisory role to the depart-
ments. On the other hand, the first cption has the advantage that all major
nationrl intelligence components are revicwed at one point, although it does
nof confront {actical-nafional inferrelationcshipa. By being in cloger proximity
fo consumers and producers of national intelligence, the first has a better
chance of success of initicling the necessary interaction between consumer
needs for nztional intclligence resource demands, relating these to require-
ments, and assuring that cross-program trade-cffs among nationzl capabililies
are made explicit,

B. Restructuring Opticens

The following options scrap the DCI-White Houre~DoD-State collegial
(PRC(I) sysicm entirely. They represent basic structural chznges to the
Intelligence Community by changing degrees of line, resource, management,
and tasking aucthorities, This course is appropriate if one assumes:

-= Grester centralizetion of authority and respensibilily over
. " the diverse elements of the Intelligence Community is
required.

~= That setiing forth various means for accomplishing increased
centralization while retaining mandatory and responsive service
to a broad range of consumers is needed.,

v

-~ ‘The present authority of the DCI is inadacuate for the
responsibilities assigned.

-~ The DCl's current control of CIA and of the national tasking
" mechanism and chairmanship of the collegial resource
allocotion structurd are juded to fail to provide the .
necessary responsiveness from the Intelligence Coramunity
to his direction. ‘

There is a strong concensus that the potential resource savings to
be achieved by crezting a single comprehensive National intelligence
analysis center scrvipg 211 consumers is more than offset by the inherent
danger that differing judgments and perspactives would be subpressed
and denied to the users of intelligence., For that rezson none of thz
guggpgested of-tions include ceniralization or other significant intrusion
on the continucd exisience of viable competitive centers of analysis,

MR AL o -
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This opﬁon would give Lhe ?C‘ikalonc much of the authorit) no,
excrcised by the PRC(I), would pmde for strong DCI leadership
National Requirements, colicction and production, as in Opﬂon i t
would permit reprog-rnmming ﬂex!bilit}' to the departient of encing
budgets, similar to Option 2. No other struchira) Ehanfies Sl volved s
.- Thigg would d be c.onsjdered if one believeg thut the DCLEKOINA focus
.~ ~onthe i N.-.ﬂom 'iﬂmq mcnu. o B¢ supervision
. of CIAjANd enly exo aspécu 333 cmcrgt rltting more -
. frecdom within ’ Specifically:

-

e

. [P DCI suthoritied’ mtlo:nl intellm dfollection’and
e “*production v would beasin Optlon
\i . . A
U B ;‘ . %ource gu_gcttion authority d be modified {o delete
o ] 'Y the phcm e N
.4»--"- Y H
, ,J; Aulgns the DCLE :-it;' cct elements to be included

t.mmul appeal to NSC) and (TN
nditures which he did not consider
E o natfonal Sntellizence requirerents.

;' *fn the NFIP (subject to
: revicw, amend vet

; - apprgﬁ'tinte or esptygl
--.@T;be rc:uJﬂng N / 8 not he fenced, and departmerts cowld
make tru]e-offs st dzpartmental non-~intelligence progzrams,
i publect (o DA, .1 o the NSC and the President,

\
The success or {al K this option §n {mproving cn existing mechanisms

would depend to umgﬁc oo fhe quality and expeartness of the DTl's support-
ing stalf and the extent gliigbo peration provided by the departnénis: Jt wou'd
restore to the DCT undFd resource sllocation authority over the CIA. Asin
Option 2, the SecrctaffiBf Defense would be responsible to ascess trade-offs
between nationel, d menial, and factical ereas, with a heavy obligaticn

- to rise above D.. - in!u:rut:(vdth DCI concentration oa larger 2nd Jonger .
term cross progdiilf iesucs . This dimurition of power, Lowever, 25 in Optica

s .. &4 could easf ﬁpbdhmadvimyrola.
: y/ = =, {-ﬁ L. '
: , Option nct Authority O\-er P.esource Allocetion to National
ntellimcu Entities . .

Opﬁou prov!du ns‘blhnﬁal adé{tions) xuthority to the DCI over
% for k dred sesource manzgement control of the

3 mttw are !ncluded. ‘

LY, _' $ the DCI's responsibility for the ..

"det ﬁgmxﬁt dméﬁs of CIA, unhudﬂnga -
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scparate new Director of CIA tndeF thé goneial ling control of the DCI,
who derives his direct suppert from the IC Staff and NIOs (Option 4A),
or eatablishes DCLA line control under NSC, SECSTATE or SECDRET
(Options 4B,C,D) or disband CIA and add CIA's znalytical element (DDI)
to the DCI's immediate organization, reassigning collection (DD/SLT, .
FB1S, DDO) and other remaining ClA elements to other departments

{(Option 4E).

I one biclieves that the princinal problemins of the community
are related te absence of o sinele fecus for resouvce manacement,
but that oihr nenects of wredusziicon ond collection are adecunte,

cheosing baric option 4 provides foy:

-+~ Subsiantizlly enhanced avthorily by giving the DCI
direct program and budget authority over 2ll eléinents
~of the Nationzal Foreign Inteiligence Program as identified
by the N5C. '

-- The NFIP would be so restructured to eliminzte those
elements primarily involved in departmental and tactical
intellipence, whose program/budgets would still be
subject o DCI review . 1f depariment heads diszgreed
with DCI resource allocztion decisions they could appeal

. to NSC/Fresident.

-- Day-io-day cperations of the inteiligence elements would
continue 25 presenily 2ligned. ‘

-~ Substitution of DCI zuthority for the existing collegial
mechanism to answer Congressionz] concern about the
absence of a single focus for resource allocation,

This option should cause no immediale iinpact on responsivenecs
of intelligence elements to tlh:eir parent departicents and would permit
‘early enhancement of the DCI authority without awaiting legislation.
While there is noe guarantee that the DCI would provide the nccessary
resources {0 retzin the responsiveness need:d by the Secrewnries of
Defcnse and State, they could cxert influznee, if neceded, through their
NSC role. Further, it intrudes on cstekblished statutory Deparimental
lines of authority and respoasibility, which impacis on current Depart-
menis' relationships with Congress. New statutory legislation would
be needad to climinate the resultant ammbiguity. There could be a2
tendency to draw a greater degree f the DCOI's atieniion toward the
resource 2lNlozztion funciion, at some cost to the detailed supervigion
of CIA and his direét involvement in substantive inielligence matters
and role as scnior intelligence advisor to tha NSC and Precident.
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There is a view that addition of this resource allocation authority
alonc would not be sufficient to establish a routine which makes all
clements of the Intellicence Community satisfactorily responsive to
the DCI, and that line authority over at least soinc of the elements
is also necessary,

I one nlso is concerned over the DCI/ClA relationshios,
the variations to the basic Opiion 4 (4A-E) would respond {o the
arguments of thosc who see the DCl's line contrel of CIA as a source of
favoritism and a conflict of interest in his role as leader of the Community.
These variations, while cited under Option 4, couid be applied to any
option for which this concern is provaient. Supcrvision of the CiA and
its Director would be vestied in the N3C, SECSTATE or SECDLF.

Under Ontions 4A-D the DTl wouid continue to excrcize his
major roles as nalional producer, Community leader, and principzl
advisor lorgely through direct access to the President, But the DCl's
ability fo translate this access into effective comimunity Naticnal in-
telligence production could be weaker than at present because:

~= A small notional ¢stimeztes staff would not give the

. PCI the kind of support in anslysis and production
now supplizd by ClA's DDI. (This problem might

be alleviated by assuring the DCI the powear to task
", CIA, DIA, and INR Cirectly in produciion arces.

The varialion fo disbangd Cla (¢8) wenld result in trensfer of
the analytical ¢lement (DD1) to the DCl's immediate family to enhance
the direct analytical support lost in the previcus variations. Additionally:

-~ CIA's nztional technical colleetion programs in DD/SCT
and NPIC would be transferred to DoD, FDIS would be
transfcerred to the State Departmont.

~=~ The Clundestine Service of DDD would be suberdinzted
" to the NSC, Staote, or Defense. .

This option would create a much stronger senicr nationzl intelligence
authority in thie arca of production than would previous variations. It vould
also resolee the Pconflict of inferest” problem that argues for separation of
the DCI from CIA in the colleciion area and would salisfy the desire of some
to sce a clear institulional separation of national intelligence analysis and
production from colleclion, particulurly clandestine human collection.

Very hinportantly, option 4E would facilitate the interchangc between
national intelligince preducers and the resource allocation process.
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The attributes, both fa\'oz-ﬁfilc and unfaverable of this option,
woulc be:

-

~-- A strong scnior national intelligence authority with
ability to concentrate on analysis and production, and
sufficient influcnce over collection activities and programs
to meet major production nceds.

-« A nziional analytic competence under the DCI tha! is not
institutionzlly tied to collection could attract more com-
petent and qualified analyst and could improve its ties
to zcademic, business, and foreign sources of information
and expertise.

-~ Inte"r'\tmg CIA's national technical collection progrems
with lilie elements in the DoD would allow for more cfficient
manapgement of tihese programs within a single depariment,
Usre of reconnaissance sztellites for military support would
be cased. But some would argue that the sensitivity of these
crucizal programs to intevests outside DoD would necessarzl}

decline under this option,

-~ Choosing how o subordinate the Clandestine Service is

a scricus problaim under this cpiion. Subordiazlion undsr

the NSC and tlie President would replicale the arrernements

scen in many advancz2d countiries, but it weuld raise doubts
N “about the ability of this arm to avoid imwroper demands in
some future period. Subordinztien of the Clandestine
Service to the State Depariment would fzcilitate integration
of clandestine operations with US forcign policy as seen by
this department, and probably encourzge efficient trade-ofis
between coveri and overt pelitical reporting.: But the US
Forcign Service would probably face new difiiculties abroad
were it more clesely affilizted with the -Clandf*snne Scrvice
than present cover provisions dictate,

.-

~~ DoD contrel of ﬂ:c Clandestine Service would facilitate
bzlancing its role with that of major techniczl collection
programs, but it could degrade its primary focus on
political reporiing. In some eyces, DoD subordination
could raise the spector of a potential combined military
and secret scrvice threat 1o US political institutions.

i ' -44-
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Option 5: Enhanced PGl Resource Allocatien Authority Plus Line
Authority Ovuesrr Nationsal Collection Programs

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

If a very strong DCI is desirzble, this opticn would develop the
requisiic loyalities {0 the DCI which would ensure that the nationel
collectors concentirate on DCI preobileias, and it permits holding the
DCI accountable to cnsure the Cormmunity is properly regpencive to
all users.

The pros and coas of this opticn are that:
== Responsiveness to the DCI is virlually guaranieed

-- There is singular accountability through a rigorous
balencing of responcibilitiecs znd avthoritics, hawever
this could conflici with the necd for eifective mechanism
for interagency ceoerdination and coaperaiicn.,

-~ There is potlentizl for savings throvgh DCI tot2l respenei-
bility, resource &nd line, over National systems.

-= Problem areas introduced by this option include how the
unity of the existing U.S5. SIGINT system could be maintained
(presuming the Scrvice Cryplologic Agencies remezin in De~
fense), and how sufficient responsiveness can be assuredl
in crisis and war to the command responsibilities of the
Secretary of Defense and the ficld commanders,

-~ National collection assets arc essential to the conduct of
milifery operations, and their effectiveness in comba
support is almost dieclly proportional to'the e:tent they
arc integraied into the military connnand and control

system at all echelons; und

=-- The national assels themsclves are critically dependent on
"= Defensc-operated cupport aclivities, and efficient intecgration
of inf(’:lligcnce collection with support zctivities ¢can best be
accomplished within Defense.

~45- -
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-=- Ttis dcbatablc \\.'hcthc-: the DCI nceds line authority
over subunarines, airplanes, space launch and satellife
control facilitics in order to produce quality intelligence
for the President and the National Security Council. Some
arguc that it makes more sense to have both the intelligence
collection facilities and their support {facilities operzated by
SECDEF as a "service of common concern,” just as the DCI
opcrates the clandestine services or pravides National in-
tellipence, :

Option 6: Commlete Restructure Intellioence Community (execort
Depurtmnnta] analysis and other Depaviments' Intellisence
activities) under line a2uthority of a DF]

This oplion would be favored by thoze who not only support Optioa 5
for its singularity of responsibility, but ulso {eel that greater emphasis
should be placed on management by funclionzal lines. While there 21e many
variants of this approach, two are described 1o poriray the concept.

Under Option 6A, assisted by three Deputies (for Nzational Intelligence
Production, Resource Allocation, and Collection), the Direclor of Fereign

I_ntclligcncc (DF1):

~—~ Tasks, allecates rescuices and opervics an Inlelligence
An:.lys*s and produciion agency (RIFPA) compc cd of present
NIOs and CIA/DDI; a Clandesiine Services Collection/Operations
Agency (CIA) composed of present C1A/DLO and supperting
elements of DD/SET: 2 unified SIGINT Collection Agency
(present NSA); an Intelligence Space Support Systemns
Agency (ISSS) (composcd of present AFSP and supporting
elements of DD/SLT); and provision would be made to
integrate the Navy's special reconnaissance activities.

-- Retains resource zllocation and lasking authority over
DoD intelligence elements identified as part of the
National Foreign Intelligence Program, and revicws
other intelligence elements.

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

This option places greater emphasis on manugemcnt by funziional
lincs, strescing continued diversity in analysis by maintaininig scparate
centers while concentrating on reducing redundancy in collection regimes.
The abilily of the st=ff supporting the DCI would be critical in ensuring
that this greatly centralized structure was properly recponsive to the
needs of the Departments,




.authority should become subiject 1o accountability (o 2 "Board of

Direclors" the following variant could Lo apolied. The DCl presents
his manapement, projram, and budoet o the NSC Specinl Coordination
Commiftce with issucs as is done today bv individuzl prosvam manacers
to the PRCQ). but at a more "macio" level, with the SCC reviewing,
guiding and approving. This variant is a possibility, of coursc, for
any restrucluring option. In any case, there is the potential for Con-
gressional and media concerns about the absence of checks and balances

without such a variant. -

For Option (B, in addition to those elements assigned in Option 6A,
those eleinents remaining in DoD which substantially contribute to National
Intelligence collection would be inteqrated info DFI agencies. NIPA would
s(ill consist of NIOs and CIA/DDI, and provide a national intelligence date
basc accessible to all consumers. Army and Air Force HUMINT activity
would be integrated with Cla. SECDEF would manage the Defense Attache

System IAVW DFI divectives.

This option mzximires efficient use of resources with heavy emphasis
on managzment along functicnal lines and absence of duplication. But cne
man's duprlication is znother’s insurance. The SCC variznt applies equally
to this cption.

Option 7: Separale substanlive nalional intelligznce and resource

allocztion functions, assianing formcer to DOl ind latter

to SECDIKF

This option retains present institutional structure-and svbordination,
vesis the responsibility for setting requirements and prioritics, and praduction
of Nationza) Intelligence with the DCI, ané holds the SECPLY responsible for
resource management of the NFIP, wilth review by the N5C Special Coordinztion
Coinmittee. This opticn would be zppzaling to those who sce the need for
Bereative fension,” to focus sharp definilion and thorough examination of
" programmulic issues. Spezcifically, this option will provide for: -
~- Secrctary of Defense review and integration of all NTIP

progrum elements into a ccnselidzated progrem in responu

to regquirements and priorities 2s set by the DCI.

=- . Retention of the precsent Community organizaticnal structure

-° == The DCI as the hecad of CIA, the producer of riztional
intelligenee, and the President’s principal advisor on
national foreign intelligence.

¥




-~ DCI Community leadership roles in the areas of producticn
and collection requirements and priorities development.

-~ Sccretary of Defense management of the process of allocating
resources among NIFIP clcments as a "service of ccmmon
concern” for the NSC and the DCI. It would be his responsi-
bility to fit the non-defence intelligence elements of the NFIP
info a rational whole, 80 percent of which is now in Defense;
he would therefore review the intclligence programs of CIA,
INR, ERDA, Treasury, znd FBI and integrate them with his
own in terms of resource trade-offs (‘.lterna iv cly, the lztter
four could be removed from the NFIP).

This option would zlfer little in the affzirs ¢f today's Intelligence
Community cxecpt the programming and budgeting of resources. In this
arca it could crcate or allow for varied management situations,

Insofay as the DCI issued precice requirements and priority
guidance to tiae Secretary of Defznse ag NFIP "program manager" or
coordinator, the DCI would have consideratle inflluence over ths entire
resulting program., The Sceretary of Defense would then be essentially
free 1o reconcile the guicance of the DCI on nationzl needs with the needs

L]
of DoD and tactical commanders that alfect most intelligence programs.

‘It would be the responsibility of the Seereliery of Defoncz to
conduct thovoush anziyeis on how bast to balunce resources ameing
nafionzl end othcr DoD intelliconce efiorts, to build, and to defend
the rc.:ultmg, program,. The DCI wourld toncentrate on the needs of
production and the demands of clandesting operations, The DCI would
maintain sufficient steff support to assure some knowledgeability as to
major programmatic choices. The Secrctary of Defense would prasent
the program and budget to the SCC as described in the variunt to

Opticn 5 for review and epproval,

The situation described above could provide for fairly tipht
and orderly management of nationzl intzlligence resources. Iiis,
however, not devoid of potential for tension between the DCI and DoD;
emong men of good will, this could be "creative tznsion® conducive to

sharp definition and thoroush examrinzation of proyrammatic issues.
& & ' B
i

This opiien could leud {0 another gituztion, however, In oxder
to minimize ety ife, the DCI and thie Sceoeizry of Defense mizht re-
spcciively take a fairly rela:zed view of the progrﬂ.ms not dircctly
subordinate to them. The DCI might tend to accept DoD-run programs
with a minimum of s¢rutiny so long as they seemed (o mezt his needs.
The Secrciary of Delense n:ight choose fo 2ccept ke CIA and cther
programs with only perfunciory review., This would return the

- —~48~ ) o ,
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mattcr of Community resource management essentially to the conditions

of the mid-1950s. Much would therefore depend on the riger which the
" Secrctary of Defensc applied to program review across the board z2nd

the care with whxch the SCC and DCI monitored and critiqued the DoD

role.

Option 8: Centralize all NFIP activity under SECDEF

This option provides the DCI with ecsentially all of the powers
of Option §, but undcr the SECDEF., If one views Intclligence as a
service of comnion concern which could be zdequatcly provided by the
Secretary of Defer;ce, then this option could be considered. In this

option:

-~ DCI serves as DEPSECDEF/Intel with direct access to
the President and other members of the NSC, operating
all elements of the NFIP undcer direct President--SECDEF -~
DSP/DCI line a_hd resource authority.

-~ CIA could centinue to exist 25 a separate agency reporting
to DSD/DCI as would DIA, NSA, eic.

1]

Some restructuring of existing agencics aleng functional
lines could ozcur,

This cption does net retzin the degree of production federaliem
siresced in previous eptions, and would undouviediy 1wite fears in
the media ard Congreass that ihe milicary had "talien o
intelligence structure. This could be somewhat offsct by shifting some

of the existing CIA/DCI analytical capability to Statc (INR) and cencentrating
on two competing znalytical centers. :

ey’ the nztioned] .
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IV, Other Solutions

Organizational changes may resolve some of the problems associated with

the management and operation of the Intelligence Community but there are
other important probiems that will be virtually unaffected by structural
change. Irrespective of the decisions on Intellipence Community reorganiza~
tion, the perennial problems identificd below require sustained and creative
atleniion by intclligence managers acting in response to NSC general directives
and their progress should be reflected in periodic reports to the President.

A. Producer/Consumer Rclationships ' .

Morc effective measures must be devised to ensure that analytical intelligence
products meet the requiremcnts and priorities cf intelligence consumers 2t 2ll
levels. Consumers as well as producers of inteliigence bear this ressonsibility.
A mechanicm to ensure explicit and disciplined positive input 2nd review from
consumers on ¢ periodic basis should be esteblished. Consumiers with special
problems inust have effective ways of reluting to the Intelligence Cemmunity.

For instance, organizations such as ACDA, with its increasingly important

and unique requirements for verification of agrecments, and the Drug Enferce-
ment Administration, with responsibilities for intelligence related to illicit
traffic of drugs, should have more effective ways to communicale with the

Intellig ence Comrsunity,

B. Aml\,;lral Te3satility

A stronger on .u more versaiile naticnal intelligence anelyiic cu; ---bi’:t, is
necessary o {ill the serious gops in anticipotory anzlysis and {0 produce
improved longer term estimates, High quality national intelligence inputs
into the Presidential Review Process should be emphasized. Manzgement __
initiatives, inclucding innovative personnel practices and plans, advances

through rescarch in forccasting and methodology, quality control and improved

roduct evaluation, are all required.,
P q

C. Communications and Renorting

While planners and a2nalysts face 2 shortfall of facts and timely recipient
of all relevant information, policymzlers 2re swamped with 2 plethorz of
intelligence reports., Measures chould te taken to:

-- Assurc that departmental barriers to the free flow of releveant data
are removead, including compartmented, "NODIS" and "SPEC.AT"
Anformation, . -

MUSSH
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== Insure efiicient and t.mel) interchange of information amongst
produccers, consumers, and data bases, This mechanism must
provide for interchange of all relevant informaticn collected by
non-intelligence agencies to aid in the analytical process. )

-- Eliminatc unnecessary production duplication.

D, Collection Tasking

The inability of the requirements process to orchestrate intelligence
collection in a timely and responsive manner across the basic collection dis-
ciplines must be resolved. An elfective mechanisin which synergistically
applies 2l relevent collection resources to the intelligence targeting problems

should be created,

E. Crisis and War

A mechanism nust be developed and implemented to zssure that national
intelligence collection management can effcetively trangition from peace through
crisis 1o war. The long debate about this problem should end z2nd zetion begin,
The NSC should review z2nd approve one of the following basic t—.ppr'caches:

1. In wartime, the Secretary of Defense should manage the collection
requivements systems for all avsets that cen support militery operztions,

2. Tle DCI shizuadd menage these sysioms as a cervice to i?:e militery
cominand hicrerchy, ialdny his reguircicenis from thz l=tter.

trancferred to Defence,

3. Management of some critical 2ssets sheuld be
depending on the system and the conflict scenario..

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

F. Relating Requirements to Resources - .

-- Collectio;-.* The Intclligence Coramunity must develop znd implement
Pealculus® that more explicitly ties tcgethzyr the basic cysiem-
'indcpevxdcnt intelligece requirements, (e.g. KlQs, DCI Perspectives)
to the more detailtd system-oriented collectivn requirements and
associated costs in & manner that permits more rational trace-offs
among intclligence collection 2pproaches on the basis of incremental

valu .
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=~ Cross Propram Issuwes: There is also a need to cstabhsh Cross-
cutting yeview mechanisms to assess the marginal gain of resource
varizf{ions between and amongpst colleclion, processing end production
disciplines. This is necessary to answer such basic questions such
as: "Iz the macro balance appropriate among the three?; Is there
proper resource emphasis on political or economic vs, military
questions?"; “How can we improve intelligence reporting on Africa?"

-~ Perforinance Measurement/Evzluation: Significant gaps in our ability
to asscss the utility of various resource allocation strategies exist
because collection and production have no *grade card” which
associates performance or projected performance against basic
conswumer needs. Eficctive means must be developed which facilitc
objcctive measuroment relatzble to the resource management proc

Thesa semc, or similar means must be applied to measuré and in-
fluence the effectiveness of tasking of resources,

e
S5,

G. Defense Intellicence Manacement

Prior to the Presidential Directive of 1971 ané the subsegusent consolidztion
of Defense intelligence, no onec was clearly in charge of the Delence intelligence
effort; key elements ncithzr cooperated effectively or were under suitable lires
of authcritly to permit efflicicnt trade-offs and long-term planning on a Defense-

wide basis. Regardlesz of structural opticns considered, effeztive mechznisms
T must be established within the Defense Intelligence Community to assure

effecetive and efficient iniegration inte the naticnzl int2lligence community,

H . N Fier. 1/Lu('s“.. 1

The fzilure of the CFI to come to grips with the charge to define what is -
and is not to be incluced in the NFIP czn no longer be accepted. A thorough-
going review with: specific recemmendations to the SC, and o be implemernted -
in the FY-79 budget submission for the NFIP, should be conducted.

1. Relationshiv beiveeen NFIP end Intelligence-~Related Activities of
the Departments and Acencies

In order to minimize duplication 2nd maximize mutual support, subst'
mechanizsms should be establicked {o assure a mere systematic relations!
national intellipence pregrams and so-called ntelligence-rilated activities.

’ J. Public Trust and Confidence and Value of Confidentizl Service

Resolving the issucs secrecy raises in our opcn society requires a
fresh analysis of what azpects of intclligence actually require protection,

T
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review of the concepts involved and careful examination of the kind of
legislation needed. Oversight institutions must be institutionalized.

K. Covert Action

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

present.

L., Counterintellirence

It was noted in Section II that there is no national policy and hio policy-level
Moreover, there is no comprchensive

forum for foreign counterintelligence.
Counter-

understanding of counterintelligence issues at the policy level.
intellipence is ackneowlecdged as a2 major intelligence discipline, but even in
intelligence circles it is only ravely discussed. Annex A to this report
recommends the assignment of responsibility for development, coordination
and oversight of national counterintelligence policy to the NSC's Special
Coordination Committee (SCC/CI) chaired by the Assistant to the President

for Nationzl Sccurity Affairs.

AN
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ANNEX A

Recommendzation on Forcign Countcrintelligence

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

Senior officials have to deal with counterintelligence flaps -- spies that

have been caught, double agents that have disappeared -- but, excepl for

- sporadic directives, such as the President's rccent instruction to the FBI to
focus on anti-Castro terrorist groups, counterintelligence priorities and the
allocation of resources have been left to the individual agencies. There has
been no peolicy-level forum in which to weigh the level of effort agezinst the
seriousness of the threat, to examine the implications of "friendly"” intelli-
gence scrvice activities in the U.S,, or fo resolve conflicting policy considera-
tions which allow identified Soviet and other hostile intelligence officers to
enter and travel in the U.5. For the U.S. to effectively deal with foreign
espionage, sabotage, covert action and terrorism requires an informed body
of senior officizls which will examine and come to undersiand the activity
geneviczlly, a2nd thus be in a position ts develep n._tmm.! foreign counter-
intelligcnice policy objeciives, oversee their impiementalion and assess their

effectiveiess.

re

Establishinzut of 2 Snecizl Coordination Commitice (Counterintelliponce)

+ It is recommended that the NSC Special Coordination Committece assume
responsibility for development and coordination of national counterintelligence

policy. The SCC(CIi) would be responsible for:

-~ formulation and review of foreign counterintelligence policy and
objectives, oversight of their implementation and exammnt:on

of their cﬁech\'c:ness,

' -~ c¢oordination of the in .erface between counterintelligence and foreign
and domestic policy issues;

o ~- exercise of nationzal-level oversight for sensitive couhtcrin.tc]ligence

activities; .

The Commaitied should be supported by a small, dedicated clement of the
NSC staff.
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Definition and Jurisdiction

- —— - —— Bl bty

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

~~ Does counterintelligence include terrorism?

~-" Sheould communications security and foreign-directed signals
intelligence operations corae under the counterintelligence

_umbrclla?

-~ Decepticn ic_a neglected, but potentially valuable countar-
intelligence technique. While there are some low-level deception
operaticns, its cffective use as a national instrument requires
policy-level consideration. Should the formulation of deception
policy and the oversight of deception operations be a responsi-
bility of the SCC(CI)?

-- .Standards and practices with respect to perscnnel, document

and physical security vary as between agencies and depariments.
t Lapses in thesc procedures have resuited in the comprorniise of

highly clazsified information, While the Intellizence Community
prefers 1o deal with Ysceurity" programs separately, they ara
“aimed at protecting the U.S. {rom hostile inteliigence activities,
and there is raticnale for placing them, in come manner, under
the jurisdicticn of thz SCC(TI)..

Membership of the Committee

PR—— . - —

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

T

Chairmanship of the Committee

Prps’idential Directive No. 2 established the Assistant to the President
for National Sccurity Affairs as Chairman of the SCC.

. . . - : .
' R . -2 -,
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Becausce they are not sufficiently independent, and have operational
responsibilities, both the DCI (because he is also the Director of CIA) and
the Director of the FBI are ruled out as potential chairmen in any event.
The Senate Intclligence Committee and the IC Staff have in the past recom-
mended the Attorney General as chairman for any interagency committee on
counferintelligence. In favor of this option is the respect accorded the Attorney
General by both the intelligence community and those who fear possible abuses.
Attorney General chairmmanship in the eyes of the public would assure that
counterintelligence activities and policy would be lawful 2nd proper. On the
other hand, the Attorney General's supervisory responsibility for the FBI
(the Government's primary counterintelligence agency) is somewhat analogous
to the DCI's responsibility for the CIA. As the chicf law enforcement officer
of the Government, the Attorney Generul's oversight role with respect to
intelligence activities and FBJ guidelines could appear to be compromised if
he were {0 assume the chairmenship of a policy committee dedicated to
efficient and cffcctive counterintellipence. TFinally, there is no exdsting natural
indepcendent sta{f support available to him in the role of chairman.

Chairmanship by the Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs would substantially fulfill the criteria of prestige and independence.
While this positicn has no lire authority, the close relationship to the President
and the unigue role of the NSC would enable the Assistant to command the
requisite authority when necessary. Chairmenship by the Aszistant would
naturally suggest staff support for the SCC(CI) {rom the NSC staf{f, and would
assure that the st2ff was independent of individual agencies. On the other
hand, beczusec of the Assistani's wide-ranging resiponsibility Zor nationul
security, his chairmanship might not bring with it the same public reassurance
as would the chairmanship of the Attorney General.

e

Chairmanship by an independent BCI with community-vwide responsi-
bilities would secm Jogical and he would have both the expertise and staff

support required. It would mean, however, that for the first time the DCI

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