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f-ﬁEMORANDUM FOR.:TDirector, Nationa1 Foreign Assessment Center

] ,f'aNational Intel]igence Officer for Strategic Programs

l

L
: SUBJECT ? ‘f }: Ellsworth/Ade]man artic e in Foreign Policy, Fall 1979.

"Foolish}lntelligence
L

} i

a series of gross overestimates in the late 1950s and early 1960s and |

z | ia series of gross underestimates in the middle and late 1960s, the
141 .|record of estimating Soviet strategic force prospects in the 19705

has been closer to ihe mark.: It has contained some overestimates,
some underestimates, and a number of estimates that appear now to have

"1 |been about right. '‘Most important, our techniques of projection

have avoided single best guesses, have explicitly set forth the

|- ground-rules and uncertainties asscziated in the projections, and

nave fostered prompt adjustment of our estimates in response to
new evidence and analysis.[:::

2. The OSR evaluation is a technical one which does not
directly address the bill-board message of the article. I read
|this message to be that CIA is the principal culprit in whatever
' shortcomings exist in US intelligence estimates. This is allegedly
attributable to the dominance of wrora-headed clandestine service
|offizers in CIA. This is a distortion which fails completely to

L recognize that: . °

Ll a. In recent years. nationa1 estimates on Soviet
|- 1 strategic forces have been prepared by working groups

drawn from the ful] intelligence communicy;

B » b{ Inputs on weapons characteristics 1ike accuracy

| (including recent changes in our best estimates of these
b characteristics) have been prepared by WSSIC subcommittecs

11~ under DIA chairmanshin; and

c. CIA's clandestine services do not participate in
preparing these estimates at all. With his long experience
in intelligence-re]ated matters, Ellsworth should know better.

| ; o ‘ Wowaird Stoertz, Jr.
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',li'_?jSUBJECTff: 1 'y Comments on "Foolish inteiligenéé" (Robert F. E11sworth

. and Kenneth L. Adelman, Foreign Policy, Fall 1979) and
v j‘,thgy§ubsqqﬁent Summary in the yashington Post
il :"i E L

;3%1, . C c
1. Ve have reviewed the articles (Attachment F) and selected for

é»;discussion in this memorandum the issues in OSR's bailiwick. Those
fﬁfelected ares i o o

n | !
S P : .
a. The overall track record of our estimates of Soviet
strategic capaﬁi}ities; ; f ,
: . [ o

b. ' The spégificfcﬁargék fhat there were major changes in
the 1979 estimates (compared to the 1978 estimates) in force
residuqls and in ICBHY fractionation. accuracy, ard reliability;

oS The esﬁi@ateé 6ffBackﬁire production have been too
~lowy il = o . )

Si
N

P ‘ _
The doubling in 1976 of our estimate of the percgntage

- d
of the Soviet GNP devoted to defense; and
.~ e. Our reported delay in recognizing the North Korean o 4
force build-up.; (i | o . :
L T | | | £
i1 2. The following paragraphs summarize our current views on these '
| 'subjects. Additional {nformation on each can be found in the 1ttachments. . 3
| . oo il g , - . S z
. 3. Topic A, the overall track record of our estimates of Soviet §
! .strategic capabilities. | i R _ ;
' R L e
g Ellsworth and Aldeman's statements that the CIA consistently 4
nderestimated the projections of the Soviet ICBM build-up are true for r
our estimates in the}mid-iand%1atei1960$. During t.is period, our - F
estimates were driven by the mistaken belief that the Soviets would not
want to exceed the numbers deployed by the. US, thereby triggering major
new US programs. {:]g ] I R | :
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AT
.4, 'The chargelof consistant underestimation does not hold up for .
il [l other: times. | In thelate 1950s and .early 1960s, the NIEs significantl -
/| overestimated the prospective capapilj;jeﬁ‘of>ghe Soviet ICBM force.?qf:]“

i ¢
i

L 'j TR T R VR A A ; : :
3 f;;“fS;ﬁﬁDurihg’thea]9705;fthe record has ;been mixed. We have made

| changes. in our estimates as new data come ;in. ‘Assuming the more recent

L ‘"estimates are more!accurate, some of the changes reflect previous

4111, |underestimates of.Soviet capabilities.| Examples are, the degree of

N y{fractionationlof;lCBﬁ_pay]oads'andﬁthé@accuracy of Soviet ICBMs. But

.| counter examples also exist. | We overestimated the rapidity with which

_|the Soviets would convert oldar ICBM silos for newer systems, and would

|develop a new;intergdntinental bomber:and :a new large SSBN.

S 0| A S A RV N DA ' .

1 [ 6. We will be making further adjustments to our estimates this

" 1ll{ /|year. Again, some of them will be in the direction of increasing the

' 1lli ‘|threat. The projected accuracy of the ICBMs will be increased slightly,

¥ i 'and the estimates of IC3M force reliability will be increased. In the -k
11| ,other direction, our estimate of the accuracy of t west Soviet SLEM ;
Cvil| ! |system (SS-N-18) will be about meters, versus in.cers in last : :
L f - ilyear's NIE. The expected IOC for—Tne Typhoon SSBN probably be

' i's1ipped a year or two. Also, the estimates of expected yields for many

fglﬁ, f?,ICBM and SLBM warhcuds are :being reduced by about The
i, il lyleld of the SS-18 Mod 4, for exzmple, has been reduced from lo-
1l 1 jitons to kilotons. (See Attachment A for additional disc ns of

1" i/ the tracw'record of the Estimates.)

ol 7. Topic B, Specific 'charges that there were major changes . |
v -1 1 in_the 1979 estimates (compared to the 8 estimates in _force residuals ,
and 1in ractionation, accuracy, and reliability.

P Force residuals--the two graphs presented in Ellsworth and

|7 I Adelman's article are taken from DoD's annual reports for FY 1979 and

- i'FY 1980, which in turn, were taken from the force projections given

; in the NIE's for 1977 and 1978 (published in 1978 and 1979, respectively).
o |7he two graphs they chose to depict are estimates of post-strike force

i #11 lpresiduals which, under day-to-day alert conditions, would for the Soviets
' . | be those ICBMs not used or destroyed and the at-sea SLBM force. Our
|estimates of ICBM and SLBM RVs did ircrease in the 1978 NIE: the

L 111978 Estimate has about 25 percent more ICBM RVs in the early 1980s than
i1 1 the 1977 Estimate, and about twice as many SLBM RVs in the mid-to-late

‘|| 1/1980s. Mevertheless, both Estimates reached approximately the same

‘1|~ i/ number of on-1ine weapons by the end of the decade. :
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5 8. ICBM Fractionation--The 1978 NIE initially contained fewer
" 1/ deployments of the singie RV variants of the fourth generation ICBis,
" | resulting in more MIRVed RVs projected to be in the force during tha
oY fearly 1980s. : By 1985, however, both the 1977 and 1978 estimates were
it lessentially the samel in number of online ICBM RVs, Evidence of greater
SHeTiT o sLeM fractionation for the'SS-N-18 led us to believe the Soviets would
i -i1]r ildeploy more MIRVed variants of their SLBMs beginning in the early 1980s.
411" 1iThe number of SLBM RVs consequently increased from 1400 in 1977 to about
12000 in the 1978 NIE. { || =~ - |
T R [ R T _ ! _
SRS PNt 9, ICBM Accuracy--He did revise our estimates of Soviet ICBM
1] 'accuracy between the 1977, and 1978 NIEs. We detected significant
||, iinew testing in late1977 that suggested an accuracy improvement pro-
. 11|" iigram, and we so noted it in the 1977 tEstimate. The improvement in
i iftlL (jaccuracy was projected in the 1977 and earlier Estimates, but the
CJleerl] s ilprojected 1I0C was afew years later. By the 1978 Estimate, we had up-
' {: !|dated our accuracy estimates and included them in the force pro-

4 1] | i Jections, B

Sl 104 We assume the authors arrived at their figure of “a 180 percent
i-' 1 :|improvement" by comparing accuracy, of current ICBMs g:;;lmeters) with

~i{|1 ‘|accuracy projected for systems which would IOC in th 1y-1980s £:::; |

§ i /meters). They did not, however, compare the estimate of accuracy ‘ :

\ ‘lwe made in 1977 with those we made 1in 1978. If they had, by our cal-

11 '\culations, projections made in 1978 for Soviet ICBMs in the force during k

| .|the mid-1980s’ would. show about a percent improvement over projections :

|, |made in 1977 for the same period..” : . i

i N R = ' ' :

11. 1CBM Force Reliability--We made no changes in reliability in :

our 1978 Estimaie.  As mentioned above, however, we du plan to increase

! our estimate of reliability in the forthcoming Estimate. (See Attachment
|11 |B for additional discussions of thgsegjssqesjg; ’

2. Top1§ C;;égckfiré'Pﬁodgctioniéstimate§

: ol The charge that we have underestimated the Backfire bomber
~|i.|! |production rate is groundless. We have not made any significant

. 11:|1 |changes in our progect1ons; and see no reason to change them now.

. 11|71 |(See-Attachment C. ;5(:::] B R

13. Top1¢ D, ﬁércentagg‘of GNP derted to defense

0

“': s ty o P , .
RN Ellsworth and Adelman misrepresent the message contained in the
||+ [CIA's reevaluation in 1976, The factor of two increase was clearly
1]y billed as an increase in the ‘estimated ruble cost of military programs,
Iy 4117 land nc% as an: increase in our estimates of the physical size or capahilities
o i||. of Soviet forces. It did indicate that the Soviet defense industry 1s
1| Nr3s efficient in the use of {ts resources, and that the Soviet lcaders!
|| !icommittment to their: defense effort was greater, than we had previously

‘Hl lbelieved. [ | i
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, 14, " The authors shou'd have known better than to make this
“ _chargeﬁagainstetheﬁkgencygﬁaHe;took’eVeryiprecaution at the time. -
1{[l|to. explain the change, even in our unclassified report of May 1976.-
C1 [ | Furthermore,. 1t was:briefed to Mr. Ellsworth at the time of issuance.
‘Ll 1| (See Attachment D for additidnal-infoﬁmation.)? ' : o
S T A A c . T T R A

|

o o I RNt I BRI A I P
' 15, Topic Ly North Korean force build-up
(R B e A e e N N T :
SR Ellsworthﬁpnd Adelman are correct in claiming that we

AR underestimated for a while the size of ‘North Korea's infantry force.

i [y 4 But the statement is misleading in that it does not even hint at the
ik [|serious concern and’excellent reporting we did devote to what we saw
Cdio bt i8S an increasingly alarining situation. We did repcrt all along on
Sl iithe increasing numbers of; tanks and artillery forces. We noted the
St | growth in naval,; air, and air defense forces, and expended considerable

: ﬁi?; ¥' effort in thegarea;bf_indidations and warning. But we had little
| ldirect evidence of widespread expansion of the infantry. This was
By corrected in late 1977 and ‘early 1978 when the Community, led by

 -Qi;f : 'Army Inscom, conducted a massive study of this roblem. (See
| || ljAttachment E for additional information.)

i I
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i Lo il s As Review of NIES by NIO/SP , ]
Sditif]e 4 Be Discussion of 3pecific Charges '
{0t 0l €. Backfire Production Estimates :
SR - D. Percentage of GNP Devoted to Jefense
Sab . E. North Korean Force Build-up
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‘5 _ QUestion*I Please supply for the record the number of years the CIA has under-
o4 estimated ithe Soviet strateglic threat. In light of the record,

. what confidence can be placed in the estimates?

Cd
SN "1. It is weil known tnat in the: ]ate 1950s and e. “1y 1960s, NIEs

H ignificantly overestimatad the existing and prospective size of the Soviet
1CBM force, and that in the middle and late 1960s they significantly under-
estimated the prospective size of that force. The initial overestimates were 3

. .i (based in part on the pace and success of the Soviet development program, and :
Sl dn part on projections of Soviet daployment capabilities and likely proarams
RHE made in the absence of hard evidence of actual deployment activity.
R 2. From the time. in the ear\y 19605 when satellite photography corrected

; - the previous overestimates, the Intelligence Community has had good knowledge
-,jgf.of Soviet ICBM launcher.construction and deployments existing at any given time.
\h'{h’:lhe subseguent underestﬁnates of prospective future deployments reflected the
ot istaken belief that the Soviets would deploy either fewer, or later, only o
ﬁ{Tym5 aboiit’ the same “number -of - 1CBM launchers as the US. - ‘In ‘retrospect, the estimators
KR “*“érred {n.thinking that the Soviets.would want.to avoid triggering further . .. -
3?-?¥pléxpansion of -US missileiforces; failed to appreciate the.depth of Soviet . oo
R :L;det rmination to overcome the weaknesses .that contributed to. their humitiation .. .
:ﬁ'in.the Luban.. missiie crisis;fand: probab]y over~eacted to the previous OVer=. ... ‘.i_th‘

il stimates of . the "mifsile gap" era.4_> Ri% R R R et N I
LS “'..'".'""g Lol P At PORES N A e ~;<‘{'- T ..‘.'Z MR n*l"-f.\."’h""' VRENTS ""f" ' o “'-' “-' PO
o] ofet "3."'The'anaiysis in Prof wohistetter 3 articles ‘entitied ™Is Thare a

& tegic Arms Race?" | (Foreign Policy, Surwmer and Fall 1974) was reviewed by

i CIA analysts and found to be ‘essentially correct. ' Wohlstetter had concludad
|l |that future size of Soviet ICBM, SLBM, and heavy bomber forces was consistently
[ underestimated during the 1960s.. A CIA “track record" study completed in early
S 1?76 showed that with respect to ICBM | forces. the mistaken view of Scviet
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> f1ntentions persiste! through 1968. In’ retrospect. 1t aopears that the

o ‘est“lmators clung; to their original belief that the Soviets would level off

il their ICOM launcher deployments at a leve'l ranging from somewhat below to

) _Eomewhat above the IS total until, in 1968- _9. the Soviet construction

| rogram actually exmeded the US level, | | | S

i

? ] 4. CIA's ‘1976 study carried the record forward to 1975. The review

. hoved that, followitg the belated recognition that the Soviets would not

only catch up with tte US in number of ICBMs but keep right on going, the

| estimative record irgroved somewhat. |In 1969, 1970, and 1971, the three

! | lyears preceding the SALT I agreement which froze the combined Soviet total
number of ICBM and SIBM launchers, the NIE forecasts' compared with future

Sovnet performance 8 fol]owv | .

f + «=]n operationa] ICBM 'launchers. the actual level of 1,500-1,600
reached in 1972—1975 fell within the range forecast in all three NIEs

; --1In modere SSBNs. the actua1 1975 level of 46 compared with 35-50
i 1| forecast in 1963, 50 in 1970, and 47 in 1971. By 1968-69, current

.| information had established the approximate rate of Y-class SSBN
production. ' However, these estimates did not anticipate that the Soviet
objective under SALT I conditions would be an eventual force of as many
| as 62 modern SSHis! and 950 launchers On]y the non-SALT projections were .
‘ ,;,this high or hir*er. ER N

oo --; A, ...,-‘.‘ S o
. ; 1 e . ._.,.‘;t...‘.

.-.-'
1.-e

\_-. L. i" -.ty A J

-d

g --In h‘eavy !ombers moreover, the NIEs continued:through- 1974 to~.'5~'r':":§;"
silipredict retiremests of older Bisons and Bears, uhereas the Sov.ets e
e actuany retaineda conatant force 1ev=l L STk e T

- ST Ve
Ve .».-.a chem s "'j = _.' L " ~" T
-1 Fonr i T o . . S A - e

o AT The Intel‘ligefce Con‘munity has a'luays Tacne d great i'nportance to
';.']t.he quath of Soviet strategic forces as well -as to:their numbers: < he- 1976 .2
. ["track. record®. study-taviewed estimates made in 1966-1975 with respect to
f it lqualitative trends in oviet forces. and found that the estimative record was

. 1xed On the positiv- side" i

--Tne NIEs frrecast Sov1et deve]opment by the earIy or mid-1970s
M || || of MIRVed ICBMs with improved accuracy and hard target kill capabihty
R i1l i They also forecast the 1ntroduct1on of longer range SLBMs,

' i
h [T | 4
g i

b --Tn the var!ous fie'lds of qtrateg1c defense, the NIES were found

1 to have identifies cerrectly tha 1ikely lines of Sovict development,

. it although for a tiz in the eariy 1970s they overastimated Soviet strategic
- /| SAM deployment arﬁ overestimated Soviet willingnes: to deploy ABMs despite

| ®
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e the identified
| | ASH capabilities adainst SSBNs have remained very low, as was estimated.
e 1 I I AU R , -

| f{;*Lﬂ-ewiihﬂﬁéépeét‘fb”ICBN%dccuﬁaé}}andﬁfé?ce Féaaiﬁe§s; prdébééfiﬁe
P00 soviet capabilities ware-underestimated....The Suviets were found to have

{ WSy

. Addition to Record of DCI Testimony, Senate Armed Services '
* Committee, 23 January 1973

shortcomings of the available Soviet ABM system. Soviet

e w

e negative side: | | |
s S i ;

P e

! [RES i‘l
' «=The NIEs failed tolfbresee

i
1

‘that under the SALT I limitations the

‘| soviets would deploy SS-17 and SS-19 ICBMs having throw-weights much

greater than that of the:SS-11, would introduce cold launch techniques

! with the $S-17 and;SS-18,/and (in the case of the $5-19) would greatly

increase missile volume w}thout increasing silo diameter.
| SRR R | ' . -

, --Persistent uncertainties and disagreements were noted in the
estimative record about isuch critical questions as: whether the 55-9

' Mod 4 ICBM was a MIRV systam (it was later determined not to have been);
| whether the SA-5 was an ABM or possibly a dual-purpose ABM-SAM (it was

later determined to be a SAM); and whether Backfire had marginal or

/| substantial 1ntercontinenta1‘capabilities (a que otion which remains

6. Another revied‘bf theleE recbrd, done for CIA in the spring of 1978

f»fori&he period 1970-1977, examined in detail the estimative performance with
pect to three topics

rperceived to be of particular importance. It found .

"

| vﬁtaﬁédtiét’itfategié'offen51Ve7force composition under- -
SALT I limitations,” the NIEs:of the early 1970s underestimated the rate

! of ballistic missile submarine-deployment, overestimated the rate of

conversion to fourth generation-ICCis, and did not anticipate the- number

. 3| of. diverse types and modiffcations of ICBMs that would be developed during .

. L eperdde . "

. : S had RS L (A Tk S A ) - . .
thepemod e Py e e S ARG b et R e

., '-q,.v.;..-_v,.‘" . ’ . f;‘-‘.'»:{. e apa” ' = ’ R

i

‘achieved more with relatively crude technology than expected and, later, ° -
to have introduced new technology sooner than expected.

--With vrespect to air defense systems, in the early 1970s the priority
with which the Soviets would seek to develop an airborne warning and
control system (AWACS) was overestimated and the size of the air defense
interceptor force was underestimated. ' The NIEs failed until 1975 to
establish extensive Soviet deployment of nuclear-capable SAMs and electronic
countermeasures equipment (ECM) for strategic air defense. o :
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i 17, To bring the;recordf ully up to date, we have now reviewed the NIEs

|'lof |the most recent five years.; The first two of the attached tables compare
|!| forecasts made in 1974 and 1976 with the facts as known and reported in 1978.
|'|These two tables confirm the: mixed record of recent. years.

R R T 5 |
--Theientriég on‘the!firsf table dealing with operational ICBi

111" yaunchers, MIRVed. 1aunchers, and online ICBM reentry vehicles (RVS)

|
1 i"| show a substantial overestimate in 1974 of the pace at which the Soviets

!

.422 | | would convert their SS-9 and SS-11 silos to the new S5-17s, §$5-183 and

- §5-19s, and a ‘consequent overestimate of -the number of ICBM RVs they would
' have online in 1978. These estimates were adjusted downward after that,
. | - but the 1976 forecast was still somewhat too high. The estimators failed
| to foresee that’the Soviets would stretch the conversion program over .
| | "about 8 years.' ‘Using historical evidence, they projected Soviet conver-
~sions at about the same pace demonstrated in the construction of the '
original silos.. This was correct for the §S-18, but not for the SS-17
~ and SS-19 conversions. - | C ' .

7 " ==The CEP entries on the first table show that the nccuracies of the
presently deployed ICBMs were Ynitially underestimated, but that these

- estimates were largely corrected by 1976. Yield estimates also had to be

' adjusted, but only slightly. @ :

" A:j'uﬁ . --Thessecond tabléishows that 1n.1974. the prospective growth in

. numbers of Soviet,SLBM launchers, SLBMs with MIRVs, and online SLBH RVs- """
;i was slightly underestimated. A corrective upward adjustment was made

w3 1976 (Mote that, as shown'on the third table, the I0C date of ao

1. 4%‘M[RVed-SLBM wasmin“facp;forecast correctly in ]974.), IR SR

o

"

42 80 The last two tabics' address the difficult question of the .likely
+| radequacy. of some of dur most recent forecasts. Secause many of the initial

operational capability (I0C) dates shown on the third table are still in the -

ﬂ +future, as are all of ‘the quantitative forecasts for 1982 on the .fourth.table,

there is no way of knowing today whether these forecasts will actually prove

I'l to be correct. . We can, however, compare the forecasts made in 1974, 1976 and

1978 to Judge whether accumulating evidence has required major adjustments.

.| Assuming that the most recent astimates “re the best=--an assumption which is

not provable but is plausible because evidence accumulates over time--the

comparison of past and present forecasts offers some insight into the amount

?: deaatime the estimators h.ve been able to provide to NIE consumers. We
ind that: i .y :
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A . --Many of the 10C dates fo{récast in 1974 ard 1975 have not had
i1 to be changed much.» ’;i : . | .

=at , ‘--The divers.ty of Soviet offenSive and defensive systems now

" i, || expected in the 2arly 1980s was not anticipated in 1974. Several new
i1}l ssystems now expected were not forecast that long ago. However, the

"1l 'Soviets have evidentlyideferred deployment of a mobiie ICBH which was

gforecast on the basis of R&D activity

1|'.

' ~-The rapidity with which the Soviets wouid d°V8|0p ICBMs with
;conSiderably 1mproved accuracv was underestimated in 1974 and 1976.

,4: 5 --The rapiditv w1th wnich the Soviets uouid develop a new SSBN and
-1 1@ new heavy bomber was overestiwated in 1976, judging by present evidence.

I --Finally, the last tabie shows that this year we have increased
o1 ]. 1| considerably ouriestimate of online Soviet intercontinental weapons four
. i|| i years hence, because we believe recent evidence points to a sharp upward
;'gi;trend which uas not forecast in previous NIEs.

.il-‘ri;
Pt 9. This reView of thelesQimative record confirimns that the NIEs conSistentiy
Sl bnaerestimated Soviet strategic force goals throughout most of the 1960s. It
.1 || indicates that in the:1970s. the estimative performance has been mixed. Insofar

; Es ‘can now be. determined, many recent forecasts have been ahout right. There -
ave ‘been some apparent‘overestimates ‘However, in twe improtant aspects of
oviet intercontine~tal striking ‘capability in the early 1980s--the accuracy R
it of Sov1et ICBMs and the number of online Soviet missile RVs and bomber weapons--
O 'we show believe. that in!the: past few years we were underestimating. This~

P honclusion was reached in 1973 on the basis of newly-acquired fiight-testing
) Eendto ther evidence pointing;to. sharp Soviet improvements, whereas previously
s ,»rhe evidence had poin d to, more graduai Soviet advances.-{i:] Sah e

[Py SV A
: T
. R

sat-;.‘ b

‘ .; {
SR 10 There remains the question of what'degree ‘o confi{dence constmers - -
| ‘,Eho 1d have in NIE forecasts {n Vight of the estimative record. A number of
! gconsiderations are reievant.u: ; |, ;: ; L
!‘ | - ==Qur present forecests ave based on the expectation that the USSR
E will continue to demonstrate brnad scope.,vigor, and persistence in its

.——_—..—-_..._...A..
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‘§ strategic programs.. COncern about US reactions is no longer assumed to
E inhibit the Soviets' dntermination to improve their deterrent and war-
fighting capabi?icies. i L , o _ .

[
[ i
| l_;

o --In general, our historical base and current informafion about on-
- going Soviet dep]oyment programs is better than before, but we still .
have very little information about specific Soviet plans.. Because we
are, in effect, pr‘ ‘ecting forward from recent and current trends,

{1 | forecasts for. th  : .ar term are likely to be much more re]iable than
d forecasts for the period 5-10 years hence.i

. --when deployment programs are 1in mid-stream and their pace is well
established, confident forecasts can extend some years into the future.
. Periods of. crange in Soviet deployment programs, however, can introduce

| substantial uncertainties about even the near term. \lhile the overall
pace of ICBM launcher conversions has been fairly steady and predictable

- for several years, the Soviets have clearly adjusted its details more

; than once to prospective SALT II limitations. The Soviet SSBN construction
program is believed even now to be in transition from the D-class to the
- Typhoon class and the program to convert ICBM laurchers to §5-17s, 18s

f and 19s will reach the prospective SALT II ceiling abcut two years hence.
- Changes in Soviet programing which break historical precedent will remain
part1cu1ar1y difficult to forecast.

. N -
< pgff:mﬁo —-With respect to new weapons, we usually know of treir existence
il several years before deployment. -Because.development leadtimes are- Iong, S
-ifuiwa can be .reasonably confident that future Soviet strategic- -forces wili
%ﬁ:hf‘» consist _very largely of. types of weapons identified several years.in.. awsvﬂ:
SR advance. Examples of: forecasts fu: “the early 1980s based on devalopmental -
o .-evidence include a.new, solid prop:iiant IC3M and a new SSBN/SL8M weapon -
system +1f, howevar, the Soviets run into difficulty in developing a - .2
:system, or if they cance] it. we are not likeiy to nave forewarning a

..\...-.. . . - n.o-“wo e i
wh e v e e PRt

- o —-Soviet security measures, however, usualiy prevent us from deter--
mining the specific characteristics of new weapons and from identifying
modifications to existing weapons until late in the development cycle.
Uncertainty sometimes persists until well after deployment has bzgun.

1 Examples are our.recent; confirmation of much-improved guidance systams on
modified Saviet ICBMs ! ( } and our

~ continuing uncertainty and disagreement about the performance character-

~{stics of the Backfire.pomber.f

1

o
]
H

aE AN ordorr




«

SUBJECT:  Addition to Recor

L i TR

s e B!
'<-.5‘v.l.‘ :‘!:
. »‘«'»...\ .o
) 1‘;} A I
1ie oo R
R o
AR I A
{E‘ P H .

REEEE Hoo
U' i

A SERLEE {l
R A .

I8 |

i
_—

o W

i :‘ I

M :

i * "5

e 4 S

oo

o i

1 :

i i

v ¥ 1 < 5 C T
L T I i v ta g
T DERE fter]

. :
o (R}
v "
N .
L n
o e
it h
EaY
+ e
)
H
I
!
i
i
'
1 i
! i
,

N
.'-‘ .'f‘
A
E
/.
{

|
i
i
-l

i !

“r
:

ST 38779 .

i
1
t
i
i
!
i
!
4

¢

ﬁq | B IR
X } zof.DCI Testimony, Senate Armed Services -
| 5Comm1ttee,;23 January 1979 ’ . - :

1o i
I g
i | I" g .
' N PoE i
: ST é
; e HinE Goagi |
! I, s T i
: !.:| l,i:‘| :
e ! i

: j--Recognizin&?ﬁheséj1imitations, our present estimative philosophy
i{s to change our Torecasts, even drastically, as soon as possible when
the evidence leads us to believe we have detected a new development or
trend, or- that the Soviets have altered a-program. This means we accept
considerable fluctuations in forecasts from year to year in-the interests
-of giving our consumers as much advance warning as possible.
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ESTIMATED OPERATIOVAL SOVIET SLBM FORCE IN MID-1978 |
! ?; : [b-]976‘ ok :
. E;timate . Estimate * . Actual
e o8 ow
, er of SALT-accountab]e SLBM | S -
1) ulluncher ; T T R 926 952** . = 950"
| ISLBMS with MIRVs* N T 128 N2
.i'” R i'" L I Lo @ 4 RVs @ 3 RVs @ 3 RVs
il :‘11 4o S L \ ?! . : . . .
lr ne SLBM RVs I LT 960 - 1,040 1,034
t SLBM CEP
- l
! L1mited to 62 by SALT I, but 1974 and ]976 NIEs anticipated its expirayion
s 1n October 1977. - ‘i |
BRI o it ' .
SR L Actual PTOJECt\Oﬂ was’ 936,'wh1ch exc]uded 16 launchers on several uniquely-
;;JH"’»;ccnfigured Soviet submarines now -canted 1n the total
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1ET_ICBM FORCES IN MID-1978

8 February 1979

‘z‘f $S-17 Mod 1
[l | '55-18 #od 2
| | 5519 Hod 1,

RVed warhead Yields--(Estimated in 1974. 76. % 78)

$S-17 Mod 1

fﬂQﬁ Construction of |
*ncluded 60 mobile ICBMs“

4 A L
E:hers operational(w{th ss.

neww%iiéd

(
|
. t".
'f ;
'v .
!

;chers operational‘wfth)§s-18'fl

17/195

TN

Wl
i
i

o7a

1976
- Estimate -

Estimaté'

[
1 . ,'7:"'1

. 1 482**

1 2 :j.-

1
4
1
1
1,‘
i
‘

i (200/380)

,-;712 f

t
oot
1

15375. -
136

360
(140/220)

354
3,832

(80/150)

1978
Actual

11,398
134
230

318
2,850

/A r=—




8 February 1979

¥ 1976 o - 1978
‘jEstimate: Y Estimate

1076* | 1976%
1979

i TcBMs with CEP ofj?* '”Eiff'ﬂ '
3§;;;1£BML w1th CEP ofi" ?:zé ifi | 980s " 1980-82

ST et :,f' 1975+ :2 1975+
Lo ers e 1978+

I 1980 .. . 1982
L . (4 RVs) (8 RVs)

t

T

e - 1981 1984
L {no evidence
b

‘gylcsn with MIRVs

! ﬁ?sLBM with MIRVs l»f:.ﬁﬂf"
gy 52 )
I ﬂ?{yphoon SSBN/SLBM System»-l

*ZEJNéwihgavy bdmbgr

but capable

i of doing so)

i ; '
N o Vot i . v :
Lon i ' : [
by i i . : P T
H o i . byt
A . . Ve
I H : : .

5;3 prile ICBM ;-' 17_1;J. §@1 B . 1977 | Deferred _Deferred
L .r8511e IROH (with MIRVsl IR 1 ®wo 19717 1978+
TR v TN L :
o Low~A1titude Interceptor IR 1980/81 1981
o 1w(Lookdown/shootdown)‘*;i e U!EdiCting | i

o “interceptor -

-y -

€ J*?Jxﬁgme evidénce~.1¢:”&fr;”ﬁ'5'
o ...\.M.mﬂf a. program), .

. i#'!i.._C.S,_aigcraft - 1982 -
sl y k< : i ' ;. ...:.'..:".: il _._,4.___,“'-1-'- .
Long-range air-launched cruise | il o early 19805

A T (could by late

R ﬁ‘ss“e R I U U RN
‘  ' o o e ]9705)

i 1
NERTRE
|| M R B P

crui,e missile L: o o | (cou]d in mid- - (could in mid-

late 1980s) late 1980s)

0 ' ) i i
i . i e
. 1 ! 1‘

i Voe . { :
bl {Small 1ong-range air-launched %. 1 fee
. ¥

%}"f 5‘ §ign1?1 S that NIE reported IOC dat:as past occurrence,
I ** The subject of Soviet 1ntermediateaange forces was not addressed in 1974

! } estimate.
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‘Bomber Neapons‘

Totall':’~ if

lCBMs ;?§~
'SLBMs' .|

‘Bombers ..
! o o

ﬂ;* ?igures derived from.
Lk 1pcluded in totals‘ !

1979

oy ok

to1978
- Estimate

],184

122
6,090

. -—«h-.l “'. e

. 2,250

" 6,056
2,256
158

8,476
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923
347
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1 :':"‘I'heISunf\mcr' 1974 isélic (f)'ffli"urrign Pbliry?é:niicd nn article by Professor Albert‘ L

~ Wohistetter titled “Is There a Strategic Anﬁs Race?” In the article Wohlstetter '

~took up the question of myths and rc%tlitiés in the “arms race.” He sought to

"demonstrate that much of the public debate over the arms racc has been drivea
by myths, among others the:;mylh of ‘overestimation—that is, the widespread

- belief that the Pentagon systematically overestimales the strength of Sovict
strategic forees.” Usinige the Defense posture stateinents as his vasis, Wolilstetter
~ showed that in fact during the mid-1960s the tendency was to underestimate

in such things as ICBMs, SLBMs, and bombers (although carlier, in the
“missile gap” era,  the lepdim{:y had of course been quite the contrary).

Since the article \\':\S%bﬁbl]ishcd. ‘I have examincd National Tntelligence
Estimates going baé_fk to 1960 to sec whether or not the same charge could be
directed at the official judgments of the corporate body whose task it is to
communicate the views of the U.S. intelligence community, the U.S. Intelligence
Board, as set fortllifin the; NIEs. t also chected estimative hictory as regrargs
anticipated qualitative improvements in weapon systems and their predicted
operational dates, ||| i g ‘

. [ . '

I am satisficd on the basis of my research that Dr. Wohlstetter is essentially
correct in the case of ICBMs during the 1960s. There are some minor differences
between what the. intelligence community said and the data Wohlstetter used,
but not enough to make a’case against Wohlstetter’s findings.

' Také some cx;injplvs {)f how the :USIB tended to underestimate:

NIE 11863 foreeast a spread of 370 to 670 launchers for mid-1969.
The actral cq"}jnln in mid-'69 was 858. . :

: NIE 118M was ovcn more icxtrc.mc. It forecast 410 to 700 launchers
for mid-70. Tha actual count was: 1,292, '
! T .

; ) ! II ) o 1 | .

The worst_of the lot was the NIF, issued in 1966. Tt forccast a spread
of 800 to 1,120 for mid-72; The actual count was 1,527, With the exception
of the initial year, the nctual count exceeded the projected annual spreads

over the cntlrc’fpcrlnd covered by the estimate, (See Chart 1.)

In renﬂlng theput NIEs:. 1 horicd to find some clear rationale for the
repeated underestimation. In, many years the community expressed views essen-
tially along tho lincs that the Soviets would not deploy as many 1ICBMs as the

i |

US. for fear of touching off a new round of deployment in the US,, or that
they would be content with a retalintory force somewhat smalicr than the US.

force. In }907. th’c‘irntimm?c: given for cstimates sni_ch as 11.8-68 was that the
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- Sovicts saw polimal and psycholozical ndvnntngos in havlng an 1CBM forco |
" roughly the same size as tlmt of the US. and that was sald to be the goal:
- of their deployment pm;,mm. In other years, howovor. no clear mtlonalc was.
‘presented for the projc tcd numlwrs.' :

In 1968, !Iw text of: tlw \’lL (Sln‘)ll‘ih(‘(‘ n lowvr sldo of thc mngc for thc

future at 1,360 1mmchcrs ( tl\c number operational and under construction at

that time). Bocnme of u-\'cml l'mlurs that could influcace the size of the force,
however, it did not csllmntc, tho mnxlmum siz2 It might reach.*

i
I thought \\hcn cm!aniuz, on! this venture, that it would be found that

" we had ereditedthe Sov icts ‘with the ability to make rapld strides in weapons

tcchnoloqy (lcndlm: to MIRVs, hiqh accuracies, c¢te,) and that conscquent
fimprovements in qmlit\' would pcnml Moscow to limit the quantity of weapons
deployed. But this was not the ~ase. Our judgments ou whea the Soviets were
likely to introdhice certain qualit; wive improvements into their systems fitted
pretty wcll \\ith \\h.al hac actu.nllv lmppcncd

The “Missile Cap .

I suspect, but obviomly cannot document the fact, that part of the rcason
for the rcpcatcd undorcstim'uion of the growth of Sovict ICBM forces was a
subconscious (or maybe even conscious) overreaction by the intelligence com-
munity to the gross ocerestimation of Soviet ICBM erowth during the days of
the “missile gap.” The intelligence communit) took quite a public flailing for
that error of judgmcnt, ; o

The mksile gap” crn lwgnn in Aucust 1907 \\hcu the Soviees carried out

- the first test fuim. of an' ICBM. That firiug and subscquent ones served to

convince a large segment of the U S. intelligence community, as well as sizable
clements of Congress and the Departinent of Defense, that the Soviets were
preparing to cmlmrk on an ICBM deployment program invo' dng large nuinbers
of missiles. From the late 1€30s until September 1961, the tocsin was repeatedly
sounded that the! Soviets \\oro onlp'\cinq the United States in ICBM production
and doploymom. :Several smtcmoms made by Khrushchev duriug those years,
both public and private, seetned to he encouraging such thoughts, The “missile
gap” was much"llscmscd during the Presidential campnign of 1960, and the

- NIE for that ymr serves in pnrt to !oll w hy. (Sce Chart 2.)

Ml’l 11.8. (‘0 duml l Anumt 1‘)60 “contained three numerical estimates of
Sovict ICBM stréngth for m!d 1963, The Air Force estimated 700, the CIA 400,
and the Army and Navy 200, State and the J-2 of the Joint Staff stated that they
thought the numlwr wonld bo somoewhere hetween the CIA number and the Air
Forco number. Bu m!d 1963 tho armal nnmbcr drp!nyvd was less than 100,

In NIE 11 S 61, ‘dated J7 June | 1961 opinion was again well divided. CIA
estimated that by 1904 thom woull he 200 to 400 1CBMs deployed; State INR's
spread was 300 ta 500, Armv and’ \lmy liked 150 to 300; wnd the Air Foree
projected 850, By mid- 10(‘1 the mlmnbcr ammNu deployed wae 191, The Adr

*State, Dl\ nml the mmtnt\' services all took l‘mhmtv to this omission, They considered
1,800 lnunchers to be the umw limit.
; |
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- The Cuban I;npact ’5

1 also fccl that p'\rt of thc reason lfor ropeatcd undercstimating was a lack of

Cersis,

Hmvy Bombm

Submarlnc-Launvhcd Bal!fmc Mlssdes

‘In thc cmc nf Sovict etﬂnnnrlno-lmmchod lmllistlc missiles, Wohlstetter is
somewhat wrong in his x\w'rtlnn that the tendeney was to underestimate, The NIE
history on those systems; is mixed. From 1961 through 1963, the NIEs over-

NIE Péffo:mance Lo L - SEQRET

y P

c i g IS i
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Forcc. boldcr thun the rcs& of the commtmi'). also projected ahead to 1966

. ‘eshm'\ting that h), that. timc tho Sovicts would have 1450 in the f:cld By 1966 o
the actual numbcr dcplo}cd *vus 250. (Sce Chart 3). B

' Data colloctod during lhe late «:ummcr of 1961 showed the community how

jwrong jts estimates had lxcon. and a, Memorandwin to llolders of NIE 11-8-61
was fssued in Soptomhcr of that year. All agreed that there w cre probably 10 .
“'to 15 ICBMs' (lvplowd at th.u time (thcrc were actually only 4) and that by
mid-1963 the sprmd \\ould bc some; 75 to 125; the nuaber actually dcploycd'

by mid 1963 was, 91 clofe to, the center, “of (hc spread.
- 'l | P | ; .

Al
B 'i Ch !

|
11, Sl
1 l

apprccnlion on the p.\rt of thc intelligence community of how bitter Khru-
shehev, and prolmblv otlwrs in the Soviet hicrarchy at the time, felt about the

~ *facing_ down® thé\ Npcnoncod as a result of the Cuban missile crisis in 1962,
" At that time the Sovicts h.ul fccs than 50 ICB\ launchers operational, and we

knew it. The 90\’%0“ knew, thcy \wrc dealing from a position of weakness and

. probably at lcast’ squctod lﬁmt we were aware of their lack of ICBM strength.
- The chronology u[ the grm\th of their ICBM force fits very neatly with a deci-
~ sion that might lm\c been taken shortly after the pullout from Cuba to cxpand

their ICBM force at a rapid rate and prolmblv to a size never originally intended.

Dcploymcnt of thc GS 9 and SS 11 rcally startcd to take off four ycars after the
e |
b i !

|‘1‘

\Vohlstottor is: m:ain corréct in thtJ cmo nf hmw homl)( rs. From 1960 through

11971, the NIEs always ph'\wdI out the Bison and Bonr hombers at a faster rate |
“than actually ocutrrul There has, in” fact, been no reduction in the heavy
“ bomber force for the past six| years, T still think that the estimative jndgmcnts
" were logical, albeit arroncous. Why| the: Soviets would go to the expense of |
_retaining such a smnll ncet of olmulcw aen vy homburs dclivs well- rcnsoncd -
.cxplxmntlon. IH ’ | L

{ i -
: X | N
1 i ; A '
i ! ! :

P! I
! i
i | N
l . i

estimated. The spread of 160 to 250 projected for 1970 in the 1961 NIE was
exceeded, but only in that onc yeat, (Sco Chart ) (1t is only fair to point out
that the only NIE Wollstetter wsed for these allegations about numbers of
SLBMs was the 1664 projoction. and tlmt {sn't cricket.)

The mb\oqnmt 1063 vstlmulv c'rﬂ'd slightly on the high side in its projection

for mid-1968, showing a cprcm! of SLBMs for that year of 122 to 137. The actual
count was 108. The pro]cction' for mid-1967 held at 122 to 137 and was pretty

good but for the swrong romon. the iunprv.v.!l!.lw.l advent of the first Y-class in

1967 boosted the nctuul count to 124, witlniu the NIE spread. In projecting beyond
. ]‘, . % , )
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NIE 11 -8- 64 v. Fact |
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| Actual
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100 e R TR SR SO W )
- o Mides . |66 . er, 68 69 70
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Chcn 4. NIE ‘ll 8-64 v. Fact.

. 4

1967, the NlB'mmideréd !onl) tlw lmllhue mﬁsilc sul)mnr{ncw and did not
specify ' the numbers of ‘tubes per boat. In doing so, however, the cstimate
was not too bad. It pro;cctcd some 30 such submarines, including perhaps 7 of a
new class, for mid- 19.0 K'I'hc actual numbcr was 47, inchuding 13 of the new
Y-class, - “ii; S | . ‘ ' B
Om projocllon n: 1966 for mid- 1071 foll well below the actual count for
that year, principally beeause we had not )v t established a production rate for

“the Y-class, and the Soviits had 21 of that class operational by 1971, as opposed
- to an cstimate’ of 10. The, Nll in l‘)G: also fell short in its projection for mid-69
and for mid-7 4... (or the same rv.uou. The 1968 estimate was quite accurate in

its prediction, as was the one in 1969, The 1970 NIE's record for the years
71, 72, 73, and T4 was under, undcr, over, over—but llw margin of ervor in cach
instunce was 20 4 or loss. L .

The main ro.unn for the mvro\thn.\tvs in SLBM strength in the carly 1960s
was the fact (hx\t the size of the ailistie missile submarine foree remaine « static
frdm 1962 llmm-'h 1966. The naturzl tvnd('my in estimating when a new weapon

N l
, !

SECRET g SRR 7




P Wt L IREY & '
‘ .'.\' ) Pl e NIE Performance
IR g | } »
15 ARt R T S N O P : , S
Lol i ..o gystem is scon coming in *s to project a continuing growth in that system and
IR £ { N EE T L . gt ' ol ., R s ' . .
(AL \ - - to anticipate the development of new, improved models. In retrospect, it is now
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ARERIE . categorics. No'onc can ‘$luim this as a triumph, and let us hope that the short-
! | D ey e 3 ‘
IR .- comings prove instructive in the futuce. As Wohistetter has observed, however:
SERIE  *Predicting the size and exact mixture of a potential adversary’s weapon deploy-
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' In !lu [rrrmlm;g:“mur uj Studles. 7a‘A . 7a)lor matched the results of NIEs on Soviet

. u'm/mnrr against the Ihcm of 1 'ng/rmp Albert: 38 uhlstetter that the Pentagon track record—public

nfiinion mmmhslamlmg——/ms beeni ta underestimate rather than overestimate Soviel strategic

Joeces. Taylor found for, Wohl m.'m ki llmu. ln the following article Russ Coteey dfmmulmlu that

thf rsluuam faml mwh bc'lh'l lm llmr wm-qrmnhlamr Judgments,
_,:-’..; : ! ol 'l'hc Eduor

SRS JUE S

J Ross Cowey

|
|

Vi 'rm: M!LITARY ESTIMATES
I

[

i
.I
!" 5
4 !

ll:wmg worl.cd closcl\' wuh Jack, ln)lor in dr |[ting some of the National

, Intelligence hmm'm:s which’ hc surveyed in his article in the February Review of

National lnlelhqma‘.‘, 1 réad h:s piece on Soviet military estimates with great interest. |
found mysclf in agrccmcm with most of his findmgs. but disappointed by his failure to

'go farther wnh somc of his anal) sis. |

ln)Ior s summ'\r\ of the me.ues Irvmu'adcd me of an observation which Abbot
Smith made in an aruclc in the Fall, 1969 issuc of Studies in Intclligence (X11114): *One

could casily make up a list of prolccuom (fzom the military estimates) which were too

- low, another of thosc which: were too high. another of those which were substantially

correct, and a ﬁnal one—very ishort-—of those which, thanks more to luck than
wnsdom. were prec m’clv corrccl.f Tay lur u'u.unl) proves the point,

Admmcdly. T‘\\lor focuscd on lhc quantitative underestimates referred to by
Professor Albert W ohlatcucr.‘!' What hus article does not show, therefore, is that the
estimates were nghl with rﬂpcct to'a number of important, non-quantitative
judgments made over the years about Soviet forces. Perhaps the most significant of
these was the repcavcd judgmcm through the Sixties that the Soviets could not expect

10 achicve strategic cwpalnlmct whu h would make rational !Iw deliberate initiation of

qcncml\sar._ '1.H :ji-' i A 5;1 - ;

Any review ol' lhc l.snm.ucs written since about 1962—i.c., since the advent of
improved collection’ s\'su-ms--would also show that the mlcllu;cmc community has
been able to pruvldc warning of the introduction of every major Sovict strategic
weapon system well before its initial operational capalnluv We have not always been
able to agree nmonq oursclves on the spvuﬁc mission of cach new system (e.g., the
SA-5 missile and the Back'lre bomber) or—as Taylor shows—about the pace or
extent of its dcpluwwm. But: we hate been able to provide the planner with
Ko lecdge sullwlvm for gener ul quul.mm il not tor detailed planning.

I waild agree with ’ln) lor thm part of the reason for our repea.d
underestimates in the mad-Sichs of the lmpcndum. growth in Soviet ICBN forees was
an over-reaction by the community to |hc gross orerestimites on this subject in the late
Fifiies. Over-rcaction to past mlslakcs~.|t least to past overestimates--seems to be a
rec urrmu pattern’ ug the Nummlw process, Our overestimates in the mid-to-late

PR : |

, ‘\w also Newdres an llm([lu -m'. .\I\/l |

i

oo |! There htr.\lr\(u Arms Race,” Foreagn! Py, Summier 1974,

. .
PR : {
CE ] |
¥
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'-;fnm‘e,;__r St.:}v'iz-:‘E In;us'sile[. ::bo‘nzlbrr.. :md fighter strengths were fdll_(m’cd by
, undcvre).'.ﬁmalc‘s for cach of l}hosch (q;rcc;'dqrillg the Sixties. o '

o
. oLt
b

b

i

yq i 1' . ‘ ! |
“Another ana yt

revrestinined; the irre information we had, the more we underestimated. We. hedyed
against uncertainty, but felt constrained by evidence. This is not to say we would have
been better off with less information. What it docs say is that we should guard against
this tendency to overcstimate in the absence of hard evidence, and to underestiniate in
its presence. Another phenomenon to which we seem to fall prey is the one 10 which
- Wohlstetter refers in his article, and which ‘Tavlor cites: the intrinsic uncertainty of
-~ predicting the size ind mixture of a deployment program, because decisions on size or
mix can be reversed jbctwr’c‘g\ the time of our prediction and the time of actual
‘;dcploymcj}it. In 1958, for.exomple, we overestimated the strength of Soviet fighter
forces for the early Sixtics. but this resulted mainly from Khrushehey's unanticipated

decision in the interini to cut back Soviet general purpose lurces in favor of missiles,

Indeed. our estiniates—right or wrong—can in themselves have an impact on
force-level decisions, in both the U.S. and the USSR, The infamous “missite gap*™

gave stroh_t; impetus to U.S. strategic weapon pragrams, which contributed at least
indirectly” to Khrushehev's decision to put strategic missiles into Cuba. Soviet
embarrassment in Cuba in tu.n gave impetus to the USSR strategic weapon
programs. The ensuing undérestimates of the growth in Soviet ICBM forces resulted

~at least ‘partly from our failure to take full account of this action-reaction

phenomencn. The full effect of such interactions is so unpredictable, however, as to
make coniplete accounting difficult if not impossible—even in retrospect.

In the submarine force estimates, we ran into a different problem: mirror-

. imaging-~the tendency to use American experience as the means to muasure likely

Scviet goals. In the early Sixties, we estimated (without any direct evidence) that the

USSR would follow! thé U.S. lead and build a sizable force of ballistic missile
~submarings. What'we did not recognize at the time was that the Soviets saw a need for
‘more cruise missile  submarines—to defend  themselves acainst US. aircraft
'rnrricl‘so«-:"\‘dd that the Russians were havine Ailiculy developing an aceeprable
ballistic n;\iksilc submarine system  The result was that fullscale production of
madern hallistic missile submarines did not start in the USSR until the mid-Sixties,
which put our estimates of the early Sixties way over the mark. | would like to think
that the later and correct five-year estimates of 1968 and 1969 resulted from my
having written them, but in reality they resulted merely from straight line prajections
of identifinble production rites—-on up 10 the “mirror-imaged”  and  now
demonstrably low estimate of as many as SO modern ballistic missile submarines, a
figure we then believed to be |llw ultimat: > Soviet goal,

- "The list of quantitative errors, then, is a long one. B this, perhaps, is not <o
surprising, considering the number of specific estimates made and the limited anmount

of information availible to us at the tme they were made—-at least in the early part of |
e 1 s

i’: C : ‘
J I

2 SEQRET

F'stimales

ical syndiome working against us—one which may be even more
_controlling—is our tendency 1o averestimate future force fevels in the absence of firm

. evidence, and to underestimate with the advantage of such evidence. During the late-

- Filtics, we were groping in the dark for information on what the Sovicts were doing as
they translated the new technology of the space age into new military hardware. With
the introduction of more sophisticated intelligence collection methods in the Sixtics,

we gained a much. betier appreciation of Soviet capabilitics to make use of the new
technology. But this more ceziplete base of information Ied 1o more conservative
analysis, and 1o consistent underestimating.. The few informition we had, the more we
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i the pcrmd The fulurt is nul “’.(-ly to lw any hru,lm'r ‘We will not be winting for
vkl sophisticated mldlitzcz-"c (‘()Ilt'('udu u)s!cms, but difficult-to-observe qu.uln tive
OUREND A improvenients in. thc. wcal.uhs alrmd\' dcplowd will be as important to us in the
fooh (ulure as ch.mscs in llht obxor\ able numbcr of dcln ery vehicles have been in lhe past. ”
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Comments on’ ﬁFoolish Intelligence" (Robert F. Ellsworth

V-SUBJECT-

JEEE SN quﬁxenpethﬂb. Adelman, Foreign Policy, Fall 1979)
e R P J'?" 1 ; | T
l Ellsworth and Adelman assert that the intelligence
: ! iI‘ ! 1

community in l977~did not imagine the scope of Soviet

}gimprovements in fractionation, accuracy or reliability of

"il BMs and SLBMs. As evidence they present on page two of

fgtheir article two charts from the DoD annual reports for
;fFY1979 and FYl980 (attached).iThe charts show the relative
fcapability of Soviet and US fOrces to attack a given set of

i
!
: l

targets fOllOWlng a Soviet surprise attack and US
I

retaliation. The charts indicate *hat the intelligence

i»,i

community s 1978 estimate of Soviet capability in the

mid -1980s is substantial‘y greater than was estimated in

0o
. » el fl ; :
1977. o i g :
ST |
ik i o ;
b viﬁi D'

i i

Comparison of 1977 and 1978 Estimates

l
. Deployment of MIRVed ICBMs and SLBMs:

jgi% 2. Trends in Soviot capability as shown on these

'

charts primarily reflect the number of weapons which would

I

not be used in a!Soviet first strike and which would also
surVive a. subsequent US retaliatory attack. Under day-to-day




|| enaer ﬂ‘?:éiiﬂl"i | |

! 3 R

| -The Soviets uould‘deploy‘a ten RV variant of the ss-ia
. i X

[ : v o i
R | 1~qu,sf5;;T

i *i Jl._ e i
alert conditions this would be Soviet ICBM RVs not Lsed or
il‘ ’| :m

j not destroyed in'the exchange and weapons carried on SSBNs

{
IH I »-1

ol atfsea. Our estimate of the number of online ICBM and SLBM

::IH""
v

.RVs incrersed in the 1978 Estimate because we judged that o

::E!’iil [ ‘E_!y‘.;

}the Soviets would initially deploy more MIRVed variants of

4 | . | ' X { .

their new ICBMs and fractionate their MIRVed SLBMs to higher
‘levels and deploy?them in greater numbers than we had

4o | ) ) } H t

o

Al previously believed. In particular, we projected in 1978

beginning in 1979. |In the 1977 Estimate we had
"|§

projected that a ten RV large ICBM would not appear

?f | until 1982. Moreover, we projected that MIRVed
I '
1 variants of the Ss-lf and ss-19 ICBMs would replace
| Hil
¥ single RV variants by 1982..We had previously projected

;5 %ﬁ that some single RV yariants would remain in the force

2 g thx:oughll984”t These 3udgments were based on evidence of
E % extensive Soviet testing |
L] ' i N —ama .
oh
! %-—The Soviets would deploy the SS-N-lB with seven MIRVs
%‘ rather than three and that they would deploy a new SLBM
f for the. Typhoon with eight MIRVs rather than four.
SE % Evidence of extensive 80viet flight testing
- | |
o
T




“'||| |
g. f"§-The Soviets would take full advantage of the SALT-II
ig ﬁiﬁfj subceiiing on MIRVed launchers and eventually would p
gé v;ffdeploy HIRVedZSLBMs on all D-III and on all" new Typhoon
é%?ﬂﬁiissnnsfigipx»Zw197agsstimatewye[projected that the Q
;%d'?”iSoviets would deploy a mix of MIRVed and single Rv
<§ -E"_SLBMS. The éoviets have demonstrated their interest in
»ﬁ }%: éﬁ MIRVéd systemajwith the development of the seven Rv
?-i ; f SS-N-18.. ﬂoreover,.their requxrements for high yield
iéié 51 é 'single RV SLBMS could be accommodated through continued
;i;ﬁ ; %fv'deployment ofkthe SS-N-G ‘and SS-N-8.,
“?;Evﬁgli 3. The rapid gromch in Sovxet online RVs which the
5 ; 1ntelligence commﬁnity identified in the 1978 Estimate is
compared with the|1977 Estimate q for
' ICBMs, SLBMs, bombers and the total force. Our projections
E: of earlier deployment of MIRVed ICBMs and higher
%f fractionation of gLBMs result in an overall increase of some
?} 2 400 RVs in the Sov1et moderate SAL force during the
§ ? early-lQBOs--from'about16 100 RVs in the 1977 Estimate to
?"f 8,,00 in the 1978 Estimate. The number of ICBM RVs increases
gb ; by about 25 percent indigez--from 4,800 in the 1977 Estimate
;E'g to 6 100 RVs--and!the ébﬁM force about doubles--from 1,400
%f‘; RVs to 2,900, Bythe.end of the decade, however, both
.ﬁdie:estimates project‘that:the Soviets would deploy equal
i?%ilnambers of MIRVedulCBMs. The difference between estimates of
;&jj total forcea is therefore substantially less during this
||| perioa, ‘@@ SN
R | - P o
Hl/ I S
ﬂ i i i i
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ifl 80 S. Extensive | flight tests
|
|

i@cLused us to revise our estimate and project that the

. 1\ T
*‘ 4.; The decffase in US force capability during the oy
LS | ! o
rly 19808 as indicated by both DoD charts reflects the
I H n

owing vulnerability of US ICBMs to highly accurate Soviet

4
e Jlie

'h:I BM RVs.* This declinetis more rapid in the chart from the

g I ,'il

l980 report becﬂusegwe estimated in 1978 that new Soviet

BMs would have{better accuracy than we had pro;ected in
| AN

77.3Ellsworth and Adelman comment that the intelligence

III"']’%

|»>1 i

I
i
9
,ic%mmunity did notHappreciate in 1977 the extent of accuracy

Egimprovements in Soviet ICBMs--that the Soviets would achieve

o i u ’ ’

ega 180 percent improvement in aecuracy over their current

; .= || t ‘ ‘x

P
i

:fgeneration of ICBMs,. J _ «';=‘1'

!
G

. o g., ‘
‘! ‘5.' In l977,wwe estimated that future Soviet ICBMs

I E Lo Ul
Iuld achieve substantial improvements in accuracy, from

out meters in 1977 to meters in the late

o MIRVed ICBMs with

§?s viets would achieve these greater accuracies three to four

1] ]

'fyears earlier. This judgment resulted in an ICBM force that

13was more accurate.and had greater counter force capability

i
i

liduring the early and mid-1980s than we had indicated in tha

[ i '
: | . ‘¢ll'
o + B [ '
b - . R :

|
i
l
i
1" !
i
{
I
!
]

*‘ The further decline in US capability during the mid-1980s

depicted in the chart from the FY1980 report is due to
slippage in the US Trident program.



111 1977 estinate. .
; I I TS

T |

L]
‘verage accuracy{¢f,modg ate SAL MIRVed ICBMs from the 1978

I RN : l
1 stimate is per
| Aol
s{l

{i mia= 19803 than the 19 7
o ! P ! | R '

i
1

H
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|

cent Petter;in the early and
| ’ :

1

stimate for the same period.

the 1978 Estimate

DO

esctibed in i977.; ii g-'ifA ﬂ }

emains within thb hpée} bound of our uncertainty which we

ik .,Force Reliabiiityzf”“‘ R L
i i . ‘ il . ;§z i .

{ 6. Our 197B”Estimato of ovorall Soviet force
' |

eliability waa unchanged from the yeac "before: about 80

"1; : { )
] |
{




'conditions. (We note, however, thaty

EIRY " -
_88 pércent).§

I

i(Ev

idénce on ProJections -
d W;The chaﬁges im“%oviet force:projections which . are
;tedwin the dilsnprth and Adelman article represent our

‘vﬁsponse to evidencewacguired during the period of the 1978
g%stimate. We- arelL;eniv“avare that,,in;some cases, major

“:5 I x

E changes in the estimate must rest upon a fragile evidential

renﬂ

- I Lt '“"j “"‘g:* m _;.‘_ ol

i

| base. We remain ready to alten our projections as new data
1is gathered. We do nottbelieve our estimates of moderate

:1; soviet forces would be . improved, as the article suggests, by

I';j fimagining greater Soviet strategic capabilities. We try in
,:‘1:3|| | }
liljour; moderate Soviet force projections to remain consistent

’1
l A
; t ,._«1

with current evidence,;and to explore.

,-:|i . : ' L'f |

tbe implications of greater potential

}t‘4

;‘f jSov1et threats by‘means of high force projections. In these

high forces we use deployment rates and IOC dates that
L] g |
rep.esent a high level of Sov1et effort and ascribe

I

characteristics to these forces that are at the more

‘ 'thfeatening extrrmes of our uncertainties.
( i | !
! 8., We continually rexamine the manner In which we
|

| I

perform our strategic analvsis and the impact which prew

.‘I' 1

5 .evidence may have on our force ;rojections.

i ” ' ‘l‘i !“, i
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|MEMORANDUM FOR: ' Deputy Chief, |
jswaet ¢ it

!
|
I 111, 1n the fa11 1979 issue of Foreign Policy, the authors of the
|article "Foolish Intelligence" cite as a:failure on the part of the -
|Intelligence Community the fact that our estimates of the rate of

Backfire production had been too low. The reference comes in a
|paragraph which contrasts intelligence estimates for 1978 and 1979.

1979 Foreign Policy Article "Foolish Intelligence"

1
A
M

il D . qr | : .

: R A : i Bt . [ ¢
T R L B |

: o : cood R oo ! |

i While we continually refine our estimate based ‘on new information, we
“thave made no significant change in our projected rute of Backfire

[
3

Ql 12. The reference may reflect the uncertainty that was introduced
i

into:our Backfirsg;;;;;;;:;;#estimate in 1978 by the acquisition of
‘some' ambiguous p ormation. | S bl

w e P £ 2A c.oa o |
i

[

PCCUUIC Ul CIvG

— . . ; [we elected not to change our
estimate but to await further evidence. )

i
i I .
T A

;% ﬂ5§}§3. The uncertainty wa§ resolved in mid-1979 with the acqﬁisition

cf?%dditiona1 information.

.| These data were in accord with our estimate.” Thus we continue to

estimate that the rate of Backfire production is about 30 per year.
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; i Comments on. articie o g
| i | | .

P "shAIntelligence by | -
dallsworth and Kenneth L. Adelman

iiﬂzgggign Policz Pall 1979 . v;'%j;ﬂf.
[

|

l
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I

;;- ;
' i ;
Quotation from article: {:. T

ol

J ._ “
r-l T
! ! i

(SN
i

1" v, S.~inte11igence also committed a gross erior by

' il

i ' ]
vun#erestimating the overall Sov1et military effort. In 1976
] o |

the|CIA suddenly and retroactibely doubled the percentage of

'gross national product it figured the Soviets had been and

11] !5!!1
| were devoting to defense«-rrom between 5 and 7 percent (only
i; slightly higher than the U S. level) to between 11 and 13
S ab w
! pe‘cont (up to- nearly three times the U.S. level).
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“;?’ In 1976, the CIA published an estimate of Soviet ruble

SR
spending for defense which was! about twice as high as the
%F%ﬁmate made two ;ears earlier. Also, the estimate of the
shere of GNP absorbed in| the USSR by defense was revised to
Hlito 13 percent, ;pproximately double the previous

L oo ] |

estimate. L inE }
l:!l | j

* The principal‘reason,for the change was new information

il
1 ,
‘indicating that ruble prices of Soviet military hardware
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were substantially higher than had previously been thought.

l

s The increase in the ruble estimate of total defense spending

.: [ i

;flieved.

]
i didlnot change theICIA s estimates of the physical size of

) ":M-' ¥
f"rlSoviet military forces,‘SOViet military capabilities, or the

:§f: } . . Vo
it ao llar cost of So iet. defense activities. Rather, the higher
:',I.; ’: tzi' “ o
i 11| ruble prices wereﬂan indication that Sov1et defense industry
': v'|3| . 'll|
) b ;yasgless ‘efficient in. its use of resources than we had
AR :tiigyiHFi";5‘jj L

4 i‘:

|
B
‘i

“;" The higher estimaté‘also suggested that the economic

NS i
A pact of Sov1et defense actiVities and the committment of
i‘ |§ ‘i% : i
;Soviet leaders to the military effort were greater than we
1 % f|III S .
fhad thought. Even before the estimate was revised, however,
iE 3‘¢1 b 8

|we had cautioned our consumers that the ‘true economic burden

1of Soviet military programs was substantially greater than

_that implied by a Simple calculation of ‘the share of GNP

N |
o *
| i A

evoted to defense. L

This explanation of the change in the ruble estimate

d
1
.
@Eﬁas prov1ded along with the new estimate itself in our
u

nclassified report of May 1976 It was also briefed to Mr.
. g ! |
1Ellsworth at the time.fﬁ
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Quotation from article:ﬁ ? .
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”'Such tremors' constitute an early warning Signal of

i
{
|
3k
B
i

sliding American technological supremacy. For the Soviet

‘ Union is charging’ ahead both in terms of military production

.(it now spends three times as much as the United States on
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istﬂategic forces{and one-third more on general putpose

£ tuse atms programs are to be mounted (where it spends 80 . .
| ‘ ‘..,,| - i \\ A : . ’

[
1

Although the;authors'dispatage the CIA estimates of

1

| B
S
i

(

;$ov1et defense costs, it is interesting to note that in this

H"ix‘

I L R b
*aragraph they are”apparently using figures from our

comparison of the dollar costs of U. S. and Sovict defense

| b

'fyefforts. The references are made in such an imprec1se way,

'i .‘1|']I

1 however, that we cannot easily comment on their

1{‘1 | \

'-ieorrespondence with our published estimates.

i W' R AN .
IR < S e ! ) }l Lo :
K C ’ R I [
! . . il '\ . !
v v | :
| i ! !
. ! [ .
; .
1l R :
R [ il .
B [ M Ao i
: }k [ it I X
il | R
I ] ' ; . K
B I i ' |
il b | :
o ; i i
. Cod i
' R .
| i ‘.
: Do .
P |
e . o I
Hyo : P :
i it r i |
[ * i il i
aE [ bt | L '
e AT P ,
N i W Co . 4
i s [ i s .
Yo . {
I (’ i v |
i1 b i o !
i I i N i i L
t | W o ‘o
A o H . t ] |
13 ' o i i !
o 1 iy )| ; .
e L i *: i
i Co b i
RN 1 ! , 4 i
i i H ]
| ! : o H
H i i BB Ey
i ! P o : i '
i SR : ! !
1 H . . . B H
g b P oy . ! |
it : R : ‘ !
' . | i g ! |
' ' g ' I
: ! i ; |
: ! [ !
o : e i
; .
1






N
qLo il ?ﬂ;y - -
| il 12 SEP 1979
i i Hi ; i
e FRPER A RN F | R "

7 cIAYs study of North Korean Ground

1 Forces During the Seventies

P ,H ST .
' J Ui Lt 1 o
(Ll

err in’charging that the Intelligence

jii The authors

”wCommunity overlooked North Korea s development of the

s%'é_iﬁi e
He ' giWorld's fifth largest army. but they're right in claiming
B ST |

that we underestimated the size of that country s infantry

“:fjsﬁlforce. That is, we did in fact give warning of a North

.ﬂ%;’:%EKorean buildup, %Ft because of a combination of factcrs--

Hiﬁ Iilfhe peculiar expense and difficulty of ground force order-
“?ﬁ ‘i %f-battle analysie iespecially in North Korea), some false
%;ﬁ =§ b% mis-read policy signals from Kim Il-sung, and an unfor-
1%? }ﬁ tu ate over-emphasis on the indications and warning probleme-
i; ??: t failed to givé timely notice of the full size of the
%E.é%%infantry portion!of that buildup. |

}; é %‘! Researchlon;ground‘forcelorder-of-battle is a murky

i

1

giﬁand labor-intensive operation, compounded in the case of
;

,‘§ orth Korea by the North Korean propensity for deploying
; idivisions and brigades in a fragmented fashion—-usually in

: I |
| installations accommodating units no larger than a battalion.
| q ,

A»major, integrated study is required to assess the full

i“

b size of such a force. | ; o

BH } We made such a study in 1970 -1971' and our assessments
Ll L

‘g; |1 proved to be acourate.§ Thereafter, however, the North's

Ik |
o il declared goal of building up its guerrilla-type forces and

|
| v .
| P

SECRET




i‘?oPr{lack o! cle%r-el _“videnc £or theiexpansion of ground
.;;Egeeeelunite‘nadeius £alsely complacent, despite the growth
fw@iohservei i he:north's naval, air,.and air defense f?
=jif'orces early in the decide.zisylmid;f§55, however, we noted
;% significant_ine%eaSe; in ground £orce £irepower and mobility
;é that prompted us;to begin reevaluating the ‘threat from the
;é .NOVth and, alarned b;iwhat we found,'we subsequently turned
é; Eour attention tgpthe’indications and warning problem.‘ We
iéijbecame sufficiently disturbed by the changes in the North
f fgéto alert the President and other genior officials, and we
§ ;;ireported in August 1976 ).
' géﬁahd again in January and March
i;;. 'i. o€ 14771, that we believed that the North
f-izuhad achieved. anlacross-the-board advantage in capabilities. -
:_? : Despite indications of continued growth in the armor
o iand artil]ery forces, we still had little diract evidence
:3 ééﬁof widespread eipension)of the infantry.» The special studies
;3 E; done within theﬁCommundtv in late l977 and early 1978 on
;é z- North Korean armor and artillery, however, raised the dis-
?? ?? tinct possibilihv thet{the NPrth had additional infantry to
:f ; 'go along with imT added tankf and guns.‘ It was only whel
?gfé _the Community--ledsby fhe ArFy Inseom team—-began in the
rph pring of 1978 the massive study to reevaluate the North'
“11 Al I
S _ ;; ,H . f! L
| SECRET,



all-source analysis that we
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The mtelhgcnce commumty should brace
itself for a new wave of castigation that
mdens its past sea. of
storm will arise from accusations that it
madequately warned !the United | States | of

- Sovizt military capablhtzes and tcchnologacal

breakthroughs during the 1970s and carly

on the compeatence of Anterican intelligeace
analysis. For the Central Intelligence Agency
elite~—those ip the Operanons Diréctorate—
has catered for years,to I\mencas foreign
policy estab!nshmcnt vxew that ‘the biggest
game in town is at least collaboration and at
most condominium with Russia. This has
led to a process of dxscomtmg datn that poe-

| tray thz Sovict Union as a genuine thrczt
! rathr than as a potenml pzrtner. C

Past hubns has brought on prcsent neme-
sis. The CIA's (and n‘hh:nry intelligence’s)
attempis at political ! assassmauons. covert
shenamgans, illegal spying on American citi-
zens, and free-wheeling operations have

reaped their repnsals. The now reccqu accu-
sations, - originating from the | center-lefs,
focused on these intclligence excessis. As a

o

! The limitations wen perhap‘ ovcrdue.
though the fanfarc was overblown. The cta

| was never as nefarious as: stnd.nt critics con-

!;yi .
by

i H
! ‘.Hl

*.KO3ERT JF. FLLSWORTH, formrr d-p.:ry seceetary of
f‘dfffﬂ!' is visitieg scholur af, the School of Adverced
.1In!rrn=r'onaf Studics of Thr WJahns lluphms Unicer.

“sity. KENNETH L. ADELMAN, former assistant to the
(accretacy of defente, i3 seniof politicul scientist at the
_Stectegic Studies Center of SRU Interratiorel,

-

resule, the reins of the covert operators were

pulled in, as the five-y2ar-old investigations
‘l'and presidential f:\ecutwc Orcders  scaled
] down the CIA's accmtws.

, FAIL 2979

woes.: The. looming |

19805. These inzvitable accusanons. origi- -
nating from the center-right, will diffuse |
thtoughout the body politic and will focus |

“tead. and few of its members indulged in

| FOREIGN POLICY.

~ ofensive deportment. Even if every official
~investigaied for illegal practices were found
~ guiley. the culprits would still 2dd up to a
.. tiny percentage of all intelligence personnel.

~ Exccutive and congrcss:onal
_have highlighted the sensation

. vestigators
.t the ex-

" pens2 of the more significant.

- President Carter aimed at the ight tar-

 get—inadequate pecformance racher than

‘overzaalousness—on Armistice Day 1978,

‘when he ficed off a2 handwritten memo to

his top security advisers. It opened pungently,

il .1m not satisfied with the quality of polit-

 Harbo:, Stalin at the outser of Opzration

sta).

ic2! intelligence.”” The president was justifi-
ably distraught by the crumbling of the
shah’s reign in Iran. He resented that Ameri-
can intelligence officers, long stationed in
Tehran. had failed to tell him what Gzreral
Ludendorff told the kaiser after 2 brief visit
with the Austrian army on the eve of
World War I: **We are allied to 2 corpse.”
" The much touted intelligence failure in
“Irza was due to a massive failure of imagina-
tion. Similar humaa frailty led the British
ambassador in Berlin, two days bzfore the
onse: of World War I, to report that war

was oui of the question. The syndrome also.

afficted American leaders on the eve of Peacl

Barzarossa (Hitlee's. 19+41] invasion of Rus-
nd the Israzlis immediately before the
1973 Yom Kippur war—the three mose ccle-

brated iatelligzncc frilures of recenc timas.

forzes a

~ But no such frilure of imaginatioa can
azcount for staggering CIA ecrors, com-
po:n:‘cd oi'cr 15 years, in estimating Sovie:
d intentions in scrategic weaponry
and o'.'e.a'l milicary cffort. Beginning in the

.1949s, the CIA embarked upon a coasistaat

Cin

up. missing the mark by wide margins; its
estimaces hecame progressively worse, on the
low side. In'thy mid-1970s the intelligznce
com= umt) underestimated the scale and

‘effectiveness of the Soviees’ multiple inde-

pandently targetable reentey vehicle (MIRV)
programs. Even more important, Soviet war-

ecestimacion of. the Sovier 1C5M build- -
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‘head  accuracies thatn ha\e aln:.\d; bzen

achieved—and that have cqualed U.S. accura-

nes-—-bad been estimated b) American intelli-

_ gence to be unattainable oy Moscow before

the mid-1980s. ~ ¢+ [/ || |

1

P US. mtelhgemc also commutcd a gross :

error by underestimating the overall Soviet -
militacy effore. In 1976:the cm suddenly and .
tctroastwcl) ‘doubled the peccentage of gross
national product it ﬁgured the Soviets had -

been and were devotmg to defense—from
between 5 and 7 pcr“cent (only slightly
bighee than the U.S. level) to betwezn 11
and 13 per cent (up to ncarly three times the

U.S. level). Such ﬂawed CIA estimates helped Z

form national security 'pohcy for the past 15

years. In the mid-1960s the United States

began its decade-long strategxc stnll basically
abjuring new strategic xmmuves. It was then
that Secrctary of Defense Robert McNamara
informed the public that

‘the Soviets hue .
| decided that they have, lost the quantitative’

strategxf arms race and ‘are not seeking ‘to

| engage us in that contcst. " Lest the point be

missed, he added, Thm. is no mdu:anon

that the Soviets are sc.lrmg to develop a

Stratcgtc nucleac force as large as ours.”
i

-_,'_

charts ‘published in the fiscal year 1980
annu:l ‘report by the‘ secretary of dzfense.

when conparec'. to those of last’ )ear.. show.

a worszning foracast of the strategic sicuation

- in tha. mrl) 1980s. Instcad of enjoying an
' edge over the Soviets, as pradictzd jonly last
< year, it now scems the United States will be !
. substanm"y inferioc uritil abour 1986, one

-year after the scheduled expiration of SALT
‘1. This means the United States will be

B hegotxmng SALT Iit frém a weak, position.

| Thechange in estimates between 1 978 and
1979 is not due to American revisions of
- force posture. Rather, the changes in the

i
P
1

°r.

: A-The same Amcncan crro s in annupatmg '
" | 'the Soviet strat‘gnc buxld-up linger on. The
| latest flaws can be glnned su-npl)l by com- - -
' patmg 2 series of chacts mu;utmg the super--
powars’ relative ‘strategic_capabilities. The

CREATWERORCESIZE oo L

~charts. reflect 1979°s correction of 1978's M

underestimation of the drive and momentum ;
of Sovict strategic improvements. Sp‘cuﬁcall)

- U.S. intelligence last year did not imagine the

- scope of recent Soviet improversents in frac-

tiozization or number of warheads per mis-
sile, accuracy (which gave them a 180 par
cent improvement over the curcent generation
of Soviet intercontinzntal ballistic missiles),
. and overall force reliability (the parcentage
of times their missiles laun:h whea triggered).
Also, estimates of Soviet Backfice bombee
production rates had been too low.
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ki lngmce at the regional I'.vd D.fem

|| geeatec”  than was thought a yenr |ago'
||about the same tlmt thé mtc!hgem.c' com-:
mL nity found irs prev:ous estimates of North.
rea’s militacy might palpabl) low. There-;
folré the CIA aud, others fsuddenl) had to

it | . { i
i ; : . [N N )
':. \ ‘ : ‘l,_ . N . ‘..‘-
i . P .
; i . . . \ ' : '
- , T
|

i}ir i % k

. St oy

I’he same proo! m lus dog,g d U S intels |
'cu‘ury
atl'old Brown informe 1thv.' Con ot g last
F bruar) that the Sowcts|
their foucs spccdnl} lﬂtOlpOStthﬂ for an

in Europc w csnm;ntcd 'to be

| b st thaic estimatcs of P) ongyang’s ground

estmatcs of the North's tanks had pru’xousl)
been incrcased by near!y one- thitd. Again,
nothing much had actuallr occurrcd on that

{'vdl!alnle peninsula;’ North Korea's mxhrar)
'build-up has been bonngl) steady | since
'1970 1971. But U.S. mtelhgence failed to

mayl be more likely there than anytwhere else.
! {[This string of recent mtelhgence estimates
on the low side disproves a recurrent notion
w:thm liberal circles that the P;ntagon and
thz CIA are in cahoots to. overestimate the
Russmns for their own budge:ary snd ideo-
logical motivations. The fact that the legacy
oflsuch failures reaches back over 15 years

e and four presidents lmewuse dxsproves a re-
: cuerent notion wichin conserv.amecxrd *s that
: thl recent underestimates of Soviet | powcr can

be{a«nbed solel) to the Carter aclmmstu-
taon s infatuation with arms control.
[Thg ceal source of th problem lies dc per,

3 \wthm the bowels of the mtel!mence bureau-

crncy itself. American mtehxgence has lony

: been stultified by the t’omlnmon of a clxqu

abllxt) © move |

At

| forces by some 25 per cent, even though U.S.

kg -

|
|
|

: >note that North Korea had amassed the fifth -
l:u:gest ground army in thz world.| Today !
m:h_)or conflict involving the United States -

T x.e C(A has suffeced feom fm enccustation of

hadershxp as its dircctors ‘over wrmally all

of|nts history have be:n lmkcd-—by shared
psycholozical’ 11“(1!!‘!1!!0“.! and-
profﬁmon-——to the CIA’s Operations Direc-

cxpehenge

tofate (which is rasponsible for covert activ-
més) This link began under! William

|| Ddnovan in th: World Wae 11 Office of
i Str.atlchc Services and wa; carried forward

1
i1 D
it . |
i |
!

I
s
i

-
L ]

|

by CIA Director Allen Dulles, who came out
of World War Il thrilled by his covect opera-
uoml successer in Switzerland, His brother,
Sezretacy of State Joha Foster Dulles, ac-
cording to former CIA official Karmit Roose-
vels was “licking his chop>' to recun the
dazzh ng covert operation in Iran (which
bad in 1953 reinstalled the shah) in sundey
3p3 :s scmend throughout thz Third World.

F cres'orm of Criticism

Thc Opec.mons Dxrcctorate rexgned su-
preme even after the Dulles era: Two-thirds
of the highast CIA executive positions were
fillad by officers whose carcers had blossomed

. in covert activities, and for years after the

Dulleses depacted, the covert side still con-
sumed more than half the agency budget.
The clandestine clan planned and executed
thz rackless Bay of Pigs invasion while keep-
ingz iritelligence analysts in the dark. President
Kennedy was thus denied the opportunity
for a detached cvaluation of the scheme.
Covert operattons are spectacular when they
succeed but hideous when they do not; the
Bay of Pigs did not, as intelligence analysts
couid have forecast had they been given a
chance. In another show of strength, the
Directoraie handled much of the CIA's liaison
with State. Difense. and other key ag2ncies
until the mid-1970s. thus spreading its own

"Derspective b2yond CIA headquarters.
Ndmical Stansfield Tuenar, the curcent”
reatheced '

director of central mtcl'""n“. has'v
a fizsszorm of criticism for “gutting Ameri-
can intellizence.”
‘Schlesinger,  William " Colby, and
Georg

but po weeful Opeeations Di:sctorate.
CIA is not synonymous with 1 Opemnon_,

Direcrozaza, though the Dirrciorate’s pactie -
- sans contead othzrwise.. Turnee has taken
care not to stack the top with old clandestine

hands. Just the opposite, in fact, since he is
surcounded by indi~iduals who_ generally
lack experiznce as n+-ional intelligence pro-

ducers or users.
. ”

In fact, he Las simply 2c-
ce!‘r;ted't}'e task begun un-er predecessors -
S Jamss

e —- e e

. —— ot s+

z Bush to pare down the overstaffed
The

WIS
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 sails. he has yet to launch a succc;st’ul pro-

| papers. Tt tuencd out that the'agency analysts

.iexperience with the; countr)
Itapped outside expertise. :

| . But the effort was soon sa abotazed by those
-_;nslde the agency who stood to'lose most—
“the Operations crew and their alumni within -

1 o . B i
| (i i
. l i

I'hough Turncr has mmnud Op..muam

gram to boost the capabxhtus o( the National
Forcign  Assessment | Center, the agency’s
analysis side. In the paxt. it has focused far too
much oa current mtellt gence and has been,
content with a lack oﬁ p-of..snol..:hsm on the
part of countey and rcguonal specialists. This’
became clear in the carl)' 1970s after the ‘I\a-
tional Sccurity Counc:l ordered the CIA to ad-
dress an 2gc-old top:c. \ ugoslavia after Tito.
The report was more superﬁcxal than thos.
written in German dnd Sw:ss daily néws-.

who wrote it avuagcd less than ‘two yéars
and had | Ino'

1 i
b °

 Covert opemuons are ﬂpect.lcul.n'
when they succeed but hideous

A i

when they do not. ~ ? S

Nor doss l' urner ba\'e control over all the
actions of the Operanons cn.-w Two years
ago. for instance, the leadcrsh:p of the ana-.
Tytic branch of the CIA realized that it could’
not achieve feom within the ne..d;d up::rad-‘
ing in breadth of e: pﬂmsc and perspective on
world affairs. They sought to find a way to
_gain accuss to the best minds in the nation foc
h..lpm analyzing intellig anemformauon A
I.scmtegy was developgd to find 2 and focus the'

taleats of people from academia, busumss.
pm‘a.e rescacch groups. and others to assist
the agency and to be available as 2 resource
for selected agency anal)sts o-\ mo...entous
matters. - T E

i
!
1
t
1

‘the administration, the inspectorate general,

"and’ current intelligence repocting offices.

The'/ rzcognized that outside help, however

well intentioned in trying to build up racher
than tear down the intellizence capability,
would weaken their hold by forcm" other

op:mons to be considered or c\-cn mcorpo-

rated. Better. they figueed., to nip the budding
threat. So they objected to the oussiders” ac-
cess to classificd material and charaed finan-
cial falsification of government accounts and
sloppy management of specific projects.
* Those standing accused heard th: abouading
innusndos but were not permicted to see the
specific allegations. th a protractcd strugzgle
- ensued until those organizing the aew initia-
tive were worn down, and it was abandoncd.

C—— —en s e s ———

" Poor Preconceptions

- Intelligence forecasts for Iran were 2lso
~ victims of this infighting. At the close of
1978, a congressional intelligence committee
requested a full briefing on the situation in
- Iran. The CIA respondad by sending its Op-
crationas—not its Analysis—peop'e who, of
course, testified from their own limited per-
spective. They lacked the imagination to see
that a massive. popular counterrevolution
bhad been launched against the shah’s mod-
. ernization revolution. These covert officess
- had treasuces within Iran, not oaly the shah
on the Peacock Throne, but also the: now-
-.famous listening posts on the Soviet border.
These men swayed the entice intelligence
. community to repost that th2 shah’s oppo-
nents were numerically msxgmf'cant ard
poh.rall) mpo:cnt.: Lo C
- The prominence of cloak-. xd dager tea-
dltlonJhSIS casts a shadow beyond slanted
-7i--;COURity of regional reports. ic:: supremacy
. affects strategic issues and can be related to
.the dangerous underestimation of the Sovizc
military build-up. Asa group. these members
of th2 CiA have long subsceibed 10 aa essen-
. tially optimistic world view. Ficst, they as-
‘sumed that smooth supzepower refations
critical to Anerica’s sucvival zad welfare, and :
that the United States and the Sovizt Union
are winding their way toward 2 modicum of .
cooperation, if not collabaration. They felc
their vocation vas to work out the rules of
the glohal game for the new era. Dedicazion
to this vocation led ta projection of similae !
purpases upon the essential partaer—the So-
vict Union—cven if that projection also led |
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another vision of the futr re. g
l Second. they assumed that tln
\Vozld lacks the wit and wh..n.mthal to in:
fl’luem:r d.'amcl} the grent gama 'of worlc
: politics. They cherished the dcsclopmg w .-1&
’as a play ground for covert ooperations, nos
E patticipant in world aff:urs worthy of s-’n-
ous and sustained analys:s. Thus. tbe CIA
dlsphyed 2 shackmg f.nlurc of i 1magmano-|
,m 1973 when it cxphc:tly dnscounted the
nYom Kippur war (a!:hough the he..d of thé
vState Depactment’s Bureau of !ntcllxgen:e
and Restarch wrote in Apnl 1973 that wa
,Was highly likely there before the year's cnd)
'the Arab oil embargo, and tln oi! pme hnke.
'” I'The Opetanomsts prccomeptxons ate
wndel) shered among ac*demtcs. jOl!l'n-ﬂ!StS.
and cven government ofﬁcnals. Yeti m Langley
these prccoaccpuons hne screened out dara
that, if { properly quested and digested, should.
have prevented strategic mtclhgencc failures. I
Such perspxtives have parvaded ULS. serate-.
gic behaviorover the past 15 years and helpad.
case the Sovict Union i mto a relatively more,
asscrmx tole on the wocld stage. This is a:
r‘ls!\)' trend. one that has mcrcascd the possi-f

bxhty of suprpower confrontanon. It couldi .
i be fostcrtd b) Soviet cockme;s over whac!

Moxom JRIccives to bg stratcgu. :md histori:|

ﬂ‘nsm:t;gm 25 from Sovist i milicaty prowess. |

X De- Um.rd States despe:au:l)*- needs - tor

riare dotey. bur what they will be doinz

'xbv.'vs :dvcmr) capnbthncs ‘Even if’ futur-.
'ams:ontto.‘agmmen:s hold down or reduce
.WeIponsmon efiectively than SALT I and 11,
he Unicted States will nonethel 2ss h:ue ‘to an-

. !'odoso.thclr.ulmon.\l mtelhgcncn: -gath-
c'mg methads muse ywld ito thc ad\'anccd

LI
H i

'|to screeniag out dat.\ (h\t dc.\rl} suogested
' | [

r}mdt

.*"'P*m“'“ flowing as much from U S pee- : -4

v its &roma raw. Most weapons S)stems take| .
;' fomewhzre betrveen two imd 12 )ears tore-|
tm*h ‘and d*velop and have a h.‘esp;m of five .-

20 yc.xr:. Thus, tod.\y‘s defense planmn" 3
qmst ‘be-based on estimates of .a far tomor- | <

cipate: tthcnds m wcapons du'u.!opment |
llowcd under theic termsf St :
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.- . minetcenth century, and the United States be-
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2 tween World Wae I and th
. ‘sination. But such luster has now dimmed.

i ;h\ tiskigz by thef

technique of signals intelligence (SIGINT).
' Historically.
* bountiful harvests for world powers, radiat-
- ing an image of might-and beauty—the Brit-

human espioaaze has reapad

ish Empire between 1815 and the close of the
» Kennedy assas-

Besides, human espionagze is of limiz22 valuee
in trying to pencirate a closed, compartmen-
talizad sociaty like the Soviet Union. It can
‘occasionally confirm data, but can racely fuc-
nish reliable original information.

 Answering the Unanswercble

“The dzficiencies of human espionage must
be compensated for by SIGINT, which can bast
help the United States Icarn and predict what
thz Sovicts are up to in terms of weapons re-
search and development. "3 ™is was potently
demonstrated by the furor over the loss of
two listening nosts it northarn Iran by which
the United States Iearned the results of Sovict
missilz tests. Turner publicly bristled ovac

" their loss, particularly since the green-cye-

shade types in the Ofiice of Mazagement ard
Budge: (0MB) had made savage cuts last De-
cember in funds for SIGINT ia (avor of othzc

- intelligence accounts. Espionage received its
fair share, but OMB’ lavished funds upoa
'-"f today

's"nhbxt"ci;ilh'.{r ing iatelligence tech-
. nique=—phoiographic cquipinent.. 3
-OliB’s crror-tras grave and was made all
cttinatthe U.S. technologt-

I - cal superiority in weaponry is swiftly fading.

. The U S. Navywas agape lasc May,
v o STARIE,

for in-
..when the Sovicts launched a uuch‘r-
- powered -submarine that steams faster (40
_knots) and ‘dives deeper (more than 2,000
fv.et) than -mytbmn th’ United Seates has.
‘Such tremocs-constituce an ear ly waeniag
s:gn:\‘ of sliding. Amcrican’ tcc‘mol‘wzxc-l su-
*‘premacy: For the Soviet Union is charging
“ahead both in teems of militacy production
'(it” now’ spaads theee times as much as ths -

United States on strategaic forces and one-
‘thied mors on genecal purpose forces) and in
‘terms of military infrastructure, upon which

~0
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i xlltglC reconnaissanse c..pab:l ties. 3 : _
"I But even strategic n.con'\.nss"xo.. as pr o'n-
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‘ »fdturc atms programs ‘#’re to’ bc mounted
‘_(\\ here it spends 80 pet‘!’
; [United Statcs). l\ccordmg to the Defense De-
j partment, the Sovict mlluar) nsmcrcasm'r its
| shate of highly sknllcd }labor. evcn though
mo‘e than half its rcsu.a.rch and developmcnt‘
iscicntists and engineces ai"e alre.ld) lhou"ht to
| e workmg on rnht..ry pro;e»ts. ‘Theie i nm«
; prcsswe efforts. arshahrig mcreasmgly scarce
:roubles. signal a wish to persnst in acquiring
‘;argur and more capable mlhtary forces. Such

. 2

l
.i
A
o

crivities also propzl the Soviet socnety and
‘economy into additional 'mmtar) endeavors.-
thereb) seeding arms-related institutions and
spawnmg m:htar) -onented activities that,
oxl'er time, gather 2 momentum of theic own.'

| Advanced sngnals and photographxc sen-
sors are now able to momtor cver) major
tons:rucnon acnvnt) inthe Sovnet Union and
v:rtuall) every major Soviet werpons test.

over the SALT I agreement will make many
Amcncans realize tha  ULS. security depands
as much upon strategic mtelhgence as it dozs

pon the size and nature of U.S. oﬂ'cnswe

trat;gtc weapons. The' Carter admlmstra-
_tion will be explaining each of the prov:stons
to. SALT Il in tecms of specmc Anenc*n stra-

|
nsmg as it now scems. cannot provide the

1 Lo answer to ULS. mtelhgmcc needs., Trac.xtxon-”

'!ah) peesidents have tumed to thrir advisers
iy ,’to answer the L.na-\swerable-—-‘hz ‘singular
t .solunon to a perplexing p-oblem oz the defin-

'xme analysis of any happeniag. ‘Woodrow
1Wilson wasextremzin dcgtee. mow,h charac-

T

I “iteristic in kind, when comnnn:hrg his advis-

oo

1 Pers aboard the George \Washirngton on the

.d.\»‘a) to Versailles: Tell me what s nght to

1 fdoand Cltdoie

i -,;.i In the vain hope of.telling a prcmdent
'"whus right to do,” intelligence was cen-
. sitralized by the \'atnonal Seu\!ﬂt" Act of
*‘1917 The new mtclhqcnce system thereby
.ibecame different feom that of Britain, which
'Ihas at least five sepacate 6rg.1mz.mons respon-
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nt morc than the

The verification d..bnte that is building up -

isible for intelligence; r:mce..whr h has four;

E als. The

'and West Germany with theee. In conteast,

the American steucture, headed by a dicector -

of central mtdl.gmcc (oct). has lumped a
wveritable array of responsibilities—for para-
military opzrations, technological collection,

. military ordec-of-battle estimates, and politi-,

cal and cconomic analysis—into one institu-
tional framework. This consolidation ex-
poses the entire intelligence community to the
same political and cultural pressures, and re-
inforces the tendency of all elements to sway

togethcr with the mood of the momant. It has-

fostered a type of *‘groupthink” where the

pressures for unanimity override individual’

mental faculties—somawhat analogous to
vhat occurs in a Jlll’)’ room.

B

. U.S. technological superiority in

_ weaponry is swiftly fading.

This problem could bz relieved by loosen-

ing the 1947 act in order to promote fizrcely
independant, keenly compatitive centers of

intclligence collection and analysis. Carter's
EﬂcecuuveO.d;rofJanuar) 24,1978, moved
in quite the opposite direction. Responsi-
bilities laid on the DCl were specified to

mcludc. acting as chicf of th; -CIA its2lf;
- execcising full -and-exclusive authority. for
" -approviag the CIA's budg t. as well as those
...of allinteliizznce units in the departments of
Defense, State,” Treasury, and Eneegy, and

the FBI and Drug Enforcement Admintsira-
tion: and shouldering 'n‘sponsibi!ity for the
accueacy and valve of alt intelligencz apprais-
artzr Execdtive Oedet has also as-
signed dual roles to the CIA's own National
Foreign Assessment Ccnm: and Direcrozat

* for Admirnistration. -« . L i

L]

The two functions—head of national ia-

telligence in teems of both budger and esti-

mates. and operating chief of the ClA—
should be separazed. Such 2 move, which can
only be madz by Congress, would aliminase
considerable confusion. Far more impoctant,
it would improve the caliber of reporting by
divorcing }\mmca s main ln(CHIL\.nCC chief

« me . ea [
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[from co—!tems for lbz nmmedutc agency and
its activitics. The new, liberated DCI could
coordinate all intelligence programs without
spmal responsibility for any one segmeat. In
“easc of a conflict between tha DCH's sense of na-
tional intelligence necds 2nd the desices of one
agcnq. the pns'.:mptlon would be that the
nattonal parspactive would prevail. '

Noncthelcss the new DCI should stay claac
of the tradition2l sand trap and not try to
coordinate intelligence estimates or analyses.
~The president should be presented with the
conﬂxctmﬂ evidence and opposing views that
well up from the nawly dispersed intelligence
" network, and the DCI should avoid placing a
distinctive stamp on the product. The presi-
dent must grapple with alternative interpre-
tations of events and the risks and costs of
adoptmg one policy view over another.
- The Congress, meanwhile, wrestles -vith
the question of an overall charter for Amer-
ican, injtcliigence. If enacted, such a charter
‘would give Congress a sct of responsibilitics
roughly commensurate with its traditional
privileges of ex post facto criticism of intelli-
gence. More important, it would cloak the -
sundr) _componznts of the intelligence com-
munity in a robe of congressional and even
constitutional legitimacy they presently lack
and, in this way, help redeem and justify the
m(cllnccr:ea gencies to the public. If sagacious
' cnough to: lchs ate a clear separation ba- - ,
_:twcen t}u h\aq of the CH and tlu ber, the .| .. .. .o

g

: mos 1ndyortemof bvils imminent.’ “as well -] - et e
"“as prestriptions'to avoid them. What thena- | R
" tion reguires is'national intelligence thatisso. [~ ‘
tough. sh'e\vd.,a rd ruthlhse th1t notreador | I owo e
" Fashion will cver, agam screen data or warp® {0 7 T T
B i:cn:cpnon. Whit is required is such realistic
.and icily pengteating. national intalligence
. thatno degrwofconl'ou'nt)'——-wuh thepress. | -
- ~or-with academia or with political fashion— """ -7 " 1T
. . will fotce such blunders in the future. It s a A
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C«bntral Intelligence Agency'in the last 15

damaged U.S. security by grossly un-
: Im ting Soviet military strength and inten:
| tions, | actording to two former ‘Detense Depart-
ment officlals, -

{The CIA's bigzest ‘mistake durlng that ttme was*

uﬁdeﬂ'stlmating the Soviet Union's nuclear capa-
| bility land Its overall military effort. Robert Ells
;n rth] and |Kenneth L. Adelman said in-the fall’
! lshue ot Foreign Policy magazine, -
i Injaddition, the CIA “assumed the Third World
lacks the| wit and wherewithal to Influence decisi-
| vely ithe igreat game of world politics” thus dis.
counhng the Yom Kippur war, the Arab ofl em.
. bargo and oil price hike, and the revolution against
the shah of Iran, Ellsworth and Adelman said.

Fllsworth, a former deputy secretary of defense,
1s:now -at the School of Advanced International.
Studies, Johns Hopkins University. Adelman, a
"‘former assistant to the secretary of defense, is
senior. political scientist at the Strategic Studies

. Center of Stan!ord Research Institute Intemauono

f;aj"'ii

“Beginning in the 1960s, the CIA embarked upon
conslstent underestimation. ot the Sovlet ICBM

o

e e AP TR

. 'mer Pentagon @fﬁéwls Accus CIA
U nderesizmatmg Samet Arms E Hori

- -bulldup, mlsslng the mark by wide marglns. ltsl
estimates became progresslvely worse, on the low_

side” the two. said.

Also, Ellsworth and Adelman sald U. S Intelll-
- gence failed to note that North Korea had amassed
the fifth largest ground army in the world and the

" U.S. Navy was shocked in May when the Soviets |

launched a nuclear-powered submarine “that steams
faster and dives deeper than anythin" the United
States has.” .

The two men said the source of the problem lies
within the CIA's Operatlons Directorate, whish as.
sumes that “the United States and the Soviet Unlon
are winding thelr way toward a modicum ol coop-
eration, if not. collaboration.” In order to support
this vision, they «aid, the directorate sereened out
data that sugvested otherwise.

The present U.S. intelligence system ha3 lumped
too ‘many responsibilities into one institutionatl
framework, fostering a type of “zroupthink. the
authors said. They suggested that. Conzress separate
the two tunctions of the director. of ‘the CIA, dis

' tinguishing betwéen "the operating chief and the

head of national lntelll"ence for budzet and es
tlmates . o : o
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