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WASHINGTON POST
28 August 1980

@ e e s . ———

;. 0ld E. Volkmer (D-Mo'Y.:Of the :
: sxx Demecrats on”a: House: .;u- )

‘{House. bill to outlaw. disclosurg

RRSAG SR _~v~ .---

e Correctlon
An artlcle yesterday abo‘!ft'

of the names of CIA operattves._
working abroad incorrectly* -
stated the position ofYRep! Har-~




'-.‘ Ingelligence committees was aimed in-
large. measure’ at”anti-CIA-periodicals.

.Bulletm “which regularly prints .the:
“Ifagde their work: ..
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. THE. WASHINGTON POST
AR.LICLE APPZARED 27 August 1980

ON PAGE - i 1’2

Panel Votesto S_often Bﬂ} ﬁn Dlsclesmg%

I TR S R R .
¥ *BYGeorge Lardner Jr -+ . --{Judlcxary - Committee: has: legxslative
. Washinston Post Stalf Writer : _jurisdiction-over.the FBI. .

oy '

-~ b ti_qn_ of ‘any, joumahst—even one-re- . Edwards-said” he-knew" -of.no- evl~
w}fgég;ﬁo?; %zchc?far; ffﬁ,‘:,‘;,iﬁ?. ying on unclassified mfotm‘ation such' - glence fchat -FBI age_ngs_ or sources are
tee yesterday moved to eliminate- the- - -in peril, and he-criticized the House .
.most controversial provisions of-a bill. _Intelligence Committee for -adding
thif would make it a crime to disclose.. how an-intent to.:impairior mpedg "them to the bill' “as a-kind'of" after-
the names of CIA operatives working' "U.S. forexgn intelhgence actxvxtxes LA "thought * The sucbommittee -voted to
ab;oad R 74 o : -"-take them -out, again-bya 5-t9~!, vote,

.Bya: vote of 5'to L, the. subcommi' 3 hamnan of the Judxcxarv subcommxt- " with Volkmer dissenting: - gl
tee_on. ‘constitutional rights decided: “tee -on constitutional rights, said this : .“The FBI‘has only a-handful’ of em-
3¢, ouitlaw such disclosures by presen ‘would ‘make: it a trime;.for example, : .ployes’ who “operate” covertly” outside -
and ‘past government officials, but not~ .to try to head off a CIA assassination -,thg United $te_ltes," ‘Edwards.said. He
by,eutsxder;, such as journalists. attempt- by -disclosing . the. names of; -:said FBI officials~have  acknowledged

.Rep. Robert..F.~Drinan ~(D:Mass. ‘theagents involvéd in.the ‘scheme. : - :that no harm-has befailen any of the i

- “We're doing our best to bring out a < ~bureau’s agents: or- sources.l)_ecause of !
wl)o dpmpoéeih? e..c:hszntii;o::;d ii:: - constitutional bill,” he said after yes-. Joumahstxc disclosures.
Z.?ls” ;v:; B i P ‘terday’svote. - He :said the measure ::. The broader versions.approved by
approvoed merzzi::;:g gg 1!:;:;5:}:: ‘would - Bei brought .. before - the. full- = ._the House. and -Senate Intelligence

Hoijse and_Senate Intel.hgence com-

mittees.” " .. : i = CIA . station. chief > in. - Jamaica. -His |

. ;“Betrayal of triist 1. what “eeds t°v ‘crats, only® Rep:: Harold ‘L.“:Volkmer .. name had just been disclosed .by the.]
b&. punished,” he said .in-urging that -(D.Mo) voted to-limit the bill to past co-editor of the Covert Action Infor-

the bill be restricted to present and .- and present government. officials. The  mation Bulletin, Louis Woli.-Wolf.has
past” government "officials ‘'who ‘learn .7 three Republicans-on.the panel.stayed  contended that:the .attack was staged.
18 identity of covert agents-by virtue - " ayay from the ‘meeting, apparently in - - to gain sympathy for. the agency, but
of: 1 theu' official . positions. . opes-of. preventmg it from obtaining - that view bas. httle support on Capitol

“.iThe broader .bill™ apprqyed by the- ol 3 o : 'Hlu
. S "Thxs ble has a steamrouet ‘békiind

ary Commxttee because: ‘the - Intellf- ";it.” Edwards said after his’ subcommit- |
ence: Committee: version: ‘would .also “.tee .reported out ‘the limited version."

utlaw the disclosiire-of any agents'or : * “It has a'lot of’ momentum Some :say |
m{ormerS'of the: FBI's-counterintelli- - xt’s—approachmg hysterxa ’

i ts

.a July 4 attack .on the_home.of the

such as the Covert Action Information;

names of ‘CIA" operatives in:order .t

_House ' 'Judxciary ’Commxttee next -committees were rushed: through after.|

ence or: counterterro st: Thej;.,t~ .e\mom7 those 'pushmg tor "the

3V RN 2 Leia

i sidered - it‘ “of.,vitab imporcance n He
_ : urged Edwards'to: report out’the Intel-
. : . ngence ,Commxttee ,verslon “‘mthouti
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ARTICLE APPEARED
ON PAGE -

Panel _9?ijfteqs

‘members of a House subcommittee that

its-most controversial provisions, those
_that make it a crime for private persons,
‘including journalists, to identity covert
‘intelligence agents or informers. ’ :

‘slightly different form, by the Senate In-!
| telligence "Committée." Under the bill, |

' “‘sequential. .. reference”’
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= ByCHARLESMOHMR = ~
suqumxnvmnm-
" WASHINGTON, Aug..26.— Liberal

is reviewing proposed intelligence legis- |
lation today recommended the deletion of i

The “‘agents identities protection” bill
has already been approved by the House
Select Committee on Intelligence and, in

identitying covert agents of United States |
intelligence -agencies or informants -tor!
the - Federal Bureau .of Investigation:
would be a criminal offense. ... <@ i

The subcommittee on civil and ¢
tutional rights of the House Judiciary]
Committee was able to review the bill on
. because - - it
created a new.criminal statute, a matter
that normally would fall under Judiciary
Committee jurisdiction. B

If the Judiciary Committee upholds the
subcommittee action, the full House will

S
= |

diciary Committee,
nextweek. - -

NEW YORK TIMES
2T AUGUST 1980

| bave to decide whether to accept or reject

the softening amendment,

The Democratic Majority Leader of the -

House, 'Representative Jim Wright of
Texas, had urged the subcommittee in
wTiting not to amend the bill because it
might delay its being brought to the floor
of the House. He had hoped to be abie to
suspend House rules:and.achieve its

speedy passage. .3l

- Mr. Wright said in a letter to the sub-
committee chairman, Don Edwasds,
Democrat of California, that .‘‘the 96th

Congress may be justly accused of dere-
(gglngn itit faKEt_o complete action on this|

- But Representative Edwards said that|

be agreed with civil:liberties organiza-
tions that the agent identities bill was
*‘clearly unconstitutional,”” and be and
four of his-Democratic: colleagues, Rob-
ert W. Kastenmeier of Wisconsin, John F.
Seiberling of Ohio; Elizabeth Holtzman of
Brooklyn and Robert F. Drinan of Massa-
chusetts, prevailed, : ..o+ gt

Harold L. Volkmer; Democrat of Mis—
souri, voted against the ‘changes but in
favor of-reporting the bill to the full Ju-
hich will consider it

‘Proposed Bill on Identifying Agents

|rorYormer official who had authorized ac-
,cess to classified information to reveal
i the identity of intelligence agents. o
. The provision affecting private citizens
grew out of the anger of many members
of Congress, including some on the two in."
telligence committees, over the Washing.
ton newsletter, Covert Action Informa.
tion Bulletin, which has printed the
names of what it says are Central Intelli-
gence Agency officers who operate under
so-called “’shallow embassy cover in
:gget;gn posts, posing as ordinary diplo-

The bulletin’s staff says it uses simpie’
methods to decipher terminological fic-
i tions and false titles in unclassified bio-
: graphical registers to deduce this infor.

| Representative

-y

) Edwards - 'said
:today’s subcommittee

Tkt 3 CHme for a Government o;ﬂcﬂj

‘' Was not certain that the strin,

icould be block
{House floor. *“Th
:behind the bill, a}

i

rmost ia ' L
‘mented, .. N fiysteria,” be com -

|| :Some ctvil ibertarians and journatists!

There has been no serious controversy : J3Ve voiced the fear that the original bills,

over provisions-of thesbills that wowld. 2T S0 broa

dly drawn that it mj t be-,
come a crime to reveal that a %reignf
head of government had:acteq in concert|
with the C.LA. since ‘he.would. be a
..source’or “‘covertagent.” , ..

PSR
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5 THE wASHINGTON POST
27, August 1980 '

Wuhlnmn ?o-lt Su!! Wr‘ter
. in‘the face of a: Bepubncan
i boy’cott, a Hou.se Judiciary-subcommit-
\ . “tee-yesterday!moved to eliminate-the

.- -mast controversial provisions of a: bill;
o i tﬁa_,_;lwouId ‘make it a crime- to dxsclose~

was old State Department Bmgrapm
Registers<if ' the ,government could:
how: ani. intentPto impair-or-imped
U.S. 1 iti

P j‘mgy _ the: subcommit-;
‘ " tee.on” const.itunonal ‘rights’ ‘decided

“1g0utlaw such disclosures: by prese:
g and’ past- govemment,offlcxals, but:ng

wgoupropose
apuld . avoid: the: constitunonal ‘pi
fgns" of..the more ‘sweeping -measur
; approved in recent weeks by both thi
~Holyse “and St Intellige :

e House and .‘Senate Intelligence :
omn:uttees ‘were- rushed“through after-
k

‘mation éuuetxn, ‘Louis ;Wolf. Wdli has
cont.ended that. the attack was sta“ed

\ ]
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HMOBILE PRESS (AL.)

8 August 1980

SR

We'

" The House Forelgn Affmrs
Committee has voted 14-10 to give

' the ‘President substantial leeway

in- keeping undercovetr CIA
operations quiet. ;-7 . :

" Proponents of - the ehange m a
measure - setting.:forth 'S“ome
ground rules on who .should know
about secret operations  would-
give the President the nght to
withhold mformatlon even: frorn
leaders- of “congressional in-
telhgence commxttees for two

““To meet extraordma‘ry
circumstances affecting the-vital -
interest of the United States” or -
‘‘to avoid unreasonable risk to the -

-safety of personnel -or. methods

employed.” -~ . - vz ocm

faree
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-need" :some se:crecy

g “feel that ‘U.S.- mtelhgence

..v. i MR

: Amenm m*temgence actw:ty,
we understand, is hurting badly .
from . leaks, new ‘controls and;

Jpersons “blowing ithe cover” of t
_agenmstMhnnmpwmny '

- i
A]l "thai wm‘lﬁ :hﬁrdly happe‘n at
a worse time in a world of in-|

‘trigue with  factions from the
“Middle East and parts of Africa
~advancing the‘;r nefanous causes

" by terronsm

. §

needs ‘help .and that what the:
.Foreign- Affairs Committee’
.approved is a Step toward getting |
-it. We urge both houses of Con-
gress to go ‘along ‘with. such or

- similar legislation. &' . - af.e
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' ,don't ‘open’ other people’s marl 8
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SACRAMENTO UNION (CA)

5 AUGUST 1980

No detalled-:"c'hl

" Perhaps- some ‘of us. take a g'reat
deal of comfort .in hearmg Defense-

Secretary Harold Brown tell-us that | :

we are:second to none in mihtary'
power Perhaps some of -us - bélieve
lnm And perhaps a few of us reallze
w!hat a comedown: “second to-none’’
1|s over just a few years ago.-. -

! But are there any of us today-who

p'ower versus that of « the ‘Soviet

Union has helped the cause of |
- mistakes’ have inspired ‘the recr1m1~
. n.itxon.. we are dealing- wrth today

-th -
torrcal evidence, .believe -that - the_ 3 WE ARE A DEFINITE mmorlty

peace? Unfortunately, there: are: a:
few among us who,. against-all his-

weaker ‘we are the. safer: ‘we.are.

Fortunately, most of us do not attrib--

ute to others altruistic quahtles that
they have never before demonstrat—
ed .but which . would : suddenly be.

helplessness..:| -
tnggered by American helpl 1 less' subtle than war through our -

-co'ntusxon at home
We play a shrmkmg role ln South- '
:east -Asia; the ‘Russians ‘have taken

=over our old bases and our influence |-
-m Indochina; we are mere observers) -

“in- Central America — an: 1sthmus of!

' We have yet to . be hornswoggled_
by‘ those who advocate ‘unilateral
drsarmament But .we have. come
pretty close. to it. With our propensn-

ty for 1nternatxonal optimism,;. we'
denuded ourselves of -a 'first-rate”
army and an- adequate inteliigence -|
s'ervxce tmmedtately afterWorld-

War 1L - :
HISTORICALLY "THE <UNITED

STATES has been: suspicious of intel-_
lxgence ‘agents.”The: only times” we'l
‘have submitted: ourselves to. eounter-t

mtelhgence have. been’ during- wars::
George Washmgton had spies, ‘Abra-
ham Lincoln:had: sples, as.did’ Wood-
row Wilson ‘and Frankhn Roosevelt
But ‘when " World - War I fjended
President ‘Harry’ s. 'l‘ruman"‘ killed’
the Office of Strategic Services."And]
one secretary of war refused to have.
sples about him because “gentlemen

mtelhge

'- 0 ::'on-

: prosperous Our only influence. on’
;.ﬂ'the world; moreover, ‘appears to be'
g declmmg ‘We have lost ‘much of our

' .,.that xntelhgence

: :democracy that -we .are. faced with

"-our CIAAND ‘FBL.:The Dilemma:
How “do-we preserve the ideals of the ,

. :destroy us" A ‘free society must hy

E belng destroyed by fits guarantees of
: freedom_ e R

arter

A,

nce ageney[.

"tWe share _the’ prxvate cmzens

‘abhorrence. of . Jetter-openers: and.

=nt secret service. Indeed, we will
ave to ‘learn “to: accommodate ai
entral : Intelhgence Agency whose

in the world — free; capitahstrc and'

ab 1llty to influence. events on a level

: turmoil we. cannot tgnore o
: | ‘We. exist'in “an unfrlendly world
~We:do need intelligence of the: other

'f"fellow s intentions. It’is hoped that|

"'we rwdl act honorably on the basrs of :

“I17.15 AN ENDURING problem of
'-'currently ‘that -is,-how we handle
f;natton ‘without denying those privi-
.-ileges to:those: who ‘would" seek /to

udeﬁnltton always stand in. peril- of

* the need for secrecy in ‘intelligence |
: operations The House" Foreign

" day to- give the presrdent considera-|
ble: leeway in keeping undercover o
.. CIA. operatlons quiet. The: presrdent; -
*.would. be allowed to ignore rules on| -

‘| “advance: noticeé of operations ‘if he|.-
*.thinks 'the :leaders of congressronal
"‘mtelhgence committees -should::not
“be- told -because of - extraordlnary-
-“,crrcumstances '

_':thom -do you trust? Congress is the
major:source of leaks. Congressmen' :

| the chief executive elected by all the
- people Ultxmately, ‘he "is ‘the’ one .

.foibles of the CIA.

tion which created the CIA:in 1947 — -
“new:situations — appears to be the,
,-best solution. -We: do not believe that

the CIA 'shouldi:be put under a

“spell out all the do's and don’ts ot an: )
,mtelhgence servrce ’ b

- - of much of its effectiveness. through -
“ " a mlsgunded belief that the watchdog | .
- 'is a'greater threat to the homeowner .‘_ o

than the burglar S w
Congress is looking agam at the

' role of the CIA in the Umted States

Some congressmen. would have the |
United States ‘adopt a detailed chart- !

~ er to'spell out what the CIA could or -

‘could; not do. Others favor a revrsmrri

of the present rules: in order to cut |
.back on-the' number of senators and
k'eyhole-peepers but:-we :do not “see ! representatrves the CIA must’ report
* how the essential protection of indi- | lt° about sensitive missions.
f]vxdual hberty should ‘interfere -with
N aIn ‘aggressive. mtelllgence agency,'_'
-»exceptmsome lawyers briefs.

E 2 We ' believe that: a. people can
N ] : rr(*mam free while employmg a dili-
believe that.the decline in-American |

-THE - MOST ‘RECENT action in
Congress ‘indicates an.awarerness of !

Affairs Committee voted:last Thurs-,

~The: questlon eomes down tor

survive by-leaks. The president is -

person ‘who: must answer . for the.
Therefore, a-return to the legrsla-:.

amended where-. necessary ‘to select

detailed-charter ‘which. attempts to.-

- Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDPO5T00644R000501410001-3
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MEMPHIS COMMERCIAL APPEAL (TENN.)
' 2 August 1980 -

% .7TO STOP THE:Ceéntral n *..-identity “in the course of a pattern of activi-}
‘Agency “from interfering 'in the internal: " ties-intended to identify and expose covert;
affairs of independent nations,”;Louis Wolf* :agents and with reason to believe that such!

~}as been publishing‘a bulletin - which pur-> activities:would impair or impede the for-!
ports to print CIA secrets and to name CIA *: eign intelligence- activities' of the United'

cagents: U . UETEE ok A T States.”: The House bill goes even farther;
‘... Today, some members of Congress want = covering domestic operations by the Feder-
to stop Louis Wolf and the othersinhispack = .al Burean:of Investigation. Con L g
from. using the First Amendment. to-cam-" 7' % Sl st SR ER D S RTHEE
paign against covert operations and opera: "' WELL INTENDED or not, laws based on
tives. overseas;':. : XN “#., - 20037 intentions open citizens -and :their .head-

F e 1e gi sl neern ‘wi ‘. bones to:government guesswork and crimi-
‘ing US. agents is understandable. So is their ;- ?v%ligfb;gs% ﬁﬁp..%ggfgegfggl;gigg
-anger, considering that the house of-an :. goyernment work: What some people per-
-American diplomat in Jamaica. was assault- -~ cejye a5 obstructing federal efforts can be
ed lalst mqmih_ ongr ttl:v 0 tfifqyg‘gfter- -W%f’s__ ‘*"seen by others as exercising their constitu-
Static ettehr_vcia.lme e:official was a CIA” . -tjona) Tight to speak.and write, to debate

.Station chiel, .. . ¥ B3 and. criticize Washington and its policies.

: i If speculating about agency work and ™~ - -Not all kinds of expression are protect-
agents’ identities can be dangerous busi- '“ed by-the Constitution. Yelling “fire” in a

" ness, so can laws made in haste— especially - crowded theater for mischief’s sake is not.
when they're trying to draw-a fine line - Neither:is setting up people for assassina-
around constitutionally-protected expres- - tion by fingering them — rightly or

.sion.. Unfortunately, Congress is not taking ' .-wrongly — as undercover agents.. o

‘the necessary care in its rush for legislativ : - 'Wken it comes to this legislation, how-

aaction. i Il L:" ever, it’s not yelling “fire” or crying “wolf’’s

.. ‘The bill in“the"Senate, for-example,” :to point out how dangerous it can be if.‘Conj

-would make it a crime to.disclo acts irresponsibly: - T

RRI IS LR e X

. gress

P STes £ U S

Lirdres ST i s et
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NEW YORK TIMES
26 AUGUST 1980

U.S., Re{yiiiti{;gfélumﬁist, Sees a Soviet Threat in Iran

By RICHARD BURT
Specialto The New York Times: . ,” .
WASHINGTON, Aug. 25 — Defense De-
partment intelligence specialists have

concluded that an American military as- |

sault against Iran would probably lead
the Soviet Union to send forces into the

country,  Government officials / said
today. o Co e
The officials cited the intelligence as-

sessment tc discredit reports last week
that the Carter Administration was ac-
tively contermplating a military strike
against Iran in mid-October. The reports,

" |prepared. by Jack Anderson, the syndi-

son charged that Mr: Carter “was rush.
ing ahead with plans to invade Iran’ in
order “'to sdave himself from almost cer.
tain defeat” in the November Presiden.
tial election. R -
o AWar GameinJune .
Mr. Anderson said several “jigsaw
pieces” suggested that a large action
against Iran was being prepared. He said

likely to| react to a small-scale rescue | these included a decision by Mr. Carter in
operation such as the one attempted in | February tg have a surveillance satellite
April, there was a good chance it would positioned over Iran, the movement of a

cated columnist,. were denied by the

White Holuse and the Pentagon. -

Officials said the Pentagon’s Defense
Intelligence Agency was asked to exam-
ine how the Soviet Union was likely to re-
spond to American military _actions
against Iran. The agency, they said, con- .
cluded that although Moscow was un.

- BEraktoar

* I five columns last week, Mr. Ander-

respond to.a major assault by moving | squadron of F-4 fighters and about 500

¢ support personnel to Egypt, the. instaila-

forcesintonortherniran. - - |
In a similar study, the Central Intelli- tion. of “ultrasecret’” communications |

ence Agency was sar on 10| equipment in Egypt and the deployment |
ave taken "3 mo axed a € 10~ of six container ships full of military
prarc Lhe|prospects Tor SGVIET THINTATY in- | equipment to the Indian Ocean, o

bt too; I Officials said that after the: hostages,
CONCIded that this possibility could not ‘were seized in November, several contin. .

-gency plans were drawn-up for strikes
against. [ran, including attacks against
the. country’s oil instal)>tions. They re-
_ported, howevr_thz since the rescue at-
tempt these contingency plans had re-

e findings of the two agencies are
said-by. officials to have led President
Carter and his senior aides to rule out
military action against Iran, barring a
significant worsening in the treatment of
the hostages.....: - . R R .

ceived only passing attention. - ...
] Some officials suggested that Mr. An-
derson might have obtained details of a
Pentagon ‘*war game'” in June known as
Positive' Leap.' In‘the exercise, -senior
military commanders are said to have’
tested  the capacity ‘of .American ‘air,;
naval. and- ground forces to ‘intervene:
l promptlyinaconflictinIran. ;. - s
~ While denying that any military move
against Iran was being prepared, one de-
fense aide said that some senior military:
officers had expressed concern that Mr.
Carter could be tempted td order a mili-
tary show-ot force before November to
strengthen his domestic political stand-
ln ..". LT . ";-"L::.‘-' : ’, \ <~ "
it the State Department, officials re-| .
acted cautiously to-an announcement
.today by the militants at the American
;Embassy in Teheran that any military:
imove ‘against Iran could result in the.
death.of the hostages. State Department
officials. speculated that the statement
was provoked, in part, by the Anderson
" larticles.. R IR Te - SIS T

.

¥y

e
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RTICLE APPEART WASHINGTON POST
PAGE E—g o] 26 iugust 1980

(‘\ ox
N

VT TIACK ANDERSON i
Israel Hel isguse Iran Raid Sionals &
There was a moment of high danger .- planning.:for unexpected- .contingen- - back, the flight’ leader decided to g k
last April as American commandgs, _,cies,”,the—report to Tower states. “What - -on.” It was a hairy experience, flying
: huddled in helicopters, rattled toward .. . do you do if you hit bad weather? What . -;blind, but six Marine choppers made it-*
" Iran. Hundreds of miles away,. Israeli. . do you do if. there is an emergency in- . to Desert Site One. e o
inteiligence specialists were routinely - volving fire? What do-you.do if Ira-.. - There was similar lack of coordima~. .
monitoring - radio* .communications. ‘nians|intervene? What do you do if you : - tion in the matter of radio silence and " ™
They: picked up some suspicious frans--  get down to five aireraft.ab Desert.Site .. .radar - avoidance, The Marine copter
4 missions and easily detected the hos: One?|What do you do if some-Iranians-:- .- pilots were "'very worried ahout going
4. tagerescue operation. - Coen who observe the mission escape?”. - . too high to get-out of the weather, out - _
1. Acting quickly, they began sending . Alllof these accidents —and.more —-" of fear of-being ‘painted” by [raniay - *
\s~out contusing signals to disguise. ther .. ha‘ppgngd-. - Yet . no--goordinated- :Te=s. radar-and-thus compromising -the mis: .-
" telltale U.S. transmissions. Incredibly, - sponses: had been -planned.-Adding .to - .- sion,’’-the .report notes. But the “Air:
the Americans had overlooked this ele— .. the potential for confusion; the Senate. - Force was ‘much -more’ relaxed. and
.- mentary. precaution. But. fortunately, report contends; was the fact that each- . flew ail'the way at a higher altitude.” .~ .
. the Israelis covered for them, or the jil- - unit commander — in. charge of heli- .. Likewise, ‘the .Marines maintained . T
‘fated mission might have fared even copters, .transport . planes-and- ground: --.strict radio silence, even in the extreme |
_worse. . . ©C . ag (T00DS — “felt responsible for his: part. -:danger of the dust fog. But: when the i
“#~,This has been reported by a Penta. <. of the-action and operated ',in-;isolation_;. ~first C130 landed, the impact broke its" I
.- gon evajuation team in their secret - excepx--when:'the»force,was—_t_narr‘iedi’up . _-non-interceptible radio.. The-Air Foree /4
- tindings. The report speculates thatthe . for rehearsals.” : v oo - pilot then“went ahead to report his ar-
- Soviets, their surveillance capabilities Thq report explains:. “Historically, it - - rival on an open net{work]. thus possi- =
" unmatched, must have detected thesig- .. has been. unwise. to so- fragment -com- . bly compromising . the mission, eve
. nals. But thanks to the Israelis, the Sovi- -, --mand.! In this case, no one at Desert Site .'though another secure radio was avaj
ets may not have -interpreted. them [One}-wa_sresponsible tfor.making deci- . --able at thesite,” the report states.

]
"
>
‘o
Ve

|- ecorréctly. o oL SR sions;lThe-.man-'-,Who was;-was in the ;. Spoilirig the Spoils — Win.or lose in-
) " *" The Pentagon planners also’ emed . White'»House, thousands of-miles from:-. -November, Jimmy Carter appears deter- . '
ot to ‘anticipate that anything: would - .. the scene of the action.”.:.” -+ o - mined 49 leave his-mark.on the upper’ %}
N " "go-wrong during the ‘rescue-attempt, i --The|weather.over the Iranian desert ’

“though'it was a mission of mind-numb- . .— the unusual."suspended-dust”. phe-.
- ~ing complexity and split:second timing.. -;nomenon — and. the. reactions to- it 1l--
"' So when the unexpected- happened, as - lustrate the: weaknesses-in’ the rescu
%/ another top-secret report to Sen..John., - mission command setup T
- Tower (R-Tex.) makes clear,.the .com- .. Thellead_Clao‘t,ransport.was.the first.

manders of the operation had.no-pre-

.-echelons of Washington bureaucracy — .
-and leave few political spoils for 2 vic-f:-"'!
- torious Ronald Reagan. - B ‘

= A flood of presidential appointments s
to vacancies on various regulatory and -+
fas :- -advisory-commissions- has issued from !
-, aireraft to hit the suspended dust fog,  the White House in recent months. [f..-- |
planned responses ready. . . =_:i: Dobut though the planes were engulfedin - the Senate OKs them- all, the agencies |
*: Worse vet, there was such poor'over- . it for| 45 - minutes, , the. commander ., Wil be loaded with Carter people t‘o’r.;;.’I
. all:coordination that.unit commanders- . ~elected . not.- to..report’.-the. unusual -years.to come. Some figures: In May of 2!
made individual, sometimes contradic:, -condition. When. the .Marine_helicop-. - 1980 Carter submitted 217 nominationy; : ™|
tory, decisions. And when:the officers -. ters -hit i the , dust,._the..flight . leader «-compared. to just 42 in May of 1979: in~ :

on the scene sought guidance from the . landed briefly and reported to the Pen-. . June and July, he sent 379 nominations, : -
i Pentagon on handling the unexpected tagon.'| B! oae LS compared to 220 in that period last vear.” =+
- developments, the top brass:in~Wash- , = The’ president .is- also “piggyhacking?". .
| - ington passed the buck: right back.to: = the* report: notes. -The .{Pentagon] . " many longterm. nominations. on short=
CUREM. i e S Sl ¢ asked, :‘What : are...you - going. to-.do?" . . ‘term. appointments to .fil] unexpired's
] T "[It is] clear that there was very littl . Since the other aircratt had nat turned . -terms.. .. . .. SR e I

— oo

-He was “not. h}{bvidfe:d;any@uitﬁht:éf

|

$

|

1 .

4 ¢ —
1

|

|
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O Iran clai{?

:_"United Press lntemational

o

Isfahan|in-western Iran that was fi-
“nanced by $500°million from the Um

: r_an Radio reported yesterday

this network who are foreign nafién-: -

. : — - ‘
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':'%LS

- als® ha

' ve been arrested” along with
"LONDON' =" Iranian’ officlals -say

quartered in the Anglican bishopricin

B_BC_in_London
“No
'including nationalities. were given.

oIt wlas nat: immediately clear how

ed States-and-equipped: with . mor
than: 600 pounds of explosive:

‘At present, severat members of

' mentioned in‘the broadcast
Theiattack appeared to betiii ect.-

" ly aimed at the British, one of: v
gets - of ‘Iran since several: Ira i_ans §

were:. ai‘rested in London demonstra-

tions.” )

On lthe political front, l—las emi’
Rafsanjani ‘'speaker of the Majlis (par-.
liamentl :announced on Tehran: ‘Radio-

d_uc?d—,—possibly next Tuesday.”

‘hel Majlis: Has ‘been.. charged b —]

“lah: Khomeim with’ deciding the fateof |
"Americas 52 hostages, now: 1hiday-
- 29570f their captmty once-a
ment.is formed.
.. Tehran Radlio:-in - releaslng more |
detailsion - the aileged spy: network ]
'qsaid it jwas discovered B { 1

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 :

‘;:’their Ir'aman collaborators;”" the radio |

'they have broken a spy rietwork head- * said in|a’ broadcast _monlto:'ed by the , . }

urther: details o-nrtl;e arrests. ! R

the network was alleged to have oper- '
‘ated, nor ‘whatits purpose would have
been though the word * coup was
- ric.along with:the explosrves which.
. were tg'be’ dlstributed to a number of

army personnel and the leaders of tl’re
‘Bahat sect.”

j
i
that the new Cabinet would‘be intro- ,

?;lranian strongman-Ayatolizh Ruhol- L

".cause “there is a faint. possibility of an:
-mtrusion into lranian airspace

tensive investigations” in isfahan,

Iran’s “third largest cxtv, 210 miles

south. of Tehran..

Documents, including lranian mili- '

tary secrets, were’ seized at the bishop-

the: broadcast said::*
The:; US payment of $500- miliion

‘was: indicated in the seized'docu-

ments;’ the radio said : :
. Tehran- Radio also reported the

) h&d of the army’ revolutionary court;

issued & warning that-anyone with in-
tormation "about A Tecent ‘Coup At
tempt against Khomeini must cooper-
ate by giving authorities the informa-

tion by Sept: 1 _0r “they too. will be .

prosecuted '
.-Several* persons includlng_ many

|- in’ the military, have. been executed-

since the alleged coup attempt. :
. Pars-news agency; quoted-by: Teh-
ran’ ‘Radio; also reported that-the three:
Western provinces of Kermanshahan -

. Kordestan and llam are under orders{

to particlpate in“blackout drills: be=;

CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3
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@’oer Secre

%‘@' i

ive secrecy
the attempt last Xoril
canrhostages from Iran,, a;military- re-
view® panel sal,d v esterda.v m-& report-;_

)

have provided for-an-.initial force of !
iV helicopters..

tive Plan
Seen '_fzsw_o%ﬁaii ¢

WASHINGTON POST
2L AUGUST 1980

Q_ﬁiﬁ’@'

+The .mission was'aborted because

: obly five of:“the eight helxcopters

which flew froin the aircraft .carrier_

27 Njmitz to the first. rendezvous point¥]
‘_ed;”;wezc capable -of “flying on:-to - the.

‘mfountain hideaway: that same night.”
.I'Ee plan called for:at least six RHS3.

The " military~review. panél; com--
ised of Holloway ‘and five generals

:C130 :-planes should
have flown ahead: of them .to guide-

. Ihem 10 the rendezvous spot 'and pass

‘pmns-imhelraman desert Aprll .A-"o .
It. SWas. there_-that-ewht‘ servicerien |
were kllredrwhen 2 helicopter collided::’
.with one of the | C130s during the proc:
‘essiof:aborting;the reseve attenipt."-
2 Long: before:the: mission: was close
“to.being faunched, fhe. report says;:the’
plans —and, rehearsalsuwere so? fra

sno:r ‘and coordmatxo" became ear}y g
casua}txes

i ““Intelligence.
commumﬁ was irozen ouE of the plan-;:
nmg, again in the Interest Of. - 5ecrecy,

- seldom -had-a-

Iots “about ‘the:dust: cloudo and ‘other
“bad. eorditions thermx'!ht ‘run 1nto Yin
rthe-back country of: fx'an. To e e g i
i 23Vithssecrecy keeping ‘so many ‘peo-
:ple outrof. the know,.the-Joint. Chiefs -
:of-'Staff _becamejudge and-juryfor:
-".the pIan‘they desx,ned approved ‘and
: C

f'execx,x;xon.;« .,_,.,Y

. said:s : .
i éArmy MaJ Gen~ James Vauoht was

{ sive that the critical tone ‘which this

~at future plabs’ before they aj
“rmented,; - the - Holloway -gYolp : recom--

-sajd; will: estabhsh' ‘counterterrorist
-task:-force iunder. a single:: command
,jand ‘the- cl;xefs will submxt the

along weather mformatxon. the panel

the oyerall mission’Gommander. Hollo:
way at the news conference declined
to pass ‘judgment on"Vaught's per-

a:-statement m Holloways name say-
‘iAg’ that ‘there was- ‘nobody .more ex-
Herienced and- competent than Vaught :
to run the mission.-. #. =
£ Holloway said his group's report ad
dréssed only - the military issue: of the
first stage of the-rescue operation.

T¥“Quitefrankly, we were, apprehen:-

1esulted -in .could be misinterpreted as
an mdxctment of the ableiand brave.
men who" planned and - executed this.
~ dperation.../ . We encountered not a
'shredvof e‘fxdence of culpable neglect
qr mcompetence 7 e §
~¥°The panel recommended however
ﬂ:at the Joint Chxefs establlsh a stand-

compnsed of sgecxahsts from the four
sérvices, :to-. ‘provide:-a #.permanent.
source of ‘expertise for. plannmv such‘
operatlons as the rescue -mission.- i#.¥~
-Also; to provide-a-more- cr1t1ca1~loak

oppers taking off from Desert One. *

fx;om the Army, Air' Force and Marine |
: Corps,- said the- restue:plan . should ;

formance Later ‘the- Pentagon 1ssued,

":On the- three occasions” when the.|
Joint Chiefs of Staff.were brieted on '
the status and content of “the ptlan,.
.there had been no intervening serub- -
-down or murder hoard of the pla'\-
ning product. R
“Further,” to keep the plan secret

“the-Joint Chiefs of Staff were acting”
in essence as their own action otncersi
and ‘were denying themselves the
.staffing support they normally enjoy-
when reviewing plans of a leas senm-
tive nature. - -3

- “In sum, this: meant that the hoatave
.Tescue .plan was.never subjected to
-rigorous testing~and evaluation by,
qualified, independent observers and:
monitors short of the Jomt Chlefs of
Staff themselves. . . =%

“No final plan for.ine }eatue opera
: tions was; sever; publlshed prior to-the’
mission: .execuuon Auwritten ‘plan. to’
_supplement oral briefings to the Joint.
- Chiefs- of Staff.-would - have-- -provided
“them #document: -to study- and review|
in. thei:privacy -of" their-.own offices,
.which might have sharpened their un- . ’

‘

|

|

jmay Thave been 1Mpaired somewnat by..

derstandmg of detalls and led to more:
»1nc151ve questions:; . fRt 3

*_Intelligence - - commumty -'mput
“The group believes that intelligence
community assets could. have -been
- pulled tovemer INore . JUICKIY and'
Wy .. SOME U tITIe oI
cers el eI tmttar—efrectiveress .

n €10

TU€ na- . |

: 3 e’,

begmnmg .- e = i
. Uncoordmated tramxnv “Thor-

_oughly -integrated 1:x'aunm'r ‘exercises
.of“the: -joint -task force. :for the..
‘final :plan.svere: not conducted.” - The"|
“joint task force commander,-as part of -
the-super-secrecy; imposed “decentral- -
ized command supervision of training !
-and--evaluation. <. . Thorough,” inte-*
grated: rehearsals-would: - have :devel- *
oped precxslon \and: speed in execu:
tlon Increased mter-umt coordmatxon
suggested necessary- changes” and re- ,-,>
‘solved. problem’ areas il B

mendea that the chiefs appoint a fxve-
‘to:seven-mémber advisory Panel of ex:

perienced . ~military - officers,-both: ac; ~April: :24:did not ‘eritique “each -Other:
; ] ..txve and: retired :
3 chance to™ educate the hehcopter pisd

&5 3
Pentagon - spoKesma

Defense Secretary Halfold Brown, h

~ - face o’ face .
Thomas - B :
:Ross -announced- yesterday . that’ ‘both’ effective-
.récommenations. have been approved

-erews 'of “the Cl30' iransp rts«_:»
wmch were'to meéet at-Desert One -on-.-

ace: .after .training. together,
but wereclargely\dependent.on less .
commurications, The ‘Hollo: |
ay- group’"said *there -should . have
een’'an overall commander to coordx-

ate the training.better. g
‘“_Operatwnal readiness of the force'-
uld -have - beneﬁted from. a. full-.
ress; ;rehearsal and’ command ‘and

M
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N

‘need to provide more airlift at Desert.
One -than had been.- comtemplated -

# deemed-enough. . > e

rance.:an, mcrease ins the
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‘" Flawed command. and control.:| "
*“Command: and control was excel

lent at the_ upper echelons, but be- .
. came more-tenous.and fragile at mter-
medlate levels, .-, " - E
‘® “Number of hehcopters The plan
kept changing as it was tailored to
new information about the hostage sit-

uation in Iran. One..change was the

~when Jeight RHa3 hehcopters wer

“The review group concluded tha
additional helicopiers . and crew
would have reduced the ‘risk of abort

‘ tionally feasible and ‘could have bee
‘made available untll quxte late in thi
planning ‘evolution... :~.An . unéon
strained planner would more .than
_likely have -initially required at least]

- 10, helicopters under -joint task. force:
‘control rule; 11 under the most likely-

case and up t_o
torical data.”.” BE

- Aside trom secrecy ' consxderanons

“no operational” or logistic factor pro-‘ s

“hibited launchmg “Itfrom Nimitz and;
_continuing. beyond ‘the- halfway pomt
_to Desert One Wjth'10 helicopters. . &)
In retrospect,-it. appea1s that on bal
: helxcopter
force was.’ warranted However such
.an mcrease would—' ot:
success.” Z¥
® Weather pre ictions. The> -
task-force. plannmg ‘the rescue m15510n

" security. However, there were ways to

_mission. %y .
1%, “The aroup concludns that restncted 3
: commumcatxons flow within "

-task: force . denied mform tion eséen—
“tial-to-reach informed décisions.: ThH
‘additional miormatlon*'*mxgnt have*!

: the mission: to proceed Sl

s
Jadp

suspended- dust -

“caught in ja" dust storm. of sunknown
. sizeto’ the pxlot turned back’ toithe::
-\'umtz He said latee. ‘he would: have: |

was the-crucial sixth” one ‘for contmu-
ing“the’ mission and“that -thére

'ﬁons' ‘“The pilot of helicopter pamber-:

“pass this-vital: mformatxon bac,k ‘to the

“communications doctrine related to .

ﬁ,nezsrwere net: anuelpatedrbagkupge&»

Jlocation and month the- frequency o£
‘occurrences” - - Qver”
Iran. "Hehcopter -pilots, however,
were surprised- when- they  encoun-

“tered the dust, were unprepared to ac-

curately assess. its impact on their
flight and stated that they were .not

- advised-of thesphenomenon. C130 pi-
. lots were., also unasvare of the possibil-

- "“’l‘he -_.tradmonal relatlons ip-. he- .
‘tween pilots and weather fOrecasters

.was severed.” This ~was done~ to en-
. hance" secrecy of the operation.,: .
. due to mechanical failure, were operas |

"As,'it:. turned out; -the WO dust
douds the eight hehcopters flew-into
‘after.leaving the Nimitz .at: -twilight
_proved - dlsastrous.e_ One. i helicopter, . .

kept going if*he knew his helicopter’

clear flying’ beyond the dust cloud E
B Excesswe secrecy on commumca i

five”—the one which returmed to the
Nimitz—" lacked - certain knowledge-
vital to-reaching an mformed decision. ]
to_ proceed ‘or: ‘abort’ : Failure to |

carrier -and-=support . bases “and.” Teb-
roadcast’it via“secureshigh?frequency
was the result of a- very -restrictive

the overriding concern for operations
pass the information t6 C130s and.hel-

jcopters enroute- that would shay e\,
small hkehhood of eomprom' kit

prompted: hehcopter Rumber;*five t

continue'on to Desert.One..Orné. more:?

ﬂyable helicopter: would. ha

. theu' proper authority.. . ...’

‘.copters abandoned” on the: desert floor:

;.purposes.’

I :plosives to-blow up secret maps, codes

““Alfred M.: Grayr.

- cue radios were not available until the '
third C130 arrived; and, lastly,

key .
-personnel and those with critical- func- 9|

"’tlons were not. identified on the- scene 1
~for ease of -recognition . .
‘told the: Holloway group afterward l
“that,*im some cases, they did not ‘i

. Pilots

kriow or recognize the authority of.:
gwmv orders at Des rt |

tructxom to evacuate the hell-~;
copters ‘and board the C130s had to be:]
questioned to determine’ the identitys
of thosé giving the orders: to establis

-*.Failure to destroy: secret informa.+
tion. 'After. all the emphasis on se-- ]
crecy’in planning the rescue, the heli-:

‘when “the. mission was”aborted -con-~
tained - top-secret information. about_
the operation which the Iranians cap-
‘tured -and exploxted for: propaganda

..me‘ho‘uo
0 -destroy the »secret: material "‘re—
_:ﬂects unfavorably: ‘on the performance
_-of the personnel involved.” ‘The group
- also decried the.“lack-of destruct. ca:|
- pability” at-Desert One. meaning- ex-

~and sensmve equlpment

.Serving ‘with Holloway “6n - the "re-
‘_vxew group, which“convened in-May, |
;were'Army Lt. Geén: Samuel V. Vilson
“(ret.), former head: of the Defénse-In*
_telhgence Ageney; Air Force 1Lt Gen. i
» i(ret.),.-Fvho plannedl
the’ attempt. to-rescue 4lmerican pris:; i

|
1

:oners from" ‘North” Vietnam's® Sontay
:prison camp in-1970; Ma), ‘Gen: James
.C. "Smith,. . Army Atrajning-"direetor;:
‘Maj. Gen.’ John f S Pxonfiowski “deputy.}
commander. for’ air. defeqSe ‘at the Tac-+)
-tical Air" Command,, atb.d_’VIaJ';». Gen;

Marmes

‘nco, Va.
=t
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" 'BALTTMORE| NEWS AMERICAN
22 AUGUST| 1980

N -

vALL é%ﬁgg 50}

. ,

> columns-by. Jack Andersonwhich. claim that

-5

i President Carter has developed.a secret plan to
«-invade Iran on the éve of the election. The White. .

" House denies the existence of such a plan. i ;
+#.  Jimmy Carter studies the polls the way Pp-
~'sies read tea leaves. The secret soundings oflhis

|
~favorite polister, Pat Caddell, go directly tolthe
~president. for his personal scrutiny. These. polls 3
- show: a national crisis. would produce.a rally-
“round-the flag reaction, which would boost his re- -

-election prospects. . " 7
- “*This is the real reaso

“limited invasion of ‘Iran-in- October. There are

- ready passed the first stop;
-“are now moving into position; -

= - :The'best evidence that Carte

Jag

- most immediate;"(3) that the-holding of Ameri-

‘can hostages.in Iran has stirred deeper emotions

_than any foreign policy issue in recent times and .

¥ (4) that the hostage issue is 50 volatile it could ex:
 plode in the president’s face. S

% sis to lift a'president’s approval rating.: - - i
“rwes-Carter; entered: theWhite: House in January
1977, with a 7 percent apégroval. rating. This skid:
: ded to:5} percent-after the:Bert: Lance scandal
- then-plummeted to*28 percent: by’ the :time he
.sighed the SALT.II treaty in June 1979, ~ ~u'

L T

. L R i 'fi'? 4 “.'; ¥ v o
- @ Thisis the fifth in a-series of controverlsuzl - :i* But five months later, the Iranian hotheads-

Jin'th puuon of m:sxd-
rers; that:Carter has ordered preparations for a - :
+-three stops'along the road to invasion where he - tempt. Although
~ could pause; reconsider and turn back. He hasal-
itary forces

- er’s display of manhood brought him sudden, new. | -
-approval. The polls show that Americans are ea- |
s Ber, as one source told my associate Dale Van-

= political can be found in the polls that guide him; -0 . i :

: po rees. with 2 't Ca d%oell? ‘pdllsglgay they’ - . A John Wayne-style assault on Iran, the polls
show (1) that international events have a strong

".impact on the public; (2) that the reaction is|al- .

““Atta, to prove their country “is not the gutless
.. wonder the Iranians think itis.”. =~ .., - -

-Even a routine success in foreign affairs, accord-
~:1ng to one study, would increase his rating by 12.5.
- percentage paints. - C A

N The effect of the Iranian and Afg nistay :
%3/ Even more to the point; the polls show there’s -; ocsted Carter’s popularity about eight percent.
-‘nothing like a grave, protracted, international ¢ri- -: registered in 30 similar cases, dating back to 1938, .

-ment, insiders believe. " . .

stormed the U.S. Embassy and seized the hos-
tages. There was disturbing evidence that Cart-

er’s mishandling of the shah of Iran had been the "

- direct cause of the hostage capture. Yet the polls

. registered an immediate jump in Carter’s popu- ;-

. lanty from 31 percent to 38 percent.’ o )
- Then the Soviets invaded Afghanistan, and'a |

wave of patriotism swept Carter's approval rat-
Ing up to 61 percent. Slowly, he began to slip a%ain‘
ow-

- until in July his standing with the public sank
., &r than any president in modern times. .-

% Yet there was & surprising, if brief, upward
spurt in h:s;ratmi after the hestage rescue at- |

e mission was botched, Cart- |-

indicate, would make Carter an overnight hero.

‘The electorate, .said one expert, “1spamcu-
arly volatile now and responsive to new events.”.

ge points higher than previous presidents had "

-These statistics had more to do with Carter's
ecision to aftack Iran than any other develop-’

i BJack Anderson is a syndicated investigy.

RET ey
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27 AUGUST 1980

B

. Special to The New York Times- -
- WASHINGTON, Aug. 26 — Senate in-
vestigators for the Special Judiciary Sub-
committee investigating Billy Carter re-
‘turned to Georgia today to interview offi-
cials of Gold Kist Inc., the company that
-has leased the Carter peanut warehouse,
“according to sources close to the inquiry.
The officials said that the staff .aides
‘were attempting to determine whether
Gold. Kist, an Atlanta-based farmers’,
cooperative, had any contact with agents
or officials of the_ Libyan Government..
The sources said that the subcommittee
had issued a subpoena for the company’s’
telephoperecords. - . Lo
One official close to the investigation
‘said that the company was mentioned in
yesterday’s five-hour, private briefing
for subcommittee members on the intelli-
gence aspects of the Billy Carter affair.
Senator Strom Thurmond, Republican
of South Carolina and vice chaiman of the
-subcommittee, asked Billy Carter about
his connections with Gold Kist when the
‘President’s_brother testified before the
:panel last. Thursday. Mr. Carter told the
+panel that he had stopped managing the
- " warehouse soon after: it was placed in-a
‘blind trust. under. the:
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Thes Senate “subcommittee - “investi-
é,atm’ Billy Carter. met. in:'closed ses-
‘sion yesterday o “pore:.over top-
secrets. intelligence.” “Teports’ “concern-
ing Libya's" efforts to- gam mﬂuence
ig Jthes United Stases

iChairman ;Birch: Baylr. (D Ind) told
réporiers- affer-the 4%-hour- meeting -

that some of the .information result- - ;

ing. from U.S. surveillance dealt di-.-

er,-but he refused to say how exl:en-.

sively o5 e " collected. He said some of the. “sources

‘and methods” were very sensitive and’
° could

Subcomnuttee mvnatwators Bayh;
mdxcated will now attempt to collate -
thé beyan strategy with various tele-
phone: calls and wother incidents that
have come to light. during the inquiry -
into Billy Carter’s: dealings thh the
‘evolunonary LMyan "regime. ’

S’enfStmm Thurmond (R'S.C.), the
subcommmee s _vice - chairman, :said -

R B e 2o 3 ‘ B R e TN T R

JEROR.
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“he. had not been aware: untu yester

day's!briefinz of some of the details

’ "leaned by U.S. inteiligence-agencies.

Bayh said he had already- been

. bnefed on the the reports. -as’ chair-

man (:)f the Senate Intelhﬂeuce Com-
mittee;, whaich collected: the documen-

" tation; He confirmed that “some of
. that mtelhvence information is very

releva'nt to our inquiry.” -
Speakmg guardedly axter the meet-
ing,: Bayh said that much of what was

~.discusSed has already been made pub-

rectlywith President, Carter's. broth- ™ liczbut he was constrained by fears of

chsclosma the manner in which it was

be easily jeopardized.

‘FBI| officials testified. diuring the

executive:session on “the strategy of -
_the Libyans as far. as terrorism is con-
. cerned.” both in this country and else--

wherel Bayh"said. He said too much

talk about U.S, survedlance and ‘coun:. -

terlntelh"ence efforts cou.!d lead “to :
i o o day,

I -

: iudy Emeﬁagence Data
hb}fﬁ:ﬁ_ﬁf@rt to G&m Us. Enﬂueme

" viser Zbigniew Brzezinski also learned

<" Charter 0il Co. of Jacksonville, Fla.-:

- friend’s State- Department briefing on .-
_the- government’s decision to block. ‘the

" accompanied” Carter to Libya:

- would misuse the- - plarres..”

- ey, the State Deparfment and the Na- ]
,vtxonal Secunty Coungcil. . i

resum

|

an mablhtv to protect oursehes"
against such terrorism. '

U.S. intelligence reports apparent!y
provided the Justice Department with
the first hint of Libya’s payments 'to
Billy Carter. - which . totaled $220,000
by the time he was forced to register
as a foreign. agent for the Arab g0v-
ernment in July

White House natlonal securtty ad '

{
'
'
I

from U.S. intelligence reports last °
spring of Billy Carter’s efforts to
serve as a Libyan oil broker with the *

In response. to questions-from re-’
porters, Thurmond said-he believed
the evidence would' show that Billy ~
Carter “was interested” in .the.C130 °
military air transpoerts that Libya has
been. trying to ootain, but. Bayh. em-
phasized that that - interest. on Billy

- Carter’s part- was not reflected in the

mtelhvence reports dxscussed yester-

Carter is to appear today beione a
federal vrand;ury in Manhattan to teil
whatif | anything—hé’-knows -about a

sale of the CIﬁOs ~to™ Libya.

For avyear. the grand'- Jm'y ha ‘been-
.mvestxeatmg ‘the tan,led affaxrs ‘of
long tlme fugmve fin

,;Billy:‘Ca
‘ter’s: fnend .and: business' associate,
‘October'1979;:a month before Coleman

- Morns Draper; deputgy assxstan &
retary; of - state3 was. reported. to.have_
tolds; Coleman - that - Libya:- was con-i,
sxdered ‘a radicat nation: and' probably

The: grand Jjury: inquiry covers. al-f‘(
legations; that the “Libyans were try- .
. Jing to’ mvolve ‘Billy Carter i ina scheme i,
-masterxmnded by. ¥esco to obtain. the
-release of. efght transport plar;es nov., -~
parked.at a: Georg:a airstrip. . ¥ - <; é'

The%, material’: :presented . at’ yester-
day’s 85 closed subcommxttee session }
“here. -mc!uded reports. from the CIA, %
the ‘FBI, ‘the: National Security Aven—A

- Bayh*'s ‘said: publicy, heénngs would.;
"'next ‘week w_with testimony
uce Departm';eé__soifxcxal

T Xes Aiyae

e
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_ By HARRISON RAINIE -

‘information properly. ... N

Washington (News Bureau)—The
special Senate panel investigating Billy
Carter went into closed session today
to hear from intelligence experts about
how the government learned of Billy’s!
business deals with Libya and whether:
the Justice 'Department handled. the|

““Willlam Miller, the staff director of,‘\
the - Senate Intelligence Committee, |

brieted the Billy probers about infor-
mation handed over to his committee
by the White House and the Justice
Department. The intelligence data was-
not given directly to the special Senate
_subcommittee probing Billy because it
is-classified and because such informa-
tion only goes to Capitol Hill through
_congressional intelligence panels.. ~ -

" Two key pieces of evidence on Bil-.
ly’s dealings with the Libyans were’
picked up by U.S. intelligence agencies,
and it was their disclosure that promp-

ted Billy to register as a paid foreign.

agent for the radical Arab nation.... .-
- In late March this year, Billy’s clos--
est friend and business associate, Hen-
ry R. Coleman, was in Libya negotiating.
for a $500,000 loan for Billy and for a
100,000-barrel-a-day oil deal that could
net the First Brother and his friends
handsome commissions. .;;..3 B
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I
. COLEMAN SENT an.international;
telex|to Billy from Tripoli describing|
how the oil.negotiations were going,
and this was picked up by -American;
'-mtellligence operatives. On March 31,:
.CIA director Stansfield Turner told:
national security adviser 2Zbigniew
Brzezinski that- Billy was trying to set
up an agreement between the Libyans
and an American firm, the Charter Oil
Company. ... B
-~. Brzezinski: phoned Billy with the
warning that he should ot embarrass
the President or the administration. by .
continuing. his negotiations, but Billy
told ‘the committee last week that he]
advised. Brzezinski to “mind -his - own]
'business.” - . e
~ Within “the next few weeks, elec-:
tronic:.. intercept operations of a
. supersecret American intelligence
: agency picked up more evidence that!
Billy: was trying to get a.“loan” from:
‘the. Libyans. The intelligence agency|
chief took the information directly to
-Attorney General Benjamin Civilettiin|
.mid-April. SRR - ¥

"
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Senators Told

o Robena Horni

-Washiagton Star Staff Write;

" The Senate 'ééiﬁmit'téfé'inves;igat;

Ang Billy Caster emerged from a

five-hour, closed intelligence brief.
: -ing,yesterday._and-indica_ted thatthe
. president’s‘brother- was somehow:
involved'in a broad Libyan sche
“toinflience US. foreign policy -
: - But'undeér intense questioning,

" —refused. to disclose-exactly what

‘they had-been told- by:representa--

"'tii'es‘:()f;U;S.iinielligence__5genciés.w.;'f§’
~'Asked:if Billy. Carfer- was-the:
- principal.subject .of the briefings,
‘Committee Chairman Birch.Bayh,
.D-Ind; said; “Some-of_’that‘ime,lli-‘
-gence information is very relevant.
-to'what ‘we are. doing.” He'added.
-that.it involved some .
,éno‘tyetmadepublicr'_._ . :
- "Asked if he had learned anything:
-that he-did not already know;.com-.

imittee Vice Chairman Strom Thur- |
;mond, RS.C,,said; “I would say yes.”| -
discuss=the:

. Bayh-wouldonly:
briefings in: general- terms, saying
“that they involved “the, strategy of«
‘the:Libyans.as far as terrorism is’
‘concerned... . and some steps taken

1er Was involved:in terrorist activi:
ties, hesaid, “Absolutely no."~ %

:President’s brother.was involved in’
;a-push by the.;‘Liby_'ans~~to*_1’rif1’uence; ‘
:policy, Bayh reported that in;this
;areathe briefings were “ pivotal.la -,
i :&Biux arter.is -involved;
:said:.

Sch me:

SwWorn to- sécrecy;

information:

" He.d

?

,:,.Z

[

|

i

$220000 from the Libyans — he in-
sists!it is part of a $500,000- loan he

WASHINGTON STAR (GREEN LINE)
26 AUGUST.1980

|

Bayhs5id that -thé briefing

materials had to-remain secret be-

t

- cause “the material contains infor-

mation- that was collected by very

,,-.rseqxl'etgye"_rx_‘;eans and through ‘very
|’secretive methods.”
| “He said ‘any. revelations' could _
harr}pefx'-;,l}.s.;ip_zelliggnce_.,r’egarding :
Libya: L T T

Théils'éx‘ié;_té:-'pahel s briefed b'y-'
the [staff-of the Senate-Intelligence .

Committee and by FBI agents. The |
documentsidisclosed to them were.
‘collected. by the CIA, the National -
Secqrijtyz_jz_‘,'géhcy.- the FBI, the State
“Department and the National Se-

curity'‘Courcil. . o
-| - *The UES. government apparently

learned-that Billy Carter had taken

was Enegotiating — through intelli-
gencesources. . oL
Bayh said that nothing learned

I yesterday indicated in"any way that

the White House or any other mem-
ber-of:the Carter: administration

had uSed any of this'information to .

protgctBiIly;Carter. - :
Th,e; committee, which heard two .

i 'days of* testimony -last week. from: -

Billy, Carter; plans:no sessions this .
week. T SR
It is scheduled to hear top Justice =
Department officials. — including ™
Attorney Geéneral Benjamin Civi-
letti - néxt Thursday and Friday. ="
- Another key Justice witness will*-

_be- Joel. Lisker, .whose- written

J . Fo
~ But when pressed on whethe}-}ihg«:-] ‘mem

memoranda o the investigating

committee directly ‘conflict withe-
. Billy Carter told them last -

week.  FL 0 L : R

L example, Lisker. says in a.

D (hat‘-ail-ly Ca’rter:told_ him in"

¢
¢

" — if anything. — he knows about a

" planesto'Libya.

. Scheme masterminded by Vesco.to
-obtain-the release of

" an interview last-June that the first ]

payment he took from the Libyans |
last December — for $20,000 — was :
not a loan but a repayment for ex: 5
penses he incurred in entertaining :
Libyans. : G Co
Two weeks from’ now. the panel. ;
plansito call White' House officials, |
who are expected to include Presi- .
dent:Carter's national’security
adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski. Bayh-.

said that unless'new evidénce is

turned.up, he hopesthat’will end- ;
the committee'_s_heariggs’_..._.=; T

Billy Carter -is-scheduled ‘to
testify today in New:York on what
friend’s State Department briefing:

on~the government’s decision to
block a sile of uu'litap

The president’s brothief is sched-
uled to be questioned by a federal
grand jury -about the briefing 'in a.

. Probe of the tangled affairs of long-

time fugitive financier-Robert L.
Vesco. R I
~:The briefing, which was ar- |
ranged by a White House aide,. was
given to Henry R.’_'-i'Randy"'Cole-_j '
man, Billy-Carter’s-friend and busi-
ness associate, in October 1979, a
month before Coleman accompa-:
nied Carter on a trip to Libya.- ..~ -
Morris Draper; deputy ‘assistant:
secretary of state, was reported:to.
have told Coleman that, Libya was
considered-a radical nation and-
probably'would-misuse the trans-
portplanes. ~ -, & | S
‘The grand jury inquiry covers-als.
legations-that“the Libyans were
trying.to involve Billy. Carter.in a.
rel eight .C-130.
military transport planes.;. . - sad

I ‘ -
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| “?Probers

t Senatexhxnvesngators probmg
Billy CaMer s Libyan-connection

were scheduled to go-behind closed |-

doors:today with intelligence offi-

cials to try.to unfavel discrepancies |

between:the testimony of the:presi-
dent’s.brother-and ‘what:federal
investigators: sayﬁhe told .xthem
earlier this'year.jass.i. &

© “Ithink he's lying;” sard Sen Den-
nis DeConcini,:D-Ariz., last night of
Billy+Carteris”sworn .testimony,
‘whichidisagreed: in some: 1aspects
with-what he ' was allegedito have
told federal mvestrgators ea 1i

o %
‘Lastinight’ Bystelephone ;
1nd1cated through his wife;that he’
- had not lied in his verSion “of what>
. Billy Carter hdd .told him.and that
¢he:was prepared “to-tell; ‘the:Senaté’
mvestrgatrng committee his version]
“after the panel returns followmg its
Labor Day Tecess:i;... |
"“I“jthmk he's lying”.
are.some drscrepancres we have to

what bothered: hun were,dlscrepan-
‘cies.in Billy Carter S tesnmony in-'
{volving hrs\answers to questions of?
:whether, he had\ tned to:influence’
{U S: foreign' gollcy-’m hrs role -as a;
;Libyan:z agenti— 'hlch he'
had to reglster tice De- ]
panment’. ‘At.the’ time- -he’ admmed,

J‘ next week. -
&

s=| withian a!torney

receiving $220,000.0f a $500.000 loan;
from Lrbya .

2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3
WASHINGTON STAR (GREEN LINE)

Bllly Carter has insisted that the.

| money was. part-of a loan he re-
¥ quested to help-pay debts, partlcu-

larly to the Imernal Revenue Servad
1ce
~-But his testrmony left some |

senators baffled about whether the

$220,000 was indeed part of the $500,°

-1 000 he was attempting to get from

Libya or was a payment for services
rendered. Pn, )

Billy Carter’s’ testimony- drrectly
contradmed that of Lisker, which
was reported to'the.committee via

memorandum. He said that Billy

Carter told him that at least $20,000
of the money was payment for his

-activities on behalf of Libya.

+:Lisker could not be reached on’
the discrepancies between his state-

ment and Billy Carter’s version.

But Lisker’s wife indicated Iasf

mght that Lisker was prepared to’
1 stick to his version when the inves- |
| tigating subcommittee -spoke with'
S him- —;;after the Senate returns

from its Labor Day recess sometlme‘

- Billy Carter iestlfxed fortwo daysé
before the committee last week; At

i first he said that the $20,000 in ques-

tion and a later check for $200,000

:were both advances on the $500,000

loan. The next day he said he could

‘not-remember precisely wha he,
‘told Liskerabout the $20,000:

*He said he went to the 1nterv1ews

'.thh Lisker alone and without hav-

ing: spoken to a:lawyer. He said he
did“not * prepare my memory prior
to* these mtervxews as.lrwould do_‘

Billy Carter told thé panel that’

.'my reflections (sic) of ‘my state.

mentstas to the two .interviews.
‘(with Lisker) may not be ennrely
accurately clear.”:v; - :
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Ranical Arahs
Taie A at
Lalin America

In a bid to scuttle Mideast
peace talks, Washington’s foes
are out to make friends and
influence governments on the
doorstep of the U.S.

A determined drive is under way by
radical Arab states and the Palestine
Liberation Organization to spread
their influence in Latin America.

From Brazil to Central America to
Caribbean nations, Iraq, Libya and Al-
geria—plus the PLO—are wielding
their oil-based power as a weapon
against the United States and Israel.

American analysts view the growing
penetration of Latin America-by Arab
radicals as a dangerous catalyst for in-
creased instability in the region and
eventual emergence there of national
policies hostile to U.S. interests.

U.S. intelligence experts first spotted
the Mideast intrusion into Latin Ameri-
ca in mid-1979, during the final weeks

of the Sandinista drive to overthLrow
Nicaraguan dictator Anastasio Somoza.

Until then, Cuba, Venezuela and
Panama had been the principal arms
suppliers for the Marxist-led guerrilla
forces. But just before the Sandinistas
launched their final offensive, large
.shipments of weapons arnved from
Libya and Algeria.

Only after they seized power did
Sandinista officials disclose that many
. of their guerrillas had been trained at
PLO bases in Jordan. They also admit-
ted that Sandinistas had fought with
the PLO against the Army of King
Hussein in Jordan in September, 1970,
and had participated ‘in hijacking air-
liners in Europe and the Middle East.

“Warmongering” charge. PLO lead-
eer Yassir Arafat got a hero’s welcome
“swwhen he arrived in Nicaragua in late
July for the first anniversary celebra-
tion of the Sandinista victory. Formal
diplomatic relations were established
between the PLO and Nicaragua. A
joint statement denounced Washing-
ton’s Mideast pohcy, Egypnan-lsraeh
talks and U.S. “warmongering.”

Now.the PLQO has offered weapons
and training to leftist forces in civil-
war-torn El Salvador, where a U.S.-
backed reform junta is battling guernl-
las of both the left and right.

U.S. analysts say two major reasons
lie behind the decision by radical Arabs
to step. up activity in Latin America:

U. S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT
1 SEPTEMBER 1980

1. To recruit fresh support for the
PLO's campaign to achieve an inde-
pendent Palestinian homeland on Arab
land now occupied by Israel.

2. To become more closely identified
with demands by Third World nations
for economic and social changes.

Brazil is a prime Arab target. Not
only must it import 85 percent of the

_oil needed to run its economy, but it is

anxious to increase export markets in
the Middle East. :

Iraqg, which supplies Brazil with
more than 40 percent of its oil imports,
is particularly insistent that the PLO
be permitted to open an office in the
country. But the Brazilian govern-
ment, aware of the PLO’s contacts
with local leftist groups and reluctant
to alarm the nation’s large Jewish com-
munity, so far has resisted pressure.

Nevertheless, Brazil has moved clos-

PLO’s Arafat receives hero’s welcome from charaguan
leaders on anniversary of the Sandinista victary.

er to Iraqi policies. It has declared the
PLO the “sole legitimate representa-
tive of the Palestinian people” and al-
lows an Arafat aide to function as if he
were an accredited diplomat.

Other Latin American countries also
are under Arab pressure. But they, too,
are wary of allowing the PLO to oper-
ate freely for fear that the Palestinians
could become a threat to their own in-
ternal security. Until now, PLO offices
have been set up only in Cuba, Nicara-
gua, Mexico and Peru. —

Mexico limits PLO representation to

‘one person who has not been granted

diplomatic status. Peru authorized the
PLO office in 1979. Latin experts be-
lieve permission was granted in return
for an Arab agreement to make Lima
the headquarters of Arlabank, an in-
vestment bank financed.by Arab and
Latin American capital.

--Until recently, only Mexico, Brazil,

P B T LN

Argentina and Peru joined the U.S. in
basing their embassies in Israel in Tel
Aviv instead of in disputed Jerusalem.
But much of the rest of Latin Ameri-
ca now is expected to shift quarters to
Tel Aviv after the United Nations Secu-
rity Council voted 14 to 0 on August
20—the U.S. abstained—to censure Is-
rael for officially declaring Jerusalem,
including the Arab sector, its capital.
Radical Arab activity is especially in-
tense in the Caribbean. Arab missions
crisscross the former British island col-
onies, with side trips down to Guyana
and Suriname on the South American
continent. The Prime Ministers of Ja-
maica, Grenada and Guyana have visit-
ed the Mideast seeking Arab money.
Libyan aid. Prime Minister Michael
Manley of Jamaica, trying to cope with a
bankrupt economy and mounting politi-
cal woes, keeps his country going with a
50-million-dollar  loan
from Libya. An additional
50 million is said to be on
the way. Kuwait, Iraq and
the Organization of Petro-
leum Exporting Countries
have promised Manley an-
other 20 million dollars.
Impoverished Grenada
has signed cooperative
agreements with Algeria.
. - Prime Minister Maurice
Bishop, a disciple of Cu-
ba’s Fidel Castro, also has
been promised 10 million
dollars in loans from Libya
and 4 million from Iraq.

ham is looking to the Mid-
east as well as to the
World Bank for money to

economic problems. Irag
already has given Burn-
ham a 30-rmlhon-dollar development
loan. Libya is helping with a 10-mil-
lion-dollar balance-of-pavments loan
and participation in a project to build
an oil refinery.

Burnham, however, still refuses to
permit the Palestinians to open an of-
fice in Georgetown, Guyana’s capital.

Solid indication of the growing suc- ;

cess of the campaign by radical Arab
nations for influence in Latin America
came in another U.N. vote on July 29,
when the General Assembly approved
a resolution calling for an Israeli with-
drawal from occupied Arab land and
for establishment of a Palestinian state.

The U.S,, arguing that the resolution

Guyana’s Forbes Burn- |

ease his country’s serious -

would undercut Mideast peace talks; ap-

pealed for its rejection. In Latin Ameri-

ca, only Guatemala and thé Dominican |

Republic voted with Washington. [

“By CARL J. MIGDAIL-
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. But the question as to whether the allegations of -
“'destabilization are simple campaign rhetoric or
- unwarranted paranoia-obscures the point, be-
‘ cause-a case can be made that there is outside in-

- powerful and- sophisticated - weaponry,‘as evi-

-Jeader~of:the PNP, told me during a recent”

‘work- of governments, then it must be the design-
-of ardent right-wingers, funneling:money and '
“weapons to local thugs aschiatqd with the oppo-

'be resolved, but the U.S. influence on:Jamaican

. spokesmen. Manley, in turn, expressed concern

. about Kissinger’s complicity-with South Africa in,;i
-the invasion of:Angola, and- subsequently adopt-’
-ed.a position-held by most .of ‘black Africa that-
the Cubans were assisting African-liberation:-.;

:"The tension between'the Jamaican and-U.S.:
‘governments subsided for a period with the elec-

Andrew Young v

-y

- *

It's campaign time-in .Jamaica, and elections
there are rough. BT e
Families and friends-divide. Violence, blood--
‘'shed and even death erupt amid the emotions of -
. the contest for. power. Against this turbulent
background it is reassuring to note that Jamaica
has weathered eight democratic elections since
1944, and seems always to return to its more re-
laxed tropical demeanor once the vote is'in and
the victor determined. - :
In the meantime, the Jamaican press, radio and .
television flail away, often in scurrilous fashion,
celebrating freedom at the expense of truth. And
once again the United States, the powerful neigh-
bor to the north, has. become a prime ¢ampaign
target. The issue this time is destabilization.
I do:not believe that the U.S.‘goverement has
been involved in attempts to-destabitize Jamaica.

-4

terference in this diverse island nation. ;- - - i -

Throughout the Caribbean area, for instance, :
theresexists an‘underground network:of narcot- §
ics and gambling interests that:can find jts way 3
into Jamaican politics. . < PR e

There has-also been.a ‘recent infiltration of

oY

denced in a recent attack’on a bus carrying en- -
thusiasts of ‘the People’s National Party from a
campaign rally.. Prime Minister Michael Manley, ;

trip to the United: States, “The power of the-
bullets ripped away the-entire side;of the bus. -
This was powerful stuff:that can’t be bought.in -
Jamaica.” % F: Lo ¥y
" Manley’s party activists:insist that if the pre--
sent pattern of. violence &nd killings:is not the -

sition: . ° S PR ;
. The questions about destabilization.

-

affairs will rémain anissue.:s,: © % - L3
- The American difficulties with Jamaica began
with Henry Kissinger in 1975, When Kissinger.
launched -his - propaganda’ campaign’ against.
Cuban intervention in Africa, he sought Manley’s
support as one of the Third-World’s leading:

J g_maican"ﬁumbﬁngg |

JEWY

uon ot Jimmy Carter, but the present obsession
of this administration with Cuba and Maniey’s |
-friendship with Fidel Castro-doesn’t contribute to
‘good relations, ** . o o
The administration’s Caribbean analysts got
themselves somewhat bent out of shape over
-Manley’s speech at the.non-aligned summit in
Havana last year. They are now convinced that
Manley is losing -eontrol of his party to more.
“radical”; elements of U.S.-educated intellectuals,
Of all this, Manley says, “I just happen to be a
friend of‘Castro’s. I'm certain that he views.me as ;
a fuzzy liberal. I'm a Democratic Socialist and he
is a firm Communist, and that is an essential dif-

ference.”": .. ; -
In'1972, 'Michael Manley, son of one of Jam-
aica’s founding fathers, Sir Norman Manley, was
-elected prime minister. Manley assumed leader-
-ship of :a-nation whose population was: rigidly
divided along class lines, and was overwnelm-
ingly poor and young. Jamaica also found itself
inflamed .by a black power rhetoric imported
from the United States and a romantic:Marxism
gdromCuba. .. A
. Manley launched: a series of reforms in an at-
tempt to bridge these conflicts and fulfill some ot
the democratic socialist ideals he had acquired at
‘the London Schoot of Economics. Public schoots
were opened to all, health services were ex-
tended and minimumi wage laws for domestic™
and farm. workers were enacted. Jamaica’s
. masses began to get a piece of the action, ~
- In the midst-of the current election campuign,
* Jamaica is beset by inflation that exacerbatesthe
problem, eats away at the economy and threatens
the further development of social services and
improvement of living standards. i-- 0
- Edward Seaga, the leader of the’ opposition
Jamaica Labor Party, pledges to revitalize 4he |
economy by renewing the confidence of Amer. |
_ican and British investors: But with a world reces-
sion.under way, it is hard:to imagine his getting
- more support from these sources than Jamaica is
. Bow.receiving in: private investments from Nor-
. ' way, West Germany and Canada. = . ot
+ The polls and press have counted Manley and his
yarty out, but these are the instruments of the mid-
dle‘and upper classes..The Jamaican populace ix |
predominantly poor and working class and, from
the bottom up, the progress over the last 10 years
, has been more significant than the suffering. Pov-
erty has-always been there; but the poor are not
going to give up their progress and their hope with-
- outagood Jamaican fight— * . ...
. The outcome of this struggle will redefine this
. island nation’s identity and set its course for the
inextfiveyears. A ST
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Soviet Combat Brigade
Stages Cuba Exercise,
Pentagon Source Says

By L. EDGAR PRINA
: " Copley Hews Service

= WASHINGTON — The Soviet combat brigade in Cuba has carried out its
grst full-scale combined arms exercise since the storm over its presence on
the Caribbean island produced a mini-crisis for President Carter Jast year.

This was reported yesterday to Copley News Service by a highly placed
Pentagon source, who said U.S. intelligence had confirmed that the 2,000 to
3,000 Russian troops had eng3ged in infantry-artillery-tank maneuvers in a
- traimtfig area near Lourdes, Cuba, last menth. )

“Gne brigade had been assuming a rather low profile until this exercise,”

the source said. . .
“Perhaps the Kremlin felt Mr.
Carter was so preoccupied with pres-

" .idential election’ politics that he

wouldn’t make a fuss ower it.”
Beither the White House nor-the

Pentagon has made any public state-

ment about the brigade’s maneuvers,
although the event took place at least
two weeks ago. ]

. Late last summer, Mr, Carter re-

luctantly admitted that U.S. intelli-
gence had detected the presence of

" the Soviet.combat brigade in Cuba

and said, im a prepared statement,

“We consider (it) to be a very a se-
. rious matter and this status quo is .-

: not acceptable.”
" However, after diplomatic pres-

sure failed {o persuade the Soviets to

withdraw the-combat troops, Mr.
Carter -told a nationwide television
audience the “Soviet Union does not

admit the unit in question.is a com- .

bat unit” and had informed him the
brigade has only a training mission

and “can do nothing more” than that. -
“These assurances hdve been given *
to me from the highest levels of the

Soviet government,” ‘he :said. “Al-

though we have persuasive evidence -
the unit has been a combat brigade, -
~, the Soviet statements about the fu-
" % ture non-combat status of the unit

are Significant.”

: “"The combined arms exercise by .

-

the full brigade brings into.quéstion
the: validity of these Kremlin as-

surances to the President and as to |

hew “significant” they are,

L«st suinmer, the White House de- i

nied, in response to inquiries from
Sen. Richard Stone, D-Fla., and the
press, any knowledge of organized
Soviet troop. units in Cuba, although

‘leaked USS. intelligence reports indi- " |

cated there was considerable evi-

- dence that such units were, indeed,

stationed there.

) Then, late in July, the CIA’s Na-
tional Intelligence Daily, a publica-
tion which goes to about 300 top gov-

- ernment officials and intelligence

experts, said it had confirmed the

brigade’s presence.

Copley News Service broke this
story Aug. 30 and the next night, Sen.
Frank Church, D-Idaho, after being
informed by the State Department,
made what amounted to an official

.- announcement of the event. Church
- is chairman of the Senate Foreign

Relations Committee.

% Adm. Stansfield Turner, director
. of Central Intelligence, told-the Asso-

ciation of Former Intelligence Offi- -

“cers last Oct. 6 that the Soviet bri-

.gade consists of three infantry bat-

" talions, a tank battalion and artil-
- lery, anti-aircraft and. anti-tank

elements. -
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. Defense Seéretary Harold Brown an.

WASHINGTON POST
28 August 1980

Recipient of Leak
On ‘Stealth’ Calls
1Ita Political Move!

g _Thexvieditoi' of-a military affairs
magazine:told .a House-'panel ‘yesters”
' day that-a story.about the Pentagon’s*
‘Tecently-’disclosed” “Stealth” ~‘break.'
‘through. was leaked to him by.s high-
level -Defense Department official, o
" Benjamin Schemmer, editor of the’
Armed Forces Journal, told"thie Housé

Armed Services subcommiittee. on in.]

'vestigations that he felt the action was;
-"“a directed leak for poIiticaL purposesy
because I:can“think of.no.reason why-
* this_story :should  be- made ‘known at
this time.” He also termed the action
“totally .jrresponsible;™:.;. 11 i

‘nouriced - last Friday that. ‘the " United"]
States-had achieved -a ‘majer techno:
-logical “breakthrough, "d ubbed’

“Stealth,’ -thatr-woulq' prevent Soviet: ‘

radar- or -other sensors from spotting
‘American aircraft uniil it was too lates
to knock them Uddwn,-.:.,_.g_rﬁ.. it
. Schemmer: said’-after the hearing?|
that-he was: briefed by.a “senior det:
. fense-.official,” 'whom, he' declined -fo !
-name, -at- least. two days -before the -
full. House-and Senate ‘Armed Serv-
ices committees were informed of:théZ]
project.. Committee “members “were]
sworn to-ultra-secrecy while the maga--
‘zine was’.at press,” he said .later..
* There+had: been. leaks.:in -.other™
‘publications - :about some--details.- of .
the. project. .Schemmer: said' he.- was:
- given-thes.impression that.. the = De- :
fense- Department Awanted- the storys
-out -because :of ;previous :legks ‘about. -
Stealth.” 2

A

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

»
’



Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

o T

ld:m‘_[_ ’J'_,: A "—"h"";-'
oy pAGE_$2e

CHRISTIAN SCI=NCE HONITOR
25 August

1980

‘might have,” Dr. Van Cleave declares.. =

‘blamed regrettable - press and television

" - Washington for the last few weeks. The au-
"Space. Technology -referred to the - ‘“‘ad-

-vanced technology Stealth bomber” in its
- Aug. 11 issue, and Armed Forces Journal re-

.years,” a story that CBS had earlier picked
‘uponitsevening news.” ~ BRARRAE:

- ogy works,” he added. "~

e

‘Stealth’ plane: a secret
‘that’s been out since 1976

By Stephen Webbe
- Staff correspondent of
- The Christian Science Monitor -

R Washington
. The Carter administration's disclosure
that it has developed aircraft capable of
streaking unobserved through Soviet. air
defenses was as politically motivated as it
was unwise, claims Ronald Reagan’s senior

defense adviser, William Van Cleave. .
“T- think." it . essentially compromises
whatever prospects of success the program'

In confirming Aug. 22 that'supersecret
“Stealth” aircraft have developed a near-
invulnerability to existing air-defense sys-
tems,. Defense Secretary Harold Brown

lezks for the need to make the announce-
mentnow.. . . PR .S fom
7 “I-think it is a fair question as to wh
started those leaks in the. first place,” re-
torts Van Cleave, director of the defense and
strategic studies program at the University
of Southern California. R
“‘Stealth’” rumors have been rife ‘in|

thoritative magazine Aviation  Week &

ported Aug. 22 that the United States has
been test-flying several versions of “virtu-
ally invisible new aircraft for over two

.- Calling it *“a major technological ad-
vance,” the defense secretary claimed that
so-called *‘Stealth’” technology now enables’
the. US to build manned and unmanned air-
craft that cannot be intercepted by existing
-airdefense 'systems. “We have demon-i
Strated to our satisfaction that the technol-4

Pt

‘The- secretary- declined to comment on
:reports that three of the new aircraft have
.crashed. . ” 2 2
. “rAccording to Armed Forces Journal, the-

Stealth aircraft are virtually invulnerable to.
‘air defense radar and. infrared, electronic;:

and acoustical detection. While only fighters
‘have been tested so far (supposedly-at Nellis -
Air Force Base, Nev.) a strategic bomber is-!
‘being designed; the magazine added:" _-7z:x

. :Dr.'Van Cleave contends that the admin-
/istration has revealed the Stealth programs

now.'to * counter Yeriticism :of --President j
:Carter’s *‘poor defense record’” and specifi

‘cally his cancellation of the B-1bomber.:

T 7In"his view, a bomber *“that might
emerge from this technology is still a dec-
ade off,” and he brands the defense secre-
tary’s announcement of the Stealth technol-
0gy “highly premature,” asserting that its
effectiveness ‘‘has yet to be demonstrated."”. !
He notes. moreover, that the project was
-launched under the Ford administration and
:observes: “President Ford certainly didn’t
divulgeit.” veoe RN T
It would be hard to overestimate the mili-
tary utility of aircraft that are virtually
‘undetectable to radar. SmLLmE
Ever since Britain used a rudimentary
form of the technology to great effect during
the Battle of Britain, radar has posed an in-
creasingly serious. threat to attacking
aireraft. — - R o
*. . “Subsequent to World War II, defensive
missiles —- both ground-launched and air-
launched™ = were -, > married with radar
fire-control systems,” ‘explains William
Perry, undersecretary of defense for re-
search and engineering: ““This substantially
increased the effectiveness of air-defense
systems.”. 5 - o R
Currently, US aircraft-rely on a combina-
tion of electronic countermeasures and low !
flying —:through so-called f‘ground clyt-
ter,” where radar cannot distinguish . be-
tween them and other signals.” - A
- But the Soviet Air Defense Command
Pposes a formidable challenge_to_assaulting!
aircraft. - R e e
i With 10,000 surface-to-air missiles and
- 2,600 interceptor aircraft, it represents the
~largest air-defense system in the world. Its
 effectiveness’ was demonstrated in 1960
“when a SA-I missile shot d_owh.Francis Gary
-Powers’s'U-2 spy plane at'a height of 65,000
feets -t i iR RPN
- "According to Dr. Perry, a chief architect’
“of ‘the Stealth program, the Soviet Union
“continues to place heavy emphasis on air-
defense missiles to offset US advantages in

_air power.:-. - -

I

; They have built thousands of surface-to--
‘air ‘missile _Systems. - They employ radars .
‘with high power and monopulse .tracking
clrcuits, which are very difficult  to ‘ja‘r‘n.'..j
And in the last few years they have devel. |
:0ped_air-to-air missiles guided by “look- |
*down’ radars, which are capable of tracking .|

aircraft flying in ‘ground clutter,’ " Perry. |

. e R 35 Ty
» - Hence, Stealth technology — which. says..
‘Perry, does not ‘involve.“a.single technical ;
-approach, but rather a complex synthesis of

i

Mmany." More he will not reveal, .. .

S it B A el

- e - — N
P S ]

|

~ According to Armed Forces Journal. the |
deception techniques invoive the special
shaping or contouring of aircraft: the use of
nonmetallic materials that give a weak or-
undetectable radar return; infrared shield-
ing of engine exhausts; special paints to ab-
sorb, deflect, and shroud radar signals; and
electronic _countermeasures to generate
falsereturns. - RUP T :
While unwilling to discuss--any- of the

techniques that render Stealth aircraft aifr

. but undetectable, Perry notes that" ‘‘this!

-technology — theoretically, at least — could’
beZpplied to any military vehicle which can |
be attacked by radar-directed fire.”

_Both Brown ‘and Perry insist that the
Stealth program was shrounded in the deep- |
est.secrecy until they revealed it Aug. 22.
Perry even maintains that its-very exis-
tence was classified information. *’ .

In fact, that existence was far from se-'
cret. On July 23, 1976, readers of Aerospace |
Daily were -informed that -Clarence L. ’
(Kelly) Johnson, “the nation’s premier air-:
craft designer” and architect of the U-2 and .
SR-7I 'spy planes, was building “a new“_
12,000-pound, one-man Stealth aircraft™ at |
the Lockheed plant in Burbank, Calif. ‘ {

. The magazine claimed that the $90 mil- |
lion program, sponsored by the Defense Ad-:
vanced Research Projects Agency, was de-
signed *“to reduce aircraft visibility -

" optical, acoustic, and radar signatures —

through new technology.” "= - - 4
Lockheed spokesman Dave Crowther de- |
clined to comment when asked whether the
company is involved in.the Stealth program.
.Johnson, a stickler for secrecy in such mat-
ters, has so far not commented on the disclo-
‘sureof theprogram. ... =~
-"-Whether -or ‘not the Soviets have begun’
devising countermeasures to combat “the
ghost-like Stealth machines is uncertain. If
they were subscribing to Aerospace Daily
‘four years ago. they may have a head start.
At the least," Brown’s annouficement may |

_nofhave overly surprised them. - ~ Yo
S s s LT
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- by Marshall L Goldgian,’

Despite predictions of impending shortages, !
the Soviet Union remains for the moment
the world’s largest producer of petroleum. A
slackening of the flow of oil would have

_ Serious consequences—not only for Russia

- but for the Western democracies.

P nergy has become the cause of more and more!
7 of our problems. Given a widely circulated

CIA report (The International Energy Situ-
ation—The Outlook 10 | 985) about the coming short-
age of petroleum in the Soviet Union, it was only natu-
ral that many attributed the Soviet invasion of Afghan-:
istan to the Soviet need to secure its energy supplies
fro;: Afghanistan and the Persian Gulf. If Soviet
petroizum output should fall as drastically as the CIA
predicts, by the mid-1980s the Soviet Union and its
East European allies will be forced to look outside their
own borders for large quantities of petroleum. Under
- the circumstances, it would seem only natural for the !
Soviet Union to ensure its outside sources of supply, if |
need be by force. But therc is reason to question the
findings of the 1977 CIA report and to analyze itsi

impact, o

Designed for President Carter’s energy message in}
April 1977, the CIA analysis indicated that, because of i
increasing demand for energy and diminishing sources |
of supply, the Soviet Union and its East European |
allies would become net importers of 3.5 to 4.5 million |
barrels a day (mbd) of oil by 1985. This would be!

preceded by a sudden.drop m :Soviet petroleum output |

that might begin as early as 1978 or 1979, Since the
Soviet Union in 1977 was a net exporter of 1.5 mbd
(plus another 1.5 mbd to Eastern Europe), that would
mean that noncommunist world petroleum suppliers
would be required to come up with a net increase of 5

t0 6 mbd of new petroleum to satisfy not only Eastern |

Europe and the Soviet Union, but also the former cus-
tomers of the USSR who would soon have to look
elsewhere for their supplies. To appreciate the overall
Quantity involved, remember that total production in
Saudi Arabia in 1977 was 9.2 mbd. Net American
imports amounted to 8.5 mbd. Where would such new
quantities come from? :

As difficult as the fall in Soviet oj] production would
be for the rest of the world, it would pose even greater
problems for the Soviet Union. Most of us, for exam-
ple, are unaware that the world’s largest producer of
petroleum is not the United States or Saudi Arabia,
but the Soviet Union. Nor, for that matter, are we
aware that after the overthrow of the shah, the Soviet
Union became the world’s second largest exporter of
petroleum, second only to Saudi Arabia. Not surpris-

- ingly, therefore, since 1977, petroleum exports to the

hard currency countries have generated over 50 per-
cent of all Soviet export earnings. Thus, technically,

- the Soviet Union is a one-crop economy, at least in its

dealings with the Qrganization for Economic Coopera-

tion and Development (OECD) countries. Petroleum

is the Soviet Union’s coffee, a surprising circumstance,
given that the USSR is usually thought of as the
world’s second largest industrial power. Consequently,
a sharp falloff in Soviet petroleum production would
mean that the hard currency earning capacity of the
Soviet Union would be slashed in half,
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IR 58
vaen the commandmg role of petroleum mlthe
Soviet economy in 1977, what led the CIA to predtct
sucha radical reversal in the Soviet Union's oil. produc-

mg capabilities? Based on a careful engmee'nno analy- »

- sis, the CIA discovered that the Soviets were havmg
dtfﬁculty sustaining output in many of their older pro-
ducmg wells. To restore pressure in these wells, Soviet
engineers had been mJectmg water into thetr oil ﬁelds
While this technique had proven successful in'the Vol-
ga-Ural region, the main source of Soviet pe'troleum in

* the 1960s and early 1970s, it did not produc'e the same
results in the newer West Stberxan fields. Whereas it
had taken eighteen ymrs for the ‘water content of ithe

" extracted liquid to rise to 10 percent in the: Volga-Ural
Basm, in the 1mportant W&st Siberian ﬁelds the water
cut reached 10 percent in but three years.|Were this

trend to contmue the Sovxets would. soon ﬁnd them-i

selves in the water, not ‘the petroleum, | busmess.‘.
Indeed, water already’ constituted 50 percent of the
output of some wells. Consequently, the CIA analyats
concluded that petroleum production in West Stbena
would peak :sooner than had ongmally been ant1c1~?
pated. This would be a serious loss since |the West.
Siberian fields account for more than one half of total
Sovnet production. |

|
i
i
!
i
]
]
|
|
|

b

These dxfﬁculttes were eompounded by the Soviet !

failure to-discover large new producing fields compara- ’
ble to those being depleted. In addition, the Soviets

. had been overpumping many of their existing wells and :

therefore not achieving the maximum efficient rate of

‘recovery. ‘While that might mean higher output in’
the short run, in the long run the Soviets would be :
unable to extract as much from their wells as they'

might have had they used more conservative tech-
niques. Such wasteful practices characterized not only:

the way they produced petroleum but the way they
consumed it.

radxtxonally, it has been assumed that only cap- |

italism leads to the wasteful production and .
consumption of raw materials. For example, it.
is readily conceded that at one time drilling by individ-

ual prospectors and private property holders led to
overdrilling and overpumping. Each property holder
greedily sank as many wells as he could in an effort to
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pump as much petroleum as possible from the common

reservoir contained beneath his property and that of his
neighbors. He realized he had to do this before his
neighbors did the same thing to him. This lack of coop-

" . eration and coordination resulted-in output below the

full potential. Ultimately such evident waste led to the
creation of mechanisms such as the Texas Railroad
Commission, which instituted a more orderly and
coordinated extraction procedure. By contrast, because
there are no private property holders in the USSR, the
Soviets have never had to worry about such uncoordi-
nated drilling. But they have their own unique difficul-
ties. The Soviets also overpump their fields, because of
the nature of the Soviet planning system. The Soviet
field operator does not compete against his neighbors,
he competes against the plan. Since his salary is depen-
dent’on fulfilling or overfulfiiling his target, he is inter-
ested in extracting as much as he can from his ﬁeld to
meet his one-year or five-year plan. 7

The planning system induces other inappropriate
practices. For example, like that of most managers in
the USSR, the performance of Soviet geologists is
judged by how well they fulfill their quantitative tar-
gets—in this instance, meters drilled. The result is
predictable. Soviet geologists have become adept at
drilling the largest number of meters possible. Unfor-
tunately, that seldom coincides with finding petro-
leum. Rationally enough, Soviet drillers pick up their
drills and move elsewhere the minute that drilling
progress begins to slow. But petroleum is not always
found near the surface. In one area of Kazakhstan, the
most highly paid prospectors were those who found no
petroleum.

The Soviet pricing system has also contributed to
inefficiency. The wholesale domestic price of Soviet
petroleum had not been increased since 1967, and even
by 1967 terms, it was underpriced. For example, the
Soviets did not make any allowance in their domestic

_ price for the interest cost of the capital involved in the

extraction process. Nor did they include most of the
geological costs. (They did include depreciation.)
Such serious underpricing has been the source of
considerable misallocation of resources. The low
wholesale price stimulates industrial consumption. To
Soviet managers, petroleum appears a cheap commodi-
ty, especially in comparison to scarce labor, whose
price has been rising. Therefore, they strive to increase
their petroleum allotments. The effect is the same as if

SRS S SIS TSNS IS A R
Marshall 1. Goldman is an economist who teaches at
Wellesley and Harvard. Versions of this essay will appear
in two forthcoming books, The Enigma of Soviet
Petroleum: Half-Full or Half-Empty? and Energy and
Security, a report of Harvard’s Energy and Security
Research Project.
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petroleum usage were subsidized. Consequently, indus- i
try has tended to be unconcerned with conservation. |

Waste was also encouraged by the *val” system,! !
wherein the planner set the manager’s targets in terms |
of the ruble value of the enterprise’s gross output. No
consideration is given to net output. To win his bonus,
the manager sought to produce as high a ruble value
output as he could. Since the value of the final output
was determined by the sum of all the inputs, Soviet

managers soon discovered that one way to increase the .
value of their gross output was to make sure they uti-
lized very expensive inputs. Again, this was a disincen- .
tive to conserve. Inevitably large and usually wasteful
quantities of petroleum would be utilized. Similarly,

this helps explain why Soviet machinery is unusually
heavy, why Soviet engines require more metal per unit
of engine power than most other engines in the world,
and why the Soviets require more fuel per kilowatt
hour of electricity generated or per ton of steel
smelted.

Finally, understated prices made it more difficult to
attract the investment and foreign currency funds
needed for adequate development of Soviet energy
resources. Although Soviet capital resources are nor-
mally allocated on the basis of physical allocation spec-
ifications rather than on an open market, those alloca-
tion authorizations are very much influenced by the
profitability record of each enterprise. The profitabil-
ity record in turn is determined by prices. Thus, the
fact that the Soviet wholesale price of energy had been
held constant at 1967 levels inevitably meant a fall in
the profitability of Soviet energy production enter-
prises, in several instances even a loss. Moreover, prof-
itability will continue to fall as Soviet geologists find it
necessary to push further north and east into increas-
ingly costly, remote, and hostile sites in their search for
new energy-producing areas.

Just how important energy price increases are is
dramatically reflected by the profit-to-capital ratio of
the various energy-producing enterprises. In 1965,
before wholesale prices were increased, the profit rate
of the petroleum-producing enterprise was 5.4 percent.
The comparable rate for the natural gas producer was
9.3 percent. Coal mines were actually operating at
losses of -17 percent and required a subsidy. After the

1967 price increases, oil and natural gas profit rates

rose to 27.8 percent and 64.5 percent respectively, and
coal showed a profit-to-capital ratio of 7.3 percent. By
1978, however, with prices fixed but costs rising, those
rates had fallen te-11 percent for petroleum, 17.8 per-
cent for natural gas, and coal was again being produced
at a loss of 3.2 percent. If Soviet prices had kept pace
with world energy prices, clearly the profit rates would
have been much higher.

The continued fall in profit rates since the late 1960s
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has meant that the State Planning Committee (GOS-
PLAN), which allocates investment funds, has been
more and more reluctant to increase the flow of
resources to the Soviet energy-producing sector. Based
on the official data, it appeared to GOSPLAN that the
energy ministries were not using their existing capital
resources effectively. Naturally this stance was vigor-
ously contested by officials in the energy ministries
such as those in the Ministry of the Petroleum Indus-
try. Pointing to the rising world price and the critical
role of petroleum for the Soviet balance of trade, they
argued that their potential profitability was much
higher than' that dictated by official prices and indi-
cated by the official data. They reportedly pleaded
with GOSPLAN, GOSBANK, and the Ministry of
Finance for an increased allotment of ruble and hard
currency investment funds for their industry.

Yet it was too much to expect that Soviet planners
would completely disregard main operating indicators
in deciding on allocation of investment resources.
Thus, foreign exchange for the Soviet petroleum
industry was generally limited to such relatively smali
purchases as pipe, drill bits, and submersible pumps
(to remove the ever-increasing percentage of water).
Officials in GOSPLAN, GOSBANK, and the Minis-
try of Finance refused to fund multimillion-dollar ailo-
cations for the purchase of such new capital projects as
a drill bit plant. Negotiations with American and
French manufacturers to build such a plant had begun
as early as 1973. But while the minister of the petro-
leum industry was prepared to sign a contract, GOS-
PLAN would not allocate the funds.

It is true that USSR factories produce more drill
bits per year than American factories, but they have
only two varieties. In contrast, American factories pro-
duce as many as 600 varieties. American product dif-

ferentiation reflects.the fact that differing sites require:

different bits. The Soviet drill bits also wear out faster

~ and are less effective, so that more time is spent in

replacing worn-out bits than in drilling. In addition,
the use of the turbo drill, the main drilling process in
the USSR, limits Soviet drilling efforts to depths of
not more than 2000 meters. Soviet well casing pipe is
of such poor quality that it is extremely difficult to use
other techniques to drill much beyond such depths.
Consequently, petroleum or gas deposits in the 3000-
to 5000-meter range are literally beyond the reach of
most Soviet drilling teams.

iven all the obstacles to increased energy out-
put and to conservation in the USSR, it is
. clear that there is considerable substance

underlying the warnings by the CIA. But there are
major omissions in the report. The first thing to note is

ry,

that the CIA does not expect the Soviets will find
major new petroleum reserves in time to be of use. Yet,
since the Soviet Union is such a vast country, and since
Soviet prospecting technology is so outmoded, much of
the USSR remains inadequately explored. But if new

reserves are found, could they be brought on stream by |

i

the mid-1980s? Some argue that, even if such finds
were made, it would not be possible to bring these new
reserves into production until the late 1980s. However, |
that ignores the experience of the North Sea devel- |

opers who brought their oil to market in just five to

seven years’ time. Moreover, despite encouragmgf

reports of reserve.potential in deep regions of the Cas- '

pian Sea, not to mention the Pacific and Arctic oceans,
the initial CIA report does not mention possible off-
shore deposits. It also pays scant attention to some of
the promising onshore regions of East Siberia, an area

once thought to be the main source of future supplies, -
at least until the West Siberian deposits were discov-

ered. Similarly, no allowance is made for the discovery
of oil at depths greater than those previously drilled.
Yet there i$ reason to believe that once they gain
increased access to Western drilling technology, the

Soviets will be able to accelerate their exploration

efforts. This will mean the Soviets can drill faster and
deeper, not only facilitating their efforts to find new
fields, but also making it possible for them to drill
beneath already producing gas fields, where geologists
expect to find petroleum. '

True, access to many of these untapped deposnts
depends on the use of foreign technology. To the
extent that the post-Afghanistan embargo on the sale

of U.S. technology, including petroleum technology,

hampers Soviet efforts, the CIA may prove to be right.

But few argue that the United States has 2 monopoly
over more than a small fraction- of such technology.

When the U.S. government took too long to issue a

license for the export of an American gas lift system (a .
form of secondary recovery that would obviate the

need to rely so heavily on water injection), the Soviets

shifted their contract to a French firm. Similarly, the

French were apparently prepared to take on the con-
struction of a drill bit plant if the U.S. ultimately
refused to issue a license. Thus, purchase of what is
already available outside the United States could make
it possible for the Soviets to improve their geological
exploration, their drilling (in terms of both speed and

depth), and their exploration of what seems to.be

already depleted-reserves. -

Gradually the Soviets have come to appreciate their
need for foreign technology, and are willing to permit
forelgn firms to participate in joint ventures on Soviet

territory. Some of these ventures, in which the foreign

partner bears most of the costs, are at an advanced

stage. A Japanese-American-Soviet team has already
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found petroleum and gas off the shore of Sakhalin, and
a Canadian firm has been drilling in the Soviet north
for some time. The fact that the Soviets have agreed to
such joint ventures, and are considering more after
having banned them from Soviet territory since the
1940s, shows how far they are now prepared to go to
acquire oil-drilling technology.

The Soviets are also beginning to focus on conserva-
tion. Some foreigners have argued that, since the Sovi-
et automotive stock is so much smaller than ours, they
do not have much fat to cut. But these critics overlook
the enormous waste of energy that exists in Soviet

industry. It will not be casy to reduce energy usage in

Soviet industry, but the potential is there. The CIA
itself has shown that by stressing conservation the
Soviet Union has already been able to reduce the ratio
between energy growth and GNP growth. .

A fall in the energy growth/GNP ratio also means
that the Soviet Union will have less need to increase
petroleum production. The sharp rise in world energy
prices since early 1979 has had much the same effect.
The Soviet Union has been able to increase its hard
currency export earnings without having to increase
petroleum exports. In fact, based on preliminary data
for the first half of 1979, it appears that its hard cur-
rency earnings rose by almost 20 percent even though
petroleum exports to the OECD countries (except Fin-
land) were reduced by almost 30 percent. The reason is
the 50 percent increase in the price of petroleum. In
addition to increasing its hard currency earnings, the
Soviet Union has been able to divert petroleum origi-
nally put aside for hard currency exports not only for
domestic use but for shipment to Eastern Europe. In
other words, even if production falls slightly, the Sovi-
et Union may still be able to satisfy its own and its
allies’ needs for petroleum.

7 Vhe CIA tends to underplay the Soviet ability to
substitute other sources of energy for petro-

. leum. While coal production has faltered so
that the Soviets have: been unable to increase their
usage of coal as much as they originally planned, they
bave nonetheless been successful in instituting in-

creased use of natural gas and atomic energy. Whatev-

er the ultimate size of Soviet petroleum reserves, there
is no dispute about the size of Soviet natural gas
reserves—about 40 percent of all the natural gas

reserves in the world. This gas is increasingly being’

substituted for petroleum as a source of energy at
home and in Eastern Europe. It is true that until the
overthrow of the shah, the. Soviet Union imported
about 9.4 billion cubic meters of natural gas a year
from Iran and about 2.5 billion cubic meters from
Afghanistan. But these supplies were intended mainly
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ous concern. Indeed, some reactors are being built

A
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for the southern regions of the USSR that border Iran
and Afghanistan. It made sense for those areas to use
nearby foreign supplies rather than divert Soviet natu- i
ral gas that could be sold at the higher prices prevailing i
in Western Europe. Moreover, Soviet gas imports
totaled less than one third of all Soviet exportsin 1977,
an amount cqual to only about 3 percent of total pro-
duction of Soviet natural gas. With the opening of the
Orenburg pipeline to Eastern Europe in 1979, and its
additional export capacity of 28 billion cubic meters,
the ratio of imports of natural gas to Soviet exports
should become even smaller.

Soviet gas has become an important source of energy |
for the Soviet Union’s allies in Eastern Europe as well.
They too are beginning to substitute gas for oil. In
Hungary, for example, the extra Soviet gas coming
from the Orenburg pipeline provides the energy equiv-
alent of about 25 percent of Hungary’s petroleum
imports from the Soviet Union.

Nuclear energy has also become an energy substi-
tute for both the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.
Unlike the United States, where the future of nuclear
energy is uncertain, in the Soviet Union the only
uncertainty about the increased use of nuclear energy
is why the United States is so hesitant. The Soviets are
rushing completion on an assembly plant that would
mass-produce nuclear power reactors. They are help-
ing the Czechs to build a similar plant. When com-
pleted, each of these plants will produce as’ many as
eight one-million-kilowatt units a year. As Professor :
Harvey Brooks of Harvard University points out, six-
teen of these reactors will displace almost .5 mbd of
petroleumn a year. Of course, not all Soviet clectric
power stations are fueled with petroleum. Nonetheless,
if the Soviets are able to set up the reactors as planned, .
within ten years from the time these power stations are |
operating, they will more than make up for the 4.5
mbd shortfall in petroleum imports predicted by the
CIA. As of now, the Soviets still have a way to go, but '
they' are determined to substitute nuclear power for
petroleum and natural gas in fueling electricity. In -
1979, nuclear energy constituted 4 percent of alj the -
electricity generated, but the Soviets hope that soon 10

- percent of all the electricity generated in the European '

part of the Soviet Union will be produced by nuclear
reactors. During the tenth Five Year Plan, ending in
1980, the Soviets expect that nuclear reactors will be
the source of as much as one third of the increase in the _
electrical generating capacity in the European part of
the Soviet Union. Similar efforts are being pressed in
Eastern- Europe. In addition, the Soviets are building
nuclear plants on the border, so that their output can
be sent directly to East European consumers. _

The Soviets believe that reactor safety is not a seri-
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close to the city centers of Gorky and Voronezh in
order to supply steam heat as well as electricity. Soviet
scientists are more concerned with the disposal of
waste than with reactor operation. This attitude may
reflect the fact that the reported nuclear accident that
took place in 1957-1958 may have been the result of
an explosion that dispersed nuclear wastes stored
underground.

Even the president of the Soviet Academy of Sci-
ences, Anatoly Alexandrov, professes to be mystified
over the American reaction to safety matters and espe-
cially to the mishap at Three Mile Island. As he saw it,
the fuss “had nothing to do with safety. . . .the actual

reason behind the whole fight over nuclear construc- .

tion is entirely different. The development of large
nuclear power stations could endanger the profits of
the fuel-producing monopolies.” By implication, there
is no such problem in the USSR. In addition, Soviet
scientists would not build such plants if they were not
safe, and so by definition there is nothing to worry
about. What might not be safe is a public protest over
the safety of nuclear cnergy.

owever significant the CIA’s neglect of Sovi-

H et potential may have been, perhaps the
most bittersweet omission was the failure of

the Agency to allow for the impact of its own report.
Soviet officials and scholars tend to give more weight
to Western analyses of Soviet problems than to their
own analyses. Some Soviet scholars, such as academi-
cian A. E. Krylov, have been warning since at least
1976 of virtually the same kinds of energy problems
the CIA wrote about a year later. Indeed, even officials
in the Ministry of the Petroleum Industry had tried to
press their needs on GOSPLAN, GOSBANK, and the
Ministry of Finance, but without much success. Con-
sequently, the appearance of the CIA energy report in
April 1977 was apparently the answer to the minister
of the petroleum industry’s prayers. However ambigu-
ous the Soviet Union’s own data may have been, the
CIA report was clear. It did not matter that the Soviet
Union was at the time the largest producer in the
world; according to the CIA, it was approaching an
energy crisis. Armed with the CIA’s reports, Soviet
petroleum officials immediately rushed off to GOS-
PLAN, and by the end of the year, GOSPLAN and

GOSBANK suddenly began to respond. First the
Ministry of the Petroleum Industry got its $144 mil- *

lion in hard currency for its drill bit plant. In quick
succession funds were also authorized for $226 million
for gas lift equipment to replace the water injection
secondary recovery process, and new efforts and funds
were authorized for offshore drilling and joint ven-
tures.
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petroleurn problems than of its strengths.

" message. That, too, is unfair. In fact, it turns out that

!

iven that the Soviets do have some reasonable;

chance of coping with their problems, why.

did the CIA focus only on what seems to be’

a worst-case scenario in its April 1977 report? Some!
have been so unkind as to suggest that the CIA may
have been seeking to divert attention from the fact that;
the Soviet Union had only the year before become the -
world’s largest producer of petroleum. It is unlikely -
that was the CIA’s intention. Yet there is no doubt:
that, as a result of the CIA report, people around the {
world are today more aware of the Soviet Union’s |

Others have hinted that the CIA timed the release of
this report to add urgency to President Carter’s energy

CIA analysts in April 1977 were only repeating what
they had been writing and predicting publicly since
1970. For over seven years they had been warning that
Soviet exports of petroleum would fall off by about
1975. When exports continued to increase, the predic-
tion was changed to 1976 and then to 1978. Sirnilarly,|
it was predicted that production would drop in 1978.
When that too appeared premature, the expected
downturn was pushed off until 1979 and then 1980.
Whether or not the CIA analysts prove to be cor- |

rect, there is no doubt that if the Soviet Union solves i

its energy problems, it will thus increase not only its'
economic but its military strength. Therefore, a good'
case can be made for doing everything we can to ham-
per Soviet economic development and hold back petro-
leum technology. But will such an embargo work? .
Remember that today little petroleum technology is

under the exclusive control of the United States. Thus, |
when the U.S. government took its time in deciding .
whether or not to license the export of the $226 million |
gas lift equipment, the Soviets simply but decisively.!
switched their order to a French company. Similarly, -
in 1980, when a historic contract for a joint drilling '
venture in the Caspian Sea was about to be signed by
the Soviets and two American companies, a French |
company -immediately stepped in with an offer after:
the U.S.~Soviet arrangement was postponed because |
of the invasion of Afghanistan. More and more we
have less and less control over the sale of such technol- !
ogy. i

But even if we did have such a monopoly, is it in our

own interest to see the Soviet Union run out of petro- |
leum? An equally good case can be made that we'
should do everything we can to facilitate the develop- |
ment of Soviet petroleum and other energy resources.
Presumably, if the Soviets are able to satisfy their own
energy needs, they will have less need to compete !
either militarily or economically with the rest of the |
world for the petroleum resources of the Middle East. ;
Moreover, the more petroleum produced in the world,

- i

-~
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‘Europeans are in a much more difficult situation and
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the better off energy importers such as Japan, Western
Europe, and the United States will be. Certainly the
USSR will never be considered a politically reliable
supplier, but is it any less reliable than countries such
as Iraq, Libya, and Iran?

It appears unlikely that the invasion of Afghanistan
was predicated in any large part on an attempt to
secure future energy supplies for the USSR. This is
not to deny that the Soviet Union might like to gener-
ate a threat to the assured flow of Persian Gulf oil to
Western Europe, Japan, and the United States, a
threat that would counter threats to its vital interests in
other areas. But given the production potential for
petroleum in the Soviet Union, it seems unlikely that
the USSR decided to invade Afghanistan primarily to
position itself to grab Iranian oil. Admittedly, the East

would probably like more assured access to Middle
Eastern oil. But since the Soviet Union will probably
be able to continue satisfying 90 percent of the East
Europeans’ petroleum requirements for some time to
come, the need to satisfy the East Europeans was hard-
ly enough reason for the USSR to invade Afghanistan,
especially given the relatively minor quantities of oil:
consumed by Eastern Europe. |

Those who predict that the Soviet Union and Fast-
ern Europe will need enormous quantities of imported |
oil tend to discount the economic and geological solu-
tions that are available to the Soviets. There is no
doubt that the Soviets have some serious problems, but
that doesn’t mean that there are no solutions short of
military aggression. Ultimately the Soviets will have to
reform their underlying planning and incentive system.
They have resisted that, but there are signs that they
may be willing to tamper with the planning process in
order to bring about more effective utilization of their
energy resources. Among other measures, changes
have been proposed in the way geological exploration is i

!
1
'

- some offshore exploration.

conducted. 'I'he Soviets are even redesigni ng the incen-
tive system so that geolegists will be rewarded for find-
ing petroleum, not merely for digging holes. Along the:
same lines, responsibility for offshore drilling has been
consolidated under the control of the Ministry of Gas.
in the hope that with one ministry in charge instead of!
the three that were previously, there will finally be

Heightened efficiency was also very much in mind
when an overall planning reform was introduced in
July 1979. Under the new planning mechanism, much
less emphasis is to be devoted to increasing gross out-
put, or “val.” Instead, the key targets will be spelled
out in terms of what the Soviets call net normative
output. This is comparable to what we would call value
added. Premiums will henceforth be based on the extra
value added to production. Unlike the situation before
the reform, if 2 manager wantsto be rewarded, he will
now have to conserve, not squander, his material
inputs. Reinforcing this emphasis on conservation, the
Soviet§ are also discussing the need for a wholesale
price hike in raw materials such as petroleum, natural
8as, and coal. With higher prices, Soviet managers will
be stimulated to increase production and diminish con- |
sumption; most important, they should find it easier to :
win increased allocation of investment funds, both |
domestic and foreign. ;

There is no denying that the Soviet Union has a long
Way to go, nor will they be able to solve alj their short- |
comings overnight. Nonetheless, they have started to
bestir themselves, and we in the United States should |
not be too patronizing. After all,” our efforts at ,i
incregsed conservation, exploration, research, and pro- :
duction leave much to be desired. Nor have we had the
courage to adjust energy prices to world levels. Maybe '|
Someone can persuade the KGB to write a report about l
our energy problems. [J - |

!
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:¥.The -National Science Foundation;
-in cpoperation with the National Secy-
‘rity«Agency; plans to withhold celtain,
ifunds-for.research in cryptography—
:the science oficodes. ;.. ;. s i) urst
“The:move ‘Nas raised fears in ‘aca-:
i demic circles that eventually all:finan-,
reial”’'sppport-for:such:: work *will. be";
itaken.over by the intelligence agency,
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" i« understand - that the"mission of

¥Such a’development; many. believe;!,
;wauld'effectively Place control of this:.
field’in’‘thé hands of the Intelligence
“agency, with'the result that much ve:
isearch:important ‘to society could’end

:up locked in'the so-called “dark cham-:
‘bers” of NSAL syt riiehy doighosn g
%+'Until® recent:" years,: cryptography’
iwas of interest almost :exclustvaly to
.military and intelligence agencles.’; .
#<But-now, with'the. society clicking
isteadily toward electronic storage: apd:
jcommunication of practically all kinds.
:0f: information;, the “'science ‘has: bé"
/come ‘critical for- business -and - home-
:computer.. systems; .as - a means ;; Of;
;guarding their privacyy vty i
~¢Thesituation "has been ‘complicated’
ibythe.fact that thie best work on cryp:
:tography in.recent ‘years—new . codes:
sthat ‘are:in--practical terms.truly ‘ub-|
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entists such -as Leonard -Adleman :and
Ronald Rivest at MIT,-the NSA has
made'it clear through a:numher of An-
cidents, that ; it would . like:to: have-
1dore, control  over. cryptographic; re.
Searach,

::It-was ‘2 ‘grant proposal by Adleman

It
1o’ NSFthat” precipitated ‘the1atest
round of -eontroversy:} .-y 3
J-NSF has recently reached an-agree:-
ment-with -NSA to cooperate’:in-the
giving of cryptography grants—a cam-’
mon :arrangement . for 'NSF when: it:
knowsthat -other "agencies are. inter-:
csted’ in - a ; particular subject..;Under.
such an'agreement, NSF may pay-foi
some of the work and pass other parts -
of;it-along to -the second agency . for,
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Z:Two.weeks 'ago, ‘Adleman:was ;told
by: NSF.;;that . part. of +his"-proposal.;
would be funded.and part would-not, f
but that. NSA was interested in pick-'
ing up,.the unfunded part..This was-

‘quickly confirmed by NSA. i

the NSA might include bringing eryp-:
topraphy research under its control to
a degree,” Adleman said, I .can .see
the predatory animal as n?ble in its

et TN L Ny TR

;own way AL, the! same: tinte;* I-donf’
slike being the prey.” 37z bz ¥ &y

" "He feels'it 1S important that his and
other researchers': work be ‘openly
-available -to:science--and the-publie,
unless “the “"government -, ean + prove
some -overriding need of national- se.
eurity, He is afraid that theé NSA; be:
cause of its mission; would be unlikely
to decide the question’ fairly. ;17
--When NSA /feels : national; security
may. be.:threatened, it can bar.ve.
searchers :.who: work for:it: from ‘pub-
lishing thelr papers;: ¢ Phaig
:~"The :NSF: has been: strongly in fa-
vor of academic-freedom._in -the past,-

and I am afraid that they may be.not

advocating ', that position” strongly
enough in’ this case allowing the NSA
to have their way.too ’much,’ 'Adlémp'n..

said.v L TSR LT Ty e

_ Adleman said he was’ surprised to
find that'a proposal’he sent to NSF
now Was under consideration for fund.
ing by NSA,"and he ‘was unnérved be:
cause he and other university ‘eryptog-
raphy: researchers !*have ‘: been" skir-
mishing with the .NSA'for:three years
now."That has had a:chilling-effect on-
us,"he said.;« o aiinat weg, et s,
" He said that:a letter was :once re-
ceived by, a meeting of .the research-
ers, telling them that their rwork or
public; discussion .of - it: might violate,
the law. The letter was from-a man in!
FREEL T SRR L0 5 e S S
‘Bethesda’ wha ;did yngt} identify \him-y
‘self, but’ Adleman says he latér found]
‘out that the man worked for NSA:;%; -
% MIT. .also told ,’Adleman .10 islop
sending out reprints of bis most popu-
‘Jav-cryptography paper-until lawyers !
-could deteimine if it might mak ‘
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23 Th in -the past ‘threds
<years slapped a-secrecy classification®,
‘on'the work of George DaVida-at ‘thel:
; University of Wisconsin when* he - apv,
"plied for 2 patent on one bit of crypto-';
;graphicrwork, © - il l i et
i+ The NSF kas had for some"time “a.
-panel working on the issue of aca<i
. demic -freedom - versus national. secus
 Tity and how such situations might be
-handled, but that panel has not- beens
i able to devise. a policy to guide NSH
:on’'cooperation with NSA. - e LM
> Kent Curtis, head of the computer:
“seiences division of NSF, said that the
action NSF' took ‘would be normal-in;|
.any “other ‘case and: sharing.:.grants.
saves'NSF much needed" money. -Buts
the case is made special »because of.
“the possibility that the NSA, might pui
‘seeurily’ classifications on any;. works
that scientists might do for them. !
«“This situation is a clash. of valid
national security interests and the:
‘need and interest of the public rdf
know about and use eryplographic r& |
search,” Curtis said. .« .. T
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‘By George C. Wilson
ashington Post Staff Writer

'l'hex first sxgmfxcant congr essional
obstacle to. President "Carter’s plan
-for fielding: a ‘quick-reaction force in
the Indian Ocean theater has emerged
.from a dispute over Somali- troops m
Ethlopxas -Ogaden.

“ The Central Intelligence Avency, in
.what some members, considered a di-
rect ‘eontradiction’ of ‘State Depart-
;‘ment assurances, told’a secret session’
-of the. House. Foreign Affairs ‘Africa
- subcommittee ‘that elements.of three
Somali regular: battalions were stl.ll xn
the Ogaden. .. . i

'I'he CIA; sources sax
subcommxttee on: Tuesday that from
300 . to 1,000 -Somali .regulars ‘were
-serving .as “volunteers”. with the.in-
surgents trying:to. annex the Ogaden

larz. (D-N.Y.) would ‘not confirm: those
;. estimates, ‘he - told The:'Washington
Post yesterday:that'there-was indeed
“a -sharp -difference”..between.-what
the State Department had told hissub-
-committee in ‘pubhc and .-what. the
agency-had’ said -in- secret about ‘thé
Somali troop presence in the Ogaden.

- Thig discrepancy, -he’ said, triggered
the drafting.of a letter to Secretary of
State Edmund’S: Muskie setting forth ]
‘subcommittee. -fears -‘about ~entering’;
:inso-a- mmtary—relationshlp -with- So->
‘malia~in: exchange for: American- use-
ot its ports: of Berbera“ and Il\rIOgadxshu
on ‘the Horn of Africa.. % -~ ¥

The- Africa- subcommittee can .pri
test ‘but not.stop, the Carter adminis:;
1r5t.wn s plan to reprogram $20 million’;

T g

in: ﬁscal 1980 funds to start. selling
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U85 weapons to Somalxa as. part of
the ports deal. - :-% i
= 'Another 520 million..in- credxts for
weapons would be extended to So-
‘malia-in fiscal 1981, and undisclosed
amounts in future years:under: the re-
cently: negotiated agreement. Also, the
United States would spend $11 million
improving-the Berbera- and Mogadx-
shu:ports under the deal.-.
‘~'~Smce ‘the House subcommittee is a
key: congressmnal review panel for ad-
rainistration policies in Africa, its op-
position to the Somalia military agree-
‘ments could mark the. beginning of a
w1der congressxonal ‘challenge “to the
blueprmt for the Rapld Deployment
Force. S e

The Rapxd Deployment Force is. a'
combmatmn of existing.-Army, Navy,’
.Air-Force:and Marine..units-that will
‘be: tramed to respond -quickly. in vari-3

ous-sized task forces to trouble spots!
.around the “world* The : oil-rich Per-!

sian Gulf is the prime-focus of. contm-
gency:planning at the moment: .- :

-The Pentagon views Somalia’s ports
of: Berbera--and s Mogadishu . as- :vital’

stopping-off. points :for the U.S. Navy
in::peacetime :and ‘crucially “needed:
‘launching- pads for American forces in
‘times oi cns1S' the ‘Inman Ocean
theater S S

~But Solan and his subcommxttee al-
hes ‘are-challenging- “the -wisdom of
zettmg -the _United . States ~entangled
:through ‘military. ;agreements .with .a.
country like ‘Somalia, which s -fight--
ing an’ on-avam, off-again war W
nelghbor, Ethxopa. -

' [Spimalia’s; Defense’Mimst_ry :
ed yesterday that. »Ethiopxan, army
forces; backed by air. stnkes, invaded’
northwestern:Somalia.. The"mimstry‘
‘said? “heavy: ‘fighting “was tunderiway.
along a’27-mile-wide front.“The:report |

‘could" not: be-immediatelyconfirmed..
Washmgton aeources’ - 'were« skeptical

that the ‘operation .waszas :big -as:the:
'-‘_-elaimed, “but: acknowledged
their LOW1L* n!orm tion 1-Was’ skxmpy]

PErett A et S vt at s
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Once the United States links itsel
-militarily with- Somalia, Solarz con-
tended yesterday, United States.lead-
ers .will find -themselves confronted?
with this. dilemma whenever the So-
mali- Etmopxan conflict heats up: © i
- “Stand by and do nothmg, and ‘be
accused of abandoning.another friend;
.do ‘something - and get mvolved in a
1eg10nal conﬂact." : R

* The i:Carter '+ edmmxstratwn itself

-
4 -

has debated: those -poles -of ‘the - argu.
ment in .past .conflicts. in. Africa;.. So-|
vietfinanced Cubans in .Ethiopia are
‘particularly vexing to some adminis
tratior leaders- Iookmg for“a way:to
combat Soviet. influence in Africa. .

~Richard M. Moose,. assistant secre» ’

tary of state for Afncan affairs, had)|
tried to reassure the House Africa
subcommittee on Tuesday that ‘So-
malia-was no Ionger seeking a military
solution to .the Ogaden conﬂxct but
a poiitical one...

- Asked repeatedly by Solarz whether
there was.any significant number ofj
Somali’ regular ‘troops - stil] - in the:
Ogaden, Moose said: “I do not’ believe
there is- any. significant . body of.So-|
mali forces in- the Ogaden .. T’ doubt
thereare’any :Somali - batta.hona.elt 54
very - posslble there are Somah
patrols o

Shortly after "\Ioose oave those and
other assurances of Somaha's good in-
tentions; 'the subcomxmttee went -into’
executxve séssion” to "hear -the- CIA’s
estimate -6f Somali troop ‘presence in,
the Ogaden. Although “the -estimates
‘were hedged; subcommittee members
emerged wlth the conviction they had
heard-two- conﬂxctmg reports, :

. Solarz predicted ‘yesterday - that the
‘majority. - of - his- enght-member sub-
committee would - -sign .the . letter:. to.
Muskie. : opposing ., ‘the: start ‘of -arms;
sales to_ Somaha -and . other mxhtary
hnks = R \’ ‘:

The Pentagon has also . signed . an:
‘agreement with Kenya:to. allow U.s.
use:of;the:port, of Mombasa; another J

1.

arrangement,‘the\,..subcommlttee wil
Tevlew: a3 el ai by

N T

‘Ocean Bases Plan Hi ais";



- ~erates fear about the reaction of defense-
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toughr elec-
hm;&?gfén?gf difensi, Presi- D nses to press —most important—to put warheads on -1
dent: Carter has- privately. ordered 2+ inquiries about, specxal n earmate’n- new nuclear weapons for Europeto co
delay in one of the most sensitive areas: : :als should be low-key and: Inmted . pete with existing Soviet systems. _{
of national policy: an-overdue increase :_ . Brzezinski's:memorandutn® ‘went to Carter has approved t:t}ese new sys- K
in the production of:nuclear explasives the secretaries of state and defense, the - tnms with much"fanfare one defense -
for warheads to power. Amencas ex ‘ .OF . expert told. us, “but the. delay in‘new 3
panding arsenal. _ = Statf, itinformed’ tnem that aformal... - production of -weapons-grade fuel does
In response to Ronald R ga . decision”-to"expand nuclear. fuel ’ pro— not give the Joint Chiefs a Chinaman'’s .
rhetoric, the president has-given ‘maxi- . duction will be’ +deferréd” until an-in- chanc'e in hell to put warheads on:
mum. publicity to the new.“:Stealth”" air- ‘,ternauonaln conference ‘on nuclear them.” | -
craft -and ‘the new nuclear. tafgeting - -,proleeratmn in.Geneva. has ende_c?.. _ ~In its report on the authonzatxon bm
policy to show progress against.Soviet;.That willnotbe fOr ‘weeks. -~ for-the- production’ of warhead fuels- i
power.. The delay over expanding:nus'’” - 'Thedecnsxon to delay ‘means the deten~ -last May, the House Armed Services |
clear fuel production suggests procrasti- .-, tists have won the. backstage debate he-_- Committee said:that Carter was plan-
nation in hopes that the.Soviet. threat - tween them and the defense community, ning major new-nuclear weapons for
‘will somehow.ease. That raises guestmn .~ a debate. waged it Congress.and within- "~ which there would be no explosives. “Is
-about how much the Carter team’ s view = the administration. Their victory means _~therea comm‘l.tment to a nuclear weap- -
of the Kremlin really has changed. .- in ssencethac there isa }ngh probability - ns program?” the committee asked.
‘- This other face of the adrmmstranon of running outof nuclear explosives for ... -Pentagon -officials-.have tried ' to
'defense policy also. points to'an éelection--+ the new weapons syste_ms The admuns- argue this case in congressional ‘testj--
'year political dilemma. The delay dnn tration®is-aiithorizing” f}es but nqt ‘the mony. short ‘of publicly. breaking- wuh
‘clear explosives .production:’ betrays ; lets they. canfire AL EEmaln s L the White House. On Jjune 18, James P.
fear that expanded production would an The “bullets”: neeessary ‘were. spelied “'Wade; Brown's assistant for’ a‘fomlc
tagonize the anti-nuclear and: environ--::out last spring:in a classified document energy, testified caunously Iha_t add1
:mental lobbies. But the delay -itself gen->*i written by ‘the Joint Chiefs of Staff for tionalresources”are needed. ..
-Secretary:of Defense Harold | Brown, set- Congreésa has; been : ;msuccetzssfuuy___
. . ting. production - targets for new weap- pressmg rter for severa years to gear
onqe:;:ads:gg;ﬁeﬁr:: nwas reflected n a _-j‘{onsg g?ade materials, These targets were nuclear plants in Hanford and Richland; -~
“top.secret” directive on Aug. 7 signed ‘required by Carter’s recent decisions to “Wash,, for production of modern, weap- .-}
by Zhigniew Brzezinski, Carter’s. na- ' build the MX mobile missile and the Tri- ons- gxade nuclear fuel. But when, after :.
smonths of procrashnatzon, Carter fmany J

:odk the lead in modernizing NATO nu-:
sclear-weapons andaordered,iull-speed on
£ theTMX and Trident mzssiles defenseon-

- e OERE ey Y
Z i .dxrectwe makes clear.
y: ‘were wrongiIt: révealed: “that™ay)
July :24 session ofthé Presidential. Re<
“view:: Committee - formally decxded tO,;
N . deler new. productxon facumes :

.....

at
responses to press mqumes aeie, should_
be low-key and lxrmted to.the: fonowmg
- points”:.present" ‘productionis “ade.|
“quate: for ‘the‘near. term;-: “long-term~
» ’ _ - _requirements are under.te re,vxew but are-
_difficult to predict”; jf ‘higher. produc-"
tion 'is needed, “approprxate programs
\ will be requested ;. 5T SERN DT Sich
- * ~—In yet another gesture to politics, the
directive orders. that all\responses-to
+congressional’®. ~inquiries:: “should be;
- ;cleared” by the Defenseand; Energ
. .partments, ‘the NSC’ and'the’ Ofﬁce of :
. . Management and ‘Budget: ‘Having " put:
N - ' . theﬂdevelo ment “of ““Stealth”: on- ‘the*
R ‘ ‘network news, ‘Jimm lmmy., Carter. wants to
. *keepwhmotber defenserfaces’s oncled?
@lrom Publfc.vieivu{_ Q?J,jj
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Science Foundation’s Aid Denied

 tists viewed this latest development in

*.and other private information is encoded
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- For Sensitive Research on Codes

The National Science Foundation has|adequately to secure it from theft and un- |

. agreed, in an arrangement with the Na- jauthorized inspection. - i

tional Security Agency, to withhold funds| The issue flared in scientific circles two I

for part of an academic research project | weeks ago, when Leonard Adleman, a;

in cryptography in a move that scientists | computer scientist at the Massachusetts :
fear is a step toward giving the secret in- | Institute of Technology and the Univer-

telligence agency cantrol over advanced!
-computer - encoding. research, whether|
militaryorcivilian, . - 7. i
" Thevintelligence agency said that it
wanted to finance the research ‘project, |
and probably other such éfforts, because
of thesnational security implications of
making and breaking codes. Many scien-

the long-simmering conflict between the
-agency and the scientific community as a
potential infringement of academic free-
dom,: PR LR Egy P S 3
", + Question of Computer Privacy.

In more practical .terms,. concerned
scientists contend, the action raises. the
specter of military and intelligence intru-
sion in-the increasingly sensitive matter.
of how to protect individual privacy and
private business secrets, given the grow-
ing use of computers for storing, process-
ing and transferringdata. " v 0ol
- 1f independent cryptographic research

- -

is not supported and its results dissemi-
nated, these scientists contend, it will be
hard to insure that medical, tax,

i National Security Agency, which then ap-

{ fortable” working with the science foun-

__...g_réﬁl a:t_r:g \rrlears ng&hi% aa&,d yothgx% intellf- i

sity of Southern California, learned that
the National Science -Foundation had
passed his research proposal on to the

proached him with a promise of eventu-
ally providing funds. The issue received

week's issue of the journal Science.

* Dr. Adleman said in-an interview yes-|

-terday that he was:reluctant to work
under the aegis of the security agency if it
meant that the results would be classified
-as-secret and never made available to the
‘public. . .- Lo sogno .
* Both Dr. Adleman and:Ronald Rivest
of M.I.T. are working on one of the most
fundamental questions of computer
mathematics:" What makes computation
 problems easy or difficult almost to the
brink of impossibility? Knowing someé of
the answers would help scientists develop
codes that were more and more difficult
tocrack. . RS0 o e
Dr. Rivest’s research is also being con-
. sidered for support by the security agen-
cy. He said that he would feel “more com-

‘dation. and that besides, M.I.T.. had a
policy against allowing faculty members
to do classified research on the campus:. . .
~ *If this means that two agencies, not.
one, will be- supporting this kind of re-
'search and scientists wili have a free
choice of which funding to receive, then,
I'm-not.greatly concerned,” Dr. Rivest
said in an interview, But if N.S.F. is |

-abandoning research-in-this-area: then'
I'm greatly concerned.*, "% i, 58 0|

-Vice-Adm. Bobby Inman, director of
the security agency, said in an interview

-that he understood the “instinctive objec-

_tions™ of many scientists to working for
an intelligence operation and that he was
attempting to develop a **dialogue’’ out of
which -some ..acceptable . arrangments

couldcome. * “i TR LD L :
. The National Security Agency has pri-
‘mary responsibility for the collection of
intelligence information through the elec-
tronic monitoring of ground and satellite
communications -throughout the world.

; : ; =1 vEC | the “‘real needs”” of national security.. -
e orough 8 IePOTt in this\. ) iriiral Inman said that he had

.{such research in the next fiscal year. As

virtual monopoly on cryptographic “re-
search, which was conducted in ‘‘dark
chambers,’”” as the saying goes, by in-
house scientists. : S
Three years ago, Admiral Inman said,
*‘our people got nervous about all the new
work going on in the academic world.”
This was when the agency first sought to
suppress some developments and to con-
sider commissioning outside research|
projects, with the first attempt being!
made in the case of Dr. Adleman. . . .

The National Science Foundation is the
Government’s primary conduit for fi-
nancing basic research and is virtually
the .only source of - support for basic
‘mathematics studies such as those in-|
volved in cryptography. A foundation
spokesman described the latest conflicta
*‘complex situation” involving the foun.
'dation’s responsibilities to science and to

reached an agreement with Richard At-
kinson, who. until recently was the sci-
ence foundation. director,. for the founda-
tion to send all of-its cryptography
proposals ‘routinely ‘to the security
agency for scientific review with an eye
to possible support by the agency. The re-
cent proposals by Dr. ‘Adleman and Dr.
Rivest were ‘the first to attract’ the se-
curity agency’s serious interest.

| - Prepublication Review Suggested

. “The admiral said that he planned to ask
Congress for authorization to support

he explained it, the agency’s plan is to.
provide grants of money for promising
research by outside scientists, let them
pursue the work as they ordinarily would
and then have:them present their results
for review before publication. . .

He said that experts cther than agency
members would participate in the. re-
view. Any aspects of the results that were
/deemed sensitive would be classified se-
cret, but anything -else could be pub-
lished.- Moreover, Admiral Inman said,
the scientist could then choose whether he
'wanted to continue work that happened to
be classified as secret or to bow out and
lm'mm;"‘ oleadnir. - . . FERUtN

e
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By Spencer Rich .
7. | Washington Post Staff- Writer
"When Datsun- chief -Takashi ‘Ishi-4
“hara came to the United States twm
-years ago to-.explore. investment: op-!
_portunities forrthe .giant auto fu'm,,
‘ the man who:took him around.Capitol’;
Hill to ‘meet:such, notables as Senate
_Republican: Leader Howard H. Baker'|
Jr. (Tenn) and .House Speaker..
Thomas Pi:O'Neill (D-Mass.) was Rich-"3
ard'V. Allen,’a: :business consultant to
Datsun. ..oz £
That visit,: commemorated m a
photo of. Al.len, Baker, Ishihara. and,
other smiling Datsun officials, under:”
scores an {important -point about Al
_-len, the:44-year-old former-Nixon ad-
ministration official who is_ t.he key
foreign-affairs . -adviser. -to.” Ronald,
- Reagan'and a prlme possnblhtv to be-
. come the presxdent s national security
- affairs adv1ser i Reaaan adminis-
. tration. -~ - . . . :
4 1n; recent admm tratmns secunty
affaxrs advisers_ and secretaries- of.
: state have tended to.'be scholars of
. high reputation like- Henry A, Kis-
“'singer and: begmew Brzezinski -or
¢ skilled negotiators like superlawyers
- Cyrus R. Vance and William Rogers.
- .-Allen, however, has- ‘a d)fferent
N background He began as an academic.
. wrote or-edited (sometimes with oth-
: ers) five- books on .communism (none
i 'in "the “last 10" years). He worked.‘on;
% strategic-problems at the - Hoover In}
{ stitution and the Georgetown Center
itor Strategi¢ and ' International . Stud-|
--ies;¢He served <at-the--National Secu-:
rity Council and .then as a key White:
-Housé€ "aide .on- trade matters during
xwo separate: stmts in the ‘Nixon -ad-4
munstration ERVES by

e

doesn’t begin-to :match that of Kis-
“singer or Brzez' ki, and’ he neve ‘re-’
-eeived a Ph.D. e
.:In: between - hls White: House Jobs‘
“and’ for .theipast eight years,:he’s
“moved. out.of - the.scholarly world.to a.
much different ‘one:.that. of the inter--
.national - business* .consultant,. -criss-
“‘crossing’ Atlantic. -and Pacificto; ¢on-,
:sult’ with: Japanese- or :Portuguese

‘clients, to.look ‘igto business.opportu-{ - -
"nmes in. Taiwan, to explore invest-] = °

V- ment policieés in Angpla and Mozambi-|
P

& que. Hx,s firm's pame he
Intematxonal Corp:” ;
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5" in_-Washington. Where tne “daily |
bread of politics is rumor, unsubstan-.
tiated stories have \_lustered about Al
len. .

.In the- mterests of clanﬂcanon Al
len in an.interview. commented -on a
number’ of ssuch rumors He: denied |
each one:-as’ “preposterous " “alie” or:
“categoncallv untrue’¥.and gave these
specific responses: .

* “Noz.T did not'._encouraﬂe and
“absolutely did not+ indicate that:
Nixon approved” covert:signals to the
South Vietnamese' to’ go-slow in’ 1968
-peace negotiations, lest a‘peace agree-
ment help the Democrats beat candi-:

. date Nixon in the preSJdentlaL elec- |

ction. iro |
© . ® “I"'do not- work for the CIA—pe

.,rlod' INever.. - :
— * He. na:nt any- specxal lmk to Tal-»
wan, but he has explored business
possibﬂities there and visited there.

-=.% A story that he wads somehow.ip-;
volved- when Israelis® made off with
'fxve(French gunboats’ on - Chnstmas

-Day’leQ is-“preposterous.”s, ' 7"

~#.In the.Nixon White: House “he was

‘asked‘to head up a unit that later be-
carie-known as ‘the Plumbers.” But
at the time the Job involved-nothing
-moreé than: declassification of histori-

: cal«documents, the  unit wasn't called-

/ z,_&T o @J

théPlumbers, he turned ‘down: the
Job; 'and: he - wasn’t mvolved in any

* way m xts later actlvmes .

TUESMI‘
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DAVID 'I'l PTON
tar-Telegram Foreign Editor:

“If you wonder, and perhaps scoff, wben this
nanon s’ ‘military leaders ' express  concern
about the state of preparedness of our armed~

» ~forces. consider this:: ’

« " The Soviet Union now is de-‘v )
2\ - Voting 12 to 14 percent of its '
gross national product to mili-
tary purposes, with spending -
{ Tising 4 or 5;p¢(air‘cent~a year,.a .
1 recent. LA stndy indicates. ™ .
-1, Thatcompares witha Umted _
. Statesdefense outlay of 5.3 per-
cent of gross national product, .
. and the Carter-administration
% has promxsed 25 .percent.
‘growtb rate.’ g
The GNP percentage frgu res,
: mdlcate the “priority ; -each”
country gwes to itsmilitary machine,andsome
mdependent analysts think the Soviet priority.
:iszeven’ higher’ than the:CIA calculates, with -
.perhapsasmuch aszopercent of GNP gomg for -
. military spendmg s
'The:Soviet: economy ﬂoundered in the dol- .
drums in'1978-79, but that fact caused no cut- -
- back in mrhtary spending, and-the lot of the
' average Soviet citizen improved very little. Per
" capita consumpuon increased only2percent in
= the. pastitwo: years, comp
..’“tarys4or5percent R EAe 3
2 The CIA study points out that the relanvely ,
hrgh military growth reflectsthefactthatSovic |
- etdefense programs have great momentumas -
well as powerfu! politicaland bureaucraticsup- - |
:: port=The: ‘defense sector continued to confis-
‘catea large share of thé-economy’s best scien- : §
. ' ~.tific, technical and managerial talentandlarge - |
’ * |- -amounts of hlgh-quahty mate rals components 1
: and equipment. . .. - £
..TheCIA report also sald approxunately half.
of Soviet mrhtary funding in the pasttwoyears " |
~ went for procurement of new equipmentand | -
.- major spare parts and for construction of new |
" “facilities. Mlhtary research, development, test- | |

- - ".ing and evaluation-got another fourth-of the - §-
| :defensepot, and theSovnetsoldxer,whose payis
(f\_/ _ ' parsxmomous,,to say the least,split the other"
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POOS scoops CgA

i b o b

Bob Poos, Hillsboro native
and now managing editor of
‘‘Soldier of Fortune”
magazine, recently took. part
in what his publisher claims:
is- a scoop of the Central:
Intelligence Agency. T
The\pubﬂ’sn‘lﬁ"—RGBert K |
Brown, explained in " a;
pubhshers note in-the Sep-!
tember issue of the magazme |
that - Poos " flew " to ~Seoul,
Korea, to meet author Galen'
‘L. Geer and take possession
‘of some 5.45 mm rounds for |
the Soviet 'AKS-74 assault ;-
rifle. The weapon is a type of ]
rifle issued to elite Soviet:
units instead of the AK-47:that
is used in Vietnam and other
third world ' countries: fThe
Colt M-J6 is_ the Amencan

assault-rifle:”
‘Geer got 30 rounds along
- with’ some other military]
items from Afghanistan. He
and an English photographer,
traveled for 1l days in Paktia’
province southeast of Kabul'
with Pathan tribesmen.” -~
Poos went to Korea on other:.:
story assignments-and ‘held;
part of the rounds while Geer:.
went’ ' through .. customs.
enty-t.hree rounds “were,
.seized by;. Customs.”} They.
were; later returned._ Geer,

and* ‘Brown : flew - "to! .

Washington where they.
turned two of the rounds-over-
to the Defense .Intellxgencea
Agency. - Poos brought the’
rest;of the rounds.into ‘the-
country after»pxckmg up:
more * storles = :for #*:his3
. magazine, " he: ‘told ‘News- .

Herald - reporters . ThursdayJ A

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 -

. detail. It was found to have an
. air space, lead plug and mild-
‘steel core directly to-the rear

- Geer interviewed “some

_if ‘they are lucky ‘enough to
- live the 8 to 10 days it takes to

. round’s. impact. <. . .l
© Geer:* arranged for
cherrucal-biological warfare
 filter from a damaged Soviet
scout car sto ireach:..a

““said-that the-results:were not:

-+ ‘The writer also arranged for

. inches long to be brought into!
*-the country. According to the

“missle-like projectiles which
‘have a range up .to 300 yards
-and include “high: explosive,
-antxtank .nerve gas and

In an advance October issue|
supplied to the News-Herald,
the bullet was-described -in

of the bullet’s thin-jacketed
point. The: '*Soldier- of -For-.
tune’ staff concluded in.-the?
article that the Soviets have

‘produced an accurate, lethal ;

lightweight round ‘capabie.of
producing the severe wounds -
reported from Afganistan. i

doctors in Pakistan” where’
Pathan tribesmen are treated

reach ‘help. They reported
that iwhole bone sections
would - explode from the

laboratory in.Virginia. Poos

available, .-.The- Soviets have)
_reportedly used nerve gas inj
Afghanistan. ‘Analysis of the
filter may prove it.

a tube type weapon about 12

Mujahideen or Holy Warriors

that he met, ‘there are dif-t

ferent types: with separate

n
material sumlar to napalm
were also’ brought back. The|
sticks are either dropped by a
large bombor are: scattered

-

by phosphorus rockets,

Geer  described the|
character and the history of!
the Pathan tribesmen and'
their “Jihad” or holy war
- against the Russians. In May !
nearly. a thousand Afghans
representing every tribe and
level of society in the country
r_net in Peshwar, Paknstan in

a “Loyal. Jirga.” ' !

A Jxrga is held whenever :
there ~ 'is 4  national
emergency. A new govern-
ment is created to decide the
course of the nation. If it is
successful, - the ' various
Mu_)ahldeen wamor .groups
will* operate:” under one
military council.

Geer' theorizes ' that if thel
groups are coordinated, the
Russians will have a dxfflcult
time controlling the country
because of its rugged desert
mountains and thick forests.
He also speculated that if the
Soviets withdraw, there will
be a long civii war to
establish a government. N

In'the November issue of the
magazine, Poos said there.
would be a round up by Geer
of the ‘Afghanistan situation.
He:.dlso said his. -magazine
would . ‘take _some . political
stands about. the .candidates
and the sad shape of the U. S
military, .
~ Poos-reports: he is llvmg in
Boulder, Colo., where the.
‘magazine is -published. He
sees his wife, -Carol, a,
business- - executive -in
Washmgton " D.C., between
his work and his travels. *I:
.am not bitching,”! he said, I
love it (work)?’ His wife and
daughter, Lisa,-a sophomore
in high school,:intend to move
to Boulder when:their home‘]
in - the_Washington'. is ;sold.»
‘Their‘other. daughter Laura
is.a- sophomore at: the’

rUmversxty of*Mrssoun ,,,:J,

CIA-RDPO5T00644R000501410001-3 - -



(\/

-

. CIA and military

- mittees, academ-
‘ics,’journalists,
‘and leaders from
. America’s strate-

; conference underscored the impor-’
i tance of non-military-intelligence as.

t

i
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Edztor, The V;rtrmmn-Pllot

Just how smart is Amencan mtelh-
gence” Sixty of the nation’s top securi-
ty experts gathered not long ago in
. Washington to: find out, e !

‘The conference -
included former

officials, statfers
on congressional
intelligence com-

gxc think tanks. -

“The conference
transcripts are fas-
- cinating but not -
comfortmg read- -

. us of future Pear]! Harbors. But: this

i well. .

“-Many thmk the CIA exists to wamt

Would our president,” for -example,f

. have advance warning of a coup d’etat’
. in unstable Saudi Arabia? Well, the in--
“ telligence report from Iran i in- Septem-
“'ber~1978 :concluded ‘that the shah *i

. expected-to:remain actively:in, power
‘ over the next.10 years”. (off by only
mne years,. exght months).. 2ol

“would the United States be able to

detect a major Soviet technological

war) ».,

R

breakthrough" Professor Mlchael‘
-Handel of Harvard warns that *‘the in

‘telligence: community has never: at-

tracted the first:rank of’ scientists:
(Wxth not bl

“:Is American intelligence prepared t
forewarn of international political ter:
orism?_ Short: answer:; n0.: 1432

.exceptions urmg .

r.-\

j}Smari Es Amencan E nteihgence?

By.I Han}if; Wilkinson II

" that of wishful thinking. It’s well-
- known that Stalin refused even to hear j
- -the overwhelming-evidence, of his se-
" -cret services that:Hitler was about to -
.. turn-on .Russia  in: Barbarossa: Don't: .
»:laugh: ‘American : presidents made it .
: clear to the CIA that unpleasant news ‘-

about the shah was-unwelcome; it poi-
";soned the polm I:cli -

g
_that the' Sovxet Union'is the mirror im- -
. age of the United. States..Our defense -

-involves Mutually -Assured :: Destruc--~
~tion).-We have assumed, despite mas-"

- der?. As SenatoriMal

'»;Whén:the Soviets approached our num-

7
L-.

7 August 1980.

ARecrumng mtellxgence a.nalysts is
-another: problem. The CIA is still not

*." popular on college campuses. -But re-
- 1 quiring certain degrees, cautions for.|
mer ‘CIA director. William Colby,

*‘could bar from the corps of analysts

. the mudcaked activist who has
- --tramped the back jungle” and learned
-~ more than any college assroorn could
- provide. " i : -
.. The CIA also lacks lmguzsts This
. creates a backlog in. processing intelli-

gence.-Complains - -Brookings’ Richard
‘Betts: “You can’t get people who know

. Arabic to sit and listen to tapes all day,
- There aren’t that many of them, and
-, the few there are would’ rather do other'
. things.” e e
- Onej pammpant complaxred that our
: - -young CIA analysts fail to comprehend. -
.- the Russians. Apprentice them for six
i ;~months in a *“Detroit homicide squad,’
--_.the night court in Los’ Angeles Or even .
" -'&-union- picket - line,"

umversnty sxmply falls to commun’.

-cate “the visceral feel for the reahty
-that periodically - explodes out of the .
. Tartar"Steppes ”

:The classic trap of. mtellngence is .-

now assumes-
‘doctrine is.labeled MAD: (nuclear war

sive expenditures on-MIRVed missiles
and hardened fallout shelters; that the.
Sovxets‘wge

“major lmellxgence bhm-*

5 ginnin
the bxggest m1htary bmldup in history, ¥
the:NIEs [National: Intelligence Esti-* :
mates) judged:that they: ‘would not’tryn

build:as:-many: mlssiles as:we had.:

ber, thenNIESasa:dlthey‘ re unlikely:

--as-an ‘elusive question.’ Now the NIEs
.-a capability but they cannot be sure it
-wxll work"‘ T e

- Durmg the 1970s some in Congress

"immoral. But where our national secu-.

‘e suggests.. A=

- 1980s, encumbered by the reality of
- overwhelmmg Soviet power., "

Zito-exceed :it substantially; -.whmlzfy"‘

exceeded it substantxally, the NIEs ! H

" said they would not try for decisive su~

periority—the- capability to fight -and i

- win a nuclear war. Only very recently

have the NIEs admitted the possibility '

say the Soviets'may be trying for such’

thought mtelllgence activity vaguely

rity is concerned, the greatest immo-
rality is-inadequacy. -..--.
.-The president of the National Strate- 1

: gylnformanon Center, Frank Barnett,’
- fears that Americans have grown. tomx
. comfortable to sense “how frequently. }
¢ brute force, psywar, treachery, and vi-'}
~ olence determme human events in the l

arena outside the Anglo-Saxon playing |
fields.” Pleasant thinking—on the part |

of those who gather and those who read |
intelligence—has brought us into the }

" “My -opinion of the Russians has

“changed more drastxcally in the last’

week than even the previous two-and a_
half years before that,” said Jlmmy_
Carter, post-Afghamstan v

- Somehow, someone is not getting the’

- message. Let us hope .that statement

reflects an'outlook unique to this par-
ticular president, not the stream of in-

© -telligence:that passed 2efore his-eyes.
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SCRANTON TIMES (PA.)

- ,Dongld Rubin in the firm’s New York office.:
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. The Serantsn Public Library is full of books |
‘about spies ‘and espionage. I wonder, though,
[f the librarians there realize they are guar-
dians of a book that itself is the centerpiece of
a real-life intrigue. T
Our story began a few weeks ago. Bob:
Rafalko, the co-owner of Copperfield Books in
downtown Seranton, had a problem. . -
*“T've been trying to order this book called
“Countercoup,” Rafalko explained.’ “It’s. ab-
out Iran and how the Central Intelligence’
Agency helped bring the Shah back to power
after he was overthrown in 1953. But I can't'

.order the book.”" * . L TR
" It seemed that whenever Rafalko called up{
“the title on his computer screen, he was
informed that his book distributors could not:
get copies of. *“*Countercoup.” yoToEe i
- This was odd. Having read a review of |
**Countercoup” several months before, I knew.|
the book had been published. I had wanted to~;
read it, so I was mildly interested in the |
bookseller’s revelation. Then he told me f
something that made me more than curious; !
The word in the book trade was that the CIA .
was responsible for ‘‘Countercoup’s’ strange
lack of availability, Rafalko confided. ¢
- The CIA. The slithering sound of it made me-
'shudder a little. Then I got excited. I sensed a’
good story here. oo U s
"Next day, I went to the public-library and
found a copy of ‘“‘Countercoup,” by former
CIA operative Kermit Roosevelt, Somehow
the book that-Rafalko could not order had
;‘e‘ached the library. I savored the forbidden
Tuit; o R T e
~.'That night I began reading “Countercoup,’””
‘and the next day I. called the McGraw-Hill
Book Co., its publisher.I was put in touch with

The first thiig Rubin did was' blow any -
illusions T had about breaking a major news,
‘'story. He said that on Nov. 6, 1979, The Wail
Street Journal had printed-a front-page story
- headlined “The Coup Against ‘Counter-
coup.’ " e
- But Rubin was able to bring me up to date -
on-this little publishing-industry intrigue. - _
*“We began shipping the books last summer,| -
‘but then substantial errors in the book ¢ame toi
on‘rd attention,’’ . the  publisher’s spokesman|
said. r«,. g - P .‘.,.;..j::.v..’-:o.-:ﬁj s, iv"w:“'.--.:."'j'_.‘
- The main objections to parts of the book had !
been' lodged by British Petroleum Co. Ltd.,
more, familiarly known as BP, Rubin said. " |-

5 August '980

&}

: ‘As The Wall Street Journal reported; offi- |

. cials of BP, which is 51-percent owned by the

! British government, had raised a howl upon

| getting word that Roosevelt’s book identified

|, the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co., a BP predecessor, ;

! as a-very eager partner of the CIA in organiz. !

| ingthe coup that toppled Iranian Prime Minis- :

|- ter Mohammad Mossadegh and returned th7.g
‘young Shah to the Peacock Throne. o

|~ The coup, with help from Iranian supporters

! of the Shah, spelled the end of Mossadegh, |

| whom the CIA perceived as a Communist

I stonge and the British hated because he had

| nationalized the Iranian oil industry. .. -

!

|

i

{ .

|

!

|

i

|

f

|

i

|

< -The rest is history. One of its important;
chapters ended Iast month with the ignomini-
ous death-in-exile of the Shah. But back toour
own.story. T e ]
As a former CIA employee, Roosevelt had to
submit ‘the manuscript of his book to the
agency for pre-publication review. The draft
perused by the CIA indicated that a British
mtellxge_nce unit called MI 5 was the prime
mover in the onslaught against Mossadegh.
Tut, tut, said the CIA to Roosevelt, it wouldn't |
.be cricket to have direct references to our,
cousins in British. intelligence in the book.
Roosevelt agreed to make changes. For
reasons of his own, he replaced MI § with -
 Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. in'his revised draft. And
i g;at'ts what drew the wrath of the British oil .
. giant., . R S
| After being pressured into revising his book,.| -
'Roosgeve}t himself asked for a delay on a new
I publication date when the American hostages
| were taken on Nov. 4, Rubin said. The author
' apparently did not want to spill oil on the fire
istarted by the Iranian militants, -~ .
| .-But it was too late. Some copies of the
|or1gmal **Countercoup”’ already were in the
hands of book- reviewers, on bookstore.
shelves, and in the stacks of libraries like the
one in Scranton. - ... - v L. e Co
1. Last week, Rafalko learned he finally could
order “Countercoup.” It's a laundered second
edition, however. Nothing as juicy as the copy
I had found at the library. N
| So what does our story mean? Which ver-.
'slon of “‘Countercoup” was correct? Did |
Roosevelt just pick AIOC out of a hat, or was
the oil company- the real force behind the.
super-secretive MI 62, . ... s
; I don't know and neither does Rafalko, But
he says he's an ardent admirer. of conspiracy-
theories. "+ ;* .- Ll

1 - —
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In the 1980’s .

SAN FRANCISCO DAILY COMMERCIAL NEWS
13 AUGUST 1980

. CIA chief says U S facmg a precanous 51tuat|on

Commercxal NewsStaff :

America is not facing the best’
of all possible worlds as the na“
tion enters the 1980s, the Central
Intelligence Agency chief says.

Admiral Stansfield Turner
predicted here that the - 1980s
would ‘be more precarious than
either the 1960s or 1970s. -

And what that means to
business and the guy on the

street is that the guality of living_

— and life itself — may be in
jeopardy.
“Turner told a luncheon at the

-‘San Francisco Press Club this

week that one reason for this was
the perception by the Soviet

Union of closer equality with the’

) Umted States in world affairs.

. “The Soviet leaders don’t fee]

_inferior to the United States.

Whether this is true or not, we

- can’t count on bullying or in-

timidating the Soviets. This is a
new challenge to us,”” he said.

- Secondly, Turner said, the
United States cannof expect the

"same’ rate of high economic

growth in the developed coun-
. respect the provisions of the U.S.

tries of the world as in the past. -

“We will be lucky if we can
sustain a rate of growth in

energy of 1 to 2 perent instead of .

the 6 percent we are used to. And

1 or 2 percent may be an op-.

timistic evaluation.” - .
. Thirdly,- Turner said, the

mechanism . for handling

‘military and economic problems

will work differently in the 1980s.
“The countries want a larger
voice in decisions,”” he said. “We
are going to have to change our -
patterns of diplomacy, so we
must have better information .

-and better secret intelligence "

he said.
"¢“Can we do this and still -

constitution? I believe we can,”
he said. T )
Turner also outlined four areas
of legislation that he felt were -
needed . to better protect the -
Jegitimate secrets of the United °
States. - R ~
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,wILMINGTON EVENING JOURNAL
;512 August ]980

“ - more’ precamms txme for the US: rmhtary :
“than‘the 19705 or 19603, ac(_:ordmg to ‘Adm.

'Intelhg_nce Agency ;
‘‘The threat will come, from. growmg~ S_o
\mxhtary “strength and ‘reduced : economic
growth in the free world, Turner said 'y ester.
day ima Speech at’ the San- ‘Francisc ,

o T_ur:ner.advocated passagezo legis!
Ithat ‘would reduce: the number' of congresi

the agency‘s activities and free the CIA from:
: ions of the Freedom of Informa-
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* tegic-arms treaty had to be shelved un- |-
‘ hl after the election.. -
*The ‘President also would. renew hlSr ';

ARTICLE AFPEARED -
ON. PAGE !

Back to SALT In forexgn pohcy, get-

ting his arms-control drive back on |
_track would be hlgh on the agenda. Af-
ter the Soviet irivasion of Afghanistan |

last year, Carter decided that the stra-

- -efforts to achieve-a Middle East peace

 settlement, which is bogged  down by
‘the inability of Egypt and Israel to
‘agree on terms for Palestinian autono-
‘my. With the election behind him, he
“would have afreer hand to put. pres- -
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U S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT
25 August 1980

details and might choose to stay away.
- Most - semor presidential aides, in-

cluding ‘domestic-affairs ° chief Eizen- |
stat, national-security adviser Zbigniew .
. Brzezmsk: ‘and’ congressional liaison ;
Frank Moore, woulc be likely to. stay. i
- Some assistants could win promotions. ',

Interim chief of staff Jack Watson and -
senior ‘aide' Anne Wexler are seen as

_possible ‘cabinet nominzes, No change
P

is foreseen in the foreign-policy team
of Defen'se Secretary Har- .

of State: Edmund Muskie.

o

*'sure on the Israelis.

- If American hostages were still bemg ' ;
-heldinIran, freeing them would remain
" a top priority. More broadly. advisers ‘

~would be seeking ways to
- improve relations with an

" lem world.
2" In both foreign and do—
. -mestic policy, the Presi-

lease on the Executive
Mansion to try to rebuild
" presidential control over
the federal bureaucracy,
_his aides say.. " -
. “In- the past decade,
there has been a steady
" movement of power away
.. from . the  White House,”
~ saysone Carter man. “The
" President will try to bring
' back a sense of central con-
trol over the govemment
that has dissipated.”
_ Agencieshave frequent-
ly split' with the Carter
" White House over policy.
If re-elected, the Presi-
dent would be more insis-

tent that political appoin--
" tees be responsive ‘to |-

".- White House wishes.

- Changes would ‘also.

) show up in Carter’s corps

of advisers. Somé - would -

leave,vand others would shift to new jobs
. in the administration.

~dent would use a renewed |-

" drew . criticism in the‘Bdly Carter. af-
" fair,” and’ economlc -aides Charles.

" Schultze and- 1'\1fred Kahn, who have |-
g mdxcated desues to leave government. .

~In"the White House itself, the big -

.~6uld return as chief of staff. Jordan
“Jeft that job to'help run the re-election
- .campaign. Carter would welcome him
back, but Jordan dislikes management

increasingly - hosnle Mos- o

| But ‘Central Intelligence ;-
“Agency! Director _Stans- |

i Tield Turner, .who has
Peen criticized both with- | |
in the agency and outside, |

o rmght be replaced.

e e .only ‘one- of :the:|
.f"Presxdents original de-| .

" ‘partment heads ‘who. has |

- stated his" intention. to .-
leave at!year s end is Inte-
rior ‘Secretary " Cecil - An-
drus, former governor of
‘Idaho. The governor of
“another Western: state, such- as Anzo-

" na’s Bruce Babbitt, could replace him.

}shon is whether Hamilton Jordan, |
ter’s longtime political lieutenant,

"Other top advisers who might.forgo ,
- a second term;include Erergy Secre-.
| tary Charles Duncan, who: probably
~ ‘would return ito” the private sector;

‘Atty.- Gen:, Bemamm Civiletti, who

One possxble' addition to the corps of
aides: Irving Shapiro, chairman of E. 1.
du Pont de Nemours & Company.

Vice President Mondale would be a .; o \

more visible: ﬁ'gure in a second term,
since he would'be seen by some as hexr
.aoparent for the top job in 1984." '

Court replacements. Another focal |

' ‘point - would  be the- Supreme Court,. |
‘where five justices are over 70 years "
“old. Carter has"served notice he will -

make the prospect of’ appomtments to-

‘the Court a campaign issue. He has not
mentioned names, but has. hinted he

would fill any openings with liberals. -

Possible appointees who have figured' '
in speculation include Education Secre-. - §
- tary Shirley Hufstedler Health and'Hu- _ §

man Services Secretary Patricia Harris, -
-Solicitor General Wade -McCree and

appeals-court Judge Abner Mikva, a for-
mer congressman from Illinois.

:Charles Duncan

Despite the euphoria that re-election
would - bring, aides concede that the
President would face many of the same
troubles that marked his first term.

Congress would remain a big’ stum-

" bling’ block. Even with the lopsided

Democratic majorities in this Congress, .
" Carter’s. relations have been rocky. .
They could be even rockier next year if
Republicans pick up additional seats

this November, as expected. -
This' likely change on Capitol Hill,

- combined. with the intractability of

many national and international prob-

lems, would almost certainly make a ~ -

second term for Jimmy Carter just as-

" turbulent as the first.

EXCERPTED

Candldates for Departure

WARREN LEFFLER -~ LN

Cecil Andrus
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" ya’s Qaddafi regime was in the works,

~ commissions, apparently came to a
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_ Telexes Provided White House
Wath ﬁonﬁrmatmn of %ﬁiy

L T R
By Walter Pmcus
Washington Post Statf Writer . =~ . i
International Telex messages, Sent
from-the United States to Billy .Car-
- ter’s  sidekick during the last days of:
; March .1980 and apparently inter-
: cepted by U.S. -electronic intelligence
.collectors, provided the White House
. with.confirmation that an ol ‘deal be-
tween the president’s brother and Lib-

~The deal, which could have given
Billy - Carter-. millions of dollars” in -

. head . March 31,
j ~On that Monday mormng,'Bﬂly Car-- :
‘ter had Charter Crude Oil Co. send a
! Telex to his-associate, Henry (Randy) -

Coleman, in -Libya,- confirming that.

3 Charter would buy any oil allocatmn .

i granted the president’s brother. - -

“The Telex was immediately’ sent, ac-
lcordlng to Charter officials,

i Later that same day, Central Intelli-
gence Agency Director tansfie
“Turner told the president’s national
‘security  affairs adviser, Zbigniew
Brzezinski, about Billy Carter’s nego---
tiations for a Libyan oil allocation. . -
“In:his statement earlier this month,*,
Brzezinskl ‘reported “getting “in- Mardr“
1980 . .. A brief. intelligence report”
from Turner “which bore on Billy Car-"
ter’s commercial dealing with an oil .
company . . .” But he did not dxsclose
thé exact date of the report. R

. That was “to protect 1nte111 ence
sources and methods,” Bnezmskx sand

“Last week,. however, in response to -
as ‘‘question, the- Whlte House -con-
firmed the Tumer 1nformation was -
glven on March 31.; -

~On - the afternoon of March 31
Brzezinski called : Billy Carter, told
hl.m ‘he knew about the oil deal and '
suggested “this could be explo:ted po-.
lltxcally by the Libyans.” . .

? He -advised _Billy Carter that the
deal could 'be ‘embarrassing to the
country and “the: president, person-_
ally” and added:that -he hoped: - he.
would “do nothing that would be em—
barrassing.”

Billy Carter, -according -to- soutces,
was angered by the Brzezmslu ‘mess

r

‘wamng to get to the right- ‘people.

'requeshno the Telex to Coleman—to”

“port—told the president’s-aide ‘during”

sage. . P T
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THE WASHINGTON POST
17 August 1980

" The president's brother was in fi-
nanetal straits. His income had drop-
ped sharply after -his- publicized anti-
Zionist remarks a ‘year ~earlier, He
owned money to the Intemal Revenue
Service. ’

been trym"
for almost a year to-put: together the
0il deal. He had told friends earlier
that month that he was-sure: it was -
about to-come through. Coleman had
been in Libya more than two ‘weeks -

. S0 certain was PBilly Carter on
March. 31 that. "he was at-last going
to get his long-promised- oi. deal that
he arranged. that morning—in the call’

drive down to Charter Oil’s headguar-
ters in- Jacksonville, Fla.,- and have
lunch the next day, April 1 w1th offi-
cxals of the company..

**With that as backzround, Billy Car-.
ter—accordmﬂ to Brzezmskx s later re-

their March . 31 phone conversation {
that he “had a right to 'make a living.”
£ Billy Carter also emphasized he was
“entitled to. his pm:*),’? . reference
to Brzezinski’ receiving mformat'on on
the oil- deal.
:¥.0n the next day, Apnl 1, accordmg

to ‘Brzezinski; he reported.to Presi- |-

dent Carter on Billy Carter’s oil deal
and the phone conversation he had
had with the president’s brother. The
president told Brzezinski_he had done
the-right thing “to caution Billy,” but
apparently did nothmg bout the 51tu- ]
atlon himself."

* White- House: axdes -said last week
the president dictated -nothing :about

the information he had received about
his brother that'day in his daily remi-.
niscence.. Apnl 1 was the day of the
“Wisconsin primary, when the -presi-
dent announced on early-morning tel-
-evision that there-had been a break in.
‘the Iranian hostage crisis: . i

‘. As for.Billy ‘Carter;:*he- did lunch
:April 1 with Lewis Nasife, -president -
ot Charter. Crude .Qil, -Co., and Jack
“Donnell, - presxdent th

Charter 0il Co

-“Charter “had -a real ] . st in get-
tmg rmore - oil, .because’ their- 100,000
:barrel-a-d=y:.contract ‘had.-ended the -
-day..before.:and™their ;new. arrange-
:ment.cut:them-to 62.000. barrels a da x

A Charter—ommal saxd.recently the.
conversation wag. About:6il but 'that ‘the:
lunch -atva: cal"namburger.:’stand,”;
-was informal and.¢ost’ “about. $20,%

-

.more.than ‘a  month.that thegovern-

-Americus,. -Ga., ‘
.said, after Billy Carter had returned-
- from Washington, where- he had .beer

neFphy:

. em o D pAET neL adreas

““The’ oil* deal
throuf’h LR e

" Coleman . retumed irom beya
within a few days and on Annl 7.
picked up a $200,000 check. for- Billy
Carter at.the -Libyan.offices: in . Wash-
ington.. The word “loan” was . wnt'en
on the check, according to con"ress-
men who have seen coples of.it in the
Justxce Department files.- = Wil whon

" Billy " Carter. ‘has been- saying--for--

ment -has been listening in‘on bhis
phone -conversations—an. - allegation
Justice Depa.rtment offlclals stron.,ly
‘deny., - R
‘In an interview Fnday with CBS
Billy Carter changed his complaint.:
The television interview took place in
»a CBS spokesman’

questioned on his beyan actwmes by
-Senate investigators, - o el

I do know that Telexes that have
been sent by me.and in my name were
pzcked up,” he-said. “Everyhady de-
‘nie§’doing’ it. Nobody, nobndy has- vet
denied it was done.”

“The Senate *Judiciary subcommxtteev
hearings on the Billy Carter case wil}
begin Tuesday: with his. partner, Coie-
man, and ‘his former Marine Corps
-commander, Jack E. McGrevor as the
“first witnesses.” R

McGregor, once an offxcer of Ca.rﬂy
:Energy Co..and now a consultant.for
:Charter; talked *with - Billy" Carter. in.|
March and Apnl .1979 about his: finan--
cial problems.and the possmuty of
doing - business “with :the Libyans.
Carey Energy -once-’ purchaeed oil’;]
from Libya andlater sold out to'Char="
ter, which. took over lts Lihjan ‘oil" op- ‘
'eratlons S o o ¥
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d Goals

S IS R HRATBEL

n.}

rse

"_charters written, Ito gmde U.S:'inte
ligence agencies; but the Democrats\.

caught-up.in- thexmtellxgencef“ o
~The. Repnbhcans would: make
‘crime.to pubhcly identifyUS:Sp:
and would: :upgrade‘ and:rebu

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDPO5T00644R000501410001-3



STAT
Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

0\0

<

Q“’&

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3



Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

CHICAGD SUN-TDMES (ILL.)
13 Avgust 1980

e

- Muzzlidg the spy-namers kY
Former ClA agent Philip Agee and his asso- agents. Which would be OK, except that Wolt..
- ciates; Lotis Wolf and ‘William H. Schaap, are” and Schaap deny-having such access and say:

in the business of naming names of intelli- they get their names from research of unclas- .
~gence agents with the aim:of wrecking U.S. sified material." - . -
undercover operations. .; . . Co To broaden the net, the bill takes in people -
It's despicable .work.:. Last month, -after’ ‘without access to secrets who aim to “impair -
Wolf and.Schaap published the names: of 15 or impede the foreign intelligence activities of
alleged CIA agents in:Jamaica, the home of the United States.” .. SR
the-purported station ‘chief was raked by'gun-:  The language is designed to.absolve. jour-
fire. Richard Welch, CIA station chief in- Ath- ‘nalists and. others who,.to expose .CIA mis-
ens, was:assassinated - in-1975 after~being - takes or misdeeds, may expose ' an - agent’s -
similarly identified. SoEelen o . name. But that's slippery; laws relying on de- -
The great majority of Americans no doubt: termination of intentions to establish guilt im-
peril the First Amendment rights of *‘good™ as -
well as “evil” speakers and writers. P
-Anyw'ay,‘.Wolf/Schapp_ claim their purpose -
is: pure: it.is not to impede but to clean up-i
“-U.S. intelligence gathering. -’ C o
"= Justice Department lawyers say a. constitu- -
-'*tional law:to protect undercover agents can |
2 ‘be written. If so, it.should: be' written forth-
anyone -with legal access to:government se- with. The one in hand falls short on practical |
crets to disclose the names o -U.S. intelligence - as well ‘as- constitutional grounds. LR

P

A

O T A SN T R o
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Headsinto
Hnmesﬁmﬁch-;-\,

' With Election Day scarcely 11

BAsCongress |

- but largely unproductive, finish to the
- 96th Congress. If the past is any gmde,

t
1
i

Report From Capltol H:II

weeks off, key spendmg, tax
and energy issues remain to

‘be settled. In prospect Tough ;
-vleglslatwe infighting. - i b

|

In air heavy with partisan maneuver- -
ing, Congress is returning to Washing- |

ton to face a crowded agenda of unfin- !
ished businiess. b
Battles over spending—plus a pair of
two-week ‘recesses for the Republican
and .Democratic’ national conven-
tions—have put the lawmakers well

" . behind in their effort to. ‘wind up .the o
1980, session by October 4. TN g
' Congressional- leaders. made. it clear- -l
. as. they prepared to reconvene ,the” o

House and Senate on August 18 that a
lame-duck ‘session after the November

‘elections is likely to ‘be needed to jap- ;‘ ‘

prove the 1981 federal budget.
.Most observers predict a tumultuous \

politics. will dominate, coloring ev: ery- -

thing from the Senate’s investigation of | ‘

the Billy Carter affair to the burgeon f
ing debate over the 29. 8-b11110n~dollar
deficit proposed by the White House. |
~ Few share. the optimism of. Senate’
Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd (D
W.Va.), ' who has outlinéd an ambl- .

" tious schedule for the rest of the

year, including final -action on such'
items as the 1981 budget, youth-em-
ployment aid, fair housing, hazard-
ous-waste dlsposal and all 13 major

. 1981 appropriation bills, plus con- |
_ sideration of tax-relief proposals. |

“So many members of Congress

“are involved in re-election cam-

paigns, it will be difficult to approve | !
anything except appropriation bills;” |
contends: Assistant Senate Republi- |
‘can Leader Ted Stevens of Alaska.! |

25-August' 1980

. rent recession demands more, not less,

" party lacks the votes to prevaxl on this
. 'or any issue without massive Demo-
--.cratic _defections. Democrats hold a
“274-to-159 majontv in the House and a

" Senator ‘Sam Nunn (D-Ga.) de- .
" clares: “I don’t see any new pro-

grams being considered—which a
lot of people think is.a good thing.”
Much of Congress’s time is ex-

pected to be taken up with partisan

" wrangling, intensified by the major

parties’ widely differing philoso-

-phies for coping with inflation and
. unemployment.

Taking cues from GOP presiden- |

. tial nommee Ronald Reagan, Re-
. pubhcans are  demanding. that Con-

gress fight inflation by balancing. the|
budget ‘and that it consider tax relief:

_for businesses and a 10 pércent tax cut
- for individuals to spur the economy.

Many Democrats argue that the cur-

federal spending and that a tax cut
now would produce more inflation.
Although Reagan intends to keep«
the tax issue alive with a rally on the .
Capitol steps in mid-September, his

59-to-41 edge in the Senate.:
- Other items on the agenda that are
stnll being battled over—

* * * * *

CIA reporting. Instead of dratting a '
new charter for intelligence agencies,

- as originally planned Congress is near-
ing approval of a narrower-bill aimed -
-at limiting the number of Senate and '
House committees to whom these .

- 'agencies must report.

EXCERPTED
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HOT SPRINGS SENTINZL-RECORD (AEK.)

11 August 1980

The Unifed States. Housé of . Repre-

. sentatives is consideéring.a bill which
-would make it .illegal “to divulge the -

names of U.S. intelligence agents work-

ing undercover.

It must be obvious to ,”n_egrly every

“thinking person that it s ‘essential for
"-major “governments to know - what_is

going..on in the world. Often; the only
way“to gather valuable information is

_for ‘agents to doit covertly. Not only s
agents’ effectiveness ruined if their true

function is revealed, their lives may be
jeopardized. - .

Governments who put such ‘agents.
.into the field have an obligation to do all

they.can to protect the agents’ lives.. .
‘Portions of the bill are clearly aimed

- at persons such as Louis” Wolf,” whose
‘Covert Action Information Bulletin has

reputedly published the-names of 2,000

-alleged Central :_Intéllig_g_n;c_:e;-,ﬁggncg

1N T h k.~ I N,

Lives'and secrets
.operatives. i

"~ Reprehensible as Wolf's work may
-be, it may not be constitutionally possi-

"ment information gained while in pub-

_Publication - endangers the lives of

. 'Wolf and his colleagues. are gaining the
- identities of secret agents. The informa-

“Wolf directly; it must 'stop its own.”.
~ leaks. ST

=y N

ble: to stop it, nor is it ‘justifiable to. !

That is too dangerous a precendent: - !
. Anyvone who publishes secret govern-

-violate. the constitution to get at Wolf. )
t

li¢ service ought to be punished, if the -

agents or -can be shown to .harm
national security. - ~ ‘

As to the likes of Wolf, the govern-
ment must look to itself to learn how

tion' must be coming from inside the -
government. Freedom, of speech pro-
tects the despicable_as-—.“Wel,l as the
decent. "The' government "cannot stop

Ld L e 1 am R R
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LOUISVILLE COURIZR-~JOURNAL (KY.)

‘(v

Curbson pre

'fended a pending House bill that would
"surb disclosure .of the names of CIA
- spies ‘stationed abroad. "The bill, he
' slaimed, would penalize only those who
_hope to damage the CIA by exposing its

_iions of agency operations and- policies

8 August

r

IN TAKING issue with. oﬁé“o‘f"dur‘,

editorials, Congressman Romano Mazzoli ;

last Sunday in a Forum page letter de-

agents. Legitimate journalistic investiga-

"supposedly would be unaffected.
‘We remain very much unconvinced,
sowever, that the proposed legislation.is
" sompatible with the First Amendment or
" with the public interest served by a free
.aind vigorous press.* S
The House-bill and-'a similar Senate
neasure were prompted by the Washing-
son-based Covert Action Information Bul-
letin, whose editors routinely- entify.
CIA agents abroad in an effort to “curb
alleged agengy abuses. Though these; edi-
tors ctlaim they don't object to the CIA's.
. gathering of {foreign intelligence: . and
have® no ‘ desire to- provoke violence
against CIA  agents, there’s little doubt
“that Covert“*Aetion 'both impairs: U.'S. es-
_pionage efforts and endangers lives. - .
"7 In tryihg to silence 'this. publication,
Representative Mazzoli and his col-
leagues on the House Select Intelligence
: Com.mitteéé ‘propose two lines of legal.at-
~tack’:.One, . .which ‘makes.:. sense,.,would
severely punish .any present or: former
_ CIA .agent.or other government employ-
. eeswhoiused his access to classified infor-
“mation - toi expose CIA spies. The ' main

Ao

target here is Philip Agee, an ex-CIA

‘s

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

1280

“agent and contributor to Covert Action.™

~_sion- of the bill would apply only when
malicious intent was involved and could

: anyone sériously doubt that the govera--

--posal. that private citizens — including
journalists — -also be-subject to penalties

More troubling is the committee’s pro-’

if they .disclose the names of undercover
agents’in 'a‘deliberate effort to expose
U.S. spies ‘and damage the CIA. In this
case,:- it - would. make no ~difference
whether- the disclosure was based on!
classified information, public sources or
mere guesswork. '

Mr. Mazzoli emphasizes that this provi-

_be shown. But if this became law, does

.ment .would try. to prove mischievous |
intent in order to suppress news stories it |

_considered embarrassing to the CIA? Al- |

. tion of the agency is bound, at some
point, to name names. And many. per-

. can bg identified from public sources,
_including embassy personnel rosters.

_-sire to “get” Covert Action and Mr. Agee,

. inform' the*American - publi¢ about some

‘The House -should -reject “this “bill and
-instruct *the - Intelligence -Committee: to
. come up-with -a measure that deals-only
~with the likes of Philip Agee. = s

most any in-depth journalistic investiga-
haps most, CIA agents abroad reportedly

So Congress, in its understandable de-

is being asked to venture down.a dan-
gerous path. Yes. the irresponsible and
mghcious would be punished. But so, too,
might reporters and editors who -try to

of_:thevmost. important’ and- sensitive oper-
ations. and policies of their government:

e e

PRSI A

agen

7

s are wrong approach to protecting

Qs

Ches



) -The US. Senate already- has-
passed the Intelligence Oversight -
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WEST PALM BEACH POST-TIMES (FLA)

3 August 1980

i Congi*éss.r Abd1cates

: *‘n"or mexplxcable reasons Con-.
gréss is beating an all-too-hasty .
rétreat from -its 1974 pledge to.
sémtxmze the: activities of the- .
=-..and Angola seem to be forgotten,
~as has the national. outrage at
- Watergate-era revelations of the
- CIA’s domestic. spying, drug and
- biological. . war . expenments on

Central Intelligence Agency.:

"Att;of 1980, sharply limiting the
‘nigmber" of .congressional ‘com-
.mittees. the- CIA must notify: be--
foxie col i

'virtual repeal of advance notifi-
-cétion requirements.

- zBisappointingly,  Rep. Dan.
cha (D-Fla.) was among those ~
.committee. members voting to -
‘rélinquish.. this important over-...
‘f‘-',‘ruptlon ‘of- Thu‘d World econo-’
LEAS Bafalis | (R-Fla) also_joined- .
-asfall" House>majority voting to -
_in€lude repeal of the notification
réquirements in the 1981 forexgn;'. _

“ % its’ right to approve.por disap-
‘prove covert activities- which in

's{ght took:*Earlier he and Rep.

axd bill..-

" ¥The. votes. are: a: dlscouragmg
and -ominous refléction of the re- - :
been shown to undermine the na-

lu’ctance of members of Con-
gress to assume the difficult re-
sgbnsxblhtxes »and obhgatwns

commensurate with the privi:-

leges and- honor accorded . their

office.’vIn" effect, Congress.“is ~

ert activi--
tiesi-Now the House Foreign Af- -
fda's. Committee- has declared "
tl';e'ren are secrets. - Congress -
“néedn’t know” and voted the -—

-

“to . commlt arms, money Y'and

men to foreign adventures of un-
predictable consequences.
- The lessons of Cambodia, Chile

unknowing U.S. citizens..:; St
Few would doubt that m the

- dangerous world of today-an ef-

fective -foreign’ intelligence ser-’
vice is needed. But: intelligence
— the gathering of useful politi-

cal, military, geographlcal and
.cultural infermation — is a: far

cry from: covert activities, such’
as the plotting’ of ‘assassinations]
and coups, the financing of guer-
rilla wars-and the deliberate dis-

mles : k
"It is the approval‘of covert ac-<
t1v1t1es which is at issue. -
.Congress should not - relmquxsh
many ' instances: already - have-

tion’s foreign policy and.moral

leadership and endanger its na-
-- tional: security.. If anything, Con-

‘more, not less, about what the

once- agam transferring - to: the.. CIA and l1)ts mlhtary counter
id h ' - :

gress should demand to.. know)
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SNEPP SAGA CONTINUES....
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O PAGE_4-27 21 AUGUST 1980
. . N AR Trenre  casual willingness to intervene se. |
ABROAD AT HOME - Gg15 in other comntaion with seme,
N gt d e oo e < . - IOONEY and murderous plots. i

A.‘ P

© Secrets

Lo By.Ant.hq;i;-y Lewis.

The 40 Committee,; which directed:
" C.I.A. covert actions, met in the White
" House on June-27;:1970, to consider
- what could be done about Chile and

" Salvador Allende.  Henry Kissinger

* started the discussion by saying:

**I don’t see why we need to stand
" and watch a country go Communist

- people.” -
Kissinger’s sta

their book, *'The C.I.A. and the Cult of

Intelligence.”” Or rather, it was quoted

in their manuscript. C.I.A. censors cut
_that passage; and 167 others, before

the book was published in 1974, ~~ -

- The :statement. came, out’ in-other

ways later and was printed widely in..
the press. But the C.I.A. still refused
- to let Marchetti and Marks publish it.-
- As recently as last winter, when the '

. censors withdrew their objections to

Some of the 168 items cut from the
. book, they still said no to the Kissinger -
e S el £ e - DorTow it He isnow penniless. .

Now, after all those years, the C.I.A7-.

-+ quotation, ot

. has.changed its mind. A new lawsuit
. was filed under the Freedom of Infor-
_ mation’Act to seek release of all the

censored  passages _in -the . Marchetti

. book. And this month, in its answer to . .

the ‘suit, .the Government. conceded
{. 'that there was no security objectior
- publishing Kissinger’s words. 5
- The episode tells”us a :good .deal
- aboutthe-way censorship works. The

" Soviet missiles- down.on Washingto:

‘ there could have:been any .real se.

.of C.I.A;" activity ‘in" Chile has-long
- since been explored by now. ;-
... ‘The arrogance of Kissinger’s S
- when seen in print, was no dotibt em-

"the meeting of the 40 Committee was

:‘years.'a prevailing attitude. in® the
C.LA.and the

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R0

... there was any -conceivable security
*": reason to do so-— and only gave up,

- due to the irresponsibility. of its own '
s “ls. .7 :i:.The Constitution,
ment .was guoted.

. . stands in its way. But the Federal
by Victor Marchetti-and John Marks in -

" censors, and the Justice:Départment "

. lawyers who defend them, always talk .’

- -about the need to protect the national .

-~ security. They make it seem as if pub-"::
lishing ‘what they want to ban would

. disclese our nuclear-codes, or ‘bring - _

n

. Butalmost always the real fear is that
- publication will embarrass someone. -
~*" In this case it.is hard to see how -

" curity threat to the United States from. ..
- publication."Allende: was dead when +
" ~the book first cameé out; and the record .

ords; -
< barrassing to him. But what he'said at .

 more.than a personal matter. It re.:
- flected .what"was ‘and had.been for

White House: an atmost :

Whatever one thinks of the need for -
covert action; it is clear that the prac- i
tice got out of:hand. — with blunders

. :-and excesses that hurt this country. It

is now under greater control, in the |
! White-House and in Congress, only be-
-cause some facts of what was goingon |
“leaked to the public.
.. Only an informed public can appliy a -
- defective pressure for change in failed
-official policies. Censorship always
tries to hide failure and abuse. It went
. on trying to conceal those words of
““:Henry Kissinger’s for years after

‘.-one suspects,‘when the bureaucrats
figured that Kissinger was unlikely to
- be back in office soon, in'a position to _
punishthem. .. . . .
The danger-is that we-now have a
system of official censorship: the first -
in the peacetime history of the United
States. Congress has not authorized it, -
maay | believe, .

*courts, making law to meet what they
-consider the C.L.A’s needs, have ai-
.%; lowed the agency-to censor what any
. former employee says for the rest of
< : hislife, -~ " : o : :

The latest incident insthe develop-
w.”;mentof this judge-made law of censor-
ship occurred last week. Frank Snepp,
who .wrote about official blunders in
the last days'in Vietnam, gave the:
Government ali he earned from his
book, “‘Decent Interval.”” He wrote a
check for $116,658.15 and promised to
pay another $24,000 as soon as he can-

+ Hardly anyohe,noticed the ‘depoue-
- 'ment of.the Snepp case. But I think it
was one of the blackest moments ever
for freedom of speech and press in
“America, - i i S
- The Supreme: Court’s decree, car-’
ried out by “the -Justice: Departmént.
;2 with rigor, tock Snepp’s gross income
from “‘Decent Interval® with no allow- -
ance for living expenses during the ]
_years he-worked on the -book. How
- many - white-collar, criminals. <~ or |
:gangsters — have thus had their gross |
‘income taken for violating the law?
What- politician or official has paid a ]
‘fine of $140,000 for corruption or de--|
LCRI2L - L T
-No-one even’ claims that Frank.
:Snepp: disclosed - any secrets in his-
book. But for publishing without per-
‘mission he has paid a penalty. savage
. for him and dangerous for the rest of -
us..The worst irony is.the bland inno- |
- cence of those who punished Snepp and
imposed on us a system of censorship:
- Supreme Court Justices who decided -
.. the"case -without hearing argurment,
two Carter attorneys general and their
assistants.’ et ‘ ST ]
"After the Sedition.Act of 1798 lapsed, |
a shamed Government remitted ‘the’
fines of editors who had 'been con:>
.victed under it. Some day:a-Govern. |
‘ment more- sensitive than " this one }

s

. Shoulddo the same for Frank Snepp: %

i alu

00501410001-3
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oN PAEL~Z

~

17 AUGUST 1980

Headsaném

: Giving In" < S
“In Amenca, no cause is truly

" where Frank W.:Snepp 34, a for-
merC I.A. agent;lost his in Feb-

*himto turn-over to the Govern- .
mentalleanungsh-omabookin
; 'which he portrayed the agency

: ‘Saigon.. Last week Mr. Snepp
deuvered the first installment,a'

Departmentlawyers PR

lost until it is lost.in the United '
‘States’ Supreme .Court.  That is |

-_ruaryl, when the Court ordered

.. as:bungling the:evacuation of |-

check for $116,658.15, to Justice 1 -
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~ back, -is living in. & $373-a-month.

_ his-friends, and: to': Random: Hq'u

-/ T His 5latest'.'ig“d'-ipun&fﬁithjhigféx_‘

B b

By, Thomas:Collins. - - -
'Newsday:Media Writer:, = il i
- Frank "Snepp, the former  CIA
agent.and author.of “Decent Inter-:-
val,”" a bestseller of a.few- years

apartment in Alexandria, Va.,.

-these: days, and .is-having a: hard

‘time. meeting the- rent."-.

SRR
:"T'eat one meal aday,” he said in )
‘an interview. "I try to-cut my over-<

"head to zero. The only reason:[ cani-| -

~weather it is because P'm not.mar--"
ried.” He is thousands of.dollars in~
- debt, he’said, to the government; to:

- Agency and the hasty U.S.‘evacua:
tion: after .the: fall'of Saigon," has
-earned: the 37-year-old:Snepp_about.’
- $140,000 ifi-royalties so far, but he-=
- has'never had a chance to collect'it.:.
The~U.S:* Supreme ' Court- has ‘des>

. prived him. of his profits as punish-
- ment for.publishing the .book:
-without  firstysubmitting " it: to-the
- CIA:for approval. ./ "
- Ironically,” he-is payin

taxes on the.uncollected royalties.: |
The money is in a-special escrow ac--|

courit until.the government can fig--
ure:-out-a way to properly transfer it -
i to."the: U.S; -Treasury. . Until . the
' transfer; he is liable for taxes as far-

‘as. the Internal: Revenue- Service.is |

 concerned.."The: problem is-that the "
~-government doesn’t know how-to're-:
- ceive.the money:because it’s'an:un
_brecedented ‘case;’’: Snepp.‘said
~-i; His: caseris unprecedented -in"
. many. ways. He is-under court orders|
 to submit for approval'everything h
‘writesy even. speeches:TI'm oblige
-to clear all presentations made from:
“a prepared text:and the title or sub-+
_jectmatter of extemporaneous mate- s
“rial,” he said. Otherwise; he’could
" face: contempt-of-court ‘charge

- mer:employers. ifvolves. &’
smplated - novel: “Ci

* :Amendment right of free speech'and

|
NEWSDAY
30 JULY 1980

the CIA insisted on-its prerogative
under- his: original- secrecy agree-
ment, ‘even though: it "has:not done-

:80 in the cases of-‘séveral other for-
‘mer:CIA employees;including. Wil-
liani F. Buckley Jr.—who.have also
swritten- fiction: about the'agency. .. |
i Aidouble standard apparently ex- |
“ists:at. the agency—and.. for. that ;
‘matter, in the government—when |
it comes to deciding’ who. ¢an: and.
- .cannot *publish. without "prio -ap- |
provak Former Secretary. .ofSt:
Henry' Kissinger, for- example;. did-.
‘not- submit* the. completed: :manu--
~script: of. his. book, “White: House -
Years,”. for government. cledrance,.
even though he suggests that he did. |
- 50 in his introduction to the-book, ac-

. .cording to an account.by New York
; Times _columnist: Anthony :Lewis,
-who- cited national security adviser-
: 'Zbigzﬁiew Brzezinski- as ‘his source.. .
-~ In“an-interview, Heérbert- Hetu,

; chairman. of the CIA review board.

“conceded that Buckley and several " [

-others had not submitted works re--] -

*lating:to' CIA “activities for- review
-even though they,:like Snepp, had
signed - secrecy .agreements, He -
: seemed . embarrassed- by::the fact. -

“We would like those people to sub.

mit,” ﬁem ‘'said, conceding that oth.’"
-erwise- "it. looks like we're- going 7
:after our.enemies, not our friends.”
“He- also “acknowledged that. an.
“agreement”that:_does" not apply”
*:across!the board. is not' much of an -
“agreement. But he said it was up to :
~CIA and Justice Department. attor-

“neys:'to: decide: whom
eys: de- whom

estior gency:is
-Ing: at.ipresent-is what to-do ‘about |
.George Bush, the former:CIA direc--
tor:who is the Republican candidate::
-forgvice. president.” Under-strict in- |
.terpretation of agency-riles, Bush |
< should be submitting his:campaign
".speeches for clearance; but.he has”
- no@;éfg_ioqegso.‘and\the; agency’so far
-has:not requested :it. "We're '
.tljng?-.With&if;,ﬁ’i Hetu: said. -
 %The Isecrecy’ agreemiont that
. Snepp:‘signed” Wwhen: he :joined:the
(CIA:was at the heart of his disute ]
- over*‘Decent: Interval.” He ‘main:-

tained'that it infringed on his: First.

:that, in-any event, it only applied to
-classified:: information: -Since: the::
: book;_ﬁx;}tlained' no classified materis:

saiz-which: the- government:did;not. |-
“dispute i Co_nrb;_:-hx'sfreasoningivvasi;j
*that RarAddSaia B 2ok <oy o
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e ironies of a CIA,

. his.case, that his contract with the

1 - “authors come in wanting, to coopers-

. lives:of agents. ~Snepp. uses. the

- h;d'r-'alreac_ly'_
‘to-change’it,  then realized that it}
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censorship

“.'Others believe that the First
Amendment had nothing to do with

'CIA was “entirely appropriate,” as
the Supreme Court said; and that he|
is only getting his just deserts. How-
ever; many- in the press are-alarmed
over the'ruling because it.might. be
construed?’as giving' nonsensitive
government agencies as well as.the

“CIA the:right to extract secrecy
agreements from their employees. .

The:CIA’s position is that Snepp
could- have -saved" himself a lot of
grief by simply living up to the se-
crecy agreement: and submitting
the .book as so ‘many others. have

.done. “We could have:reviewed ‘De-

.cent-Interval,’ and with only slight
changes—and: I.. mean- slight—not

:changed 'its meaning at all,” Hetu

ssaid i L R

-~ The CIA'is at considerable pains

-these days to explain its position. It

‘maintains that its review board
‘does not censor anything but classi--

-fied material from the numerous
manuscripts that ‘are submitted to-
“it'by current.and former CIA em--

ployees..and “frequently. leaves in
‘material-that is. critical or embar- |
~'rassing to the agency.” The need. for
such censorship; said Hetu,. is that:

:'the government has got to protect-
-legitimate classified material that
.would hurt national. security” if it.

were released. . il =il
_ Since ‘1977, when the review
board-'was set up,. it-has reviewed:
278 manuscripts of all kinds by for=
mer:and current ‘employees and hasg:
turned.down only.four; Hetu ‘said—
- ‘three-articles- and" a. parody. *Most-

ate-and: we help.them,” he said. 2
~ ‘A-particularly sensitive. area.is
the publicizing of the-names of CIA-
‘agents,. which has occurred ina fow:
books. and periodicals- and which |
threatens : the' operations and..the

hame of -a_real ‘agent:in-his new
novel, but-he did-so knowing that it
iready  surfaced in other
books. At first, the CIA asked him

hadalready been publicized.' Even.
s0;>Snepp was, asked. to- voluntarily
change: the name, and he obliged...
. As for: the 18 months of work he
put’ mto;-‘-‘D'ecent_ffln'terva'l,’f, ‘the
$140,000: it has,ea'ifnéd';':and'ahy fu-
‘ture-.royalties  from: films.. or TV,
‘that.is" just gone; along’with: the
iFirst: Amendment . protection : that

Taanl

4R000501410001-3 Bjey-




STAT A
Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

<

Q@

A
Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3



32 ARTICLE ASPEARED
. ON PACE

fJQuﬂkﬂlﬂﬁﬁfii

~ Where

fOn'thﬂe op-ed page recently, Claytori}‘g
Fritchey warned us of a “frantic newx
arms race™ resulting from the myth:

‘created by our militarists that the:]

.Soviet Union has achieved military su-:
‘periority. In the next paragraph, he;
cautioned against a ¥futile effort to ess
tablish a superiority of our.own,” and’
concluded that-there are “laws against

Ishouting ‘fire’:in a crowded theater,
but unfortunately there is no-way of re-:
straining panic-making shouts about:

.our mational seeurity.”” ;.. &

" : Fritchey quotes several authorities; in-:
cluding David Jones, chairman -of: the:;
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Defense Secretary:

- Harold Brown; and Maxwell Taylor, for.

- mer JCS chairman, in support of the con- :;
.tention .that the: United States remains-:

 militarily equal or superior to the Soviet:

. Union. But the military balance is'never::

 static: The question is. not where we are::

- but where we are going. On this, lwm:the1 :

-except..for -our . forward deployed
.forces, we-have a “hollow Army.” At
.the same hearing, Marine Commandant,
-Robert Barrow, when, asked if-he con-?
sidered the FY81 budget adequate, re~

_Thomas Hayward, chief of naval opera-

‘many submarines as we-are, and that

-itstitanium hull and phenomenal speed

-significance-of  this naval balance—or

“recent words of those same witnessesst: &

- Jones: “We have been living off the
Ve “capital of Previous investments” while-
Y An:the. case’ of':the . Soviets:.“their,
‘momentum:will allow- them:to gain an .
-advantage: over the United States in.
‘most of the static indicators of strategic -
forces by the early 1980s. Moreover, be-
cause of the lead time in modern weap--
ons programs, .thig progressive shift in:
the strategic balance will continue into-
‘thé latter part-of the'1980s™ (FY8I Milis:
tar.;y Posture Statement):.
’ - @ Brown: “The 1979 Soviet military ef--
Jort was about 50:percent larger thanJ
.our;own’ and has “a potential for strate.”

-gic advantages'if we fail to respond with

. .adequate programs”-(FY8L: Departmient

STAT

< . ted f _%ghh
“aggregate are dangerously deficieqt in

- their capability-to deter:contlict; .con-]|

“duct sustained . combat- overseas: even:
{onalimited scale or to provide the mili-
- tary backing necessary to support our.
‘{oreign policy,: present: or: projected:
(The Post, letters, Aug. 3). /& g
“¢;There- are- “other~ witnesses: . wort
:hearing on this subject.. Gen. Edward
:Meyer, chief of statf of the Army, told a{

* «+ Lew-Allen, Air Force chief of staff,

- “Most ominous is the unrelenting expan-

. 'the defense debate, and the national in-

THE WASHINGTON POST
18 August 1980

OIT > I

House subcommittee on May 29 that,

plied, “in a word, no.” Speaking to the
-Naval. War- College on- May -1, Adm,

tions,. reported that:the Soviet Navy
Tnow has 800 first-line combatants to our
300, is building twice as many modern:
‘surface combatants and four times as

the new: Soviet ALFA class sub—with

and.-depth: capability—is. far beyond
-anything we would consider reasonable
or affordable. And in considering the

imbalance—remember that the Soviet
Union, unlike the United States and its
Free-World- allies, is basically a land
power, largely -self-sufficient  in re.
sources: and. enjoying: overland access
‘toits major allies and trading partners. .

‘Tate last year expressed similar concern:

sion of Soviet power, which has allowed
them to-achieve parity in strategie nu.-
‘clear forces with the United States and
“threatens to provide military-advantage
.tomany areasof conflict.” . - - -
.. 'To be sure, there are, as Fritchey con-
‘tends; alarmist and hysterical voices in

‘terest is ill served by leading either our
‘ailies or our adversaries to conclude
that:our military- establishment js:in .
;worse shape than it is. But the authori.
ties I have quoted are by nomeans irres:
-sponsible ¢ extremists. . They " are- re-
spected members of an administration”
dedicated: to cooling off rather than -
‘heating up the arms race: But they are

also-occupants of responsible positions .
in which they have had tnique access.
to the facts and a:heavy obligationin .
-acting upon those facts. SRRt
-i-Fritchey also invokes the: judgment
of former defense- secretary- Robert
McNamara, who warns: “To the extent

that military expenditure severely re<]”

duces the resources available for other-
essential sectors and social services—.
and fuels-a futile reactive arms race—

excessive:military spending ‘can erode’ K
Security rather than enhance it.” - "]
This-is; the same McNamara who-

R .

ly?:

guided our course in Vietnam and who,
"in 1964, had this to say to U.S, News &
World Report: “The Soviets have de-
cided that they have lost the quantita-
tive:race and they are not seeking to
engage us in that contest. It seems that
there is no indication thae the Soviets:
~are seeking.to develop a strategic nu-
clear force as large as our own.”" a
- Asto the effects of military spending-
on our economy, of which McNamara
warns,-it should .be kept in’ mind that
during the Eisenhower administration
Wwe were: spending ‘twice as large 3.
share of our gross national product on
defense as' we do today and, in those.
years, our economy grew vigorously
and inflation was, by present stand-
ards, negligible. And when McNamara’

_contends that defense spending .is at.
_the expense of social services, one is re-

minded of the words of the late British
air marshal, Sir John Slessor: “It is cus-
tomary in democratic countries to de-
Dlore expenditures on- armaments- as.

‘conflicting with the requirements of so-1

cial services. There is a tendency to for-
get that the most important social serv-’
ice a government can do for its Ppeople-
istokeepthemaliveand free.” =~ T
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I N 1976, the CIA made. what appeared to be an.
astounding discovery about Soviet defense out-
¢ ~lays” News outlets throughout the country head-

“and has not been clarified. -
« /A récent study pubhshed by the U S Au- Force .

: .have been in error by as much as'100 percent .The_
.. “CIA: ‘estimates’ were. accepted w1thout ‘question’

* Former. President ‘Richard - Nixon An-his: new,’

f'*\‘and corrected
vard: .arms. control were "taken;” American - -presi=

- \beeén: Thanks, in part, to this intelligence’ blunder;:

~barrel in the mid-1980s.” " ;.- ... b
. 7Congress recently authonzed the larvest US
defense ‘budget in' history because most members

_ing the decade of the 1970s.. . . " e o
A “But the facts are very different. At no time h
. “'the Soviet defense: budget: been mcreased by more b
"than 3 percent a'year.

iso’ much: is:secret:: The-figure -which  the Soviets.:

‘to approximating Soviet defense totals ‘The/CIA
-iries to estimate- the dollar:cost of:the’ Sovxet mili
:tary by determining what it would cost the United :
- States ‘to duplicate- the Soviet defense estabhsh-
zment, This“is " obwously subject :to: considérable :
.error; because
the costs of U

- and Soviet defense T programg:.

power . The Soviets'have absut 4.4 million military®

.

| :7"dollar cost of the 44 million Soviet

“lined the story, “CIA Doubles Estimate of Soviet | B

- Deferise Spending.” The media were yery poorly | "
. .. briefed. Nobody at CIA thought the Soviets bad |-
. "suddenly increased their defense spending by 100: | .-
“percent. But the i 1mpress10n was allowed to stand 1

L ‘and ‘prepared by the U.S. Strategic Institute said: ::
. "“Estimates prepared by the Central. Intelligence:{.
" Agency, as well as.by U.S. academlc economists, | : .

- until 1976, when they were acknowledged: to be: |'
R grossly in error and doubled: Economlsts have: not, :
v yet recovered from the shock of that ¢ expenence ol

S book;.“The Real War” says: “In 1976 the CIA esti- |,

.- mates of Russian military spending for 1970-1975:| - |
" . were doubled overnight as errors ‘were ‘discovered’|

When the'first concrete steps to-:_;

dents were being. supphed by the CIA! with’ figures: |-
~on’Russian mlhtary spending. that were only half | -:
_of ‘what ‘the’ agency - later. decided: spendmg had:|

- we.will find: ourselves looking down .the nuclear;.

o 'lUnlted States. What they discovered'| "
: Y " was that Soviet. defense production, |
-.of :Congress -also have come to: beheve that the|
- -Soviets have doubled: their: defense- spenduv7 durs |

- The CIA has:an admittedly dificalt jobresti- |
imating. what the Soviets spend on: defense because *

‘publish in "their.annual budget. doesn’t come'close’|.

there are such:vast - dxfferences m-" -
The most glarmgzdlfference 8y mﬁxtaryman- ‘

lion-5| . -

pe.rsonnel eompared toa’ U S. figure of 2.1 il

THE WASH I NGTON POST

l7 August 1980

The CIA makes an estxmate of the |

force multlplled by U.S. military pay |. -
“land allowance rates. This resultsin a
~significant distortion- because U.S.

’mrlrtary -personnel -arevolunteers
" iwith relatrvely high levels of pay and.
|allowances. The Soviet forces, on the_,
other: hand are.‘drafted and. pard.‘
“’about one-fxfth the U.S. rate

hen thls method of costmg.
ISoviet /defense began‘in the early |.
11970s,’ jthe CIA concluded that the .
'lSowets were -spending: between . 6.
“+and 8 percent of their gross national o
v, product (GNP)- for’ defense. At the
“time, the United States was expend-
lmg' about the same percentage of its |-
{GNP. for defense. Today, the U.S.
fxgure liscloser to 5 percent.. How- | -
,.‘ever, it is - often’ forgotten that the |:
1US. hasa GNP which i is about dou-

X

4 ble t_hat of the Sovxets

.Durmg the. penod frorn 1973 to 4
978, as CIA- analysts refitied their ! i
| methodolovy and obtained better in-;
ltelhgence, they ‘made an lmpcrtantl
;breakthrough In costing Soviet.de- | .
- fense' {production : they had - been
o credltx ng the Soviets with efficiency’
L rwhxchl ‘was _close to ‘that of the

| in fact, was not very-efficient. Thus,
. the Soviet defense effort was absorb- | -
.1ing a greater share of the GNP than :
) prevxously believed.. . .
O Here is what the. pubhshed 1978; '
IA report said:.“The new estimate-
f the share of defense in‘the Soviet
NP is. almost twice as; high as the»_

{6-8 percent prewously estimated!”
_’IThlS does not mean that the impact -
© ofi defense .programs ‘on-the Soviet |-
: -Teconomy has increased — only that’
-+ iour appreciation.of this impact has -
-’changed. It alsg implies that Soviet
;defense industries are far less effi-:
o ;cz.ent {than-: formerly belzeved
o (Emphasxsadded.) VAR
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_;;matxc increases. in- Soviet' defense.
spendmg during the entire decade

B i.ties, mcreased at an ‘average ‘annnal:

= facts to Congress

. “made by the’ European allies of the,
- United. States'and ‘the Warsaw Pact.
- -allies of the Soviet: Union. In' 1978,
+" ;the- European’ NATO; members ex]
““pended-$75 -billion:for defense and |
«.France, anon-NATO ally, spent.$16° i
“billion — a total of $91.billion, The |
"Warsaw Pact members, -other-than’
- the U.S.SR., expended $23 billion,.

- OF" one-fourth of the defense spend-
._,mgofourEmropeanallle.° i bl

Approved For Release 20Q9/QS/Q6[.:_ CIA_’-RDP‘05T0(’)6_44ROOO501410001-3

The CIA mcreased the percent of
GNP from 6-8 to 11-13, but there
"had been no doublmg of the rate of
“actual - ‘Soviet defense spendmg.,
“There was mierely ‘an increase-in{ -
" CIA’s estimate of the share-of GNP.| -
" expended for defense; What should-
" have been: cause for :jubilation was :
never adequately: explamed to:the .
-.Congress and: the’ ‘public., Instead‘ _
for the past four years, a2 mispercep-
“'tion 'that there has”been- a’ great
*. surge ‘in. Soviet- defense spend.mv_f
“hasgone uncorrected. -’

- In fact, there. have 'been no dra-=‘

Here- is:what the CIA ‘paper pub-
. lished in January 1980: said: for the |
71970-79 period: “Estimated in con-
“:stamt dollars, Sovxet defense activi- -

-rate'of -3 percent.” In"other. words, |
the Soviets” have ‘indeed” been in-|
» creasing their defense budget, eacn

' year, at-about the saine rate as the -
United " States “and:.most" of " its
."NATO partners. The U.S. defense |’
_budget for next yeaf calls.for an'in-
crease, in real terms, of about 57 per-

- "Fram the standpomt of exghmv d

“the essential défense burden of the.]
‘United States and Russia, there are |

. "several factors that should be given | '
~miuch greater emphasxs when the ex=

ecutive - ‘branch . is" presentmg the

"The first is'the grea dlfference
’_between the _defense contribution

SRR

toﬁ'mm
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Perhaps even more important in

' onsndenng the relative defense bur-
‘dens is the cost, shouldered by the

U.S.S.R. in defending against China..
The U.S. Defense Department says:
“At least 22 percent of the increase
in the Soviet-defense budget during
these 13 years [1964-1977] has been
attributed to the buildup in the Far
East ... The high - construction
costs in Siberia suggest that the in-
telligence estimates may understate

“the cost.of the ‘Soviet buildup in the’

Far Bast substantially.” In addition,

according to the Defense Depart- |

ment, the Soviets: “station as ‘much
as 25 percent of their ground forces
and tactical ‘air power on theu' bor-

-der with China,” " =~

The Soviet . but&eﬁ of: defense

~agamst China comes more sharply
into focus when note is made of the |
fact that the Soviets have 44 divi- ;

sions facing China and 31 divisions
_ facing NATO. Of the 31 divisions in-
-Central Europe,. four -are standing
‘guard in. Hungary and five have re-

mained in Czechoslovakia since the"
invasion of that country in 1968. In
‘other words, there are about twice as®
‘many: divisions ¢ommitted to the.
China front as to the :West. Ge:manx

fronto rv TRV -S» Yt e—

.inr the next few weeks, The Soviets..

still does not equal its potential ad=:.
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" Furthermore, the U.S. does not
have to match the Soviet forces fac- !
.ing ‘China. These forces are at the !
-end of a long and tenuous line of !
coxnmumcatlon that can bbé severed, .
in time of war, by missile stnkes.,;
These are not .forces that can -be,,
readily transferred to combat imr a}
European war. On the other hand, if ;
it is argued that.the UT.S. defense
budget should provide forces to
counter the Soviet threat to China,
then the Chinese defense budget
should be included on our side — a
total of $35 billion.

‘The combined NATO .defense
budgets-are- greater.than the com-
bined Soviet-Warsaw Pact defense
budgets, and if the China factor is
inciuded, the Soviet proportion of
defense facing the U.S. and its allies
is less than 75 percent of that of the
NATO powers. . .

. These are -facts which Convress
should have before it when it welghs
the budget appropriation decisions

have an ample defense budget, but it

versaries, The Dperception of Soviet
mxhtary superiority is an illusion
based; in large part,. ona mxsunder-
_standing of the facts,”. )

& "' “ ne..
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CIA TELEVISION SERIES
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THE WASHINGTON POST MAGAZINE
17 August 1980

1 madvertently reveal CIA methods and
perations. - . :
Now the prOJect is back on track w1th
_at’least the tacit approval’ ‘of the CIA
sand active assistance from' the Associa-
-tion ‘of Former Intelhgence Officers. At
~the heli is. Thompson again, as well as
“Gerald ‘Ford’s former jokewriter, Don
. Penny (left, in. phobovon ‘left) .and Ed-
~ward Anhalt (right, in-same, photo), a
‘‘screenwriter . whose -~ credits. - include
:“Béckett,”Panic in the Streets,” “Man
in-the Glass Booth -and “QB-7.” The
/three 'men are working-on a two-hour
::seript ‘for CBS -and. 20th Ceéntury Fox
w1th an eye toward: a regular television

7S A SEGOND TRY | T niE F

nt," 'says Penny, who doesn’t much
‘liam . Colby ‘met rwith televxsmn pro- »a case officer’s life as wel] as the lives of

(O HOLLYWOOD PLOTS| S b
' A CIATY SERIES; - | *5uis s
like comparing his project: with the old
rem Zlmbahst Jr senes “We re not
‘ducer Larry: Thompson and then-ABC, :
o head Fred leverman to lay.the ground' :

: ~Langle wouldn’t mmd some favorable
(ink these"days. And 8 onner CIA em-

ilot: scn)t in’two -months." Pro-]
:posed names.of - the show: “CIA,” “The
‘-__wngest Wa.r” or "The Puzzl_e,Palace.
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- . and yes, the.weekly program would tell us about that

%wedsarry “Thompson executive: producer ot “the

; ,‘f*Té'me: that sounds dangerously close to the cozy]
f- ofithé FBI, a relationship that resulted for nearly

| ‘-ﬁ_b'over- e

'
i

e ﬁ »Remember how “The FBI,” the ABC Sunday. night}:
¥ Iaw-md-ordcr program,. g!orlﬂed the-exploits of J.} 1
| Edgar Hoover's boys? It was the phoniest cop show on|
i television, and for nine years it ranked as the biggest
'weapn in the real FBI's propaganda arsenal.

- .Well; a similar whitewash could hit the alron CBS :
someume in 1981. It would be called “The CIA” —

|
t
i
!
r
Well burich of courageous patriots and freedom fight- |

i ers who populate our beloved Central Intelhgence Ag- |
{W“&\’ o R
£ NoWw* that our- nadon seems to. be tﬂdng the :
righi‘polltially, the CBS bosses are anxious to try to| .
|

i

]

|

f

|

t

|

{

t

" develop a show that would pander.to that dominant
»conmtlve mood. It also wouldn’t hurt CBS in the
. eyes-of Officlal ‘Washington, especially if Ronald Rea-|

f gan gets electedﬂwd brings his zo-mule team lnto the .

proposed. ““CIA” program, admitted that America’
nec-conservatism: and *‘anti-foreign” attitude have| '
‘mucheto do with the creation of the TV serjes !

S

4 H (nrther explalned that the ﬂeﬁonal series
ger“techniul assistance and advice” from the|
\tion of Former Intelligence Olﬂ an outfit -
pﬁsed Jargely of ex-CIA agents.

' between producer-Quinn Martin and top officials

&fcade fn”the most eensored and’ propagandist!‘
iweeklyseriesin'rvmstory RN a
./ Martin allowed FBI otﬂcials to-screen-all- scrlp '
d‘}“’ﬂre FBL"” to dictate changes and-to.veto. sto
Inaddmon he hired only actors and screenwrit{ -
éﬂ‘who were “politically acceptable” to the FBI. In+ - :
@d. Efrem Zimbalist Jr:, the star of the show, was '
ngépmonal cholce of the Itz FEI director J.. Edg

. Vi rights, wiretapping, antl-war protests, draft nrq
ith)

FBI distorted jts own image and blue-penciled all

Lo for,misabow.

Fexploit the widespread blood-lust emotion against Ira.
' }n!ans and other foreign people; CBS plans to ensure

: hAmerietn wa
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S Between. 1965 and 1974 on ABC, “The FBI” fed “‘ﬂ
eontrived tales of murder, bank robbery, kxdnappmg,,
drig smuggling, organized crime (never referred to as
thé Mafla, of course) and communist espionage. Those
were the old rellable cops-'n’-robbers staples that th
 [FBI built its reputation on in the 1920s and '30s, an
20;Hoover & Co. insisted that the TV serles adhere _
thm topics.” -
ey Meenwmle. the FBI. rejected scrxpts dealing wi

.t‘.;sisw:s; police brutality, corporate anti-trust violati
d*qnything else remotely connected wit
- contro ers!al issues ot sodo-pouﬂcal import...

A T e £ A W"‘l

’"And % wlth innn \tardn as'a wimng dupe, the

:‘stories in which the FBI appeared to be anything less
than a weu-oiled machine virtuauy mcapable ot mal
‘ mnction. o -1

It's disg;lsﬂngly clear t!m the potenﬂa] CBS seriw
a'bout the CIA is hended in that same jingoistic dlrec

Pate - Amerleas moving to the right," said Scou Sie-
i g!er. 8 CBS vice president based in Los Angeles. “No
matter who's: president, the people want the United
‘‘States to protect its interms abroad The timeis rlght

":It fso't hard to read betweeu those lines.Ina bid to

“tHat'the CIA comes off as a wondertul outfit fighting
,‘t{m never-ending bame for truth juxt!ce and the

'e“ So don't expect my tme-nfe eplsodes about bow
*the CIA:bas assassinated foreign leaders, propped up
{ “friendly” dictators (particularly the late shah of
Irm). spled on law-abiding citizens in the United
{ States’ or- tried unmeewstully to murder Cnban
gremierﬂdel(:astro. SRR FLUEF S l
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=tled,; “The*.CIA.": Ve .
< ?mr Edward ‘Anhalt has been:

(
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Pe ('telhgence Agency (CIA),  onced
‘propdsed- and' pursued * by Dallas
broadcaster~entrepreneur Gordon

McEendon, will nowbe Pproduced by i

a :€alifornia“ pmducuon ‘company - iy
assqciation. with “20th “Century-Fox
TV:e ItshouldturnuponCBSmthe
1981-82. sea

,nounced".:the progect. ‘a ﬁctxonahzed‘_
~one-hour dramatic’ senes currently ti-

/ned to script the initial _episode an

<CLas executive script consultant:: -
’ Thesena, according to'the- produ

ers, will be based on “mhsuc mter~ )

"national. incidents drawn: on- matenal
from declassified " historical” informa-;
tion:™:Thompson,. Penny and Wagner
say“they’ have’ recéived the exclusive.
-cooperatxon of the Association- -of Forx;
‘mer Intelligence- Ofﬁcers,~who wxll

"‘TV SERIES’ on theCentral In- '

prmnde technical ‘and mterpreuve as-

ompson,,

vents through ‘the'e eyes of*aj
ElAzcase officer? involved:in=all: ‘as.
:pects of- gathenng ‘and prooeesmg in-
telhgence for -the government.
‘case ‘officer and his- tearn ‘will' beeom-
:‘pos:techaracters basedon’ real people:y
+ InvDallas,: McLendon,"who-just: re-]
turned‘ ‘from: Hungary “where- -he Was
f.executJVe “producer “'ons ax newfilm’
stamng'Sylvster ‘Stallone} admitted:
-he was unaware of the latest- develop-

tin
"Wagner"wﬂl view inters{ -

g McLendon, :whose.-business ;

L& around the-, world feels that. he'll be

“ment”concerning’a. CIA *series.- How-
:ever,*he said: that he' and: the -princis
~palssinhis: propwed«TV‘ project-had
~abandoned+theidea-'when: “we: ‘werer]
‘never able‘to sat:sfy ourselves that:s we'
—ald: get the-story- cooperation-’ that!
ld beneceasary to 'do"a’series. ’e«}-u
Ne*certamly didn’t expect the CTA4

0. letus have access:tosall theirfiles;?|

McLendon 1. noted, “but without:

———

- “whatare you.going to do

DALLAS TIMES-HERALD (TEXAS)
29 July 1980

mg .that there would be problems n
& Mcl'_;_:endon said:, *Now, I .never . got’
_'ttach_i to .this, but:T
erei'many old- umers

th the' CIA»tha “just. didn? t.want:a’
eries: made.- Period. ~ Some. of: theml L

think, were being over-zealous
~McLendon:'said: that he eertamly
“didn’t beligve: ‘that’ all” the “secrets: of |
“the CIA should be' laid' bare, but he
elt. that™ }us ‘proposed.. series . could
'have brought a more posmve unage to,

i1 _".,CIA ” McLendon “eontins:
ec! -I-think. that in: certain- respects

pronnsed in régards to_our 'ongmal in. |
«tent. I couldnt see-the: CIAputtmg
. their: seal. of approval on- our: series;

i.and I don’t. think-you'll find;it on. the.
:-new: one that has been. pmposed

> 2Vens:
< tures . usually keep “him . bouncing;

.. McLendon: will be a daily. contribu-.
tor when KNBN TV, Ch.. 33, the new

; business news station,. takes the air.in .
mid-September... In- four, . 10-minute
. programs, .+*Gordon., McLendon s,
‘World,” he will lend_his expertise to a.
-,,dlscuslon of metals, currency and. col -
lectibles. i3, :
. McLendon, i partnershxp -with.
“Clint- Murchison.and . Hollywood pro-:
. ducer:; Sy Weintraub, .is..also finding.
"activity " increasing- with their- Sub-
scription ° Televnsxon of, Amenca

Although ,STA recently sold four
outlets to Golden West Subscription.
Television of Los-.Angeles = includ--
*ing’ STV -.for ".Dallas-Fort . .Worth;
“which. will be seen nights and week-.
.ends-on- Ch. 33— the. company still
-has STV franchises of its own in.five
markets. They are- .Tampa-St. Petexs-
burg, Fla.,, Denver, Colo., Indianapo-
‘Iis, Ind;;; Norfolk Va., and San Fran-
“cisco;” Ca.hf =The'. San ‘Francisco sub--
- 'scription operatlon IS scheduled to be-
gm next week. -

~In addmon. STA also stﬂl owns the
stauon in Providence, R.L, to which it:
'sold subscnpnon TV nghts to. Golden
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woviels Said to Launch Offensive

e

s in Kabul Area

Against Guerri
Against Guerri
‘ ) By Stuart Auerbach . o - --was-unclear ‘-vh'e't‘ixer.the bat‘tlejwés between Soviets '

A Washington Post Poreign Service . - “~+2nd rebel forces-or.part -of the continuing violent'-;'

. NEW DELHI; g}ug.‘ZO——Eighti’ng broke out:in sev- ~foyq among:Khalq: (masses) and Parchem (bannery. |
eral sections' of Kabul this week as the Soviet troops.. . factions of the ruling party. ., - . "
-launched an offensive against a Suspected rebel "' There.were. also ‘unconfirmed reports of attacks
: camp in the. hi]l_sjust‘ou,tside the. Afghan capital;»5 -Sunday near the Daru}aman.Palace,.'where Soviet .
¥aceording to Afzhan sources and.diplomatic reports.: generals have set up theit headquarters-and wheres|
B reaching here today. =~ T ... S % alarge contingent of Soviet troops~is.bivouacked.’:";-.-'
" Some of the fighting in the Afghan capital, which Meanwhile, reliable sources told diplomats in Ka- -
s out of .bounds.to Western reporters, was believed--- bul that the Soviets-launched an attack-Sunday on a
;-to.involve attacks on Soviet. strongholds in the.city. - suspected: rebel stronghold in the ‘hills near. Pagh..
+while in.other cases it may:-have-involved ‘battles _~man, a resort and- agricultura‘l.-?town‘just>-12"-m'iles
'betwieen'-thetrtiavo'5’{feuding".fa'ctions of the Truling .:-from Kabul. - el o LT e
+Marxist People’s-Democratic Party of Afghanistan. : : Asa result of -the increased instability in- and
.- Two-separate. diplomatic.missions reported heavy i -around the Afzhan capital, diplomats reported -step-
+gunfire both. Sunday. and Monday in the vicinity-of .- ‘ped-up spot checks on traffic-in Kabul, The diplo-
- Kabul Airport, which has ‘been turned into a major .. .mats reported continued nightly assassinations —
‘nilitary base since the Soviets.moved into the coun-..- with unconfirmed rumors- that' they had- reached
“try with more than 80,000 troops eight months ‘ago. .~ into the family of 'the Soviet-installed.- president, !
While' it is unclear who was doing the fighting,: Babrak Karmal -— and fears of greater impending g
there were some reports in:Kabul. that rebel bands _ violence. foy I U SR R P S
had tried to. attack the heavily guarded airport..”, " The Babrak government, meanwhile, intensified |
- Lending.credence to that report, Soviet M124 heli- _jts campaign to blame the instabikty:in- the,».country--*{
“copter gunships were sepri'Monday']aunching an at- ~ on “U.S. imperialism and, Chinese ‘chauvinism.” It
tack about . one mile east of the airport. . ., . = .. invited diplomatic missions in ‘Kabu] to.a meeting
. Also-on: Sunday - and. Monday, heavy firing was" last ‘Sunday at which government--officials’ said
heard in an entirely different section.of the city, the  American, Pakistani, Iranian and Egyptian .agents |
Khair Khana neighborhood, which is-just.below a” had been captured. Diplomats said they know of no

~-major -encampment of' Soviet. troops and -tanks-- foreigners under arrest as agents. - - - e
stretched along-the hillsides surrounding Kabul, - . At press_conference the -same day, a man’who i
"~ One mission described -unconfirmed reports of So- - identified himself as an iranian confessed to being a-}
.viet casualties during the fight while another noted :- Febe] and_said the American Ceniral . Intelligence
that several persons were probably killed-but said It . Agency was responsible for theinsurgency... v ;
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|tense military operations in.two Kabul

lof-an apparent Soviet attack on a sus-
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New Russian Military Action Is Reported in Kabul

By MICHAELT. KAUFMAN :
Special to The New York Times
NEW DELHI, Aug. 20 — Soviet. tanks
and helicopters took part in a two-hour at-
tack near.the Kabul airport on' Sunday,
according to Western diplomats, who de-
scribed other engagemeats in the capital
‘that coincided with the 61st anniversary
of Afghanistan’s independence from the
British. SRR
According to the diplomats the sound of
sustained barrages and firing from the
helicopters could be heard from the area
of the airport on Sunday. On Monday.a"
similaroutburst began at noon when heli<
copter gunships were seen striking at tar-
-gets a mile east of the airport. The diplo-
.mats said they had heard reports that the
jairport had come under attack by rebel
tribesmen, but they said they were un-
;able’to confirm these or determine the
:outcome of the firing. —
- "The diplomats-also said that they had
received secondhand reports of fairly in-

suburbs on Sunday and Monday. In Khair
Khana, the diplomats were told, there
had been considerable firing near what
was described as a Soviet encampment.
In Paghman, an elite suburb developed
by.an Afghan king, reliable sources told

pected guerrilla camp..This action was
said to have involved tanks, armored per-.
sonnel carriers and armecred helicopters.
The attack is said to have begun on Satur-
day and continuedon Sunday. . ' - .. %
- Two Groups Identify With Ex-King .
' The reported intensification of military
activity near the. capital came amid the
commemoration of Afghanistan’s inde-

" .|Khan’s forces fought a monthlong war.
" }with the British in 1919. In the subsequent -

peace treaty: Afghanistan gained the
right to pursue its own foreign policies

Afghanistan, where historical facts and
i myth are frequently blurred, both the Is-
lamic rebels and the Babrak Karmal
Government have tried.to identify with
King Amanullah. For the rebels the King
'was a patriot who freed Afghanistan from

selves fighting to evict the Russians as he
expelled the British. LRGN

In his independence day speech, how-
iever, Mr. Karmal sought to draw a paral-
‘lel between his Government and the
i King. Like the young King, Mr. Karmal
‘said, the leaders of Afghanistan’s. leftist

‘needed reforms. As King Amanuliah was
ithreatened by the British, he said, so the
iGovemment in Kabuil was being attacked
iby “‘American imperialism.””

! ‘Sense of Foreboding Reported

" In"concluding the parallel the Afghan

President said, “‘Once again the broth-
‘erly stateof the Soviet Union came to the

i rescue of Afghanistan to prevent the
C.I.A. agent Hafizullah Amin from hand- |
ghanistan to the imperialist-

forces.” Mr. Amin was ousted as Presi-
dent by Mr. Karmal, who noted that in
1819 the young Soviet state **was the first

;ence.”

pendence, gained after King Amanullah

without review or approval by London. In |

an imperial yoke, and they see them-

‘revolution are seeking to put through’

.to recognize Afghanistan’s indepe'nd'-.

In the speech, monitored here yester-
day, Mr. Karmal said the Soviet troops
would return home ““after foreign forces!
stop interfering in the internal affairs of.
our country.”’ - 3

The Western diplomats say that since
late last week there has been a sense of
foreboding and impending violence in the
capital. Spot checks of cars have report-
edly increased and-on Friday and Satur-
day there were two funerals, in a part of
town where officials live, that had heavy
security details around the corteges. The|
identities of the dead could not be deter-.‘j,
mined,” but rumors are reportedly circu.|
lating widely to the effect that members
of the ruling party’s two factions are kill-!
ingeachother. - S s

-
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- the 1mmovable object ‘The'Polish workers; tast- ;, port earnings. Also, help from the Soviet Union-

-are asking from the Gierek government. But the 3% already living beyond its:means, it's.bard to say ;

‘ ford to let them have their way: " '.. ~ 3. 53 ,, pereasesal and meat’ prxce subsxdtes

‘state..The other; Warsaw. Pact_oounmes ‘don’t’

‘Gierek, ‘trying:toplacate :at least a substantial®:

" seizure of the shtpyards ‘has‘also moved:troops;:
_and- polxce to the edge of strike-bound Gdansk:> -
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At thxs pomr - the Polish strike- ‘sithation’ looks -
like the irresistible forcé-in-mortal combat thh that servxcxng the debt takes up almost all its ex-|

ing their power'to mobilize.support in.the shxp- . is harder:to come by now that the USSR:has been’
yards and beyond, are unlikely to be turned back  feeling the effects of restrictions on’trade with 1
by anything but-force or.the concessions they - _ the United States. Since the- Polish: government is i

government-and- jtgSoviet: mentors cannot “af- = Wwhere thé money'might come from for wage in-

The tragic irony ‘of the snuatton 1s tha avio-:. ip'ii i

lent culmination of the crisis should be so-likely. B
when' nobody remotely*concerned with what r-}sxres -would béimuch less dangerous to the Polish';
Happens’ in’ Poland:wants'violence. The workers'" ~“leadership'than to meet their. demands touching”

don’t want.their demands answered with tanks- :»basicrpolitical and economic institutions. Allow
andmachine guns. For equally obvzous reasons; % ndependent unions, religious freedom and free-
the Polish.government hopes:to avoid a.Soviet!" :’dom’of speech’in; Poland:and no:cut telephone -
invasion. The Soviets, who, might find it har wires could“keep ithe news from spreading all’
this timeto blame;the CIA'for disaffection:in. .-over. the Soviet empire, with what that would

.Jmean.in: threats to the power elite and-to the sys-

their Sphere, don’t welcome the idea of firing on
the workers of what is supposed to be a workers'* ’f‘tem that is necessary to give thes people thexr

'Another consnderanon is the Sov1et Umon s

want the, Kremim to f diitn 'essary'to tighte:
controison them. 5 ; wy i
-In:the West,: thew Carter admmxstranon doesn’t
want-either a-worsening: of relations with the
USSR or-anothier demonstration-of the:limits of::
its human rights policy. And thé other NATO na-*
tions don’t:want: the Soviet: mmtary presence to .
come any closer to their borders.: -
“For the:momentat least;:Soviet policy-
matter seems ‘to' be one-of Iymg low: while the..
Polish.:government.does what:it can to.deal: with -
the: problem: .Communist. party: chief Edward " :

““ented ‘Poland: is a; geopolltlcal necessity for the
; Kremlin; arguing against the likelihood of a suc-:
--cessful Yugoslav-style Polish breakaway as well |

_as against'the: hkelxhood of id loglcal conces-

_'ﬁghtmg force would cast its It with the strtkers
3 in-the eventof an:attempted rmhtar)rshowdown
* by the Gierék government. But -whether this
i ‘t‘would make the outcome:of a confrontanon with’
number of the Workers: with- concessions.on the ., the Soviet Union: more or.less inevitable:—.and
bréad‘and-butter issues that precipitated:their |, - more orless: bloody = is xmpossxble to predtct ]
{x:This-is a fundamental challenge to the- Soviet
Union-as an- 1mper1al' power:é -and-as-an- 1deologtcal
orce, Obkusly o one can say how itwill come’
But the sad truth is that, for all;the promises’
0-USE; force and for all the. real desire on
: 720 €VEry:side.to- -avoid:force, a.peaceful: solution
nesses of sxmxlarly’state-dommated systems 1 zay smiwould seemto-be on'the far-side of the,posmbxl

heavxly'm debt to-Western: o ‘itiesmiizndaurs ; _- N

ST The S T Ut | Y VORI PR pre it 3. w e

Togive the workers what they:want in livin
standards is-not easy.;The.Poles are;’ by*many
cnterta better oftT than other :members of’ the
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. :; . By Henrys Bradsher
#2%- . .. Washington Star Staff Writer ,_,';.' K
‘Behind the" political . demands
bemo made by Polish strikers that
threaten traditional. Communist
forms of cantrol.lie economic prob-
“lems withno solution in sxgbt ac-
cordmg to US. officials. - " -
- Officials here are willing to dis-

cuss the economic sitiation. But’

they are being careful in their com-
_ments on the political situation in

.Poland. They fear increasing the .

. possibility of Soviet intervention to
_keep Poland in the-traditional
Lemmst mold of control. © 7+ &
_Poland has been living beyond its
‘economic means for years. It is now
" 50 deeply in débt to foreign banks

that it cannot.borrow enough to
modernize its économy and thus ‘;

have some hope of: economic
growth. But workers refise to ac-
cept the bitter medicine of reduced
living standards whxle basxc re-
forms are made. e

~" US. comments on the economxc»'

based political crisis facing Polish
Commumst leader Edward Gierek
"“would only heighten the concern
of the Soviets,” one State Depart-

_ mentofficial said: “Wedon'twantto . -
" do anythmg that'would prompt the .

Soviets to'intervene or that- might-
\be seen by the Soviets as a threat to..

thed -t

thelr interests.”

" Intelligence Specialists said there

- iSO SIEd Or SovIier movement. But

Polish strikers have in some of -

" their- statements shown a.keen
.awareness of the danger of provok-
ing Kremlin. xntervennon to keep
Poland on a Communist course.;
State | Department’ spo‘tesman
David Passage answered a question
“yesterday about the U.S. attitude in
a way that could also apply to the

Soviet -role. ‘Passage said - that |

-“domestic problems in Poland are a
matter. for the Polish people and

Polish authorities to work out.”: . i -
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. Gierek has been trying to work
out the country's economic prob—
lems since he came to power in the

second of what are now four waves !

of worker unrest. The current one
is the only one not to turn violent =
so. far. Well-coordinated worker
groups are trying to avoid riots and
instead press their demands on Gie-
‘rek with peaceful pressure. . -

-.The first wave was “bread and -’

freedom” riots in October.1936.

They toppled the Stalinist leader- 5
_ ship that the Soviet Union had im- '
posed on its western neighbor after

World War II and brought Wladys-

law’ Gomulka to power. But, t‘acm? ;
production problems, he raised the |
- prices of essential consumer goods

in.December 1970, touchmg off riots
that put Gierekin office.* .. 7 *=

~Gierek tried to raxse,food prxces ’
in June 1976. He': :immediately :
backed down when riots ertipted. |
But the problem remained: Poland :
had.to:consume less, lowering its :
living standards, if it"were to plow s
‘enough back into investment to im- |

prove the overall economy and pave

. the ‘way for later consumptxon ‘

gains.

. In the current wave, one of the
‘worker demands is .that less meat
and other consumer- goods be ex-
.ported so that more is available for
domestic consumption. But Poland

- needs to export everything possible .
to service its massive debts so that it

can keep borrowing..

- According to a stud% recentlz-
made public by the oland has |

_theTargest net debt in Western-cur- !

N

) Warsaw Radio said yesterday. ;
"“iA founder of the loose coordmat-

- rencies. ot any Soviet bloc country.
Atthe.end of 1979 it owed 320 bil-
- lion, double the Soviet debt'and al-

most a third of the bloc total. & ;<=
-.-About $15 billion of this'is owed
to- Western banks, with $6.8 billion
-of it due this year::U.S: and: West

European banks have been.consult--
ing with' their governments about '
rewriting the loans for later pay- .

T ment.,---v'w—-,-"...“;w PPy S -:~~-.‘~:

.-.The. CIA calculations show. that '
Pomrd-u'weﬂ-crrty-m million in
hard currency.in 1971, the year
after Gierek came to power. The
debt.rose slowly until. 1975, when
deteriorating. economic conditions.
caused both a rapid rise and the
problems that led to the abortive
1976 domestic food price increase.
After that the debt soared, doubhng
from $10.7 billion in-1976. . - '~
'Poland is now committed to usmo
92 percent of its export earnings —
from coal,. primarily, and other

. basic products— just to pay interest

and. mstallments on its hard cur- |
rency loans.. ..., 4
..Despite thlS massive ovethangxng
problem World Bank. figures show
sxgmﬁcant economic growth in Po-
land: 1ts'35 million people had an
average ‘income in.1978 of.$3,670
apiece, fourth highest in the Soviet
bloc after East Germany, Czechoslo- |
vakia and the Soviet Union. Gross !
domestic product. reportedly. grew
from 1970 to 1978 at 7 percent a year.
Polish authorities are now, how-
ever, telling people about the lack l
of .growth. “We cannot have more !
than what we ourselves produce r

ing group for worker demands, the
Committee for Social ‘Self] Defensel
‘(KOR), said in an interview pub- |
lished Jyesterday. that “Poland’s na- -

‘tional economy is in a state of ruin.”

‘Jacek Kuron added that the gov-- -
ernnient dares not quell strikes.:It"

“has permitted “such a grave eco- - -
' nomic-crisis that.no improvement is -

possible’. .and. living conditions

* must.deteriorate..“Nobody believes

any.more that (the leaders)- w111 be :

o -able to fulfill their tasks.” . \
- % The only- way to get the pubhc to i

aceept economic reforms that mean
‘"a temporary lowering of the living. -
standard,” Kuron said, is by permit. °
ting free and uncensored discus- °
sion of:-the problem. Some strikers
have called for an end of censorship :
as well as of Communist Party con- |
trol over trade uniogs. .
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By Pmsndent Carter s naqan secunty advzser

‘World leaders. would‘be wrong to suppose: the.

n that; even

‘President was rushmg ahead with |
. protect mili

"details cannot

-"18]anjd inthe Persian Gulf and possibly some ¢

“pimped into tankers for e

¢ rangmg from a sur
;connects the island with the oil fxelds, to'a mili--
“tary occupation of the island complex. “The plan’
‘was origmally: designed.to’ compensate for not
-getting the hostages, kind of a'fit.for’tat,” ‘ex- |
: plamed ato Lg source.*They'd have, the hostagec
':_we 'd have

'strategxsts urged, before the situation hardened.
.But Carter held back unti] his plunging political .

‘cided to attempt rescuing the hostages in prefer- i

- detailed photos; which are need

it ae o »«s--u«;-.< PRI l\a-oh- :

é Yo .x:fL AT OEN SR g

¥

Zbi iew ' Brzezinski’- told v1s:tbrs=~recently ‘that

‘United States; is~re1uctam 10 use its '
: power.:The
unxted"s erely "playmg ’

016 did not mentio ashe spoke, the
lans to invade’
Iran. My associate Dale Van Atta has spent three
fiionths piecing. together the- invasion . plan.#To
' etho?;il sgmeagf the top-secret;
'pnm ut-this much.can be}
ré'vealed‘ The primary:invasion target is Kha

ﬂg’e southern Iranian oil-fields S,
b+ Kharg Island is‘the’site”of ‘the" 6il termmal
through ywhich 90, percent:of Iran’s crude is|

rt. Not long after the
in-Iran, contingency
an: assault .on Kharg

U.S: hqstagegfw.eire..se

cal'strike on the pipeline that

eir key oil depot.” -
. 'Any military action should- be ta}\en swxftly

fortunes brought a change of heart..Then he de-

‘ence to invading Kharg Island, =~ !
“«:- Now the old contingency plans have been
dusted off. and Carter.is prepanng foran October
vasion. Here are some’of the jigsaw pieces:™" -
i 4V Carter made:a secret decision last Febru-

“ary to shift a spy satellite to cover. the area: It
took four months to get the satellite into posmon

-Not until-June did the satellite l;elgm transmxttmg
for the mvasnon

-'prerarauons These photos a

More: -recently; 500 —Axr Force
iwere quietly transférrédto Egypt: They were {gi-
lowed%y a'squadron of F4 ‘aircraft: whxch began‘
i*training exercises” with the Egyptian’ airforce.’
‘The same ploy was used last December to dis-]

‘Ocean. At least six container shi
-loaded at ;lemm
.--ground forces. "
“a dwgnated Persian Gulf area.port in about five:-

! days," sLates a secret memorandum to the presi-|
.dent,’ 'There.it.would be met by. the combat
£troops who have arrived by airlift. From this ren-
“deézvous” pomt “they would draw their equipment
-and @roceed 1o the objective area.”:

were prepared -]

‘wind and dust storms that began in May, would

-ner acknowledned

‘guise air operations’ that later supported the hos-,
tage rescue attempt, " H A o

ﬁUnder top security, the United States has!

'been hel Cgmg the Egyptians uparade their air bas-:
- es, whi

would be vital staging areas for an Iran- .
ian operabon Ultra-secret communications and
rmhtary eqmpmeht have also been. shxpped to

o %A soecxal lomstxcs rorce has been deployed |

at Dxego Garcia, the only U.S. base in the Indian!
were secretly’
on, N.C., with equipment for
is logxshca] force could sail to:

Finally, the plan calls for four of thé Navy s

. 12 carrier. task forces in the Indian Ocean. Twoal-| -
»_ready have arrived; one is in the Mediterranean
. xeady to ove quxckly through the Suez Canal; a
yfourth could reach me Persxan Gulf m nme for
‘the operatxon

. 'The “wmds of 120 days "a penod of vxolent

hamper: mxhtary operations in Iran during the
summer, The presxdemcanargue Lhere!ore that
October i xs a good time for the invasion,

. But blanners believe the timing is intended to
save Carter S pohtmal skin; They suspect his real
intent is t0 create a'national emergency that will
keep him|in the White House." Political studies-

.show' that a president can increase his SUpport‘

dramatxcally by whipping up patriotic fervor. "
-As T've stressed in earlier columns, the mva

sion plan] iwﬂl not become operauonal until the’

president igives the n light, He would need
some. pretext for the invasion, such as the trial or.
execution of a hobta‘ie sources say, But one plan.”

at “a uxsufxcauon could ‘be

s

e:sx]y publxcrzed beforehand Wit T
Meanwhxle Caner is commumg hxs S&C*’c'

.dxplomatm efforts to secure the release of the hos-

tages. He would prefer to bring them home before
the elecuon by peaceful means. But sources close
to the operation say that if the peaceful efforts

_Approved For Release 2009/05/06 CIA RDP05T00644R000501410001 3
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fail, as expected, the president intends to activate
the invasion plan. The risk, of course, is war.

B Jack Anderson is a syndzcated mve.stzga

twe reporter
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Only a few

. ‘
realintent
ci TG |
BN This is the second in'a series of controver-
sial columns by Jack Anderson cluiming Presi-
dent Carter kas developed a secret plan to in-
vade I-an on the ere of the November election:
The White House has calegorically denied the |
existence of such a plan, ' A 1 3
On January 8, Jimmy Carter was asked at 4 v
news conference about rescuing the Amrerican
nostages from iheir [ranian kidnappers. A miki-
m rescue, he warmed, “would almost centainly
in failure and almost certainly end in the
death of the hostages.”” This was the assessment,
indeed, of the military experts. ' .
Then the president’s popularity began to
unge in the polls. The public meod, as chartad
y the polls, indicated that he could lose several -
crucial presidential primaries to challenger Ted
Kennedy. A major complaint against iie long-
suffering Carter, the polls also s%owed ’

than do something about it. -

So he ordered a military reséue'ét(empt{ 1

Sources who helped plan the April mission believe
Carter was more concerned about his own polifi-
cal fate than the fate of the hostages. =~
The mission, 2s Americans. are painfully |

aware, turmed out to be a fiasco. '

- Now once again, the president’s re-elaction is
in Jaecpavdy. He s lagging behind Republican cap-
didate Ronald.Reagan in the polls. Unfortunately
for-the besieged Carter, electicn day will fall-on

the anniversary of the hostage seizure. This will(- -

remind the voters forcefully of the hostage horror
asm_eyare_going_;omepolis. . i

i

JACK ANDERSCN| -

, was hig |
ope about the hostage crisis rather |

" - ballots. Conversely, political studies show tha!

-three months to piece together the elusive, secret

. ments, which woul

7 the reason for all the military activity in the Per-!

v Lective of saving the hostages, they add, s act

If it appears that he has mishandied the prob-!
lern, they might express their displeasure on th

Americans have always rallied around thejs
president during a national emergency.
It is ageinst this background that Jimmy
Carter has ordered preparations for a limited in-
vasior: of Iran. For planning purposes, D-Day has
been set in October on the ave of the election.
Troubled plannrers suspect that Carter has besm
guided. mere by his political studies than theie
military assessments. _

It has 1aken my asscciate Dale Van~Atta

details hecause, in the name of naticnal security,
the invasion plan has been carefully disguised. -
Deceptive cover plans and alternate plans
have been deviscd 0 niislead the theusands of
wple who recessarily must prepare {or any ma-
Jor military operzticn. Evensomeof the top iadit
cians, who meet “Behind the Green Door™ 15 the
entrance 1o tite Peatagon operations toom is
sometimes cailed, arz ignorant of the final phin.
The alterrate plans have trterlocking ele-
/ cf explain the military prepara-|
tions without betraying their tiue purpose. For|
example, the Saudi Arabian rulers are so no'nw‘ _
about an Ironian-siyie revoit that they have asked
for U.S. miilitary support in case the royal fan:ily
comes under sicge. .
President Carter hos secretly agreed o the
request, and some planners have been told this is

sian Guif. Other cover stories have been invented
ahout stand-by forces and training exercises. -

But-documents so sécret that even the classl-|
fication stamp is classified, identify Carier’s real
target as Iran. Sources familiar with these docu-
ments fear that the limited invasion Carter favors
oould ignite into a major war. The cstensibie ob-.

ikely to be achieved. . o
gf course, the president can alwavs cail off

 the invasion plan and pretend it never existed.

8.Jack Anderson is a syndicated inv:stiga-
five reporter. T . ‘
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save hostages

— ° The Carter administretion hae denied coi-
trmst Jack Anderson's controversicd claim of
a new plan 1o rescue the 52 American hostages.
Anderson’s eo.’unuz‘t:,qvears ‘dailyin The Neus.
Américan. A series o

cue plon will uppear this weck.

! A startling, top-secret plan to invade Iran

with powerfui military force has been prenared
for President Carter. The ostensibie purpese is to
‘rescue the hostages, but the operation would also
‘xact military retribution. . :

This would create a crisis on the eve cf the |
election. Political studies show that suppirt fr.

the incumbent president has always
maucally during a national crisis.” -

. The teniative invasion daie has been set sus-
piciously for mid-Octaber. Sources say the oresi.
dent has assessed the political consequencss and

‘has concluded the invasion would be populds with

the electorate. . o :
This raises a disturbing question about Cart-
€r's motive. The perscn ke really wants o rescue,

Scurces suspect, is himself. They beiieve he is ||

willin
certain defeat in November.

My zssociate Dale Van Atta has.been ferret-
ing cut the jigsaw pieces of the invasion plan, de-

. tail by detail, for three months. Ha ras seen docu-

ments so secret that-the code word used o]

classify them is itself classified. :
I am riow able to report how our armed forces
plan to invace and hold porticass of Iran. 1 know

the code name of the operation. | can aiso reveai |}

that 3 “‘cover plan” has been devised to disguise’
the true intent. As part of this cover plan, troops
ard supgplies are aimdy being mobilized in the
“Persian Guif area; and “‘trai

been initiated.

many spexifics caud

ple are entitled to know that the prasident is
'+ ready to risk their fortunes, rerhaps their tives,

., .0va desperate political gambie. .
Sources deeply involved in the planing fear | -

Jimmy Carter’s driving cetermination to get ro-
electad has distorted his judgment. Some fes} this .
strongly; cthers admit it rejuctantly. They de--
scribe the embattled Caster as extremely intense,
coiled, relentlessly pushing toward his objectives.

In other werds, his judgment about this dan- |

Berous venture is not shared oy all the profession-
ais who are helping him plan ir. Nor has he con.
sulted presidential rivals Ronaid Reagan'or john

-reports on the clleged res- |

'g {0 risk war o save himseif from almost |

- Idon'tintend to publish the code designations’

or other secret details. There is a danger that tos -

, give the Soviets an insight’
_ imocur methods. But I believe the American peo-

Anderson who mighz inherit the fruits of his'

operational until the. president decides the mili-

" scheme is influenced byithe experience of
. New York Times before the Bay of Pigs invasion,

- hints of the gperation. “Every newspaper,” he

-ledge: “Mayte if you had printed more atout the
© operation, you would have saved us from a coids

training exercises” have |

' tion made by Jack Anderson is

" take such an action either in October-of at any
_ other time.

The invasion plan, of course, dees not become

tary forces are ready and the weather is right. Up
untl 24 heurs, even 12 hours, Sefore D-Day, he
+can halt the assault. Thers are also alternate,

contingency, fall-back pians, with minor or major |

. variations, which he couid invoke. .

S0 the president can denv, at least technical-
, 1y, that he now pians tg invace Imn. Put he can-
 not truthfully deny that cuch a plan is in the works
ard that he has expressed the intention to go
 ahead with it. Van Atta has seen the documenta-

, tion; he has spoken 10 saverdl witmesses, -
My decisicn to expese the president’s secret

e

.Details of that invasion plan leaked 10 the Times,
which sat nervously on the siory. - :
A week tefere the abortive April i861 inva.’

- A

The |

‘sion, the Times published a few cautious detzils
‘but withheld the heart of the story. During the im-
mediate aftermath, 3 frusirated John F. Kennedy.
dencunced the Times for rublishing advance

said, “now asks itself with resgect to every story,
JIsitrews?” Ali I suggest is that yGu add the ques-
tion, °Is it in the interest of natiénal securitv?”
:But two weeks later, Fresident Kennedy con-
fessed to New York Times ecitor Turmer Cat-

sal mistake.” _ .
It is with this in'mind that ! kave decided to

“reveal the general outlines of the October plantu |
Lo invade lraitrr e ST R
© Here is tie White House resgonse in total: ~ |

““The suzgesticn that this or any other admir-
1stration would start a war for political benefit ]
grotesque angd :otally irresporsible. The aliegas]
absolutaly falses -
“With respect to the Persian Gulf, the presi-
dent has saic that we cansider this recicn an area
of vital interesi. Therefore, while it is necassary
to have plans for dealing with anv axternat
threats to0 countiies of the.region, we have no in
tenticn whatever-of initiating any conflict qur:
selves, and neither the presiden: ror any other re-
sponsible official has expressed any intention to

Erronecus and totally irrespensible reeorts.
st:ch as the-Anderson eolumn increase the danger.
10 the American hestages in Iran, impede efforts’
to obtain their refease pedcefully an jeogr:ﬁze'
American interests in the area gereraily." "

v BJach Anderson is q syndicated investiga:,
tive reporter. A 2 :
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By Betty Pettlnger ,.ﬁ
Times-Dispatch Staff Writer -
A Washington. researcher. on ‘in-

ternational affairs told the’Virginia. -

Federationof Women's Clibs hqreyester—
day that the capture of the American em-
bassy-in Tshran should have come as no
surprise to the American government and
he called it “a classic example of our .
country's not thinking the consequences
through in advance.”

The speaker was Michael A.' Daniels, '

president of, International Policy '
Resesrch Corp., which does international
political research for mdusuy.lagencies
and organizations concerned with inter--
national affairs. His firm sa'lves as a :
‘resource for the General Federatlon of |
Women’s Clubs, - .

Daniels said his oplmons on the Iranian -

incident were based on personal
knowledge .gained in work for mul-
tinational corporations in Iran *There
was little question (hat the ! odds of

. somelhmo hke that happemng were.' v
‘b lead over tns-U'llted ::.ates ard its allxes
-He said that most European govern-» . :
. ments, moreused todesling withterrorist | -

activity ‘than the United. States, would |:

have done somethirig to get the hostages |
" released within 24 hours. ““That’s theonly

high,"” he said. ;

tlme todo somethmg about it,"” he said.

"~ Now-the U. S. government is" unable to |

act because interest is being lost by other
. -hations in the cause. The economic
B boycott ‘has been ineffective ‘and some |
. strongerpressurmmustbeputonlran he'
said, butdid not elaborate asto what they :

might be

DANIELS'REMARKScamedurlngthe i
-question period following a talk on inter- )
national affairs in the 1980s made tosome
- 500 clubwomen attending the [ederation’ S
.* annual board of directors meetmg at the
" University of Richmond.

In_the prepared portion of his talk he

" mentioned a number of critical problems

that he believes will characterize thenext
decade. The Soviet Unionis bmlding upits

- .navy, seeking dominion of the seas'to con-.

trol natural resources and; their
movements, rather:than for strlctly
military purposes: Other, problems in-

" natlons;) mcteasled Cuban. assistance to

i

AUGUST 1980 -

v
4
!
i
3

clude contmumg use of Cubans and East :
.Germans as “surrogate ariifes” by the |
~Soviet. Union; cominumg trouble in the

Middle East, thh the instability ef Saudi "

Arabia the “most explosive, dangerous”’
.Sttuationin: thrwqud which couid havean’
lmmedlal~ effect, within 48 houn o1t the
economics of the countries which depend .
heavily onheroﬂ stepped up pressur»by
Western- adversanee to. control. oil  in
Asrican nations andcontmumg h"htingm
. Vietnam. o

) Others he a‘lso mentioned were
prohferatxon of nuclear. power in small

i anti-American movements in Central and:
- South Amerxca"||ncreasmg Mexican op-.
positionto theUnlnted Stateswhichmayin-
clude an arrangement by which Mexico
| would supply Cuba with oil and the Soviet-
- Union would supply Spain in a reverse of i
the present arrangement; the Soviet:
Union's | .failure jto- comply “with: arms
hmntatnon agreements and a continuing
m:litary bunld-up by the:Warsaw Pget’

‘nations wi"o ‘iave~ ‘siready a stgmﬁcant'

;.and Cuban refugees are oniy the. begin-
- ming, “he said,sand - the. most: serious

‘aliens rron Mexico.: He predicted this-

DAMELS’- RECGV!MENDAT'ON tn
o'dmdry cmzens hke the clubwomen was
.obecomebetterm{or.ned TheAmerican ..
press Iat!s to g:ve‘ compidte coverage to..
,snamﬁcan.xevonls,ab- »ad, hesaid. Fo. ex-
.amplé, ihe European gress fully reported *
' ’oprattemptsm the.uﬁtyear tooverthrow
‘the Sdudi Arabxan '-overnrrﬂnt while'the
.Amsﬂcan preas gave substantial -
coverag’a to only: the largest one, ai Mee-
'ca In addition, he said, the press’ IS ‘not
. always accurate, -

. He'suagested tryi

41
)

RICHMOND TIMES-DISPATCH (VA.)

A‘neru.ansarenot hesaid, but added, "If
you don’t you are going.to be caegnt in-a-
situativnin thenextone to 25years vf hav-
ingtodeal with tneseprob emsthataflect |

“you personally ... The bottomn line is that

it smoney thatis gomg toco.raoutolyour
pocket N Ce ;

-.HE! SUGGESTED that the c]ubwgmen ’
consrder supportmo ‘‘'som= type of’
realistic immigration pohcy '*The Asian

prodlem is the:continuing influx of. illegal -

wouid becom° a glgannr 1ssue in.- the
future.’ :

"J'_e_b_uii_'cmjgm led U. S: mtelhgcnce
-community to protectus from legitimats
foreign- threals. hreats. " Other- ideas  mcloded
supporting higher.pay for the mthtary to
‘countaract resxgnatxons and measures to
reblijdU. S. businessstrength werldwida,
. Unememberof theéaudience hadaques-
tlon about hmmng -the -ownership of
Arnerican . propertj by foreigners. and
Daniels said he believes this will'be an
issue for individual states that will act|
iong before the federa} government does: | .
Hesaid Canada has anagency whichmust
approve every sale to a foreign >« TSON Qr
group and it can look at every proposed
sale from the poiitical, saciological
cuttural and ecchoimic standpoint.
" I3 tusiness during the session, the
‘clubwomen voted to continu= their sup- !
portofCanp Easter Seaj East for thenext :
‘two years. The federation has raised |

ialmost $110,000-for the- -proposed year-
gtpce:adlvergenceimund facility. for ‘the hand: icapped in

“of ‘opiniony t'xrough varied reading and | Caroline County.” .:
_pregramming and asied his listenérs tol .- The meetingwill conclude todayaftera;
i -reaemcate themselves to becomlng con- | Series oI workshops and a final busmess,f
‘cerned .md mvolvcd in'world issues. Most{ Session. R i
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lran (] parhament has approved a Moslem
fundamentallst ‘hard-liner, Mohammad Ali
Rajaie, as prime minister. That removes one
more procedural obstacle to a debate on the
52.-American hostages by the parliament,
- which the Ayatollah Khomeini has charged
with deciding their fate. But the removal of a
“procedural obstacle is not necessarily the
same thjng as a step toward the return of the
hostages. Whatever the outcome of -the

debate; parliament- may — and indeed most -
likely will —~mS|st .on certam assurancas .

from Washington. 37
- For one thing, the govemment in Tehran

1s paranoxd perhaps not without some reason
_in light of the history.of outside involvement .

" in Iranian affairs. It sees the hand of the U.S.

- Central Intelligence Agency: in every anti-
* Khomeini incident. It sees the-shadow of the :
Pentagon over the Persian Gulf: And hence it -:
.. is not unlikely that the hostages will be held

Sl T?zEHostages InIran

until at the very least parhament extracts a

pledge by the U.S. of strict noninterference
in Iran’s. internal affairs. Another and
potentially more difficult question relates to
the seized Iranian assets in this country, and
the conditions under which. they will be
unfmzen 'And then there is the late shah's

" billions'— hidden who knows where — whxch :

Khomexm demands be returned.

The sad truth is that the hostages have-’

become pawns in a game of ‘international

politics in which the stakes are constantly '

rising.-Because of Afghanistan, for instance,
the American naval presence in the Persian

Gulf.and the Indian Ocean is unlikely to go-
. away,; whatever the demands in parliament. |

Some ‘‘issues are not negotiable in
Washington.. If the Iranian parliament and

new prime. minister raise them, a bad.

situation could become mfxmtely worse for

ial!concemed . EEAN B R
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_perable to a Soviet.missile.attack,. Defenseln

- Newport, :R.L,.the: Defense: ‘Secretary de-
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-smﬂ ‘Reporterof: THE WALL STREET JOUR
.~ WASHINGTON =~’America’s land-based:
nuclear missile: force ‘may.-already. ‘be:-vul:;

Secretary Harold Brown disclosed, in de-.
-from earlier‘assessments..
:+;Just:seven months’ ago, in- his annual Te-
port:on-U.S:: defenses;:Mr.- Brown: predicted
that the Soviets:would-attain the capability
to-destroy many, ‘or-most-of. America’s:l, 000
Minuteman missiles:!within'a year. or two,
But:in-a. speech: prepa.red for- delivery.

clared, : "That-poten al-has bee ; eallzed
0! closetort " 7

* gloomier -assessment, *which _was _derived

- from-recent - U. &imtelh nce. reports;:-ad-:
*yances bv only <] ;- at: e
. long-expected onset. of a: penod of U.S.: rms-
_sile -vulnerability 2, i)
“--But the disclosure could: hand a:powerful:
polmcal ‘weapon. to- Republican - presxdennal
‘ pominee Ronald Reagan,-who. is-campaign:}.
-ing>on.a charge-that:President Ca.rter has_:
allowed theSo lets Irpas th :

rpress reports thafth _Presxdent has: recently'
T _~S: nuclear strategy: ln‘ord;ir bet:

R

npmgn. -and- may:be repeated -as:early, :
tday,”when' Mr.~ “Carter: 1§ 'schediiled=to ad‘
dm the nvennon of the-American Leglon_

e

sxesee&xezﬁk“

ioff'gomg, forward , too -slowly-with.: ‘the MX:
missile,. and. of missing .other..opportunities

-1 close; the wmdow of -vulnerability betore it.

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL
21 August 1980

US Nu le oar Mié%?les Ma j;'Be Vulnemble

iy LS

e .A- L ek

toshorten the vndely predxcted siwindow of}

glon'“coni'ennon yesterday.
;- Brown's disclosure,; Mr.: Reagan’ “de-]

( ‘Our Tuclear deterrent forces must
be: made survivable as.rapidly as possible to’

d-based nuclear: missiles, nclud-
mg the ‘Minuteman’and a: small force of 54
:Titan:missiles; carry, only :about-a fourth:of:
ithe; U, S ;total. of 9,200 ear warheads.: The
others -are: deployed

" The Defense Secretary said the: dlrecn e’
is a ‘refinement, a ‘codification,”of a Jongs;
evolvmg ‘U.S:: _Strategy:' That:strategy; he:
said,;aims at giving.t the. Presxdent the flexi-.
bility-to-respond:to-any 'Soviet, nuclear at-
itack in‘a variety.of ways.other: tha.n by sxm-
ply unleaslung :all.-of : America’'s - nuclear
‘might “at “once’ to " obliterate - most Sovxet
cms. factories and bases. - - LR
+Pentagon officials- explam that U S ana-’
lysts fear .some~, Soviet ~. military.- leaders_
‘mxght be willing to gamble that a “limited’"’
Russian nuclear . attack on remote U.S. mis-"
‘sile silos, or - bases -in’- Europe,. that: killed
-fewer. people .than" an" all-out .nuclear . on-
.slaught, would leave apresident unwilling to:
;order total destruction of :the .Soviet UnionZ
mrther. some, Soviet military Wntmos sug:;
‘gest:that;:through"a protracted exchange of 4
such *‘limited’” strikes, the side that lost less
rmlxtary power could.*win:” -
*Mr. Brown declared; “'1t i xs our pohcy
to "ensure that the Soviet leadership knows’
that if they chose some intermediate level of:
‘aggression;»we could by::selective,~ large
(but’ still:less- than ‘aximum) :nuclear - at-
tacks,;exact air unacceptably ‘high:price in
. the things. the Soviet.leaders appear to value,
. most:2 These things:are; he said; “political
* and ‘military’ control .military force both'nu-
¢ clear~and® convennonal ~.and- the industrial]
i capabxlxty to sustam a'war."” 17 enids

Range of: Retahauon
. He ‘stressed: that. the "U.S. :..wal ‘keep @
sumvable and ‘enduring capacity to ‘attack
“the full range of targets including the Soviet’
: »:if 'such all-out-retaliation s’
‘he’sdid, ;the -new :directive,
th ,Sowets that any-or all of the’
‘componenfs of Sovret power can be struck i in:

) A unreahsnc." because m
places in Jeopardy the ‘very. parts -of : Sowet'
socxety—mamly ‘the’ polincal and’ military:
systems—whose., umval is the_key to the,

‘" He declared that even "hm.ted" nuclear’

war(“ys_'ouldmvolve unmense casualtles and
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ARTICLE APPI.‘.AR.BD
ON PAGE_

in-the Carribean"” (Aug 10), is both| .
-short-sighted-and a serious misrep-
resentation =of: fact ; regardmg -

Grenada

--First of- .
_cruit” to the ranks of leftist govern-| -
_ments, as you stated. What Grenada
:represents today:is-a small, poor;]:
- underdeveloped country takxng its|.
_political- independence and its eco-|
- homic emancipation very seriously.]
"This is in stark contrast to the many| °

. Yyears of economic.neglect and-po-| _.
" litical- vxcnmxzauon of the, former

regxme

. .Second
K “Grenada

falert. ..
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: -yonr— statemem “that|." A

-has become a train-| . " Regarding the presence of the

~ing- ground for -terrorists of - -1many-;. Crrifmm

“nationalities™is d Tlagrant lie.’ I | “—ggcumented Tact as Tecently
. challenge Tbe:Star to* produce the’ S '

~Your: reader :should know the
truth abot our'military forces andy.. Monroe Doctrine laid the basisfora
-activities in 'Grenada. The People's| . policy that has frequently-been
‘Revolutionary-Army:is-made up*of | challenged “afid: condemned’ by
::Grenadian'mer and women deter- ~ other Caribbéan peoples and: pro-
mlned and O!‘ganlzed ‘to- flght for greSvae people a“ over the world
“the territorial integrity of our.state. | T I

“The People's: Militia is a voluntary ; The people of the Carxbbean re-
“civilian force whose main'task isto | gion are seekmg a new way out-of
:supplement our.army ‘and:other | * sociaj, economic and political'back:
-military. forces..These.forces: to- wardness.-Your mewspaper- wourd
 gether continue their fight against | 5 better serve-the interests-of the
mercenaryand-other’counterrevo-? |- Caribbean peopre by publicizing’ the
lunonary attacks which are.occur-
rmg in the Canbbean today :

Further, your readers should:
know that: what concerns. us in:
:Grenada'is not ‘the fallacious activi-;
‘ties of which you’speak; but it is for- | °
:mer Premier Eric Gairy, now’ living’
‘in: San. Diego, who continues: to:
-make public threats from: U.S. tefri-;
:fory. against.our: country 'I’hus.our
. :defenses - remaxn organize

C X e

THE WASHINGTON STAR (GREEN LINE)
21 August 1980

Letterstotheedxtor

|

1 Grenada xs not “are-p

f»j"pomiea out 10 a CBS opecial Repory,

- Of the, aired last June

il ;_;?i:..l"ﬁnd re-stated 1n a program; "L1ke
Em NewYorx on Ano 3.

That US olxcy toward the Carib-
: bean region has been-less than posi-
- tive’ is also:recognized, The 1824

“five-principles”:on*which: currenr
S. policy toward.the. Caribbean.is
o:be based. The principles outlinied
n this policy:can sxgmncantly ads

. 1ma 1 xams -7
¢ i n-Ambassador, £
anent. Mission o Grennda .
: lomeOrqanlxa'ion s
I oiArnmconsun.-s 33
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JRTICLE ATEEARED . eucueey

ommeE_ 1 25 hugust 1980

PERISCOPE

A New Soviet Aircraft Carrier
U.S. intelligence sources, beheve that the Soviet Union will
“soon begin construction of a 75, OOO-ton nuclear-powered aircraft
‘carrier. They have observed the: Sovrets testing a steam catapult
system for launchmg jet ﬁghters that seems too large for the
Kiev-class carriers in their fieet.. Contrary to the newest edition |
of Jane’s Fighting Ships, U.S. sources say there is no evidence
- that the Sov1ets have a.lready begun burldmg the new ship.
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M U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT

25 August 1980

Washington Whispers

C— L

Egyptian President Anwar Sadat has

let the U.S. know that he is willing to

provide Soviet-made weapons and ‘,
ammunition desperately wanted by .
Afghanistan’s rebel tribesmen—pro-
vided the U.S. figures out how 1o ger
the arms to the Afghans. ,

* % * * *

One reason workers in Poland have |
become emboldened enough to chal- |
lenge their Communist government -
with strikes, according to U.S. intelli- .
gence-officials, is Russia’s deepening |
involvement in Afghanistan. The :
workers figure the Kremlin is now ;
less likely to intervene in Poland.

1
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rzm.g..ewsmehem?

.. nage were transterred to jail Saturday
-night. Tony Allaway of Britainand - -
-Ralph Joseph of Pakistanwere ar-~ . .

.- tested Aug. 14 by unidentified authori-

“lranians and run news translation ser- -
" .vices of iranian press reports, which - -

‘: -and the dwindling foreign press corps..
.Mr. Allaway was correspondent of The :

g Christian Scaence Momtot._

P

CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITORE

18 August 1380

inlranin spy inquiry.—».r:.- S 5
Tehran, lmn
Two foveogn youmahsls being held -
fw questioning about allegedespoo—

ties and neither their families nor
diplomats have been allowed access. -
. Both journalists are married to -

are distributed mainly to embassies . :

“Times of London and formerly of The :

b



STAT
Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

0\0

<

Next 2 Page(s) In Document Denied

Q“’&

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3



—

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

GRTEN BAY FREST-GAZRTTE (’.ffISC.)
6 August 1920

LI e I IS TR -,

- AP S+ R SN T RS _;:‘
|- § ) . . . ‘. " coame Tt
 High-level fake
% - . R e L
© -~ - Have you heard about Virgilio terial was faked. The spy, though,
Scattolini, the Italian the United “was kept on the payroil until the
States hired to spy on the Vatican “end- of .Wo_rld, War- II.. He sold
;dui¥ing World War I1? e ::})gus-hreport;g to ‘other’ nations.
. Scattolini .gave the Office of- after thewar,” ° -~ 7% =
+ Strategic Services, forerunner of “:.- Lhe OSS dispatched two agents
. today’s '~ Central - - Intelligence t0 bury its. Scattolini "file-on -'a
: S of Secret meet.” Maryland farm in about 1945, The
Agency, transcripts of secret meet-" \aryl 249, "1,
'ifigs Between Pope Pius. XII.and -Material moldered there until ons
German and Japanese envoys -of the agents dug it up in 1960 as a.
T -conditionof - being hired by . the:
He provided detailed:teports’of ' CTA v w5 oy, DR N
meetings 'the ' Pope ha_d;;;._VVlthl’.’-ﬁi‘ ‘The*affair-was uncovered by a
church Ieadex:s.f Scattolini™ told " Jesuit. ~historian - named -Robert:
}Nashmg?oq v(i)ll peacet feelersﬂﬁ'tgmi—graham"-”'w}'ho. 1%‘, researching - the
apan, of civil unrest.in war-torn - Vatican role in World War II. He:
Germany, .. of . Russian .. dealings < got wind of the Scattolini file.and"
with Japan. " . 757 used :the: Freedom: of - Information
. His reports- were: with-: Act'to make it public,” -~ <25
great interest by the Joint Chiefs :i.-Father. Graham says it is in--
- of Staff, by President Rgosgv_elt‘ “credible. that the OSS, the Joint

Al
T )

by President Truman.: 4. = - «x3Chiefs, two presidents were taken
Only one - thin ong: with =in by such a sham." = -~ . . :
them : o ' It isn’t that incredible, really. ./

. They were fakes. ‘Our.World War II-leaders were'
- - Scattolini was=supposéd ‘to.be:*all . little - boys once: Little boys
- working closely ‘with Vatican have always liked to read spy sto-
secretary. of state Msgr. Giovanni. _ries and play._spy games. Little.
Battista — who became Pope boys grow up to be big boys. Un-.
Paul VI. The OSS paid Scattolini fortunately, many riever get over
$500 a month for information. An-. their fascination <'with . secret
other Italian collected :the:spy’s--agents and:spy.stories. i . .
. data, translated it.and -sent it Viewed‘in:that light, the Scat-
' Washington. e i, me i tolini.episode,. or industrial .espio-.
. :Scattolini;"whe apparently was“nage or Watergate:style spying is’
never contacted. in’ person by any not incredible, merely a last, logi- |
- U.S. agent, tripped himself up by. cal.vestige of childhiood. ...\ ooy oo
reporting “on a:meéting between’ It:is-unsettling; though, to'won:’
. AmericanandJapanese: ambasss-:‘der-what “kind- of ‘spy ‘gamesare:
- dors. The .meeting : never-.took ‘being played  today. And -how
place. . -uimnizl »..; /- Tnany decisions are based on infor-,
. - Neither Roosevelt nor Truman "/ mati ili '
ever knew that the Scattolini

; A e
N SRR TR .4

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3



Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

SCRANTON TRIBUNE (PA)
5 August 1980

':'::,world leaders ever since the end.of World
: War TI, but. accomplishment in that field
. has been much less than satisfactory and a
i recent study’ released by the U, S Cg,ntra[,.productlon ‘and development have been.

l

Intelhgence Agency helps to expram why.

P:The Sov1et and Arms

+7 Disarmament and arms llmxtatlon have actually increased mnlltary spendlng to
'beenr talked. about and -debated~ ‘among perhaps 12 to-14 per cent of 1ts gross

national product. - ) : .
At present, ma;or military programs in |
the Soviet are well. financed and new

started. Nearly half the spending is for: new-.

~"".:Tovret-"m\lit*ar-y-spendxng, according to - equipment and spare parts and the

. thereport, wﬂl contmne to rise until at least”

L 1985 ator near an a ual rate of four to five -

. e e

‘per.. .cent and the,
’ vSoviet’s gross natlonal product might reach -

'xhtary share of the-

r cent in the next ixve

In 1ts e dent desxre for more and better
- and newer arms — and superiority over all
.. in the number-and quality of its armament’
V- the SovxetBrldges no diversion: During
19?8-79 the: CIA. said, when the ~Soviet |
3 economy “slowed to acrawl,’” the mxlxtary

constructxon of new. facilities. Research,’
development testmg and evaluatlon take‘-'
huge chunks of the budget. oo
-+ All of this is disheartemng to Americans
alarmed at persxstent reports -that_Soviet
arms outlays -remain_high while :many
American - leaders complain: of - ‘present -
defense and procurement policies they fear °
will'leave the U.S. second to the Sovietina '
most. sensitive and worrisome area. And
standlng out, too, Is the nagging question of
just what it is the Soviet plans to do thh 1ts .
vast and modermzed arsenal : A

q«;}e
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T ARTICLE APPZARED

o DAGE - STRATEGIC REVIEW

Summer 1980

DEBATE OVER U.S. STRATEGIC FORECASTS:
A MIXED. RECORD

— LES ASPIN

THE AUTHOR: Congressman Aspin is Chairman of the
Oversight Subcommittee of the House Permanent Select

~ Committee on Intelligence and serves on the House Armed
Services Committee and the Government Operations'Com-
mittee. He was first elected to Congress in 1970. Aspin
served in the U.S. Army from 1966 to 1968 as an economic
adviser in the office of the Secretary of Defense. He is a
graduate of Yale University, received a Master’s degree from
Oxford University and a Ph.D. in economics from the Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology.

' : IN BRIEF . .

The charge has resounded in recent times that the United States intelligence community has chron-
ically and woefully underestimated both the pace and magnitude of the Soviet strategic build-up.
Yet, an analysis of the available record of forecasts with respect to eight major Soviet weapons de- |
velopments—extending from the first Soviet' A-bomb explosion in 1949 to the improvements in So-
viet ICBM accuracy and yields in the 1970s—shows that the performance has been mixed, consist-
ing of overestimates as well as underestimates, and in at least two instances of predictions that
were on or close to the target. Few of the mistakes that have been committed in forecasting can
be attributed to errors in intelligence gathering; most of them have been the function of more-or- i
less inevitable human foibles. With the demise of SALT, estimates of future Soviet strategic pro- |
grams are apt to be wider off the mark than they would have been under a SALT II Treaty, because
the reference points provided by the Treaty for U.S. intelligence have been removed, and precisely
because the human element in intelligence evaluation and forecasting is thus again maximized. g

\he death of SALT II turns the focus of

U.S. strategic intelligence away from
i- “verification” and back to the old busi-
ness of “forecasting.”. SALT provided for some
degrees of restraint and certainty: We knew
how far the Soviets were allowed to go, and the
task was to verify their compliance with these !

“It is . . . a matter of record that the growth of

s the Soviet ICBM force was underestimated for a
~ decade after the ‘missile gap’ by the entire intelli- .

gence community—including Pentagon ‘hawks.’”

Lt. Gen. Daniel O. Graham, USA (Ret.)

“But the history of the past twenty years shows
quite the reverse. Few indeed are the instances

r when the Soviet military threat later turned out to

~ be greater than the estimated ‘worst case.’” Usually,
S the government's experts overestimated the danger.”

George B. Kistiakowsky

restrictions. Without SALT, there are no limits
or guidelines. The United States must rely
purely on its skills in strategic forecasting—in
projecting the future, including future Soviet
strategic intentions and capabilities.

CONTINUED
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The first forecast since the deferral of SALT
II has been completed and leaked to the press.
The new National Intelligence Estimate—NIE
1138-79—reportedly indicates that without
SALT II the Soviets could amass about 14,000
highly accurate ICBM warheads by the late
1980s. By contrast, an extension of SALT II
beyond its 1985 expiration date would allow
the Soviets only about 6,000 such warheads; if
SALT II were in effect, therefore, the presump-
tion would be that the Soviets would build up
only to that limit.! U.S. strategic force plan-
ning would be based on this assumption and
U.S. intelligence agencies would be concentrat-
ing on verifying Soviet compliance. Now, with-
out SALT II, all we have to go on is this new
intelligence estimate. Who knows whether it
has validity or not? If U.S. policymakers do
believe it to be valid, however, then they will
have to think about a requisite expansion of
U.S. strategic nuclear forces. Tens of billions of
dollars potentially ride on a decision of whether
or not to trust this intelligence estimate.?

How good is U.S. intelligence at this task of
strategic forecasting? As the passages quoted
above indicate, this question is highly contro-
versial.® Over the years, many analysts, par-
ticularly those in arms control circles, have
contended that we have consistently overesti-
mated Soviet strategic capabilities. More re-
cently, other analysts, not generally associated
with arms control, have argued that we have
in fact consistently underestimated Soviet
strength.

This. controversy can, to some extent, be re-
solved by examining the record. Considering
the salient developments in the history of the
nuclear arms competition, we can ask if the
U.S. intelligence community has been right or
wrong in its forecasts—and if wrong, in which

“direction (too high or too low) it has erred and

for what reasons. The key developments have
been: :

K
1. The first Soviet explosion of an Aatomic -

bomb, 1948.
2. The first Soviet explosxon of a hydrogen
bomb, 1953.
The “bomber gap,” 1955-1958.
The “missile gap,” 1958-1961.
Soviet deployment of an anti-ballistic mis-
sile (ABM) system, 1962 onward.
6. Soviet deployment of missiles with mul-

ok

- achieve that milestone by 1954.

~ scientists correctly estimate, and later most
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tiple'independently targetable reentry ve-
hicles (MIRVs), 1965-1974.

7. Soviet intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM) and submarine-launched ballistic
missile (SLBM ) deployments, 1962-1969.

8. The rate of improvements in Soviet ICBM
accuracy and yield, 1969 onward.

Such an analysis should provide us with
some idea of how well U.S. intelligence will be
able to estimate future Soviet defense capa-
bilities in the absence of SALT.

The A-Bomb and the H-Bomb

When the Soviets exploded their first atomic
bomb in August 1949, the United States had
very little information about Soviet nuclear re-
search. Before the detonation, General Leslie
Groves, wartime director of the Manhattan
Project, predicted that America’s atomic' mo-
nopoly would last twenty years. Scientists in-
volved in the project, on the other hand, be-
lieved in 1945 that the Soviets would duplicate
the U.S. achievement within five years. The
scientists’ expectation encouraged the Atomic
Energy Commission to establish,: through the
Air Force, a program for airborne collection of
radioactive particles in the atmosphere, which
would detect the explosion of any atomic de-
vice anywhere in the world. The program
began operations in 1948 (and continues to
this day).

As the end of the decade approached and no
Soviet A-bomb materialized, the year of antici-
pated danger, from the vantage point of the
U.S. intelligence community, receded progres-
sively. Just before the Soviets actually deto-
nated an atomic device in 1949, they were offi-
cially expected to do so in 1952 at the earliest.*
The hydrogen bomb, set off by the Soviets in
1953, came as less of a surprise: the United
States had predicted that the Soviets would

Why did General Groves underestimate, the

analysts underestimate again how soon the
Soviets would_explede an A-bomb? And why
was the H-bomb préediction so close to the
mark?

The problem was not one of optimism about
Soviet intentions. Indeed, in the first five years

after the war, official circles in Washington
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generally held to the alarmist image of a Soviet
Union bent on constant, implacable expansion-
ism. Rather, the intelligence error on the A-
bomb hinged on habit and personal intuition.
General Groves thought thatthe Soviets would
take twenty years to build the bomb because,
like President Truman, he simply did not be-
lieve that “those Asiatic” Russians,3 wvaliant
though they might be in standing up to the
Germans on the battlefield, had the technologi-
cal talents to duplicate what his scientists at
Los Alamos accomplished in four years. The
scientists’ prediction that the Soviets would
have a bomb within four or five years was
modeled on their own experience. That is how
long it had taken them to build the bomb: ¥t
was a fairly straightforward exercise in physics
and engineering, of which they deemed their
Soviet counterparts quite capable. In the end,
intelligence analysts underestimated the devel-
opment pace for the Soviets because of what the
atomic scientist, Isadore Rabi, characterized as
a “peculiar kind of psychology”: after the initial
estimate in 1945 that the Soviets could get a
bomb in four or five years, “every year that
went by, you képt on saying ‘five years.””

The close prediction of the Soviet Union’s
H-bomb detonation in 1953 was purely a matter
of chance—a very good guess and little more.
The principle of radiation pressure, the essence
of the H-bomb, was not even demonstrated in
the United States until 1951. Indeed, 'some
officials believed the Soviets could get an H-
bomb before 1953. In an attempt to encourage
President Truman to forge ahead with the
American H-bomb project in 1950, General
Loper of the AEC’s Military Liaison Committee
argued in a memorandum to the President that
available intelligence (almost nonexistent)
was consistent with the theory that the Soviets
already had the hydrogen bomb.*

The Bomber Gap

In 1955, Air Force Intelligence predicted that
the Soviets would field a force of 600 to 700
long-range bombers by 1959. The National In-
telligence Estimate (NIE) for that year was
slightly more modest, predicting about 500
bombers by mid-1960. As it turned out, by mid-
1961 the Soviets had deployed only 190 long-
range bombers.?

Estimates of bombers grew out of a projec-

tion made in 1950 —incorporated in a milestone

Cold War document called NSC-68—that the .

Soviets would possess a stockpile of 200 atomic
bombs by 1954.% This projection was based, in
part, on the rate at which the United States had
been able to build bombs. Given this projection
and NSC-68's explicit assumption that the

Kremlin was bent on expansion and that the .

United States was the Soviet Union’s principal
enemy, intelligence agencies naturally began
thinking about how the Soviet Union would
deliver the bombs to U.S. territory.

In 1954, Western attachés in Moscow ob-
served a new Soviet long-range bomber flying
overhead at the May Day military parade. On

the basis of this report, U.S. intelligence made
some assumptions about when the Soviets had
begun -development of this bomber and how -
quickly they might be able to_deploy it in sig- |

nificant numbers. A study concluded that the
bomber’s design had been completed in 1952
and its first prototype flight made in 1953. In
accordance with U.S. experience, it was esti-
mated that mass production could not begin
before 1956 and a substantial force could not
be deployed before 1960.°

The next May Day parade, in 1955, rudely
upset these calculations, or at least appeared
to do so. Although the aviation part of the
parade was canceled, Western observers re-
ported seeing as many as twenty of the long-

range bombers in the air during parade re- :
hearsals. Intelligence now updated its earliest -

estimates. The design of the plane was as-
sumed to have been completed two years earlier
than the original finding, and mass production
to have begun in 1954. If the Soviets could

produce twenty aircraft per month over the next ;
three years, then a force of 700 aircraft by 1959 .

was plausible.1®
Yet, in 1956 and 1957, U-2 flights produced
hard evidence that Soviet production rates fell

far below the pace that had been estimated by |

U.S. intelligence two years earlier. Two factors

. were involved in this error: an intelligence mis-

take and a misunderstanding of Soviet strategic
intentions.

First, unbeknown to the Western attachés,
the Soviets were flying the same bombers back
and forth in the 1955 parade preparations; the
attachés mistakenly counted each overflight as
a separate bomber.!! Second, the United States,

believing that its own territory was the ultimate |

it

.
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target of the Soviet Union’s nuclear ambitions,
naturally assumed that the Soviets would pro-
duce intercontinental bombers at the fastest
rate possible. However, the Soviets apparently
decided that the principal threat to the Soviet

.. Union lay around the periphery of the Soviet

landmass, whence Russia had historically been
threatened and where the United States hap-
pened to be stationing its own nuclear strike

. forces. Thus, the Soviets used most of their

production capacity to build medium-range

" ‘bombers rather than a long-range force.!?

~

The Missile Gap

The Soviet Union launched its first orbital
satellite in October 1957.1 Although the CIA
had foreseen this development years in ad-
vance, the actual launching triggered fears that
the United States would soon be vulnerable to
an ICBM attack. Sputnik: the very word
evoked a nightmare vision of the Soviets out-
pacing the Americans in missile technology.
Khrushchev exploited this American fear by
publicly making outrageous statements about
the capabilities of Soviet missiles which he
knew at the time—-and we know only in retro-

- spect—to be false.

Air Force Intelligence warned in a November
1957 NIE that the Soviets could deploy 500
ICBMs by the middle of 1960 and 1,000 by
1961. The CIA believed a more reasonable
estimate to be 100 ICBMs by 1960 and 500 by

1861. The wide difference in the two estimates

hinged on conflicting views of when the Soviets
would be able to begin mass production of their
first ICBM, the SS-6. A halt in the Soviet test
program, in April 1958, was interpreted by the
Air Force as an indication that the missile was
Teady for deployment, whereas the CIA saw it
as evidence that technical difficulties were
being experienced in the missile’s development.
Renewed test launches in 1959 proved the CIA

’ :‘correct,.

An entirely separate issue, however, was how

many missiles the Soviets would produce each =

year. Apparently the Air Force picked 500 and
the CIA 100.because they were round numbers.

Since no one at that time knew the location of -

Soviet missile manufacturing plants, neither
-an actual count nor an inference from indus-
trial volume was possible. '

Nor did anyone know what a Soviet ICBM

-

emplacement would look like. The Air Force
anticipated camouflaged sites, whereas the CIA

argued that the deployment sites would re-

semble the missile test launchers at Tyuratam.
Repeated U-2 flights over Soviet railway lines
could not locate any deployed ICBMs, although
Air Force Intelligence suspected various build-
Ings to be camoufiaged structures hiding mis-
siles. Among these were a Crimean War me-
morial and a medieval tower. A U.S. photo-
reconnaissance satellite took the first clear pic-
tures of a Soviet ICBM site at Plesetsk in August
1960—Ilaid out, as the CIA had predicted, just
like the site at Tyuratam. According to the
early Air Force projection, the Soviets should
have deployed more than 500 ICBMs by this
time, but satellite coverage detected no similar
sites anywhere else.

The identification of an operational SS-6 site
reopened the issue of how quickly the Soviets
could produce the missiles. From studies of the
Soviet economy and the cost of American
ICBMs, the CIA assumed that the Soviets could
start off producing ICBMs either on an “orderly”
schedule of three per month or on a “crash”
program of fifteen per month. Assuming that
the Soviets had been producing missiles since
1859, when their. test program ended, the CIA
calculated that under the orderly schedule the
USSR would have 36 operational SS-6s by No-
vember 1960, and that they might accelerate
production to reach-100 by mid-1961 and 450
by mid-1962. The Air Force, meanwhile, stuck
to its original prediction of 500 missiles per
year.

The Army and Navy intelligence organiza-
tions, whose client services carried on weapons
programs that competed with Air Force mis-
siles, pointed out technical deficiencies in the
S5-6 tests and expressed doubt that the USSR
would ever deploy “more than a few” of these
missiles. In August 1961, another successful
recovery of satellite film proved them right.
Indeed, the Soviets had deployed no more than
ten SS-6 missiles, all at Plesetsk. This dis-
covery ended the “missile gap” for good.

The Soviets did have a substantial missile
build-up in process—but it was in intermediate-

-range and -not-intercontinental missiles. The

U.S. intelligence error, again, was one of mis-
taking Soviet priorities. Between 1958 and
1965, the Soviets deployed about 700 medium-

and intermediate-range ballistic missiles (M/
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IRBMs) aimed at Western Europe. This comes
to about 100 missiles per year—a figure be-
tween the CIA's “orderly” and “crash” estimates
of 36 and 180 missiles per year respectively,
but far short of the Air Force estimate of 500
per year. '

Anti-Ballistic Missiles

Throughout the 1960s, intelligence analysts
repeatedly predicted that the Soviets would de-
ploy a nationwide anti-ballistic missile (ABM)
system.* In the early 1960s, the intelligence
community estimated that the Soviets would
deploy some 2,000 exo-atmospheric and 8,000
endo-atmospheric interceptors.’> In 1963—
1964, the NIE on strategic defensive forces
predicted that before 1975 the Moscow ABM
system, just coming under construction, would
be expanded to cover every major city with 500
to 1,500 interceptors. Furthermore, between
1964 and 1966, Pentagon analysts suspected
that the Tallinn air-defense system would even-
tually serve as a nationwide ABM and man-
aged to insert this speculation into some NIEs.

After 1967, construétion of the Moscow ABM

System seemed to halt with only 64 interceptors: . ,

fielded. Those Tallinn sites were later proved

to be for defense against high-altitude bombers. :
At this point, analysts in the Defense Intelli:-

gence Agency (DIA) and John Foster, then the
Director of Defense Research and Engineering,
speculated that the Tallinn sites could quickly
be “upgraded” to a dual purpose SAM/ABM
system. Further analysis, however, revealed
that many of ‘the Tallinn sites were badly lo-
cated for ICBM interception, and that they
lacked the nuclear warhead storage space es-
sential for a workable ABM system.

Why was U.S. intelligence so eager to detect

-a Soviet ABM system that never did materi-

alize? Part of this misjudgment was founded
on an assessment of Soviet strategic doctrine.
The Soviets were greatly concerned about stra-
tegic defense. They had an extensive air de-
*fense network to intercept bombers, and they
had something of a civil defense program.

Many intelligence analysts logically concluded.

that they would construct a comprehensive
ABM system as well. )

The type of Soviet ABM for which these ana-
lysts looked—a combination of exo- and endo-
atmospheric interceptors—reflected American

concepts of ABM design, which eventually were
realized in the Spartan and Sprint missiles.
The Spartan was a comparatively slow missile
intended to intercept approaching missiles at
or near the peak of their trajectories, when
they would be moving at their slowest speed.
The fast Sprint would be launched to home in
on any reentry vehicles the Spartan might miss.
Sprint involved an extremely close radar track-+,
ing. Perhaps because the endo-atmospheric
approach was so demanding, however, the So-
viets chose a different route altogether: an in-
terceptor that would operate at medium altitude
(200,000-500,000 feet). From this model,’
the Soviets developed the Galosh and Griffon
interceptors, which used many of the same
components.

Galosh was, and is, an ABM. Sixty-four of
the interceptors remain deployed around Mos-
cow. However, the Galosh radars use a me-
chanical means of tracking ICBM warheads,
an extremely difficult technique. By 1967, U.S.
intelligence analysts began to raise doubts
whether the Soviets would ever make further
investments in so ineffective a system.

Griffon is the missile deployed in the Tallinn

~.system, now known as the SA-5 surface-to-air
missile (SAM). NIE judgments with respect to

Griffon’s mission wavered from year to year.'
The Tallinn sites were successors to a system
which the Soviets began building around Lenin-

- grad in the early 1960s and which the 1963

NIE deemed an “apparent” ABM (“apparent”
had been formally established as a codeword

. in NIEs to indicate that the analysts had little

confidence in the given judgment). In 1964,
the CIA concluded that Griffon must be an anti-

aircraft missile, primarily because its perform- '

ance was so inferior to Galosh.
On the other hand, Soviet public statements
were attributing ABM capabilities to Griffon;

Khrushchev ‘said ‘it could hit “a fly in outer

space.” The Air Force, Army and the DIA were

convinced that the CIA was grossly underesti- -

mating Griffon’s capabilities. The 1965 NIE
consequently noted that the intended mission
of the Tallinn sites was uncertain, a judgment
repeated in 1966.

~ In bureaucratic terms, Pentagon intelligence
analysts had large stakes invested in a Soviet
ABM. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, whom DIA
represented within the intelligence community,
and thé Air Force needed the specter of a So-
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viet ABM as a rationale for developing MIRVs
(multiple warheads) for U.S. missiles. The
Army needed a finding that Soviet ABMs were
effective in order to overcomne the many doubts
about its own ABM program. The analysts
could (and did) cite Soviet documents—in-
cluding classified ones supplied by that premier
spy, Penkovskii—to show that the Soviets
wanted to build an 'ABM. They conveniently
ignored Soviet documents written after 1965,
which expressed grave doubts about the feasi-
bility of ABMs. Those documents had not been
obtained clandestinely and as such were dis-
missed as deliberate Soviet misinformation.
Intelligence analysts were also misled by an
assumption about the Soviet military as an
eminently rational, far-sighted institution.
Many thought the Tallinn system must be an
ABM—rather than the high-altitude anti-
bomber systern it was—because it could have
no other rational purpose. By that time U.S.
bombers were simulating penetrations of Soviet
air space at low altitude. If Tallinn were a
high-altitude system, then the Soviets were
building weapons for which there was no mis-

sion—an idea thoroughly unpalatable to those -
who viewed Soviet defense programs as undis-

turbed by bureaucratic impulses, quirks or
mistakes.

The CIA eventually adopted the view that as
late as 1967 or 1968 the Soviets still intended

- to deploy Galosh nationwide, but that improve-

ments in American strategic forces—particu-
larly the MIRV system-—convinced them that
they needed to go back to the drawing board.
This highly doubtful argument salvaged the in-
stitutional self-esteem of the Air Force and DIA
by validating their argument that the Soviets
intended the Galosh and Griffon to be nation-
‘wide ABMs, while conceding to the CIA the
accuracy of its contention that the Soviets were
not deploying an effective ABM system.

‘Soviet MIRVs

The prospect that the Soviets might place
multiple independently targetable warheads
(MIRVs) on their ICBMs was first mentioned
in the 1965 NIE. The NIE stated it would take
four or five years for the Soviets to develop-and

begin deploying MIRVs that were sufficiently

accurate for the destruction of “hardened” (i.e.,
blast-resistant) targets such as the newly de-

veloped Minuteman ICBM silo. At the time,
there was no evidence that any Soviet MIRV
program had even begun. Thus the earliest date
for Soviet MIRV deployment, inferred from the
1965 NIE, was 1969. In 1966 and 1967, Soviet

.space shots ;demonstrated some of the tech-
- nology necessary for MIRVing. As a result, the

Air Force insisted that the NIE contain a judg-
ment that the Soviets were in fact developmv
a MIRV. ¢

In August 1968, the United States observed
the first test of the SS-9 “triplet,” the three-war-
head ICBM. The SS-9 was a very large missile.
It was believed that such a missile wou]d be
ideally suited to the task of digging out Minute-
man silos. However, even the highest estimates
of ultimate SS-9 deployments—the Air Force's
projection of 700—envisioned a number that
was insufficient to destroy 1,000 Minuteman
missiles. Thus, analysts who believed that the
Soviets were intent upon capabilities to knock
out Minuteman reasoned that the Soviets must
be planning to place multiple warheads on the
SS-9. The triplet tests seemed to confirm this
suspicion.

The issue then became whether the triplet
was a- MIRV or merely an unsophisticated
MRV—i.e., whether each of the three warheads
could be aimed at a separate target, or whether
all three must be aimed at the same general
area. Each warhead of the triplet was placed
on a rail in the nose-cone of the SS-9. The rails

did not rotate to allow repositioning and re-

targeting of the warheads. This feature con-
vinced CIA analysts that the SS-9 was simply

an MRV. Therefore, the 1968 NIE did not ex- .
pect a Soviet MIRV until 1978—the end of the '

period covered by the estimate.
However, analysts outside the intelligence

community, most notably in the Pentagon’s
Directorate of Defense Research and Engineer- :
ing, noted that the timing of the warhead re-
leases from the SS-9 could cause the warheads
to fall in various triangular patterns. They con- |

flights in the Pacific that the Soviets were
indeed adapting these “triangles” (or “foot-
prints™) to match-the configuration of U.S. mis-
sile silos. A missile force of 400 to 700 SS-Os,
each- with three warheads that could be aimed
at three silos, might be very effective against
Minuteman after all.

-+ cluded from the pattern of releases during test- :

The triplet issue took on all the more impor- - .
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tance because the Nixon Administration was
seeking Congressional approval of the Safe-
guard ABM system designed to protect Minute-
man against Soviet attack. If the SS-9 lacked
MIRV capability, then Minutéman needed no
protection; if the triangular pattern of the
triplet coincided with the distance between
three U.S. Minuteman silos, however, then the
case for Minuteman vulnerability might still be
valid. Furthermore, Henry Kissinger wanted
the ABM as a “bargaining chip” in the SALT I
negotiations that were just getting underway.
Consequently, Kissinger summoned the CIA
estimators and the Pentagon DDR&E analysts
to the White House for a series of special meet-

ings. From these sessions, Kissinger concluded’

that the triplet was indeed a primitive MIRV,
and he instructed the CIA to rewrite the 1969
NIE to include more evidence supporting both
sides of the controversy.!* (During 1969,
therefore, two NIEs on Soviet strategic forces
were disseminated: one at the beginning of
1969, which had been prepared the previous
year, and one in the fall of 1969 at the new
Administration’s, request.)

In an important sense, the whole argument
was artificial. In fact, the Soviets had several
programs in parallel: not just an effort to test
a primitive MIRV for the SS-9, but also a pro-
gram to design more sophisticated MIRVs for
the next generation of ICBMs. The United
States knew nothing about this next generation.
Judging by the U.S. decision to stop its own
ICBM programs  with the third-generation
Minuteman, intelligence estimators may have
believed that the Soviets would not proceed be-
yond the SS-9.

In any event, the first 1969 NIE took a wholly
different approach to the issue of when the So-
viets would be able to deploy a true MIRV. The
estimators postulated two possible Soviet ap-
proaches: low force/low technology and high

. force/high technology. The former was based

on the assumption that the Soviets would deploy
the triplet, not attaining a true MIRV until
1974. The latter assumed the Soviets would
skip the triplet and move directly to a MIRV for
the SS-9. It was believed that the Soviets, using
the technology tested in the space launches of
1966-1967, might be able to begin deploying
MIRVs as early as 1971.’8

As it happened, the first Soviet MIRV was
deployed on an entirely new, fourth-generation

ICBM in 1975. The Soviets never tried to build
a truly MIRVed SS-9. But the intelligence esti- |
mates went through various phases. First they
overestimated (in 1965 the estimate was
1970), then underestimated (in ‘1968 ‘the pre-
diction was 1878), then overestimated again !
(in 1969 the projection was 1971). The vary-
ing estimates reflected the different political
needs of successive U.S. administrations, as
well as a rather vacuous argument over which
U.S. terminology (MIRV or MRV) was a more
appropriate description of the SS-9 triplet.

The Soviet ICBM Force Size

In a series of articles in 1974, the prominent
strategic analyst, Albert Wohlstetter, argued
that the NIEs between 1962 and 1969 consist-
ently underestimated future Soviet strategic
offensive capabilities.’* Wohlstetter's ostensible
motive was to challenge the commonly accepted
thesis that military intelligence invariably over-
estimated Soviet capabilities to justify its own
costly defense programs.

Motives aside, \Wohlstetter advanced the idea
that these underestimates represented a sys-
tematic bias inside the CIA and the intelligence
community as a whole—a bias against recog- ;
nizing the grand scope of Soviet ambitions for ;
ICBM procurement. As the charts on page 36
(reproduced from Wohlstetter’s text) indicate,
the intelligence agencies did underestimate the
number of Soviet ICBM launchers in making
projections of future Soviet capabilities. More-
over, as the Soviet build-up accelerated, intel-
ligence projections did not improve; in some
cases they even worsened.

Why did this happen? One explanation is
that of “mirror-imaging.” After 1965, the CIA
expected that the Soviets would place MIRVs
on their ICBMs just as the United States had |
done. This expectation led intelligence analysts
to project that the Soviets would deploy fewer
ICBMs than they finally emplaced. The intel-
ligence community based its estimates on the
finding within the United States Defense De-
partment that qualitative improvements. to
ICBMs were farcheaper ways to gain additional
capability than quantitative increases in the |
force itself. In response to Wohlstetter's charge

of underestimation, Lt. Gen. Daniel O. Graham, j
Director of the DIA, testified in 1975 that “the |
continuing evidence of qualitative improvement

. O
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Wohlstetter Charts of

U.S. Predictions of Soviet ICBMs, 1962-1969
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was a prime contributor to our underestimation

of ICBM deployment . . . . It seemed logical .
at the time that the Soviets would try to use
their advantage in throw-weight by equipping . .

their ICBMs with MIRVs which could . . . over-

*..whelm- the then-programmed U.S. ABM . . .

and . . . permit multiple targeting [of U.S.
ICBMs]. .. ." 20 A

The Soviets, however, decided instead to
build larger numbers of ICBMs. Thus, the CIA
did underestimate the number of missile
launchers that the Soviets would construct——
but it did not massively underestimate the of-

fensive capabilities of the USSR as a whole.
' Second, the CIA knew that resources in the -

USSR were scarce and believed that the major
Soviet military investments were going into
other Soviet military programs. The CIA dur-
ing these years vastly overestimated the number
of ABMs the Soviets would produce—and this,
too, contributed to an underestimation of Soviet
ICBM production. In 1962, when small num-
bers of Soviet ICBMs were predicted, the United
States was also anticipating deployment of
something like 10,000 ABM interceptors. De-
fense Secretary Robert S. McNamara suggested

. .in 'his: 1964 Posture Statement that ICBM pro-
.grams would tend to constrain “large and,very

costly new programs such as an effective anti-
ballistic missile defense system.”?! When the
intelligence community (incorrectly) concluded
that the Soviets were about to deploy a massive
ABM network, it was logically reasoned that the
Soviets would not build a very large ICBM
force: Indeed, the greatest ICBM underesti-
mates, those for 1965 and 1966, coincide with
the greatest ABM overestimates.

Third, the general underestimation of Soviet.

ICBM:s included a whopping overestimation of
one system in particular, the S$S-9. In 1969,
DIA projected 420 SS-9s; the Air Force expected
as many as 700. In fact, the Soviets never de-
ployed more than 280 and devoted most of
their resources to constructing nearly 1,000
smaller SS-11 missiles.?? Had the Soviets gone

ahead with SS-9s, the same resources would

have purchased something closer to the number

~of ‘$S-9s predicted by the intelligence commu-

nity (except for Air Force Intelligence). Thus,
in terms of projecting actual offensive capa-
bilities, U.S. intelligence was not so far off the
mark as Wohlstetter suggests. Still, the agen-

_cies did err in not foreseeing the new Soviet

P

emphasis on larger numbers of much smaller
missiles, which greatly enhanced Soviet power
to destroy American industrial and population
targets.

Fourth; about 50 per cent of the intelligence
community’s underestimations, for each year in
the late 1960s, is accounted for by the Soviet
Union’s decision not to retire about 200 obsolete

S§S-7 and SS-8 ICBMs, contrary to expectations"

of U.S. intelligence. Thus, when Wohlstetter’s
chart indicates an underestimate of about 400
ICBMs in 1967, roughly 200 of those were due
to an expectation that the Soviets would retire,

. older, more inaccurate missiles.

The lesson to be learned from a closer look

at the Wohlstetter study is not, as is new popu- |

larly perceived, that the United States has con-
sistently underestimated the offensive capas
bilities of Soviet missile forces—but rather that,
as Wohlstetter himself avers, we underesti-
mated some aspects of that force, overestimated
other aspects and made some accurate predic-
tions.. Perhaps these cases of optimism and
pessimism balanced out when the Defense De-

-partment attempted to base its own force

planning on these intelligence projections.

* (For example, McNamara testified that the
' United States planned forces in the early 1960s

under the assumption that the Soviets would
mount an enormous ABM capability—a belief
that probably more than compensated for the
assumption that they would build a relatively
small ICBM force.)**

The intelligence errors on this score appear
to be interconnected: low ICBM estimates were
directly linked with high ABM estimates. In
short, the error is caused not so much by simple
counting mistakes as by a misjudgment of how
the Soviets planned to allocate their defense
resources.

Soviet ICBM Accuracy and Yield

Estimating improvements in Soviet ICBM ac-
curacy and explosive yield is today’s critically
important issue. It is the combination of these
two factors that determines the vulnerability of
the U.S. force of land-based ICBMs in fixed
silos.?* T S -

Throughout the 1960s, there was little offi-
cial concern about the vulnerability of Minute-

man. In 1968, Defensc Secretary Clark Clifford
wrote a memorandum to President Johnson,

coit
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one paragraph of which pointed to the possi-
bility that MIRV deployments of the §S-9 con-
stituted a potential threat to the Minuteman
force, and:then suggested various solutions to
the problem. The Joint Chiefs of Staff con-
vinced. Clifford to .delete the paragraph.*

The Nixon Administration took Minuteman
vulnerability more seriously. If the Soviets
could deploy a force of 700 SS-9s, each with
triplet warheads (as U.S. intelligence was pro-
jecting at the time), they could hypothencally
aim two warheads at each of the 1,000 Minute-
man silos, thereby ensuring the destruction of
nearly all of them. The Ofﬁce of the Secretary

- of Defense believed at the time that the Soviets

could achieve accuracies of .25 nautical miles
CEP (meaning half the warheads would strike
within .25 miles of the target point) with the
SS-9 triplet by 1974-1975. It calculated that
this accuracy, combined with each warhead’s
estimated 5-megaton yield, would permit the
Soviets to knock out 95 per cent of the Minute-
man force in a first strike.?®

The CIA disagreed. CIA weapons analysts
did not believe the “triplet” technology could
be improved sufficiently to attain the postulated
.25 nautical-mile. CEP. . The .SS-9: triplet had
failed to demonstrate accuracy better than .5
nautical miles—not nearly enough; even given
the high yields of the Soviet warheads, to de-
stroy missile silos with high probability. In
September 1969 the Board of National Esti-
mates therefore drafted a paragraph to the
effect that the Soviets could not, and would not
try to, achieve a first-strike capability against
Minuteman during the 1970s.

However, Secretary of Defense Melvin R.
Laird had publicly raised, in open Congres-
sional testimony, the SS-9’s threat to Minute-
man. Reportedly, Laird’s special assistant,
William Baroody, went to Central Intelligence
Director Richard Helms and asked him to de-
lete the contrary paragraph from the 1969 NIE.

. Helms complied. When questioned by Senator

Frank Church’s Senate Intelligence Committee
about this matter, Baroody testified that he
could not remember “specifically bringling]
pressures to bear on the Director ‘of Central
Intelligence to delete or change any particular
paragraph.” However, ‘Abbot Srmth then the
chairman of the CIA’s Board of National Esti-
mates, does recall the episode as the only in-
stance of direct political interference with the
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NIEs that he could remember in his twenty .

years with the agency.?” .
In April 1971, TRW, Inc. completed a study

sponsored jointly by the CIA and DDR&E. It |

demonstrated that Soviet technology for the

SS-9 could not achieve accuracies better than,
the .5 nautical-mile CEP estimated previously
by the CIA—an error factor inadequate for an
effective first strike against Minuteman,*® By

this time, however, the deployment of Safe- .
guard ABM to defend Minuteman sites had al-

ready been authorized.

In 1973, early Soviet testing for fourth-
generation ICBM programs- (the SS-17, SS-18
and SS-19) reopened the controversy over
Minuteman vulnerability. Initial press leaks
suggested that the first tests showed accuracies

for the new missiles to be little better than the |

.5 nautical-mile CEP of the older systems. Fur-
thermore, since the new missiles carried more
warheads than the SS-9 and had similar or
lighter throw-weight, the yields of each war-
head would be less than the SS-9’s. In short, the
warheads would not threaten the Minuteman
silos. In response to these reports, a Soviet offi-
cer reportedly told U.S. officials during the June

1974 Moscow summit that the United States .
was underestimating the accuracies of the new |
He claimed that .27 nautical-mile
CEPs had already been achieved. U.S. analysts '

missiles.

doubted this assertion.?® ,
Since that time, intelligence analysts have |

detected improved performance in Soviet mis-|

sile accuracy, which—combined with relatively |
high yields—theoretically does pose a threat to’
the Minuteman missiles.3® In fact, accuracy:
cannot be precisely estimated. In June 1979,
Walter Pincus reported in the Washington Post
that the accuracy of Soviet ICBMs was some-|
what better than U.S. intelligence had predicted
for that time.®* However, he also reported that,
the SS-18 and SS-19 warheads were now judged’
to have substantially lower yields than had once
been projected for them: the analysts had re-'

duced their estimate from 1.5 megatons to'
about 600 kilotons. The new pessimism in ac-/
curacy estimates and the new optimism in yield :
estimates virtually canceled each other out.;
This indicatés the hazards, and also the impor-
(Had the |
CIA reduced the yield estimates without also |
accounting for improved accuracy, the per-|
ceived vulnerability of Minuteman for the mid- |

«;’&“\S@

tance, of casting precise estimates.
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1980s would have dropped from 90 to 80 per
cent—a perception that might have carried
significant policy implications.)

How Good Is Forecasting? -

~In sum, the record of U.S. intelligence in
forecasting future Soviet strategic capabilities
is a rather mixed one. Of the exght critical de-

velopments which we have examined (See -

Table 1), the intelligence community overesti-
mated Soviet capabilities on three occasions,
underestimated them once, and both over- and

‘underestimated in two cases. The community

was almost exactly on target once, and divided
between accuracy and underestimation once.
The one instance of unmitigated underestima-
tion (in the prediction of the number of Soviet
ICBMs) was linked to overestimates of other
variables (especially deployment and numbers
of Soviet MIRVs and ABMs). The one time
when the prediction was nearly dead right (the
timing of the first Soviet H-bomb) was a case
of fortunate guesswork, based on no hard data.

The record of .estimates on Soviet strategic

sion: “Our officials sometimes overestimate,
and sometimes underestimate, and sometimes
even get it right. . . .”32 This mixed record is
obviously due in part to the inherent uncertain-
ties in forecasting. Yet the record suggests cer-
tain patterns for mistaken estimates-—some
common sources of error and some lessons to
be learned. :

Sources of Error in Strategic Forecasting

As reconnaissance technology has improved

- over the decades, U.S. intelligence has become

more proficient in the science of collecting data.
It has more “hard” information about the So-
viet military-industrial establishment—missile
deployments, production facilities, etc.—and,
therefore, a firmer platform from which to
make projections.

‘Yet, few of the mistakes noted in this retro-
spective have been due to errors in mtelhgence
gathering; most are attributable to mishaps in
the far more uncertain art of intelligence
analysis. Here is where judgment comes into
play—and it seems that, in several instances,
misjudgment distorted the view of the future.

There are several principal sources of misjudg-
ment.

Preconceived Notions. It is human to look at
the world with preconceived notions—preju-

_dices, excessive attention to some things, in-

sufficient’ attention to others. These precon-
ceptions shape what we look for and what we
believe we see.

Occasionally, these preconceptions limit our, ;
vision. President Truman, General Groves and

certainly others believed that it would take
many years for the Soviets to build an A-bomb
because they had a preconceived image of the
Russians as technological primitives. With re-
spect to error in forecasts of Soviet ABM, U.S.
intelligence fell victim to a preconceived notion
of what might be called “extended rationality.”
The members of the community knew that the
Soviets traditionally emphasized defenses in
their military program—it followed logically

. that Moscow would strive for a nationwide,

ABM. They recognized that the Tallinn site,
with its SA-5 missile, was worthless for anti-
bomber defenses—therefore, they concluded,

assuming Soviet military planners to be flaw- |

forces bears out Albert Wohlstetter’s conclu- - - lessly logical, that it must be an ABM system.

/t

" Mirror-Imaging. In the absence of obvious !

facts to the contrary, U.S. intelligence often ;.

strays into the assumption that the Soviets con- 1
ceive of military problems in roughly the same
way that American analysts do. This, too, is a
natural and understandable human trait. It, :

too, can mislead.

U.S. intelligence underestimated the number |

of Soviet ICBMs, for example, because Ameri-
can analysts assumed that the Soviets, like the

Americans, would stress quality rather than :

quantity in the further development of their
strategic nuclear forces—specifically, opting

for MIRVs on their missiles instead of building .
more missiles. It was also assumed that, like -

the United States, the USSR would replace old,
obsolescent missiles with new ones. Instead,
the Soviets chose a quantitative build-up of
their missile forces and did not retire older
ICBMs until much later.

Misjudgment of Soviet Strategic Priorities.
The “bomber gap” and. the “missile gap” were
not the unqualified intelligence fiascos that they

‘have been painted to be. The Soviets did pro-

duce and deploy hundreds of bombers in the
late 1950s and hundreds of missiles in the early
1960s. The mistake was in assuming that Mos-

. (‘,Oﬁrﬂ
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per cent of the time.

o

/Z
TABLE 1
U.S. Intelligence: Forecasts vs. Reality
Date . - Over: }
Prediction Under: — '
Event Made Prediction Actual Right: 0
Date of Soviet 1945 (Groves) 1965 1949 —
A-Bomb 1945 (scientists) 1949 _ -0
1949 (intelligence) 1952 —_
Date 6f Soviet 1950 1954 1953 0
H-Bomb :
Number of Soviet 1955 (Air Force) 600-700 190 + :
Long-Range 1955 (NIE) 500 -+ |
Bombers By 1960
. (“Bomber Gap”)
Number of Soviet 1957 (Air Force) 1,000 10 +
ICBMs By 1961 1957 (CIA) 500 +
(“Missile Gap”) !
Number of Soviet early 1960s 10,000 64 +
ABMs
Date of Soviet 1965 .1970 1975 -+
MIRYV Deployment 1968 1978 . . —
1969 1971 or 1974 + ;
Number of
Soviet ICBMs *
By 1967 " 1964 325-525 570 —
: 1965 330-395 —
By 1970 1965 410-700 1,299 S —
. 1966 505-795 — .
By 1971 ' 1967 ' 805-1,080 1,513 —
By 1972 1968 1,020-1,251 1,527 —_
, 1968 ' 1,158-1,276 —
ICBM Accuracy
and Yield
For SS-9 . 1969 ‘ 25 CEP** .5 CEP -
Accuracy ' :
For New Missile 1973 . - .5 CEP 25 CEP —
Accuracy ' :
For §§-18/-19 1978 1.5 Megatons 600 Kilotons -- +
- - Yield ! L T e
. ) - , |
* Source: Albert Wohlstetter, Legends of the Strategic Arms Race, USSI Report 75-1 (Washington, D.C.: !
United States Strategic Institute, 1975), p. 24. All other numbers taken from the body of this paper.
** Circular Error Probable, the number of nautical miles froxfx target within which a warhead will land 50

P
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cow would emphasize long-range strategic
weapons aimed at the United States! In fact,
Soviet strategists decided that areas along the
periphery of the USSR—most notably in
Western Europe—were thelocus of the greatest
threat to the Soviet Union, and they accordingly
concentrated on the development and produc-
tion of medium- and intermediate-range weap-
ons. The Eurasian peripheries, after all, repre-
sented the historical arena of threats to Russia
—and until the 1960s these were the regions
where most of the U.S. strategic strike forces
were deployed.

In the case of Soviet ICBM forces in the
1960s, U.S. analysts did not underestimate
the magnitude of the Soviet defense effort as
much as they misjudged Soviet priorities. They
believed that the Soviets would go for small
numbers of heavy missiles, put more resources
into quality than quantity, and emphasize -de-
fensive missiles. Thus, the intelligence com-
munity projected a large number of SS-9s, low
numbers of ICBMs, early deployment of MIRVs
and thousands of ABMs. Instead, the Soviets
developed only a few hundred SS-9s and about
1,000 smaller SS-11s, took several years longer
to field MIRVs, and halted their ABM program
after only 64 were deployed.

Pglitical and Bureaucratic Pressure. Intelli-
gence is not practiced in a political vacuum.
Direct political interference in National Intelli-
gence Estimates is rare: the reported Baroody

_case, alluded to earlier, is the only one on

record. Nevertheless, intelligence estimates are
often highly responsive to the political needs
of the client and to the politics of the moment,
even when the heavy hand of politics is not
visibly applied. The Air Force’s need to justify
its MIRV program was one factor in its projec-

-tion that the Soviets would build 10,000 ABM

interceptors. Likewise, the Nixon Administra-
tion’s desire to deploy the Safeguard ABM sys-
tem was one reason for its initial early estimate
of the Soviet MIRV program.

The CIA’s underestimation of Soviet ICBM
deployments- coincided with Defense Secretary
Robert McNamara’s public testimony that the
Soviets would not try to match the U.S. force
in number. This was his rationale for resisting
pressures to expand U.S. nuclear forces—the
level of which, having been arbitrarily set at
1,000 ICBMs, was difficult to justify convinc-
ingly as opposed to some equally arbitrary

higher (or, for that matter, lower) level. Mc-
Namara did not have to signal CIA analysts

/3

directly in order to have his logic reflected in .
their estimates; they read the newspapers as -

carefully as the rest of the Washington bu-
reaucracy.

Spurious Learning. Bureaucracy hads been

defined as an organization that cannot learn
from its own mistakes.3* The intelligence conx

munity’s record in strategic forecasting bears |’

this out. When the community reacts to previ- '

ous errors, the lessons it “learns” are often
spurious; the community overcompensates for
its errors instead of revising the methods that
produced them. Thus, overestimates tend to be
followed by underestimates, and vice versa.
The underestimates of ICBM deployments in
the 1960s were, in part, in response to the over-
estimates of the late 1950s. CIA officials were
determined not to repeat the mistakes of the
“missile gap.” Similarly, the intelligence com-
munity shifted back and forth in its estimate
of when the Soviets would deploy MIRVs. First

they overestimated (in 1965, the expectation

was 1970), then they underestimated (in 1968,

the projection was 1978), then overestimated

again (in 1969, the projection was 1971). The
actual Soviet MIRV deployment came in 1975.

Failure to Use Soviet Sources.
that has been leveled against the CIA is that its
estimators ignore clear statements of Soviet in-
tentions and capabilities that are ‘often to be

“found in the open Soviet literature.®* This is a

difficult issue to deal with. On some occasions,
a heeding of Soviet statements would have
made for more accurate intelligence. For ex-
ample, in a public speech in July 1965, Brezh-
nev contended that the United States was

-underestimating the scope of Soviet ICBM pro-

grams—which turned out to be true. Similarly,
if the CIA had given credence to the statement
by the Soviet official that the new Soviet ICBMs
had demonstrated a .27 nautical-mile CEP by
1974, the Agency would not have underesti-
mated the rate of improvement in the accuracy
of Soviet SS-18 and SS-19 missiles.

Still, some of the Soviet statements are
clearly false: -arf example is Khrushchev’s boast
that the Soviets had a missile that could hit a
fly in outer space. Such statements obviously
must.be tested against other available intelli-
gence evidence. If the evidence does not match,
however, should one then trust one’s own esti-
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mates or the statements of a foreign govern-
ment that has not been noted for its addiction
to the truth? '

Nobody has proposed a consistent set of
rules for determining which Soviet statements
are true and which are false. Some analysts
follow the rule that any Soviet statement mak-
ing the USSR appear hostile toward the United
States is an accurate representation of Soviet
intentions, while any less hostile statement
represents a planned deception. This rule is
obviously unsatisfactory for intelligence analy-
sis.

Perhaps the CIA has been reluctant to
grapple with the complexities of working with
Soviet documents. There is no guarantee, in
any event, that correction of this deficiency will
make intelligence analysis any more accurate
or unbiased.

Implications of the Demise of SALT. Look-
ing at the intelligence community from the out-
side, the public tends to visualize a machine
spewing out facts. Rarely does the public re-
alize that the intelligence community is com-
posed of humans in a bureaucracy that is sub-

- ject to the same pressures and pitfalls as any

other. X
The problems faeed in making accurate fore-
casts are, of course, grounded first of all in the
fact that the Soviet Union is a closed society
and does not supply the world’s libraries with
volumes of public testimony from its generals
about military plans. Given the limits on fac-
tual information that an intelligence system
can draw from any closed society, the intelli-

'Y

gence community must rely heavily on its ana-
lytical capabilities. This opens the product of
the intelligence community wide to a host of
human foibles—the preconceived notions, mis-.
judgments, spurious “learning” and other short-
comings that have been discussed above. In
fact, given the limited data base upon which
the intelligence community must build its pro-
jections, it would not have been unreasonable.
to expect far more errors than have actually
been committed.

With increasingly more comprehensive SALT

agreements, the intelligence community was

finding its tasks made easier. The SALT agree-
ments set concrete numerical ceilings for many
categories of measurement of military power.
The intelligence community did not have to rely
on a murky crystal ball in examining every
realm of Soviet activity. The SALT agreements
narrowed the analysts’ task: in those areas
covered by SALT, they needed only to focus
their capabilities and efforts on ascertaining
whether the Soviets were adhering to their

treaty pledges. Resources heretofore devoted to,

predicting future missile numbers could be de-
voted to other areas not covered by SALT.

With the death of SALT,II, analysts must
dust off once again the murky crystal ball.
Estimates of future Soviet activity are likely to
be wider off the mark thanthey would be under
a SALT II Treaty, simply because the reference

© points provided by the Treaty have been re-

moved. The human element is maximized, and
with it the likelihood of human foibles in-
creases.
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e Central “Intelligence .
ongr - legislation, that” would
ireniableit to better protectits sources'and agentsinyiew
gof growing Russian fiilitary strength anid redu d.e
2nomit growth in the free world." =" = 2
@u_CL‘L;Director;Adm:}'s_t'ﬁa‘n.sfield.'lﬁ‘nrpgr 5, > pro-
“posed legislation.would reduce-the number of co ngres-

isional committees th

at must'be informed of the agenc;”’s :

‘of a’éent.s‘_a;nd sources overseas and protect CIA secrets- :
‘from discovery during. court.proceedings; said.Turner, :
Speaking at the San Francisco Press Clu v
Sirrcrn D fiaimyenn L SNCISCO TTess G

r.deni ..that.f,‘the;.le'gis‘lgt‘i'bri would “unléash™ :

ithe CIA; saying'the‘agency can do iis job itho i

Aringing on the constitutional rights of ¢
#{'What we do seek and Wha . we do need is.to
o protect our legitimate sec:g;s,ipgttet.i'gaetsaid.f‘- e
FeTurner.said the CIA will be required to orovide better -
dntelligence-during the next decade. o,y v 50005,
%:’For the first time; Turner said, foreign policy must be

{based: on the-"perception bythe Soviets. of something ':
;like military parity:’ with the United States:;z/ 5 3.+
s%;He' compared the'CIA’s :effort to' protect its sotirces |
;with'efforts by reporters to keep their sources confiden. -
al;and Said-that-rigorous. oversight ‘practices “of‘the
?‘QI.‘A;s,hglﬂd-px:evénti'infringemexl_t'of ‘the civil-rights of -
;American’citize o sty &in 2h BT
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ARTICLE APPEAdwD NEW YORK TIMES
13 AUGUST 1980

CLENAE N R TR T UL o)
Snepp Pays U.S. $116,658
In Dispute on C.I A. Bool

““WASHINGTON; " Aug. - 12 (UPI)7 2
Frank W..Snepp 3d,' the- former. Centra
Intelligericé Agency agent ordered.by th
Supreme.Court to turn over his éarning;
from:a-=forbiddentbovk: to ‘the Govern}
‘meat,”; made’ partial ;. nt: of.

“Mr.'Snepp said -he had:3(Fddys
$24,000 more that he owes as RIS procest
from: the book ;*Decent’ Iriterval:?” which
portrayed . the: C.I'A.- as’ bungling+ the
evacuation of; Saigon ‘during :the*fall: of
South Vietnam. v: ;"% 2T
-+ Mr. Snepp told réporters’'he had: beenr
living on loans and advaricés from: Rans;
dom-.House, -the “publisher, -and " owed:
about’ $40,000, .including: $12,000- owe m
tlr;‘publisher
AR

(Y i

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3



Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

THE WASHINGTON POST
10 August 1980

ARTICLE APPZARED

ON PAGE

¥

Fe

: : wporter/and it*is published: The-re-.
rarpect to leglslanon dealmg wnh-cv sult:;The- nation. whose cipher-was-
;the*Centra * Intelligence *Agency::i“broken’ immediately-goes to a new:
. raises 7éven’: larcer questlons :abou v‘unreadable ‘cipher, and ‘down- the ]
'1dram ‘80 vast ;amounts:of:” 'money s
ime ancr»analyucal effort, .Spent’ by
S.: intelligence. Worse: stxll, in’ the
vent. of. hostxlmes.. we: would be-
‘blind” to what the. enemy is about,.,
1th the st ng' possmmty_of the Ioss

felt.that theEspxonage
Ac&now on the*books is-toothless as
- the: pubhcatm'
“'of, highly: classmed govemment in-
tellxgence=mformatwn The .reason

tme one. to shout. “fu'e” ina dark—

necL theater, surely a: sway:can-be:
ound- to,-protect:vital : government-
.’secrets. against ‘improper. . dxsclosure_
n;Jhe media: To me; it:is'no-answer:
to'say that the government is at fault -
.because it can’t.protect. its classified

to be lnghly classified - with-réspect,
to U.S.Kcryptanalysm success against
a.: potentially.. hostile government.
'I'hxs -individual* feels moral indigna-
_tion.,. that thxs govemment would
“read, other peoples mau,” .50 he

.can only-be-the. “contempt" of one’ S,
o“fellow cxtxzens.’;_ S e

il et ke o pandana e

0%

aterials; ‘or. that the.’ pumshmentf-
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ARTICLE APPZAREZY

E THE NATION
ON PAGE_ /DX 2-9 August 1980

ITEM. TTEM. ITEM |

‘B Much has been written about the impropriety of At-
torney General Benjamin Civiletti’s conversation with Presi-
dent Carter advising him to. advise Billy to register as a
foreign agent. Prof. Alan Dershowitz of the Harvard Law’
School has cited it as a casualty of the A.G.’s conflicting
roles—on the one hand he'is chief law enforcement officer,
on the other he is *‘the President’s lawyer.” In fact the no-’
tion of the A.G.-as-President’s-lawyer became outmoded
with the advent of a full-time White House counsel (current-
ly Lloyd Cutler, who referred Billy to the lawyer he even-
tually retained) and the only conflict Civiletti had was be-
tween principle and ‘power. Did he want to administer the
law evenhandedly, lettmg justice take its course, or was he
more interested m ingratiating. himself with the man who
might have the power to mi the next vacancy on the U S .
Supreme Court? 75" o i
- What is not ge eml)y known is. that at the same time
"Civiletti was demonstratmo solicitude for the well-being of
the President’s: brother, he was .considering what. Jushce
should .do about. enforcmg the judgment it. won against
.Frank Snepp, the former C.I.A.. agent, for writing about the
C.LA. .without its permission:.. The A.G.’s decxsnon so far
(notwnhstandmg contrary advice from John Hersey, Robert
Penn Warren and others who believe it is wrung to fine a
wnter for telling the truth) is to squeeze every last penny out’
of Snepp--—to force him to give the Government any and all.
moneys he received from his publisher. T his, despite the fact
that all parties concede that Snepp revealed nothing that was
classified (in interesting contrast to the classified cables that
 the President showed hls brother) Thls is called prosecuto-
riak dlscretlon. S 57 o

-
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“Select Committees.on. Intelhgence have voted'
§ yearJall sentence for pnvate ‘citizens who dis--

. m certam cxrcumstan

E‘ former : CIA agent who pubhcly listed ‘the:
names of some avents, after which one of them

%"»_agents,%.one of whom had his home attacked ing

“revelation’ of those men: ‘and ‘women ‘who. put

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

LONSLL SUN (MASS.)
2 August 1980

There seems to bea growmg dlsp051t10n in‘
Congress to make disclosure of names-of G120,

".agents a crime. Both the:House and.Senate
! to support:a bill that ‘would provide a three-

close the identity of covert mtelhgence agents

The b111 1s auned espec1 ip gee, a.

':was ‘murdered, and" Louis’ Wolf, ‘editor of-ay
newsletter that has: pubhshed names -0f CIA»

% This kind‘of congressxonal. response to the;:«

.their lives in jeopardy-:in- the harsh and risky:
‘world of mtelhgence gathenng is'more than

overdue. The ‘condition.in.which our intelli--{

'gence facilities have beén so greatly weakened
~never should have been‘allowed to come about.:
_But under such: natlonal Plpersof Hamlin as*
Senator Frank ‘Churchiof: Idaho dancing the
" nation into an orgy of self accusatlon and con-
_demnation-for: reputed ‘unsavory-events that
' took place yedrs ago, ‘there has: been'a fashion.

weaken d hamper.the act1v1-,-

LT

ties of our spy metworle 1T

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 - CIA-RDPO5T00644R000501410001-3 ~ "

The ‘harassment’ and hobblmg of the’ CIA
and the FBI by the, government has been .a
: tragedy, one that has had ‘the spy organiza-
. tions of other countries hard put to stifle their
guffaws The necessity of the CIA to inform
. several ‘congressional: committees ‘of planned
mndercover work-in foreign. countries has;
- made any effort at secrecy ajoke. Réporting to.
-a group of congressxo »nal leaders every time|
i the. CIA- wanted ‘to get secret’ mformatmn
?..i,needed for our natlonal security. led toadrying.
-up of .customary: sources. of : mformatmn and
Ev.tled the hands of the CIA agents. -
‘Only now are’ those restnctlons belng re-
laxed\by a Congress ﬁnally ‘waking up to the
~damage it has done to the intelligence net-
“work: Only now is the CIA gettlng.back some’
Lof the’ ‘ability it must have to'operate in com-!
petltlon with the spy rings of othercountnes in
.the deadly and vital game of finding out what
the other fellow-is doing. and planning: -~
~"No oneé has done a greater'disservice to the
country than those who have published names
-of undercover agents; ending their usefulness
.intheir. mtelhgence ‘work-and putting their
livesi indanger. The practlce should be curbed,’
and some sanity should be brought 'back into
;our direction.of .the .CIA: The bill .t punish.
those who reveal the identities of secret agents




[
i
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‘names of
rking under,_
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—THIS WEEK'S NEWs FROM

-"appears likely, there is no question what his chief

g ASTLCLE AFPEARED
ON PAGE

by baktaa ke,

But Wzll It Backfzre?

LN

Carter S Mean Campaaon

If Presrdent Carter is renommated as strll

“~campaign tactic- will be: kicking, - gouging and
" below-the-belt hitting of Gov. Ronald Reagan and
" the Republicans. Though most of the nation’s
attention has been diverted by “‘Billygate,”” the
“President and- his Admrmstranon ‘have already
‘begun taking the gloves off. “Ham Jordan is in
charge of the re-election effort,”” says one political
msrder, ‘“‘and his bare knuckles are showmg. g
* At the Nanonal Urban League Convention on
:August 6, the Presrdent ‘engaged in ‘what some
Z-observers belreve was one of his most low-level
-performances to date.. He accused Ronald Reagan
_of ‘trying. to: feed the. American .people.
“sugar-coated poxson" with' his Kemp—Roth tax-.
cut proposal. He said it offers *“‘rebates to the rich
-and fierce mflanon and deprivation - for other
Amerxcans who are particularly vulnerable.” .
- Heinsisted its “backers serve as Robin Hoods in
reverse, taking money from those social programs
-that now benefit the poor, the elderly, the sick and
‘the disadvantaged and delivering the proceeds to
. the rich.” For good measure, he called it a *‘soak .
‘the poor’’ .scheme. (Carter, apparently, is
_“unwrllrng to talk about his’own tax-ratsmg poli-
.cies—see John Lofton’s.’ column .on. page
:8—which. have soaked rich and poor alike, raised.
‘unemployment and more than doubled the Ford‘
iinflation rate.) .oyl i
.And that was just the latest shnll blast from t e
. President. In Hollywood, Calif., in mid-July,
Carter, .in the words of a Washington Star
reporter, had begun “‘chiseling what he intends to
be Ronald Reagan’s political tombstone—the
epitaph, as he tells it, of a gunslmgmg. nght—wmg
extremist.”” 3
To the lusty cheers of a $250-a-head Democratrc
fund-raiser, Carter assailed the Republican party

~ as an elitist group that ‘‘never has been willing to

_ Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

HUMAN EVENTS
16 August 1980

put its investment in humah beings who were below

them in economic and social status.”” And he tore -

into Reagan as one “mclmed to shoot from the
hlp i A v S e

“The political broadside, noted the "Star

- reporter, “pulled the veil from what appears
_to be Carter’s basic tactic for the fall -

~ ‘campaign, a strategy he mentioned in 1976

" when asked how he would deal with Reagan’’
" if he captured the nomination. ‘‘The issue,”” -

"said -Carter on the eve of the Democranc
“convention then, ‘““would be to some de- "
- gree. . .theradical, perhaps dangerous, nature :

- of Ronald Reagan s character.” s

‘ Shortly after the Republrcans in Detroit adopted
a platform that called for a “‘sustained defense
expenditure sufficient to close the gap with the
Soviets and ultimately. reach: the - position “of
military ‘superiority . that the American people
demand,” Secretary of Defense- Harold Brown
_assaxled "the plank ‘as “‘unrealistic, . simplistic,

dangerous.”’ Earlier, Secretary of State Edmund

Muskie condemned the demand for supenonty as
one that *‘could trigger an arms raceona scale the
‘world has never seen.” . :

(“What the Administration is not s ,awné,” says '

one military expert, *'is that the Soviets are already
In_an arms race—and racing ahead of us—and
_we're not coming close to contesting them. In facts
-we’re slowing production to a crawl.”” Indeed, less
than two weeks after both Muskie’s and Brown's

statements, the CIA released a study-showing that
Soviet military spending will rise to as much as 15
per_cent of their "gross' national product by

1985—apparently three trmes the GNP portron we

spend on defense.)

‘Labor- Secretary Ray Marshall has also jomedi
the ‘“‘get Reagan’’ effort of the White House.. ‘He ..

used a news cont’erence at the'end of July to read a
12-page speech, “condemning the ‘‘Ronald Reagan

platform’” as one that ignores “the concerns ‘of |

lower and middlé-income groups.’” Denying to
skeptical reporters that his speech had- been’
ordered by the White House, he contended the
platform was ““a design for govemmentvof the
privileged, by the privileged and most especrally,
* for the pnvrleged v

D
cdﬁ‘tﬁca
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" Less than 24 hours after Reagan had called for a

“‘thorough’ federal hiring freeze, both .John

White, deputy director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and Alan K. Campbell, director
of the Office of Personnel Management, assailed:
Reagan’s plan at a press conference. Both denied
they had been prompted into responding by
anyone in this “I’ll- never-he-to-you” Adminis-
tration, but Campbell was ready with statistics
purportedly showing that the number of full-time
state employes m Cahforma had nsen under
Reagan. .55 CiemE w

When: Campbell and Whlte sald that Presxdent
Carter had imposed a partial freeze in March

which had supposedly winnowed the bureaucrats, |
.the numbers used did not,include part-time,

temporary or seasonal workers. Nor did they
include those on- pnvate contract,” which,

accordxng to the’ Nanonal Journal account for
four times the number of full-time employes..

The partisan attack by Campbell so aroused Sen.
James McClure (R. -Idaho) that he called for-an
investigation of his .‘‘apparent campaign
activities.” As head of the Office of Personnel
Management, -noted- McClure, he has “‘grave
responsibility for the integrity of the Civil Service |
system,”” yet he ““made himself the partisan star of
a campa:gn media event that he personally set up.”’

Nor has the swarm of these taxpayer-ﬁnaneed
attacks died down. Within 24 hours of Reagan’s
much heralded Urban League speech (see cover),
Patricia Harris, "the only black member of
President -Carter’s Cabinet, told a Los Angeles
Steelworkers crowd that the Republican platform
reads as if it were wntten by members of the Ku
Klux Klan. ™ e

Said Harris: “The Inv:sxble Empxre, nghts of
the Ku Klux Klan, now regarded as the- largest
most militant Klan group in the country, has
endorsed Ronald Reagan for President. ... -

. “I wrll not attempt to explam why the KKK

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 :

_ Election Commission to deny Reagan the use of

'ton—-long a Carter sympathnzer—-has noted:.

»:l“The Democrats " are* running,s not * agamst.
Reagan but agamst the cancature of Reagan

'speech at the Detroxt convention,.or watched him..

_candidate.”” But  that won’t stop- Carter and his.
- Democratic- allies “ from-'trying to° “smear ‘the:
’Cahfomlan to canczture proportxons._‘_ R
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found the Republican candldate and the
Republican platform compatible with the

‘philosophy and guiding principles of that

explanation to Governor Reagan and- the drafters

of the GOP platform.” = -voociiim v, -

X

|
notorious organization. 1 will leave that!
Just a week or so beforeHarns outburst, Rep: ,}

~Tip O’Neill (D.-Mass.), the highly partisan House

‘Speaker, told reporters that the Republican party |
‘was controlled by “‘John Birchers.”* Asked what he
‘meant,-O’Neill said one only had to look at the
floor.of the House to see the influence: of the
*‘Birchers.”” There are “more of them on the floor
today than in any of the years I've been in the
House,”” said O’Neill. He then singled out Repre-
sentatives Bob Bauman (R.-Md.) and John
Rousselot (R.-Calif. ) as examples. But Bauman
.has never been a.Bircher, and Rousselot resigned
from the Society more than a year ago. The only
known Bircher in the House, in faét, is Rep. Larry
‘McDonald, who. happens to be a Georgxa
Democrat. =~ wuizsn 2
When name-calhng xsn ’t in season the Demo-
crats have resorted to more ominous tactics, such
as when the Democratic National Committee
actually filed a complaint before the Federal

the $29.4 million in campaign funds avaxlable for
each of the major party nommees " S
. The Democrats, in short are desperate, but
whether the alley cat tactics. will work is
debatable. As _even colummst James Res--

“Nobody who hstened to Reagan s acceptance

addressmg the Urban League could fail to. notrce
the dlfference between Reagan; the cartoonist’s ]
caricature, "and - ‘Reagan, ‘the presidential.

PR Y
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. " ARTICLE ADPEAREP © THE WASHINGTON POST
ON PAGE ' 14 August 1980

~=*=Although-- -Soviet econom!sts -eon-
T;tinue to predict.an _lncreased oil and

tute of: the ‘Economy ot the World :,
i Sogialist'System- here; sald" ‘in7an arti-- : !
E cle that‘members of the Soviet Bloc's' cd
* -common market; . known 'as the: Come-- ;
con,. will -have:to-. 1mport one-half of "
their: ‘energy . xmports from countries
ther than‘the Soviet Union by 1990. - :
n-;1875, ,he”'said - Moscow's - a]lies . ;
- : : drew;roughly 70 percent of their: en-»

that :they could ‘have for :Soviet polic)“1 ' Sergy:- _imports from the. -Soviet: -Union’* : !
foward oil-producin"'“nations 4n¢ This ﬁgure has declined’ ‘511ght1y, and- . |
P will ;probably-: come-. down: to ;50 . per-: H

“’cent-by:the end of the: decade, he said.:
Moreover ‘he *added the alhes ‘were”

Lan: announcement ‘of_an.. overall’na-*
txonal economlc'. owth ot ‘4.3 percent -
over :1979.;: The »energy ﬁgure are

mpercent ‘more”than:: the -1979 ﬁgu're.» W
The annual.target is set ‘at 606 mxlhon
_}ons, or about 4.3 butlon barrel
; ' : i!:"l'he Soviets have been.the “world + "hologxc Teadjustments.” - ¥
t “imge“ oil, producer_ for several years, L According 'to’ Western - experts,. the.
. .‘g‘a Ar BA

. S " :
L‘yea.r ras II.T mtllion. b s A US 4 ., Soviet ‘Union ‘would ‘have-to’ keep 'its’ _ :

il d g
*Central Intelhgence Agency ‘study- haa 59 anc:gas. dehverles to “s alhes at.

~production was -

rgantza onal “and: :ren .

ings from oil:and: gas sales to Western ]
“Europe: ‘and . Japan..But :Moscow’s al-’
es ‘lack.: large :amounts. of . -hard cury - :

ito “buy.Zoll ;on’,world ‘markets;’; i
and the.Eastern Europeans- in particu-] ' ;
armay face increasing shortages that
ould" produce pohtlcal discontent </}

l matedzmmion,
liestex rangin‘g:,"gg;n‘ ‘Viétham:;and-]

i oday’s'report ‘on”riational: lncome . ’ !
»‘%5Mon goli the Soviet: ﬁgure nearest to- gross !
a’»’Ciﬂl atio I product. ~—'suggests. that the- o

conomy..may; reach-the 4.5, percent] |
target growth'rate.for the.year..But it | ‘
ointedly.omitted some farm. statistics:
ormany published, indicating- contln'-
ed difficulties in:the . :meat;and . milk :
roduct industries, partly ‘as-a Tesult "
f shortages of:fodder:and’ grain' feeds

uetg. the.U.S, boycott. N

s

-industry -
8 aued to meet ,its target and it: seems
v unhkely that ‘th -’fﬁgure of 746, mlllion

espite. encouraglng gns, -the ‘Eco-
omlc Gazettevsaid ot_l- fields !‘? ests

b
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. ARTICLE APPEARG NEW YORK TIMES

ON PAGE__4~22 13 AUGUST 1980
: “PMates™for” Soviet Arms; expenditures -
C _,Letter S are based.not-on . what. th?ae:lms and

"soldiers actually-cost the- Soviets, but .
i-on-their:*dollar  cost”’, or: what:. ‘they.

: Wrong YardStICkS ... | would cost to be duplicated in the U.S.
'.iFOI' U S Arms Budget: economy, without making any adjust-;

> ment for’,qualitative dxfferences in.
~ | personnel and training costs. .:-: y
»=Since Congress seems about to raise

~ substantially the costof U.S.’ military:|
personnel, the C.I:A.'s new base fig:_
~ures must. ipso facto’show-a corre-
spondmg higher “doilar cost’’ for the::
"-Soviet. military effort. And:since, as
- the C.LA: jtself concedeés, the U.S.S.R.
’ mxhtary machine is more labor-inten- .
sive than the more technologxca! U.s.:
2|~ armed forces, the riseiin the, *“dollar.
.| i+ coSt”” of the Soviet arms budget will be-

' proportionately higher than the cost of -
“the military pay raise just voted. ;5]
~-Such fallacious *“‘dollar: cost**-

{| “American rather than Soviet actions.’
;Already the C.LA. is: projecting a- fu--
- ture increase in Soviet military spend-
:/ing.:And the bitter irony of all this is”
-1 that’these: mxmr-image C.LA. esti-
‘ ‘mates:of ‘rises in the Soviet military:

. ~Congress wabout:to votea raise i " budget will- be used-in: the next Con--
the Soviet military budget; without the | - gressional appropriations” go-around
Kremlin appropriating another.ruble: | * 55 justificatioa for yet a further esca-
. for the Red Army;. This curious: devel- ~lation- of: the U.S.. military. expend-.

C - apment follows from a recent Senate-] . itures, thus-adding another viciots cir-'

House conference-committee- vote to - cle tothe contxnumg armsrace. :
. make substantlal expendxtures lor 2 i .-JEFFRY uasoy
“new' military equipment and to ’ Hamden, Conn »Aug’ 4,1980°
-military pay by 11.7 percent:::: ¥
;" Asexplainedbya leading American”

. : scholar of the Sovieteconomy, Prof: F.
»*~" . D. Holzman, in his-article, “Are the

- Soviets R QOuts; ;
- Defense?™ in-the spring 1660 sobe o | <————  ARTICLE ATTACHED

Internatxonal Security,.the C.I.A. Iestx-
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B grgﬁég_&_ Al INTERNATIONAL SECURITY
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- Are-the Soviets)| Franiyn D.
ally Outspending| - :
~ i the U.S. on|
"Defense?|

Re

2 _ ST SRR :’l‘h_e most widely used -
.comparisons of the US and So

' t and Soviet military expenditures are those presented -i
. by thexU.S. Central Intelligence-Agency. These comparisons have serious
. deficiencies and specific biases. The purposes of this article are twofold. First,
‘'several sources of bias,. the result of which in each case is to exaggerate
_ Soviet defense expenditures, should be exposed.! In addition, the implica-
-tions of these flawed estimates for the national security debate are critical,

_and must equally be brought to light. . o : .
:Let me state at the outset that the two most obvious sources of bias are the
'{_failures to take account of the relatively higher quality of both U.S. military
! personnel and U.S. military equipment. Further suspicion of bias stems from

“the fact that so-cailed “index number effects” in the CIA.éstimates are so |

<-much smaller than those usually experienced in 'U.S.-Soviet comparisons.

7 .Some crude attempts are made here to pin down the orders of magnitude
-of bias in the CIA estimates. These efforts were handicapped not only by
~-unavoidable: methodological and data problems but also by the paucity of .

- information underlying the CIA estimates which is released by that agency. |
i Let'me stress also that while the volume of military expenditures is taken - |
here as a proxy for military capability, it:is not a very good one. Military._;

‘expenditures represent the costs of inputs and the performances (outputs)

‘from these inputs are not necessarily proportional to the costs. All this is

‘admitted by the CIA, It uses the value of military' expenditures if lieu of a

“better aggregative measure of military capability. For purposes of this paper, ‘;

‘the CIA’s gXpedjgi\t is accepted without question,?

“The Index Number Effect

he CIA regularly publishes estimates of aggregate Soviet defense éibéndii:'ﬂi

€s in dollars, estimates which are then compared with the defense ex-:.
enditure total presented in the U.S. federal budget..The CIA estimate is:
ecessitated by the facts ‘that.1) the USSR publishes only’ one’ figure for’
efense and it is commonly agreed that that figure substantially understates
“the Soviet defense effort; 2) even'if'a comprehensive figure for defense were
_published,” that figure could not be easily used for purposes of comparison’
;since the ruble exchange rate is not a real price-The CIA procedure, in brief,’
is to try to get quantity estimates of evgrything that is included in defense— |

~After this paper was completed, | received a copy of: U. S. Arms Control and Disarrmament
.; Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers, 19568-1977, Washington, Oct. 1979, In a
. short essay entitled *Soviet Military Expenditures,” the Agency expresses its dissatisfaction
. with the CIA figures and presents some of the arguments which are dealt with below. Their
- overall view of ClA esti iss 0, [est of this type probably overs:ate the relative size
. "of Soviet military expenditures mpared to the military spending of the United States . . . these
. estimates of Soviet military spending may not be the best answer to the question: What single
. valuation of Soviet military spending yields an evenhanded comparison with U.S. spending”
# (. 13)- The'Agency promises further research on alternative valuations {p. 15). Readers are
t. referred to,their excellent statement of issues. It is unfortunate, in light of its dissatisfaction with
~ClA estima‘!\s,*thal the Agency otherwise continues to use the CIA figures as the best available !
in8,5.-Soviey military. comparisons= = -, B o R R
A :

i

s

Rl - A

R - - ¢ ==

2A .saa'il-éxcgbligfn-‘ﬁ;' this rule is made in the discussion of the ruble ﬁifdng of high technology
"equipmem.‘ ) A S e o

- - . [ Tl
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_numbers of soldiers, weapons, etc.—and to value these at American wages |
‘and prices making due allowance, where possible, for quality differentials.’
1 The quantity estimates are made from. all available sources including pub-
“lished Soviet sources, interpretation of satellite reconnaissance photos, and |
‘whatever. The resulting estimate of Soviet defense expenditures in dollars
‘is, in effect, an estimate of what it would cost the United States to reproduce
the Soviet defense effort. T e . B
:*; Itis well-known, and frankly admitted by the CIA, that a comparison of
-U.S. and Soviet defense expenditures in dollars tends to “‘exaggerate”—in
.the sense that it provides an upper limit on Soviet defense expenditures
- relative to those of the United States. Similarly; a comparison in rubles—if
" it were made—would tend to “exaggerate” U.S. deferise expenditure relative
“to its* Soviet counterpart~This is the well-known “index number effect”
which is substantial between nations like the United States and the USSR,
.whose per capita incomes, capital/labor ratios, and relative prices of capital
and labor differ greatly. In the United States, labor is relatively expensive

~compared with capital, and our military effort is therefore capital-intensive; |
:in the USSR, labor is relatively less expensive and its defense establishment
:more labor-intensive. Each nation thus finds the other nation’s military es--
; tablishment (and any other sector, for that matter) more expensive to repros
‘duce in its own prices, _ © 7 v SRR

- . The ideal procedure in making such international comparisons is, when-.
ever boé;ible,: to calculate expenditures in both countries in both dollars and
rubles and'to"either present the results as a range or to take the geometric
. mean of the two.? Some examples of the differences between ruble and dollar
2éomparisonis for 1976 are presented in Table 1, columns 1 and 2. A measure
~of the “index number spread” is presented in column 3 where the comparison °
>of the two nations’ sectors in ‘dollar prices is divided by the relevant com:-

;parison-in ruble prices.iA look at,columns 1°and 2 reveals that in every’
‘instance,"the USSR has a higher ratio relative to the United States in dollars
:than in rubles.* These differences range from 1.05 in the case of Administra- |
“tion® 10 3.17 for Health. For the GNP as'a whole, the ratio is 1.49 and ratios -
 for most sectors exceed 1.30. The spread for defense and space is small, 1.11; !
. we will argue below that it is too small. . © - i |
*- Despite the well-known extent of US-USSR index number spreads, until
- the figures in Table 1 were published on Oct. 10, 1979, no official comparison
of U'S. and Soviet defense expenditures in rubles had been published to my’
- knowledge in more than a decade. When asked in 1975 by Senator Proxmire
: if such estimates existed, a CIA représentative replied that Soviet military:
. ‘expenditures in 1974 were officially 20 percent greater than those of the !
*,United States when both were measured in dollars and unofficially 10 percent
~'greater when both were measured in rubles. ¢ During the same discussion, ;
. Mr. Colby, then Director of the CIA, stressed that it did not seem to make
+:much difference whether dollars o rubles were used, which is certainly true

3. The CIA agrees that this procedure would bé ideal. CF. Joint Economic Commiittee, Congruss
" of the United States, Allucation of Resources in the Soviel Union and Ching — 1975, Purt I, Wash-
*. ington 1975, pp. 25-26. These hearings are’ published annually. References hereafter are JEC,
i year. . Do : . . T .
--4. 1t should be stressed that ruble comparisons are just as valid as dollar comparisons. Each
represents a different ing rod, nanely, the different scarcity relationships in the two
3. hations as indicated by their different relative prive structures. The dollar comparison tells us |
- ;what it would cost the U.S. to produce its own and the Sovivt defense establishments; the ruble
%, comparison yivlds the cost to the USSR of the two. o
<'S. Administration is a very special case sunsisting primarily of expenditures on labor inputs.
- One would not expect an index number spread under these circumstances. -
6. JEC, 1975, p. 25. . o o

: . R - )

'

S e

.
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Table 1.
Soviet-US Index Number Effects, 1976

n {2 . (3}
Index Number Spread

USSR/US dollars/rubles
) In rubles in dollars {{2) + (1)
GNP i 495 735 149
Consumption . . 352 543 1.54
Food .596° <723 .21
Soft Goods 384 607 1.58
Consumer Durables 116 .206 177
Household Services : 244 340 1.39
Health - . - .256 814 3.17
Education ’ .800 1.067 . 1.33
Investment 1.076 1.403 1.30,
Machinery & Equipment .863 1414 1.63
Construction 1.025 1.7 1.08
Administration YA | .602 1.05 |
Defense and Space 1.292 1.440 11 !
Other 500 647 1.29
CIA Military Expenditure Figures i
- 1974 : {1.10) 1.20 {1.09)
1976, 1977 (1.25) 1.40 {1.12) .

Sources: GNP and subcategories for 1976: Imogene Edwards, Margaret Hughes, and James
Noren, “U.S. and U.S.5.R.: Comparisons of GNP" in Soviet Economy in a Time of Change,
Vol. 4, Jt. Econ. Comm., Congress of the United States, Washington, Qct. 10, 1979, p. 378.'
{Note: the three authors are CIA economists.)

CIA Military Expenditure figures from: JEC, 1975, p. 25; JEC, 1977, Part lil, pp. 22, 40; JEC,
1978, pp. 37, 54. Ruble figures are bracketed signifying that they are unofficial and unpub-
lished anywhere but in the Congressional Hearings because the CIA views them as “crude”
and "casual.”

Edwards, Hughes and Noren present geometric means of the ruble and doilar measure-i -
ments. They wera not reproduced here since they are not relevant to the argument.

if one accepts the CIA estimates.? It was also stressed that the ruble estimates

were “rough’ and ‘'gross’” estimates calculated at a very high level of aggre-

gation. One excuse given for not making precise estimates was the difficulty

in obtaining ruble prices for American products particularly when many |
military items produced in-this country are not even produced in the USSR ;
because “American technology is so far advanced.”® :

The CIA testimony, it seems to me, immediately raises two important
questions. First, Colby argued that the difference between ruble and dollar
estimates was small and presented figures (above) to support his contention.
How can’it be that in virtually all other calculafions the ruble-dollar index
number effect exceeded 30 percent whereas in military expenditures it is
approximately 10 percent (Table 1, col. (3))? Basically the same economic ]
conditions exist in the military that exist in other sectors—conditions that !
lead to strong index number effects. Thus, the USSR has an army with twice
the number of men as ours—yet our wages are relatively so high and military
equipment unit costs so low that military pay constitutes a much higher
percent of U.S. military expenditures in dollars than it does of Soviet military
expenditures in rubles.® The explanation proposed by Director of CIA, Ad-
miral Turner, was . . . because military hardware is much more expensive
than manpower in the Soviet Union [while] in the United States manpower
is relatively more expensive than hardware. . . " (Ibid). In other words, a
basis for strong index number effects clearly exists. Therefore, if in 1976 and
1977 the USSR outspent the United States in dollars by 1.40 times, one would
expect that in rubles the Soviet advantage would be much less than 1.25 if,
in fact, the defense expenditures of the two nations were not close to
equality.1° '

7. Admiral Turner also made this ﬁgint:ih Tater year JEC Hearings, o -
8. This whole paragraph based on JEC, 1975, pp.°24-26. * .. - . o

Cew o mtm =

190 ng, :an iv, 1978, p. 71. . . N - .

. By the same reasoning, it could be arguéd alternatively that if the USSR was putspending:
us by 25 percent in rubles, they must be outspending us by even more than 40 peggcm"i'g
dollars. The interpretation in the text is preferred because obviously the doilar estimate is the

more accurate one, o -
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Second, it is a little difficult to accept the CIA’s diffidence regarding its
ability to make a ruble estimate of U.S. defense expenditures in light of the
extraordinary effort and guesswork that must be involved in getting a dollar
estimate of Soviet defense expenditures. Consider that a dollar estimate of i
Soviet defense expenditures involves a) getting output figures for hundreds
or thousands of commodities, many through satellite photo reconnaissance, -
many not observable by any means, and b) getting U.S. prices (cost-esti-~ -

- mates) for these products, most of which will differ in specifications, usually
to an unknown extent, from their U.S. counterparts. Further, when one
“ considers that the cost of production of every civitian product differs widely
among producers in the United States, it is reasonable to wonder about the
range of pricing (not to mention quantity) errors that might be expected in
an exercise of this sort. The CIA admits to a probable maximum error in
dollar estimates of 15 percent which they say is a . . . judgment, while i
informed, [that]) is nonetheless subjective and not the result of rigorous
statistical measurement . . . 1! Fifteen percent would seem to be a conserv-
ative figure, as discussion in later sections will suggest. o ..

After having cast doubts on the CIA’s ruble comparison and the resulting
small index number spread, it remains o ask if there may not be some
obvious explanation of this result. In fact there may be. The CIA admits that
its ruble calculations, for lack of information, are made at a very high level
of aggregation. It is well known and admitted by the CIA that the higher the
level of aggregation, the smaller the index number spread.’? This could be
one major reason why the CIA index number spread is so small. It can, in
fact, be illustrated using CIA data. _

As noted, CIA dollar estimates for 1977 show the USSR outspending the
US by 1.40 times, in aggregate, in its defense effort. Breaking this down into
two categories, manpower and non-personnel expenditures, the CIA shows
the USSR is outspending the United States by 1.85 and 1.25 times, respec-
tively JEC, 1978, p. 54). For 1.85 and 1.25 to average out to 1.40, the non-
personnel ratio (1.25) must be weighted three times higher than the man-
power ratio. Since ruble prices de-emphasize manpower costs, non-person- |
nel costs would have an even higher weight on a ruble comparison. Assume
for instance, that non-personnel costs have not 3 times but 6 times the weight
of manpower costs in rubles.'3 The aggregate ruble comparison under this
assumption would be 1.33, a very small index number effect, indeed, given
the doll3F ratio of 1.40. In fact, the CIA’s ruble ratio is not 1.33 but 1.25, a .
ratio which seems at first glance inconsistent with subcategory ratios 1.85
and 1.25, That is to say, for these two sub-category ratios to average 1.25, it
would be necessary to assign a zero weight to the manpower ratio.

. This apparent paradox is resolvable by correctly assuming that the CIA v

does not calculate the ruble ratio from just two subcategories, manpower and

non-personnel, but has approximately 10 subcategories (JEC, 1975, P. 24) of

which a few may be part of manpower, the rest of non-personnel. Now, if
2 or 3 subcategories result in a manpower USSR/US dollar ratio of 1.85, the
ratio in rubles would be less than 1.85 for usual index number effect reasons.
Similarly the non-personnel ratio in rubles would be less than the 1.25 dollar
ratio. Finally, because ruble wages are relatively low and equipment prices
relatively high, the ruble calculation would give a higher weight to the lower
ratio, non-personnel expenditures. The result is that a 1.25 ratio in rubles is
possible because it is a weighted average of a “less than 1.85” and a “less
than 1.25” ratio and the “less than 1.25” ratio has an even higher relative
weight in rubles than in the dollar calculation.

11, JEC, Part i, 1977, p. 39. See also CIA, A Dullar Cost Comparison of Soviet and U.S. Defense
Activities, 1966-76, Washington, Jan. 1978.

12. To quote a CIA spokesman (JEC, 1975, p. 24): “The ratio of Soviet military expenditures to
U.S. military expenditures both priced in dollars will tend to be higher than a similar ratio
priced in rubles. This is an example of a statistical truth. The degree to which this difference

Id become apparent in the statistics will depend upon thg degree of fineness of pricing
groups of commodities and services. ’
“If you do a very articulated calculation, the diff; between the two ratios would tend to i

be greater. If you compress and have two, or three of few (sic.) categories, this tends to reduce
the difference between ratios.”
13. For evidence on these weights, see the Appendix.

-

... CONTTNTIIN
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To sum up: a two category comparison yields an estimated index number !
spread (as in column 3 of Table 1) of only 1.05 (1.40/1.33); the CIA’s approx- |
imately ten category comparison increases the spread to 1.12 (1.401.25), an !
increase in spread of 140 percent (.05 to .12). Suppose now that the CIA :
could, in its ruble calculations, ‘use the hundreds or evén thousands of |
categories into which military expenditures should be subdivided were the
data available! If a five-fold increase in the number of categories (from 2 to
10) could result in a 140 percent increase in the spread, a one-hundred-fold |
increase to 1000 commodities should have at least an equal effect, even
allowing for diminishing returns from disaggregating.* If it did, the ruble

~ index would be driven down from 1.25 to approximately 1.10. This would .
yield a 1.27 index number spread (1.40/1.10) which is low relative to spreads i
for other sectors, but certainly more believable. s In fact, of course, the spread.
could be even greater and the ruble index below 1.10. '

In rubles, then, the two nations’ defense expenditures might not be very
far apart and, contrary to the statements by CIA Directors Colby and Turner,
it may make a significant difference which of the two measures, rubles or |
dollars, is used. Even if a disaggregated ruble ratio cannot be estimated, its
probable magnitude ought to be clearly indicated.

Over and above the conventional index number effects just discussed, the
CIA estimates involve three procedures, each of which substantially exag-
gerates Soviet relative to U.S. defense expenditures. The first significantly g

understates the ruble price of U.S. high technology equipment; the second |
overprices Soviet military manpower in both dollars and tubles; the third

overprices Soviet military equipment in both dollars and rubles. The effects
of these three procedures will be considered in the sections below.

Superior American Technology Devalued ’:,,
It is rather paradoxical to read in the JEC hearings for various years that
while, according to the CIA, the Soviet Union has been regularly producing
and deploying more military equipment than we have?® and furthermore has
almost twice as much military manpower, it was nevertheless the predomi-
nant opinion of participants that the United States was the stronger power.

“The resolution of this paradox is not hard to find. It is clear that the basis for
this view is the superior quality and technology of U.S. equipment. Unfor-
tunately, this crucially important factor is not captured in the CIA estimates.

A ‘major reason why the CIA does not make a rigorous ruble comparison
of defense expenditures is because “. . . while virtually all of the Soviet
inventory .of weapons falls within U.S. production technology, the Soviets
simply do not have the technology required to produce many of the U.S.
weapons nor could they produce close substitutes. . .” 7 Under these circum-
stances, it is impossible to find an actual ruble price with which to value
high-technology U.S. military equipment. The CIA procedure in these “cas-
ual” ruble calculations is to use ruble prices . . . applicable to the closest
substitute goods which can be produced in both economies. . .” 18 What this
means is that the CIA ruble calculation values this high technology U.S.
equipment at ordinarily high Soviet ruble prices but not at what former CIA
Director Colby called prices which are so high as to be “almost !
uncountable.” !* No wonder U.S. defense expenditures in rubles are esti-
mated to be less than those of the USSR. If a properly high ruble price tag
could be put on U.S. high technology,?® the U.S. defense package would

certainly cost the Russians more to produce than their own; or it might well

- —— e e

14. How much the ruble index would be driven down further through disaggregating beyond
10 categories is impossible to say since it would depend on the dispersion of price and quantity
relatives within these categorivs, something presumably unknown to the CIA and certainly 1o
others. - -
15. It is aiso worth noting that this would imply a non-personnel ratio of considerably less than
1.10 which has major implications for the relative expenditures of the two nations on wespons
" and military R&D as valued in rubles. i :
16. For example, in 1977, Soviet expenditures on other than manpower exceeded our own in
dollars by 25%. Military equipment comprises a large percentage of this category.
17. From Admiral Tumer's prepared statement in JEC, 1977, p. 40.
18, lbid. 3 .
19. JEC, 1975, p. 24. Colby was referring to a spexific weapon when he used this term but his
vxample way meant to illustrate the general pricing problem the CIA faced. Referring to U.S.
products which the Soviets cannot produce, a CIA spokesman admits th;t “theoretically, -the |
ruble price for these more advanced is infinite” (JEC, 1975, p. 91). . .
20. An ambiguuous statement in the heari:\p,s (JEC, 1977, p. 87) suggests that about one-third of }' ON‘TI]mm
our military equipment is tov advanced to be p duced by the R (the stat tis quoted z
in the Appendix below). . i
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be that they can’t produce our defense package at any cost. The fallacy of
the CIA procedure is that the very dimension of the arms race in which the
United States has the greatest advantage, viz. advanced technology—which
dimension makes much of the difference between military superiority and
inferiority—is enormously undervalued. In fact, significant technological su- i
periority is given a zero price instead of the “almost uncountable’” or often !
“infinite”” price the CIA admits it should have! The CIA’s ruble calculation -
implicitly asks: Which country’s defense package would cost the USSR more .
to produce assuming U.S. equipment is not technologically superior? This question -
is a proxy for: Which country’s defense package is stronger assuming the |
United States has no lead in weapons technology? These questions are analogous
to asking: Would Wilt Chamberlain have been a greater basketball player’
than most if he had been 61" instead of 7'1 tall?

" The CIA procedure might well be an appropriate expedient in a calculation
designed to make long-run comparisons of the GNPs of two fairly comparable
nations. In military comparisons, however, siort-run technological superi-
ority is a crucial variable and the CIA procedure provides a lowest limit
estimate which, in effect, deflates out that superiority. ’

Manpower: The Soviet-American Differential

International comparisons of output or military effort usually attempt to |
adjust prices for differences in the quality or complexity or size of the prod-
ucts being compared. When the CIA values a Soviet tank in dollars, it does
not use the price of an American tank but attempts to adjust the price of the
tank for the many factors just mentioned. Similarly, an adjustment is needed
to pay scales if there are significant differences in the background, training,
and capabilities of personnel. In récognition of this Colby says that “. . . in
the case of labor services in heaith and education, we apply a 20 percent
quality discount based on a consideration of standards of training (for ex- !
ample, the number of years devoted to the training of 'doctors and teach- | s
ers). . .”’ Significantly, no adjustment is made in the dollar valuation of the

Soviet armed forces. Yet twice as many Americans complete high school as

Russians; the same is true of college.2? Further, according to the CIA,? the

American armed forces spend more than twice as much per soldier on |
military operating costs (maneuvers, etc.) as do the Soviet armed forces and |
turn out a much better trained soldier. A, say, 20 percent allowance for this |
factor-in the dollar pay scales applied to the Soviet 4-%z million person
defense establishment would remove perhaps one-fourth of the 1976-77 dif- |
ferences in the defense expenditures of the two nations measuréd in dollars,

a smaller fraction in rubles. . . ,

“Sovietizing" American Equipment

A similar factor operates to inflate U.S. estimates of Soviet expenditures on
military equipment. The CIA attempts, to the extent possible, to adjust for
the “physical and performance characteristics of the individual weapons. . .”
(JEC, 1975, p. 83) when costing Soviet military equipment. This procedure
is called ““Sovietizing” (Ibid). In response to a question by Senator Proxmire,
Director Colby said: “To the extent that we are not able to ‘Sovietize,’ and
U.S. weapons used in the cost estimating methodology are more complex,
our estimates tend to overstate the costs of producing the Soviet design. This | -
is probably the general case. . ."” (Ibid, my italics). That is to say, Colby admits |
there is a systematic upward bias in the valuation of Soviet equipment
although he does point out that there are instances in which specific items
are undervalued. This factor would affect both the dollar and ruble compar-
isons.

-~ - e : - - - .. S LT —_

Ll
21. JEC, 1973, p. 85... : )
22. Derived from G, Maksimov, “The Educativnal Level of the Population of the USSR, Vestuik |
Statistiki, 1972 No. 6; CIA, School Enrolinient in the' USSR, 1950-1975, Sept. 1966; and U.S. Census |
of Population, Washington, 1970. ' ) : i
23. JEC, 1973, p. 23. ~

! | BONTINUED l
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‘ . This is not just a problem in comparing military equipment, but has com- ;
plicated the efforts of those comparing Soviet and U.S. civilian products. As ;
one scholarly study has put it in explaining the tendency to overvalue Soviet '
equipment: “. . . differences . . . in the quality of the machines being com-
pared . .. are impossible to quantify or adjust for. Thus, even a perfect '
- match of 4-6 basic engineering features of a Soviet and an American machine
does not mean they are truly identical. The length of useful life, frequency .
.of repair, convenience in operation, safety features, down time during re- i
quired maintenance, the grades of basic materials used, the finishing and |
design are either not available or can not be quantified... . .”2* A seminal |
study of Soviet technology, in its chapters on “military technology” and on l
“rocketry,” concludes that, relative to the United States, there is a Soviet |
emphasis on standardization of parts, simplicity, retention of old mode}g_}
with modifications as opposed to the introduction of radically new models,
and goals of design to meet “minimum acceptable requirements.” 2 All of
these factors would lead to a tendency to overvalue Soviet military equi pment
for the same reasons adduced above by Treml for overvaluing civilian equip-
ment. Such overvaluations are, of course, difficult to quantify. However,
Treml and Kostinsky point out that for the past 20 years, Soviet enterprises |
which export manufactured products have received subsidies recently aver- |
aging some 40 percent of the domestic price to cover “. . .the additional costs
of meeting world quality standards. . . .” If accurate, this can be taken as
order of magnitude of the overvaluation of civilian equipment which could
result from using American prices in absence of full information regarding
the quality of Soviet equipment. Corroboration of the magnitude cited by
Treml is found in the actual discounts below world market prices for com-
parable goods at which the Soviets offer their manufactured products: trans-
formers — 30 percent, machine tools — 40-50 percent, turbines and com-
pressors — 40-50 percent, color television sets — 25-31 percent etc.26
These magnitudes are suggestive. However, we have no precise informa-
tion on what percentage of Soviet military equipment is overvalued and by
how much. It may well be, however, that overvaluation of Soviet military.
equipment is in the same ballpark as that of Soviet civilian equipment.
Referring to this problem, the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
asserts: - ) .s
““Whether this type of bias may be more or less prevalent in the military
sector than in the economy as a whole is difficult to judge. On the one hand,
Soviet efforts to eliminate any quality gap may be greater than in other fields.
On the other hand, the qualitative and technological disparity may be larger
and more difficult to overcome in the military sector due to a greater relative
prevalence of innovations on the technological frontier.” 2?7

In light of this judgment and of the fact that the former Director of the CIA

- admits that quality overvaluation is the “‘general case,” one can only conclude
‘'that bothi ‘doliar and ruble estimates of Soviet defense expenditures contain |

a significant upward bias on this account.

" The CIA Error on Ruble Prices -
In 1975, the Department of Defense and the CIA presented the American |
public with a revelation, namely, that ruble prices of Soviet tanks, missiles,
and other military equipment were twice as high as previously estimated. This
was the result of a “lack of understanding of the price inflation in the USSR |
and a change in pricing policy that occurred in 1967. . .28 The CIA quickly-|’
revalued upward the Soviet defense/GNP ratio (both figures in rubles) for
all years since 1967. The 1976 defense figure—the most recent—was raised
from 6-8 percent of SNE (in rubles) to 11-13 percent. If the new CIA figures f

24. Viadimir G. Treml and Barry Kostinsky, Soviet. Foreign-Trade-and Domestic Pricing, Foreign
Demographic Analysis Division, U.S, Dept. of Contmerc, (Spring. 1980).

25. R Amann, J. M. Cooper, T
Haven and London, 1977.Pé;"‘;';'f9[5-] gV Dawe-s. The Techmological Level of Soviet Industry, New

26. d “Sovi -
Sunie‘:a;:o :Er::;o:: ‘Sh?;m Effo?; v:o ;r:cn:ase Exports'of Manufactured Products to the West,” in
Pty Perspevtive, Jt, Econ, Cgmmm . U.S. Congress, Washington, 1976, p.

27. U.S. Arms Control and Disarmamen ) :
. ¢ eat Agency, pp. 14-15. It is worth notinge I in thei
| s DS St O (Ehiets ughe st St e s e | GONTINUED

. 1u§lily of US Pmdugt:ﬁ:vhich i3 not reflected in' tl::::::on.:?i::\ff the US becuuse of the higher
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are correct, this is a very significant change. At the time of revelation, then !
Secretary of Defense, James Schlesinger, used the new figures to argue for
higher U.S. defense expenditures by implying that they indicated a greater
Soviet defense commitment and capability. In fact, the CIA specifically stated |
that the higher ratio does not indicate a greater capability since, as noted, it
results simply from higher prices placed on the same bundle of weapons. It
does indicate, however, that the USSR is committing more resources to
defense than was previously believed. But this should be cause for rejoicing !
rather than for Cassandraslike warnings, since it indicates that in the military |
race, the Soviets have been forced to work much harder than had been!
- imagined because productivity in the military sector was lower than had,
been assumed. . _ |
While the recalculation of ruble prices has major implications for the share:
of Soviet GNP devoted to defense, it may not change significantly the index
‘number spreads discussed above, although this is hard to predict with eer-i
tainty withoyt much more information. A higher ruble price of military :
equipment should raise the ruble value of U.S. defense expenditures more L
. than those of the Soviets because our armed forces are relatively equipment- |
intensive. But, since there is a smaller difference between the two nations in !
quantity of equipment added each year than there is in manpower, the effect [
should not be large. These ruble price revisions may explain the slight in- '
crease in the CIA’s military index number spread (Table 1, col. 3) between l

1974 and 1976—although one would have thought that increase should have
been greater,

The price revisions have one further implication for our evaluation of the
CIA data. As noted above, the CIA judges that its . ., . probable maximum
error in dollar estimates [is] 15 percent. . .” They did not disclose a judgment
on the probable maximum error in their ruble estimates, but certainly it must
have been at least an order of magnitude less than the almost 100 percent
error finally admitted to. The question may well be raised: How do we know
now that the new ruble—or even the old dollar—figures are reliable?® Un- '
fortunately, the CIA does not present enough information for outsiders to
make independent judgments. Yet much undisclosed information (e.g. price
data) would hardly seem to need classification! From whom, after all, is the
CIA hiding data on Soviet military expenditures—Americans or Russians?

CIA Estimates: An Attempt at Revision

We have indicated several respects in which the CIA methodology has ex~
aggerated Soviet relative to U.S. defense expenditures. It is impossible to
quantify these exaggerations with any precision. But it is possible and seems
highly probable that alternative methodologies would indicate that the-
- United States is spending as much or more on defense than the USSR. Some
back-of-the-envelope calculations are presented in the appendix. These sug-
gest some changes in the CIA estimates for 1976-77 and similar changes to
estimates for other years. To begin with, let us assume that the CIA estimates
of USSR/US defense expenditures in dollars and rubles, respectively, of 1.40
and 1.25 are correct except for the amendments to be suggested below. First,
we adjust the ruble ratio conservatively to 1.15 for index number effects
which would result from greater disaggregation. Then we. adjust the two
ratios for the fact that Soviet military personnel are less educated and less
well-trained than American. Applying the same 20 percent pay discount that
 the CIA uses for personnel in the fields of health and education results in a

28, JEC, 1977, p. 17.

29. As one British expert put it: “The interested layman might be more than a little suspicious
about estimates that suddenly double ruble costs while leaving dollar costs unchanged. This

picion must ¢ to concern when such revisions do not even-appear to disturb the
regular annual assessments, nor the confidence with®which they are quoted in Congress during
the passage of the American defense budget,” (Paul Cockle “Analysing Soviet Defence Spend-
ing: The Debate in Perspective,” Survival sSept./Oct. 1978, p. 209.

S U CONTTHGED
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drop from 1.40 to 1.30°° in the USSR/US dollar defense expenditure gap; and |
from 1.15 to 1.13 in rubles.>! An adjaistment for the overvaluation of Soviet l
equipment was more difficult to pinpoint because we had no precedent from }
which to draw. We assume that all weapons were overvalued (obviously an |
overstatement) but then assumed the overvaluation fell within a range of '
from 10 to 40 percent. This reduces the dollar gap, now at 1.30;‘7to 1.18-1.27
and the ruble gap from 1.13 to .89-1.07. L '

~ The ruble ratio is further reduced by the serious undervaluation in ruble
prices of the value of U.S. high technology equipment. We assume, on the
basis of ambiguous statements in the JEC hearings (see appendix), that high
technology weapons amount to 30 percent of U.S. weapons procurement
and that their true ruble prices should be, successively, two, three and four
times the prices used by the CIA. This, along with the previous adjustments,
puts the ruble range between .70 and .97. At Colby’s “almost uncountable”
prices, of course, the ratio would be driven much lower toward zero. That
is to say, if the USSR cannot produce a good portion of our equipment at
almost any cost, then the price approaches infinity and the ruble ratio be-
comes indeterminate in a downward direction toward zero.

This is as far as we can go with quantitative illustration.?? So far, the dollar
$ap is reduced almost in half and the ruble gap is either just about eliminated
or, more probably, reversed. That is to say, in rubles, the United States is
almost certainly outspending the USSR and probably by as much as the
USSR outspends the United States in dollars. In earlier years (1972-1974)
when the USSR was supposed to have been outspending the United States,

-but by lesser amounts, we were probably spending more than they were by
“either ruble or dollar measure. ‘

There would appear to be little basis, at present, for claiming that either
nation is currently outspending the other on defense. Since the USSR spends
more in a dollar comparison and we spend more in a ruble comparison—
and dollar and ruble comparisons are equally valid—who outspends whom
is indeterminate. This modified quantitative evaluation seems a little more
consistent than the CIA's with widely accepted views that the United States
as the equal of the USSR——if not militarily stronger—because its superior
technology offsets Soviet quantitative superiority in both personnel and

. weapons.3®

Conclusions and Implications for Policy

The CIA has a difficult job assessing the magnitude of Soviet defense ex-
penditures because of the secrecy with which the USSR has shrouded all
data on defense. In making the US-USSR comparisons, the CIA is faced with
a number of methodological and data choices. In the instances cited above,
the choices have all leaned in the direction of exaggerating Soviet relative to
US expenditures. It is true that some of the alternative choices have involved
difficult measurement problems and much guesswork. However, at least
some of these do not appear to be of a different order of magnitude from
measurements already attempted by the CIA. Moreover, many other choices
not considered above have to be made as well—such as in the interpretations

30. A similar effect, reducing the ratio from 1.30 to about 1.20, would result from using the
lower US pre-volunteer army pay scales. That is to say, the shift to a volunteer army by the US
raised Soviet expenditures on manpower in dollars by almost twice as much as those of the US,
However, we do not introduce this change into the calculations because the high volunteer
army pay scales undoubtedly more appropriately represent the true value (opportunity cost) of
members of the US armed forqes. .
31. The impact of the adjustment is smaller in rubles than in dollars because, in rubles, ex-
punditures on manpower are so much smaller a percentage of total defense expenditures. The
reverse is true, of course, of the adjustment for the value of weapons made directly below.
32. Below, we postulate that CIA security analysts have asymmetric loss functions. If this is
true, then it is highly probable that both the dollar and ruble ratios need to be reduced by
anuther, say, 10 percent to altow for further overestimation of Soviet defense expenditures from
this source. ' N PR e Bem - ws
33. None of the official estimates presented by the CIA include retirement costs although such
costs are included, domestically, among our military expenditures. Inclusion of such costs for
buth nations in 1977 would reduce the USSR/US ratio from 1.40 to 1.33 according to the CIA
. (JEC, 1978, p. 33) because US retirement costs substantially exceed those of the USSR. Exclusion
of such cosis by the CIA would seem to make sense since the CIA is concerned with current

military capabilities to which retirement costs are isrelevant. L .
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of quantities of weapons from satellite photos and in‘ dollar costing of Soviet
equipment—and one wonders if a similar bias, conscious or unconscious,”
infects these choices. It would seem reasonable to argue that those working
with the U.S. Government on US-USSR military expenditure comparjsons,
whether they are deciding how to value military personnel, or whether to
publish a ruble comparison, or are interpreting satellite photos of weapons |
factories, are all likely to be possessed of what might be called an “asymmetric |
loss function.” That is to say, the danger from underestimating Soviet mili-
-tary output is likely to be viewed greater than the danger (loss) from over- {
estimating it. Overestimation would, at worst, simply lead us to waste an- 4
other 5-10-20 billion dollars worth “of resources trying to catch up;
underestimation could result in military inferiority and even defeat. So it
appears wiser to err on the side of overestimation. Though the extent of this
effect can only be speculated, it is clearly a factor at work. ,

The preceding discussions have important implications for the annual
debates over the U.S. military budget and the current debate over SALT I1.>* .
These debates have long been confused by statistical smokescreens?s and it '
behooves us to remove such obfuscations whenever this is possible. The.
military expenditure gap presented by the CIA is one such smokescreen.
Index number effects plus other estimation biases noted above radically
change the picture presented by the CIA. The CIA admits, either explicitly
or implicitly that: ruble and dollar comparisons are equally valid; the index
number spread would be greater if it were possible to disaggregate; Soviet
soldiers are less well-trained than American, hence overvalued; Soviet equip-
ment is generally overvalued; U.S. high technology equipment is massively
undervalued; its military expenditure estimates in dollars are subject to a

_possible error of =15 percent—in light of the asymmetric loss function pos-
tulated above, the range is more likely to be from +25% to —=5% and; for :
years it made an almost 100 percent error in its estimate af ruble prices. The ;
CIA might legitimately claim that it cannot make precise estimates of some |
of the factors presented above. In that event, they should either make the :
best imprecise estimates of which they are capable or present no estimates -
at all. For the fact is that the errors of estimate which result by default are
not evenly distributed and, as a result, do not balance out. In fact, they .
reinforce each other with the result that a totally false picture emerges. True, |
this picture is qualified under Congressional interrogation. Nevertheless it is '
____still presented outside of the relative seclusion of Congressional Committee
" rooms to the unwitting public, including the full Congress, with unrelieved .
bias and exaggeration. It is a serious disservice to our policymakers and the ]
public to have the national security debates use the CIA’s doliar comparisons, |
particularly as they are presently calculated. Either dollar and ruble figures, '
correctly estimated, should be presented—or neither should be.
Second, it is extremely important to recognize that there are undoubtedly |
Soviet counterparts to the CIA. At the aggregative level, for purposes of '
comparison, they probably calculate U.S. defense expenditires in rubles.3 ;

o

! .
H. According to Congressman Les Aspin, “Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, for example, used his
dollar comparison chart four times during his budget presentation to the House Armed Services
Committee. No uther chart rated such frequent attention.” Cf. Les Aspin, “Soviet Strength, |
U.S. Purpose,” Foreign Policy, No. 23, Summer 1976, p. 44. The New York Times (December 13, |
1979, p. A24), referring to President Carter’s message on the military budget, said, *The principle .
rationale for the increased military budget proposed by the President was the Soviet Union,
which he said has been increasing its real military spending by three or four percent a ywar for
‘nearly twenty years.”” . ) )
35. Let me present four examples: 1) the oft-made comparison of trends in defense expenditures
over the past 10 years which exaggerates. the relative U.S. drop since this was due to a
considerable extent to the wind-down of the Vietnam War; 2) the willingness of the Secretary
of Defense aid bthers to foster tie idea that the rise in -percentage of Soviet CNP la'ken by
defense expenditures (in fact, the result of the discovery that ruble prices of military equipment
had been 1o low) implied an inc:eased Soviet military capability; 3) the effort, successful for
several years, to avoid presenting publicly the fact that a considerable part of Soviet delense
expenditures is oriented toward China, not the United States; and 4) the failure to stress that
total NATO military expenditures substantially exceed those of the Warsaw Pact, even in dollars.
i3

36. A ClIA spokesman says there is no evidence that-they do (JEC, 1975, p. 27). However, in
light of the fact that the USSR only publishus a single figure on its defense expenditures cach

ear, and we have no direct clues regarding its breakdowa, it is hardly likely sspimatos of |
S. expenditures, if calculated, would be visible. . Eéﬁ D
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v . " They are.undoubtedly aware of index number effects but whether they make

calculations in dollars or not we do not know. It seems reasonable to argue
that the vesled interest of those making the calculations in the USSR is to

build up, as much as possible, the Soviet military-industrial complex. In this

7 event, they would only make a ruble calculation or, at least, would stress

' the ruble calculation®? just as our policymakers stress the dollar calculation.
They are also likely to be possessed of asymmetric loss functions which, in
numerous ways, would lead them to overstate U.S. military outlays and
effectiveness relative to their own. The frightening thing about this highly
probable scenario is that (although other important factors certainly exist)
each nation, viewing the other’s defense expenditure through exaggerated
index number lenses and from the standpoint of an asymmetric loss function,
is apt to try to increase its own defense expenditures beyond what is nec-
essary to achieve any preassigned goal. So, for example, if both nations
would be satisfied with aggregate expenditure parity, and actually have
parity, each would nevertheless chase the other forever in upward escalation
under the impression that it was behind. A ruble’s-eye view of U.S. defense f

- expenditures, plus an asymmetric loss function, might even offer a plausible ;

. explanation for the continuous rise over the past"decade in Soviet defense | -
expenditures.38 S . , W
This Appendix shows how the CIA comparisons of U.S. and Soviet defense
expenditures for 1976 and 1977 in both dollars and rubles were revised above
in light of the discussion in the rest of the paper. These estimates are ad-
mittedly very crude because of the absence of reliable data for many of the
relevant variables. But they do indicate unambiguously the direction of ad-
justment and hopefully are also in the right quantitative ballpark. 5’

The CIA puts Soviet defense expenditures for 1976 and 1977 in dollars at
1.40 times those of the U.S. Thirty-six percent of Soviet defense expenditures
in dollars are for manpower (M),>? approximately 20 percent are for weapons
(W);%° leaving roughly 44 percent for the rest (N). Adjusting for a 20 percent
lower quality of Soviet soldiers reduces the dollar expenditure gap from 1.40

r” to 1.30. Adjusting for a 10-40 percent assumed lower quality of Soviet weap-

ons lowers the gap further to 1.18-1.27.

[
|
i

Table 2. . :

-Hypothetical Figures Based on Dollar Ratios
A .. @) . B
“USSR 140 130 118-127

M 50 40 40
w 30 30 18-27
N 60 60 60

US « 100 100 -100

USSR/US 1.40 1.30 1.18-1.27

The overall ruble ratio in 1976-77 was estimated at 1.25. This is reduced
(conservatively) to 1.15 for the index number effect. We know that Soviet
personnel expenditures (M) are 14' percent of total Soviet defense expendi-
tures in rubles (JEC, 1978, p. 71). We have no ruble figure for U.S. (M).
However, knowing that it would be smaller than the Soviet percentage we
arbitrarily assume that it is 10 percent although it might be slightly less.

37. An cconometric study by Paul Gregory strongly suggests that a major determinant of
changes in the level of Soviet defense expenditures is changes in U.S. defense expenditures.
We don’t nved an econometric study 10 prove that U.S. defense expenditures are geared to
Sovict expenditures—our Congressional debates are sufficient evidence. Cf. Paul Gregory,
: “Economic Growth, US Defence Expenditures and the Soviet Defence Budget: a Suggested
* Model,” Soviet Studics, Jan. 1974.
_3—8;011'_ one fleshes out the “ruble’s-eye view" one finds the Soviets eyeing a competitor which

is spending only 5% of GNP in comparison with their own 11-13% and yet which can generally
1) produce weapons of superior.technology as well as 2) higher quality weapons at the same
- technological level and 3) has better-trained armed forces. '
While nut precisely to this point, General Harold Aaron, Deputy Director of the Defense
Intelligence Agency expressed the opinion that the USER “rates” the U.S. “. . . higher than we
rate them. . . ,” JEC, 19738, p. 264. ' . oL
— : 39. JEC, 1978, p. 71). '
10. .Weapons amount to about one-third ol' Soviet defense spending in rubles (CIA, Estimated |
qum Defense Spending in Rubles, 1970-75, Washington, 1976, p. 13). Since in dollars, wages are +
higher and weapons prices lower, we assume weapons cost approximately 20% of defense in

dollars, . " | BONTINUED

—_—- R e e e e o
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Table 3. . ll

Hypothetical Figures Based on Ruble Ratios i

1l

) (2) (3) (4) (5) s}

USSR 15 115 115 115 115 115 15
us 100 102 107-129 119-141 131-153 143-165 —_n
M 10 12 12 12 12 12 12
w 40 40 45-67 57-79 69-91 81-103 —
N 50 50 50 50 50 ., 50 50
USSR/IUS 1.15 1.13 .89-1.07 82-.97 .75-.88 .70-.80 —0

Using the same approach, we assume that procurement of weapons (W)
amounts to 40 percent of U.S. defense spending measured in rubles since .
the comparable Soviet figure, which must be lower, is “about one-third" .
(cited above).

In column 2, we adjust U.S. manpower expenditures upward by 25% for

the assumed 20 percent lower quality of Soviet military personnel. In column
3, the ruble value of U.S. weapons is adjusted upward by from 11 to 66%
percent to adjust for the assumed 10-40 percent lower quality of Soviet
military equipment. These two adjustments reduce the defense expenditure | -
gap to a range .89-1.07.4!
" We next assume that 30 percent of U.S. high technology equipment (as
valued in column 1) is significantly underpriced and in columns 4-6 we
double, triple, and quadruple their prices. The 30 percent figure is based on :
an ambiguous statement by General Wilson, in which he quotes a statement .
of Admiral Turner. Speaking of the quantity of technologically superior U.S. :
equipment which cannot be produced by the USSR, General Wilson said |
“I think Admiral Turner’s use of 70 percent, which would apply i reverse
to about a third of the weapons, also probably is correct. . .” (EC, 1977, p.
87). The adjustment for undervaluation of high technology equipment drives
the ratio considerably below unity, implying that in rubles, the United States
would be outspending the USSR by about as much as the USSR outspends
the United States in dollars.

41. The quality of military equipment adjustment contains an overlap with the high technology
adjustment directly below. Allowing for overlap would raise the range to .95-1.09.

-~ .»:.;-rhe'imgiratbn to write this paper came from. attending a meeting at the Stockholm Inter- |

national Peace Research'Iastitute: A first draft was completed while [ was a research fallcw at
“'the Atlantic {nstitute in Paris, where I benefited from discussions with Gregory Flynn, Martin N
. Hillenbrand, and Robert Lieber. Later Versions benefited from discussions with my colleague at
:Tufts, David Dapias, and from a presentation at the Harvard Russian. Research Center in late
1979, where the comments of

Abram Bergson, Edward Hewetr, and Bamey Schwaiberg were

: particularly helpful. ;. -
- s \- . . .
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/_h l»"mnklyn D: Holzman is Professor of Economics at Tufts University, and an Associate of the Russian |-
" . Research Center, Harvard University. °. ~~. B P L L 5 kS .
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China Said to Put Military Second to the Economy

- By CHARLESMOHR
Special to The New Yark Times
WASHINGTON, Aug. 9— The moderni-
zation of China’s large but antiquated
armed forces is likely to be a slow process

-spread over decades, according to an

analysis by. the Centrai Intelligence
- An  unclassified = “research -paper

-produced by the C.I.A.’s National For-
‘eign Assessment Center and made public

this week expressed the opinion that Chi-
nese leaders *‘now more than ever recog-

nize that they must correct_the funda--

mental weakmnesses in the economy be-
fore they can undertake an extensive up-
grading of defense capabilities.”

The C.I.A. estimated that China is

making slow, if steady, progress in re- |

pairing the disruption to its technological
capability and its industrial base caused
by the ideological turmoil of the Cultural
‘Revolution in the late 1960’s. Military pro-
‘curement largely depends on — and will
take second place to — restoration of lost
ground in those fields, the papersaid. .

The Department of Defense, which es-
sentially shares those views, confirmed
in a separate announcement that the Pen-

'will not discuss with

tagon chief of military technology would
visit China this fall to discuss possible
technologicalaid. . . . -

No Sales by United States

William J. Perry, Under Secretary of
Defense for research and engineering,
Chinese officials
sales of sophisticated United States mili-
tary equipment, a Pentagon spokesman
said. United States policy against such

. | sales to China.“is fixed,” the spokesman

said, adding that “‘China is not interested

in buying weapons, recognizing it would

be much too expensive.’”” I
Dr. Perry will discuss the possible
transfer- of certain electronic, radar,
communications and other equipment
that may have both civil and military ap-
plications, the Pentagon official said. The
trip is likely to take place in September. '
" “The:C.I.A. research paper said that
after-a decline in the opening months of
the Cultural Revolution, military spend-
ing:in. China rose sharply from. 1967 to
1971, increasing at an average of 10 per-
CENtAYear. ...w> ~Ti .. e e
.. However, although defense plant capa-
bility was almost tripied in that period, it
largely consisted of ‘‘antiquated produc-
tion processes’” that turned out Soviet-de-
signed. weapons: of a 1950’s vintage, the
reportsaid. = o TE Lo o
Since 1972, when more pragmatic lead-
ers began to reassert control in China, de-{ -
fense procurement was first cut and.then
began increasing at only'l'to 2 pércent-a}

d RN e,

year, the report said.-

Even if China got an infusion of 'tl'ox"éi'gn"';'
defense technology-and aid, “the impact

* on:force.capabilities .would.riot-become

-

apparent until the late 1980’s,"” thie report;,
Sl e 5o o za L

e e Doages -
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. without- any ‘real mvestlgatron and was. .
.. more than ‘‘a propaganda. exercise.””
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oil companies’ responsibility for the horrendous
-gasoline lines of 1979, has apparently adopted the
philosophy that if it didn’t: play the-first time in

‘Peona' just try,i try. again. Last summer, wrth ev1dence
: mountmg that the gasoline *‘crisis”’ was contnved to drive
prices higher [see Fred J. Cook, “How Big Oil. Turned Off"
- the:Gas,” The Nation, . July 28-August'4, 1979}, President
Jxmmy Carter sternly ordered the Justice Department ‘and’

the-Department of Energy to investigate the charges. The
D.O.E.’s report, ‘exculpating the big oil companies, became

" an: instant embarrassment. It blamed everything on the

cutoff of Iraman oil—the much-ballyhooed *‘Iranian short-

. fall’but ‘an investigation by The: Washington Post

estabhshed conclusively that the report had been compiled
in. fact, nothmg

: Instead - of blowing his’ Presxdentral stack at havmg been

) dehvered such a phony piece of goods, Presxdent Carter

® he Carter Admrmstratxon, in whitewashing the bw ,

-shortfall in"exports has not produced any real shortage of
“crude inthe United States,” - they stated ‘flatly. Then--
Secretary of the Treasury Michael Blumenthal smothered:

"market in Rotterdam. Then, O’Rourke reported these ma-
“supplied. The smaller oil companies were forced to buy on

:.more—and this drove up prices.-

passed-—and then, on- July 17 the Justxce and Energy
Departments filed reports that were ostensibly pure, pristine
endeavors: Just like playing a cracked record on the old Vic-
trola, they:resurrected the tune of *‘the Iraman shortfall”
and held Big Oil blameless.

The key:to this second-time-around conclusxon is prob-
ably contamed in this paragraph in the Justice Department
report:. “In.- summary, the United Statesiexperienced a
deficit in crude oil imports in the first nine months of 1979
because of a world crude shortage and that shortaoe was, in
large part, the result of the Iranian productxon cutback.”

This statement defies all the ‘evidence in every official
study that dxd not emanate from the oil-controlled D.O.E.
or, as one Congressronal investigator described them, *‘the
eunuchs’’: in “the Justice Departments The critical period
was, of course, not the first nine months, but the first four
months 0f° 1979, when the gas lines developed An item-by-
item hstmg of other official studies reveals’ the Carter’ Ad-
ministration’s Big Qil bias. For example:

§ A Federal -Trade Commission study::showed.. that
depending on the month taken for companson U.S.
gasoline supphes were up from 4 to 8 percent durmg the first
four months of 1979 compared with 1978} 777

§ Customs figures showed that lmports during the first
five months actually increased 10 percent over 1978.

§ The Central Intelligence Agency repo_rted that free-

-'-l.
L e e

'selves. .'; W

world oil ‘production in the first quarter.of.19/9 had in-

creased over. 1978 and that imports in the first five months

outstripped: those of -1978. In the critical. first quarter,

C.ILA_ figures_showed imports averaged more than eight

million barrels a day. In 1978 this figure had been reached in

only two of the first five months.

2-9 August 1980

§ A study by Cathryn Goddard and J. D Polash Treas»
ury Department experts, showed that “the Iranian short-
fall”” had been more than offset by mcreased production
elsewhere. In fact, they concluded, Big Oil actually benefit-
ed from the cutoff of Iranian oil because the new replace-
ment crudes were of better quality, could be processed more
cheaply and yielded higher quantities of gasoline. “Iran’s

the report, and Goddard, its prmcrpal archrtect was forced .
out of Government service. Fr

. § Terence O’ Rourke, energy advrser_., o antr-mﬂanon :
chlef Alfred Kahn, found, in an exhaustrvely documented
report, that “‘a handful’’ of major American oil companies
had diverted low-priced crude to the-high-priced spot

jors cut off deliveries to-smaller companies they ordinarily

the spot market; they had to charge Amencan dnvers' ;

. §.Brian Ross, of NBC Nightly News, forced the Exxon '

Corporatnon to admit that, at the time of our direst need, it

had diverted fifteen Exxon tankers from its-Aruba refi nery

- to Europe. Exxon wouldn’t say where four of them went—

- ~
Cem T T

presumably to the spot market.’ pREE
ot Nt

--§ The Oregon, Attorney. General s offi ce' in an. mdepen-
dent probe, blamed the oil companies for mﬂxctmg gasoline
lines on’ California Jirst at a time when Alaskan oil was
literally mundatmg the West Coast. It exposed the Iranian

'S shortfall myth, reporting that there had been vxrtually no
»1mports ‘of Iranian oil to the West. Coast since. 1977. The

,Justxce Department in its recent exculpatxon of Brg Oil, had
blamed the D.O. E s allocation system for part of last year’s
havoc, but the: Oreoon Attorney General’s oﬁﬁce had also

'exposed this myth It reported: “Wlule gas allocatxons are
“accomplished through D.O.E.,. the requests to commence

allocations, _the: statxsncal data on whrch allocatrons have

been. based and the calculation of the detatls of the actual
:allocatrons all on?mated wnth ‘the orl com ames them-

»”
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' ,“God ‘, acoordmg to Voltaire, “is always
‘on the side of the big battalions.” Tech-
nology' ‘has changed warfare enormously
since Voltaire’s day, yet counting up the
numbers is still the best way—short.of

actually fighting—to Judge a potenna.lv

enemy ’s strcngth

‘ People .in ‘the west, observmg that
Russia and its Warsaw -pact allies have’

more of almost every sort of military
" power ‘than Nato does, have long been
tempted to believe that this communist
advantage in sheer numbers can be can-
celled out by “other factors"—mi

of almost everything, argue that superior

western quality can somehow overcome .

Russia’s big battalions, 53
“ There are three things wrong wnh th:s

quality-beats-quantity fallacy: (a) nobody’
really knows what “quality’ is (and west- -
erners tead to think of it as synonymous

with advanced technology,-which some-
times results in complex gadgets that
break down frequently if -not maintained

orale, -
quality of equipment, political will, what

have you. Western governments, asking -
their parliaments for defence budgets.
which provide less than the Russians have -

in mid-1980, e?iamine?'soxvne of the ouali-_
tative differences, and make a guess at -
what the balances xmght Iook hke ina few

years’ time. . £
1. Defence spendmg._-- Money isnot “a-
weapon, but 1t1 is the basis of all military-
power: a measure of what is being pro-
duced at the fnoment an -indication of

by highly trained .technicians); (b) the - ;i o5

Russians are making rapid improvements f W
in the performance of almost all of their.

weapons,' and are rapidly - overtaking
Nato in.technological excellence, and (c)
Voltaire was probably right. - ‘

* The next three pages will dxscuss some
. of the most revoalmg numerical compari-
‘sons between Nato and the Warsaw pact

all. - The sustained growth 6f Russian-
defence spendmg overthe past 15 yearsis
one of the most alarming features of its:
policy towards]thc westit o A

worthless, a_mere statistical figleaf. But .

i - lysts have calculated what lies behind the

several dlffcrent groups of western ana- -

__ figleaf,» the most comprehensive job

- same broad picture. Military spending is

strong clue to the poﬁtit:al will behind it

lishment :on ‘the 'Russian:.economy .b
- estxmatmg its cost in Russian currency.

"% The CIA’s dollar comparison between -
-Russia’s published spending flgurcs are - RuS¥TE-and-the-Urited Statés is shown in

. probably being that done by the CIA. -
"~ These’ analyses -vary, but present the .

.now taking somewhere between 11% and
"18% of - the- Soviet Union’s gnp. “(the
lowest and highest of the serious esti- .
mates), compared-with 5.2% of Ameri--
cas, -4, 9% of Bntam S, - 33% of Wcst

“‘There are‘two main ways to: compare
Russian spending with the west’s: (a) the
dollar estimate, which tries to measure
how much it would cost the west to build

and (b) the
rouble estimate; which tries to measure
the burden of the Russian mllltary estab-~ :

a force equalto" ‘Russia’ s,

the charts. below. The crossover’ point. i

A
l

-

[ Arms and other
investments

- .
" Russla : .

Research and
- development

Ly
L1 T
-T2 74
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between the two countnes came in 1971,
and the margin has been widening ever
since asRussuan outlays have continued”
to grow: at 3-5% a year in constant prices, -
ol while. those .of the. United- States -have
i *° . declined. By..the end of the.1970s. the
’ dollar cost of Russian military spendmg
"was about 50% higher than that _of the
- United States, thz rouble cost about 25%
hxgher..Some other .estimates’ ‘make the.
Russian-American “gap - smaller; “some .
make: it. bigger.’“All . agree that’ Russias™
spends substantrally more than America.
" What is it spending it on?:-Not men in
uniform (though it has more; it pays them
. much less).. -The money goes on, .buying "7
new ‘,weapons, . construction work and
other sorts of military capital investment,.
lmmedlate “and solid additions to military
strength.” (Research and development, :
5 - _however,’ 1s a separate category, on top of -
' these figures.) Chart two of the group on..

® four. new .models of mtercontmental
_balhstxc mlssxleS' R
® anew kmd of tank; -

- @ the. laraést fleet of armed hehcopters

® dozens of new warshnps for the Soviet
_ navy.
1 Despite the gromm7 disparity between"
Russia and Amenca Nato as a whole still
secm to be ahead of i the Warsaw pact as

51 979 Russnan productlon
... of major weapons Tivn

- 250 intercontinental ballistic mnssnles

40,000 anti-aircraft missiles

800 combat aircraft

SR (mcludmg hehcopters)
. 3,000 tanks - : -

. 4,000 armoured personnel carriers

-5 major surface warsmps ~

-9 submarines .

e

& a whole famxly of new tactxcal anrcraft' :

.in the world' o L

page 35 shows that since 1970 Russia has - =y
out-invested " the United States by over. whole i tn total »defence spendmg
- £100"billion. If this-seems an astomshmg Amencan o]utlays are only just over half
figure,’ consider. some of the main things .. of Nato’s, whereas Russia accounts for
the Ru\ssxans have bought in the past.10 .

The best tanks have red stars

that of the Warsaw pact. The table above .
"'shows one year s Russian output of major ;

ised its nucl
. past six years. It is about to reach equalnty

< 34:.,.;,_ . ‘continental power, and has increased its .

breathtakmg margin:; _-
.. .. For::several "years : Russia has out- -«
reached the|United States in most mea--
*~sures’ of nuclear strength—megatons -of "
) _exploswe power (1 megaton=1m tons of
" TNT); numbers of missiles and the total
eight that-can be lifted to the target.”
nly “in nulnbers of warheads has the -
‘Uruted States remained ahead. But even
. this last Amencan advantage is rapidly
dx_sappearmg as ‘tHe Russians deploy large

--about 85% of the Warsaw pact’s. How-" : i
_ever, it seems unlikely that Nato’s spend-- :
ing.on . weapons. and: équipment equals .

_--'weapons whtch exceeds Nato’s. com- N
; bined production in.every category. . . - -
7'2. Nuclear weapons.: Russia. has- moder— )
ear armoury rapidly over the

M&m ~»-(atleast).with the United States in inter-. .

nuclear challenge to westem Europe by a

entry vehxcles on their blg new mxsslles.
The charts. above show the recent rapid.
change in.numbers of warheads—includ-
ing. those carried by bombers as well as
m:ssnles—together with the hkely trend
until 1985.

- And the raw warhead totals do not tell
the whole. tale, anyway.. A much higher
. percentage - of. America’s. warheads are
carried by manned bombers and subma-
rine-launched -missiles. The bombers

have a much smaller chance of getting
- through than missiles do, and the subma-
rine . missiles are. not only much less
accurate. than the land-based onés—not -
accurate enough to- destroy the other
. -side’s missile- s:los—but also less readily
usable (only about half the..American
missile submarine fleet is at sea and ready
~ for.action at any given time). Thus a tally
of “reliable and accurate’’ warheads—
~those on land-based ballistic missiles and
- cruise missiles—while still failing. to tell
the ‘whole story (as any single measure
must) nevertheless gives a sobenng sec-
ond view of the warhead balance. .

The Euro-nuclear tilt -

S Includes medium'ranqe

. missiles, F-111s and
_ * Backfires plus Warsaw *
., pact tactical nuclear
- : bombers- -

,—-Warheads—-ﬂ
Sar T lWarsaw pal:t

N res0

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDPO5T00644R000501410001-3 S




Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

r~Strength of armed forces fmen) .y

«Wamw pod

Nato —————»

. % feofwhich=® "t EE
“ United Slsles'—?

wrth the Umted States in total numbers of

warheads by 1985, it will remain ‘well

ahead in reliable and accurate warheads

-even after the United States has deployed .

its’ super-accurate air-launchéd _ cruise
missiles, -now entering productron .The
addition' of these new missiles will not
close this partrcularly worrying gap; it will
merely stop it getting any wider. .

That is the America-Russia stratos-

“pheric prcture In Europe, a little closer

to earth, there is a large and growing
dxspanty between the medium-range nu-
clear forces of Nato.and those of the
Warsaw pact—the weapons that could hijt
Nato Europe from Russia and vice versa.
The chart on page 36 shows the number
of . systems -and warheads each srde
possesses. . _1..'*. e ;
Both the systems totals and the war-

" head count are tilted sharply the Russian

way. Moreover, quite a lot of the Russian
warheads are’ contained .in the mobile,

multiple-warhead SS-20 ballistic. mrssrles o

and. the' high-speed Backfire bomber:
both more modern than almost anything

in Nato’s European nuclear armoury, and: .

both still rolling off the production lines,
More than a third of Nato’ s warheads- are
in ‘the’ 40 ‘American Posexdon and Tri
dent-1 - missiles. which: arerassrgned 10,

Nato, but which also double up aspart of
America’s own deterrent: Russia also has
several thousand tactical® aircraft which
can attack targets in Nato Europe with’
nuclear..weapons; Nato-has only ‘a few -
aircraft . that . can reach Russra from'

Eurepe.: i

Since last December,‘ Nato has had aAA
programme to add 464 ground-launched

cruise missiles and 108 Pershing-2 ballis-

: . Although .
Russia will: probably’ not, quite catch up -

Nato's reinforcéement plan goés through

intact, the new SS-ZOs and Backt‘rre; still
bemg producecl-_—_the .Russians. are rex-

.pected eventually to have, 500 and 150

respectively alm'ed at Europe—mean that

by 1985.the Warsaw :pact. will be even
farther ahead i rn the Euro-strategic war-
head count than ‘it ;was- bet’ore ‘Nato

started .its catchmg -up” plan Tast

December.... S e
*-3. The armies rn central Europe. ln non-

nuclear forces, the Warsaw ‘pact outnum-

bers Nato in most things, although Nato _

has as many men under arms (see chart,
left). The main| concentration is on the
central European front, and here the
Warsaw pact has more men, tanks, artil-
lery, tactical -aircraft ; ;and, probably, .a

better air defence system (see . chart,.

right), This is dangerous:.a Russian thrust, .

could do great damaoe to the defending
Nato armies, and perhaps.even reach the
Channel, before! Nato could stop it. But
not quite as dangerous as the raw hgures
suggest. . .. . g

If the Warsaw, pact. chose' to launch an_ )

offensnve on theI central front -there are
three ways -it could go -about it: (a).a

. complete surprise attack; -(b) an.attack.
following a short period of preparation,

mcludmg some concentration of the exist-
ing forces; or (c)|an attack preceded by a
more general:mobilisation. The chart- at.

‘the right shows ~how ‘many combat sol-

diers and . tanks| would be. avarlable to
each side in (a) and ®):..:

. In a surprise attack Nato would have_

to start frghtmg' with. ‘the - forces now
stationed in Germany, .and the. Warsaw

pact with those lin East Germany and

Czechoslovakia. These are shown in the
smaller bars. Thesoverall ratios—about 14

10 . 1 in the communist side’s favour mv

st

Qut of the blue?... ..
.:Combat.strength : - Ly

Anhguesnthonsm
: PR

ey

both men-and tanks—are a good deal less
than the 3 to-1 ratio generally accepted as-
necessary for victory. But “‘overall”. can
be. misleading. The trick is for the. at-
tacker..to. assemble an: overwhelmmg .
force in-a small area so as to punch.a hole
through the defenders’ line.before- help
can reach .it. Since Nato’s army -is in
peacetnme scattered over. West- Germany,
the ~extra .100,000 well-armed, first-line
troops -at - the “Warsaw pact’s- disposal, -
properiy -used, mlght be.:the . punch-
through factor... : B, ST S
- The taller bars on the chart show what
each side might do with about . 10 days’.

. preparatron. The  Warsaw. pact .figures

then rise. to include the. first-line Russian
forces statroned in the western districts of,
the .Soviet- Union and just inside eastern
Europe, .plus the- first-line. Polish .and.
Czech divisions (although there is- some
doubt about:the loyalty and efficiency of

these - two.. satelllte armles), .The Nato

tic missiles to its European arsenal, start- §

ing in 1983 (but two of the five countries -

scheduled to take them, Holland and

Belgium, . are still ‘having trouble with

their local nuclear disarmers): The fright-
emng arithmetic of the Euro-nuclear bal-
ance is shown by one simple fact. Even if

et et s

Coestal defence no’ more-—-now the Russian navy can land troops where the actlon ls -
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amOcean on sl'nps Blrt" wi

defcnce of. Europ

‘f_;_.,the next few-years.-The Warsaw pact has
' -about; 900, warships in"all; to: Nato’s- 700,
mall ones: in
. ships? sof fngate size: and larger Nato'
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figures expand to mclude one extra Bnt- - two or three of a type; this suggests that

ish division, two *“dual-based" American
divisions flown over from the United

States (to join their equipment, already
in Germany) and all the first-line divi--

sions of Belgium, Holland and France.

- This 10 days preparation does not do.
' the Warsaw pacta lot of good. Its advan-
tage in tanks improves only a little, and
the manpower ratio actually gets worse

for it.- And-in 10 days ‘Nato could rein-

.force its tactical air forces’ in Europe

much more. vigorously: the ‘tactical. air..
balance would probably settle at about
7,000 to 6,000 aircraft in favour of the'

communist forces-instead of the aImost 2:
to 1 superiority they now enjoy. : i

;. The third: possrbnlny-—general mobnh—
satlon -before _fighting—is _difficult: to,
quantify. What ' would the Nato countries
do if-Russia started-to mobilise?” What
would the less stalwart members of the
"Warsaw- pact reply if Russia asked them
to-get-ready- to fight: the west in -four
weeks™ time? Theé imagination-boggles.’

:]ets (e

the Russians a’re still experimenting. to

_find out what they need. The Kievclass of

light “aircraft carrier,. the first of ‘which
appeared in 1975, showed that Russia
wanted 10 move into-naval air power.
Although it now seems that only three
Kiev-class ships will be built, recent intel-

ligence 'reports[ say that-a large aircraft

. carrier may appear in.the late 1980s." A

32,000-ton nuclear-powered battle-cruis-
er'is due to be completed next year. It
will“ carry-<a W|de range of weapons,
including 300-m|le ‘cruise missiles. and,
probably, hehcopters and Yak-34 Jump

s L R

~ Both these developmems pomt to the

: lengthemng reach of Russia’s navy, which

~ was ‘once -(except for its- submarines) a’

mainly short~rainge fleet. Two other re-
cent’ ships seem to. underline this. The:
11,000-ton: Ivan Rogoff:is the first Rus-
sian attempt to buz]d a ship that can carry
assault’ troops over long distances. The

" Berezina is a supply ship which can trans-

The only half-plausnble guess seems tobe: -

that mobilisation is unlikely to leave the:
Soviet “alliance- much- better off than-it
would have been from a standing start: <
. :~All these nice' calculations- apply- only
to -Europe. In-the oil-bearing region- of
south-west- Asia. around the-Gulf, which:
may be the focus of east-west-tension in-
the next few ‘years, the Russians® current:

military advantage'can be summed up in"

. one-word: overwhelmmg Russia’s move:
into- Afghanistan:is-an entirely néw card-

fer stores and]fuel to: warshrps on the
move at sea; ‘a technique in which Russia -
has:long lagoed behind western navies.

" But there-is nolswn yet of plans to build

in- the game.-The Russrans are already- -

within fxghter-bomber range of the Guif:
and‘can probably get their ground troops:

there- with- little - trouble; : the' United:

States could get-its forces into ‘the area- -
only with great diffi culty- ‘The Americans:. -

are starting to prepareva rapid deploy-.

‘ment force, and have'} prepositioned"
some equipment and supphes in the Indi-

>The” pavies fBﬂé .'

" but. most of ‘those. 900 re;

. 460° 10 195. The communist ‘side’ s chief
advantage is "in*’submarines, ‘where it
;outnumbers Nato by about 360 to 260. In
troop-landmg craft, Nato outnumbers the
Warsaw v-pact by abq\,gt,3 to 1

The shnps Russia”has -built-in.recent
ears have ‘tended: to come’in backets;,of

.

1R B W e A R A S A 2 S B 1 < S O N e M b Ve e

more Berezmas or Ivan Rogoffs

Crert

Quahty plusquanhty" FECEIIES A

What: are’ the lessons of all thxs as the

-west.shuifles mto the dangerous 1980s?

In’ the past, the Russians and their allies-
on the whole used'simple military equip-
ment (standardised, because all designed
by Russia) opemted by. large m.mbers of
men.-Now, .in,almost’ every ‘category,’

therr weapons are gemng as good as, or

Russia takes the hlgh—technology road
‘%41., (R N

: deepest—dmnv submarines in the world. '

better than, the west’s. For instance: -
@ In field artillery, gun for gun, the
Warsaw pact may‘already be ahead in the
quality competition. -

® At least four fifths of its tactical air
forces now consist of “late model™ air-
craft (produced since 1970).

O Its armies are receiving large numbers
of the T-72 tank, which is probably better,
than any tank now deployed by Nato
(although not as good as the new, Nato
tanks just - entering producuon—-(he
American Abrams and the German
Leopard-2).- - :
® The Sovxet navy is bmldmg larue t\tan-
ium-hulled submarines. that may be the

Part of the explanation may lie in the
fact that, with their particularly low birth
rates, the Warsaw pact countries have got
a manpower problem looming ahead. But
there is no‘sign yet that they are moving’
towards a Nato-like policy of small ar-
mies equipped with fine weapons. Their
numbers of men under arms show no
marked downward trend, e o

_Ttisentirely possible that Russia and its
allies, which have means of social disci-
pline unavailable "in* the -democratic
world, will  keep the numbers up ‘while at
the same’* time * continuing * to- spend-
cnough money-—-on ‘defence to- go on’
improving the quality of their weapons. It
that happens, Nato will soon face a hard
choice. It can use its continuing techno-
logical ‘lead to" produce weapons and
equipment so vastly superior that they
will, once' again,” make up for greater
Russian numbers. Or it can start thmklnv
agam and go back to Vo!ta;re e
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’ 'Barbara ‘Anderson'in a specxal pre-publication edition - :

S carstatement sent out w1tl__y the b

A2 Ludlug ‘a,
- . way.If that's all that they-ar

b
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ﬂ‘Th temewer isa reporter and

secuon 0f The Washmgton,Pos' " :

. The sound you hear in the: dxstance, 1l : 2
qf Yhe,windchimes, iS that.of publicity drumbeating. St .

riins i gomg all out for:this:action:s suspensestory,

»”ﬂr_,?although it:is-that.most risky’of-investments; an unsol
- icited first novel by a completely unknown writ

% “There’ was:an-initial: hesitancy.”; reported: edxtor(

for critics..But that:was thé past:4St. Martin's.-now. be

liepesAnd so, by implication, must the reader.

- :ctually, St Martin's: claim~is; relatively: mod
“ACW Mykel is the next: Ro_bert., 1 dlum ”.5ays atyp

prvhaps:Mykellsthe ne:'ct; udizm: Not:onl
’ : capt he i

ldenntya i
. ~Mykel: bas mastered :
) LudlumaFormula =:_He

; -take:se usly a :

. ( : e;roles; of this. countryj,’, and.j

I—pepox:tsthat everythmg haracter: said-*had jivedd

} with.th%facts”" Such ; -pers ma)l'ak:] taken seriously:
: t ; lar

styie, for that matter,
ple,,of eroticrsc_eu

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 - CIA

< = SENTINEL is-a new; super-computer developed by

: a C :
... "CIA—doesnt know about them) SENTINEL bids fair )

‘{«tured ‘and: m1ght succumb to: torture—and it could

" If‘anagent loses hishead;
- h i

. ; computer:whiz, who: knows:how to buildia newer-and-ij.

- <SENTINEL’iii _fAmerlcan ands is-a;scary 1dea thmk-x

' ’about a SENTINEL:inith ‘hands of-the- llberators of .

Afghamstan Thxs\powerful plot mainspring moves a’

-igtory.as comphcated as a. stopwatch and considérably

smore interesting:'By the time it is finished, addicts of:

ill ,pr.obably be:willing to. .overlook
f: thebook is: awkwardly ‘written: 4

. '>the fact that mu

_RDP05T00644R000501410001-3
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. «There is-also-some. confusnon about, who:js;doing |
what in-the plot.of “The’ Wmdchune Legacy,” but.
~this-is!as it should" be-in.a. cloak-and-dagger. novel..
-The. story includes. not{ only.the:standard Russxans -
" and Americans, but.a hnghly 'secret and powerful or-
” ganization of neo—Nazxsawhxch ‘emerges in full. wew
~-only. toward the:end-of ‘the ‘book, although there’are .
> hints from. the begmmng ‘There are schemes.within :

- sehemes, situations deliberately-set up-so that’ the ap-:
pearance of failure is almost a’guarantee of: success;
- sleeper-agents- who have been hoarded, unused. for?
" half 7a ‘lifetime -waiting : for .thé proper moment: 10 -|
- strike:a blow:for the Sovxet Union. Mykel has estab--|
" “lished:a: high quota: ofdefectors (from: both:sides), |
double agents.and professxonal assassins—a :slightly .
richer’ than usual recipe:for:this. kind ‘of novel. ‘But.
- there is more: At the heart of the story:is S INEL
-an invention as fascmatmg as itis chillin :

ihe United. States in top ecrecy;a machine with: real
mtelhgence rather ‘than”.the ability :to: mampulate 1
‘data-andfollow orde ) g
- really: think. like humal bemgs although their-pro--}
-grams.¢an’be: :designedito-give that illusion, but SEN-
L:does; it ‘has.self; awareness an enormous ca-v

0/set its:own: long-range goals Wxth the
“ability-to. eavesdro ‘onjother computers: and tap tele--

“agents (s0 secret

to be the first—and thereby the:only-—computer:to |-
~Tule the world. Its: mtel igence" organization: is: more
“efficient: than any: other because: all its:key: agents
Care: ~wired :directly:into:the: computer “each has’a;;
-small‘'sending'and. recewmg apparatus 1mplanted m
~his:skull for. instant. two—way ‘communication:‘What
_:the agents: don’t realiz is that the latest:models of
" this device also: mcludeanxexploswe charge ‘This‘is' a.;
" ‘bandy ifdrastic; protectlon for:agents: who: get cap-

“gven take out'a few Russknes if they're Standifig close™

enough 1t is.also security; for SENTINEL, of course.”|
Joses his head.

dxsgruntled America

=% The problems: ‘begi

“bigger:SENTINEL, ‘decides that his talents‘would'be’] -
- ;hetter: appreciated vMoscow - ‘than‘they :are’here,;]
“‘and“begins the. complex rocess’of selhnd‘out Ifias 4

\suspense ‘fiction wi

oy 3 s
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‘Books

False Friend

THE NOBEL PRIZE

by Yuri Krotkov

Translated by Linda Aldwinckle
Simon & Schuster; 348 pages; 312.95

w hen Yuri Krotkov defected to the
West in 1963, carrying a micro-
filmed manuscript detailing his experi-
ences as a Soviet secret police agent, he
might have chosen a new career as a writ-
er of thrillers. Certainly he had enough
material in hand. One of his first assign-
ments for the KGB involved informing on
boyhood friends. Later he specialized in
the sexual entrapment of foreigners. His
job was to introduce ambassadors and at-
tachés to beautiful Soviet women, known
as “swallows” in secret police parlance.
Once a diplomat was caught nesting with
a swallow, there followed a blackmail at-
tempt and—the KGB hoped—recruitment
of the victim as a Soviet agent. -

‘Yet Krotkov seems uninterested in
writing conventional thrillers. Instead, he
has produced The Nobel Prize, a spy sto-

ry of a different kind, about Boris Pas- |

ternak. According to the dust jacket,
which does not mention Krotkov’s secret
police background, the author enjoyed “a
close personal friendship with the Paster-
nak family.” Though such a friendship be-
tween a KGB agent and Russia’s great 20th

- century poet seems unlikely, Krotkov was

indeed a frequent visitor to the home of
Pasternak after he received the Nobel
Prize for Literature in 1958.

he plot turns on actual events, begin-
ning with the Nobel award. The So-
viet authorities had been outraged by the
publication abroad of Pasternak’s novel,
Doctor Zhivago, which they had banned
as anti-Soviet. When the prize was an-
nounced, they launched a vast campaign
of vilification against the author.
_Pasternak cabled his acceptance of
the award saying “infinitely grateful,
touched, proud, surprised, overwhelmed.”
Six days later he declined it “in view of
the meaning given the award by the so-
ciety in which I live.” He then wrote a let-
ter to Nikita Khrushchev pleading not to
be expelled from the U.S.S.R. In spite of
these and other concessions, the attacks
against him scarcely subsided, and he died
in disgrace in 1960 at the age of 70.
Building on these facts, Krotkov has
strained- for verisimilitude. There are
knowing touches of trivia: a mention of
the poet’s favorite felt slippers, the real
names of his dogs. Bits of Pasternak’s
works and quotes from the Soviet cam-
paign against him are cited with preci-

i sion. Only the essence of the book is false.

Krotkov’s defection from the: US.S.R.
seems hardly to have been for ideological
reasons, nor does he sympathize with the
poet’s struggles. For his portrait of Pas-

ternak immeasurably coarsens him while

it diminishes his martyrdom. In addition,
it has reduced him to the image purveyed
by Soviet propaganda.

Pasternak is made to inveigh against
capitalism, under which “every man must
be prepared to commit any crime for the
sake of money.” In the U.SS.R., on the
other hand, “the Bolsheviks are reshaping
human nature, directing man toward a
better future.” Metamorphosed into a true
Soviet patriot and Communist, the fiction-
al Pasternak has little trouble turning
down the Nobel Prize: “What if I really
am just a puppet in the hands of the im-
perialists?” In any case, he concludes, the
prize was “not worth having.”

Krotkov’s book even demeans one of |

the most celebrated love stories of mod-
ern literary history. Olga Ivinskaya, Pas-
ternak’s model for Lara in Doctor Zhi-
vago, had been the poet’s companion and
secretary for 14 years. Now 68 years old
and living in Moscow, Ivinskaya has sur-

vived two terms in concentration camps ;

Yuri Krotkov
He was straining for verisimilitude.

for her association with the poet.

To judge by this book, Ivinskaya’s fate

was well deserved. As Krotkov tells it, she

' was responsible for Doctor Zhivago's pub-
lication abroad, thus causing all the trou-
bles. Pasternak is said to have repudiated
her when she supposedly pocketed some
of the novel's foreign royalties. That alle-
gation corresponds to the line taken by the
Soviets in 1960 to justify the eight-year
sentence meted out to Ivinskdya, who was
convicted on a trumped-up charge of spec-
ulating in foreign currency.

Actually, as Pasternak’s frantic letters
to friends abroad show, his greatest fear
during the terror-filled months following
the Nobel award was for Ivinskaya. “She
and her children are a kind of hostage
for me,” he wrote. In large part, his re-
fusal of the Nobel Prize and his other con-
cessions had been attempts to save her.
Shortly before his death, he managed to
send a letter to the West saying: “If, God
fgrbid, they should arrest Olga, all toc-
sins should ring, just as would have been
done in my own case, for an attack on
her is in fact a blow at me.” Twenty years
later the blows are still falling on Olga

—and on Pasternak. —By Patricia Blake
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' THE AGE OF SURVEILLANCE: By Frank
: 75> J. Donner. 554 pages. Knopf. 317.‘9_5_ I

ago when each. day seemed to .
bring new revelations of mis- -
- 'uaa8 conduct- by: America’s . intelli-
. gence agencies, including extensive ef- -
“-forts to -monitor and stifle domestic:.

B mlitical ’ dissent, . the. driv-e ) to reform.:

" .and control Government intelligence
" gathering has lost steam, - “-= % . -
. The -*‘temporary’’- administrative
" controls instituted by the Ford and Car-.
.. ter Administrations are still in place:
~Formal governing charters for-the in-

telligence agencies, seen as permanent

.. waysof keeping the agencies within the
" boundaries - of - the: Constitution,: are
moving through Congress at a glacial .-
... pace. A comprehensive charter for the .
- " Central Intelligence Agency and its sis-
| .ter agencies was recently set aside in
" _favor ‘an..abbreviated. bill: that gives.
.. Congress new authority to' oversee the
; C.LA., but does not deal with ‘such:
- 'sensitive issues as establishing stand-:
‘- ards for the surveillance of American
" citizens.
. Need for Charters™ - - =115
.- Frank J. Donner’s:“The Age of Sur- .
"+ veillance’’* is :a-powerful reminder of-,
- the need for permanent-- charters...
" -Based on information cbllected by Mr
 Donner during a long career‘as a civil
. liberties lawyer, the book chronicles in”
.. painstaking detail a long string of Gov- -
:* emment-attempts to muzzle political’
. activities and organizations.that have
. not.. conformed- ‘with . mainstream -
. »-American attitudes.: T
- .»: Beginning with the roots of ‘Ameri- -
..ca’s political intelligence system in the
- . last century, and tracing it through the )
" Palmer~:Raids . of 1920, the rise o
-~ J. Edgar Hoover and:the Federal Bu :
' reau of Investigation, and the apex of .
, ~intelligence abuses during the 60’s and
" :70's, Mr: Donnercharts the develop-
- “ment of a system that became a kind of .-

GURANTIS 10000 2 N B B S

TheTlmes

. vigilante state untp itself. “No aspect -

¥ HOUGH it was only. five years ..

- he calls ““kangaroo grand juries.” Most .

-+ ministration,: ‘showing _ that . officials
~ tried then to use the LL.R

‘
-
“"'t

of our commen life has been so battered °

by - misconduct - and ‘betrayal as.our
* commitmentto the ‘fullest measure of
political freedom,”” he writes. ’
+ The agents of that betrayal, he finds
were the F.B.I., the:C.I.A., the mili--
..tary, the Congress; the:Internal Reve- .
. nue Service, the White:House and what -

. of the details of how :these. agencies
-abused civil-liberties have been pub- -
ished before -~ by Congressional com- .
mittees, newspapers and others.. But.
this book is'more than a. rehashing of -

oldnews..:| . | C

“Mr. Donner has performed an invalu- -
able ‘service by wading ‘through the

- mountains of reports,. legal briefs,

. newspaper clips and Government docu-

. ments, separating the hard evidence of

_-misconduct from the rumor§;:and then

" binding - the| information ‘together

within a historical and cultural frame- -

“work. The result is a cohesive; impor-

- tant examination of how. andiwhy. the .
United States drifted into the);

ceeds best when he presents evidence
of institutional abuses. His ac qnt of
- how the L.R.S! was. used- for political .
purposes does/not merely restate the
story of ‘misconduct during the Nixon"
:Administration, when the agencyiwas .. .
vused to harass political enemies. | r.
‘Donner goes back to the Kennedy ‘Ad-

‘ .S.:to unsetjle

political groups.. . = - s el 3{ -
: When he deals with grand juries, T
Donner recounts with chilling detail the:

tice -Department manipulated, - the~ )
grand-jury ‘process to conduct: far-::.
reaching inquiries of antiwar groups. T
The conviction! and plea rate. for the< -

from these investigations was less than -
15 percent, compared to 62 percent in -

PR R A i sy S et

" Donner seeks to be a political theorist.

‘of unenlightened leaders who have

- J. Edgar Hoover would be
“sentialexamples -7 ¢ T
3 * Although there may well be a repres-
" sive streak in our national character,
" Mr: Donner’s ‘repeated references to
... ~“‘nativism,” and his effort to link all
.. surveillance-abuses to it; ‘weigh down

' some sections. ..
way the Nixon Administration’s Jus- " -

~ has become something of an obession.

nearly 400 indictments that resulted :. - stopped for the moment. The challenge.

. Istoassure that it doesn’t resume. .
el IR T IR Dy,

ordinary criminal cases. e
“ Little wonder, as:Mr. Donner notes,
that. Mr. Nixon warned H. R. Halde.
man and John W:Dean 3d in 1973, as
Watergate unraveled, . that -*‘grand
juries are not very fair sometimes.” =

‘Nativist Syndrome’".. . " ...
The book is less successful where Mr.

He finds intelligence abuses rooted in
what he calls a‘ “nativist suppressive
syndrome’’-in- Atnerica, which he be-
lieves produced a demonic, destructive-
antiradicalism. 'He sees this phenome-
non as the spawning ground for a series

been supported by “’nativist cadres.’
the quintes-

the book and ‘make the going slow in"

But,-as Mr: Donner’ éélmdwledéeéf
the subject. of. éxcessive surveillance
for him. 1f. 50, it is.an obsession from.

which we can all profit. The miscon-
duct, Mr. Donner says, appears to have,

S Y e b en . T - et
R R T - LA =
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ARTICLE APPEARED THE WASHINGTON POST
oN PACE_J=4 BOOK WORLD

10 August 1980

THE, FIFTH FIORSEMAN, By Larry. Collins and. Domi-
‘:"anue !.aprerre. Snmon ‘and Schuster. 478 pp. $13.95+

o By RICHARD HE_LMS

N A PLOT which sets up-a“ contest between the i

‘A wills and skills of the:president of the United -
States and’Libyan strongman Muammar al- Qaddafi,-jj

" the leading character turns out to be a detective first
grade in’ the New: York: Police Department,: Angelo:.
Rocchia. SR ot “l g

: ﬂerfth Horsemawls a’ novel about thermonu-‘;»:’
-._'clear bombs in the hands of terrorists. Whence this
: title? Those who are up on chapter six of The Revela-:
:tion of Saint John may recall that white; Ted; black:
- and pale horses had riders who might be called Pesti-.
.Jence, War,Famme and Death. These were known as:
“The Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse,” enshrined’
;many years.3go in the title of a book by Blasco Tha~
a-Fifth Horseman has emerged from*
B :Hell to scourge humanity with terror,- _
:_}w:th arms so, temble even John’s hallucmatmg*lmagrm
~nation -could - have concexved‘ them,” to. quote i

L ZInthe genre of The Crash of 79- and The Day ‘of the._’
‘Jackal, this § suspense novel is readable and in.places:
xciting: It mixes fact and” fxctron—-names, places‘a
ceventsand detaﬂs«-—so relentlessly that a word of caus-
- tion'is irrorder, The reader had best regardithe entira’.
<. book as fictional and not attempt to judge which de-’
#tailyare-fact and which are fiction: If he does attempt‘-z
» this; Hé is bound to: form an exaggerated opinion! of .
:the technologxcal prowess of our country and the exs -
ent to which a deity looks after our affairs. .
= But for some, especially Washington readers, 1t wﬂl )
: be intriguing to note. which officials in this book are -
" given their redl.names and which have new. identi.-
- ties. The secretary of state, Andrew Peabody, is fic- .
.tienal. Warren Christophér, his deputy, gets his’ real -
‘name. Harold Brown is secretary of defense and er-
_liam Webster-is director of the FBL The head of. ie
- CIA, however; is Gardiner “Tap” Bennington; saidito l;:_
-be a.devotee of Allen Dulles: (Since when did that ¢is )
.tinguished director of Central Intelligence spell lns

" hame "Allan"?) One is bound to wonder whether tie |

3

-

‘authors felt that certain of these, tndividuals-had !

‘more assired tenire than otheérs; and if so, what
~crystal ball they used Provxdentxally. the presxdent
;is not given a name. :
}‘. It would spoil . the story ‘to” say more ahout the
“plot than' that the terrorists have smuggled-a hy-:
‘drogen_bomb into :Manhattan 'to blackmail : the-!
:.presxdent But it is fair to" noté that inhabitants of ;
-greater New, York:will: find themselves thought-’
fully’ fxgurmg how they \»ould evacuate that great
*city on short notxce It is the' old shoutmg <‘Fire™ i -in-:
-a-crowded theater syndrome“ only*on‘a-far more 3
‘massive and agonizing scale In Washmgton a Little-"

knnwnorgamznmn called the Federal Emergency
{Management’ Ageney sxaponsmle for such mat- -;

tens.'].’he readerwnlg_meﬂy eome to the’ prayerful
_hope ‘that this agency is: en top ot its _job ‘and
“ameng¢ otbm* things. mcheexmgns shelters dutiful-?

‘ly. How reassuring is it fo know that 'as of 1980
EEMAS ‘ﬁrew' eivit. e’.etense peliey” . has among’ ns

“programs one whu:h meludes “pl:mmnv for popu-"-

’framn reIec:mon dur.mg t.mes of mtema:mnai
eTisis as, well 25 be adaptanfe t0 herp dear wnh;

, natural dxsasters and other _peacetime emergen- |
cres”": = = .
“ina settmg of power. advanced ,technology and
international negotiation, the one figure.in the
: ook who has true-to-ife identity and emotions is
“our. New York .cop, Angelo Rocchia. His straet
'«smarts, hls experience his personal woes make
{him stand: out among the plastic figures who dot

the landscape .Perhaps he belongs to the wrong
‘generatron but the treatment he receives from his|
paramour, Grace. Knowland a reporter- for ' T}zef
‘New York szes makes one wonder about cer-|
tam modern attitudes. Professronally, however, he
"1s what every citizenr wants in a detective, and he
:;may ‘be forgiven his resentment of the FBI smces
"most big-city cops shareit. =:=:x% o :
i ‘The authors, Larry Collms and Domunque La-
prerre, former journalists for Newsweek and Pan,g
~Madtch  respectively,: have collaborated on fivei
}books of which this is the first novel Their initia}:
‘effort, I3 Paris Burning? was an exeiting recreas’
“tiomof life'in the Freneh eapital during Wm:ld War‘
fnasseemthnough the eyes of intensely h.uman par-

¢ (j'ﬂ pINUED
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tmxpants It -is: perhaps for thxs reason that the French
i eharacters and settings-in The F‘lfth Horseman have a

partxcularly solid resonance. SEIVE ST R0
S ~~The pubhshers “of this:book could hardly have counted‘l
on:the recent: publicity: givenito: ‘Billy: Carter’s: arrange-
ments with- the Libyan. government ‘From:thé pomt of-
" view of sales it is.almost too:good to-be.true: But don’t let:

thls distract us from the fact-that-Libya, in the:words of-
; President :Carter;.*has repeatedly ‘provided-support: for
L.acts of mtematxona} terrorism.” In an iinclassified study:

-afew years-ago theCentral: Intelligence: Agency -madethe’
f_ 'udgment thal; “Colonel alQaddaf} l;as: beer one of the

i “When a government such as that of leya is: mvolved m
? errorism from Ulster to Israel, then only prudential con-
[sxderatxons on:the:part of the nations attacked can weigh
against actions'to change that government. “This subject
comes 3. under. the -heading. of. thinking the unthink-
‘able: Butthe. begmmng of wisdom in dealing with terror-
ismsis: to:face. this:fact: no- act is: unthml\able when’ so
many terribieacts aresuccessful AN y
. fmay: pethaps give:a shudder: to:
szth Horseman to hear another Judgment wmten in the
same' CIA: study ‘noted above:: “The. prospect of nuclear--
armed’ten-onstscan, -fact, no: longer be dismissed. But
.becauseof‘the major problems that.would be involved in
‘the: acqumtxon, storage, transport and. employment of'a
“nucledr. devicej a. more-likely scenario—at least. in- ‘the
short. term—-would be a.terrorist. selzure of 'a. nuclear
weapons storage facility or a nuclear power plant to.ex-
ploitithe. pubhcxty and:the bargamma power. mherent m
‘the attendant.threat of. radxoloolcal pollutmn " -

.may jati fxrst appear. The: combmatmn of nuclear power
ancfterronsm haﬁmdeed created~a “fx!th'hox‘seman" to
.menace man’s: survx :
the extreme:5i2- 23

RICHARD HELMS spent 30 years in m'telhgence He
“ former director of the Central Intelligence Agenc;js la.
* former ambassador.to Iran and.is now an intern nonal
consultant mWashmgton. <

e T R THE T QN AR S el
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. srilla groups or terrorist cells after autonomy

" -*responsibility; (The ‘permanent status. of accordmgtoofﬁcxallsraehsources

o entirely the responsibility of the Palestinians .
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ARTICLE AFPEARED CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR
oK PA&E_@.___ 1L August 1980

. . ‘ByAbrahamRabinovich - , “head ‘of .the Israeli. secunty service, _whose.cells smashed last year, accordmg to official
Specialto'l'he Christian Science Monitor ' ldentityisnever disclosed.) -, -~ Sources, .114 had .not..yet- undertaken an,
Sl Jerusalem " - The highly efficient mteulgence network operahon
m'l'he Fecent murder of an officer in Israel’s- Israel has woven in the territories occupied in- - -~ The Palecuman cells in the occupled tem
secunty sérvices (Shin Bet) by a Palestinian -~ the six-day war of 1967 is 6ne reason for what tories now are far better equipped and trained
“double agent-—‘and that agent’s subsequient ** is'seen here aslsrael’s remarkable success i -than'in the-past. Nevertheless, the’ Shin: Bet -
slaymg after a manhunt on the occupied West - curbxng terrorism. = sz -security - service’ has-managed. to keep-well*.

' : Bank - illustrates one of the pnnclpal ques- > The Israeli agent slam 1ast month Moshe ahead of them: The perpetrators of 85 percent

Golan ..apparently was an important figurein  of terrorist actions:in Israel ang’ the- occupxed
the operation of this network, to judge by the - ;‘territories have; been identified and the bulk
: presence.of Prime Minister Menachem Begm .of them ; arrested accordmg to - ofﬁcxal
and other- Israeli dxgmtanes at hisfuneral... .
Mr...:Golan. was“killed  .by. Bassam
Mahmoud Habash, a ‘resident of a refugee

-:able to enter West Bank ¢ities o root out guer- .. X x
) gAlthouch the Palestiman underground.has '
- proved adept at getting explosives through to "
i :~camp outside the West Bank city of Nablus. : -its operanves despite. tough Israeli security .
rying out such antl-terronst activity dunng ‘Mr.-Habash had served as an_informer for ~along the border.and at Jports of entry, and.
“the five-year interim autonomy period, even: _,~',.years and had supphed mtonnatxon thatledto . although it rapidly sets.up. new- cells to re--
_though. Palestinians' will ‘have routine police : -the uncovering of at least one terrorist cell " place those destroyed, it has been unable to. :
: - 7' create: an atmosphere of terror say Israeh
i . these territories is to be decided by the endof . .. Mr. Golan’s meeting with him was on safe sources; : o e
. -thefive years.)., g ground inside Israel, and the Shin Bet officer | -~ The occasional bomb set oft inside Israel is .
o Egypt, meanwhxle, insists that mtemal se- -,-had no reason to expect double-dealing. Three .. "little more disturbing ‘to the general popula-«
- curity within the autonomous  area ‘should be - days’ after Mr. Golan’s death, Mr. Habash .- tion than traffic -accidents; which take a far -
:was spotted by security forces in-downtown ° higher.toll. In the occupied territories. them- .
Nablus.: According to "the authorities. he - selves.ilsraelis travel almost freely.. | - -
pened fire when called upon to halt and was  ~Credit for this is usually given to the Shm
killed 'in the exchange. ‘He.was: tound to. be— . Bet, which--bases: its .operation- on sophistx- f
10lding Mr. Golan’s pistol. R .. cated intelligence rather than counter'terror:"
Numerous . Arab  informers in. the West - _-But if the Shin Bet cannot operate within the~

during ~the - interim penod and certamly

ceye. According to a Reuters dispatch from
Tel -Aviv,:Israel’s :attorney-general has-or-

~—.dered an, mvestxgatxon to determine whether -~ Bank and Gaza Strip have enabled the Israe- " West Bank and ‘Gaza after autonomy:-terror-

,....Dawd Halevy, a reporter for. the Washington __ lis to round up most terrorist cells hefore they ist cells would have a safe haven trom.wmch

launch even their ﬁrst operatlon» Of the 138 totoray agamst Israeh targets‘

Star’ broke censorshxp laws by 1dentxfymg the

PRI

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDPO5T00644R000501410001-3



Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDP05T00644R000501410001-3

ARTICLE ﬁ NEW YORK TIMES
" ON PAGE . 13 AUGUST 1980

. e . SN L B ST ’.j'.j"; i
" TEL' AVIV, Aug 12 — Israeli officials Israel and the occupiéd areds; ‘requires
said today that the correspondent of. The {the ‘Prime Minister’s approval‘for tele.:|
Washington Star'would be indicted for re- phone tapping; bugging and penetration’
vealing the identity of the head of Israel’s [of political groups; ;- .. - e
Internal Security Service.ina dispatch to | - The Prime Minister’s oftice denied Mr;:
his paper. The officials said he'is to be {Halevy’'s allegation and said ““never was:
charged under the Official Secrets Act, a calumny so odious."” The security chief;:
which carries a- maximurm -penalty of 15 lin unprecedented interviews and in testio..
yearsimprisonment. ¥ iz ;L “<|mony -before- Parliament’s .Foreign “Afs
[ *A-Government staternent said that At |fairs and Security Committee, said the al-
torney General Yitzhak Zamir had found }legation- was:unfounded.. He said there.
that the journalist; David Halevy, an Is- |had been no political interference in the
‘Taeli, citizen, - had* committed a ' prima |investigation and that months before the

‘facie violation of Israeli law in publishing |attacks on the mayors he told Mr. Begin

the name of Avraham: Achitov, the chief the wanted to retire at the end of 1980 after

©of‘the ‘agency known.here-as. Shin-Bet: |31 years service.®” ¥ T
The ‘Attorney General’instructed thie po: | “Mr.: Halevy's dispatch was published
lice to investigate and prepare an indict: {under a.Tel Aviv dateline but an official
ment. 50 AR wr.if$aid it had not: cleared Is ‘military
" Haaretz,:an; : G it S

. ~an Israel newspaper; i censorship.- 757 ¢ e Ik
viewed Mr. Halevy, who was in Washing- | ~-The Israelis received advance informa-
ton, by telephone yesterday and reported |tion- about. the report when: David Alk-
thathe said he was prepared to return to {man, Time magazine bureau'chiefand an
Israel to stand trial.or face a parliamen: |occasional contributor. to The:Star, re.-

e

tary investigatio! is: | quested reaction-and comment from the|
patch..- - zn\g E Prime Minister’s office. i+ o o

. His dispatch, published .on: Thursday, |- Mr: Aikman-said today: that at the re-
"alleg'ed"i:h?at.the; Shin: Bet' chief had re- | quest of the Prime Minister’s ‘dffice, he
‘'signed -because : Prime Minister. Mena- conveyeda request to The Star nd} to pub-
:chem Begin had obstructed the investiga- lish the security chief’sname... .

‘tion of .bomb attacks. against three West [/ et st DR L D
.Bank Arab mayors on-June:2..The.agen-.
cy; which is:in-charge of. counterintelli:
-genee-and. antiterrorist-activities. inside
e L R ot i o

~e
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ARTICLE APPEARED
ON PAGE

- JERUSALEM, "Aug.. 12—Israel’s at-
torney "general today ordered the. na—f
tronal pollce to. begm an: investlgatxon_

¢ of.a “prima- facie” . vwlatron \of the.
state secrets ‘act:- bra correspondent"
oﬁ\v the- Washmgton Star and ~Time,
inagazme for - publxshmg the nime of-
the-chlef of the secret security service.”

R e would be. the: iu'st ume x Journal-
lsf was prosecuted under an-espionage
sta(ute of the secrets “act. Convxctxon_

‘A:ttomey Genera Yltzhak Zamir
<. said ﬂ\e correspondent “David - Halevy,
. who is: ‘currently in’ ‘the “United States.
_ on leaveJof': abser rom-Time naga-d
- zing, would be in Zated. “in) prepa-
- ration of an 1ndlctment” on charges of;
' ‘passing’; secret °overnment informa-|
« tionn w1thout authouzatxon s

_ In a dispatch filed  from Tsrael: 1ase
. week, ‘Halevy,. an-Israeli. cmzen, re-{’
ported that - the head of the General
Security- Services - (Shin Bet) had re-
sxgned.,m -protest - because- .. Israeli
Prime Minister Menachem Begin ob-
structed -‘the > investigation...into- ‘the .
_ planting of bombs i in the cars o£ three
- West Bank mayors 0n June 20 7Ll

['I‘he story, appearmg in’ the Wash-

- indton Star last Thursday;. 1denuf1ed.
'the ‘head of the: Israeli securi
. xces as Avraham Achxtuv .54}
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"/ sible criminal prosecution is the _publi-:

THE WASHINGTON POST
13 August 1980

"Nablus “Mayor. ‘Bassam Shaka lost-
both legs and. Ramallah Mayor Karim:
Khala£ lost.'a- foot in the bombmos.
:‘'which ultranationalist Jewish' civilian’

settlers living:in the ‘West Bank - are*

thought.to have carried out. q
thle denym _the Substance of Ha- §

levy’s. report "as-a- “total fabrication;”",

government. offxcxals -today:, .,tressed

" that the issue being’ consxdered for pos-.

P catlon ‘of .the’ security chief's- name- ’..»

- Identities” of security - and" Intelli—
gence officials are never officially . dis-"|
clésed: in Israet, \E nd the names- Jof«
SHin - Bet * officials®. are. -particularly’
cqarded because " of the="danger o™
them and thelr families;" accordmg:vto
Dén Patm', -Beam s-"spokesman:~-

’I‘he: issue. has “bécome- ‘conttoversial-
mz the-*West:: Bank because- several®
: P3lestinian’-leaders and*members of
theu- families have mdintained that
the Security Service were giving only
to{ken attention- to the case and had:
not even interviewed ‘Shaka, Khalaf‘

. on any.of_their relatxvese ant ;

.Halevy, in lntemews pubhshed m
Israeli newspapers, denied allesations
by several: government offxuals that;
his charges against Begin’ were polm~-
cally ‘motivated- and stemmed from

levy’s long. assomatxon with-the op- 3
-pdsition - Labor ‘Party_- He :said "t he
never: was. a memher of “the Labor
Phrt)’- : - :
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-+ %" By William Claiborne - ‘474" shid, when Begin replied that there . .as well as 30_years. in. security. serv-’:
" Washinaton Post Forelgn Service. Loy :;ast no need t?d jn\t(.et§tiga§estilll_e cBas: i;l B 'ices, and felt it was time to :rétire. He -
; Aug. 8—In an un- °- Jat manner. ldentities.of Shin Be o ot . ad him. ta e "',:
pxﬁ?ﬁi&LdEg{ﬁ)li}}:l itataemer:xt aon uré. - 7 ficials are never officiaily disc105gd in’. :‘:g hieig;é:;kteg s?;:;rn dflo i;ﬁg?ggli? ,
dio, the head of Israel's secret intelli- Israel..and §Ith9ugh the-seéu‘pity chief’s” til the end of this yeai""" R e
gence service today branded as “mali. -. ¥as' disclosed in the Star’s teport and 'He stressed that:Begin had " given "
cious lies” a report published yester- . in'an’ Israel: television broadcast last .4y West-Bank bombing investigation
day in the United States tnat he¢ re-. Dight, ‘the Israeli military censor to- " «high “priority,” and that the.prime:
signed in.protest because Prime ‘Min-. ., Dight ruled that the name Jcould Mot - i icter - never” suggested - how *
ister Menachem Begin attempted: to " ibe- included in.. dispatches filed from probe should be handled, - ;
obstruct the investigation irto assasi.. - Isfael.. ..., ' " AN, aide o' the ‘prime minister id. |
nation attempts on. three’ Arah. West that on. three occassions ‘during. the :
Bank ‘mayors last _J;une.- RS probe, the security' chief had:gone ‘to -
For :his ,-_part,t»:Bﬁgm;f'declare_cl‘ Begin:and asked permission;to " take-|
through a spokesman, “From the day.:: “extraordinary steps” that require ap::
malicious people .figst’ began spread- proval .of the prime minister.: Permis-
JAng their les, inever was a calumny 50’ sion was granted in gach case, said the
iodious.’ Tﬁe'story was, pubh_shed by
‘The Washingfon Star and written by

;! The- censor,; Lt. Col."Yehuda Katz,
said, there .were.. “Very: real, reasons
concerning the:safety”- of the ‘sccurity
chief and his family- to justify the ban’

‘on"the’ official’s naime, ‘even’ thoiigh it

“wh R T I AT T iyt o X et .
‘-?'[;fxeeaWashirigtoh Star identified :éggé rhowould not say. what_ the’
o : Rt * man vraha chituy, 54.]: SO Rl A
David Ha_leys{ffrom Tel-Aviv. ..~ ’,’T,,fs*},:m#’B{.’% ‘%o,{,',,‘,’;',ld°egr,,.‘m,én \‘Dan,: Pattir, the;'-pnme.-'.f;;i_nister i
& The chief qu the General Security,: asked. whyhe had broken,precedent - Spokesman, said'The Star’s:story; was’
Services (Shin Bet) said in.an inter:;™ 04 appeared in a radio interview; re! 'S " fabrication from beginning:tq-end...
e e gha [Voice of Israel that he i 1 R angry and lotoey? fe: t..requires . an - examination ;' of; the
submilted Ms.rfesignation.before ‘the . mendously. ithe fact that the “segurity’s ;. motives.” Otlier Begin aides Suggésted |
.car bombing' atfacks . on.; the’, West ervice,is being used- t6 publish’a lie f - that Halevi:is a confidant ‘of opposi-:
{Bank mayors,.and. that he ‘had:never & o s political. level,iiin "this “case': i\ tion-Labor Party leader, Shimon Peres. !
{had any interference fromi’the prime gainst the prime ‘minister, which has ' A or- ] :
j?minis,_ger-;._i.nl‘J&gnd\lcting‘ he ‘investig S E R ¥ PE U

vand has_been- active. in:Labor;Party "
Fio ffairs, iand.-that the” article..was~pol
o ically’ miotivated, -

I} 2oy
+‘Halevy ; féported’'that * thie;- intell
_gence: chidff quit. because: of L‘stone-
‘walling” bf Begin pver. the West Ban
investigatipn. His storygsald: the secu
“rity chief fought permission fromrB

Agwyiew: or.in-interviews :that wére pu
; ~lished -today™in two Hebrev -language’

fterngon newspapers. iz )
"He. said that “betore e bombings.
“he .went: to - Begin and: said: he .had
.served six years ‘as clilef of Shin Bet,

oday, seizéd on the issue and demand-'
-ed ‘either a parliamentary:or judicial i
eview: .0f ; the  published . account : of i
he' resignation and parliament, mem- -
-ber.Shmuel . Toledann ilso; demanded !
#an.official luv(:s%igntionni, A

'in to form a special intelligende; uni
-to wiretap and. Infiltrate: the' uitrana
: tionalist. .,Gush-. Emuinim - settlement
"movemen‘ﬁto coilect evidence against..
"six personf$ suspected In the bombings
of Nablus! Mayor Bassam Shaka and.
Ramailah Mayor Karim IKhalat, and

ythe attempted . b_op}bi,n)g wof  EI_Biera
‘Mayor:Itcahim, Tawil: iotae i 4L
i
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an ouster after two" terms: in office.” But &%g’; E&iﬁ?&’ﬁs‘sy e y:the s :
“since sweeping into power'in 1972'and win- | . While Mr. Seaga’s view:of Communism
ning reelection: in 1976, Mr.'Manley’s so- | s lear; what he-could actually do to “‘de--
cialist administration has: moved: steadily |" jjver. Jamaica isn't so clear.-Essentially a’
to- the:; 1eft~~* Doctnnau'e Mamsts: have 'teohnocrat, he publishes lengthy economic-;
: “‘recovery plans,- talks of bringing’ back the:
:invéstors.who ‘have -been-pulling out,: and:

i proposesthe: creation . of jobs i the gar-
establishment; Ito which it remains heavily  Propse on.of '} - .gar

. ment, shoe,
in.debt. At the same: time,,Jamaica has hoe s

ostIy black and mostly- poor—-ha
gathered to»;hear, Jamaica {.abor Party

mvestment though’ most foreign- observ-:
ers;doubt that it would be sizable. **Where :
the . hellis- the' foreign: ‘exchange.’ °oing to:
come. from.when the-rest.of the-world is. in".
car ‘recession?"" asks a foreign. diplomat, ‘As"
; for-the'JLP’s. management capabilities, a"
- U.S: executive here says: '‘The JLP saysa’ |-
~lot. o£ -appealing. thmgs. but you-don't have-,-;

its “free«market" phuoso-“
maica's: dreadful’ economic
arently driven a.substantial:

ead chants rmg “bells.. a.nd preach ser-;

ns.. Finally, after, six hours-and: a rou
: -'mg post-midnight chorus of *‘We’re-Ready-
With: Eddie,’: Edward Phuhp George Sea-

'Thus, the‘ 1sland ‘nation -is severely' po-.
arized,. and: many foreign:observers be-
leve this’ elecﬁon—xf Mr. Manley calls it at

system: {'If thé-JLP loses. thls one., it. will everyone confused as; to exactly what he{1

sintegrate,” says ahigh-ranking foreign ;‘_beheves ‘Though some of Mr. Seaga’s sup-*

lornat based in the capital. of Kingston. :.portexs'descnbe him as “cold” and' . vin-
Mgst ofthe country’s rexlr’xalmng entrg:pre- . dictive, " he hardly appears to be the right-".
eurs will flee the. country, he: speculates.‘..-.mg fanatic that' PNP; detractors " depict:’

and:“the. conclusion will be & left-wing au- : (Sorne-even claim he is connected with the;-;.-

; . " Ku. Klux Klan, ignoring the: fact he has:
ontarian government sooner.rather than -
ater.'!: He adds‘ ‘!For. Seaga, a slight win. - black 1.-Wlfe a former Mm Jamaica.
-as'bad as a 1055 He must win 40 fout of > He has a: lustory of. 1nvolvement‘: in so-;
] : ial programs, :: -which. “he-.describes: as :
’very necessary inray smau -democratic.-
untry.” In an interview, he speaks glow-.
“ingly of the Scandinavian: models of. social- .
“'welfare *programs; though ‘he ‘complains .:
precedented bloodshed o[ this ~:that.Mr.' Manley has:“‘advanced the social

+-In'one recent. 24-day penod 114 - 'programs” without - establishing -the; neces-
: . sary_economlc buoyancy o :

pology ‘in the. hope of becommg a psychia-'-»'
mst.’ He» t

: -have. “study Tural child develo ment a.nd revivali-'
ier in the day on former JLP Primé Minis traditionaﬂy st:'iged such events tor make t:"’spxri}t, cults. Later, he. en?ered banking. But .

er-Hugh:Shearer,’ -“’h° sits,: bandaged,” be . :he says his. view of how to_correct poverty
' > blames the Cubans f°" the increas :-doesn't ‘come from’ the middle- cla.gs0 point
+';;violence; while the PNP claims It's all the - of view, but_ from sleepmg five across the -
result .* of:.. “‘destabilization” - programs|’ :
'stagg by:“the.l U.S._Central: Intelligence| g
ncy.-(This: particular. political. rally.in}:.
; =rellgi ontego-.Bay: ended as most’.rallies |
and lush. rhetonc—is part. of Jamaican po- wit.h shooting and helicopter chases
itical.tradition:: But. this- year s. election:
rofoundlydifferent: in ‘the- eyes>of .man
bservers who see it as a. cla.ssic. and per
 twi

‘His dlection Is 1mportan to the West, he |
says, because:‘'We aren't: really talking |-

] o lection;
~The latest and most reliable.public-op :gg: : ;ax:ggﬁ::n Caene;be(:ln s\::nx;enga'l'k.x]nag"::

i60-polls show Mr; Seaga leading IJya“"m'."'ma.lca he- says; holds-the:key to- the 20'
fortable- margin. But. they:. also’ indicate English-speaking nations in the region:.
that the.charistatic: Mr.: Manley, remains The:-winner -of this bitter political war ;
the “nation’s’ single most-popular political“ pmbably emerge-about-the:same time: :
figure:. With, at.least:two _months. left: “”tﬂ‘j;.the next.U.S. President is elected./But the
b "losers here a.re alrnost certain

on’ campaigns= have" .embraced._similar} *charismati 'Mr Seaga, can: maintain :his
lulosophxes, and'each has come.to- expectl

i~ ; givésxhis:
. speeghes.-reachng the height:of his,eloqu- :
ence'when: denouncmg the Marxist St conspir:~.
R RRIPE SOOI SR Y ¥
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 State, Defense departments
at odds over Canbbean policy

E phl‘lp W Smith

\ewhousc News Service

WASHINGTON — The entire Carib- |

bean basin, from Central America on
the west to the tiny and newly
independent island states on the east. is
in the midst of sweeping and often
violent social and political change. .
‘The upheaval has sharply divided
the . US. government. with the State
Department advocating continued

pressure on the rlght-wmg govern- '

ments of the region to improve their
_human rights récords and the Defense

Department (supported by the CIA and -

National Security Council) urging re-
newaj of broad mflitary assistance to
the same governments.

- As with current US. forelgn pohcy

in many areas of the world, the major
concern in the Canbbean centers
around a single issue — oil. a
(There’s a lot of itin the region, and
much more passés- through' it on the

. way to the United States or its NATO
. allies in Western Europe.

About half of the 6 mﬂ]ion barrels
of oil imported by the United States

each day passes. through the Caribbe-
an. and half a rhillion barrels 2 day -

come from Venezuela on the. northem
coast of South America. :

Mexico may have up to 200 buhon
barrels of recoverable reserves, consid:
erably more than- Saudi Arabia if the
estimates proveto be correct. . *

These huge Mexican reserves lie

only a few hundred miles north of
Nicaragua, where last July leftist

Sandinista revolutionaries ousted the: |

Somoza family that had ruled the
country for 43 years.

El Saivador is in chaos as extremists
of the-left and right battle daily. A Jow-
key but violent civil war is under way
in Guatemala. which shares a ‘border
" with Mexico just south o{ Mexico’s oil
fields.

Conservative U.S, polxuc'u groups

-~ are warning ol what they -see as a

domino effect in Central America. with
the dominos falling ‘toward Mexico. -

At the other end of the Canbbean.
the tiny -island of Grenada off the
Venezuelan coast underwent the ﬂrst
revolutionary change of government.
in the history of the English-speaking
West Indies in March 1979.

Maurice Bishop, 35, ousted Prime
Minister Sir Eric Gairy in a coup and
formed a-“People’s Revolutionary Gov-
-ernment.” Bishop immediately asked
Cuba for security assistance. :

Thus far, the primary reaction of -
the United States to all of the turmoil
along its southern flank has been one

S o con!usnon.

There are few !U.S. military forces
_in the region' and no Navy ships-
" assigned to patrol the Caribbean on a
regular basis. Mxhtarv assistance to the
governments there has been drastical-

" ly reduced. |

The Carter” admxmstrat)on s arms
transfer policies have sharply reduced
weapons sales to the Caribbean region..
but defense officials say this simply

" ‘causes the countries there to turn to]

other suppliers, .including the Soviet |
Union, France, |Great Britain and
Israel.
“These Pentagon officials, who favor
renewed mlhtary assistance, contend
that by selling arms and providing

_training, the Umted States is in a much

better position to both controi the level
of sophistication of wedpons reaching
the region and .q put pressure on the
right-wing , governments: to "improve

- their human-rights records.

By re!using to: support the'right, the

" United States is offenng tacit support

to the revolutlonary left. these US.

_defense officials contend.

Cuba is prowdmg both arms and
training to the lelnst revolutionaries,

" and the specter of “many Cubas” just

to the south IS increasingly being

" raised” by defense. harddiners and

_conservatives in Conyess.

The State Depanment has a differ-
ent view. - [

“The model that Cuba offers others
is, in my judgment unattractive,” says
Philip Habib, US. special ambassador

; to Central Amerlca and:the Caribbean.

'The difference in approach toward

" fatin America being taken by. the

departments of State and Defense is
vividly demonstrated by a recent
‘mterdepartmental squabble over a
naval exercise. |
_ . On June 27, fwe Us. warshxps left
Roosevelt Roads. Puerto-Rico, for an
annual- exercise thh South American
navies from Venauela, Colombia, Ec-
uwador, Peru, Atgentina. Uruguay and
Brazl. -
Missing from| the list for ‘the first

time in 20 years is Chile. i

- Because the |Chilean government
has refused to- prosecute three former
Chilean intelligence officers accused
by -the FBI of murdering former
Chilean . ambas;ador to the United
States Orlando Letelier and an Ameri-

can alde who [was with him, the

. Chilean navy has been excluded.-
_“The_decision|not to invite Chile to
participate: in this- yea’s Inter-Amert

can Naval men:!se is consistent with
the other measura taken toceflect our
concern;” a- State Department spokes-
_man said Qz

PO £ DA

|
!
|

The Pentagon argued urisuccessful
ly within the administration that the
issues are separate. Chile has a relative-

Iy ‘modern navy from vhich the

United States would need assistance in
keeping the sea lanes of the South
Atlantic open in the event of a war.
defense officials argued. and it makes
no sense to exclude that navy frem a
purely military training exercise for 2

~ purely political reason.

.Since taking office. Carter has
taken one step to increase U.S. military
presence in the Caribbean, hut many.
senior officers view it almost as a joke.

Last August. after Sen. Frank
Church., D-ldaho. chairman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
announced the npresence of a Soviet

3000man “combat brigade" i’ Cuba,
Carter ordered a Joint Caribbean; Task
Force headquarters established in Key
West, Fla.

.The headquarters is now function-
ing with ahout 65 officers. but dning
virtually nothing that isni already
being done by other U.S. commands.

“If a management team ever takes a
look at that operation, it won't be there
for long,” says .one senior officer’

- directly involved with cperations in

the Caribbean.
- Besides the juint task force. US.
military presence in the region consists

" of one Army brigade in Panama whose

sole mission is to defend the Panama
Canal, a Special Forces hentalion in
Panama, a :Marine baitalion at the
Navy base at Guantanamo Bay in Cuba
and several naval training facilities in
Puerto Rico.

What concerns defense officials is
not the small number of U.S. forces in’
the area but what they see as shrinking
political” support from the United.

- States for the gwemmems around the

Caribbean.

“The  problem is not that the
Russian brigade.in Cuba is going to
invade anybody,” says one .senior
officer, “but that they will be invited in

- by a leftist- government to ‘help
praerve our revolution.’

‘“if that ‘happens, we've got an

v 'Afghanistan right i in our back door.”
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IRST THERE was the Iranian -Tevo utlon. Then
‘came reports that. Ayatollah - ‘Khomeini had: part

’ mherlted ;part. created :-an mtelligence ‘agency,
‘known as SAVEMA, capable of servmg the revolution
“abroad. There followed some events in° Washirgton -

.and-other ¢ities—the’ assassination: of an exile, disci-
-plined - demoustratxons propaganda activities—sug-
gestmg notable planmnv and coordmauon. Now law-

~cretly~funneled $5 million to fmance pro—Khomeml
‘activities here by Iranians and some'black American -
Moslems..The indications:are-that: Iran’ may now be

conductmg a large,’ well.fmanced multifaceted intel~

’ ixgence operatlon in the' Umted ‘States. (Iran s appar-

ent’ use ‘of ‘American Embassy facilities in-Tehran to
process 1dent1ty and travelhdocuments for its own

' agents by. theway, alves a blttex twist to its stock de~ ‘

pncnon of the embassy as.a “spy nest.”)

’mlmedxate response to-any: suggestion of” Ira-

pared toexport the same revo[utlonary fanattcxsm
The quesnon lS how the’American’

Lt SR GHRR I AR

L serxously

irected -spying,”. “destabmzatxon” -and murder. .
-Fme.“‘But outrage can, hardly,be the only response It

should surprise no one that a regime that illegally holds -
K Amencan ‘hostages and that deals out death pronuscu- :
-ously-and with great relish to its foes at home is pre- "
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THE WASHINGTON POST
10 August 1980

be dlrected and’made reasonable a.nd useful.’ What
:should’ be- done?:The answer,:is dlllgent, effective
counter-mtelhoence “and" polxce work - thhm the
: framework of the law: Our sense of. the thing is that
at various levels ‘the'U.S? ‘government has been' slow
to credit the: p0551b111ty that the ayatollah- may. be
crankmg up somethmg devxous and-nasty-inside the
United . States Th ossxbﬂ' ’must now be taken

- +The resources of governmenl at several Tev els have
'_to be concentrated and focused 1n particular-on the
thousands of Iramans, mcludmt7 students and busi-
nessmen, who are in. this country as aliens, and on
_certain naturalized Americansiof Tranian origin, and
‘on'any foreign; embassxes that may b facxhtatmg
thelr criminal acts,.. i, - )

~The legal. actxvmes of. promzomeml actxvxsts must

. R ."-not be: mterfered with, however. vexing'it is to’ many
For many Amerxcans—maybe all of s——outrage wﬂl

Amemcans fo see' them taking’ advantaoe of ;freedoms.
unknown i in thelr homeland to’ provoke the ‘American
K people and; government. ‘But ;their -illegal .activities,

‘whatever they are, must-be tound out-and closed down.”
JIt’s not just murderers.who need to be pursued. Visa of-
fenses, violations of the: Forexgn -Agents-Registration
Act or of foreign exchange laws: these acts are intoler-
able the more soif they are bexng commxtted at the be-
: st and u'ectxon of a hostxle forexgn refnme N

S R
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and Bob Gettlm :

hmglon Sxar Stal

Finvestigating" reports' that the head
‘of:the-Iranian’secret police-was:in
“the:Washington area:several days

fore.the: assassmanon of formex:“

doust -the . heéad: of SAVAMA ‘th
secret-pohce agency. of Ayatollah
Ruhollah Khomeini, was reportedly..
.'séen in‘the area shortly before Ta-:
batabax was gunned down'in'the:

tempted ‘assassination of former- Ira
“nian:Prime- Minister: Shahpour,
" Bakhuar the. leader of exxle force

,Ufnted Statés recently 10 step u

ment agencies.:

‘S

of hlS Bethesda home July.

week earlier at: ‘the time: of ‘the:at

pro-}\honemx activity: here includ
wing - acts,. of Tviolerice:.:against.
’,Khomexm ‘opponents,:according.to:
itinformation provided law-enforce-

: esterday they e\(pect 10. present
=€ yxdence about the Tabatagax mur: |

- ~But.the grand jury will also- be'!
: presented with evidence that other

“ing” of * Tabatabai, a~prominent;
"Khomeini critic. It also will investi-

"Jion has been funneled into th
"United Staies from Iran to financ
3 pro-Khomeml groups, sources Said:
One law-enforcement official said
-mine who was “acting as a conduit”’
.for Iranian funds and what role

n Tabatabai’s murder.

::In-addition to the reporfed srg
ngs of Fardoust, there have als
een reports within theilrznia
xile community that another hig
-ranking SAVAMA official, Gen. A

: ‘drawn a connection between Far:

. ing of a studefit outside the LosiA
‘geles: home"- .of:..anti-Khomei
: activist Cambyse Shah-Rais Aug
~Rumors that SAVAMA. chief, Fa

weeks. One widely circulated sto
§$’that he was séén.dining.in.
‘rench restaurant in Georgetown.
But law-enforcement officials
aid yesterday that, “although“they
are aware of these rumors, their

~'gorize as “reliable.” The officials

““the information. . e
.-Fardoust-has been viewed' as-a

“of Khomeini's Islamic revolution.
He:was afriend and military school
lassmate of the.late.shah. of Iran
ind later -rose to become deputy
hief’ of SAVAK; the. shahs secret

ronically, Fardoust’ was also
oyhood neighbor-of Tabatabai’s in
ehran in’ the early 1940s, accord:-

“persons, both here and abroad, may’ '
"have been connected with the mu~,

.gate reports that as much as S5 mil-:

: mvesngators are seeking to deter-

“those. activities ‘might have playeds

. Akbar Farazian, was in the country:
=recently, probably.on the West,
. Coast..Some-Iranian exiles have;

-zian's presence there and the shoot<

oust was in Washington have’ been
irculating among Iranians here for.

~information comes-from mdepend-'
“ent mtellxgence sources-they cate--

:.said they are acnvely mvesnganng

- mystery man of Iranian mtellxgence
- whose loyalty has been. questioned
by both supporters and ‘opponents

ng.to-Mohammed -_R;:-_._'I'abatabai;':-

1~.

1

~.But edrlier this year Fardoust was:
- identilied by U.S. intelligence and
< Iranian exile sources as the head of |
‘Khomelni's SAVAMA ,-described by |
i ~-some sources-as a mirror image.of |
1+ SAVAK. In fact, Tapatabai charged ,
-in a.newspaper interview shortly .
. before-his death that SAVAMA con-;
“tained virtually the same. orgamza-
itional.structure and many of.the.
' ame agents asSAVAK. .. !
Fardoust?s‘;‘changer-of loyalties
mbittered the shah-and his famlly
n her memoir, “Faces in'a Mirror,”
;the shah's sister; Ashraf Pahlavi; ac-
- cused Fardoust of deliberately with-
“holding SAVAK information abouta
sharp increase ‘in: ‘ann-shah_jser—-
‘mons. .in :Iranian’-mosque
ehgxous mullahs.:

axlure to provide the’ shah with this’
“information during the final’ years.
~of his reign contributed to hi§ svd-
-'den.- downfall She said-she .was
convmced that Fardoust was ne-|
otiating 7 Witkk+ the’ still- exlled
Homieini during this perlod i
Tabatabai's brother; Mohammed,:
aid yesterday: ‘that-he .is’ confident
hat the stories that Fardoust'and-
arazian“had recently been . in:the-
ited States ¢ areaccurate: f
‘There were newspaper articles.
hat said that: both of them were'in’
aris at the time of the assassina-.
ion of the shah’s, nephew he said:

‘There.were articles that they were
gain.in Paris-when'they tried to
kill:Bakhtair. If you:look" at- the-

rend; it is clear that; they have
ome here to’eliminate’ ‘the enemies

But he- sald that he.is. convmced )
er. talkmg 1o many. other Ifanian-
x1les that the two SAVAMA offi=

“They kmed my b Ot
ey‘
me "hesaid.. =y
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i classxfxed ?lnfo
{‘mation; w:tlu his:
& brother. Bxlly, il
" lustrates..” three'
g overlooked ‘key
polnts The Gov=

NEW YORK TIMES
13 UGS 1980

: A
only if unauthor- :
_ized ' disclosure
would - :.*dam-
age" natlonal se-?
Under—j

Libyan -

The: New York :

Times, the State *
,‘.;Department .ad-

¢ Vclaxmmg : falsely-

i that its release woul damage national:
_ secunty, Government: officials. ot
- tinely * ‘leaki“classified : informatmxr
* favorable to themselves;’ ‘unnecessai
= classification and selective leakmg in
crease the hkellhoog that secrecy laws.
"_ will be enforced against critics of gov-
ernment but: not against friends. The.
- ‘convictions of Ronald:Humphrey" ‘and-
Davrd Tmong underscore these points
l “In-1978, the Administration: i prose-:
!
l

cuted Mr Humphrey for giving *

. fidential” documentsi'to: Mr:. Truon;
. -allegedly an‘agent of North. Vletnam~
‘rmong,

- Mres Humphrey ‘and Mr."
& claimed;- unsuccessfully. that

documents did not contain informatio
. that- could: harm: national:: :security;
they were sentenced to 15 years. (In: a
- similar case prosecuted by the Admm-
- istration, " the “court riled: that- “the
propnety" of a classification is irrelel

vant;- the: fact: of classifi cation

enough ). Mr.r'l'ruong was:also con-_=
:.victed of acting’as: a: foreign agent.,.._l
wrthoutnotitymg theGovernment Un-
. like Billy Carter, hewas not given an :

opportumty to avoid prosecution by
-ing belatedly 5 : :

. Americans’atténded: an’ émbassy'

l .ception, <and;that?Bill noted’”rapldh

% progress’; inj Libya,
ptheaagnculturab-ﬁeld 3

lem.'"at’the ‘emb

¢‘because of shortage of hotel space:

ibility>’ that? President: Carter gave.
oonﬁdential" documems to his broth" ‘

age: -Billy syisx
""'was"‘routlne~throughou 2. that . -400:

[5 theretoshakethenation ssecurlty

- Shipment of household' effects; but he
- had enjoyed-a: Yprivate: swim-lunch
- with: Billy,: ,who ‘was:strictly ‘on the
' wagon.”! Another “confidentlal” capl_e

i 8
and notes-that: thelLibyans had tﬁed
unsuccessfully:. to . .delay:. Btllys ' visi

* mits.that classi- ;‘
nsensitive- cables’ were, in- ‘__
practice,. mutmely released,” -and ac- :
cording to;:The: WashmgtorL Star, the ;|
ormer-State’ ‘Department: spokesman =
Hodding'Carter-3d acknowledged that
the department "leaks lxke a sxeve ” :

tional:: Secunty Coungcil’ and the De-'_
‘fense Department also leaked infor- §

ontrof of informauon increases
'politxcal power. By, classifying mfor-;’;;
' mation’ unneécessarily, leaking favora..
‘ble information, and prosecuting those 3
ho'leak: embarrassing information,
_the Government. augments its power -’
‘and shapes Ppublic perceptxon ofitsac--i -
tions. i
Following our faxlure to rescue the
;hostages’ in Iran, the Government :
-countered questions about the compe- .
‘tence of the operation by leaking much. .
unnecessarily: classified' information °
to show-how: thoroughly the attempt :
" had been planned. Some of the leaked
.information may have been: properly .
"classified, ‘and leaking ‘it may have
3 ]eopardlzed lives.-We learned, for ex-
ample; as did Iran, that Central Intel- :
ligence Agency agents posing as Euro-
. pean businessmen had leased ware-

ho 3

“the

..1§ ;

fil

] .

;Should be-prosecuted if he gave clas- ;

fied" :documents to- Billy.’No. one 3
:should be. prosecutéd: for disseminat. :
s mg unproperly claisosxﬁed but. harmless k

T do notfsuggest ‘that: N’r Carterj
£

standard
for-the: polmcally powertul and: an-
other; for: the politically weak.* The?
same. rulee that apply.to a Presxdent;‘:-.
‘and‘his; brother should. appl 10 Mr.":
Hnmphrey and Mr. Truong.; * :

*'Government “officials ‘are’ unneces-
sarily classifying harmless;, informa-:
‘tion, leaking favorable and. politically.-

advantageous- information, and: selec-]
tively enforcing the: law. Although the
contents of ‘the.Libyan cables did.not. ;
amount to-*a- hill-of beans,”the inci-
dent’ should' prompt us:to questxon the |
reality. of our .constitutional: ‘commit..

re-

“sACables are: re; supposed t0: be' marked: | =~
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BOSTON GLOBE
10 August 1980

By David Rogers ° i . °
"Globe Staff"
- WASHINGTON-—A: Justice Department

' unit investigating Attorney General Benja-:

min R. Civiletti's role in the Billy- Carter‘

! case has been given broad powers: to.ex-

* pand’ its inquiry to- lnclude whether the:

“President’s brother - was tipped “to" the_

govemments ‘case by-‘someone’in “the”

Administratron g BSOS L sV S

~‘In a.special orderfto«be published:in :

v today s Federal Regjster;.the.Office of. Pro--
* fessional -Responsibility is. given authority -
* to conduct proceedings before grand juries *

‘sure of confidential- lnformatlon to [Bllly)
CCarter.” . T
- The grand Jury power ls not unpreee-
: dented for the internal unit, but the lan-»
guage of -the order gives a much broader
.scope to the -inquiry than was expected
: when it was announced July 25.77 "t
- The order was signed last Friday by Dep-v
r uty Attorney General Charles Renfrew, who-
has been acting attorney general in Civilet-
- ti's absence, and a Department spokesman .
sald the language -had been drafted by the :
" Office of: Professlonal Reeponsrbillty under
Mlchael Shaheen.: TR

»'-‘ \"'4.

Clvﬂettl s role’when the Attorney General,
» ' revealed that, contrary to. previous state-:
' -,ments by himself‘and the Administration

ent by registering asa forelgn agent.
‘Chy

) Shaheen s offlce already lshelleved.to'be
looklng into this statement by Clviletti.. -but’

'; unit goes:beyond the Justice Department or-
the speelﬂe ' ctlon of the AttorneyGeneral

- and administrative purposes ‘any offensos
- arising from the activities of Billy Carter in\
“‘acting as an alleged: agent. of the Libyan:|
"-government. ‘including;. but ‘not limited to,
- the conduct of any and all government em-
f:-.;j' loyew or appointees; or any other | personsr

-in;connection ;with: the.. irivestigation:: of

,those actlvltlos. the activities ot‘ Mr Carter.

and investigate *'possible improper disclo- " -

2It's fair to. say., “said the ofﬂclal “that
now that they've put this down on’ paper e
- . this investigation is much more than most <P
people would have thought it would be.”. 1 .4

- Shaheen’s unit began- to lnv&tlgate Eversatlon with the President June 17, Ctvi:

-1 Billy Carter had by then admitted recelvlng ,

gy

fmproper dlsclosura of ‘tnformation .relat-
ing to the lnvestlgatlon of Mr. Carter, and
possjble lmproper disclosure of confidentialt !
information to Mr. Carter, or others relat-
ing to Mr. Carter s aetivitios :

. Apart from the authorlty to conduct

{Shaheen'’s. uhit can obtain and review.all
i documentary evidence* from " any" source; |
receive..appropriate  ‘national security :
-‘clearances in
.-and inspect the orlglna! ora copy of any tax

lmse of classified information;

return

‘ested members of a Senate committee inves-
Hgating the’ clzse and most attention has

:focused on Bllly Carter’s sudden'interest in’

une in dlsculsslng mqulry with Justice

LB ey F T

Al call tol the: Department by- Bﬂly'

.-'_Carter s attomev .and then n:_one _the next

‘day by Bmy Carter himself in early June.‘
-seem:to oonncide with evidence received by
~the- Department therr that:the President’s
rother had received payments from Libya. .

’l‘he Whlte House has denied receiving or
‘passing on any pertinent information then
“to the’ Presldent s brother, and in. his con-'

dlettl said he dld not mention the $220,000

He sald It was a loan
OF. that. sum.‘szoo 000

-June, shortly before Billy. -
that he made the informatxon

jailable.

Sen. Robert Dole ( (R ‘Kan.); member of
the Senate panel investigating Billy Carter, -
“said yaterday Civiletti might'have “deliber- .

ately'™ obstructed justice.. The.  Attorney

General has denled any wrongdoing
4Faced wlth a’ sensltlve sltuatlon Clvllet-

* Whether. Billy Carter was tlpped by the- -
Administration is a question: that has inter-

,wa&.received
2C ‘from Libya in April and. thp-lntemgenee in-.
settled’ the case: with' _the. Justice: Depart-: formation then. turned over to the Attorney. :
General is. belleved to pertain to this pay- =
ent” Civllett&»said this.week:-he did not
i'want to jeopardlse his source and the trans- .
Wednesday he. also walted nearly ‘two’ action by telllng Justice investigators. It

months this. sprlng~before lnformlng Jus~ ") 'was ‘ not - until.
o Cartersealls.

'ti"said he- took the:precaution. of advising
-.his Criminal 'Dlvlslon to-be certain not to |
lose the’ Bllly Carter inquiry. and after his -
- Investigators found out about the payments

l 2 That report,’ which never went to- the
Whlte House, according to the Administra-
[ tlon, has been described as critical evi-
| “dence. But it still is not certain if Civiletti's
;' -cautiousness slowed the investigation. As- .
" sistant- Attorney General Philip - Hymann,
chief of thé Criminal Division,. has refused

“grand’ jury- proceedings the order states : any comment pendlng his expected appﬁir-:

‘ance before: the - Senate ‘committee . this

- month, and"Joel Lisker, the chief investiga--

| tor.on the case, also has been unavallable'

foccomment E
zIn"contrast with Clvllettl s cautlon Na-
- Honal. Security . Adviser Zbigniew Brzezin-
“ski called Billy Carter himself after . ;recetv-
lnga second, slightly ealier, lntelllgence re-
rt regarding Billy Carter's role as broker

wlth Libya for an ol company. - -~ qyei~-
‘In.a report to-the_Senate thls; week,
Brzezlnskl said he made the cail in March,
“and White House press sscretary Jody Pow-
ell said .yesterday the- Administration- be-

lieves. the -date. was Mar. 3].- Brzezinski- .
made no specifi¢ mention of the classified
nature of the information" he had received.

~ from CIA Director Stansfield Turner. but

did allude to it.

"As you probably know ln the nature of
my job a greal deal of information flows.
‘across  my desk,"”. Brzeztnski - remembers:
" telling the President's brother. .’ have re-
‘cently seen some information which seems
to suggest that you are engaged- in an oil
deal, and that you.are seeking an increased
: allocatlon from leya for a. US oil compa¢
SO A
. Y Brzezinski’s offtce sald yesterday he doee
: not recall. telling Turner first- that’he in-
“'tended to call Billy: Carter, but through a
- spokesman, the national security adviser
said he took care not to make any reference
:.to t[l;e information being classified.- :

rzezinski'and Civiletti-are ex; ted to
be ‘called by the Senate oommltteep:rchen it
“begins full hearings after the. Democratic
Convention. It is less certain thePresident
~will’appear. For - the- moment. the. bigger
‘concern for the -panel'is to find- a “spectal -
-counsel;: former Watergate prosecutor
James Neal yesterday declined the job be-

t!cause of the demands of his private -prac-
ce: 7

.;"“—'—'v,-« FL RPN

“through their/own sources, he readily made

the lntelllgence report avallable
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sl kil R a5
milhon bo&us to- “Carlos ' was paxd for::

i, :
nuttee mvahgabng the Bxlly Carter e
-matter will hear a horror. story. Monday:| ‘
An expert will - tell abqut United States:

; of the lead-off: ~witnesses rovxde a: tas
of the hearings’ tone.:

-3 Schuler; a- formeér foreign serv:ce offl-
.¢er-with-accessto. the most. sensitive _

.~5."data. on-Libya, blames:strongman| -of: :

' Moammat Khadafy for these mcxdents. : .Medlterranean coast - USes” submarme

. @ The murders_ of - 11: Israeli: 'athletes grfns tﬁmlft by the G:lrmans dgﬁggﬂg
at ‘the Munich Olympics in. 1972, ar- IT:for| Marshal Erwin:

|

b

| i e The ‘murders of two: Amencamdnp-
| : lomats in Khartoun, Sudan, in. 19734

|

|

‘.if’. |

'mng-zof 1980, beyamterronst ‘camps
d ore than 7,000 recrmts from' all:

hvé;'of most ‘kiiown terronst . groups,
mcludmg thgse_from Ireland' ‘Japan, Ita-’

‘@ The. axrhftmg well-trained. shock
';troogs mto Ugandg 'm .an: unsuccs;.fp_l

1wt @ : ’
.__.spnng of mne disszdent “Libyans. in'ci _es
i:around the: worl ‘rbyztmen ai

. ties: of ~Khadafy’s.: terronst,-,»assocxat&s:;
And;. noted:, ‘one-Senate: Forexg'n Affairs/
Commxttee advxser prepanng for‘Mon-g
day’s hearings;" many, people may: have
forgotten about.Libya. =]
‘= In the months. after th Israeli thle es3 ..
‘were slain’at: the. Mimich Olympic" Vil-:

lage, :it ‘wasdisclosed’ that ‘the killers| 'gence analysts ‘blame’ on: J{hadéfy oc-
;‘curred in March when__ 30 Flhpmo cml-.

“Were trained :in;Libya. Their guns: and.-;
-grenades:: ‘were- sent: -mto~Ger ia:

4 34 .
had “given-the killers-a’ $lo*mﬂlion:r - .
\ _, ward.:-Thaty: Schuler-‘noted’ recently,]
/" ‘amounts to.roughly half.: ay’&par
=" . ,ments. by th%ﬂUmted States! for: Libyan] -
cmdeoil:. s M

Kalih doatratal
:.M"Iu PYaT P
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VU’I’I’H hns- 'popt.lanty slnnp-,
=.i ing in the-run-up to the:

‘as Waterdate
dent Nrcon..

M Carterscan no longer hope
::to escape being tarnished by

brother Billy’s role as a.paid -

" tator,” Col Gaddaf.- It has -
. been.’ ‘publicly admitted that
~the . White - House' actually -
_soughr. ‘to-+ use.’ ‘Billy -as a
4 back channel ?-in- its deal-
xngs mth Tnpoh. :

One of the:more.serious charges ;

:rz that the 'specially: appointed

Scandal breaks

’Ih full enorrmry ‘of the scan-
. ;-.’dal. is only beginning to dawn -
- on- the American public. Billy '
’.:.,,Carter chose 'to enter the
service of. a state that is one '

international terrorism.

him as. an.agent of mﬂuenc
i Washmgton. It RS
. Some- of the Libyans with whoni
be was. invoitved are closehr
associated. with: Gaddafi's in-
telligence.- service,. ‘or Muk-.
h'abarat. which in turnis. sub-

e’ key Libyan-involved was
Al_:_med'_ al-Shabati, the head:

: oﬂ’rce," who “wag. introduced

. Democratic. ;# convention,. .

¢ Bill gat iy as.'
" Billygate "may prove as. Accordmg 3 G,

s for Presn«-‘-

the Press. revelations of his.

*'agent’ of Libya's erratic. dic-

S\enatq l‘mestxgatxpg commit-

of. the ‘foremost backers on-.
He .
allowed: the Libyans- to -use ’

s **foreign “liaison:"

.g:“ a"
ST
‘zens of At)antas by Bllly in

Jaguary la.»t yur
inteH Jeace

R m X
3 bhahan works_1a_close collu-
- 5100 . W1 a

st Germans.

S;gmﬁcantlv the ‘first . contacts

i:between the Libyans:and Billy

Carter.. were: reportedly .
" arranged via’ L‘Abyan opera-
* tives - stattoned in‘‘ Italy;

= Qaddatis’ ‘ambassador, ‘Gibrill
.. Skralouf,. made . two. trips to
_-Georgia to’ persu»ade the
- American President’s -brother

“Tripolia.. i -

Accordmg to Ital'ran securxty

. -officals, - the " Libyans - have

A3 -, mrade- . a: b:g .investment in
. improperly .
alerted BIHY‘ to: Justice De-- .
?arn?e?t moves to-indict him:
or: failing- to- register as-'a and
=/ foreign. agent—after he had - ztiow of the Lidnapping

: recewed - $220,000
) h. f

i 'covert. action- and’ support for

the course of .their investiga-

assassination of the Christian

- Democrat leader, ‘Aldo -Moro,

“jn 1978, the Itakan.: police

o the location: of termnat
“training cam :

ps: o
On the back was the name and

~private’ telephone number of
“a director-of the Libvan

_.Natjonal Bank who is known -

*’to. have been-a conduit for
. funds to Palestinian and
“West European. revolutionary
: groups; .. making.- -frequent -

-arrange the -transfers. - = .

Inr 1978 alone - (agam, :according Gaddafi has
.-to- Italian ‘security ~officials)

. Qaddafi - prowded -$2,000,000
£840,000) . for
eparatists.. In\the “course of °

ian .police’ received a- .tip- that
sthe: ‘politician -was-being held Pr

zi0 the-basement at the. Libvan - 4 L
Embassy., Short -of dnvading °
the. Embassy,they, - were un-
- able .to, check. whether or not °

‘this was a false trail.-

S

The murder in London. of two -
‘—~to- some: of - the leading cxug,.;,

£- Gaddaﬁ's exxled opponents

The Tntelligence Warl —

BILLY CARTER'S LIBYAN LINK

3By, 'ROBERT MOSS

‘extremist growps-in:Italy. In _

‘visits .to. Cyprus -in order to .

Sardlman .

he-..Moro .investigation,. Ita- .

ey yons, L1 ,---

JP— making are. more effective

last., April by a Libyan hit.:"

team was further evidence of
the direct
Billy Carter's friends

dn
world-wideterrorism. :

.on"-

dafi’s secret ser- Ia fairness, it must be said that,

the:! Libyan ‘regime: makes:"

involvement of "Though thé’mercunal Gaddafi

little secret, of its activities. _

Gaddafi's” Information - Minis- -
ter,.
has publicly - announced that

‘we. assert™'to  the whole::
world that we provide mate-"
rial, moral and political sup-
port to_every liberation.revos_
lution in the world.> - /¢

IRA, - . the

Italian . Red

Brld‘ades ‘and’ the ° Basque B

vuemlla group ETA to the
radlcal Palestinian’ -organisa-
Mon»s
in- the Phlhppmes and - Latin
American “terrorists,” -includ--

‘ing those who are currently

seekirrg to” overthrow- “non-
Comirganist !
throughout "Central -America.-

Moslem' secessionists

Governments -

Muhammad" al-Zuwayy. Libya -is. dependent -on :Russia

_...that..was concluded in 1976)

"~ -and for military guarantees
o -make: hxs SArst:. wsxt to Beneﬁcxanes range. from- the. .

By playmg a-vanguard role !n
. the bid to sabotage President
.Carter’s . Middle East .peace
. strateﬂy,
" Soviet..interests. well. . Libya:

ound maps of Lebanon show- The Libyans have traized PLO -

Tecruits ™ as - pilots, ~supplied .

Joshua - Nkomo’s- Zapu . move- -
" ment - with the’ heat-seeking
ﬁgg;?to ?r’lis;!%sow:h?vs‘o g:,:ﬁ'_’:the world “with - whom ths!
ian- plane$-in Rhodesia, and .

. awarded.. tbe notorious-.Ven-

ezualan ' -7 terromist --: chief
"Car]os” $2,000 000: for_ his
much-publicised - abduction of
Opec oik mlmaters in Vlenna

_ country’s..oil rxches
sive-. programms * ‘of - covert
achon, -seeking’. to. influence

"-media

Ttnrd World countnes
ro-Libya nd

ondon "
ritish’

defec! - ;
- Contributor) are one_element

“and’ “political
cxrcles in nrany” Western | and ’

It is xromc that the East Ger-

;_' -—accordmg ‘to- West - Enro-

3

The East' German- spyv Chlef

"by some experts at no less

. which',Gaddafi has provoked

~.Egypnan Presxdent. . ._»

T or - cut-out,””
support to terrorists aroundi

PR

business or- pohncal decxsnon-

~~A- il

“andare being widely dxssexm
“ nated.;

is an unreliable puppet for
" Mescow; it would be myopic
to 1gnore the extent to which

Libyan | covert - action. pro-!
grammes . provide a useful
vehicle for his Soviet allies.

for massive arms deliveries
 (under’-a. huge. - deal,. valued

than $12 billion (£35 Dbillion),

against-an attack: by Eaypt—

by ° finandag repeated
attempts to assassinate . the

Sowet mterests

-Libya has served

may also provide Russm with
a convement intermediary,
in channelling:

_',Sévietv léadersbip would not;

wish :@to publicly

: : be
xdentxﬁed A
‘man - Ministry ‘State
-“Security- - (MfS) - <hould have
“ been delegated by"the XGB

pean mtelhgence SOUTCeS—
_to -take” primary, - respon-
Slblhl‘y for- haxson ‘with ' the
L1bvan ‘secret- service-and itsi

“ special>7 “action”” .. " squads,|
~“svhich: - carry oul: assassma—
Totioftsn TONPYR 2Lt YT i ing

~'Markus: (or “Misha”) Wolf,,

,'xwho holds: Soviet “as well as|
‘East"*"!German .-
'hanpens. to be ©the- only|

M‘._W_mcfmﬁ?_'ﬂ Under-the-. * &
counter bribes to- -influence. - ‘in" the Soviet Bloc. i

citizenship, |

Jewish . inte}hgence director;
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hOUSTO\I POST

They are a) The article " that calmly-detail the
| -« < ot"Sen.”Malcolm Wallop and five colleagues, all’
Reagan advisers, who plan-to introduce a: charter - g
which-would remove the- CL_A ‘one step further from’ the
restrictidns ‘of democracy, and:b) The:letter by : H
Pottholf I whxch not-so-caluuy details his fears the
. CIA in general and Donald Morris in particular.;

‘The orily: thing I disagree with in Mr.: Potthoff’s letter
is the-tore: of anger- and' fear, two heads’ of. the: :same’
beast; and also-two of the most powertul weapons at’ thew
dlsposal"bt -the- people that :Mr. :Potthoft is:calling to -
task,. -as. -they-are. excellent ‘fuel -for the’ fires: t}ol

|

| : © Mr.{Potthotf is merely stating theobvious
| - . ‘the’ more: power a government agency: obtai
| /\ _ therabove tbe law they place themselves

I

; J 'The Wallop charter would “allow mtellxgence

g , agencxes ‘to-write their ‘-ownguidelines; in consultatxon

; * with- Congress, : for . usingmail-opening," burglary’ and

’ . electronic“surveillance - againstAmerican : and'lorexgn
intelligence:targets without'court warrants.!”

My, my;:suppose .I. tried“that? - How’ qmckly .would

‘Congress. look the other way?:And where in the- Consn- -
tution does it say-that.a private‘citizen is not entitled to

- the-same: rlghts as. are ‘employees of .a govemrnent

: agency’»Or is it'that I have only to join' the ClA and[I '

" too, may.be: allowed to break_into people’s homes, read.

. stheir-mail and bug their living rooms without: penalty" o

;.1 /As‘usual Sound- Off ‘chos g

" - Potthoff’s main argument;: this time with a’smug refe
ence'to: democracy. -a. favdrite‘tactic.: I 'wonder why the
editors never attach their witticisms to the syndicated
columns

{5 yDonald; Morris” unimpeachable right.to'y ,(no.pund -
= intended) in'favor of the:CIA: has no bearing whatever A

.r - . Don .
writing.' “awesomely F’RIGBTENING,” Sound ort emocratic (Sound-Oft” June:30) or.- unpatemly demo- .
which has printed a;number. of F.-H. Potthoff II’s" let- ‘cratic: The answer-to that-question’ lies wholly: within}
 ters, doesnot believe that F.H, Potthoff, IIT is scared of ' -:the opinions he éxpresses, with:which Ihappen to agree.
Donald Morris or, the Central Intelligence-Agency.or §-: . about %0 percent of the time .that -rel
O or.you .or.. anybody «else...(This"includes: the" Internal vant to-the question. either.
Revenue -Service, : : :
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i

e Wlthdrawals Beganon Dec.5

. The withdrawals beganonDec 5, when
/| "Western reporters: were invited to wit:
| ‘ness the departure of the first contingent
“| of a-few-hundred men and some tanks |
1 from" Wittenberg. By the end of May, it
:| had:become apparent.to’ Western intelli-
-gence. that'the Russians had pulled back.
‘| -one: entire division, the ‘Sixth: Armored.
“Guards, from_ Wittenberg and Halle. At
that{itime. Western officials. estimated
.matfloooo:sold!ers ‘and’ 350 tanks: had
,been movedout.-
. Sihce  then’ :aecordmg to :Western':re-
'potts the: Russians have pulled back only
'smallunits“from:various garrisons,:in
‘what was seen:as-a.military. reo,
| tion rather: than: outright-: cutting of
L strength. ‘On'the other hand, “allied: ‘offi-}.
_cials say-they haveino proof. eonfirming
s reports that the Russians brought in addi-.
‘ ,;txonal troops.. b

ys':
the So;iaet: bnng gxnxlrew Tecruits. and take
.t those back home finishing théir service,”
-In announcing. comp With-1| one aide said.. s But we have notinoticed
drawat earlier ;this :month;’-the :Soviet. any drastic changes or reinforcerents.”
“Union said it.had fulfilled a pledge made | - He said doubts about the completxon of |
“by Leonid I. Brezhnev-in.October. In:a-

| .the withdrawal:were partly. kindled be-|
“speech in East Berlin, evidently designed | 0, e of the Tack of publicity toward the ’
. to.discourage’ Atlantic-alliance planning | & 4 tihe withdrawal 4 !
for: a- modernization:of’ its: nuclear:.ar- | -*

“senal, the Soviet leader said the pullback | : N
r wouldbecarried out withina year. - : troopswerepulled backall the waytothe

[ =The Russians.want us to.take theu'i _Soviet :Union. “According. to: intelligence

§ fticials;- there: is evidence that at least.
} ‘word, but there is no evidence'that all of | .° been
(C : “these troops have really gone."”one offi-’ .:some of' :the. units, have moved to

".400,000-man orce n ermany. - .- .|

- cial said:.He said he doubted in partxcular- B 4
- thatall the 1,000 tanks had been removed. | y, % i e S Armored Division gons,

Accordmg -to :British- sources; 16,000
" men and 800 tanks'have been withdrawn. |
Mpst.of the tanks-belong to the-outdated
' .T-54 and; T-62 series, which the:Soviet.
:Union has been replacing with the newer.
‘ “T-64 and T-12 models ,

_the Russians:-now - have. 19 divisions ‘in
East Germany They -also miaintain two
divisions in-Poland, five in Czechoslova- |
kia -and’four in-Hungary; These ‘troops
and the 40:East’European:divisions face

27 Western .divisions maintained by: :
Atla.nncalliance., g’.f,,,

e
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|

C .
:JACK ANDERSON |

Born-Agam Brezhnev"-—Accordmg

~ to Karl Marx, religion is the opiate of

. -the people But-the: pragmatic- athiests
in the Kremlm don’t-boggle at the use”

. of . religion’ toi: .servess their i purposes
. “when all else fails: According to intelli-
' gence:sources; thé-Soviet Dosses_are
. 'belléved: to Eave employed -an itiner-

- ant Syrian Taith.Bealer to-work what-

- “ever.magi¢ heéTcdn.on -aging, ailing
- 'party secretary-Leonid. rezhnev -

!
EXCERPTED

o

-
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ASTICLE ATPEARED  THE ASHINGTON STAR (GREEN LINE)
ON PAGE 12 "Augu'slt 1980 ;

S ey

etfers
o

Clarification” " -

.. 'Anarticle in the July18 editions
of The Star by John Wallach of
" Hearst Newspapers concerning C130°; -
_aircraft-for-Libya has been brought’
“:to my attention! The article states |
that I'went to the State Department |-
ast:year ahd asked: them'to'release:
the airplanes to Libya. - - St
This'is:absoliitely not"true. In~ -
ct, Istrongly- oppose delivery ‘of -
i-any-kind of equipment to the Kadafi
firegime that.could be used-in‘a hos..|
. tilemanners.. o5 i
. --Prior to:my visit to Libyainearly.|
/1977 as part of an' Idaho agricultural | -
..trade | delégation, :'1":feceived”
i classified-level ‘briefings by-the CIA- ,
- and the State Department. After' my-
~.return:ITeported certain observa- | -
r'tions of pertinent interest to CIA.| -

/- Subsequently; I ‘met:with’ Mr. Philip-
: C.Habib, undersecretaryof state for, (.
. political affairs!-and-reported. to":
him'mattersthat were discussed’.
. with the Libyans: At that time Mr.:
Habibigave me the history of the
- C130 controversy! and I'completely..

:concurred with the State.Depart.|
ment !position:, that: the ‘planes’
“should not:be delivered. That re- <
mains my position today. =~ ¥, -
N . “-~~T'hope this will ¢larify any misun- - -
o :derstanding'or misinformation: that!

" has surrounded tq

ismatte

1
e

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDPO5T00644R000501410001-3



SN

v

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDPO5TOO644RQOO501410001-3

GRANITE CITY PRn.SS—RECORD (1LL.)

11 Aucrust 1980

'EO 4' to rece,.ve
ncmonai coverage

A new national magazme,
the Explorer Journal, which
will go to several hundred

" thousand young people, will
~ feature in a future issue the

forth coming Washington D.
C. trip of Explorer Post 104,
Robert E. Hood, editor in

wrote W. F. **Mick” Strange,
:coordinator of Post 104 and
7 assistant to the editor of the
: Granite City Press Record,
I requesting photos and texts
of the trip.

E chief of Exploring magazine,

Explor Post 10-4 is spon

,; sored by Madison Police
‘" Unit 110, Police Benevolent
and Protective Association.

Officer William Weidner is

' the post adviser.

The Explorers will |eav_e
Saturday, Aug. 16, and
return Aug. 23. )

© The group will stay in the

Holiday Inn-Telegraph

Road, Alexandria, . Va.,

- which is the same motel the

group stayed at in 1974 when
they:made a similar trip.

"~ At9a.m. Monday, Aug. 18,

. the Explorers will meet with

- H. Stuart Knight, director of

. the U.S. Secret Service, Jack

Warner Jr., assistant to the
director, and Special Agent

James Boyle whom many of -

_ the Explorers know from a
law enforcement conference

n ‘Michigan held in July 1979,

They will 'spend the better
part of Monday getting an

indepth look at the functions AU

. of the agency.

" the first and only Explorer
- group to be. allowed inside
. the main headquarters of the

- Central Intelligence Agency

‘Post 104, it is believed. is

As in 1975, the 10-4
Explorers ieel honered that
Tuesday, Aug. 19, they will
again be aliowed to visit end
receive a briefing on the
agency by Paul Chretien,
presentations offlcer or the
CIA.

From the CIA the}
Explorers will then go to a
personal meeling: with
William Webster, director of
the ¥FBI, after which they
will be given a special tour of .
the new J. Edgar Hoover
buxldmg

Congressman Mel Price’
will meet the young men at
11 a.m. when they visit the
House of Representatnes
Rayburn building and tne
Explorers will have a lunch
of the famous Senate bean
soup.

.On Wednesday evenmg the
group  will take a
professional three-hour bus
tour “Washington at Night,”
seeing  the  historical
monuments " all ' brightly
lighted.

The Exp)orm will also
spend at ieust one day at the
Smithsonian complex. -

Plans to meet with an
Explorer Post, sponsored by
the Fairfax County . Police
Department for a party are

also bemg made

( CIA)
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SAN DIEGO TRIBUNE =
"9 August ]980

'V{Itg his “unique eombmauono usiriess’and- anguage expertise e
= Wencke: was;reportedly a military intelligence: specialist during’ and after
‘world. War I In ms letter he. »cl ‘_"ned to.have.been trained by- theArmy in

imary bu: cqiiisition-of- financxally
troubled companies,”” Wencke wrote explaining-how he could walk. through a
i manufacturing plant and assess its productxon i,

- Wencke's letter: said: he was: enclosmg a newspa C

trofxbles with’ federal: law-enforcement‘ agencies. w
“'He $aid-he expected to'be.a: “guest" ‘at the federal prison.in Lompoc as a

#result ‘of those:troubles-and, ratheq than spending 20 months “playmg tennis
R _playing: cards,ml would prefer-.to ‘spend.:it..] :
knowledge for-thé benefit of the ‘gov vernment.”.
" Z%In. other: words; I. want: to use: my: time’ an
rather than:sit'idle: at its' expense.
“ Wencke:has been accuse
the mtent of looting them

U.S: Magxstrate Harry R. McCue‘ commented that Mrs Wencke seemedto "
,have difﬁcultyvrecallmg events until she leamed that documents were to be :

McCue strongly urged Mrs; Wencke totry to-remember events’ such as the
letten to the CIA;.noting that anythmg that cotild have kept her husband from
gomg ‘to prison probably would have made a vxvid\Impressmn on her..” <k
V{eqcke s letter to the: CIA saJd %*Why:don’t you give me a call and,let me

Approved For Release 2009/05/06 : CIA-RDPO5T00644R000501410001-3
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ARTICLE AFP 1
ON PAGE L AUGUST 1980
. ~ Tt ‘{[ .

Teleyis

X ;i’: A R
And now, ‘The:CIAY:

BY:

A Eelo By GARY DERE ] ]

. Remember how ‘“The FBI,” the ABC Sunday night .
law-and-order program, glorified: the exploits ot J.”
Edgar Hoover’s boys? It was. the phoniest cop show
on television, and for nine years it.ranked as the big- .
gest weapon:in the real. FBI’s'propaganda arsenal.
Well, a similar-whitewash couldr-hit the air on CBS

-Sometime- in1981>:1t would be- called *The CIA”|—. . , ‘ A
v _civil rights, wirégtapping, anti-war rotests; draft re-.
sisters;-police brutality,” corporate anti-trust viola-

‘and yes, the weekly program would tellus about ﬂi_at
swell. bunch . of /courageous: patriots. ‘and : freedom
lighters-who populate. our* beloved: Central. Intelli-_
gence'Agency. § v Lk g anyif . SO e
Now that our nation seems to be tiiting to the right -
politically, the CBS.bosses are anxious to try-to de- -
velop a show that would pander to that dominant con- -

Servative mood. It also wouldn’t hurt CBS in the eyes

‘of Official-Washington, especially if Ronald Reagan |
: gets-elected and. bring‘s'\hisji 20-mule teami:into. the
{White House.*_ . i5yiv 't B omag < iEdaiege] -
- Larry ‘Thompson;. executi I pro :of~the pro-
posed “CIA” program, admitted that America’s neo-
conservatism.and *anti-foreigp™ attitude have a lot '
_to do with the creation of the TV Serfes.-*“Ideally, -
\we’d like to:show that'the- €oples intthe- CIA:at

‘declared.. = i G wih ey B B S
‘He turthensald;theﬁctionja}s@ris’iwould get .
‘nical assistance-and-advice” from the Association of
Former Intelligence Officers; an-. outfit: comprised-
lacgely of elcCILA agents...+ 50 f yife 'y e

i
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 fighting -that never-endin

RENO EVENING GAZETTE (NV)

Tp me, that:sounds dangerously- closéto the cozy -

- | deg] between producer Quinn Mariin s top officials .

of fhe FBI,:a relationship that resulted for nearly a 7 .

;-decade inwthe most..censored: ;and_ipropégandistic‘*

‘weekly serles in TV history.

- a I3
AR

SRS i B -
=Martin allowed FBI officials to screen all. stripts

| for ““The FBI,”to dictate changes-and to veto story .

»\ideas. In"additions,he hired only. actors and. screen- ..
_l'writers who - werex“politically .acceptable®’ .to the:.
;|- FBL Indeed, Efrem Zimbalist Jr., the star of the:
4 Show, was the personal choice of the:late'FBI direc- -
.1 yjtord. Edgar Hoover. ! <., . 3 . §. fas iy
T+ 1 . Betweenr 1963 and 1974 onABC, ‘“The FBI” fed us

.contrived tales of:murder, bank robbery, kidnaping, -

-drug smuggling, organized ccime: (never referred to..

as the Malia, of course):and Comimunist espionage. -
Those were the old reliable cops<n’-robbers staples
that the FBI built’its reputation on in the.1920s. and-

- 19308, and so Hoover & Co. insisted:that the TV serfes’
. adhere to those topics. , % - ) i o

- Meanwhile; the FBI rejected sé’z;ipts‘fde‘éﬂ_ing‘with~

tions and anything else remotely connectedwwith con-
troversial issues of socio-political import. %f e
__And so with‘Quinn Martin as-a willing dupe, the ]
FBI distorted.its own image and blue-penciled all .
stories in which it appeared to be anythingjless than :
a wdlﬁilgd*gaaMe:virtually incapable: oftmalfunc- .
R R A ey I Ity o
It’s disgustingly clear that the poteyitial ,_G’ZBS series |

about the CIA is-headed in that same jingoistic di- .

rection,: - ¢ - L IR T O
. "America’s moving to the right,'”{said Scott -
Siegler, a CBS vice presicent based in Los ‘Angeles.
“No matter who's president, the -people want the
United States; to: protect. its _.,inte{&sts .abroad. The

.| time is right for this show.” . =

It isn’t hard to read between those lines. In a bid to

tec{'p exploit the widespread blood-lust emotion against -
* Iranians’ and other foreign people,-CBS plans to in-

.sure that the CIA comes’ off- as- a wonderful outfit

g battle:fors truth, justice .
and the Amerttanwayis &0 S b I

-
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T AT A ‘. UILVAUY LIOLLDUNDG

oy aes_lo. L August 1980

Ronald Reagan mmt sometimes feel in hmdsrght, the FBI came around to
tlxke 2. character in: a- Graham. Greene 5 _the view that it would be well served by

ovel;:'so+ varied are the strugglec oW specific executive guidelines.. and: con-

,'gmg for, his:soul: -All.the conservatxve\;_ gressional legnslatmm. stating what:its

- tellgctual action is taking place- now, % ’duties an obhgatmns in the field of.
- within the Reagan.campaign, and. this is inl:elligen
‘healthy: becguse it has: provoked'som
elcome: *teconsideratlons Fof % national’
:policy- on subJectrfrom defense to*eco-

One» suck ggle-,concerns, egrslatio' His. proposal would:empower*the FBI.
~govern:. theboperatmn of:intelligence,s::: ““to- gather "and maintain ‘such- intelli~. L_
agencies, and if: the proposed. charter for gence as is necessary” to combat terror-
thes FBI. being” ‘circulated: ‘by'Sen:; Paul ism,.a return to the old nonstandard and
Zlaxalt: JFR.; ‘NewF-isy, any-indication;, th 'unphed condemnation of all the care-’
takes are verym_ ully fdraffed restnctlons the FBI.and.
B ustice’ Departrnent :in consultatlon with
: Congress ‘have: come. ap .with in the past’
“half-decade: It also .authorizes bureau in-
estigation - of"'anyaind iduak: o
Athathmtends ‘to~use“any. unlawful means
£ rocedur for the: gatherins of. infor change: the;: pohcy of ‘state;" Iogal;" or"
nfal:xon on-‘%ommtm %ohucaf - groups, -federal.- government.- A° ,full-blown ‘FBI
‘Back to the days whenat” _ vestigation, once’ egam could theoreti-
- g 3 : : ally: be. predxcated on.a plan to: ‘
parade permit. #
:The civil  liberties dangers -invoived:
the Laxalt proposal are clear; but whiit"
Mr. Reagan should also consxder ‘as he::
*tindergoes::. thxsf”parncular :struggle’ for-
.his- soul is~how precarious’ this\ kind: of
Iegxslatlon would leave the FBI. It-would
‘be - foolish;’. following - the “‘overzealous.:
eongressxonal mvesngattons of .the post-
Watergate period; to_leave the FBL: vul-
nerable‘to-a repeat performance -And-it
‘would' be:unfair to' FBI- agents “to isend’;
them - into-the field‘once again® knowing *
that.if they make-the wrong, unguxded
- they.: could:.end ;

After Wat rgate' g
ther': agencies’, with: mtelhg:nce Tespon
sibilities,". went * through'. the%torment "o ess. -about ‘histo
having | to rehvmfthxs lnstorym _public ti‘igcreditedl:a hig >
under natxonal ‘circumstances far differ The -country: does . go- ough ese -

cycles, -and:, they ‘can -be::vicious. This :
was a_point*made by former. At,ty.t Gen;
Edward Levi_at a recent’ American Bar
Assoc:atxon—Umversxty of Cl'ucago con-
erence . fon’ mtemgence"f-The ‘protection:
£ civil libertiesand Jof 'the’ mtelhgence
igencies -can- best  be-served: by: “legisla-"

*r that:: strikes - the-. dlffxcult .balance St
states it: explicitly-as natioral: policy:y
T L mﬂ”-m»‘lm&% Sl

L.
v

e L

SN, ..

L oy = -ty et o e
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COLUMBUS DISPATCH
29 July 1980

B maJorxty of t.he Ru551ans are takmg
"_advanced courses in high technolo:

- gy-in-the fields of physics, -chemis:.
e ~try,lasers and axrcraft de51gn Sen-

batabax press attache in the Iram-
mbassy in Washmgton dunng
theztenure [of the- ‘late shah, was -
ass: ssmated at This: Matyland‘
home The kxller is'believed to be
f- .. 4 member of thé so-called Guerril-:
las Army of Islam, a. terrornst

Tigence. Agency we,e'-“——-—msnf,ed the"- *"group loyal to Ayatollah Ruhollah 1
. dure may- be. proving to’ be-more . Khomeini’ s -regime: which has’

o mful AR I'rnalad Apledgedi.to-ﬁehmmate all. pro-shah
r n the original malady. ‘officials; even those living abroad: .
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NEWSDAY
25 July 1980
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If the GOP tzcket wzns, “the CIA’s prosﬁe‘ctsfhnght zmprove
but a Reagan mtellzgence whzte paper. calls for a new servzce'
with sweeping powers: It could overshadow Bush’s old outﬁt

/7 By Jeff Stein ‘

_uﬁ running the country.”.

erelmg among Reagan’s closést  foreign-policy - and

When Ronald Reagan ﬁnally picked ex-CIA Dxrec-'__{
tor George Bush to be his running mate last week, I
was sitting around the television with a group of Lat-
“in. American exiles. “This is just like Brazil!” one ex- .|
claimed. “The head of the secret/ pohce is gomg toend .

It will be interesting to see Just what mﬂuence :
the CIA will have if the Reagan-Bush ticket is clect-
ed in November. It is true that Bush was immensely -
liked by the cloak-and-dagger crew during his short
‘stay at its Langley, Va., headquarters (June, 1975, '
to January, 1976), and he employed perhaps 40 ex-
CIA officers in his campaign organization, including '
his own director of security, Robert Gambino. But :
_predictions of some kind of:a CIA putsch.organized -
out of the Yice presxdents ofﬁc are h ff the.
smark. e N
< For. one thmg, there exlsts a- definite anti

CIA

national-security- advisers, many of whom were‘
"members of  the Ford administration’s “B-team,”
_which was set up to offer competing analyses of CIA
‘estimates of Soviet missile strength. And in lengthy -
_conversations with Richard.V. Allen,. Reagans prin-;
cipal- adviser on these matters, I came away with
the definite feeling that Allen thought the CIA was
just not “tough enouvh” when it came to sizing up |
the Russians. .
The prmcxpal ev1dence of my ‘conclusions exists in
a special white paper on the intelligence community :
put together by a group of ex-mxhtary and X 3
feers tinder Allen’s:diregtion® last year,::

- While the white paper certainly expresses fond- |

.ness for covert action at home and abroad——popularly
known as “dirty tricks"—it also leaves'an impression!
-that the CIA may have to share the back alleys of the. ?

‘nization plan:

"both the domestic and foreign mtelhgence serv1ces
-would lawfully look at the same data.” /s '::‘:

o suspxcxon of Russian military analysts at the CIA. To.
_correct that, it is proposed that the role of the Defense
,Intellxgence "Agency be strengthened as a source’ of:
: "%lternatwe analysis,” and that a.permanent kind of l
.“B-tea
_similar to the “wise old men” of: the defunct Fore\gn\
: Intellxgence Advisory Board. ' b

';Lvalue to . our: national securxty," the . white - paper.
i claims. “They have performed some of the most impor-.
-tant of CIA’s umque funcnons, dnd they should be.
;«strengthened GERERE o sty :

~,-do the job and wants to create a brand new “Foreign
- Operations Service”. ‘that would bring under one roof | -
_both information-collection -and - counterintelligence’
“activities. As a new intelligence superagency combm-'»~
-ing many functlons of-both'. the FBI‘and
‘FOS would actua ily be a mifror iméage’ of the dreaded‘[
~Sovxe{'.\KGB It would, theyplan- proposes, be’ "wholly '
. clandestifd. STt e sy e

world with other U.S agencies, pamcularly the FBI! C |
.and the Pentagon, and may. have to be prepared to‘ ‘

”»
|

gwe up some of its power to a new “intelligence czar

- in the White House. All this portends, of course, aw

classic Washmgton power struvglé come January i
Reagan wins. _l
. Here are the’ hlghhghts of the mtelhgence reorg

. @ Domestic spvmg )

The plans call for mamtammg Jomt CIA-FBI ﬁles
on “counterintelligénce and counter-terrorism” in a-
special section to be created in the Justice. Depart-
Jment or a wholly new,: mdependent agency. “Here,”:
“the policy paper proposes, “joint teams of officers from

@ Checks on CIA analysts. o :
Among Reagan’s advisers, there‘is a’ congemtal

be set up to further checkmate the CIA,!

* @ Shift covert action away from. the CIA
“The clandestme services have been of mestlmable

‘But the Reagan team doesn’t thmk the CIA can.

1A% thet

PN \|
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*, . ®White Housé control, .~ ¢ |7
#<-The.Reagan team would ‘like to. create the posi-

“Matters,” a job that would.be quickly dubbed “The]
! Intelligence : Czar.” .He . would serve on.the White.
-House' staff ‘and. thus be out of the reach of congres-{

- Approved For Release 20
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tion of the president’s “Chief Adviser for Intelligence

.sional confirmation.’ The adviser would “communi-
‘cate.-the president’s priorities to the “intelligence’
‘community” and “present to the Congress the presi-
dent’s views of the community’s needs.” Rather. na-
sively, the.plan also proposes that this-person
““should be the community’s sole (their emphasis)
‘contact with the news media.” -~ = - 0 <. )

" . @ Providing “cover” for agents overseas. . i:?:v; .
 .» The Reagan team would also like to mobilize the
entire govérnment and business community for intel-

ligence missions. - . | e
# -The new Foreign Operations Serwiee, according to
the white paper, would have at its disposal every gouv-
ernment agency, and these agencies would ‘be" re::
quired. to . furnish .. . full credentials, .working’
‘assignments abroad.for purposes of ‘cover,’.and full co-
operation.” Moo L al L
.. Meanwhile, :a' Reagan ‘administration ‘would pro-
.vide private companies "immunity in connection with
‘any lawsuits directed against them for permitting in-,
telligence officers to use their. activities as ‘cover.”” ..
#*=It is easy to find both potential abuses and tragedy’
“in- such an idea. First ofiall, it would make every.
‘Peaice Corps worker a legitimate target of revolution:’
ary groups abroad (or, for that matter, a Department’
“of Commerce bureaucrat). Do we.need another hos-:
tage situation? . i L s gt
V- Secondly, considering the Reagan team’s ‘ideas
-about new, domestic spying and foreign espionage pro-
- grams, it makes one wonder whether terrorism direct-.
‘ed:;at : American .businessmen abroad,’ already
“epidemic; might increase, and whether future Howard

Hunts and Gordon Liddys might be able to ﬁn'dl'lega_.l:

: refuge.under commercial .cover.
T
" While, for now, the apprehension of my’Latin
American friends about the ascendancy of Bush may
have been misplaced, there obviously exists in the
Reagan team’s white paper firm ground for their wor-
ries. Some of these Latin Americans have spouses, rel-.
.atives :or: friends ‘who have. “disappeared”. under:
“dictatorships—in- Argentina, Brazil and Chile; among"
others—that were helped into power by the CIA:or.
were supported by the United States. - "/ : . *: ¢
" During -the ~Carter administration, ‘the United
States has distanced itself somewhat from these dicta-
torships under the banner of the “human rights” poli-
cy. ‘As unsatisfactory as that policy has been—to
_many people here as well as in Latin America—recent
travels on. the part of Some'members: of; the Reagan,

y N a0

" ‘heldthat information from FBI investigators and the |

" Landau. charge, “nor did Bush :-.". or.anyone else’

iteami-augur;worse:for the: futures i idefs G i e
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;. For example, National Public Radio.reported re-!
cently that Daniel Graham, the former head of the
Defense . Intelligence Agency, visited Argentina last |
‘month and told business, political and ‘military lead- !
ers there that the Carter human rights policy had had
“'disastrous effects on-our relations with Latin Amer-
ica.” Graham said that a Reagan. administration’
would “abandon the policy of throwing old friends to
the wolves.”: In response.to accurate descriptions in
‘the Latin American press, which covered the event
heavily, that he was a Reagan adviser, Graham pro-
tested that he was just a private visitor. - -
~*.. Some of the "old friends” mentioned by Graham
would naturally welcome a return of the Republicans
angd particularly Bush. The CIA gladly trained Chile's
.dreaded secret' police, the .DINA, after the United
States helped put Gen. Augusto Pinochet into power,
and -Bush was CIA director in' 1976 when DINA
agents blew up Orlando Letelier and Ronni Moffitt in

red e e

b

.a' Washington ¢ar-bombing. . =~ .. O
.. According to a new investigative book on the Lete:

lier riiurder (“Assassination on Embassy Row,” by John
'Dinges ‘and Saul Landau), Bush had advance know-
ledge at the'time of the assassination that DINA teams'
in the United States were up to no good-but he with-.
U.S. prosecutor, Eugene Prgpper.. ... - ..o o,
. *“Bush-. . ..did not say a word .:;".” Dinges and

» fx:omthe' CIA subsequently volunteer their informa-’
~tion .about Chile’s-undercover mission to Propper or-
vthe FBL” The authors” conclusions are bolstered by
“ FBI affidavits, . WrelnIviemd T pae ta L
*- - Instead, the newspapers were full of "CIA sources”

VAT Yero

.concluding that "DINA was not involved™in the mur-"

~ders. Of course, FBI agents read newspapers too, and
. without the evidence Bush apparently kept to hitnself,”
-they went chasing other wrong leads for months. v
. Bush has refused to comment on the matter, refer-
ring all inquiries to the CIA, which has so far refused
-to release such'items as Bush’s telephone logs on the
day of the assassination.'(The Reagan white paper, by
the way, claims that the Freedom of Information Act
has been :subject. to- ,f'g'rotgsquq " abuse”. and needs

:“tightening.”)- %.-;

# . In the end, however, with the Reagan team’s early-

‘enthusiasm for tinhorn’dictdtors and covert action, it

wmay.not:matter much after all if Bush becomes vice..
president, ‘He. iwouldbe ‘Bood at ‘onie traditional vicez
cprésidéntial detail, howsver.”! v it g T
-~ Reagan could send him 'off to Buenos Aires: Brasi-¢

~lia Fhd-3drtiage==as 2= goodwill Ambassadot =25

Neft ‘Stein, ‘3 former Army" intelligence “officer; "}
. writes frequently on national security issués and is 1
\ Washington editor of The Progressive magazine.'. |
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from ‘the Corporate maze that Wencke > Created ]
“The: records: are: sought by R:N::Gould,: court-
; §jappolnted receiver: over: much of the. Wencke

ti, " ould said yester-
. _he:promlsed to bnng some semblance
iof rder [ ?

)ssible to then' ongmal posmon of. ownershl'p‘ .

Mrs -Wencke;” again: on: the _‘ y

: erday, sald she has at hex: ch
onof "

.fif Mrs AWencke were. present.’
ith,_th.at, Kaufmann and: Zy_

A cooperate and, at'the endffé A
C ;_:_wept on the witness Stand:after.|

s my: cmldren. They re
- such out.standlng young people to go. through an ,
___al‘like thls ok ? ‘;_
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