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By EDWARD Jay EPSTEIN

WHEN Yuri Vladimirovich Andropov was merely
head of the K.G.B., his image was that of the
stereotypic hard-line “police boss.”” His major accom-
plishment, according to C. L. Sulzberger, writing in The
New York Times in 1974, was “‘a fairly successful cam-
paign to throttle the recent wave of liberal dissidence.”
Nor was he viewed as much of an admirer of foreign
culture. In 1980 Harrison E. Salisbury wrote in the Times

that Andropov “has been working for three years on -

schemes to minimize the mingling of foreigners and
natives, . .. Now Andropov’s hands have been freed to
embark on all kinds of repressive measures designed to
enhance the ‘purity’ of Soviet society.” Completing this
picture of a tough, xenophobic, wave-throttling cop,
Andropov was physically described, in another Times
story, as a “shock-haired, burly man.”

Andropov’s accession to power last November was
accompanied by a corresponding ennoblement of his
image. Suddenly he became, in The Wall Street Journal,
“silver-haired and dapper.” His stature, previously re-
ported in The Washington Post as an unimpressive ““five
feet, eight inches,” was abruptly elevated to “tall and
urbane.” The Times noted that Andropov “’stood con-
spicuously taller than most” Soviet leaders and that “his
spectacles, intense gaze and donnish demeanor gave
him the air of a scholar.” U.S. News & World Report, on
the other hand, reported that “he has notoriously bad
eyesight and wears thick spectacles.”

His linguistic abilites also came in for scrutiny. Har-
rison Salisbury wrote, “The first thing to know about
Mr. Andropov is that he speaks and reads English.”
Another Times story took note of his “fluent English.”
Newsweek reported that even though he had never meta
“senior” American official, “he spoke English and re-

. laxed with American novels.” Confirmation of his com-

mand of English appeared in Time, The Wall Street
Journal, The Christian Science Monitor, and The Washing-
-ton Post. The Economist credited him with “a working
knowledge of German,” and U.S. News & World Report
added Hungarian to the growing list. And this quadra-
lingual prodigy was skilled in the use of language, too:

Edward Jay Epstein is the author of The Rise and Fall of
Diamonds: The Shattering of a Brilliant Illusion (Simon
and Schuster), and is currently completing a book on
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Time described him as reportedly “a witty conversa- .
tionalist,” and "a bibliophile” and "connoisseur of mod-
em art” to boot. The Washington Post passed along a
rumor that he was partly Jewish. (Andropov was rapidly
becoming That Cosmopolitan Man.)

Soon there were reports that Andropov was a man of
extraordinary accomplishment, with some interests and
proclivities that are unusual in a former head of the
K.G.B. According to an article in The Washington Post,
Andropov “is fond of cynical political jokes with an anti-
regime twist. ... collects abstract art, likes jazz and
Gypsy music,” and “has a record of stepping out of his
high party officdal’s cocoon to contact dissidents.” Also,
he swims, “plays tennis,” and wears clothes that are
“sharply tailored in a West European style.” Besides the
Viennese waltz and the Hungarian czarda, he “dances
the tango gracefully.” (At a press conference within
hours of Andropov’s accession, President Reagan, asked
about the prospects for agreement with him, used the
unfortunate metaphor, “It takes two to tango.””) The Wall
Street Journal added that Andropov “likes Glenn Miller
records, good scotch whisky, Oriental rugs, and Ameri-
can books.” To the list of his musical favorites, Time
added “Chubby Checker, Frank Sinatra, Peggy Lee, and
Bob Eberly,” and, asserting that he had once worked 25 a
Volga boatman, said that he enjoyed singing “hearty
renditions of Russian songs” at after-theater parties. The
Christian Science Monitor suggested that he has “tried his
hand at writing verse—in Russian, as it happens, and of
a comic variety.”

The press was less successful in ferreting out more
mundane details of his life, Where, for example, was he
born? The Washington Post initially reported that he was
““a native of Karelia,” a Soviet province on the Finnish
border. The New York Times gave his birthplace as the
“southern Ukraine,” which is hundreds of miles to
the south. And Time said he had been born in “the
village of Nagutskoye in the northem Caucasus.” His
birthplace was thus narrowed down to an area stretch-
ing from Finland to Iran. There was also some vagueness
with respect to his education. The Wall Street Journal
reported that he had “graduated” from an unnzmed
“technical college,” but U.S. News & World Report had
him “drop out” of Petrozavodsk University, while
Newsweek awarded him a diploma from the Rybinsk
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Central America briefing planned

The World Affairs Council of
Maine will open its season Sept. 6
with an off-the-record briefing on
Central America by a former CIA of-
ficer. .

The speaker, John R. Horton, re-
signed from a C1A post in May in the
belief that “ideological prejudices

were__overriding infelligence

judgments in some key areas.” :
Horton will speak on intelligence

opérations and policy Io Mexico and
Egintsal_ America, and will answer
questions,

"
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During his 27-year career with the
LJA. Horton devoted 10_vears to
Latin America. He was the CIA’s
chief of station In Mexico and Urw-.
guay _and_ later served as deputy
chief of the agency’s Latin American
Division.

He was recalled from retirement
last year to serve on the National In-
telligence Council _as_officer_ for
Latin America. The coming briefing
will be Horton's first public appear-
ance since his resignation.

provr A

’

The talk will be held at 5:30 p.m.
on Sept. 6 in the Pavillion of the At.
lantic House resort in Scarborough.
The Atlantic House is on Route 207
at Prouts Neck. '

_ The tax-deductible admission fee
is $25 for Council members, $35 for
the general public. The council
stresses that Horton’s remarks must
be treated as private and not for gen:
eral publication. For reservations or
information, call the WAC office at
Westbrook College, 797-7261.
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X -BROADCAST EXCERPT -- - . i

NEWSCASTER: . The C.I.A. deels in secrecy. Thet's its
business. Reporters, it follows, have =& tough time finding out
what'e going on 1inside C.I.A. hesdquertere. But intelligence

expert David Wise has leesrned of some personnel moves not wicdely
publicized elsewhere. In nis commentary tonwoﬁt Wise sugoests
what implications those moves could hnve '

DAVID WISE: Covering & secret intelligence zgency is 2
little like covering the Kremlin. "They don't telk much ebout
whet heppens Iinside the wells. So, reporters have to drew

cenclusions from little things, like who shows up st publie
eppeernces, or what shifts in personnel rezllyv meen.

In the same spirit, it's velueble to explore some guiet
ehzkeups. thet hesve occurrec inside the C.I.A. Little or nothing
hee been sezid publicly about these changes, but word hes z way of
eeeping oul to those who watch the wells.

In the first change, C.I1.A. Director William Ceasey heas

tepped twe former clendestine operatives to handle the agency's
deelings with Congress and the press. J. Williem Doswell, =&
former Richmond publie reletions men who ‘headec Clesey's
Congressional ancd press reletions, hes left C.I.A. Cesey split
the job in two. He named Clate George, unt\l now the secong-
highe t clandestine operator in the agency, to handle Congress.
me put George Lasuder, another former spook, in charge of publlc
affa; : '

TSs.
C.1.A. hands deny thsat tbe eagency's desire to shore up

Congressicnal and public support for its covert operstion in
Nicerague wes behind these moves, ‘ ‘
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CHOOSING A STRATEGY FOR
WORLD WAR 111

BY THOMAS POWERS

N THE YEARS SINCE 1945, DISCUSSION OF STRATEGIC

nuclear policy in the upper reaches of the American

government has centered on a single overriding ques-
tion—what 1o do “if deterrence fails,” The phrase is char-
acreristic of the rigid etiquette that governs official talk
about nuciear weapons. 1t means war, and especially a big
general war between the United States and the Soviet
Union—war of the old-fashioned, all-out sort. in which
even fear of The Bomb would take second place to the
struggle. Officials have learned to be wary of talking in
public about nuclear war. It just gets them in trouble. But
in private they talk about war all the time. None of them
wants such a war. In truth, none of them expects it—now
or ever. But deterrence could fail. What do we do then?

For the general public, nuclear war means something
like the end of the world—a single burst of destruction in
which cities would be ficked off the face of the globe in a
whirlwind of fire. That is not the way military men look at
things. They may vaguely threaten to scrape Russia flat
down to the primeval gravel, but that’s mainly fer show, to
put the other side in a serious frame of mind. “When the
balloon goes up,” as they sometimes say, the time for
threats is past. Then you have got to fight, not just kiss
the kids good-bye and push the button. The general publie
may be content with the awful either/or, but the military
instinetively rebels against the idea that the end of deter-
rence is the end of everything else.

When war comes, armies fight with the weapons at
rand. Nuclear weapons are a prominent feature of the ar-
senals of both sides. How are they to be used? What should
we point them &t? How many should we fire in the opening
salvo? _

In the early davs of the nuclear era, the bombs were 50
cumbersome, so hard to deliver, and above all 20 few that
they were reserved for only the most dramatic targets. As
a practical matter, that meant cities. In 1945, it meant
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. In the late 1840s, it meant Mos-
cow and Leningrad. In the fall of 1948, for exampie, the
United States had about 100 bombs, but the early bombs
100k wo davs to assemble by a team of twenty-four. Ve
didn't nave teams enough 10 assernble them all at once.

times didn’t even know how many bombs we had. Until
1948, the only zirplanes that could deliver the bombs were
specially modified B-29s, slow craft, vulnerable to attack
en route, so limited in range that they had 10 be based in
Europe. Military targets tend to be smail, numerous, pro-
tected, hard to find and hit. For purely technical reasons,
then, the first nuclear weapons were pointed at “strategic”
targets, that is, targets the loss of which might affect the
morale or the war-making potential of the enemy. The
wars of the late 1940s, if they had taken place, would have
lasted 2 few weeks, and would have consisted of devastat-
ing blows on Russian cities. ports, and industrial sites.
By the early 1950s, these problems had been solved. The
AEC agreed to let the Strategic Air Command (SAC) keep
bombs on its airfields. We had a fleet of new intercontinen-
tal bombers to deliver them. The bombs themseives had a
much longer “shelf life” and didn't have to be assembled
from scrateh immediately before use. Above all, they were
more numerous. We had entered, in the phrase used by
professional strategists, “the ers of nuclear plenty"—in
which we still find ourselves. It is also the era of choice.
When you've got only three weapons, 28 we nad in July of
1945, it’s not hard to decide what to poirt them at. When
you've got thousands, as we have now, and when You ean
hit anything in a known location on the surface of the
earth, as we can now, and, above all. when the Soviets can
retaliate in xind, then you have to think hard before decid-
ing what to hit and when to hit it. The decisions impiy the
course of the war we are likely to see “if deterrence fails.”

When Jimmy Carter entered the White House, in Janu-

ary of 1977, he probably would have done away with nucle-
ar weapons altogether given the choice. This may sound
Jike the inevitzble preference of any sane man. but none of
Carter’s predecessors had shared it. Nuclear weapons
solve certain kinds of problems; in particular, they are

- cheaper than men and tanks. Carter’s predecessors had all

chosen nuclear weapons rather than press Congress or .
NATO ellies to come up with money for men-and tanks -
enough to face the Russians on what is called the “central .

front” in Europe. Eisenhower’s first secretary of defense,
Charles Wilson, once said, “WWe can't afford to night limited

Such boms 52 kS VER PR RRIGABEBOORIO (AT CIA PO 6] SR AT TSR B e e

ic Energy Commission (AEC), which was reluctant to turn
them over to the Alr Force in advance. The generals some-

one, that 15t Q1: L arter was a siranger
to Washington in 1877: he nad not been over and over this
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In J[he CIA SC{YS Ralph McGene@ il
you have 1o do is tell the fruth.

Ralph McGehee 50 ]omed the Central
Intelligence Agency in 1952, shortly after
he was cut from the Green Bay Packers.
He’s not sure why the CIA approached
him, but during his intelligence training he
met so many other pro football dropouts
that he suspects the agency considered
the National Football League a pnme
recruiting ground.

When the Korean War ended in 1953
McGehee joined the agency’s clandestine
operations section as a case officer. Over
the next two decades he served in the
Philippines, Taiwan, Japan, Thailand and
Vietnam. He did the routine work of an
intelligence officer: recruiting agents,
conducting investigations, and maintain-
ing liaison with the local police and_

mtelhﬂence organizations. _
" During that era the CIA’s main
struggle was against Communist
insurgency in Southeast Asia. That

NOTRE DAME NEWS
February 1982 -

struggle was a losing one. OF all the
countries in the region, today only
Thailand remains allied to. the West.
McGehee thinks he knows why our side
lost the rest. '

In 1965 McGehze directed an intelli-
gence gathering effort in a province in

“northeast Thailand where a Communist

insurgency was beaginning. After a
detailed, yearlong study, McGehee re-
ported that he had found a popular

rooted that purely military measures were
unlikely to defeat it.-

McGehee submitted his findings to the
agency but, after a brief period of praise
for this work, he ran into an official wall
in Washington.

_ His findings, he explains, ran counter
to the official Washington view that

~ Communist msuroency was a form of .

clandestine invasion, and that the

pants who were duped or forced into

~ joining guerilla units who took their arms

and orders from outside.

.7 McGehee maintains that intelligence

. national security. In practice, when 2
-President is firmly committed to a

. victory in Vietnam), the agzncy shapes

- unwelcome. That is an abiding theme In
movement so broad, pervasive and deeply -

" job to another. He was promised

- Southeast Asia, one he knew was
" natives involved were unwilling parﬁci-
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mformatxon often is pohtxcxzed In . i
theory, the agency provides accurate and
unbiased information to the President so’ !
he can make wise decisions regarding’

particular policy (such as military

its information to conform to that policy.
Bad or even inconvenient mews is

the history of intelligence, and it is the
rock on which Ralph McGehee:
foundered. .

After he submitted hls dissenting
report, McGehee’s career took 2 nose-.
dive. He was shuttled from one low-leveJ

promotions but never received them.
He was frustrated as he waichad his
country wage the wrong kind of war in; _

doomed to failure, He did what he conla
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Taylor Branch ON POLITICAL BOOKS-

n August 1955, John Prados tells us,* the ClA's
Richard Bissell went to the White House to show
Presid=nt Eisenhower some pictures that had
E been t2kzn from an airplane more than ten miles
&._sbove the carth. Greens, fairways, and sand traps
were clearly visible in the aerial shots of the Augusta
National Couniry Clubin Augusta, Georgia, which was
not only the home of the Masters but also Ike's favorite
golf course. The photos clearly impressed the president,
who recognized the topography of certain memorable
holes. Then Bissell played his trump card. He pointed
out that the pictures actually revealed the presence of

golf balis on some of the greens, as well as the flags in

the cups. This truly impressed Eisenhower, who must
have reflected that sometimes hs had trouble seeing the
cup when standing over a ten-foot putt. Bissell, on the
strength of the demonstration, asked for permission to
develop a U-2 spy plane that could produce such pic-

turss from even higher altitudes, and Eisenhower, who -

was normally skeptical of new rilitary gadgets, heartily
approved. Thus, through crafty persuasionand awe-
some technology, the CIA won its battle against the air
force for control of a new spy systera, .

With technology that has long since made Bissell’s
U-2 obsolete, the secret services now stand on perma-
nent watch against nuclear attack. Simultaneously, they
grapple clandestinely with their adversaries in localized
conflicts that policy-makers want to keep quiet, fearing
Armageddon. These two functions have brought spy
organizations to the forefront of modern politics since

 World War 11, as intelligence activities have expanded

on both the highest and lowest of roads. The same
Richard Bissell who showed Eisenhower the golf course
photographs planned the Bay of Pigs invasion.

‘The Soviet Estimatz is a readable and even-temnpered -

chronicle of the higher road—the effort of the CIA and
military intelligence services to keep track of the Soviet
nuclear arsenal. Prados has assembled the first compre-
hensive record of American performance in this field,
matching pradictions of Russian strength against what
ends up actually happening in the arms race. Working
from National Intelligence Estimates that, ironically,
are the most sensitive and yet the most publicly debated
spy products we have, he labors to separate the contri-
butions of hard fact from those of prejudice, and he
makes convincing judgments about the bureaucratic
wars within the intelligence community,
The human elemeant of intelligence mistakes was

more easily exposed during the early years, whenthe. .

spy network was relatively unsophisticated. Shortly be-
fore a 1955 Soviet-American summit meeting, the Rus-
sians invited Colonel Charles E. Taylor, the air force at-
tache in Moscow, to watch an aerial parade at Tushino

Field. Sitting in the reviewing stand, Colonel Taylor

THE WASHINGTON MONTHLY
April 1982
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was astounded to watch 28 Bison bombers fly overinz
succession of formations. As Prados notes, this was
twice the number of Bisons attributed to the Russians
only a few months before and four times the number of
B-52s then in existence. Taylor’s alarming report guick-
ly became the basis for another drastic upward revision
of the National Intellizence Estimate on Soviet strat=gic
bombers.

What Colonel Taylor had no way of knowing at the
time was that the Russians were so insecure about the
American lead in nuclear weaponry that they had cir-
cled thetr few Bisons repeatedly over the airfield as a
blustering show of strength. The Russiansfooled the
Americans-—especially the air force, which waseagerto
be fooled so that it could build more B-52s—and there-
by helped create the “bomber gap,” which was the first
major hoax in postwar strategic intelligence.

Several years later, about the time the CIA and the
army and navy managed to push the air force back
toward reality on Sovict bambers, the Russizns
lzunched their Sputnik. They also tested some JCBMs

" before they were expected to, causing a wave of appre-

hension in the United States. The 1958 National Intalj-
gence Estimate predicted that the Russians would solve
all their test problems almost instantaneously, and that
Moscow would produce and deploy up to 1,600 ICBMs
by 1961. By contrast, the United States had only ten
ICBMsin 1960. This was the *missile gap.” Thare wasa
great public scare, and the shape of the weaponry in-
volved encouraged journalists to imply that national
manhood was at stake, along with survival. The Alsop
brothers reported that the Eisenhower administration

- was about to “flaccidly permit the Kremlin to gain an

almost unchallenged superiority.”

As is well known, John Kennedy was elected on his
virile pledge to change that with a greatly accelerated
ICBM program, but by the time he took office the mis-
sile gap was revealed to be a larger hoax than the
bomber gap. The CIA, joined by navy and army iniel-
ligence, now realized that the Russians had produced
no ICBMs at all. The air force, after 2 Strangelovian
campaign of resistance during which Strategic Alr
Command generals went so far as to claim that Cri-
mean War memorials were actually Soviet ICBMsin
disguise, finally conceded. ~

‘The result of ali this confusion was the Defense Intelli-
gence Agency, Secretary of Defense Robert MeNama-
ra's well-intentioned but ultimately counter-productive
effort to end public disputes berween the military intelli-
gence services. To MeNamara, such squabbling was
irefficient as wellas politically embarrassing. Hewanted

a unified, accurate military position on intelligencemat-

ters. In the DIA, however, he got an agency that tended
to produce brokered intelligence compromises that were

Taylor Branch is a contributing editor of The

Washington Monthly.
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FOR . PUBLIC AFFAIRS STAFF
PROGRAM CBS Reports STATION WDVM TV

CBS Network
DATE January 23, 1982 9:30 PM cy Washington, DC
SUBJECT The . Uncounted Enemy: A Vietnam Deception

R , MIKE WALLACE: The only war America has ever losf¥, The
war in Vietnam, reached a dramatic Turning point 14 years ago This
month. The morning of January 30th, 1968, across the length and
breadth of South Vietnam, the enemy we thought was losing the war
suddenly launched a massive surprise attack. |t was called the
Tet offensive. And the size of the assault, the cacualties, the
devastation caught the American public totally by surprise. Buf
more than that, it caught the mighty American Army, half a million
strong, unprepared for The enemy's bold strikes in all of South
Vietnam's cities. ’

As the fighting continued, it became clear that The
ragged enemy forces we thoughft were being ground down had greater
numbers and greater military strength than we had been.led to
believe. Before they were finally pushed back, those Viet Cong
forces had left behind a nagging question in the minds of miliions
of Americans: How was it possible for them to surface so brazenly
and so successfully at a time when Americans at home were being '
told the enemy was running out of men?

The fact is that we Americans were misinformed about
+he nature and the size of the enemy we were facing. And tonight
we're going to present evidence of what we have come to believe
was a conscious effort, Indeed a conspiracy, at The highest levels

of American military intelligence to suppress and alter critical
intelligence on the enemy in the year leading up to The Tet offen-
sive.

: A former CIA analyst, Sam Adams, introduced us to this
evidence and he became our consultant. What you're about to see
are the results of our efforts over the last |2 months to confirm
his findPpgavediior Release.2006/01/30CHGIARDPS0:0 137RE00 100080001eg and |
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The Historian as Forel
Policy Analyst: Tt
Challenge of the C1/

SuvmneER BeENSON

- PROFESSIONAL rusTorians and the institutions of Ameri
- policy have been engaged in increasingly fruitful relat
. years since World War II. Just as individuals like Geo: _
‘and Herbert Feis have linked the worlds of diplomacy and his-
torical research, so the profession has established “mstitutional
‘beachheads™ in the historical offices of the Department of State,
the military services, and in smaller numbers, the Departments of
Defense and Energy. In these offices historians working as his-
torians have applied rigorous scholarly-standards in edltm pri-
mary sources, most notably the Foreign Relations of the Umtecl
e This paper is a revised version of a talk presented at the anmial meeting of the
. Pacific Coast Branch of the American Historical Assoma‘mn University of Southemn
7+ California, Angust 1980. )
" 7This material has been reviewed by the Central Intelligence Agency to assist . .. /
" the author in eliminating classified information. However, that review constitutes
" meither CIA a2uthentication of material presented as factual nor a CIA endorsement
of the author’s views or those ascribed by the author fo others (including current
or former officials of any nation).

1. The concept is taken from Ofis L. Graham, Jr., H]stonans and the VVor]d of
(OE—Campus) Power,” The Fublic Historian, Volume I, Number 2 (Winter 1979),
34, . . ’

15

© 1981 by the Regents of the University of California
0272-3433/81/010015+11500.50
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S ToTm e ETANED THE CHRISTIAN SCITICE OITTOR
e AT 10 Tovember 1081

L
Joseoh C. Harsch - .o \

~ Colonel Qaddafi -
is difficult - .~

The latest disclosures about Americans working for Col. Also 1n the first days of the- Reagan administration the ')
Muammar Qaddafi of Libya seem to clear “ip one point. White I_-Iouse ask_ed for documentation of t}_zat charge of Mos-'f:
Libya was abie to invade its southern neighbor, -Chad;'flast B cow being the prime source of wor}d terrorism. Pxfevibus CIA -
November not because.'Libyans were--aided in this | = TcPOrts had failed to pr oduce solid evidence to support the-"
undesirable (from the.United States’ point of view) operation assumption. The new CIA chief, William J. Casey, ordered"
by the Soviet Union but because-some 20 American pilots, | his staff to try again. It is the first publicly-exposed case of
mostly recruited in or around Miami, were willing to take the J the CIA being instructed to support a White House thesis, - -
colonel'smoney. - __;r-.:—-z_ e eEmr _'In theory.the CIA produces expert, objective informationi 2E
+ " The money, i:icidentai‘lf.fééme from selling. Libyﬁh.'oil to It is not sgppos_ed to ?tan from a cc_mclusion a.nd therr-hunt”
American oil companies. Libya is the third largest exporter: .around for possible evidence to back it up. That job belongs to
ofoiltothe US. g oo oMo R the propaganda dgpartmentof any government. :

- There is now a vigorous feud between the US and Libya. - The CIA has still to come up with any hard evidence that -

On M ay 7 the US closed down the Libyan Embassy in. M_oscow dld_ train Libyan terrorist agents, provided Libya .

Washington. ~ - - S S eenTE with. terrorist weapons,- planned joint terrorist operations :

The feud reached its peak on Aug. 19 when planes fromthe | -Vith Libya, or used Libya directly for its own purposes.
US Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean shot down two Libyan; L1€se things may have happened. There'is as yet no’ pub-
jet fighters in airspace claimed.by Libya but considered to be lished hard evidence that theydid. -~ . .. ... .
- international in Wash.ing't on. - - ok AR . But we dq hav_e hard evidence that_two American ex-CIA
The feud has been kept going since then by the dispatchof | 28@nts, Edwin Wilson and Fr. ank Terpil, have long been run- -
- US reconnaissance planes to the Sudan after the assassina- Ing ‘a:major service operation for Colonel-Qaddafi. Their-
tion of Egyptian President Sadat. There was suspicion in. work has inclided shipping (illegally)" US terrorist-type.-
Washington that Colonel Qaddafi might take advantage of]  Y€aponsto Libya, recruiting former Green Berets for train- 4
political uncertainty in Egypt to invade the Sudan. Also,| D terrorists in Libya, setting up a little factory inside the .

there has continued to be a lively propaganda duel between | .palggem Trippli to manufacture terrorist: weapons, and re--.
Washingtonand Tripoli. " . . . . "o+l ) eruiting Americanpilots to supply Libyan troopsin Chad. - . |

" The feud began before Ronald Reagan‘and the Republi-| ~__OM the public record It now stands: that the: US, not the -
cans took over the White House in January. Previous to that ;Jnsdsll:z‘c lllin t;:elgnma‘ provider to Libya. of terrorist-weapons.;

Washington had withdrawn-its diplomatic community trom. A R TRy
Libya. There was supposed to be some danger that the colo-:, This is just one plazce wher € the real “_forld falls to-fit the:.
nel might be temipted to do to them what the Iranians had | ~ WOrld of Mr. Reagan’s campaign rhetoric. It is one reason -
doneto Americans in Tehran, ' .. o s¢< o R “fhy his foreign pohgy 1s comung in now for widespread criti--:
" The Carter administration had at ‘ong:ti'me tried :E{fg‘e i cism. Too much of it is founded gn ideological assumption -
along with Colonel Qaddaft-Brather Billy’s'notorious deal-{ ¥ ather than on knownfact.. vo-. v ez, 3ms. SRR
ings with the Libyans: were- not originally -opposed at the'] :
White House. In fact Qaddaf’s, help- was. invited over the.:
‘Iranian_hostage affair.. There-was dlmost & éourtship: of -
Libyainto1979.. = =28 “Un T Hoom, i mie
But then things began to go sour~. Libyanswerg suspected
-of having.tried to carry.outa political execution:inside. the™
US. Libya was believed to be a main Source Bkweapans for’
PLO forces in Lebanon: The PLO is unpopulac in;Washing-
ton. The Libyans are also believed to be a main Source of -
weapons to the IRA. {Irish Republican.Army}-in Northern,,
Ireland, but Washington has never tried seriously to stop the-
flow of funds from the US to Libya for the purchase of those
So there was bad blood between Washington and Tripoli -
before Mr. Reagan took over. But Mr. Reagan picked up the ‘ ' .
theme eagerly. One of the first orders issued from the White ) ) -
‘House by Mr. Reagan was for preparation of a plan “to make s
life uncomfortable’” for:Colonel Qaddafi: It fitted in with his”
campaign theme of Mdscow being the primie source of world
terrorism. - > o TSR ORI Sy fadte RIS SR g
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SﬁViET TERRGR TIES
- GALED OVTDATE
1 S. Intelligence Officials Say
Halg Based Accusation on':
Decadeﬂld lnformatlon

WASHDIGTOH Oct, 17---Eax-ly‘Re.~.zea_~
_gan Administration charges that the
“Soviet Unica was dxrectly helping ter.-
rorists were essentially based on infor-
mation provided a decade.ago by a

:Czechoslavak- defector, accordlng to

iseniorintelligence officials: .-~ )
o "Whatweareheanngxsthas lo-yee.r
}old testimony coming back tous through
“W&stEumpean intelligence and some of’
“ourowm C.1.A. people,” oneofficial said ‘
;%Thereis no substantial new evidence,”
i The defector, Maj. Gen. Jan Sejna,
was said to have been closely associated
. vnth Antonin Novotmy, the Stalinist
v leader of Crechoslovalda. The
~genera1 fled to the United States ir early
11568 after Mr, Novotny had been re-
placed by Alexander Dubcek, the leader
" of the short-lived liberalization period,

- which was ended by the Soviet-led mili.- 3

tiary intervention in August 1968, - o
2 In 1972, the Central- ‘Intelligence . |
~Agency dispatched General Sejra to
{Western Europe t0 share his informa-
*tion on a number of subjects with intelli-
?-genceagenueathm,asmoﬁmdane B
5.,  SejnaReported Direct Link :
-7 ‘Geperal Sejna was said to have told

“Western intelligence agencies at the |
‘time that the Russians had trained ter- |-

Torist groups like the Baader-Meinhof
gang of West Gemanyandthe Red Bn--
igadesofltaly.. . - --
* Armnerican imelhgmce ofﬁc:als sa.id
- { there was little evidence to back up his |
assertion of direct Soviet involverentin
" international terrorism, t.hough there is
evidenceof indivect links. - .
"; Last. Jam.ary Secreta.-'y of Sate
Alexander M. ‘Haig Jr. said that the,
Smnet Union, as part of a “conscious
pohcy." was *“trairing, . funding . and

% General Under C.1A. Protection

“~.General Sejna, who remains under

C.LA. protection, could not be immedi-
“ately reached for comrment. In response
‘to an inquiry, a C.I'A. press officer said
any guestions to hira would have to be
relayed by letter,.

~ After Secretary Haig's initial re-
marks, the C1.A. prepared a study that
the Director of Cemral Intelligence, Wil-
liam J. Casey, rejected as inadequate.
He ordered other studies that, officials
said, also did oot satis{y his conviction
about direct Soviet responsibility.

. As deseribed by officials, the judg-
‘ment of theintelligence agencies is this:
*In the early 1960's, the Kremlin estab-
:lished training and support centers in
: the Soviet Unicn and inr other countries

- golans, members of the Palestine Liber-
-ation Organization and others. 4

;+ The purpose was to help these groups
{with guerrilla techniques and weapons
. for the early stages of what the Soviet
. Union calls “wars of: natwnal hbem-
tmn.” kK ?

% . But later some ese centers were
“used by the Libyans, the P.L.O. and
-‘others 1o train terrorist groups like the

gades and the Japanese Red Army

block them. But there is also little evi-
dence to show that the Soviet Union was

@manywaydlrecnngtemnsractions. -
Some intelligence experts say it

- should not be necessary. to draw pic-
tures,"” as one put it, to establish Soviet

.respousibility and Soviet benefit from

the activities. Others say that the Soviet
Union created the centers for one pur-
pose «— support of national Iiberation
movements. — and’ that the centers
tumed into Frankenstein monsters that
couldnot bectmtrolled. -

. There .is also intelligence ewdence
-that the Soviet leaders themselves have
‘talked' about the uncontrollability of

. these groups, and have referred to the
.'terrmstsas"adventunsts M

" Inan interview, William E. Colby, the
surarned up what many other intelli-

the Soviets set these centers in motion,

they are not without respensibility, and
there is no-evidence of theu' urgmg re-
strmntonthetemmsts TR

Intemgence officials, mct vnth sensi

X Praxdezxt Reagan said at the time"
“that the Administration would give the- -
“combating of interpational termﬁsm
highpﬁmtymmreignaﬂai:s
Officials said the State Department’
'own Bureau of Intelligence and, Re-
T search later told Mr. Balgunseveralm-‘
\ casitmg that there was no hard evidences
tobackupmsaswﬁm,andmathe
- was. basically repeating’the sturies of
theCzechmlavakddecmn 3 ;
The officials sajd it someﬁma.hap-
' that. intm'mnon shared by-the

tivity to the subject of Soviet complicity
‘in terrorist activities. Some feel that re-
cent statements, including some by Ad-
- ministration officials, are really accus-
ing the intelligence agencies of covering
‘uplinks between Moscow and terrorists.
Officials said the feelings on the mat-
ter. ran so high that the first and unsolic--
ted C.1.A report after Mr. Haig’s state-
eats was, m_fact writtenasa rebuttal

-
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for Libyans, Iragis, North Xoreans, An.

" Baader-Meinhof gang; the Red .Bri--

:E" ‘NoDirect Link to Soviet Seen’ -

*"The Soviet Union :almost certamly
knew of these subsequent activities, and”
[ there i3 no evidence of Soviet efforts to.

' former Director of Central Intelligencs, |

gence experts said: “Given the fact that |-

Under
cials sai
report
report 5
gaged ir
lence’™ &.
entailsa

Since
his )
major st
12, Rich
tary of &
speech ¢

CI'ease Sévuiivy w1 AETICAN EMOASSIeS,
-contingency planning, and efforts to-

gain mtematmnal cooperation on ter-
rofism. .7 sl v .
. o
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a ,_A e Seie it

By William Saﬁre
WASHINGTON — In the acronym-.

types, a Special National Intelligence
Esumate ~— 3NIE — js pronounced
lis.nee

When a high Government ofﬁcial or.
intelligence officer believes that dan-
gerous trends are showing up in a for-
eign country, he demands an analysis
from Henry Rowen's shop at the C.I1.A.

“snee” on north Yemen,

Six weeks ago, it becarne apparent-
that new trouble was taking place in
north Yemen, the official name of
whichis Yemen, but is referred tohere
as “‘north Yemer' to dilferentiate it
-from Southern Yemen, its Cummunist
reightor mainly to the-west. (That's
right, to the west; they call it "Soutb-
e’ to confuseus ) Kl

_Trouble in: north Yemen sets -of |
2larms at C.LA/ because that impoav.:

Under the Reagan Corollary to the ]
Carter Doctrine, the U.S: has
teed both the territorial int

‘yancﬂ

whonow work in the world's oll center,

nowin SouthemYemen

Southern Yemen attacked the Saudi®
- client in north Yemen, which beat atf
the attack’ until the’ZArab-League-!
- called ahalt. The Communists. laamed.!
‘alessonsthe smartest way to take con- §

ridden lingo of the national security ;

w..-.v . e

Accoxdmgly, : “Natmnal Damo-
cratxc. Front’ was set.up,:in north.

Yemen 2nd-supplied with azrns. The |
" Saudi princes could notdecidewhether;

ﬂao} I§8’~1{C"ﬁﬁp 90- 01 137R000100090001-9

!

- mam tareat to Saua Alavso v
" Soviet jets strixing acruss the Parsian
AGulf To answer what fie seed as an ax-!
pensive-hardware threat, Mr. Reagan!
offers our expensive-hardware an-
swers” NIRRT O

“_;,::;*_“.‘."-.: piiiote g AR

" ‘This column draws on that 12p'pégef.
- “parallel |- -

documents® and interviewsg st = s

! force called; now the combined Com- = :

erished nation of five.or six million,| &
Arabs is onrthe border of Saudi Arabia. | -

. internal stability of Saudi Arabm. The’
- most direct threats come from poten-.|
tial subversion by the million Yemeni |

and from the strong Communist army, | -

“Three years ago, the Soviet él.lents in

|- trol of: uptown Yemen-was-not- by.di.-{ -
- rect dttack, bug by wooing dissident |

“tosupport the Governimentof Ali Salen
“in porth-Yemen strongly — they wor-- .
: geedr;?:;ﬂt smiéorg Yeomon 3?,3"&333 - Dis; now.working in-the Saudroilffelds
+ go for the ofl- up north. S0 the-Saudls; " poon S-S ESE! OB sgitators,
| -helped a little; Ali Saleh, the Sﬁ:anouk,— FULLETEaN = erld

of the Middle East, got aid from the 5+;Russian; mﬂiaty strategxstsmustba
: 'Russians’ as well but i3’ now turnlng 3 -Siilirig at the debate raging here over-
againtous.™ = 4 the AwacS_The-froops that may uitj-
" ‘This summer, after a visit to AdE’;:lw 'matﬂly mave O“me Saudxs will be on-

Southe Yemen's capital, by Soviet guﬁg tgrfs:: less' ti:insgi;nfe:' ng:
-generals, downtown Yemen signed @ »-youn_ang the million-man force that

treaty with Cuban-run Ethiopia and - oo 'vorn e fifen column is alreadyin
Libya. Col. Qadafi appeared in South:

. e Yemen, and a Soviet naval task - -Praceinsidethe Saudi dngdom.

Bt the.threat that’ is‘developmg is
rom millions of hungrysangry Yeme-~

‘gan.Corollary is to be-carried- out; we
will have to'come to grips with t.}*e at-

- tempted Communist::subversion of
north Yemen, or later to organize Jor-
danian ard Egypnan foot soldiex:s to

|” munists are building. military facili- ~

| ties on nearby Perim: Island bloc}dng

.the Red Sea,
At the same time, the Commumst- -

sponsored — National ~~ Demccratic

-,

Let's come dowrto earth. M the Rea. |

Front got busy ia north Yemen, Inthe, . fepel aseizure of the oilfields;

city of Ibb, a Government force was:
‘ambushied; Ali Saleh, pretending noi
“challenge was under way, ran "tram—
-. ing flights”’ of his American and Rus-'
. sian jets to bomband strafe the insur-:
- gents.- Dependents of U.S. aid offi-i
- -cials int Ibb. were told to gat ready to,
. withdraw. . :
. That is when' the "snee" was or-
dered, Our intelligence reported that
the N.D.F, had significantly improved
its position; that it was gaining consid.
=-grable™political support-among thé .
Yemenis; that there was reason for
“concem about'Ali Saleh moving cleser
to the Russians; and that “alack of in-
ternal: cnhesxom ensures regulan'up-
heava TTRREI: akhyy L
~That mean.s that & half billion" dol-

Approved For Release

. lars worth of U.S. planes, tanks and
2 othep military. hardwars:shipped to
5 Yemen by President:Carter —using i
; &N emergency arms-congrob locphole
—is in jeopoardy of takegver by local
, Communists, or hy SouthemYemen's
pomlble seduction ot Ali Saleh.” '~
“Mofe" - 1mportant, 25 the-= gmwh-Ag
strength of ‘the’ Commiinist force in,’
‘- porth Yemen posesa:direct threat. to!
k the Saudis; That wasoneof thereasons
*~why White. House.aides: prepared an |
. -answerto a.news confarence question
r “that was so0n to establish the Reagan.
Com].lary nobody xsgdngto grab the
oilr;omtheRoyal amitys N |

LT T

!

"1 r;
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Improving U.S. Intelligence |

to correct the damage done to the U.S.
intelligence community during the past
decade by former Sen. Frank Church and his
cohorts. s 5 S -
The measures under consideration include:
repeal of the Hughes-Ryan amendment that
established extensive congressional oversight
of secret intelligence activities, exempting the

C ongress is considering several measures

intélligence cormmunity from the provisions of}

the Freedom' of Information Act, and adopt-

ing the intelligence identities protection act to

safeguard the names of secret agents. . -
Although these:measures are welcome, they

- will not solve a more fundamental problem |

affecting the U.S..intelligence Establishment. -
For the blunt f__rhth i3 that some of the CIA’s
wounds have been self-inflicted. . ~eeo
The CIA assembles data from its own
sources and from the Defense Intelligence Ag-
ency, the National Security Agency, the mili-
tary intelligence services, and- the State
Department’s Buresu of Intelligence and
Research. This material is then synthesized
by the CIA into National Intelligence Esti-
mates (NTE). = . : R
When a specific topic is selected, the CIA:
assigns someone to draft a paper reflecting
the consensus of the intelligence agencies. Al-
though the agencies may formally protest par-

ticular points, they rarely do so, preferring

instead to be “team players.” Consequently,
the NIEs presented to the president and other
top policy-makers; tend to reflect the lowest

common denominator of opinion. And too fre-

quently, the bad news is played down. -
Until 1979 the NITs insisted that the Soviet

Union would- not- place offensive weapons in-

Cuba. To admit otherwise was to accuse the
Russians of violating the terms of the 1962
agreement with ‘Presicent Kennedy- ending

the Cuban missile crisis.. Thus the stationing -

of Soviet fighter-bombers, the construction of

submarine pens, and frequent visits by major ;

Russian naval uniis io the island were noted

but not accorded any- significance in intelli-

gence estimates. ;|

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01137R000100090001-9 ~
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-work . would’ undercut the administration’s

. technology would strengthen detente. -

- failure, Yet, so long as the United. States re-

. tary information. i L
.. So, while it is fashionable to blame Congress
~and the Carter administration for all of the

The NIHEs contended that the Soviets would
not invade Third World nations with their
own troops. This estimate was hastily revised -
in 1979 when the Russians invaded Afghanis-
tan. - : s paetig o
U.S. intelligence forecasts were certain the
Shah of Iran wolld weather the political
storm to remain in power through the 1980s.
By suggesting otherwise, the intelligence net- -

reliance upon Iran as “the policeman of the
Persian Gulf”- -~ - 0

~ In 1977 the NIEs predicted that the-Soviets:
would experience a major oil crisis within a
decade. Though the forecast was incorrect, it "
did bolster Jimmy Carter’s contention that’
Russian - dependence upon Western drilling

. When the Reagan administration écorea the

sSoviet use of terrorism to’ destabilize pro-

ff‘-fv‘festte_m governments, the CIA had to go back
and dig up more than 1,000 terrorist acts that
had gone unreported during the last year of
- the Carter administration. The Carter people
- weren't interested, you see, in Soviet-inspired
-terrorism. - - L
But the largest failure of the intelligence
community was in consistently ‘underestimat-
Ing the Soviet military buildup during the

- past two decades. This miscalculation contrib- _

uted to tlze disastrous SALT I agreement that
left America at a strategic-arms disadvantage. -

._Nat.:ions that value the importance of!
intelligence seldom experience these kinds of|

mains uncertain about the proper role of

intelligence, there is little likelihood the situa-|

tion will improve. - - S
The proper role of intelligence is neither +o!
bolster presidential decisions that have al-
ready been made nor to provide convenient
““scorecards” for busy policy-makers. It is to
provide the administration with the best and
most up-to-date political, economic, and mili-

problegxs plgguing the intelligence communi-;
ty, this-rationale ignores the -institutional
weakness of the CIA. . . .0 . ..o
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/By Daniel Burstein” 1L e - ?
. Gonstitution Specia Correspondent® S;a ﬁ?ﬁﬁiﬁi
" WASHINGTON =1t was'a. san-swept - lon bad eontended,
 aiternoon;: September- 24, 1978 A Tooe | B wmmp"mr tant. figures in
sailor — middle-aged, -tanned;> with -a | s wunity. In fact,
' scraggly beard” —allowed-his~31-foot | « - promicently in the s
- slcop, the Brillig, to-drift across the shim- . + -Boviet “mole” (doab
- 'mering waters:'of  Chesapeake Bay.:He _:SUGP npeJ ersum:s; : :ltans of t
.studied some documents from his brief- o was by
- case. He switched on:and off his very. spe~ . 7. Investigators: als
- eial radio.:He: munched on a.pickle loaf’ © 7 ous discrepancies in
-Sandwich. LEIERE .f:'-:-.‘-‘%'*..'5-\?‘!1'.:.;.-;-'5&:55 "‘"'F .» : Lo ‘tae body, djmm
~ Then sorcething extraordipary hap-| ~~ . - this day, there are serious g
rened. Something violent. Something that Paisley’s and whether the c:
shook. American national securitv.to_its . suicide. - e T o - I
fonnditions and: is_ still. mmﬁng _ - Paisley’s disappearance and possible death rocked ' .
around the. world in. financial® scandals, o -Washington in the.fall of 1978. One CIA source remarked !
¢; 53 2nd the nuclear brinksmanshp of at the time that “this thing is so big it touches every vital |
* the Superpowers. _ e nerve in Langley,” the CIA’s headquarters. A sepator con-.; -
. Exactly what bappened to John Ar- fided more than a year later that the Carter administra- |
thur Pa_:.s}ey three years ago is not known : - tion’s failure to win Senate ratification of the SALT a gree- |
glm- ceriain by anyone who will talk about ment had “a very great deal” to do with concerns that |
it. The Centraj -Intelligence ‘Agency:~ for - - Paisley’s disappearance- had somehow compromised U.S. i
‘which he worked much of his life as.an ex-. satellite verification abilities.-= the field in which Paisley !
pert on Soviet nuclear capabilities, the: wasmostexpert. . .
_.Federa; Burean of Investigation, and- the .. -Three years later, the demand for answers about-l
‘Sznate Intelligence Cormmitiee mag know.4 ‘Paisley has not abated. The mystery has grown only more |
But their reporis remain clampeqd under a- knotted and troublesome as a continuing tale of blood and !
tHght l_-q of secrecy. - - " va - alw e _ intrigue is associated with Paisley’s name:<:3 ~ - .-}
< Paisley, 55, never finished. his. sand-- ' - * In'mid-1980, the Nugan-Hand Merchant’s Bank 'in" .
- wiich and pever-returned fromy that day at- Australia collapsed with-Francis J. Nugan having been |
»sea. A.bleated, blood-craired corpse with a found murdered earlier in the year -and his' American’i
‘Smm bullet lodged in the brain was drag- | partner, Jon Michael Hand, having disappeared: ,S‘candal-‘g
. ged-out of the bay a wesk aiter the empty: ous revelations poured out about the CIA’s use of the bank f
Brilligran aground.~ "~ JonE R oA to launder funds for international covert action. It was an I
" .. Soon.thereafter, the Maryland:State- : Important enough institution for former CIA director Wil-1
- Police identitied the body as Paisley’s and- liam Colby to have been Nugan's personal. lawyer in |
‘the cause .of death as suicide. Official ac-- America, and it has recently'come.to light that Paisley |
~counts from the police, FBI and CIA, .pic-. ~was particularly preoccupied with- Nugan-Hand's opera- |

“tured Paisley-as-a “lowleve} .analyst” re- { - tions in August and September 1978, only days before ,hi.si
/ tired from the CIA, who committed suicide- disappearance. He had specifically asked. a former con-
*in- despondency over- his estrangement: Sultant to the bank to join him at Coopers and Lybrand, an |
© from his wife Maryann: Gl il o .. ‘accounting firm intimately involved in the CIA's financial.! .
S35 It took onlya few weeks, er, for affairs where Paisley was employed aiter his formal re-| -

TR ovevon RRRRORR A i

'{hree. paiats-inythe official siory. with
ipmpgrmbaie Af ovidonns and & maes of uRINe

e .
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Casey. Qpeeeff

Off Some (]

CIA Du'ector Wﬂham Casey par- -

tally pulled aside the agency's veil
of secrecy last week in an address
to CIA employees that has become .
publie. SO b
In iy, Casey drscussed aoency ‘op-
eranons during his first six months
and made disclosures that normally -

-day; including the names of peopl
runnmg key departments, ---
- Casey was provisionally cleared

N

last week by a:Senate Intelligence™ " ;
Committee Wednesday of ¥nown al-

legations regarding -his past.-busi- &
ness dealings and his judgment at-.
the CIA_He explamed his actions in -
“pep talk” to- agency- emplo yees.-
Monday‘ ‘at ‘their ‘heavily vuarded-‘---'
headquarters in Langley, Va..

CIA spokesmen by telephone gave
the media a severely trimmed ver:
‘sion of the remarks.made by the di
rector- shortly after- he- delivered -

' them. But when it was learned Casey

“had distributed the complete 11-page .

. text to senators he visited on Capitol -
Hill, the agency 1ssued the full co
tents '_... EA.

As part-of the speech Csey told

- the C1A workers that duripg his first

- 8ix months as their chief, “I have -

- traveled- to- Europe;” Asia, Central .
‘America and the Middle East- a.ndﬂ
met with over 20 Stanon Cmefs m
those areas.” LN

For 'security reasons the move—_
ments-abroad of the CIA chief and
top mtelhgcnce ofﬂmals are never
disclosed.

Other commen'rs mcluded. B

®“John Stein - is. .charged - with

‘strengthening, counter-intelligence

.covertaction and paramzhta.ry capa-.
bilities as well as overseeing Clair

‘George’s_direction of the claude&: ;
tine service.” " Teedls

George “has " never- before “beent
publically named and the reference ‘.
to a build-up of pararamilitary capa- :~
bilities is. not the type of 1t°m gen:
erally disclosed. - :

“Stein was appomted to succeed
Max Hugel, the Casey appointee who

-resigned July 14 after published al-

.legations = which Hugel denied — of ~

- past questionable securities transac-

- tions. Reporters following up on the .

. appointment were told only that he' -

" was @ veteran officer. :
9 “Last Wednesday, I returned from

;.Cahforma where [ visited contrac-  thereafter. Former CIA agents Frank
. tors and Air Force program manag--. Terpil and Edwin Wilson were. Te- .
mﬁlﬁ Mm@
Approved Fm@%ﬂm& and-:Libya and engaged in illegal arms
.deals.

+ our Science & Technology Director-
» have applied to create such pow:

CWASHINGTON STAR

r. -toned - g
s.hected

. *®“] hav
would-never-have seen the light of ...

" ystsinth
- 1y predid

. were stra

- they.were. loaded . with. conilicting

“and our new chief of domestic col-

7. The reference to “domesnc collec-
-tion” may not be'as ominous-as ity

from abroad who might have mfor“

-view employment forms and poly-~
-graph procedures to see if more can -

Iis reviewing our contracts to devel-

erful an
- marvels

Again,
tail of th

intelligel

;- prepared

.Nicaragu
sive poli
“We h¢
“"those - ¢
- should h
- ered. Sad]

-coordinas

-views and quamyme footnotes from
other agencies. : ‘

@ “One. of the: charces I have gzven
o John. McMahon Harry . ‘Rowen,

" lection, Joe Shugrue, is to see that
“our intelligence coilecnon analysis
“and- - estimating is - augmented,
checked and evaluated i in every pos- |
"sible way by knowledgeable people
—-and msnrunons in zhe plvat . o
“tor.” -

sounds: “The CIA'is forbidden: by

harter to engage in domestic 5py ac-*
“tivity but has agents authorizedto:
Jinterview: Amencans who return-

ation of mtelhvence value.
2 “Jim Glerum has been’ as&ed t re

-be done to bring out-past.incidents’
‘which could embarrass the Agency.
Stan Sporkin [CIA General Counsel]

“op additional protections against the
. kind of moonlighting and use of our .
* contractors and technoloey which
~occurred in.the, Wilson-Terpil sit- -
Juation.”;” -

cla employees are reqmred tosub-

mit to ‘polygraph or .“lie detector” *
.. tests when hired -and- periodically .

TOB09000i$Lin .

United Press m:e::{aﬁa;m -




' ;more, trz_id_xhonalb lov) ..pubhc proﬁle_

 # gffairs:since” 197’7;- ormer 'Navy cap-s
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It is no longer necasary, CIA Dx-
‘_rgcbpr William ' J. Caséy annoiinésd:
in & ‘newsletter circulated :in’; . the’
; ‘agency | “last week, fo, spend much
 time iustifying the agency’s. actmtm.

ot defending the quality. of - 1ta.work.-j‘
“In his view, “the dLEﬁcultl '
»past c decads are behind us, 2
e As a tesult; contacts with
“Pand pubhc, which have already been
““cut-back, will be reduced - still- fifr-
ther ‘The CIA’s office of publxc af
€  fairs will be closed and its work a3
-'signed to a new section thaf will also
fake over legislative halso
‘KL Both mignmen{ﬁ -have '}
"levcl status since, digclosures” f_?'CIA
domeshc spymg ‘and other misdeeds
prompted “a series i of. . execulive
;branch and congressxonal investiga-:
" tiong- in . the.;mid-"70s.” That " was"a-
st:me. ‘Casey noted, when.thé agency:
“was -gtill - sncountering “considerable:
scntlclsm ifi the media and.the Con!
i gress and when, it wah unportant \‘.0i
¢ éxpend mmlderable effort” explamﬂ
~ibgrand ‘defending thé. agency’a wbrk‘f
s "Apparently confident that-a “trust |
us o atmOSpherer haswreiumed, ithé ]

hés.come “for-CIAL to teturn ‘to. its

 présence;ofi-Capitol HilL £y
The. head?ofhthe-offioa*of pul

3

RPN

- £ Ths change will take bffect tom

“CIA: director ;said Be feels “the time:

THE WASHINGTON POST
30 June 1981

tair Herbert'E. Hetu, reportedly dis-
{agreed with the_decision: to. down:;
.gréde:the: work -and “will bs-leaving
the- agency as a result of the’ shuffle, |
2 The’ reorgahization ‘comes, on- -the!
Theels of Casey's March orders to halt
“the " Gecasional - background ; briefings|
“that - the. CIA :had - been ,provxdmg
-reportem_smm'*t e days~of zAllen
“Dulles.: Casey:took-that. step on-the.
“groinds thet the brxeﬁnga took up, Al
.lot ‘of time aid were not a proper}
.mdermklng for, an mbelhgence &gen---l

" The CIA ofﬁce of 1 crxslatwe‘
_counsel, heade'i by Fred ‘Hitz, -elso]
-willsbe.: downgraded. Its; legislativey
“liaison’ dutxesl, alonw_thh the public
affmrsmork of Hef:u' ,_staff,gvnll be:

’t,aken over by’  franches of- & mw‘
“office’ “of "policy and planning’ under,
'CIA veteran: Robeit M. -Gates.: The]
work- of draftmg legislative proposals
!and Analyged will: bé- turned.- ovérito;
' the CIA ‘general’ ¢ounsel’s office’
L2 Gates will: feport. direétly, to Csxssey1
zand :CIA . Deputs ¥ Director - Bobby
'Inman 8 swill 3 “glsorzretain  his
5 present duhes -89 t‘nenr éxecutivé staff]

!due ofor the: intelligenc compui:!
»mt,y

»i
e
il

f

row and could result in & reductmri}
¥iix the issdance of public reports and|

: studtcs ‘yndes -the CIA imprimatur.

‘p;rrrlan " whd s formexly ~headed | the:

eraectet Natlonal Seurity: ‘Adeii-!
feel atmngly that;

j, Ei8 Lknown

..-.' L L T LR Ry

Fome and ‘inconsistent vnth providing:
the policymaker with a timely,, criep
forecast that mccrporatea cleaﬂ‘y de-
fmeu o.ltemahve views.? ot L

“ For years “there has boen son‘e

bltterness in the mtelhver'ce commu~ 1

mty because the nahonal mtelh"ence -
“estimates have been predomuplﬂy-‘f
{CIAY products -with?: diseents } fromf'.'
“other’ agenm‘ usually relegat,ed i
footnotes. .. <, ripn
' Casey sald he had demded % or-

ganize the .cadre of national infelli- .

gencg officers, who gre.ip charge of
- drawing up the estimates; into avor-
“mal National Intelhvence Council.

" *The council’ Will report directlysto] -

*Casey-and’ Inman_and .the ‘coungil’s |
chmrmsm ‘who has yet to be named;’;

‘will serve &s a chxef of stmf ovq): the ‘ .

."other officers. -
" Staff. toriter Muchael Getler con.- \
tnbuted to tth report o
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Number 3

This week I have made two organizational changes which will bear
importantly on the improvement of national estimates, on the
administration of CIA and on our relationships with the raedia,
Congress and other elements of the government. '

“THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL (NIC)

For intelligence to play its.crucial role as policy is formulated, our
work must be relevant to the issnes at hand and it must be timely.

- There have been shortcomings for some time in this relating of

intellizence efforts and nctivities to the policy process. Moreover,
the process of preparing national intelligence estimates has become
slow, cumbersome and inconsistent with providing the
policymaker with a timely, crisp forecast that incorporates clearly
" defined alternative views. Co

To correct this situation, I am restructuring the role of the National
Intelligence Officers (NIOs} and the procedures for having the Na-
tional Foreign Intelligence Beard and its members make their in-
puts to national estimates. The NIOs, constituting jointly the Na-
tional Intelligence Council, henceforth will report directly to the
DCI and DDCL The Chairman of the NIC will function as chief of
" staff in directing and coordinatirg the work of the NIOs. The NIOs
will continue to be the DCI's principal representatives in policy
forums, and will continue to support the DCi in his role as member
of the the NSC and the DDC! as-Intelligence Community repre-
sentative to. the Senior Interdepartmental Croups (S1Gs)—working

‘through the Director of NFAC for analytical support and-

assistance.
The National Foreign Assessment Center {NFAC) will continue to

" be the: analytical arm of CIA and the DCI and carry primary
" responsibility for the production of finished forsizn inte_ﬂigen_ce.

- Approved For Rélease 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01137R000100090001 -9 .
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OFFICE OF POLICY AND PLANNING

I have decided that organizational changes are needed to improve
Agency-wide administration and to shift direction in certain areas
now that the difficulties of the past decade are behind us. These
changes will reduce staff positions and return a number of intel-

~ ligence officers to the collection and production of intellizence.

I am establishing the Office of Policy and Planning to ensure that
plans and policies submitted for DCI/DDCI consideration are
consistent with Agency-wide objectives and priorities and that they
are reviewed in the context of overall Agency needs. The Office .
will further develop and coordinate CIA’s long-range planning ef-
fort, review materials submitted to the DCI/DDCI that concern
Agency administration, personmel, analytical operations and exter-

nal affairs policies, and coordinate preparation of briefing papers

for the DCI and DDCI for MSC and SIG meetings as well as meet-
ings with heads of other agencies. The Office of Policy and Plan-
ning also will centralize in the immediate office of the DCI/DDCI
responsibility for all external affairs, including interdépartmental .
relations, liaison with the Congress and public affairs.

With respect to external affairs, the Office of Legislative Counsel
and the Office of Public Affairs were created at a time when the
Ageney was still encountering considerable eriticism in the media

-and in the Congress and when it was impottant to exnend consider
+ able effort to explain the Agency’s mission, to justify our activities

and to defend the quality of our work. The magnitude of effort
devoted to these purposes has significantly decreased, and Ibelieve

. the time has come for CIA Yo return to its more traditional low
"pub!ic‘-pro_file and a leanér—but fo less effective—preserice on

Capitol Hill. Our emphasis from now on should be to maintain and

T
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By CHARLES MOHR'
Special to The MNew York Times

WASHINGTON, June 22 — Western
Europeaan police, intelligence and politi-
cal officials generally believe that Pales-
tinian. groups and.radical Arab nations.
have given considerable direct assist-
ance and-encouragement to Eurooean
terrorist organizations. . .

The. officials, however, are more
 argued question of the Soviet Union’s pos-
sible rola in terrorism. Some ofticials be-
lieve that the Soviet: Umon has gwen
' raostly indirect support to terrorism. -

- elsewhere in the Arab world. Some of |
_these..camps were created by radlcal*

. George Habash's Popular Front for the
‘ Liberation of Palestine. Technical and’

‘divided and equivocal on the much~|

"] being. encouraged, apparently by the |

At the same time; these officials say
they do not believe that Soviet or Pales-A
tinian officials create, lead or direct:
urban terrorist. groups, which. they des
|scribe as indigenous. The officials also:
say the evidence-of Soviel involvernent |
sometimes falls short of being ““proof.” .7

These were among the conclusions sug-
gested in interviews conducted by New.'
York Times correspondents in Europe
and in Israel and supplemented in the
United States by the opinions of nongov=
exmumental and governmental analysts of
international terrorism.. .

The responses varied among ¢ ofﬁcxals
and analysts from different. countries,

and there were differences in emphasis-
and in ‘assumptions wuhm 1nd1v1dual

CDUJ'III'X&S o ‘-" ;

.'A debate about mtematwnal lmks be-
‘tween terrorist groups and about the de-
gree of Soviet complicity has recently be-
come more . heated, especially in the
United States, and has increasingly as-
sumed ideological xmphcauons that in~
ivolve the desirability of détente with
‘Moscow znd_ the international status of;
the PaIestme leeranon Orgamzatmn-r e

" This somenmes causes different indi-:
‘Vlduals and “groups to assign varying i
meaning and degrees of importance to di-
rect and circumstantial evidence. But the |
-interviews suggested several themes: -_.

* gPalestinian groups.that in the past’
have openly cooperated with and 'sup--
ported European terrorists in spectacu.
_lar operations continue to give sanctuary
' to hunted European terrorists and to ren-
. der some assistance to both left- and
;rxght«wmg terrorist groups.

“cent past, as well as for more than a dec- | :
ade previously,.diverse groups of terror- |

. the-Goverrnunent’s inability to stamp out

GThere is evideoce that in the very re< ||

Furopeans Lmiz Ten‘m i‘a Amm but Dz

agree o751 .00vief

' ists have recewed trammg in camps in| :

Southern Yemer; ‘Libya, Lebanon and

Palestinian organizations such as Dri

political instructors from East Germany-
and other. Sowet-bloc natmns reportedly
wereinvolved. =~

- gThe . operations, associations and
‘character of terrorism have not re-
mained static and neither have the politi-
cal implications and importance of ter-
rorism. In Spain,:for instance, officials
suggested this spring that terrorism was

Soviet. Umon, in the hope of preventing.
Spain from- joining the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. Rightists have. used

tertorism as an excuse to support de-
mands for a return to authoritarian gov-
_ernment In West Germany and Italy, on|
the other hand, officials believed that the|
strength of terronst orgamzanons was )
waning..

‘Some Joumahsts pohcy analysts and
conservative politicians in the United
States and Britain have, in effect, ac-

cused government officials in Europe and ||

in the Carter Admininstration of ignoring
evidence of dlleged Soviet complicity for
diplomaticand political reasons,

ing with allegations of both old and fairly

To a considerable extent the debate is
actually about how to interpret *“‘evi-
dencée.” Although some West German|
terrorists have said they used “‘safe
houses’ in East Berlin and received help
fromm East. Germans, officials in West
Germany seem to give l2ss weight to such
evidence than American analysts com-!
‘mitted to ‘the hypotheses of mdxrect'
' Soviet responsibility.
Those who wish to blame L'ne Sowet
.Union for Italian terrorism stress state-
_ments made by a Czechoslovak defector

| Agency’s annual report on terrorism pub-

- the1970°s,””

about Soviet-directed training camps iry
Czechoslovakia. An Italian police official
said the Czechoslovak camps were for
ideological training and had been “‘im-
portant” at one tirne, but he said he did
not believe they contmued to operate, ..
'Orie important featurs of recent terror-
ism was the extremely violent and ruth-
“less eharacter of two incidents attributed
¢ to'nep-Fascist groups. A bomb attack at
" the railroad station in Bologna, Italy, in
August killed more than 80 people and in-

"tional terrorist attacks to dedle East
v

-operations were mostly confined to Leba~

jured at least 200. In West Germany, a

neo-Nazi group called the Defense Sport
i Group Hoffrnan was blamed for a bomb
incident during the Munich. Oktoberfest.
A 2}-year-old member of-the group was

; killed along with 11 other people, and
about 200 people were injured.

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01 137R000160090001-9

2 bashunderwent surgery in September.

A l stressed Soviet guilt in recent months,.

. A Higher Casualty Rate

Westem officials say right-wing terror
ists seern toO attampt fewer attacks but)
cause more casualties perineident. - |

The Central Intelligence Azency saxd‘

tFRTwo TIgNt-wing attacks ''rank among;’ '

the worst [2rTOLISC InCidents ever te=)
corded’™ and “‘produced meore casualties

thai ARy previous TeITorIst attacks in |

Western E.uro . ',
The New éork Txmes reported this’

spring that senior West German security
officials suspected - that Palestinian
groups asseciated with the Palestine Lib-.
eration Organization had given paramili-
tary .and other - trzining to neo-Nazi
groups. The P.L.O. representatives in
West Germany denied this..

The same German officials said they
possessed “‘clear indications” that fugi-
tive members of extreme left-wmg ter-
rorist groups were hiding in reglons oi'
Lebanon controlled by the P.L.O.

- Israeli Reports Cited *
Israeh intelligence files are overﬂow--

recent contacts . between Palestinian
groups and neo-Fascist terrorists as well
as even more Numerous assocxauons with
left-wingterrorist groups. =

But this evidence does not necessanly
mean that *‘active” support of interna-
tional terrorism by the P.L.0. or by so-
called “re]ectlomst gmups has actually
increased.
. For instance, the Central Intelligence

lished June 15, covering theyear 1980 and
reviewing events since 1963, said that
*‘Palestinian terrorist actions in 1980 did
not reach the level experienced during.

It added that Al Fatah ‘the 1arg%t
group in the P.L.0. and the one directly
led by Yasir Arafat; “while presumably
waiting for the results of Arafat’s diplo-
matic initiatives” in seeking an mtenm
Palestinian state, “restricted its interna-

countnes i
HabashGroanessAcﬂve
Other, *rejectionist” ‘. Palestinian

groups ‘“‘met with mixed success,” the
C.IA. report said, adding that their

non. The once highly active Popular
Front for the Liberation of Palestine has
been ‘‘relatively inactive' since Dr. Ha-

The opinions of the European secunty
ofticials about Soviet complicity in inter-
national terrorism were . noticeably

milder than these of some journalists, au-
thors and American politicians who have

Lo
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In 1976, a team of hard-liners

.. rejected ‘the Central Intelligence %
- TAgencys meurof the Soviet nu~'3;
. . .clear buldup=Nou, the views of
.. Team 8" domnate U8~ stmte—

Washmg'bon-—'ﬁ‘rom the ‘very be-> g
ginning ‘the- mémbers™of. Team: B

had ‘only’ one; ‘goal in’mind: Theys’

. weregoing tor ‘demonstrate thst’ the?
Central - I.ntelhgence Agency” wasy
wrong in its most: vital Judament;b
_that the Soviet Union' was not. try-4

" ing to achxeve nuclear superiority: "3%,

For 10" years the-GIA had T con_-w
cluded, in one form or another, that’
“the Sowet Union accepted the idea.. o
that a nuclear warwas unwinnable. .|
. The entire American strategic: ap- -
" proach was based on that assump-,
. tion. - The.SALT.I accord and: the 3 3

_ still:to-be-completed SALT II treaty 3

. were negotmted on that basis..: ~3

But in the suntmer of 1976, Presi-|
dent Gerald Ford, under pressure -

. from the: nght:wmg of his own par- -
. ty and from hisown Foreign Intelli-

. gence Advmory Board, bad decided”

“—“to bring. inv axr_outmde» panel-of ex|

perts to compete-with the CIA. The {

idea-was to give-a group-of outside®] " - -
.—experts “all:hard-liners;  accesszitos]

. the same data’as the CIA and have;
.- them. write-their-own- national: in>:
o telhgence estimate of Soviet:stra
_ gzc capabilityzand: mtenmons (

Rlchard Pipeés,” a* professor.of~Rus~
? sian history at Harvard University.
- 'Included :on; the. panel«were=Paul
7 Nitze, a;formee-Pentagonofficial;

worked féf-the- An;:s.;Cbntro'l and

e R

Intelhgenee Agency; William: Van~
Cleave, ‘a -defense -expert-from=

GARDEM CITY NEWSDAY (NY)
15 June 1981

" " minority opinion. But it was a mi- .|
, nority on the attack: A great debate -
* on national defense waa just begin---
‘ning: The first: target:had -been 3

;.- detente-with the Soviet:-Union. Now
it ‘was Team:B .vs. the/CIA and its -
. intelligence: estimates. Later; atten~ -
- tion would turn to President Jimmy . -
. Carter=and. his' attempt. to ‘have
- SALT+Tl:ratified.. Ther: the . focus
- would? shxft to 'che 1980 natmnal

.. elections st :

. -_ known as Team B, though its mem- --

. President’s Foreign Intelligence Ad-.-
-} visory Board group. (PF]'.AB pro-

- CIA' headquarters:in Langley, Va.;

Henry:-Kissinger: andzhis-policy -of

2 'The- outmde pa.nel has come to be |

bers never referred to it s Teamn B
.and usually cailed themselves the

mnounced Piffe-yab). "They met in’

" "and were paid on a per—d:em basis |

o with money that " came’ fmm the~
i CIA A

. that. its members would not try to .
. write their. own intelligence. esti---
" . -mate to offset the work of Team A,.-

D rep()l’tx demonstrating . why: the ..
;. members believed the CIA had been .

P otographs mte £. *
. sigrials, secret Soviet m:htary docu-
.-ments, public documents and rearms-.
;wof: techmcal ‘data..;Each’ ‘;member
“'took @ .particular “area:of: .
* and worked toward the’ November |
- deadlifié” Experts in:specificiareas
. wrote: chapters of the report and )
. submitted them to Pipes, who acted-
-{»’\as an overall editor::In’ some cases -

;- pertise were brought in to help the

N \

~Team B's very ﬁrst demsmn was

-the-regular CIA anslysta.. Instead
Team:-B. would prepare: a: detailed -

so wrong for the previous:10 years..

11 the resources.of the CIA Werersy

g N SR R R, S

7 other-outsiders with' particular ex--

aneligmr o 4
:But all the work was done in the:]

appreciated .the. -
rmhtarv +hreat

e? ' g§ebo mﬁ hm?m R)001Bﬂ®m01nﬂxtary doctrine, argued
gence est:mate '¥ not a equag? that the CIA had ignored what tha‘ '

25X1A
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" The .specific Team B con&&ﬁf g _
' are stlll highly: classified ;s but - a&«
_pects’ of the. report were Teaked: to:"
the me@xa:' and-‘;..-’l‘ea,m- B -members?

2

QT% flfheir'_" conciu_sib

gence process-itself. Team '
-charged.- that the CIA’ had becomaq
“too insulated and tended to perpet-q[
uate its' own views. In addition, it
“had come. to rely too much on p i,
ly technical data and not enough oni'
‘Soviet: military décuiments and3
. statements of ‘military philosophyd|. .
- and practices, Team B argued. - 3 2
_ The report was particularly cnh
-cal of the agency for “cultural mir-7 &
ror-imaging,” as Graham put it. -
“There was a tendency by the+?:
agency to project our aaaumphons*.;-
on the Soviets,”, Graham said.’“If
‘we believed in mutual assured des
-struction, so must they. It was a:
major fault of ‘theu: entma smal .
-ical process.”.s

Soviet intentions. They aroued that .
the CIA had paid too little attannou!ﬁ
-to Soviet military doctrine, the to-_
_tality of the Soviet:military effort.|
‘and. the relahon of Soviet. history..
and goals to-its mxhtary program. -
o /The:members of Team B-argued
o ‘that the Soviets.did not accept; and.;
have never-accepted,. mutual. as-
: sured -destruction—the - -notion,
. called MAD, that there was a suffi-:
“clent deterrent in the knowledge- by» :
“both sides that a nuclear war would 3
+lead to.tHe dastruction of the at-’
-tacker as.well as the attacked..To
‘make that case, Team B pointed to
-the new Soviet. missile . -programas, |
the - Soviet: civil-defense., -program,
“and the percentage of gross nahon-
:al product -that the. Soviets .w
. spending on:thea -military,:;
- Pipes, who specialized in the are

¢Soviets wezasaying they.would’-

I |
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By SEN. JOHN p EAST (R-N.C) ‘

Approxn_mately one week after

Ronald Reagan was inaugurated as

President of the United . States,
Sscretary of State Alexander Haig, in
his first press conference on January

28, affirmed that the Soviet Union is-]

“‘involved in conscious policies which
foster,
tional terrorism.”” National Security
adviser Richard V. Allen has also stated
that there is “‘ample evidence” “of
Soviet support for terrorism.

These statements . by hwh—levcl
government officials represent perhaps
the first time that the United States
government has officially accused the

Soviet Union of supporting interna-.

tional terrorism. The evidence for thxs
involvemnent i is'not new, however, ..
As long ago.as 1975, Brian C_rozx_,eg_

director of the Institute for the Study of-

Conflict in London, testified before the-
Senate Internal Security subcommittee
that the Soviets were deeply involved in

the support for and trainiug of terronst

cadres throug,hout the world.: -

Robert Moss, - John- Barron and

Miles: C0peland to namebut a few, are -
among'ithe -many- prominent:: sand-
respécted Journahsts ‘who': havc
-developed ‘compelling” évidence in the
last 10 years of Soviet involvemnent over:
alengthy period of time. More recently,
- Samuel T. Francis has summarized and |
- analyzed this evidence in a monograph-
entitled The-Soviet Strategy of Terror,

published early this..year - by~ the
Hentage Foundation, Herbert Romez-
- stein, in a monograph just published,

. Soviet Support for International Ter- |

rorism, also presents cvxdenca for the
allegation,, based _on

both Soviet and terror- ‘

ist primary sources. .

~ Finally, Claire Ster- ‘

ling, an intemationa]ly- [

respected “journalist, \

has recently published
The Terror Network,
which shows in mass
detail the role of the KGB and other

Soviet or Soviet-satellite services m the

151 ﬁﬁi’*ﬂf}ﬁj :
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Yet, for some reéson, ‘the thesis - ]
that the Soviets support terrorism |
remains controversial. Although

" much of the evidence was available

" . to the mass media throughout the

© 1970s, there was virtnally no
discussion of the Sovietroleinma-
jor newspapers in this period. One
reason for this black—out was pure—
ly meo)oou:al i

Both hberals as well as some govém-
ment officials wished to -promote
detente with the.Soviet Union. A basic:
assumption of detente was that the-
USSR is no longer a-serious
‘‘revolutionary force,’”.that it has
matured into a “grcat power” which

has responsible 1nternat10nal com-
mitments and goals and is no longer
pursuing the goal ‘of Marxist.

- destabilization and revolution,

. -Of course, " conservatives were all
"along skeptical of detente and of these
claims  for the Soviet Union. Long

.before the Soviet invasion of -

Afghanistan, we were pointing out the '
dlscrepancms between the carefully
cultivated image of the Soviet Union as

_a “responsible power"”.in the West and

the brutal realities of Soviet behavior,

_-Soviet .assistance to North Viet-

" namese aggression in Indochina, the

escalation of Soviet espionage efforts

against. the United States, Soviet and
. Cuban - military-involveément - in

-southern - Africa and 'the Homn of.
‘Africa, the Soviet rmhtary and naval

. buildup, reported Soviet violations of
- SALT I, and even the repetition of ag-

- gressive themes and slogans by Soviet
j_leaders--all these were -ignored or

< covered up or explained away by the

“proponents of detente, but were con-
_tinually” exposed and- emphasized by
'-'.-Iconservatwe forexgn pohcy spokesmen

| 1

“at any. price”” and were enthusiastic

ploved For Releastaf08iaéan bk QOB Y0:0,1 8RR0003 TRAI 08 THS West, The. Krémlin .

often refused to look at the evidence or

" to ‘consider its implications. Because

1: -vested political interest in the-policy of
. detente,” the ‘U.S. government itself |
'| refused to deal with what was becoming |-

-G and resmcnons oOn our own intelligence.

", v«astxgated our inteligence services and’

Because Tiberals- and the far left ex-
'hxbxt. a strong tendency toward *‘peace *

R T St L EEEL LT

in- previous administrations “had a

.8 senous threat to nanonal secunty-

Instead of recogmzmg and respon—
dmg to the ‘growing Soviet threat, we-
.-entered. into a decade of withdrawal.

- SErvices:’ and forexgn,:fpohcymakmg
capacmes R . .

..'_._

""The Church and ka.. commxttecs m—

- created a ““black legend”” of the CIAas’

- ““a-rogue elephant out of control,”” in-
the: words of° former .Sen. Frank
- Church. The Levi guidelines on’
domestic security investigations-for the
.FBI, restrictive executive orders for the
CIA and other parts of the intelligence
. ’community, the expanded Freedom of
. Information’ Act and the Privacy Act,
-the "Foreign : Intelligence Surveillance
“Act of 1978, internal-dissension and
demoralization in the intelligence com-
munity itself, and thecollapse of the in-
ternal security apparatus in the ex-
‘ecutive and legislative branches and at
many local law enforcement levels as
well-—all these undermined our ability
even to know about and analyze,-let
alone respond effectively to, the
dangers of Soviet military. escalation,

covert action, esplonage ten‘orlsm ancl '

propaganda. -

Of course, the propon nts of detente
cannot admit that the Soviets support
terrorism. To. admit this well-
documiented fact would imply that the
Soviets are actively engaged in pro-
moting violent revolutionary attacks on
Western society—in other words, that
the Soviet Union is not a ““mature™ or
“‘responsible’” power eager to become
an established member of the mter-
nat.onal commumty.

o Yc_a_t it is also true, on one level,
that the Soviets do want to be ac-
the other responsible:

desires respectability as well as the -

P

dlplomahc and economic benefits
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. acnmomous flap develcoed early in
" the Reagan. Administration con-
. cerning Soviet involvement,; or lack
- of it, in global terrorism. L

' When top officials of the new
regime fingered the Kremlin as'a
.culprit in the terrorism business,
" they were hit with a quick bombard-
“ment from the. CIA rand= other
“sources saymg that 1t wasn’t s0.

'I'hé Soviets, we' were 1n£ormed
-'dxdn t .get involved in- international
“terror- — or, if they .did, we had
.somehow failed to come up: mth
?-'evxdence of their complicity. -

A useful study is- now at hand
_.'sugﬂestmg that, if the CIA is not

aware of Soviet -involvement in

glohal :error, the fault must be the |

. CIA’s.
For there is arnple ewdenca in the
record showing that Moscow and

. various -of its clients are neck-deep
in promoting terrorism, despite oc- |-

* casional pious: statements to the
" contrary. :
Data going to prove the pomt are

- pulled together by Herbert Romers- |

tein, a professional staff member of

-the "Honse Permanent Select Com--| .

“mittee on Intelligence, in a mono-
- graph just published by the Founda-
: txo'n for Democratic Education.::

- And while the subject falls thhm
_the :yealm of- Romerstein’s pro-
- fessional expertise, he bas carefully

- docurnented his case thh matenals :

* from the public record, -

Part of tne problem in. thxs de— .

bate, Romerstein notes, is. that peo-
ple confuse Marxist- Leninist objec-
tions to purely random terror thh
opposition to terrorism as such.

I3

- about attacking purely_cxvxhan as.

a Conservatlve

‘;’»"-'-

M STANTON EVANc

pomt of fact the foundmg
_fathers of Comrmunism, and the
_present rulers of the Kremlin, have
made it plain that they approve of
“terrorismm, and support it whenever
it will serve their purposes. In re-
cent years that has turned out to be
qmte frequently. -

" A foremost example of such sup-
‘port is Moscow’s relationship with
‘the Palestine Liberation” Organiza-
" tion, which is openly terrorist in its
operations 'and makes no bones

)opposed to military targets in the
jstate of Israel and gives backing to
terrocist. groups. and actmns
ielsewhere
4 Romerstein supphes evzdence
rithat the Soviets furnish arms, mili-
1tary training and financial support
~to the’ PLO, both’ directly and
_‘,through mtermedlarles ST :
©  An equally prominent instance of
Sowet—supported terrorism is the
ase of Cuba, which has been busily’
‘iexporting terrorism - and political -
© -wviolence, all over Latm Amenca
‘since the 1660s. - -3
+* Romerstein - documents ‘the
- erucial role of the Cubans in foment~
ing- terrorism in Nicaragupa, Kl
- Salvador, Uruguay, Bolivia and oth-
~er states; their effort to coordinate
" the actiong of terrorist and revolu-
“tionary groups, and the consistent
- support ‘afforded thelr activxtles by
‘che Soviets.

A third ma)or example xs leya ‘ o

.-\

* discovered the KGB recruiting ter-

. “act through faitnful proxies — such

which is a principal supporter of the

JPLQ, ‘and 2 suppher of training
‘groups, and weapons for left-wing
'terronsts of every posmble descrlp-
tion.”, &, 0k

beya is in’ turn supported by
‘Moscow. and the East European
states. A similar role as safe house
-and training groimd is performed by | -
South Yemen —a puppet of the|.
USSR, o

' One pomt that emerges clearly
frorn this discussion is the numer~
ous interconnecttons among the ter-
rorist groups: PLO support for the
Sandinistas, Castro’s invoivement
in Africa, Japanese extremisis at-
tacking the Israelis — all with lead-
ing strings that g0 bac‘: to- the
.Kremlm .

Occas:onaliy, Moscow even gets
‘caught directly, as when Mexico

rorists for training in North Korea.
The usual routine, however, is to

as the PLQ, or Cuba, or East Ger-
many — connections which are a bit
more difficult, but hardly  im-
‘possible, to trace.

Romerstein lays it all out forus to
see, and one wonders how the boys
jat CIA contrived to miss it.
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MISREADING )
INTELLIGENCE

by Les A:pxn

o E’t is not enmigl:x to cite Winston Churchill's, -
epigram that the Soviet Union is a “riddle -
wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma.” The
tuth is'that the United States has not properly
focused its intelligence and analysis efforts.

Intelligence analysts have an aversion to
studying Soviet intentions and priorities—and .
understandably so.- Most of the data on
intentions—documents, speeches, and human
inteliigence  reports—are necessarily soft.
Technical collection, however, supplies hard-
data. The technical profile of 2 missile in test-

. flight can be €learly inferred from telemetry. *

But what does a speech by Soviet President
Leonid Brezhnev mean? Can it be trusted?
Why was it delivered? What is the significance -
“of an article in a Soviet military journal? What .
if its conclusions are contradicted by another-
drticle in another, or even the same, jonrnal? -

- Intelligence analysts like to have 2 high degree
of confidence in their findings; they like to
maintain credibility within the bureaucracy.

. They are, therefore, wary of advancing conclu-
s;ons based on other than hard information.

For this reason, the intelligence community
bas focused on Soviet capabilities rather than
intentions. The United States can answer de-
tailed questions about Soviet technical capabili-
ties, e.g., the range, accuracy, and payload of
Soviet weapons systems. But next to nothing is
known about what is gomg on inside Soviet
heads. :

If such a void of knowledge were ever accept— -+
able, it certainly is not today. When Soviet
forces posed no'clear threat to U.S. forces, the -
"United States could live with misestimates of

_Soviet intentions; in an era when they do pose. -

“such a threat, it’cannét. Only a mixture of hard . --

“and soft intelligence can'improve U.S. un--
derstanding of Soviet strategic-intentions. ..
" Thres vital areas need attention. First, the ..
United States miust improve its forecasting of
Soviet strategic plans. Misunderstoed Soviet -
priorjties have been at the heart of some of the-
worst misestimates of Soviet forces in the past.

iSALT 11 would have ngen the Umtcd Statcs o

LES ASPIN (D. Wmm) ira mhr cftbe Hm ol

Armed Servsees Committer and served on the. House

Select end
 1974-1981..

it ERy

FOREIGN POLICY

advance notice 67 The numencal size of Soviet
strategic forces. If the United States is entering

* an era without SALT, with no treaty to make

Soviet deployment priorities predictable, the

gross misestimates of the past could reappear-

with even more perilous consequences.
. Second, the United States needs a basis for

* devising -pegotiating . strategies.- Without ‘a:= -|*
. better understanding of the Scmet Union, the
: Umted States is very Likely to miss opportunis ;-
- ties and waste. time in arms control.. U.S, nego-
natmg strategy will nece:ssanly consist of offer-
. ing proposals with httle: ldea of their potemxal
. Buccess, :

Third, better mtclhgence is. neaded for

developing U.S. strategic forces. More than -
ever, the United States must develop wespons
with future Soviet capabilities in mind, and to

do so, it must have a better understanding of

- Soviet plans. To determine what sorts of intel- "
ligence measures are needed, past intelligence .

errors must first be analyzed. - .

' Mirrar-]maging
There 1s a widespread perccpuon in the

United States that throughout the postwar
period the  United - States . has. -consistently

underestimated Soviet -offensive capabilities.

Altemanvely, some contend that underestima- -
_tions resulted from 2 naive belief in benign -
Soviet policy or from 2 misreading of the

volume of resources Moscow was wﬂhng o
devote to defense. :
But a review of past-csnmatas reveals that

- . these were not the errors. Rather, the 1J.S. -
mistake was in the assumptions rnade sbour”
_how the Soviet Union would allocate its -
‘defense spendmg The problem repeatedly was

“misror-imaging,” or the assumption that the

Soviets would choose to expand their nuclear
forces in the same way the United Statés had
expanded its own, This: -

. @ In the mid-1950s, Air Force mtel‘:gmcc

~ predicted the Soviets would deploy $60-760
‘long-range’ bombers- in* worder-toreach the
ultimate target, the United ‘States: Instead; . |
later transpired that the Soviéts were morc con. -

“cerned about targetingWestern Euvrope and . -
. Turkey—andthe U.S. B-47 bombers stationed ..

there—not American population centers, The

* Soviets therefore devoted most of their produc-

“tion capacity to a medium-range force.

“o_.In the late 19505 some sections of U.S. '

intelligence predicted a. massive Soviet effort to
deploy intercontinental  ballistic

.

roissiles

eﬂkﬁo@oﬁereasmeomuso " CIA- RDMM’Pfsrﬂﬂaeﬁ ombumemrcd States.
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thxs - year, Secretary -of - Defense Ca.»par

Weinberger-was"asked on*Meet’ -the’
Press for'the Reagan admmxstratlon S YA~
“tionale~ for selling -the* “highly: ‘advanced
‘AWACS radar- planes—to .Saudi ‘Arabia,
over the' passionate objections™of the Is-:
“raelis and tbeu- supporters in. the Umt.ed
Statw .

W embnrver mmself deeply commltted
to ‘the sale, replied: “[The AWACS’s] prin-
«cipal use, and the principal reason the

_administration is. supportingthé -sale to
| the Saudls, is that it would epable them to
oversee and look much further into the
invasion routes of Iran and Jraq and Af-
ghanistan, where a possible Soviet thrust
to the oilfields may come ' With the Soviets
going to be an energy mportxng nation in
a few years, I think that is’ an essent.xal
capabxhty to have.”:. ... -

..-A-o

< But even as Wemberger once acram in-

voked the specter of an oil-starved Soviet’
Union plunging towards the: Gulf, he was
well aware that not only had his own De-.
fense Int.elligence :Agency_long - disputed
this scenario, ‘but-that:the :Central -In-
telligence ‘Agency-was in’ the “process of
.confessing to one of thé most egregious
failures of intelligence anslysis of recent
En{nes. inits own estimate of Soviat energy

_“z.Earlier: that week CIA: analyst.Jam&s
Noren had disclosed _in-: Aa-seminar at
“Harvard thatthe CIA had prepared a new
report concedmg that the Soviet Union
would have no need to import oil by the
mid-1980s. -Two days -after- Weinberger’s
appearance on Meet the Press, Bernard
Gwertzman reported Noren’s remarks and
the existence of the new CIA estimates in’
The New York Times for May 19. .
. Th'ﬁ:a] disappeared one_of the major
-rhetorical planks of the Reagan-Haj or-
eign policy. For both the PRESAV, (ﬁfﬁ L
tration and indeed its predecessor had j pro-

posed an nmpendmg Sov:et energy crisis as |

I l PP, ﬂnnnrn

‘WASHINGTON . c —On May 17 of

THE VILLAGE VOICE
Juna 3-9 1981

the Rapid Deployment Force-and & U S.

military buildup in the Gulf region and’ the |-

Indian Ocean. This view went almost un-
disputed t.hroughout theé ‘1980 election’

.’campaign, even though it-seems that by

the fall of last year the CIA_ was well aware
- that the predictions on which this view was
based ‘were ludicrously wrong.

Bll"th of a Blunder

*The CIA's blunders ber-van to cu-culate _
in1977. In that year the Agency’s Office of
Economic Research issued a series of .re-
ports that amounted. to major mod-
ifications of intelligence estimates of Sovi-
et=zeconomic - ;rends An. B._Jepgrt cal]ecl
"Pmspects‘ for Sowet Oh Pﬁ :
Agency predxcted “that ‘Soviet.
would start to fall by the late 1970s or early
1980s- and. that this drop.could slow the’
growth of total energy production. “More
pessimistically,” the CIA said, *‘the USSR
will itself become an oil importer.” -The

report added-that during the 1980s the’

Soviet Union might find itself unable to
.sell oil abroad, notably to its Eastern Eu-

. ropean clients, and ‘would therefore bave

-to compete for OPEC oil for its own use.
- In a“broader assessment the Agency
<oncluded that the rate of growth of Soviet
GNP was likely to decline by the early and
mid-1980s to-between 3 and 3.5 per cent
per annum and could even sink as low as2
_per cent.:This-view was partly based on
predictions of worsenmo' problems in the
energy: sector LT

Not everyone agreed with t}ns dnre estl-.

“mate, which was instantly seized upon by
the arms lobby as further justification for
& major U.S. defense. buildup, battling &
presumed Soviet grab for new sources of
" oiL. The Defense Inbelhgence ‘Agency flatly
dissented. And a major rebuttal came from
the Joint Economic Committee in Con-

;elsa'se 200816:y3078CIA-RDP90-01137R

: This rebuttal took the form of & staff

s;qdy b; _R).chard ¥ Kaufman_, “the ¢om-
e Iy nuﬂ Yo l“hP Y

" proven reservesof coaland natural gas. Its

—_

!

f'—_fe I\f(;t only was ‘the .Sovxet Union the
world’s largest producer of crude oil af the
_present iime, but it+had ‘also the largest

.01l reserves were probably second only to
-those of Saudl\A:abla, and it continved to
‘raake i impressive gamsm tbe development.
of its energy Tesources. :

Z7-® In, addition . to . snpp]ymg its own
xieeds and those of Eastern Europe, Soviet

‘energy exports_to the:West were on the

increase,’ Wlth exports worth $5 bﬂhon
in ;976 - : B
. -aThe boom _011 and -gas- pxpelme

: ,xmles in 1977~

constructlon in the Soviet Union suggested

. that the country was giving high priority to
-the -energy sector.. The Soviets had built

-5000 rmiles of plpﬂhne in 1976 and 10 000

..h..‘,

@ The hard cm'rency eamed from oxl

‘ sa.les‘bo the  West and the influence gained

“from sales to Eastern Europe were too

* important to Moscow to be lost by default:
-,’“Sovnet Ieaderswill probably take the poli-
" cy.initiatives . necessary to preserve the
: USSR’s status as & net oil importer. Pos-
“sibje new actions include major increased
investment in the energy sector, substitu-
i tion of patural, gas and. other . -energy
.sources for oil, and conservation.”

- The BlunderReversed

I\aufman s assessment: made little orno

‘-dent in the Washington. consensus, The

-Soviet move into Afghanistan was seen, in
" the worsening cold war climate of late 1979
" and early 1980 as but the prelude to more
" far-reaching incursions, all elimaxing in en

assault on the’ dedle Eastem oil Jucvular

~t0 the West. . .

i In mid-1980 Senstor “’xlham Proxmnre

‘held closed hearings in which he asked the

DIA and the CIA for their latest views on

é@é’m ggmm. A sanitized version

has now been released.
an.nk Doe of the DIA put his agency”s
unchanged position straightforwardly: the
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Thoughts o

Joseph C. Harsch|

" The best way to get this business of terrorism in per-
spective is to figure out what recent acts of terrorism
“would not have happened if the Soviet Union did not exist.
The most recent acts of criminal and violent terrorism
have been the attémpted assassinations of Pope-John Paul |
1L in Rome and of President Reagan in Washington. -
~ There is every indication that the man who fired at the
Pope was a criminal psychopath. If he had accormplices or
an organization background it was apparently of a right-
wing variety. There is no serious suggestion that the deed
was motivated from Moscow or the man trained by Mos-

—

coworbyitsagents, = -~ . .- S - S
The man who shot at President Reagan was ‘presum-
ably a psychopath, There is no evidence whatever of So-
-viet influence or training behind him, .~ "~ . L
Sore of the worst acts of terrorism in recent times
“have been the killings of political reformers and dissi-

THe CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR
2 June 1981
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by the Vietnamese whe are armed and su pported by Mos-

- dents in El Salvador by hit squads employed by members
of the former oligarchy. The total number over recent
Yyears is in the thousands. The victims have included Ro-
man Catholic nuns and experts on land redistribution

from the United States. .. -1

Unless you can believe that the righ t-wing former land-
owners of El Salvador, most of whom are living in the
Miami area, are agents of Moscow, vou have to attribute
these large-scale Killings to the political right. Moscow
probably has provided some of the funds and weapons
which have kept a guerrilla army in the field in El Salva-
dor. They have done their share of killing. But the number
killed from the right exceeds heavily those killed by the

“left. R S T A S

Previous.to the political terrorism which has wracked
E1Salvador was the mass suicide on Nov. 18, 1978, of sorne
800 followers of Jimn Jones, leader of a religious cult called’
the People’s Temple, in Jonestown, Guyana. The deed
was attributed to fanaticism. There was no known Soviet
connection, T PR G

One of the world’s worst killers since World War IIwas,
Idi Amin of Uganda. The number of his victims has never
been officially tallied. It must have run into many thou-
sands. He was motivated by power; greed, and enjoyment |
in cruelty. There is no evidence that he was motivated
from Moscow or supported by Moscow, although Moscow
did not shun him. He might have had some weapons from -
Moscow —forcash, ~ - v PR

The staff of the United States Embassy in Tehran was |
‘beld hostage by Iranian students for more than a year.
The motive was anti-Americanism arising out of years of
US support for the former Shah of Iran. There is no seri-
ous suggestion that Moscow had -any hand in the motiva-
tion or training of the students. - T L

“wadministration’s view.

Jews of Central Europe by Adolf Hitler's Nazis.. | _,

ZOATA

ND COMVENTARY,

s
R = R

_ ™ The Khmer Rodg’é'forbés in Cambodia are widely be-}

lieved to have massacred as many as a million of their |
- compatriots. But they have in turn been nearly Wiped out i

cow. The Chinese give some support to the remainder of
theKhmerRouge.. = - . . .

- What role then has Moscow played in-international

" terrorism? . o oI -
At the beginning of World War II the Soviets executed
some 13,000 Polish officers who had surrenderzd {o them

when Soviets and Germans collusively invaded Poland.

In more recent times Moscow has provided encourage- | -

‘ment, support, and probably guns to a number of ‘“‘popular
liberation movernents.” The best known and most publi-
- cized of Such movements has been the Palestine Liber-
‘atica Organization. PLO leaders reportedly have been
trained in Moscow. But the movement grew out of the
. Arab-Israel wars. The PLO recruits from among Palestin-

- ian refugees whose condition stems from Israel’s con-) -

quest of Arab lands. The Palestine resistance movement J
would ekist without Moscow. © I
" Other popular resistance movements spring from -Iocal_'j-
conditions. Moscow moves in to support where thare is 2 l
prospect of future advantage to the Kremlin. But it igdiffi- |
cult to document any long list of such movements“which |

were initiated in Moscow or which would disappear with-|

out Moscow’s support.

. ... The CIA keeps a tallv of incidents of violence z:x-n-d‘ﬁtef'.l -
rorism around the world. Its findings do not support the |

" Reagan administration's assumptions that most world|
-terrorism comes from Moscow. The CIA has been asked to!
restudy the-matter. The administration hobes that the re-!
. Sult the next time around will be more supporiive of ad-

-Ininistration preferences. CIA ot Icials say privately they
-are finding it difficull to find the evidencs to support The |

A AN S A0 T P o gL FELY
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by Jonathan Alter

very so often a certain kind of person
E involved in public affairs arouses within
=22 those who disagree an emotional response
50 strong, so angry, that you get a little curious
about what 1t is that causes 2ll tue snorts and
sighs when his name comes up.
" One of those people in Washington right now
is Richard Pipes, a Polish-born Harvard pro-
fessor of Russian history. Pipes became impor-
tant in 1976 when a team of hardline analysts he
headed totally revised CIA estimates of Soviet
strength. Since January he has been on leave
from Harvard, serving at the White House as

senior advisor on Soviet and Eastern European .

affairs, a critical National Security Council post.

Paul' Warnke, an otherwise discreet Wash-
ington lawyer and former director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, says that
some of Pipes’s views on the Soviets are *just full
of crap.™ Averell Harriman, irascible octoge-
narian that he is, went a little further than usuala
couple of years ago when he advised 4 visitor
that Pipes is “nothing but a damn fool.” George

Jonathan Alter is an editor of The Washington
Monthly.

Kistiakowsky, Eisenhower’s science advisor and

a well-known expert on arms controlissues, told
me something utterly libelous about Pipes, took
it off the record; then added simply, “I can’t
rationalize the man for you—that’s not
possible.”

Now, whenever somethmghke this happens—
and I've left out many similar examples—it’s a
good bet that either 1) the personin question has

turned out to be at least partially right about a-
subject on which his critics were sure hs was

entirely wrong, or 2) he is in fact the arrogant
ideologue his detractors claim, and he does in

fact overstate his case to the point of being !

irresponsible if not dangerous.
. It has to be admitted that Richard Pipes,
superhawk, falls a little into the first category.

Like other hardliners, he has at lzast some |

reason to feel a perverse sense of vindication

- over. the course of.U.S.-Soviet relations, For

those more hopeful about detente, the invasion

of Afghamstan was a double whammy—it-was |-

abhorrent in itself, but it also hurt alittle to have
to chalk one up for the Cassandras, whose dire
warnings turned out to contain a grain of truth.
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Boam Weapons Technolc

By Clarence A. Rol;:inson, Jr,

Washington—The U. S. is moving toward
taking full advantage of its technological
capability operating in the medium of
space to provide a defense for the nation
against ballistic - missile attack by the
Soviet Union.

The National Security Council is con-
sidering 2 major study on space defense by
a task force. o

White House policy decisions on pro-
grams, national objectives and the Tevel of
commitment are expected to result from
the study, according to high-level White
House staff officials.

Secretary of State Alexander M. Haig,
Jr., also is delving into the possibility of
space-based weapons for national defense
and has asked his agency to conduct 2
study of the available technology and the
political and military implications.

One of the reasons the National Securi.
ty Council plans to move into policy and
U.S. strategy in the area of space-based
weapon systems designed for defense,

Administration officials said, is because of
departmental policy issues and bureau-
cratic lethargy. -

Recent events have combined to focus
attention on space defense:

» Addition of $50 million by the Senate
to the Fiscal 1982 Defense Authorization
Bill for space-based, high-energy laser
weapons development, bringing the autho-
rization total to $147.5 million. Language
in the Senate bill directs the Air Force to
establish an airborne and space-based
laser weapons program office.

m Conceptual study designs under De-
fense Dept. contract by SRI International,
and possible cooperation by Rockwell
International on the development of a
small, manned utility space cruiser. The
vehicle would- service othér spacecraft

from low earth orbit up to geostationary -

altitudes and could aid and maintain con-
ventional infrared homing vehicles and
directed-energy weapons placed in' space
for defense. -

Approved For Release 2006/01/30’ : CIA-

AVIATION WEEK AND SPACE TECHNOLOGY

25 May 1981

m Serjous consideration within the De- |

fense Dept. and Congress of establishment
of a new branch of the armed services for
space warfare, probably Space Command.

. The reasoning is that the Air Force and

Navy are seeking to avoid developing

space weaponry for defense and that any
_effort in this area takes away from total
obligational authority for other planned |.

strategic weapon systems. There also is
some concern over roles and missions
between the Army and Air Force as to
where the Army’s ballistic missile defense
mission stops and USAF’s traditional
‘space defensg. mission begins.

» Expected development of SOFAS
(survivable optical forward acquisition
system), utilizing long-wavelength infra-
red optical probes launched into space if a
ballistic missile attack is suspected. The
probe would be used to scan corridors of
attacking ballistic missiles and provide
instantaneous information to the President

and military commanders regarding the

strategic situation, size and .na-
ture of the attack. 4y
n Funding provided through
" the Defense Advanced Research |
Projects Agency (DARPA) for|
feasibility demonstrations -of’
beam propagation of both)
charged and neutral particle
devices. The programs are struc-
tured to lead toward the eventual
development of particle-beam
weapons application both in
space and within the atmo-
sphere. ‘
m Supccessful beam propaga-~
tion by the Navy Sea Lite pro-
. gram TRW 2.2-megawatt mid-
" infrared advanced chemical laser
(MIRACL) in beam tests at San
Juan Capistrano, Calif.
® Consideration by the Air
Force Weapons Laboratory and
Air Force Systems Command of
lethality tests using the Boeing
NKC-135 airborne laser labora-
tory aircraft equipped with 2
carbon dioxide Igas dynamic laser

-

gy CXpaning|

STAT

-~ . Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01137R00010090001-9

against a Nayy Polaris ballistic
missile. The test would: take
place at Kwajalein Atoll in'the
Pacific with the Jaser laboratory
flying at approximately 35,000

ft. at = standoff range of 20-40
naut. mi. The 400-kw. 10.6-
micron laser should be able to
.destroy the Polaris missile sooni
after it broaches the ocean sur-
face in the boost phase. '

P Proposal by Boeing Aero-
space Corp. to DARPA to build
‘and test in orbit a 2.2-megawatt
chemical hydrogen fluoride laser |
with a 2.5-meter (8.2-ft)-dia,
optical system for feasibility

. demonstration against airborne
and space-based targets. Such a
feasibility demonstration could
be conducted by 1985, using the
shuttle to place the laser weapon
system in orbit, Pentagon offi-

-cials said, :

® Defense Dept. Scientific
Advisory Board Laser Panel
report to Congress calling for
_increased research and develop-
"ment funding. for high-energy
laser technoloev. .
m QOperational capability in™ .
the USSR of a ground-based, high-energy
laser weapon capable of damaging the
sensitive optical and electronic subsystems
on U. S. spacecraft in low Earth orbit, and
massive laser weapons and particle-beam

. weapons development effort in the USSR.
~ This includes attempts to package a laser

weapon for space basing and development
at the Soviet installation at Golovinno of 2
mobile air defense laser weapor system for
forward area use. -

= Soviet testing of killer satellites with'
18 tests and 11 successes. Both radar and
inifrared sensors have been used to_home

on target Soviet spacecraft. The USSR
- has an operational antisatellite capability,
“miaking U. 8. spacecraft operating in low

Earth orbit vulnerable to attack. .

- (CovTEvUED
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Surprisé Despite Warning: ]
- Why Sudden Attacks Succeed

RICHAR'D;K;;_ BETTS»

Most major wars since 1939 havebegu.n with surprise attacks. Hind~ _
sxght reveals that the element of surprise in most of these attacks was unwar-

ranted; substantial evidence of an impending strixe was available to the ncnms -

before the fact. The high incidence of surprise is itself surprising. The.
voluminous literature on strategic surprise, however, suffers from three fixa-
tions. One is a focus on the problem of warning, and how.to improve intelli-
gence collection, rather than on the more difficult problem of how to improve

“political response to ample warning indicators. Another is a common view of

surprise 25 an absolute or dichotomous problem rather than as a matter of
degree. Third is the prevalent derivation of theories from single cases rather

. than from comparative studies, This article puts these fixations in persp;-cﬁv’c.'- :

-lnmmcsncs;nm-Wmnmz}Tm RELATIVITY 0P SURPRISE4

Warning without response is useless, “Warning” is evidence filtered through’ '

perception; “response” is action designed to counter an attack (alert, mobiliza.
tion, and redeployments to enhance readiness). The linkage between the two is
accurate evaluation and sound judgment, the lack of which is the source of most
victims® failures to avoid the avoidable. Just as analysts-of arms-control agree-

't For sight case studics on which this article is bated see, Richard K. Bétts, Suiprite and Defense
(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, forthcoming), chaps. 2 and 3,

.RICHARD K_EETTS, r=earch swociate at The Brookings Institution, bas taught at Harvard. Co-

tumbia, and Johns Hopkins Universities, has served on the ataffs of the National Sccunty Council ¥
and SenucSeJea.Commu on lnur!hsm and is aulbor of Soldien; Smtumen and Cold Wer ™
sy .

e:OI“T
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Wé are in’possibly

“—In Saudi Arabia, radical plofters
> are conspiring to overthrow the rulers
= of the oil kingdom in an ommous re¢
= play of the Iranian revolution. 5" .=
o Ji-ln strife-ridden-Central Amencz
“.Cuban - operatives - are secrenvely 3
delivering weapons to leftist rebels.
» % —In’ Westemn - European capxtals
i Soviet diplomats aré subtly seeking to
. ~,3_encoumge the new wave f neutral-jj

3 —-AJ: the:.r pmvmg grounds in Cen—-_
£ trel Asia,-the Russians are flight-test~|

_ing 2 new -intercontnental ballistic]

“anissile (CBM) with 10 nuclear war-
.heads, a super-rocket.designed to hit’
= ta.rgeis in the Umted S wrth dead-
.accuracy, -
“These are )ust a few of the cruaal
- problems and da.ngers facing the’|
nited States at a time’ of rising ten-.
on with the Soviet Union .and. gen+"
ral - international ;" upheaval.:: We
t-are”in” possibly the  most menacmg

>

- For America to be 2ble’ 1S deal ef+]
fecqvely with threats of this kind, we.
i need. precise, detalled and . tmely

E know!edge of what"is: happening |
*~around the globe on a daily basis. In~

¢ yequirement for the United States, as
seen by the Reagan' Administrdtion, is |

- -a first-rate capabilty for gathering and

. interpreting intelligence ~~ as-well as |

.i Tad Szule hos written 14 books on foreign
-~ policy. His first novel, Diplomatic Immunity, -
will be published by SHTDO'I & Schus:ur latzr
!!ns monxh SA e

the maost-menacing period since :.Wor
“who believes that the answer.to the
how intelligent is our. zntelhgence’

N sources. - N

<: other words, the greatest self- defense .
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S vietchallenge'hes

-for influéncing events in foreign’ i:oun-\
tries -through ‘secret means and res

.7 But! accordmg to the most expen
“enced experts in Washington, United ;
States Intelligence <- the Central In-;
-telligence Agency and its military sister |
-agencies — has been falling short of ;
“superb performance to say the least,
‘in’recent years. This is believed to be:
_true-.of both” “human” and technical|.
;intellig’énce;'._" from cloak-and-dagger
_espionage to the spy-m-the—sky (satel-|
-lite) surveill ce o‘ Sow t n clearad-

f‘vances 2

- The rebmldmg streambnmg and‘
modemxzmg of American intelligence
‘operations looms, therefore, as one of ;

00100090001-9

‘the-highest priorities for the Reagan
Admmxstranon and the- new leader-

Sovxet ‘ﬂghters mv’sfghamﬂan to ef-
forts-at-gaining dedisivespolitical - in-
“fluence-impthe pe‘tro:eum-nch Persian
-Gulf-—-is-part of the current upgrad-
ing plan.-Mech.more“must-be done,
“however,~torestore_primacy o the;
Umzed,States in the\elua !
mtelhgence. - e
2 .The -immedna.e -respo iy for;
-improving -Americar intelligence -lies:
‘with William.J. Casey, ‘the-68-year-
-old New York lawyer who was named
-by-President Reagan as Dlrector of
_Central*Intelligence after managing!
‘hiswelection campaign. Under the law, |
Caseyishead of the ent:remtelhgence ;
‘community- {comprising the CIA; the,
Penfagonrun Nationaly Security [
-Agency-(NSA), -which spedializes in |
%@@m (suwia?rz
gency. -2nd the State De-
~warvbmontaRurean of ]ntaihqgncghnd

Y R G Il R T A, A v by N A -

serence.fo: the_low smorale pervading -
sthe Agency-since=the- Congressional -
sinvestigations o tie-mid-1970’s and
-contmumg throughsthe tenure of Ad-
:miral Stansfield imer as CIA Direc- .
. ‘\tcxr during the~Carter Admmw&aﬂon*--'
=% How well Casey-will succeed re-
mains: a_serioussquestion mark in
:}Waslungton s Though he has been
“touted as an “old-hand™ at intelii-
.gence, there are many doubts among -
. .intelligence. professionals conceming
-his leadership ~qualities, -including his
lirnited experience-n this field. Casay
-served for three wartime years as a
-London-based semior officer in the Of-
fice of Strategic Services, the CIAS'
forerunner, but did not join the CIA
-afterward. His only other direct ex-
posure to intelligence was his service |
in 1976 on the Murphy Commission,
-which surveyed the work of the intel-
ligence commumty Caseys exposure

000100090001 9 .
u?
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" rorism, And Ronald Reagan hinted last

- amore complex approach may be required:

-

FOREIGN POLICY

A Tempest Over Terrorism

T etrorism seems to have supplanted hu- |
man rights as Washington’s most emo-
tional foreign-policy prececupation. Alex-
-ander Haig regularly portrays the Soviet
. Union as 2 wet nurse to international ter-

“week that the United States would not talk
. to the Soviet Union about limiting nuclear
weapons until the Soviets stop providing
more conventional weapons to texTorists.
The dzﬁculty all along has been that one
man’s terrorist is another man's freedom
fighter. Hard facts on terrorism are scarcer
than honest men in a KGB safehouss. And
the Administration’s own anti-terrorism
campaign has posed a disquieting question:
is the crisis as bad as the President and
Haig have presentad it, or has the Admin.
istration’s rhetoric outstripped sound in-
telligence—und good ideas for coping with
the problem?
¢ Few doubt that the Soviets have given
aid and comfort to terrorists. The real ques-
tion is whether they are actively recruiting,
training and dispatching them around the
world. “You'd be able to play a tougher
game if you could really pinpoint the fact
that this was being done by the Soviets,”
says one State Dcparunent officer. If the
Sovist connectian proves more nebulous,

assisting friendly countriss to stamp out
individual térrorist groups and using what-.
ever limited economic and diplomatic pres-
sure can be brought to bear on courntries

"

such as Libya, South Yemen and Syna,
which openly support terrorism. =~ -

~ In confronting the problem, the Adxu.m-
istration has directed the CIA to draw up
a Special National Intclligence Estimate

(SNIE) of Soviet involvement in terrorism.

Haig asked for the report only after he
had publicly voiced his own view that the
Soviets were indeed “training, funding and
equipping” international terrorism. The
CIA’s first draft of the study drew protests
from the Defense Intelligence Agency and
some political appointess at the State De-
partment, who didn’t think it was tough
enough. So the next draft was preparad
by the DIA. The DIA’s version was rejected
by career analysts at State and the CIA
as being too “polemical™ and “a visceral
version of events.” Now a third draft is|
being written by an intzragency body called
the National Intelligence Council i
It is not clear that, under the circum-

NEWSWEZK
11 May 1981

‘& pohncal objective and says that las
terrorist activities were worse than f
of the twelve years it has kept record:
attacks, 642 deaths, 1,078 injuries)
those figures can change. Citing anew
‘puter formula, the agency added

2,500 cases to its twelve-year data
The key issue is that the inferences d

STAT

.from data have led to some “major ...-
_ Stantive disagreements.” “Ultimately one.

can argue that all of this has nothing to:
do with terrorism and has everything to.
do with the posture one wants to strike.

in the East-West relationship,” says a

source, “It’s a classic case of *What is it:
that I want to make out of thc same set!
of facts?”” . '

Training: The basic facts about Sovxet
involvement have not changed much since’

"the CIA’s first public report on terrorism’
" in 1976, As Claire Sterling, an expert on’

terrorists, says in her new book, “The Tcr-
ror Network™: “The case rests on evidence .
that everyone can see, long since exposed’

to the light of day.” The 1976 CIA report’

said the Soviets had been aiding the Pai-;
estinians since 1969, It cited evidence link--
ing the Soviets with terrorists in Western!
Europe and connecting other Warsaw Pact
members to the Baader-Meinhof gang and
the Provisional wing of the Irish Repub-
lican Army (though it is also true that most
of the IRA’s funding comes from Irish
Americans). It noted, too, the Kremlin’s
program of bringing Third World revolu-
tionaries to the Soviet Union for training
and indoctrination. Antong them: Carlos, !
the world’s most notorious terrorist, who‘
masterminded 2 number of brutal attacks
including the kidnapping of eleven OPEC
oil ministers in Vienna in 1975.

The most obvious Soviet tie remains with

the PLO. There is plenty of evidence that
Palestinians have traveled to the Soviet
Union for training in everything from ide- .
ology to making bombs. Captured Pales-

tinians now in Israeli prisons have con-’
fessed to such schooling—and the Soviet

Union scarcely bothers to make a secret
of it. Previous administrations havestopped |
short of calling the PLO a terrorist or-:;

. ganization on grounds that it represeats

a people trying to regain its homeland and -
that only some factions have resorted to .
terrorism. But Richard Allen, the Presi-:
dent’s national-security adviser, now says, ! ;
““We must identify the PLO as a terrornist -
orgamzauon . The Soviet involvement :

Working Group on Terrorism during the
« Ford Administration, doubts that even the

wmrantens v a gloup OI Crazies, the net
effect is the same.” But the problem is more
subtle than that. No one knows, for ex-
ample, whether Carlos works on his own—
or with 2 KGB case officer. If he is a free-
lanecer, Washington would be hard-pressed: |
to draw a moral distinction between him
and some of the Cuban exiles whom thel
CIA once trained and controlled. (Cuban
exiles were responsible for as many terrorist
attacks as Palestinians in 1976 according|
to the CIA.)

Kaddafi:-To what extent is the Soviet|
Union responsiblc for the terrorism sup-|”
ported by countries like Libya, Syria and
South Yemen? Allen calls them Soviet

“subcontrzcting stations.” But Douglas
Heck, who was head of the interagency

Soviets could persuade Libya’s Muammar
Kaddafi to abandon terrorism.
On occasion, the Russians have helped
to thwart terrorism. Heck recalls that when
he was ambassador to Nepal, the Russian
ambassador warned him that four Arabs
had entered the country to kidnap him.|
East Germany has provided safe houses '
for members of the Baader-Meinhof gang,
But according to the CIA, the Bulgarians, !

- clearly with Soviet approval, allowed a!

West German police team to arrest Tﬂl-
Meyér, a member of the Baader-Meinhof’s |
Red Army Faction in 1978. :

No change in Soviet behavior could re-
move the vast array of economic, social,
religious and racial causes that prompt |
most terrorist groups to spring into exist-,
ence. Most terrorists now have the expertise |
to survive without Soviet support. But if
nothing else, Reagan’s rhetoric promises
to keep the Soviets on the defensive. “They ;
really were completely unprepared for the
charge they were connected and associated
with international terrorism,” says Antho- |
ny Quainton, head of the current Working I
Group On Terrorism. He hopes that the

 rhetorical lashing will mobilize public opin- :

ion and “‘over time have the effect of making !
the Soviet Union more circumspect in the

ch be obj
s oo OB el o 2RO feRr o1 n@WOWﬁTﬁE;ﬁéﬁﬁ“ﬁﬁ'

policy line is already known,” admits a[
knowledgeablesome.neClAdeﬁnatu'-

I . DL T T . . T T

amplify the context here to talk about train-

damper on terrorism, the effort will have :

" . been worthit.
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S, TRIESTO BiCK 1P
* HAIG. O TERRORISH
pEé‘tedlnteillgenceStudxes

Find.No Direct Link to Soviet -

*

e

WASHINGTON, May 2— In lats Janu-
ary, eight days after the inauguratior of
President Reagan and. three days -after

! the-new Administration’s. first. Cabinst~

‘level meeting an terrorism, Secretary of
State Alexander MI Eaig Jr. acaised-the
.Sovier Unien of ““training,, funding. and

" equipping” international terrorists. 45 -

. His'words.canghtthe Government’s in-
thrée months later, with fesistanes to ter-

. rorism firmiy established as a2 main focus

- of foreign poiicy,. the agencies are still]

. scrambiing to catch up with Mr. Baig's

An intslligencs rwport co terrorism,

" begumatter Mr, Haig had spoken, is pear-
" ing completion aftar several fales starts.

- Officials said that it supported some but

not all of Mr Haig’s sweeping charges.. ;
That gap is-one of several- problems

_that have dogged the.policy on terrorissh

‘sincs it began-evelving in Jaouary: THe

Administration’s propouncements. about
fighting terrorism, for exampie,:exceed
its ability to predict; prevent and respond
to terzorist. acts; s reviswoof State-De- |
partment, Defénss Departmrent and intels
ligence agency capatilities shows, RN

. Admginistration- spokssmen bave also
been imprecisein’defining tarrorism,]

scholarawiio atndy the subject said, lead- |

~

“what the policy coverse. V0 54050 G i

-ated befare Stata Department officials|:

The polcy omr tervorism was emmeéis

-had fully considered bow it would miesh
with other policies; inchiding refations
with the Soviet Unjco. Some officials
question whether terrorism is an appro-
priate focus for the foreign policy of the
- Asaresult, Administration officials ace
Ikmowledged, an etfort to create a foreatul
and popular policy about a serious intar-
vational problern has failed to erystailiza.

Interviews with offictals at the White

: House, State- Department, Defense-De-

partment aed intelligence agencies indi.
cate that the underlying source of diffi.-
cuity was a failure to coordinate prepara-
tory work om the policy.. - ety g o, R
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| When President Reagan’s National Se-
curity Council, the senior body formulat-
ing foreign policy, held its first meeting
on Jan. 2§, terrorism was the main sube
| jectonthaagenda_ .

i The American hostages held in Iran for
| more than a year had been freed the week
j before, and terTorism was on everyane’s
jmind, . officials recailed, The vr:x-
| pants, including President Reagan, Vice
%ﬂm Bush and the Secregt:..;'ies of
Stats and Defsnse were briefed in the
Cabinet Room of the White House by An-
thony C.E.: 1
State Department’s Oiffes for Combat-
ting Terrorism. | RSO

. Need for Forcetul Policy Seen

- No specitic decisions were made, offi.
cials said. The participants agreed that
the Administration- should develop a
forcefal policy, and a review of intelli-
gence information and collection capabil-
ities was proposed, YL wmAs .

- The next day, Mr. Reagan welcormed
the former hostages at the White House
‘and declared, “Let tertorists be aware
that when the rules of international
behavior are violated, our policy will be
one of swilt and efective retribution.'”

On Jan, 23, Mr. Haig, appearing at his
first news conferenca as Secrstary of
State, made the charges against the
Soviet Union. ’ T

*International terrorism will take the
place of human rights in our concert be-
cause it is the ultimate abuse of human
rights,"” he said after having accused the
Saviet Union with g terrorism.

Later, Mr. Haig added that the Rus.

sians **are involved in conscious policy, in
programs, it you will, which foster, sup-
port and expazd'’ terrorism,.
. The remarks, made in response to
questions, seemed to be a. major pro-
npoumeement by the new Administration
and marked a significant shift from the
Carter Administration’s emphasis on
humanrights. - - - - .

- - ‘TwoXey Questions Unrasolved -

- “They  immedizately raised two ques-
tions: What did Mr. Haig- mean by terror-
' lsm? What evidence did he have to sup-
Jport the against the Soviet
; Union? Neither quastion- bas been re-
:solved,. : L.k o e [ e

.--By not g terrorism; experts
‘sald, Mr: Haig left unclear whether he
:meant traditional terrorist groups such
.as the Red Brigades In Italy and the Red
. Army in Japan, and classical forms of
‘terrorism such as airpiane hijackings

Quainton, director of the|:

| gence on terrorism. The first dratt was

" ““Haig made a sweeping staterment,”!
! said Walter Lagueur, professor of politi-}
cal science at Gedrgetown University..
{ “He seemed to make terrorism synony-
mous with all forms of political violence. ]
Onashould be a bit more caret
~ Brian M. Jenkins, who directs research
“on political violencaat the Rand Corpora~
tion, said Mr, Haig might have kept his
remarks general because he hoped to use
the label of terrurist as a political weapon,
: againstthe Soviet Union.. .

... Wrong Focus or Foreign Policy - -

The ambiguity leit the impression that

a major priority-of. American forsign

-policy might be to combat airplane hj.

 jackings, bombings and political kidnap-

pings and assassinations, a goal that
troubled many officials.

“Combatting terrorism is a police| .
problem,” said Mr, Lagueur. *“it is not a
problem for the forsign minister of a
global power,’” L

The questions about definitions spilled |
over into the intelligence community, |
where analysts were uncertain whether
er. Haig was accusing the Soviet Union

of directing individual terrorist groups or
more generally supperting terrorism. :

At the Central Intelligence Agency, |
senior officials, apparently surprised by
the remarks, ordered a review of Intalli-

rejected by William J. Casey, the Direc- |
. wrof Central Intelligence, otficials said,
Analysts complained that Mr.
had considered the draft faulty because it
did pot support Mr, Haig’s assértons. |
Sources close to Mr. Casey said he felt the
report had lacked substance and had
been poorly prepared. T )
Second Report Found Inadequate
Mr. Casey then asked the Defanss In.
telligence Agency to prepare a report on
terrorista. That was finished recently,
but was also found by Mr. Casey and
otherofficialstobeincomplete, -
Intelligence offictals. said a third and
final report was now being prepared, in.
corporating new material as well as sec-
tions of the two previous papers, and
would be sent to the President soon. . .
This final repert, according to officials
famillay with it, concludes that the Saviet.
Union has not played a direct role in
training or equipping traditional terrorist
groups such as the Red Brigades or the
Red Army and has no master plan.to
createterrorismaround thewordd. ™~ -
It does find that the Soviet Union has
 provided aid to organizations and pa-

‘and bombings, -or whether he had a
! broader definition in mind that would in.
clude insurgent movements and wars of
mﬁm liberation. - L i i

e —y

tions, including the Palestine Liberation
Organization and Libya, that support ter-
rorism and engage in it themselves, | W
'Halgls Saidto Overstate Case -
“Haig was y cortect, but he
overstated the case, an intelligence offi-
calsaid, adding: -, . ;.- ~eesede

1 ED
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o A Y W 1 T TS

: : \ DELE .-‘:._A_‘: (
An 1mportant battle that-wﬂ} d1rectly aff'ect the futur - of A
“being fought out. behmd_the- scenes of the-Reagan administr
.the Central I"ntelhgence‘Agency and’ the;state department:

U-u-i- o

ControlzndDisarmament-Agency on the other = is.about.the wwanned dait-2 agree-
.ment, alteged. Sowet vxolatmn&of Salt-1 and other: treatles, and the future of arms ‘con-
trol Le.c"eneral- ge -_--nua:.er x “’“‘3-*’}::1‘;‘.35 oyl TR AR _4
Thefocal pomtvof the clash-is a long,. hxghly—cla551ﬁed study-being prepared by top

f".z""**‘ at ACDA which. claims that the Soviet Union has regularly violated treaties and
- js, therefore, Dot 6 be trusted: The i issue.is whether theére is-any:point in signing any ° |
future agreementsﬂﬂth;the L,Russmns; f they are c0ntempt1ble- cheaters”, ‘as _one
AC.D&soarceuutlt'.., B e B e =3
- Tradtonally; thesCIA has ta.kenﬂthe most. benevolent view of Sovzet actions’ whlch
arer ..nbxcuaus—».na:elahorrto suc,h treaties. The*state departme"xt under Alexander
Haxs{, does«no&wam_tcrshut down. any:possibility-of talking. with the Russians in the
futu byftmmperrrgic} > thie-world. treaty violations that.miay not actually be.so —and
may m,.act;_be tec‘:mcally—leval actlons -or actxons riot covered by specxﬁc agreements

T e L ETE ¥ - v v .
. .;;:.’.wﬁ-. :’f‘;...r} ?S”J"E‘_.“l: }.‘U e_u;;fe:, B

syl

repovw_wmcn{w*lll mctude. at leas it
----- pmaa.bl < Q- clearSe-v}etwolatxons
< ~TFhese eoncermnv-theSaIt-x acrreemeni 51gned in 1972 mclude g
@ Large-scale: camouﬂage and concealment of testing, produetxon and deployment of |
. m;e*coatxnertamaall.snc rnissiles (see FOREIGN REPORT, March5, 1981). ¥ ZagamaT -
EyPeploymentofupic 150 Jaunch control silos (IT1-X. silos), which might be converted
forvseas msxlesﬂos, and.an. increasé in their, depth which means that they might hold
-the Russian super-missile, “the SS218.:: e :ﬂqm.: SERHE
§$§r Replacementof ftheSS-11; with a.heavy missile. - : “.f S
G;.‘i Deafavauon cf fewer than the’ agreed number of ICB\/Is (mtercontmemal balhstxc -l .

----- [ A T PPN ,_-_-.-,

L !

Ky mm‘:es) to make up for new replacements and the concealmcr of the- fact that the
- h\rr-\.nent had not been fully complied with. L
@ Uszof 18 $5-9 ICBM training launchers; maybe as part of the- ac’uve ICB\I f'orce. P
& Encryption of. teI\.metry ‘encoding, to make it- unreadable the stréam of perform-
ance data corning from a test missile — for various nussxles listed in the agreement. ... 2ss
nhegauonyabout the antx—balhsnc xmssﬂe (AB\/I) treaty and protocol sxgned in 1972
incuder. . , x 2 sonLs
{1y Z e:us_of an. a.lr-defence mnssxle, the Sam-5 and its accompanymcr radar, -
the “‘Souare Pair”, forJ ABM. purposes —at least three t:mes for both the .
mterceptmnd radar, but probably more often than that. = ... 705 g, g
2 (2);Development of a rapidly deployable ABM system: called theABVLX—a, 3 __3 '
P mmpiasncated phased-array radar. ", R - Ry
' 3k 'Eaenmof Sam-10 radarinan ABM mode in 1979
{4). Falsification of thenumber of ABM test launchers. deactlvated n 1973. ;
The comtxlamtsconcernmg the unratified Salt-z treaty, signed in 1979, include: ", :
.o Misleading datz on the range of the Backfire bomber, and statements whxch dxd not
coveritsknowmsintercontinental and refuelling capability. ' :
€ Heavy-encryption of §5-18 tests and the testing of 2 new submanne-launched

 AreveboPein “‘Eﬁ&}ﬁ@ @ S ;; 1
.\ @Th&ﬂmﬂatcd-tgg?ngo arapxd r rl5 ?W‘lg urm %ast Septg i~ l
TiEr 7 e

_ ber’s Warsaw pactexercises: 2o m gl \;-;, :::- w ED

’Le)

H,-m- . l,‘lu TD’—A Ty




i ht in the Middle East. -

; tO t LT . . .
%}tmnt:el ';e ;:wls(l);r; ;n ;r“z';xmdocumnﬂ-“ﬁ - siderable pairis-and expense to. trace
tary entitled “Near Armageddon: The "

: Spread of Nuclear: Weapons m'_,"che

T

}Ceorge C. Ifilsoh- E
The fuse on The Bornb zs

ThlsmthemaasageABCm]ltrans

Middle East” .
- Through taped‘ tervie

-clear bomb for sure; that. Iraq, L:hya

-+ TV Preview .- ;

and Paldstan are WOrIdﬁ}‘Qﬁ -_it' with
‘the. help -of countries - that ~should
know better — Belgium, France and

| Switzerland. Egypt is portrayed-as-a-
mmore distant candldate for j Jommg ther-
| nuclear club. - T :
Camera crews succeed rtraymg -

the irony of underdeveloped countries

L . .Approved For Release 2006/01/30 - CIA-RDP90-01137R0001

contradict claims by govemfnent lead- |i

- ers and industry executives that they
‘are- not " helping to.'develop nuclear |*
-weapons for Middle Eastern countries.

" or even pictures -of anti-nuclear pro-
;% tests, to underscore that some people
© are

. erate itself. -

ing of helplessness; ‘Some ‘kind of-

spending * billions -on expensive . and *
dangerous weapons — billions , that -

could go for food, ‘waterways, roads
and housing. Each - mini-chapter on

the four-countries opens with scenes.

projecting primitive conditions of bar-

‘ren landscape or crowded streets. "
;gm reporting nngsil-true a3 the-
L&:) ntators presen

e\ndenoe to

_\

.nium _ for . making - nuclear . weapons, |
“with a Pennsylvania. fim and a mys-
Lt Ctery Sth their leading suspects, The-
‘evant officials; past and present, and . 53 - kind
 commentary by .ABC: correspondents,
[ the viewer is told Isreel. has the nu- -

~ presented to show -how Iraq is inex~
"orably advancing toward The Bomb, -

“been welcome. However, the first step
" toward getting a problem solved is to
force everyone to look at-it. ABC™
must get high marks for doing that.!
"; 'The problem cannot be overexpesed.
““Near Armageddon”

oo

STAT

. “[ATOR

STAT

The producers obviously went to con--|

how Israel might. have obtained ura~

- of -+ detective - work. _ is

. Missing from the enlightening nar- |
ratives are man-in-the-street reactions,

trying  to. -throw. themselves in
front of the blind march toward a nu-
clear Armageddon. Perhaps because of
that missing emotion, the program has-
a certain antiseptic quality as it warns
that the Mlddle East may soon mcm-

Also, the viewer is left mth a feel

summing up on-what could be done
to avoid Armageddon would have

a sxgmﬁcant
contnbutxon. _

N R

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01137R000100090001-9




~ - oneé facet of a new ‘politics of paranoia sweep-
ing Wasmng’com - Cangressional investigations ;f

" ARTICLE APPEAKZ

03 PAGE i

R Fzrst oftzw-artzc!as
R By George-Lardner Jr.

W&mngkm w Writee-

Ever since it sta:m&mumg axmual reoorts
- on the touchy topic:ef terrorism, the Central
~Intelligence Agency:bad never counted more
- than 188 terromt. uacka ina year through-
- out the world. P E TEE)
: This -year 1thas..}n:mponasmrﬂmgnew
mat‘h. ‘The . CIA  has ~suddenly > discovered.
“there were 760 :intsrpational térrorist: inci-
d“nts in 1980 alom;—-and thousandsof oth-

hstmg Until now:: : .
" The tscalation of thsterronstr.}mt‘ Just :

_ara Leing cranked:up.-Protasis. in the name
“of civil liverties are.planned. ‘Conservatives 3

warn of dangers to nabomlseamty I.Jﬂ.'ﬁ!ﬁ]&-
erw;.lon & LW WRvSS 7 huntsviw"é?
At the CIA. the stahshad-rewsmmmvw-
* focides with ﬂ*e ‘advems of the Heagan. cad-
: ministration md« té-—cetemmhon i __proi

“claimed by qecretary: of State. Ale‘:ander M.
< Huig. Jr. — to make~international. *ermnsm
the chief concern-of: foreign.poliey: - - -
On Capitol Hill, the first-forum: wxlI—’ be the—‘z
rewly created - Senatar-sa‘bcomm.tt& QI 88
: ¢urity and terrorism: ‘FEa . chairman “of. the .
_ five-member -panel-is- Sen.. Jerermiah- Denton-
; . (R-Ala), who- plans-to-tegirhearings seom on |
v “Soviet:-and :sarregata-support for interngs®
;- tional terrorism. mmawferexgn poLcy
hardlmers feel. has..beaz-shameﬁﬁ! g
m recent yeam. e

. The CIA report shouid add frmh dxman-l
_sions to the problem. Cfficals say the text,
* hhs somehow becoms ° “stuck’™ somewhere at
“ agency, headquartem. but 1t should be made,
pubhc shortly, - - i i i
- 'When it does 'eome out, ofﬁcza]s say, it will
_ i graphs showing §,954 ter--

" rorist attacks. throughout the world betweer:
= 1968 ‘and- 1979: Last year’s “report” showed"
. 3,336 attacks'— for the same 12-year pericd.
The new_report; also . will - show hundredsl_

" Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01137
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 “mmore deaths and i injuries at.the hang
- of terrorists than the CIA has. ever b

_jaged thern to do it

inam,-Denton .also. intends to -look at:

“days. earlier from Radio Moscow o
fRad.lo Hanoi. -+ ‘

STAT

“They'ves. thrown m-gthmgs
dldn’tusawthxowm, ‘a8
‘partment ‘expert said apprownJy
stead of ‘using- & staridard-of . ‘si
“icant’ - terrorist. actmty,‘sﬂxey’re usi
“more “universal “criteria: We enco

-Some critics see the 'new Se

R000100090001-9

Subcommittee as a° rémcanmt:on of
‘the-old internal security subcommittee:
‘that’ used to hold: extensive hearings:

'_on “subversive acﬁwtaa and subver—

smn in govemment.
¢ Senate Judiciary: Lomm.\ttee Chmr
fman Strom Thurmond (R-S.C); who)
‘served” on the old: subcommittee be-,
fore it was eliminated: in 1977, seemsi
to share that wew and not w1th dlS-

“I have felt for some txme “that 1&
should be reinstituted and when I be-;
‘came chairman, I7did- reinstitute it
'he sdys.-“It’s not going. to be a-witch
hunt. It's not going to assassinate peo--
ple’s characters: It's }uat gomg get
the- facts” =% o

~.Denton ‘voices sxmﬂa: asauranca,,
slthovgh terrorism is far from.his, onlyn
ﬁeld of interest. A retired adm.l.ral whor
sgent seven years and ‘seven months

‘88 a prisoner of  war: in- North - Viet-:

Jthe .performance " of %the ‘Anerican,

| press on some ‘sensitive subjects. .. <

.- He says- he.can still: remember how,

alhng it was to be told by his captors:’
‘that the U.S. press or politicians were:
taking up the same themes he’d heard

“I do 't beheve 1t 3.4 maties

\

- Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90- 01137Rooo1o&)§@_@

""" Both- books are rave items in.  COn~
:servative: -circles,” fueling- the -~ new "

TCONCErUnL . e ———— e
propaganda campmgn, employmg the-
- same- placards and- t‘ne same slogam
around the world.

-Back in the- 19u03 Sen J()E&Dh R..
McCarthy (R-Wis) and his allies vsed !
to denounce-such phenomena. as. gv-
‘idence of a::so-called “trensmission;
‘belt” between Soviet Hussia and sym~'
. pathizers in the Urited States.- Now it
“has an ‘even more-ominous set-of la-*
“bels. Tt is *¢“disinforrhation,” planted-
and nurtured by “agants of influence.:|

- Among his first witnesses,- Denton:
seudman interview, will be such peo-.|
.pla as Claire Sterling, author of The,
Terror: Network, and _Amaud de','
Borchg:ave, co—au’rhor of The Spm

*glarums about the threat of terrorism |
“and other: insidicus influences. Ster-:
“ling’s boo;klgya_out a pattern perhsps;

“best. summed up by the announced)

subject of Denton’s first set of “hear-|

ings: “Soviet and surrogate support forl
mbernat.onal terrorism.” . De - Borch-}] -
-grave’s novel is -about”a Kremlini
 “blueprint” for: taking over the West!
“'with - the - help “of . KGB dupes- and,
" ggents OF influence in acedemia,” thei{
cpress and even the Wl'nta House. Ty

fmm the mtelhge.nce agencm, es, T ﬂﬁnk b

-, they’d ' be-looked-on as representing.:
“vested interests; as not.as objective 83
.they should be,” says the Senate sub-.
"commitise’s : chief counsel,x:Joel . 8.
-Lisker, a veteran-of the-FBIZand the;:
t’s internal: ‘security:;
said . journalists< such as
Sterling .and i de:. Bomhgrave-.

.‘taken . more . seriously™=.
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The Future Danger |

Norman. Podhoretz

vERYONE-—-or mearly everyone at any
E rate—now recognizes that a change
of major proportions came over the United States
after the seizure of the hostages in Iran in Novem-.
ber 1979 and the Sovier invasion of Afghanistan.
which followed hard upon its heels. Yet putting
the case in such precise temporal terms-is slightly
misleading. It suzgests that the change in question
oceurred overnight and all at once, whereas what
actually happened was the dramatic crystallization
of a process which had been developing and gath-
ering momenturn for five years and possibly even
more. Having thus matured, this great change
- went on to demand—and achieve—full political
expression and representation. Within 2 year after
the hostages were seized, Ronald Reagan, who em-
bodied the new mood more fully than any other
candidate for the Presidency in 1980, had first
swept away all his Republican rivals with relative
ease, 2nd had then gone on to inflict 2 humiliating
defeat on the sitting Democratic President. '
Reagan's victory was-all the more significart in
that Jimmy Carter had in response to Iran and Af- -
" ghanistan made his own adjustment to the new
mood, and was much more closely attuned to it -
" than Edward Kennedy, his chief rival within the
Democratic party. But Carter's ‘adjustments were
too Kasty, too little, and too late to overcome his
identification with the now discredited attitudes of
the recent past and the policies generated by those
attitudes. T -
In winning the Presidency by 2 landslide, then,
Ronald Reagan confirmed, and in unmistakable
terms, that 2 new consensus had indeed come into
being. Specifically his election demonstrated that
two related arguments which had been Taging in
the United States for the past decade or so were-
_now finally settled. The first concerned the growth
of Soviet power, and the second had to do with
the decline of American power. ’

:
Ix RETROSPECT it seems strange that
there should have been any argument

at al}, let alone a ferocious one, over the growth of
Soviet power, After all, the basic facts were availa.

ARG g g G b T

solve the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, one of the
et cameacombtat'ves YVaccilv Fnrsneteav '.Old -

COMMENTARY
April 1981
. THIS IS THE FIRST PART OF A
FIVE-PART SERIES..; - ... |

‘vowed,

STAT

1137R000100090001-9

v

that the Soviet Union would never let such a
thing happen to it again, In-an “eyeball-to-eye-
ball” confrontation with the United States, the So-
viets had been forced to back down by superior
‘American power. Their naval power had been no
match for ours, and the strategic nuclear balance
looming behind the conventional matchup had

" been even more overwhelmingly favorable to the

‘United States. In short, the Soviets knew that they
would be beaten in a limited naval engagement,

"and that if such an engagement should escalate

into 2 nuclear exchange, their country would suf.
fer much greater damage than they could inflict
upon us. It was this ‘situation that, Kuznetsov
the Soviets would never allow to' arise
again. : Cw s - T

- Nor was it any secvet that the Soviets proved as
good as Kuznetsov's word. They embarked on a

-military build-up so steady and of such impressive
‘breadth and scope that.concealment would have

‘been impossible even if it had been the objective,

" In every category of military power, conventional |
and nuclear, strategic and tactical, on land, on the

sea, and in the air, the Soviets moved relentlessly

‘forward, Quantities were increased year by year

while the quality and sophistication of these ever

larger arsenals ‘were simultaneously -being im-

. proved and refined. | L,

‘The facts, as I say, were known, There'might be
uncertainty or disagreement over the exact dimen-

member of the American team, John J. McCloy, _'

sions of the Soviet build-up. Inside the CIA, for

“‘example, analysts_ examining' the data came up

“with a lower estimate of the sums the Soviets were

spending on the military than a group of outside

. rial, But there was no disagreement among the in.

analysts (“Team B") looking at the same mate-

Torrmed over the upward direction of the general

trend, - . .

* * * * i

-

ruTS IS THE SECOND PART OF A FIVE
PART SERIES. A T

. 'I\Hz second major element of the new
consensus is the obverse of the first.

That is, as Soviet power is now generally recog-
nized to have been rising, so American power is

‘now Sseen to have been declining; and as the in-

crease in Soviet power is now understood to repre-
sent an index of aggressive designs directly threat-

ening to us, so the decline of American power is |

acknowledged to have broyght consequences al-

tic steps are taken without any further delay.

 CIA-RRREP-B3ABERA0GA00A9GRN cFable, with the al-

most certain prospect of worse to come unless dras-

|
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SOVIET AID DISPUTED
N TERROR il STUDY

A Draf_r‘C I.A_._

Report N_ Being

WASHINGTON March 28 - A draft re.
port produced by thé Central Intelligence
Agency has concluded that there is insuf-
ficient evidence to substantiate Adminis~
tration charges that the Soviet Uniomn is
directly helping o foment international
terrorism,: Congressional . and Admims-
tration sources said teday,

William-J.: Casey,: Du-ector of Central
Intelligence,. ‘has asked his analysts, the
sources said, to review their conclusions;
given the substantial opposmon to the re-
port from other agencies.

- The draft estimate, produced._ - the
C.I.A.’s National . Foreign Assessments
Center, has stirred debate within-Admin-
istration foreign policy circles, as foreign
-affairs spokesmen have publxcly accused
the Soviet' Union of training, eqmppmg,

‘of the draft estimate has
once again raised questions about the
relationship between .intelligence’ offi-
cials and policy makers, with some C.I.A.
officials concerned that the agency.is
_coming under presstre to tailor its analy-
sig to fit the policy views of the Adminis-

Sum.lar c.bargﬁrwere made dunng(the
.Carter ‘Administration -and resulted: in
frequently” bitter - exchanges  between
policy makers and inteiligence officials. ..
Bruce C. Clark, whobeads the agency’s:

assessmaents, or analysis unit, is retiring|.

from the C.I.A. in April, in- what officials
said was a personal decision unrelated to
the dispute over the intemgence estimate
“on terTOrISI. it Sk o

ealviaT o] Lnku—&

- . that Mr, Clark’s successor would be the
.“current director of the agency’s opera

*the Administration took office,- - official

‘Torism 15 one of xts key forexgn pohcy ot

“dent Reagan’s national security adviser

‘cumulated to demonstrate the Sovie
:Union’s involvement in international te:
:mrism Mr. Allen also Sald that the Soviet|
{Union was “‘probably””. supporting the| :
“Palestine Liberation Organization, which{
.he said must be identified as a terrorist
.organization, . through  financial . assist-
“ance and rt.hrough Suppo;

- STAT

NEW YORK TIMES
29 MARCH 1981

*--One official said that a ‘successor hac
not been named, but another indicate<

tions unit, J ohn McMahon.
“The special national intelligence esti
mate on terrorism was begun soon afte!

said. Secretary-of State- Alexander M
Haig Jr. sdid on Jan. 28 in his first new
-conference that the Soviet Union, as par
of a “‘conscious policy,” undertoo]
“training, funding and eqmppmg” of in
ternational terrorists. . Rt

. The Administration has subsequentl
szud that combatting international ter

S . ',, 3
Ample Evldence’ onSoviet Role . =
“i'In addition, Richard V. Allen, Pres

‘said in an interview with: ABC News thi

week that ““arnple evidence'’ had been ac

000100090001-9

its umam

RS

Fmally,_ Mz Allen concluded‘_tilat Is-
‘raeli air raids into southern Lebanon

-should be generally recognized as a “hot

pursmt of a sort and therefore, justified.”

- Officials said that the draft estimate
contamed some factual evidence to sup-
port charges that the Soviet Union was di-

‘rectly . aiding -and .abetting -terrorist

‘groups, but that in many instances the

“evidence of such involvement was elther |
:murky or nonexistent. - :

. The estimate, which was circulated for
comment to the State Department, Na-

.tional Security Council, Defense Intelli-
- gence Agency, and the National Security
- Agency,

sm'red angry debate and re-

.oommer‘xted »”
_s:onal officials, however, voiced concern
“asked to tailor its views to fit the public

-‘_'t1onoff1c1als

‘supported- .

:Qther - Admxmstranon 'and Congres-
that the.-agency was-once again being

pronouncements of semor Admmxstra-

“*There would not have been a re\new 1f
xhe estimate’s conclusions had totally
the. ... . ini i

charges,’’t the ofﬁcy_

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01 137R000106090001-9
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ARTICLE APPEANY THE WASHINGTON POST
o3 PAGE_ 422 . 29 March 1981

€14 Said to Doub |

T . J1® hd ‘ :'A"
Soviet Tie toTerrorism!
LI e :
'+ A draft report prepared by the CIA “strongly dis-

.~ _ 8grees” with Reagan administration contentions that
_ the Soviet Union is a key supporter of mternational
terrorism, government sources said. yesterday, .. ...

-+ 'The sources, who asked not-to-be identified, said

the CIA conclusion is contained in a draft of A na-
tional intelligence: survey being circulated on Capitol
Hill and within the administration. .~ st gl
“It strongly disagrees with Reagan’s and [Secre-
tary of State Alexander M) Haig's contention that
the Soviets are behind international terrorisrn,” . a.

- osource said. " . i e Sergred, e
_‘The survey-also includes assessments prepared by | -

the Pentagon and the State Department, according
- tothesources. . .7 il iigen e et
- [« {The Defense Intelligence Agency concludes that
., the Soviets ‘are. in it [support for international ter-
. Torism] up to their necks,” one source-said, 7 - .-
© i.“There i3 no smoking gun. And since you don’t
: have that, no, the Soviets aren’t. behind internation...
“al terrorism,” is the way one source summarized the
‘CIA’'s findings. - SRR LT
i The sources said CIA admits there is “circurnstan-
;tial evidence” of Soviet involvement in terrorist ac-
-*tivities, but insufficient “credible evidence.” o
"+ “The [CIA] conclusion is a hicl y political one,™
_one source said. T sy
- 'The sources declined to say exactly what data the
. CIA relied on, noting that much of it included clas- |
-sified secrets, - .-~ . : S
%" The-assessments are contained in a report known
a3 a National Intelligence Estimate. The final report .
~i3 not expected 1o be made public. '
~"The:CIA is the primary - agency responsible for
- preparing the intelligence estimate, S
- Haig said on"Jan.-28 in his first news confersrice |
. “that even though the Soviéts have. been the targsts
: of " terrorist activities, - “they" today are involved in |. -
.conscious policies which foster, support and expand™
international terrorism. - . TR
.+ M think it is cleaf that we have an unprecedent-"

" ed, at least in character and scope, risk-taking mode -
" on the part of the Soviet Union mot Just In this-.
~hemisphere, but in Africa as well,” the secretary of |

. ostatesaid. - - S ER *P:”l
- Haig ordered a review of administration efforts to [
. -combat international terrorism. o il

A

R SN
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““BSSAY

- "WASHINGTON, March.25 — Only:
" ‘experienced Mafiologists understand -
" the division of power and turf in'the
...Reagan .syndicate. Five -"families
*: dominatethe foreign policy scene: <
-+l The Meese Family. Big EQ's chxef
- forelgn policy caporegime is Richard

_-Allen,” whose iconsigliere is Richard - -
-recently-slapped-down - =

" Pipes,.. the.
hard-liner.’ This -White House family
was rejuctantly: forced to go to. T.he_-
- mattresses this week with: - -
© 2.Big Al’s Family_ Underboss ofthe;
.Haig gang in Foggy Bottom is Larry -
Eagleburger,, although William “‘the .
.. Judge"” Clark, from the Meese family,-
is permitted to attend all but- blood-
farmly meetings. Other clans were
- ‘content tolet Big Al’s family appear to
" be dominant until Big Al'— who is said"
10 sprinkle -turfbuilder:-on his ‘con
. flakes:—~-began to believe his own.
adulatory cover stories. However, the_
Ha:g menretainclosetiesto:’:7. © .t
i 3...Cap -the Knife's Family. " Cap’s
~'Pentagon" clan boasts' Frank ‘‘the
- Fence Jumper’* Carlucei, who brought
- with:him complete kn 'wledge of th
" family jewelsof: s Zi
i 4.Casey’s. Famtly Thxs upnver'
' C.ILA: mob, with undérboss Boboy
-("Ihat’s My Real Name”) Inman and
= European button man Hans Heymaim,
: 18 reluctant to share Iis secrets with -
i the’smallest and weakest of the group:
... Willie the ACDA’s Family, which

Arms i Control. ; and . Disarrpament
\gency: is req\nred by statute to blab-
o_the Capitol ‘Hill fuzz, The Meese
- family, blocked Gen.'Ed Rowney from-
i becoming:thé ACDA’s godfather be=
: cause hewas too close to Big Al’s fam!
: ly. and the job has been offered to Eu-
: gene '“the Yalie” Rastow. Capore-
gtme-m-place s -Michael - - Pillsbury,
" threatened by Scott Thompson if the
Meese family proves willing to accept
stwo Democrats to head ACDA, - :
2¥As we all know,” when Big Al de-
ma.ndecl to be narmned capo di tutti capi
" on any occasion that-all five families
_came under attack the Meese clan
.countered ' with . “crisis .. manager’”
George Bush who has the undxsputed

i

' Appr_‘oved -

. expert, knew enough not to threaten to
+Tesign this time — his family franchise
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* ego-tripping and also deals with the

. “telligence E3
1 . "tral enamies, and 40 not evaluate U.s. |

--Include United Siales deélense poien-

. raattresses before it permits the fuzz

“* " have been ﬁgreed to among the five.

. '_w;thout the approval of alt five fami-
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What only Mafiologists know, bow- ]
ever, is that this clasi goes beyond.p

.substantive question: ' Which family
shall control the spy satellites? Cap

TtheKnilte's Air rorce owns them and 1s

mm
Tamiily, put Casey s famly evaluates |

" the data and Big Al'vould bé disadvan-

~ tagedinacrss v‘ﬁtﬁouiﬂiewora'fm_" -

-RAyolitéand the " Big Brd.” . |
i S ate,. which*fe.
mamshldden from fuzz on the Hill &
The peachfuzz in the §allenes, 15 6raw- |
‘ing betweén the Cap the Kigie and
Caséy familizs. Casey's National In-

timailzs Teport on poten-

_lorces; oy tne Undcerfoss wan 1]

fial in his reports. But since these esii- |
‘mates must also go to the juzz, Cap’s -
family in the Pentagon will go to th

-tQ play one farml_y off aaamst anoth..
er. . i:
We should not be misled, howeve;,

by lurid tales of mter-xamﬂy poachmg;
,and scrapping.- Certain. basic. rules.|

clans ’ ¥, .
1.No caalo should be sent oversea.s.;

lies: This' rule-has- always been ad- ]
‘hered to.- Disdgreements- are ofter ]
thrashed out- at:*'IG”.:(Ihteragency |
-Group) meetings at the level of Rich-
‘ard Burt of Big Al's family, and Richs$
ard Perle of Cap the Xnife’s family,
obwatmg theneed for too many Apalasy
-chin-like **S1G”(Senior IG) gather,;
‘ings- of the dons. Not -yet.'settled; .
whether’ policy speeches” must be
.signed off on by all five families. <7
"2.Every family should tell the fuzv
thesame story.:This rule is rarely]
"breached, which rmade Big Al’s heart=]
felt singing to the House such a source|
.of consternation. The favored means:
of* ‘communi¢ation to. the. fuzz Ay
through “‘the Jefferson group,” an in
formal multifamily grouvp formerty
‘called *'the Madison Group’; the ap-
:proved fuzz informer is Je%se Helma
- consigliere, John Carbough. &
3.No _ farnily should leak to ‘the
peachfuzz to ernbarress another. This-|
.rule has been-shattered: Evans and
,—Novak havedetailed Big Al’s triumphs
over Cap the Knife, and Marvin Kall.
-showed the text of ‘'a SIG Pakistan].
study on NBC telewswn (fortunately.,
nobody sawit). -+ oo
+Can there be peace ‘among equall A
-powerful families, or must onte of them
5 redommate?. k

- haxgemony Thoughheis embarrassed
"today, be plans a:quiet coup‘ next
week: State’ sLarry the Eagle, aceom-
pamed by ACDA’s Michael the Pjll;

«are going to Brussels for a meeting of

% now, %mgm@mn dis.

cover that this meeting was ‘consid.]
: ered by Europeans to be the cold dawn

%« the Specxal Consultative Group to dis-{ o
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Reagan Foreign Po

- A Rash of Opposing Statements Bring

i

cies Into Question

e

Ve - [
i - WASHINGTON, March 19 — During
- ithe Presidential campaign, Ronald Rea-
' 2an often toe't.the Carter Administration
to task for vacillation and confusion in its |
foreign policy statements, and last month
his counselor, Edwin Meese 3d, assureda
: sz . national television audience
that, by contrast, the Reas
-7 gan Administration. *‘will
- speak with one voice.”™ -y
. . But lately the Republican
o newcomers have discovered
“that it is easier to promise harmony and
-consistency thantapracticeit. i+ 5.7
*' A flurty over the comments of Richard
E. 'Pipes, .the Harvard expert on - the
Soviet Union who is now a member of the
National Security Council staff, is merely
‘the latest in a string of foreign policy bob-
- bles, disagreements and. reversals that
have irked and worried Toreign officials
and embarrassed' the White House and
. State Department.: -~ R
- .Mz, Pipes caused.a sti

‘ _ “when he was
"quoted, but not identified,’in a:Reuters
news- agency interview - as“saying that
.there was 1o alternative to war 'with the
Soviet Union if the Russians did not aban-

-dori Communismi. He-was ‘also quoted.as |

‘saying ‘that Foreign Minister Hans-Die-
trich Genscher of West. Germany - was
susc'epdbleto_Smﬁetpér;uasim;;;’; S
" .."West Germans Were Unhappy... .
. . The West Germans were unhappy and
the White House so concerned that report-
ers were quickly summoned by the White
House press secretary, James S.' Brady,.
who issued a terse statement disavowing-
-Mr. Pipes’s Terarks as neither author-
‘ized nor an accurate reflection of policy:
-Higb-level: State Department officials
;vere equally vexed-at Mr: Plpes’s stri- !
dency. ity e SRR - T

‘- O Montday Mr> Brady was disavowing-

- | another Administration official, John A, ]

Bushpell, ‘acting Assistant” Secretary of
State for Latin American Affairs. -~

:  On Thursday Mr. Bushnell, seekingto
‘play down American. involvement in EI
Salvador, told reporters at a background
‘briefing:::"*Our impression is- that- this
story is running about five times as bigas
it reallyis.”” Referring to the 54 American

"advisers sent’ to-that.country, he added
‘that *judging by the press coverage of-
this I would bave thought ‘we had dew

By HEDRICK SMITH -
 Jz, Special 0 T New York Thnes  ©. o
[ Privately some- Administration offi-*

-cials were embarrassed, acknowledging
that press coverage of El Sajvador had

ton’s own aggressive efforts to publicize
outside aid to the leftist zuerriilas there.

amistaketo get into a confrontation with
the press, sent Mr. Brady out to say that
-the-President did not feel the sitnation
was being exaggerated and:that Mr.
_Bushnell “‘was speaking for himself.” -
- There have been other zigzags as well.

.‘Defense Secretary Caspar W. Weinber-

‘ger created concern in Europe ‘when he
: unexpectadly raised the possibility that
neutron warheads might be deployed in
r Western Europe, Secretary of State Alex-
iander M. Haig Jr. rushed out a cabie to
reassure the Eurppeans that this was not

{ United Statespolicy. - - . .

-:Navy: Secretary John F.. Lehman,
meeting with reporters in early March,
came out against continued American ob-

servance of the strategic arms agree-

1979. By nightfall the State Department
felt obliged to disavow Mr. Lehman’s
corhments and to say for the first time
that Washington would abide by the
agreements as long as the Russians did. .

The State Departiment has done its own
fast 'turnarounds,- too. ®n Friday Mr.
Haig talked ominously about forthcomin g
‘Soviet military maneuvers.in Poland and
bow: that situation was getting tense
again. Aiter some meetings in Moscow

‘itwas no longer so concerned, though pri-
vately seme officials were fearful of hav-
ing sounded the alarm oncetoooften:. -
> SovietIntentions Often Unclear —
- Soviet intentions are often unclear. The

[ €arter Administration. sounded .alarms

-about’ Poland last December that were
mot boree out by Soviet actions, -2, "

- But the Reagan Administration’s prol
lems run. deeper than that. Representa-
-tive Benjamin S. Rosenthal, Demecrat of
| New: York, charged yesterday that “the
. up-and-down, roller coaster, Zigeing and
 zagging". of statements suggested that
‘the Administration’s policy was “essen-
tially based on'a reaction to the Soviets'”

ployeda whole division, . ;.

R e

| without a positive strategy. ~—~ .-
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! alized the intellectual underpinnings of

largely ‘responded - to :the Administra- |

/| and they find it hard to break those habits

. ‘Speaking for Himself’ .0, 7.
“*White House strategists, feeling it was

ments signed with Moscow in 1972 and |

.the department changed its tune and said-

k- Rrivately; some;; Administrition,. offi-

STAT

cials acknowledge that the Réégan for-
eign policy team has still not worked out
i anoverall policy framework or conceptu.

" its daily actions. *“‘Aside from opposing
" the Soviets, we don’t really have a 1oreign
policy,” said one experianced diplomat.
“*All this is such a change that people are
-disoriented,” said-another career diplo-

~Government.” - - Gueniod, -
What compounds the problem is that
the Administration recruited s-gumber of
/| highly articulate, strong-minded; utspo-
-ken and often hard-line intei] s wha
were accustomed o airing their views,

and become anonymous bureaucrats.
-~ Very Pessimistic Estimates

Mr. Pi for example, was the well-
dmown [sader o e 2am’’ intellt-

gence assessment in 19/6 that produced
D Very 1IMISTIC eSimates of soviet abil-
i ities an§ intenfions thaft were consicer-

mat. “There’s a lot of confusioninside the)

1

i _ably at ocds with O1iicial estimates.

-~ 5ince them he Has written widely about

¢ .the - militancy of Marxism-Leninisrn,

| Soviet expansionism and Soviet prepara-

- tions for fighting nuclear war, and has
traced the'roots of what he sees as Soviet

" ry- Inaharbinger of the Administration’s
early statements, he wrote of the Moscow
leadership last year: “We must expose

- its support of terrorism as widsly as pos-
sible, It must be made absolutely clear

pated.,”” . S Cen
Even Administration- officials whl
| agree with those views privately assert’
| the need for greater discipline‘in the'ne'«ﬂ
| foreign policy team. Some suggest tha{lt\i‘

foa

such problems are part of the leamif
}_ process for a team unaccustomed to offi-
»cial responsibilities. Others predict t}faq
such problems will persist until the Presi:
dent and his top advisers have solidifizd
their basic policy framework. - = - 3%~

—

terrorism t0 19th-century Russian histo-] - - -

‘that these actions will no longer be tolep}
8L
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?'“--!g-a 30%. 13
‘Qﬁ’ O.i-ii_u. ?t.%,_gf% q?@i}.

Tols three part SBulietin azrips on 20 veurs of CIA
estimates of Soviet miiilary "“sz-a”“hll?a reviaws tyo
decades of charges that since tke eatly 15608 the CIA
has Systemo. caily underesiieeaied Sovist militacy
soepding, technicnd czpebilifies and weapors deploy-
ment.

Today's first instalimeot, “The Security Blanket

. That Failed,” ef’g}t\rﬁ tr2 geone of the blunders as

5em Jy a n*m‘zbm of -2xTarts wwno have analyzed the

" pepurts during hoth Ravuplican and DPemoersiic
Administrations,

"JIL‘JAM F.PARHAM
‘Bulletin $taft Writer
WASHINGTON — The U.S. government has wasted

Billies of dollars over ihe past two decades on
iraccurate estimates and forecasts of Soviel military

spending and capabilitias, zecording io present and

tormer {J.S. intelligence and deiense officials,
Bver since the Sovials enconcaged the U.S. in the laLe
- 1950s to overestimate Sovist depleyment and accuracy
of intercontinental ballistic missiles_(IC’BMs) which led
fo the famous “Inissile gap’, U.S. Presidents and

Congresses have reached d.ﬂ'f‘_h Tlimits agreements with
the Soviets and have cetarmined U.S. defense invest-
ments on the basis of inaccurate intelligence about what
the Soviets were spending on defense and what weapons
they were planning. to depioy, sé.gategn.ally as wail g3
tactically, The Builetin has learned
" The u}'}éccurate mta:hge}ce has Geen the Subject of
often heated debate within the inteliigence cornmunity
since the mid-1560s, with soma critics elaiming tr'ey
were forced out of the Cla for quesioning the agency's
figures. Racently, more cwinous questions have been”
raised about pessitie explanations for the errors.

. Was it simply the result of bureaucratic bungling or
stubborness on e part of tieg2 involved, some of the
critics- ask. Or was it the result of Soviet deception
peasibly mchzdmg “raoles” or Soviet agents in hi gh
positions in the U.5. governzeent?.

Whatever the cawuse, it iz beginning to- dawn en
Capitol Hill and throughout the new Administéation that
the money wasted cn lne pror estimales may be oniy -
the tip of a very unplessani iceterg.

An even more significani ceat of the U.S. intelligence
community's pematanﬂy low estimates may be realized
in the hundreds of billions of dolars the U.5. may decide
to spend during the 1550s on extzemely expensive crash
programs,. such as the MX rnissile, to prevert the

If the c¥?sh caten-up programs ray over the next

decade, says one analyst on Capitol Hill, the ultirnate -

The secu:*i v bianket that *azied
. i,

‘maior ordamzatio

"mates to be 108 |

ceSt Of We mass
could be ““beyond
Weast and the vic
default, all at a i
of the Sowiet sy:
apparent.”
Complicating. e
the Central Intel
anaiysts and mb
consistently low 8§
producing them, :
way they used to, '
President Rea
William J. Casey,
deputy director, e
CIA's analytical pe
matiom hearin
- But a CIA §

yet bzen underta)
analyzes Somet b
grams,
The Bulletm ha
— Current C]
spending (81 to 6f
the actual Soviet

rate for rubles in
exdctly what is b
single accurate co

— CIA estima
percentage of nati
percent to 13 pi
probably 18 percer,

— CIA estimatd
purchasing as a p4
machinery are {00
over 50 percent thi
605 and 35 percent

— The CIA &st
better, and unless|

estimating Soviet n
to be even further ouc in nive years than it is pow. ~ °

— The CIA was apparently caugtt unawares by itk
introduction, refinement ordeployment guantisy oe i'm- .
ing of at least ig ma)or new Smret Weapans sysr.e:ns ard
technolegies. .

- Also, analysis of the annual Poszure Stalerrents of
the various Secretaries of Dafanse ggaz.s’: subpequas
developments shows the CIA was caught by msre rapid,
or extensive development or dsplo,amert than 1t bad
expected of numerons systa’rz:! :md mac}'mx;&' ‘:LM
ing:

— A large dep_n Jmer't of Sov1=t medim}. bcmrarﬁ ga
the late 19505 and early 1950s;

— A large deolovment of - medin ﬂ:ﬁmmd;?.tw
range ballistic missiles (B/TRBMs) in the saria périod;

-~ The deployment of a secend gezse;a*‘on mrsub-
lainched ballistic missiles (SLR3M=}, £5N-3s, on ageei

. of Yankee-class subs in the mid- lsas,

~~ The deployment cf muliipie i m-..e?“'-":cénLj te_rge;a-'
ble reentry vehicle (MIRV) warbeads o 33342, ;. -
& -t

‘Sometsfrom ABRARFF - RREREIDORRY 6% ClnuDR &i@iﬁﬁéﬁéﬁﬁ@iﬁn togeirg

_ gﬁg&‘_ TLEIURE
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Still, ‘Pipes will be the reigning Whits House,
Soviet scholar, working for National Security Ad--
.viser-Richard’ Allen, who will be reporting to the:
president through -White . House * Counselor Ed:
Meese. One way or another, then, the -thinking of}
Richard Pipes is pretty much assured a hearing. - < 4

Whiat'you find in his writings are the scholarly under-J
‘pinnings for rtiuch of what both Reagan and Haig have:
been’saying-about the Soviet-hand in’ world terroristnit -
“and/or. Moseow’s-master plan for world domination.- Bty B
] - +#{The roots of Soviet terroriam, indeed of miodern,

% terrorism,” Pipes wrote recently, date back to 1879,

e "ﬂ whegd an Danizati% called “The- People’s Will” was

s SIPLETRG . BT SR TR created ‘in"a"small Riissian town, Lipetsk. This small]
c Bﬁ‘m}‘ 11:19.76: vhzn Gmfgedl?ushwas hfead of the:| . “band of politicat assessins; whick: among other things,
AN TSR | e G i Py L
 -up 2 hig biouhaba by going outside the govermment ‘momed o Togenas o Broups whether they be)
for a “second opinion” on the critical question of the - _&éwegmimﬁﬁmagaﬁe or PLOS k. e

_ Soviet Union’s global strategy: 47 % Ol "".Today, Pipes maintains that the' Soviet Union
- 'To the distinct discomfort, of the"pro essionals on the; “encourages and employs terrorism because terror-]
ms:de,Bushrcalledm Harvard Prof. Richard Pipes, a’ ism is a handy and relatively cheap weapon in their
~Russian’ history. scholar and close-student. of Soviet af-1: arsenal- to. destroy Western societies. . . . We must!

: ‘faxm.‘And,; Bm}} set. up what. came. to- be Jnown asy "expose its'support of terrorism as widely as possible.
(:’t?ﬁ;n B _:mg_tl;é rr:zt::;o hmr:g(g"‘i‘?auih;”?nmgsl Yoo ..'—It‘-mqgg;__bcle made absolutely clear that these ac-
"0 Uﬁiﬂﬂ Jverninent esumators { "1 Ey Je 2 tivities will no longer be tolerated. - S °
- The'net effect-was to introduce into the final. re- On_the broader question of Soviet desizgns, Pipes.

b AN e ot I ST e

: © port.aimuch:dimmer view'ofithe Soviet-Union’ss “reaches far back fmbo ; s
.signs for.world hegemony and- of -its' willingness tox _nant élement in-Russian S0Ciety. i AT s sl
 Yesort to nuclear war in pursuit of its purposes.” - . 1 - “Militancy=::that'is; a commitment 6 violence and?

- Today George Bush sits in: the vice president’s of:g ..coercion-—and -its » principal :inémnnentality milita-
fice.in the White House. And right: across the street. , “tism,” he wrote recently.-“seem- to: me as centrat tou
.in the Executive Office Building, in an office with: &  Soviet communism s the pursuit of Fit £0 sorietio
" splendid" Viewof Washington landmarks, sits: the'. with tmaket orfented S OF Profit o societies
“same Prof, Pipes. He 19°TIOW Onr the inside-as a ."’.’en'f‘i;-‘" o Commentary magazine lasty ear’ Lol arg“&:d inﬁ 3]
By O ST e e B S bR
= qops Yo might:say, of i Team- A% with: a ‘view. ofri  Leninism'is by its véiy natiirea militant doctrine,” It
: iz:lztgt&t;ﬁsm;h;%ogrgnggmg hasgrowngn : .'1'%’ a]so,he-vwer;; on,',}',‘flan‘. i.ntema_ti_onaLadQctrineif Ry
Sre oy e i SESUIE 1OUL years, o . “The phases in-the evolution of mankind are global jr-
-~ Along .W‘t_h the Test of the Reagan NSC. staff, Plp‘?@:i ", scope and cannot be, contained {except transitionally) 7

T ‘under “tight* wraps:* o “public: pronouncements; - " within the limits of the nati L
- everything for Fladie o ¢ Pronouncements; | . within UISOF e natlon-state.”. . .in-f:Ga o]
Sl e R T O e

ually seeking téacquire new territory, which Tequires:

get-a grasp of:his current: thinking from assorted e o buffers, Which-in’firn- must be assimilated, roe
-cently published works; with a little unattributable i oy ‘quiring yet more. b - inlan é rocess. Thed
s iom from the profassor b P4 i ‘quinag yet more. buffers, in"an éndless process. Thedl

A ey‘ fL:" iBoviets;: he; insists; will not: hesitate to usé’ nuclear §
f es omr the Sovet I3 ay : e-well - ,weapons,.not.as deterrent, :or a threat—but ‘actually
worth taking, if fir fo other resson than what it tells, . ;use them, ‘a3 a part-of global:strategy. The ultimate
“you- about theé-Reagan tean’§’ taste. in Sovietologists; | “aim-

~you ab heaga } tasie. I o gIsts, ‘aim-~indeed a necessity for.the success of Marxist-:
“Just how direct-a hand he will'have in policymaking ist Leninism--is the destruction of capitalism. =~ .-

%" Pipes orr” the Sovet Union. js, a'crash.

- ‘hard: to'say. Secretary=of State’Alexander Haig ist . “Ronsld Reagan, it ould be argued, needs Tittle enc
‘ plainly bent on making:the, S.tateuDepart_mer,l,t the be-4 couragement in these beliefs. But anytime he's looking
all-and-end-all of foreign policy “formation.” He- will3 for intellectual and historical reinforcement, ke will find
have Walter Stoessel, a former ambassador to Moscow: +it right across the street, in the office of Prof, Pipes, s
- and career-long Soviet expert, in the No. 3 job and, as.. B T SRR

 his"“top" man “for-policy planning, * Paul Wolfowitz]
* (another former member, incidentally, of “Team B”);3
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- map American strat-.

less formidable than
" what - some of them

A sarily a cause for re--

from debilitating Soviet weaknesses
than from supposed Sovxet rmhtary
might. i

Probably not su‘ce World War II,
when the Soviet Unjon scruggled to -
evict its German invaders, has the Jong 7

view from the Kremlin windows been::
so bleaz. The solutions to crushing:
probiems at home and abroad seem be- =

yond the grasp of Soviet planners.
The r=al world that Leonid 1. Brezh-

" nav and s elderly Politburo comrades
acknowledge in the privacy of their:
" meeting rooms contains few of the su- -

perlatives that dominate Pravda’s:
political verbiage.

It is, in fact, becoming mcreasmgly
evident that the principal danger to
world peace is not posed by the nefari- |

on iomenting revolutions and over-
whelming the West with military
might, but by the Soviet Union's reac-
tion to failures and frustrations that
stern from mcura.ble ﬂaws thhm 1ts
own creaXy system. T T

- This assessment is, obvxously, hy—
pothesis. No one, perhaps not €ven any
of the solemn old men who sit around

the long table in the Kremlin palace, |
has all the facts. And certainly not this .
writer. But it is not difficult to recon-
struct a semblance of the tour d’horizon
on which Mr. Brezhnev must be basing "
his calculations. The closer President -
Reagan and his advisers can replicate |
‘the view from the Kremlin windows, ]|
the more effectively will the new ad- -

ministration be able to construct an -
American pohcy to deal with any Scmet
threat.

There can be no quesnon that the re-"
ports Mr. Brezhnev recenves from his
aides depict an int:
replete with hostile, xm.ractable and
dangerous elements. There is, of

T T S T S S SR

i portantly, a profound crisis in the

" in the Oval Office tow

egy for the 1980's, the.:
. Russian actuality that 3]
confronts them may be

may have perceived. |
i But this is not neces- -

joicing. Greater dangers may - arise.’

-yt

ous schemes of Communist plotters set-!

¥edraesbel
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chronically unsettled Soviet barrier
zone—this tirne in Poland, an area that
poses unusual historic hazards jor Rus-
sia. And there is the 4,600-mile frontier
with China, guarded by one million
Soviet troops, about one quarter of the
‘Red Army, and backed by countless nu- -
clear weapons targeted against China’s
principal cities. For 10 years, this enor-
mous Soviet force has been positioned
against a perceived threat of war with

China. There is nothing at present!

to suggest that this apprehension of im- l

pendmg danger will dlsappear in the
. nextdecade.

- The view westward is no more reas-:
" suring. Now that détente has gone down |
the drain, the United States and its:

European allies (plus Japan) loom

‘threateningly on the Soviet horizon as

. an entity more suspicious of Moscow |
today than at any time since the height
of the cold war. In Soviet eyes, the
United States and its allies are per-
ceived as a capitalist monolith of ramp- .
ant military and economic strength, a
colossus that grows more and rnore for-
midable in violation of every precept of
Marx and Lenin.

When Mr. Brezhnev casts his atten-
tion inwarg, on his own country, he con-
fronts evidence even more disturbing.
Until 10 years ago, the Soviet gross na-
tional product rose at a buoyant rate of
8 percent to 10 percent annually, Sirce
1970, the rate of growth has dwindled.
The G.N.P. for 1980, United States ex- |
perts estimate, increased by barely 1]

first five-year plan more than 50 years
ago has so sluggish a peacetime growth
been recorded. Soviet agriculture, in
particular, is a catastraphe:- Annual
shortfalls of millions of tons of grain
have, time and again, put the Soviet
‘Union in the humiliating position of
being dependent on hostile powers, in-
cluding the United States, for help in
feeding its 260 million citizens.

The history of recent years, a hlstory
of decelerating Soviet production rela-
tive to American growth, contains no
evidence that Moscow can quickly re-
verse its economic stagnation. The lat-
est C.I.A. statistics indicate that the
United States, despite its own economic
woes, now outproduces the sclerotic
Soviet Union by 40 percent. Put another

ha 2ol comfgrf)%s Fﬂjfp‘g%%F

for every $6 allotted by Moscow in the
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percent. Not since Stalin launched his |
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ment of Soviet military capability, con-|
cluded that the Soviet Union was engag-
ing in a massive arms buildup — al-
though many Western analysts now be-.
lieve this was neveractually achieved:”
Earlier, an in-house team concluded,
‘that the C.I.A. had been underestimat-
ing what the Soviet Union was spending |
on defense. Its calculations indicated
that the Soviet Union's defense spend-;
ing was actually in a range of 11 per-
cent to 13 percent of its G.N.P., not the 8.
percent to 8 percent previously estimat-
ed. The 1976 C.I.A. figures, which Team
B used in reaching its conclusion abcut
. the Soviet defense buildup, were based |
. on a reassessment of the ruble’s real!
purchasing power in the Soviet Union. :
These currency adjustments, however, |
do not affect the amount of military; i
hardware . produced by the Sovxet !
Union. ) .

That same year, other military ex-",
perts estimated that by 1950 the Soviet !
Union’s defense spending wounld rise to
an annual rate of 18 percent of its-
G.N.P. By way of contrast, the United :
States has-recently been spending ;
about 6 percent of its G.N.P. on de-1
fense. President Carter’s 1982 budget !
projected a defense increase of 5.3 per--
cent (about 5.6 percent of the nation’s
‘G.N.P.){forthenextfiscal year.

— Current C.I_A_estirnates of Soviet de-_
fense spending calculate the increase
annually during the late 1960°s and 70°'s
at about 3 percent to 4 percent, roughly
equal to the growth of the Soviet G.N.P.
in recent years. What now interests
Western defense experts is the future
relationship between Moscow's arns
spendmg andi 1ts sluggxsh G N P.

a

Is the bad news for Leonid Brezhnev
good news for the new President of
United States? It sounds like good
news. It sounds very optimistic. But
there is a paradox here. Weakness,
particularly internal weakness, in a
ﬂwwer can sornetimes be more

RCAAAQR0O MW IsBength. A secure na- 1_

-tion negotiates with confidence. A na- !

some expe

accelerating arms race without crip-
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Reagan adviser Pipes insists he’s the latter

By Nina McCaia
Globe Staif

in America on -his 17th

He and his father and

the ‘Nazi invasion of Poland.
© One of his mest vivid memories

of his new country was seeing an.

advertisement with a quot.atlon
from Benlamin Franklin. -~

“It said something ltke, ‘Unfore-

seen events need not change the
course of men's lives.’ 1 laughed. |
had witnessed the cutbreak of war
in Poland. seen my house de-
stroyed, besn forced to leave home
and migrate thousands of mijes.”
The chasm between American
optimiem and the Eastern Europe-
an expertenceof the ravages of war
has ahaped Richard Pipes’ view of
the' workd ang, for the next few
_years, Pipes will have a hand in
shaping America’s foreign ‘policy.
The Harvard myoiessor . will be the-

- Jchard -Pipes; arnved_
tirthday, July i, 1940,
mother had fled from

gperialist on the Soviet Union for
the Reagan sdministration's Na-
t!on.z] Serurity Cannetl. -, . .

" He-is onte of the leading figures
ln a group of intellectuals who are
lumped tagether under the label

“neoconservative,” many of wheee
members- write for the combative
Commentary magaziné. Pipes

shares with them a conviction that

‘America has grown soft and sleepy
about national defense and a deter-
inination to lead a reawakening,
Pipes says he and and llke-
tinder membe=rs of the Committes
on the Present Dariger are “the
-same kind of people who, in 1936 or
1937, would have backed Churchill
-in Englard. [Prople who said] Ger-
-many is arming. preparlng for war,
and we are doing nothing."™

Substitute the words ‘'Soviet

'Unlon for “Germany” and you
have a rough notlon. of Pipes™ ap-
preach to US-Soviet relations.

 Pipes 13 the Iatest in a serles of
Saoviet experts to serve in the high-
est coundils in Washington. Like
those who have preceded him, from
Charles E. (Chip) Bohlen and
George Kennan to Henry Kisainger,
Zbignlew Brzezinakt and Marshall
Shulman, Pipes brings his own in-
terpretation of UQSoviet rel.ationa
to the job.

- Although he sharea a common
Eastern European background
with Kissinger and Brzezinaki,
Pipes i3 sharply critical of what he

the doctrine of detente which Kis
singer firat espoused and more re

cently downplayed.
The problem with deterite — the
pursuit of arms limitation, trade

" agresments and a stabllized US-So-

vist relationship — P!pasarg\m is
that the Russians arm't playing
by the same rules. While American
strategists talk about nuclear par-
ity and deterrence, the Sovists are
alming for Supeﬂorlty and, ulti’
mately, victory.

Often described as a “hard-
liner” or “"hawk.” Pipes prefers to
think of himsell as a realtat. -

“If you want to prevent nuclear
war, or to contain the damage, you

have to look 2t it realistically,”
‘Pipes sald In an interview last

week. “That doés not mean I am in

favor of nuclear war: You would |
_ have to be tnsane {to favor such a
_war)...lamav

pacmc person
ldnntcvmownag\m
" Plpes i3 partiduarly, mu-x of

- the notion.-which he sa¥ys has heen

sc3d to Americans by a successlon
of poiitical leaders of both parties,

~-that nucléar war s "un!hinlcable" -
and * unlmaghmble -

“The Idea that the e.xplosiﬂn of
one nuclear bomb meana the end of
mankind leads to paralysis,” he
says. “You have to kook at it very
ooldly . .. If a physictan is confront-
ed with a terrible dizeaze, he i3 not
ltkely to cure it by tzaring his halr
out. You want aphysldan who ]
cool.”

- A tall, slender man whose dark
halr 1s in retrzat from a high fore-

head, Pipes personifles cool. Jug
gling an inierview and a ‘steady

stream of phone calis fiom well-

wishers,” he managed to be gra-
clous, pleased and unflustered.
- Pipes Is an expert on 1€th cen-

. tury Russlan who has spent 34 of
-. his 57 y=are at Harvard, first as a

graduate student and then as a
professor. As he t=lls it, If the Har-
vard history department had been

more flexible, he might not be on

his way to Washingion now.
After a couple of rs at a
small college In Ohlo and ‘three
in the Air Force, Fipes came
to Harvard interested In the history
of art and philescphy, which he

~ wanted to combine somehow with

the Russtan studies he had begun

. at Cornell under Air Forge aus-

pices. "The history department
was very strictly set up, then and
now,” Pipes recalls, “and they sald

forced me to chocse betwesn Rua- -

slan history and my other Lnt‘;r-
ests.”

Pipes makes his home with his
wife Irene in a handsome old house
on a quiet side street I Cambridge.
{Two grown sons live In other parts

- of the. country) Japanese prints,

paintings and pleces of sculpture
fill the rooms, evidencs of his con-
tinuing Intersst in art. But other
interesis — in photodraphy, roes

country amng and svdvnmlng -

. have fallen by the wayside In re-

oent years 28 Pipes has devoted

more and more of his tirse to the-

debate over US foreign policy:.
He first caught the eye of Wash-
ingion insiders in- 1970 when he

dellvered a paper on US-Soviet rela- .
tions to the Ameri¢an Historical :

Association. An alde to Sen. Henry

Jaclson (D-Wash.) liked the paper -

“and” Pipes became a eonsuitant to

Jackson's Permanent Commlttee
on Investigations.

" But it was not untll 1576 that he
gainad patinal atwnt&ou when be

 _headed the “Btear f

non-governmental expm‘.s brought

in by President Ford's Foretgn In-

telligence Advisory Board to assess
US cstimates, of Soviet strength.
“The experis Iooked at e Ssame
da
Central Intslligencs A?ncv [{ VR
and came to startlinglv different
canclusions, .

- The team’s h!ghlycntlcal report
_char that the CIA had consis-
tently underestimated the nature

- and extenit of the Soviet threat. It

warned that the Sovlets wonld
soon be militarlly supertor to the

. -US and could use that superiority
to force US withdrawal from cru-

clal areas like the Mideast, -
Coming in the midst of the Nix-

- on-Ford era of relattvely good rela-

tions with the Soviet Union, the re-
port struck at the very foundations
of the Strategle Arms Limitatlons

Talks (SALT) and created turmoll .

within the intelligence community,

" Qut of the "B team™came the
Committee orr the Present Danger -
(there was some membership over- :
lap), and a widely-discussed article :
in Commentary in which Plpes set :

out his vlews on Soviet strategy.
In that article, entitled “Why

- the Sovlet Unfon Thinks It Could -

Fight and Win a Nueclear War,” he |
argued that Amerlcans have been |
deluded into bellevlne that the So- -
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Of

ew case of an old malady -~ military
.‘'gaposis.’” -As._Secretary. of Defense..
- designate Caspar Weinberger testifiad
* at his confirmation hearings, the new
|- team will come into office believing -
i: thatit mustbridgea strategic gap that
now gives the Soviet Union a distin

" advantage over the United States. -~ ==

7 ‘Twenty years ago the Kennedy Ad- -
.- ministration took over with much the
_ 'same’ View Just ‘as ‘Ronald Reagan
" campaigned last year on the supposed
-lead the Russians had taken in mili-
- tary power, so John F., Kennedy made
- MUCh in 1960 of the *missile gap” he

- Administration belieyed to exist. -
. - Then as. now, there was. official
* backing for that notion. The Air Force -

- eral.times the number of interconti- .
+ nental ballistic missiles that the u.s..
..planned., The - House "Appropriations .
--Committee. forecast."a *3-to.l. Soviet-
[ lead in ICBM’s by the endof1962.. .
' Oncein bower, however, Mr., Kenne- -

- U-2"-flights* -nor' other intelligence
‘reans wcould. verify any - extensive
: Bumber:- of - Saviet “ICBM . launching' :
- sites... By4 November - 1561, - Hanson .
.- Baldwin, - the .military”editor ‘of The..
~New York Times,: could Teport that-
- newPDefense Departwnent - estimates-:

. put Soviet ICBM strength at 30 to 75,
- instead of the 260 to 1,000 the ‘missile
:-gappers had variously predicted. The -

=: United States then ‘deployed 180 Atlas .

¥ missiles, and had 18 rore ready to go -

~on line; ‘withthe second-generation

zMinuteman nearing deployment, -.- .
-7« Mr.. Kennedy- never officially -disa.
- vowed the missile gap, but he neverre-
 ferred to it again, either. That doesit
. Iean, of course;:that Mr. Weinberger -
:‘and Mr. Reagan‘ are in for the same
texperience, but. it does suggest' that
:theys" might- :well -'stay- loose: .until,
1they:ve seen-all -the “evidence on
ztoday’s reputed gap. . B

- - The basie source for that gap is the

ireport of -“‘Team: B, a: group of X

“perts on militiry and Soviet affairs

Yomich- greater ! than‘’ previously ' be- 12

- Heved. This view was heavily based on

proved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01137R0001000900

¥ and other critics. of the Eisenhower

- reported that by 1964 the Russians.-
"~ would have the ability to produce sey. -

‘dy’s Secretary of Defense, Robert §. = -
McNamara, discovered that neither -
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a C.I.A. reassessment of Soviet' mily
tary spending, which concluded that-
such spending had jumped from 6to 8
percent of the gross national product
to 11 to 13 percent — or “‘doubled,"” as.
American hard.liners liked to put it.

among conservatives of botlr parties,
including Mr. Reagan and his advis.

that of 191, they*ll find that what the
C.1.A. actually said abeut the appar-
ent Soviet increase in defense spend-.
ing was as follows: SR

changed., It also implies that Soviet de. ;
. fense industries are far less efficient :

than formerly believed,”

The Team B estimate is now gospel |

‘“This does not mean that the impact :
.of defense programs on the Soviet |
- economy has.increased — only that |
on-has a .. our appreciation of this impact has

* ers; but if they bring as hard an eyeto |
the new gap as'Mr. McNamara did to |

|
i
|
l
|

- Arthur M. Cox, a former State De.

partment and C.I.A. official, writing in
the Nov. 6 New York Review of Books,

- interpreted this to mean that the Soviet .

‘military effort absorbéd rmore Soviet
'G.N.P. than previously believed not be~
cause defense spending actually had
doubled but-because the C.I.A. had.
- raised jts estimate of how much Soviet
. G.N.P. was absorbed by inefficient-
military production. Thus, in J anuary
1930, the C.I1.A. reported that Soviet -
‘‘defense activities’ for 197079, esti-
mated in constant dollars, “'increased
at an average anmal rate of 3 per-
cent” — about the same rate at which
- the U.S: and its NATO. partners have
" raised theirs in the last four years.’
.+ Paul Warnke, the former Carter Ad-
.. ministration arms negotiator, ad-
- vanced much the same thesis at a de-

* fense Information in New’ York last
Oct. 15. In rebuttal, Lieut. Gen, Daniel
O. Graham, retired, a2 member of
Team B and a former Director of De-
- fense Intelligence, failed — at least in.

- my view — to refute the Cox-Warnke
interpretation. | e .
-+ - General, Graham insisted that g

"1 Soviet defector had confirmed the sup-

“ posed increase in Moscow's military

program.- Citing andther factor in

Y Team ‘B’s” conclusion, he also sug-

“‘gesteqd that the Russians had ‘'poured

- 200 times the U.S. effort into civil de-,

-fense” in preparation for ‘starting a

~bate sponsored by the Center for De- |

uclear war. But Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown has derided the idea
‘that civil defense could- save Soviet
.cities from an American attack, even
after a Soviet first strike. Mr. Cox said

~only a defense against a much- more
limited attack by the Chinese, - - - i

‘Mr. Weinberger, athis hearing, had
the good sense to reject the current fad
for fixed-percentage increases in milj..
tary spending and to pledge to re-study
the - Carter Administration’s over.
"blown basing plan for 200 MX missiles

the Russians contend their- effort is|-

examination of a strategic gap often’
* proclaimed,. as in 1960, but:no better,
- documented then tham mear - .o b g o

3
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i President-elect Reagan for “a pause”.in
‘new SALT talks, coupled with the possi~
"bility -of defense strategist William. Van

- trol negotiator; points-to a decisive break

to-'go- slow " in’‘new: -superpower nuclear |
-arms talks came 10-days ago from.the | .
-transition team turned lose on the Arms;

- security -strategists,-.the -report . is de—~

- Soviet violations of

- Cleave, the brilliant iconoclast whose un-

* ed: the second ‘or third top Pentagon job

-berger. ' During "~ the " presidential - cam-

‘Southem California proféssor. =

faced -

Rowland-E'vans and Roberz‘ Novak -

Aﬁgrovaq, For Release

THE WASHINGTCN POST
29 December 1980

Van’ Cléave 2 as. SALT N e

The conf dentxal recommendatxon to

Cleave's’ becoming’ Reagan's ‘arms. con-

with .arms. control philesophy that. any.
SALT treaty is a good SALT treaty,: = 3=
;The’ unpublicized proposal for Reagan

Control. and’ Disarmament Aaency Now-
required reading by, Re agan’s natxonal

‘b, those who ‘have: studied it as’
~ the .-

-linkage, :
completa - disclosure - of - mdely alleged
t agreements and”
inigsts- that the rebut dm'r _qf U.S.. mili-*
tary strength to- provxde a “margin of
safety” should _precede a new SALT
treaty e g

-.That happens to comcxde “with. arrs |-
contrm philosophies . long-held by~ Van.

diplomatic-candor has cest him the Rea--
gan administration posts he most want-

under Defense Secretary Caspar Wein-|

paign, Van Cleave was Reagan’s princi
pal adviser on arms control, a policy area
intimately known to the. Umvemmy of

- What Weinberger and other tOp-Ievel
Reagamta have found ‘abrasive about’
‘Van Cleave- both: -during the campaign
and- more recently in.the post-election’
transition could be his greatest asset as
‘chief American negotiator “with stony-

%;met bargam-huntemxm the

o et L T RAL T L e

- ate subcommittee headed by Sen. Henry-

' "fhas come all

" enough for him. Reagan agents souudmv p

" won over, roainly with the argument that

“the fact that it is having an enthusiastic
-team . was headed by James “Malone,
* Nizxon-Ford ‘ administration. Its" central’

“proposal: "that” until -¢ompletion of  a
;{thorosgh, interagency reassessment of

Kremlin, “Bill as our nucléar'arms nego-'
‘tiator,” .a Re#igan insider privately re- |
marlked, “would be exactly right in send- |
ing Moscow the. message that Reagan is.
one- president who won't be rolled over
on SALT ™~ ]
“¥ Van Cleavew member of the 1971-
'--72 armas control niegotiating team but re-

-signed before-the :Nixon administration|

accepted and! mgned SALT I in Moscow
“in 1972, But in’ testimony before a Sen-.

Jackson, hé'warned that the tréaty con~
“tained weaknéssés that might prove dan- |
gerdus’ in the- fumrs-Ja prophecy that
e m the past‘. enght

Van Cleave ‘also served ‘on Team B
.the famous group of outside experts ap-

" but when he got an agreement 2%. years -
- later, opposition ran s high that he did-

_.Senate sr i

~pointed in 1976 by then-Central Intelli- |
“gence director Georze Bush as a check.|
on tno CI ‘-‘x’s awn expert assessment of

Concelvably, Van Cleave, whose repu—';
.tatxon for intellectual honesty emerged .
‘unscathed from his battles with Wein-"
“berger and other Reagan insiders, might
decide - that being chief .arms’ control
“negotiator ".is.. a challenge not " large.

:him out on the proenect think he can be-_
no one else could have as much symbohc-'j'
impact on Moscow. . 7o o

: A equal argument mxvht be found in
the strong tone of the ACDA transition.
team’s report to the president-elect and

Teception by senior Reagan advisers, The

"ACDA’s _géneral “counsel-:during - the

- nism. 'The - report’s strongest argument
: for going slow is that SALT has become
-'a permanent excuse for Western failurg

“challenge,” a dictum Van Cleave hu'nae_t
: lmght have written,.- - -

“put arms control, which is clearly an im-
‘Portant aspect of the superpower. rela;i
‘tionship, into proper perspective after 10’

2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01137R000100090001-9

cotiator?

“all’arms control and pational secuntyh

.strategy . ... a pause in all arms control |
.negotldtxons is essential. 2

... If, a3’ e¥pected, - that ™ bewmes the
- president-elect’s policy, the Reagan ad-
ministration would follow an arms. con-:

trol strategy exactly opposite ‘that of'|

-Jimmy - Carter - four years -ago. -Carter
rushed- into SALT-talks with Moscow, -

not even. try to push 11: to

yote in the

Reavans; transxtlon “tear * warns
acramst ‘unilaterat arms reductions” by
the United States in hope of ‘enticing
Soviet reciprocity, That is a deliberate:
reminder of the -Alice-in-Wondertand
arms control theory of the Carter admin-.

istration during its blinkered days when | .

Carter claimed the West no longer need-
have (.n ‘inordinate fear” of commu-

to come to grips with the Soviet militarv

“The shrewd move to confront the Sol

- viets with the cold-steel will and detersd -
mination ‘of Bill- Van Clesve as chief] -

American SALT negotiator ‘could help

years of dangerous experimentation. . 31
- Senate critics who would try to shooa

down Van Cleave would soon learn thig
_fact: Reagan wants a new SALT treaty]
“but a treaty that is good, not bad or onl}e _

fair, for the United States. With Van!

~Cleave as his negotiator,. he ‘would ‘noff
*lose any sleep worrymg

< et L8}
u_‘--,\n.... .-u.—:-q..!‘l
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Reaa 71 Urge,
To Reoraam.,e ’

U S Iniez’fzvence

. By JUDI’IH MII.LER
. Spadﬂmmmzwkmss"
WASHINGTON Deci: 7 —: Presxd .-
_elect Ronald - Reagan’s_transmon team.
for the_Central Imelhgence Agency has:
- proposed several sweepu'vr changes in. the:
.organization-and_ operadons of the Da--
‘tion's. mtelhﬂence , programs, mcludmg
‘increased_ emphams--e oa. covert::action.
-abroad, accordmg tDVIr Reavan '$ advis-i

. port on the C.LA. was completed late la L
“week and iS to be subrmitted to Mr. ‘Rea-’
gan’s transition headquaners tomorrow.:

. The, panel is headed by.J, Wzlham de-.
f-dendorﬂ . Zd',. ;,fdrra,ezi"" -t

bank kolding comp y.’ =
s addition. to calling f'-r an enhanced
'role and increasedfinancing for covert.
~activities,. - the=» report- ; recommends
greater attention- to- coun:ennte;hgenco
tojcombat what is, viewed as a growing.
threat -of Soviet: -plonage and mtema-;
nonal terronsm. = ”
- = "Central RecorﬂsSystem
; Thls could be zccomplished, the report
'1ssaxd to suggest, through the creation of
-a_central records systerhi that would be
‘used by both the CI.A. ‘and domestic.law-!
.enforcement agencies, inciuding the Fed-l

.eral Buteau of Invesuaancn. Such' a
.move has been resisted by Government’|
;officials in the. pastcn the ground that it
could pose a thréar to the civil ubema of
-American citizens, - et e ;

NEW YORX TIMES
8 DECEMBER 1930

also recommends the astablishment of a
cormpetitive system of inteiligence analy-

sig; iitended to provoke wider debate on |
_sensfive international issues. Under the
“propesal, the Central Intelligence Agency
_wiifld be forced to defend its conclusions
-agarmst those of other intelligence agen-
) cies, such as the Pentagon’ s Defense In-|
; temge.nceAgency- . i '

Accordmg 10 several axdes these steps

--cou‘l’d be taken without legislation. But

they added that the proposals, and the

trapsition effort itself,” had™ aiready|
profnpted deep anxiety and debate within |
the agencies. Moreover, the wide-ranging |
debare over the structure of the intelli- |
gence bureaus and the quality of intelli- |

gengethey produce have recenily exacer-
bated- long-standing tensions on the Sen-
ate Intelhvence Committee, :

“Ttough Mr: ’Vhttendorf declmed to dis-

cuss,thd report, he said in an interview
yésterday that he favored a more “ag-
g.resewe" approach to-intelligence and

that.the report’s recommendations were|

aimédat “‘increasing the pmductxvity” of
theintelligence agencies. S

Williarn H. Casey, Mr. Reagan’s cam-
paign director, who is a strong prospect
for the post of Director of Central Intelli-
gence, is known to hold similar views.
Howaver, it is not known whether either

. Mr.-Casey or Mr. Reagan will approve

the transition team’s recommendations.
The proposals are similar to several

- cortzined in a recent report prapared for

senidr Reagan advisers by the Heritage

-Fourrdation, a conservative Washington-

baséd. research group. However, the

" propgsals touch on a number of complex
issués that have been debated for years '

by intelligence officials. -

Among the - rmost sensmve of the
proposals is the call for the competing’
centers of analysis. Many intelligence ex-
perts believe that the idea is good in prin-
ciple but difficult in practice, as a previ-

0
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ous attemp! r'ereeosToor yea
group of outside specialists was asked by ;

" .George Bush, then Direcior of Central In-

telhger'(,e and now Vice Presicent-slect,
to appraise Soviet mlhtary potentxal and
mtentxons

) . “Troubleinthe Agencieg

The group, known as Team B, con-
cluded that the C.I.A. and other agencies

. had underestimated the Soviet buildug

and that Moscow was bent on achieving
strategic superiority. Tke effort soamed
an acrimonicus debate in intelligence cir-
¢les and upset C.[.A. apalysts when re-
ports of Team B’s conc:lstns appeared
in the press.. Bl

Reagan- aides conter-d that ur'der its
plan, the competing analyses would be |

~ provided not by outsiders but by such
other intelligence bureaus as the Defense. .

" Intelligence Agency. While the Reagan
-aides behev° that this approach would.

ixmnrove the overall quality ¢of American
intelligence, C.I.A. offidials maintain
that the Pentagon intelligence apparatus

tive COIlnteI"W&lght

contend that competing centers of analy-

consensus view from the Director of Can.

.teligence Estirnates, in which disagree-
ments among intelligence bureaus are
usuaily noted only in footnotes, . .-,

. A Longstanding Debate -

“Ths report’s recommendation that a“‘
‘‘central file” be established to enthance:

coordinaticn - of countemntelhgence ac-
-tivities is. likely to be opposed by civil
liberties groups. The file would contain
data collected om the activities of sus-
pected foreign agents, including - thair

dealings with Americans. Such groups as '

the American Civil Liberties Union have

maintained that this information could.

~violate citizens’ privacy rights.. - N
Finally, there has for

S UL S A S E,

C‘bl‘?"‘Im
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is not capable of functmnmg as an effec-. .

Moreover; some mtengence experts-
'sis, as once existed, would overempha-.
size disagreements among intelligence ;
agencies. “The President now receivss a

tral Intelligence In so<called Mational In-

years been a
- growmg debate over the push fora larver i
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Somet S Mﬂrtary;:Buﬂdup |

NEZW YORK TIMES
7 DECEMBER 1930

. By RICHART BU RT
Special o The New York Tlme.'s .

WASHINGTON “Dec. 6 -~ The steady|i -

gruwth of Soviet military power, a matter
of prime concern to-the incorging admin-
stration of President-elect’ Ronald Rea-~
“gan, has emerged as one of the most trou-
‘bling problems facing the Umted State.s
‘and jts Westernallies.. -~ -

v Moscow's military buxldup, in the view
of some Amencan specmhsts could sig-

~-The Soviet Military: i

Its Power ‘and Lumts :
Fusfoﬁhrecarttcles R

mfy -an 1deologxca11y mspirﬂd dnve fm-
political domination. In the view of others .
it reflects.a. senser of insecurity deeply
rootedin Russianhistory. © -~ -

. Alsonot easily answered is the quesuon,

whlch country is the more powerful: the |
“Soviet Union, with 3,658,000 in the armed
services, based on conscription for two or
three years and an obligation in the re- :
‘serves to the age of 50; or the United
‘States, with its tomzoi ?.,050 000 vniu:n~_
teers . e

'--Anxssueomanonas Concem e

_ "Inthearea orf.nuclear weawns there is
agreement that the Soviet Untion has at-
tained "strategu: party"wrth the Umted
States. 2o )

I cmvenuonal forcas, . the Sovxet

.Umcm is ahead in numbers-of weapons’
and troops. But this superiority is viewed
‘as- offset by American-technolcgical su-
premacy. The Soviet Union is trying to.

[

catch up and in suck- categories as '
ground-combat vebictes is said to have =

‘surpassedtheUmtedStates. f
. As the Prﬁ:dgutal election campa:gn
mustrated the debate over Soviet mili-

tary power has beccme an issue. of na-

tional concern.. -

In part the focus on \Iosoow’s mxhtary

bl aim i b

" Four years ago a debate was stirred i m
American mtellwence circles after a
group of academic specialists was asked '
by George Bush, then Director of Central
Intelligence and now Vice President-
| elect,. to appraise Sowet military poten-
‘tial and intentions. The group, known as
Team ‘B, concluded that:the C.I.A. and
| other agencies had underestimated the !
.Soviet buildup and that Moscow was bent
on achxevmg strategic supanonty :

. ..Debate on Soviet Imentwns {'_
" On one side of the present debate, spe-

| cialists such as Richard-E. Pipes, a Har-

vard professor who advises; ‘Mr. Reagan
and who directed the Team B effort, point -
' to Moscow’s buildup to assert that it har-
borsaggresswedemgns. i

‘Other -specialists;, mcludmg Arthur
i Macy Cox, a former State Department
i and C.1.A. analyst, contend that ther=isa
i danger of exaggerating the Soviet build-
up. They assert that Moscow, from its
point of view, faces threats from nearly
every dxrecuon and feels it must rely on;

- militarypower! . -
#: Asmuchasa fifthof the Sovxet rmlztary

budget, it is estimated, is directed not
‘against the West but against China, And
.Soviet forces in Europ= have another pe-
ripheral function: keeping the Eastern
Eumpean alliesinline. -

Most of the Soviast units. added to the
“area since 1967 were sent i during the
Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia
in 1968. Soviet forces in Eastern Europe
" would also be likely to participate in any
‘intervention in Poland that the Sov:et
Union might decide to make. :

. Moscow’s nuclear. potential . .is -con-
“strained, in some respects, by Smnet-
“Americanarms agreements.. ..

" The 1972 treaty on antiballistic xmsmles

.puts limits these defensive systems, and

. both sides appear willing to continue to
‘cemply with the 1972 interim’ accord ox

" ment of missiles in Cuba, which ended

" Under Secretary of Defense for Research-

. .cow had outspent Washington on defense
: by 3240 billion in the 1970’s.

.- bz C.IAS practice’ of calculating the-

for Asfense last year compared with $20

Jmight reflects concern in the Peatazon’ .. ronge offensive missiles, which set
|and in Congress over the status of the exxstmggerms totals as ceilings: 2,358 for-
American military, with some asserting the Soviet Union-and 1,710 for the "United
that American forces have declined in States. That accord did not cover long-
size, quality and readiness. 4i -7 range bombers.

‘However, the Soviet Union’s; bmldup - The Resagan Admuustrauon, Repubu-
has also fostered questions over. its canleaderssay, will scrap the 1979 treaty-
strategic goals. inthe last 15 years it is that was signed by President Carter but

has not been ratified. It calls for limiting-
said to have purseed a. cslustméxetd pro-; each side to a total of 2,250 missiles and |
gram of expanding its puclear deterrst bombers. However, Repubhca.n aides
andits cqnvendonaj forces. 3.5 4545 . have indicated that talks on a new agree-
: Approved For Releasenzﬂow ocenmas'
_" could begin soon after Mr. Reagan enters
thaWhiteHouse N N_,,.% S ey

" The 1962 crisis over the Soviet places |

when the Russians, confronted with su-
perior American power, agreed to with-
¢ draw the missiles, is.thought to have
marked a turn in the Sowet—Amﬂncaa
arms competition. . .

Although the United Stats was bm.ld—
ing up at a faster rate in the early 1960’s,
the Soviet Union soon began ta take the
initiative. Intelligence specialists believe:
that, afterthe 1962 crisis and the ouster of
Nikita 5. Khruashchev from power in 1664,
+ Moscow’sleaders vowead that never again
would the Sovist Union allow itsaif to be.
humiliated by the United States.

Conseq.;ently during Leoaid 1. Brezh. |
nev's {enure, the Sowet milizary budget |
is estimated to have grawn by 3 or 4 per-
cent annually. m the late 1960'5 and in the
1970’s. Ll B

Noting this gruwtb Wzllxam R. Perry,

. and Engineering, said recently that Mos--

 Distortion of Manpower Costs )

Thzs and Other estimates are chal-.
lenged by Mr. Cox and Franklyn D, Holz-
man, an econemist at the Harvard Ruse
sian Research Center. ‘They cont=nd that

sizz of the Sorier military budzst in the
eguivalent doliars it would cost the
Urnitz¢ States exaggerates the cost of
manpawer, which is paid less in th
Sovist Union.

Mr. Holzman and other experts agree
that, with an economy &0 percent that of
the United States, the Soviet Union now:
: spends at least as rmuch for the armed
" forces asthe United States, or thﬂ- eqmva—
lent of 165 biilion a year. -

Sacretary of Defense Hamld Brown

said early this year that the balance be-
tween the United States and the Soviet
Unior should not be viewed in isolation |
but ratherin the contexzt of the respectwe
allied military 2fforts. - -

Accordmg {2 Pentagon e‘:perts the
allies in Western Europe spent 376 billion.

biition by the East Eurcpeans. The Inter-
national nstitute for Strategic Studies|
says thai the Atiantic alliance’s total,
spanding thus slightly .xceeds that of the
Warsaw Pact.” soE

At the same txrre t.ha msnmte con—
tends that the Soviet bloc spends its mili-
tary funds more efficiently because it
uses standardized Soviet equipment.-

Iaterviews with American. intelligence
aides, defense officials and academic
specialists indicate that Moscow bhas in-

creased its power in- nearly every xmh- .

tary sector. - o gr Tl

w:a--;— =
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THE WASHINGTON POST
3 December 1980

The :__Stra teg.ic' Imba

: The top-secret, year-end mte]llgenca
:eporr. on. the US.Soviet sirategic, bal,
‘ ance, the gravest since World War I1, is,

i getling final touches—and, for a'chiange;:
“noimsjor dmsents—before being sent to;
“President. :Carter." i '
Baaganshortly

: Between the- lines; ‘the- tepo

: "Adm. Stansfiald Turner; diréctor oﬁther

“#Central Intelligence Agency, démolishes’

?Ilopes of.the- armsecontrol lobby; that:a-

newproducuon, not new cottrols.”

«“Known-as” National:Intelligence” Esti
mate 11-3-8 covenng\the» new: year:
71981, the report-is. the first in- severals

.years to emerge from:the, mtelhgence»
-community wnthout serious dissent from: ;

“the CIA’s Turner. “The admiral- has)
hard.y any. foolnotes,” one insider said:]

. Footnotes are- the t:radmonal ‘mechanism.
“for-dissenters to. regxsber dxsagreemenh-
.~without' forcing- major-revision -in the
> main - text. : For’ the 'past- three "years?|

Tumer and some of his Soviet specialists.
" bave - either - been ferocious ~footnota:!
writers;.or have been the targets of pro<
fuse footnotes by Pentagon realists. -
:- The CIA’s tandancy o downplay Sovi-
et progress.in outspendmg and.. outpro<
~-ducihg the United States in the weagons
. of strategic warfare has not been hrmted
“0.the Carter administration; Beset by in-
ternal feuds,ithe CIA in 1976 l:nre&out-
sxders (known as:*Team B™) ‘a:-help té.‘
“own experts prepare the NIE 11-3-8 cov:
ermo‘ the first year of Carter’s presxdency
- Since then,: qux’s dissents . to” the)
ﬁndmgs of otheragencies have tended to
~dilite the final product. Thus, the. esti~

-nate: for. 1981, mow - getting - ﬁmshmg

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01137R000100090001-9
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--totiches i3 the first in years solidly backed,
- by both career and political ofﬁceholdars
"'m the intelligence commumity. .

Their ‘agreement shows tbat debate
over Soviet superiority has heen resolved
*-in favor of experts who:were once called
alarmist by the arms- controllers. Those
Zam controllers, in tum, are forced into
' "the back seat. .
To-the i mcormng presxdenf: the mors|-
than 350 pages of NIF, 11-3-8 will make

pdign . promises” to build. U.S.- strategic
strength back’ to.“a margin: of safety.”
The report-contradicts the major Carter
dministration - claim that.this -nation’s

o straj:egllc rstrength gives =it . “essenhal :

four years 850 aid ¢ one now torn to shreds
“in thenew mtelhgence estimate.

- one strategic program atter another. They |
" _included the Bl penetration bomber, the .
:neutmn warhead for the defense of West—
-«-&m.Europe, accelerated . development of
: the big land-hased MX missile, the Tn-
dent submarine and cruise missiles, S
-_Carter’s thesis was the heart of error:
: we don’t need these systems because we
" already have ‘essential equivalence: what
“we need is aring control - IR
- , warnings issued when Carter
: became "president . have. ' prematurely
“ borne their bitter fruit. He was warned
that the United States”would face a
s *“window of vulnerability” hy: 1 ths mid-
o~ ’803 even if he ordered full speed ahead
‘-on these diséarded systems .He did not;"
and the “window” is now’ prematurely
" open. Reagan has little chance to close 1t
»'durmghls first term. ok
'This reslity explains why

3 na-—

fn,,htenmd readmg, for -all.'6£ his.“cam-| -

 Teéaring it to shreds were. Carter’é res|
" peated decisions slicing off and discardice ,

tmnal securify insiders were so angered by -

Sthe. dwfnmon of Reagan’s SALT. poamon

“given the West German:Burxdestag by}
 Chancellor Heimut Schmidt, This reality !
“mmakes a grotesquerie out of Ser. Chacles !

..Percy's message to.Soviet President Leo- |
- nid Brezhnev that Reagan places the high-
-estpriority on a SALT accord. - = - =
-z The new NIE 11-3-8 siudy of the skrate- -
_'gic balance mocks such pleasantries, Rea-
 gan will assiume office at a time of gravest:
- danger to this nation. Nething Izt diplo-"
- macy and perhaps 2 litde bravado stand
"between US. seeurity - and Soviet power to”
-wipe- owt-US, land-based missiles. and:
- khombers with a single counterforce attack..
"+ .Arms control talks, or even agreements
- that. eliminate major bazards trom Car~

ter's dying SALT U treaty, cannot reciify

-‘the” strategic imbalance - that - Tumner-is-
- about to document, for Carterand Reagan. |-

:The CIA’s findings leave only one Toute to |
“.zafety: production of new weapons sys-;
) te:ns,mtnout any speed limit, .-

. 1590, “wq nkerp:lazt,!nc.'_ ;
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- - Thin‘kiﬁv the unthinkable-

THE NEW REPUBLIC
8 November 1980

The NEW flrm,&smanshlp

by Tad Szulc

" For the first time since the 19505, the possibility of

nuclear war with the Soviet Union appears to be
seriously accepted by key figuresinside and nutside the
US government. What long have been unthinkable

thoughts now are entertained by influential men and
women in Washington. Meanwhile the Carter admin-
istration is moving apace with measures designed to
prepare the US—and US public opinion—for the con-
tingency of major wars. Itis a new phenomenon, based

" on the hardening conclusion that the Soviet Union’s

overwhelming concern, aside from a determination to
achieve strategic superiority over the US, centers on

‘assuring itself of military endurance and survival as a
functioning society after a protracted nuclear ex-

change. A senior White House foreign policy specialist

~says: “In 30 years, I never thought war was really
' possible: now I think it is possnble——-lf not necessarily
probab]e

-What does it all mean and where does itlead? Isit a
question of correct or incorrect perceptions held by

" officials in Washington and Moscow? What are the
- implicit dangers of such attitudes? There are no pre-

cise answers to these questions. But certain realities
are observable. In the US, the military response to the

- perceived Soviet threat includes the go-ahead for

the MX mobile missile system, the work on the “invisi-

. ble” Stealth bomber, 2 controversial shift in nuclear
‘.targeting strategy against the Soviet Union, gecént
. decisions to accelerate the production of weapons-
. grade plutonium, and the restora tion of US chemical
g 'warfare capablhty These prepa rahons are developing

ina new psychological climate that has evolved steadily
since early 1980 and goes well beyond the forums of
the presidential campaign.

The new climate, dampening the euphoria of the-

Soviet-American detente of the last decade, can be
traced to the mounting evidence of the build-up of
Soviet nuclear and conventional forces, the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan last December, and, most
recently, the dangers surrounding the current Persian
Gulf hostilities. Thoughtful analysts at the Pentagon
and the National Security Council staff emphasxze

Soviet advances in the accuracy of their huge $5-16

missiles (plus the fact that their throw-weight greatly
exceeds that of US intercontinental missiles), the
deployment of medium-range $5-20 missiles in Europe,
and the direct involvement of combat forces beyond
Soviet borders, from Angola and Ethiopia to Afghan-

- istan.“The grand development in recent years by the

Sovietsis the projection of their powerinto the world,”
says a senior Pentagon expert. And frequent and
unexplained movements of Soviet troops have wor-
ried the administration and have led to secret alerts by
US armed forces this year.

The result of all thisis that the hawks and dovesin |
and out of the government nowadays speak in strik- :

ingly similar language about the inexorable deteriora-

tion in Soviet-American relations and its long-range.

. consequences—although their points of emphasis vary.
Of course nobody in Washington desires or actually -

predicts a nuclear war. But the Carter administra-

tion—and the Reagan team—are proceeding along a

L S L S U T S F

Ooff ™

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP90-01137R000100090001-9

/

S SO,




STAT

THE WASHINGTOMN POST
25 October 1980

AFRTICLE ATFPTARED
oM PAGE

Shah Had i@si

“use of force dgainat the domestxc op-!

" insists that no.such mebsage was ev-:
er sent. Secretary of State Cyrus R. .

: Vance and his top aides feared such.’
“a message would lead only to _con-!. ‘
: siderable bloodshed and possibly civil
~war, turmoil that could only worsen |
:'Amenca 3 poattxon ;n the future of Ir-

. The prwdent held o hls hope,;
“.even when most:of his top foreign |
+ policy ‘advisers were urging him'1o;
I-'_ease the shah off his throne and be- ‘
_gin the transition to whatever ))oht- ;
%L_fcrces would follow in~power. Trx'|
FE fthal weeks, -the US. ambassador
m.,‘l:ghmn, once one, of the, shaha
..:qm;gh&t: supporters;cabled his ez~
S34eition’ to--Washington.” The presi-:
cmﬂ? attitide,. he_ sald, -was “short--
‘and did not- understand }'Pra.

<L First of o ‘series

. By Scott Armstrong '

- \thington?mtsmn Writer - .

Durmcr ‘the revolutionary turmmi :

i " {hat pulled down the shaly of Tran,
P:esxdent Carter clung to the helief .
" that the shah could be saved, éven |

~though the shah himseli had lost, | :g?ﬁiﬁ rionth later; in-any. ¢ hel!
- faith in his own power, a ﬁve-mori'h , a_mwas ‘gorie;’, permanently” exiledz
! ET Amencan presndent W sur«_,_'

7 investigation by. The Washlr
5 Post. has found."

. Two rmionths before the c&naﬂrx ﬂed ‘ . =S
to “exile, when Tran was aflame with !
proteat, the presndents national se-::

eurity adviser personally telephoned
zthe Iranian ruler, wging him fo vse !l 1
:mlhtary force to snother the ;.ﬂvo-
1utxon -

A few weeks later, the presv‘enb
'was advised to abandon the shah by :;
“ah’ outside forelgn policy expert:!
¢ whorn he called in for counsel. Tell :

{ the shah to take a long ‘vacaiion,
_the premdent was told, and begm
_ preparing for a new government in -
' Tran. The president said he couldn’’
do that to an important allxed leader )
and wouldn's. &+ -

- Inde€d, in that same penod State
Department sources say they worked .
1o soften the draft of a message 1 from
Carher to the shah, u:gmg again the

ther-peacock’ throns- could be:
gagectione’ person, ironically, who knew
wzﬂzn certa.mty ‘that™-the . shal was
zﬁaﬁ‘:’ed was Mohammied Reza Pahlavi

.1 Re shah, _
?‘t@mn as"a ‘bloodthirsty ty-rant,; dis=
rded.’ eleventh-hour? adwce\fmrm
hington to ‘gat; tough with- street
-d=Rifnstrators and - -opposition- Teaders.
Ha- was convinced:in his own’ mind
that force could not prevail-for long.!
He knew that he was slowly dying of
“cancer and was anxious.to leave hehind!
‘a stable nation that his young son could™
yile. Finally, confused .by conflicting
sizpals . from - the. United. States and
‘pressured by European leaders to ab-i
dicate, the shah in his last month in|
DOWEE: moved--to- accommodate the
oéderate opnosmon to live with some"
ﬁsent and rehnqmsh some: of his vast

£
;;.-—n o A
ZPUFE"S- BT TR P x"
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position, although the White House= =

3 de the U S:intellizence commmn__ty
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“¢used of abandoning the shah prema-

ﬁ:re}y In fact, Cart.er still hoped to pre-!-

.serve the shah’s power long after in-!

tellizenice reports and top foreign policy -
advisers insisted, as a’matter of realism,”
the United States- musi-assist-the or-:
dexly’ transition to: 'whatever polmcaL
o displac

‘the pea—‘

3 This ruch is certain: The fall of the'
shah involved a hitter though collegial
. contest' among the pres.depl;’s key- ad-
'v:sers, contpndmcr for control over-for-
eign policy and veering back and forth.:
in their prognoses for events, stalemat--
mv policy with their disagreements. o

% &blgmew Brzezinsk, the ‘president’s’
national security adviser,” appears. in-.
‘transigent in this aw:unt, stoutly re-
gisting the “unthinkable” outcome thab’

..lay ahead, demanding the toughest pold

icy line -and \ﬂtlmately prnvalhrw over
othez-s who saw the future more clearly. j
 Vance, preoccupxed with other- mat-?

ters, arms talks with'the Soviet Union

*or the Egyptian-Jsraeli peace talks, was |
strancrely inattentive to-the.alarm: bells:!

“'within his own department untl it'was!

ﬂ)o late to make a difference. o

LQTiCE. again, seems: badly “out-of- focus:
I pérceiving_the-realities- of -1 'gu.ar
dm:ontent . within - an., allied ~nation=
_Somem govemmc'nt did see the pxcture
“irgdran cléarly; but their. ‘perceptions
-sitnply did-not get through {0 the pres::
ident and his. pohcym.akers, ‘éspecially:
if 2 their - distasteful “warnings’ collided . -
v.uth the- established “official view.
i otll, thisis notjust diplomatic-his-: -
“fory:=The events.in Washington and :

Tehran that presaged the- mumph. of’
RISH Jeeplution remain with us -
23 unresolved ‘Gamplications int the:
Jhemsman&the'ﬁxhxreofﬁlat:onSt
AT L Tl oner nowa - all” ths
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V\fhy the U S., Since 1977,

“Has Been Misperceiving N
"Sowe‘t Mﬂﬁary Stn,ngth

WASHINGTON — A few weeks before the inaugux-at;oh
of President Carter in January 1977, the dramatic conclu-~’

" sions of a new Central Intelligence Agency estimate were |

leaked to the news media. The study reportedly found that
" the Soviet Union was moving rapidly to achieve military su-
periority over its adversaries and was acquiring a combina-
tion of strategic ofiensive and defensive forces that would
permit it to fight and win a limited nuclear war. The so-
called Team B report has had dramatic-and continuing im-

pact on the defense debate in the United States, especially in -

" the Congress. But the Team B findings, though never ad-
equately challenged by the Carter Administration, are
based on misinterpretation of the facts.

Team B was made up of 10 military experts, al! hard-
liners, who were asked by George Bush, the Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence at that time, to make an independent as-

- sessment of Soviet military strength. Though none of them

were members of the C.I.A. professional staff; Mr. Bush

revertheless adopted: their analysis as the official C.I.A.

estimate, rather than that of Team A, the regular C.I.A.

staff analysts. According to Lieut. Gen. Daniel 0. Graham,

one of the members of Team B, there were three major fac-
tors that influenced the Team B re-evaluation: A difference
in the strategic doctrines of the United States and Soviet

Union; & new C.I.A. estimate of Soviet defense spending

that concluded t.‘hat the perce.ntage of T.he Sovxet Unijon's :

The C LA’s Team B report has
had a ‘drama‘ac and contmumg
unpact on debate for years -

2

gmss nanonal pmduct absorbed by de ense had ]umped

from 6-to-8 percent to 11-to-13 percent; and the discovery of
‘a very important Soviet civil defense effort. Team B as-.
serted that the civil defense program imeant that the Rus--
sians were preparing a capaclty to sumve an Amencan
counterstrike, - = e BTN E
On civil defense, at least, the CarterAdmtmstratmn has
rejected the conclusions of Team B. Secretary of Defense
Harvld Brown said last Aug, 17: */I don’t think massive civil
defense programs are going to;succeed in protecting the
population of countries that try it. I think that the Soviet:
civil defense program, although it probably is 10 times as
big as ours, would nat, in my judgment prevent Soviet indus--|
try or a great fraction of the Soviet population from bemg
destroyed in an all-out thermonuclear war. .. In a limited
[puclear] war if you target cmas they re not gomg to be
 saved by dvil defense.” . -
The Soviet Union itself aclmuw]edgs that civil defense
.measures would provide little protection against the United

. w1sdom of defense policy..

Stat‘l’ nuclear arsenal The Russians maintain that their
civil defense is primarily for the purpose of provxdmg some :
protectxon in the event of war with China.

.»7Undoubtedly the greatest impact on pubhc opu'uon,-

‘came from the Team B assertion that the Soviet Union has
doubled its defense spending. Most members of Congress
believe this today. So, it seems, do most editorial writers. -
The C.1.A.’s revision has become part of the conventmnal -

- Richard M. Nizon in his hew boos ’The Real War'
writes: *In 1976 the CIA estimates of Russian military -

-spending for 1870-1975 were doubled avemight as errors -
“Were discovered and corrected. .

- Thanks in part to this in-
telligence blunder we will find ourselves looking down the
nuclear barrel in the mid.1980s.”” But Mr. \h.xon Team B,.
the Congress, and the news media have bean 'msmformed
‘The true meaning of the C.I.A. report has been missed. Here
is. the C.I,A.’s explanation for its change of estlmate- : as )
published in its 1376 report: “The new estimate of the =

of defense in the Soviet [gross national product] is -lmost
twice as hizh as the 6 to 8 percent previously estimated. This
does not mean that the impact of defense programs on the
Soviet economy has increased — only that our appreciation
of this impact has changed. It also implies that Soviet de-
fense industries are far less effzcxent than formerly be- :

.heved." (Italics are mine.).

“"So while the C.I.A. increased 1ts estlmate of the percent- R
age of Soviet gross national product spent on defense from

¢ 6-to-8 percent to 11-to-13 percent, there had in fact been no .|

doubling of the rate of actual defense spending. C.I.A. ana-
lysts had been crediting the Soviet Union with a degree of i in.
dustrial efficiency that was close to that of the United States. .
What they discovered was that Soviet defense production, in
fact, was not efficient. Thus, the Soviet defense effort was ab-

!-sorbing a greater share of the gross national product than

previously believed. What should have been cause for. ]ub:la- .
tion becama the inspiration for misguided alarm:. . :

Infact, there have been no dramatic increases in Soviet
defense spending during the entire decade. In its official .

CONTIRURD
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- :pared by the Central Intelligence Agency
" early this year, it was estimated that
“Flo3cow could surpass ihe United Stafes
_~Innearly every measure of nuclear capa-
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clear might, is

morevulnerable. = . .

continug, ihe United Srates, by the mid-;
1920’5, could find itself valnarable to nu-

cizar blackmail by Moscow.-

- Mr. Brown, for example,

Prompt a Reaction by U.3.

By RICHARD BURT

. Special to TheNow York Timas

WASHINGTON, Sept. 21 — The United }
States military, long used to having a
clear edge over the Soviet Union in nu-
being forced to adjust toa:
new era in which the American stratagic
arsenal is becoming cutdaied and ever

In recent statemenis, President Car-
ter, Secretary of Defense Harold Brown
jand othar senior officials hava asserted
that, in the area of nuclear weaponiy, ithe
United States is still *‘second to none.” At
the same time, bowever, Mr. Brown:and
his top aides have started to contend that
if present trends in the nuclear balance

told a group
-Jast month at the United States Naval

STAT

D0090001-9

| “9UMiglianctions are plaguing the strate- |
| gic’ Mrly waming and communication
! system. In two instapces over th2 last !
year, computeey at the headquarters of ;
the North Armhrican Air Defense Com-!
mand in Chey-nae Mountain, Colo., have!
malfunctioned, triggering false alarmsin
which rissiles and bombars were made |
ready for take-off. Coogressivnal audi-
tors, meanwhile, reported garer. this
 year that a new generation of cuzputers !

re becoming increasingly vilnerable..
k6r the first time, Mr. Brown said last
Tnonth, the Soviet Union might now be
ble to destroy ali 1,033 of the Air Force’s

and engineering, -toid a House, : Armed
Services.” subcommittee _
pomber defenses were rapidly improving .
and that over the next 10 years Moscow
could find a means of detecting and de-
straying the Navy's 41 missile<arrying
submarmnes. . o
9Components of the nation’s nuclear
arsenal are wearing out. The mainstay of
the Air Force’s nuclear bomber forces,
the B-32, is about 20 years oid, and offi-

.- Defense; <iuo il
Is the U.S. Prepared?

i
i‘ Second of seven articles.

cials report that the planes sufier frarman
increase in expensive maintenance prob-
lemms. The service’s 33 Titan 2.missiles, |
meanwhile, have also been in place for

and-based missiles in their underground -
silos in.a surprise nuclear “first strike.”” -
A few weeks earlier, William J. Perry, ©
Under Secretary of Defense for research ;

that ~Soviet- |

ifor the military’s worldwide cormand ;
! and control system would rot be able o
i: handle the demands created by a eajor!
i ynilitary crisis. The existing system,-
'} moreover, is considered vulnerabie and
! inadequate. - e

‘Capacity to Retaliate - __
Pentazon aides stressed that, while
! these problems were real, none of them

! meant the United States was in danger of

| Josing its capacity to retaliate after @
i' Soviet nuclear attack. They said, more-

gver, that intelligence reports indicated
! that American mclear forcss, as awhole, !
were still superior to the Sovist arsenalin
terms of readinass and reliability, al
though Soviet forces were considered
more powerful. T -

In addition, they said that Mr. Carterj
had approved numerous prograws Over
the last three years meant i0 remedy the
emarging nuclear deficiencies. Althougn
in 1977 the President canceied the B-1
bomtbter, which was proposed as a re-
vlacement for the B-52 [orce, officials
said that dir. Carter's decision to equip

two decades and have recently been

:War College in Newport, R.1., that, with~
- cut’ improvements to the ballistic mis-
:siles ard heavy bombers that make up
{ the country’s deterrent force, Washing-
ton could face “‘at best a perception of in-
feriority, 2t worst a real possibility of nu-|

clear coercion.” . :” .

Throughout the 1950°s and 60's, the

United States lad.the Soviet Union i

nearly every measure of
- including nurnbers of missiles and bom
‘ers, warhead totals and overall weapo:
‘periormance. But Moscow, spending

: much as three times more than Washing-
_tan on nuclear forces during the 1970’s, is
Ygenerally seen as having attained what
f analysts call “rough parity"sin strategic

3, - A T <K

_power. -

cidents The problems besetting the Titan .
‘2 were vividly demonstrated in Damas-
cus;-Ark., last week when a fuel tank of
‘one of the missiles, punctured by a falling
‘socket wrench, exploded and sent a cloud
of toxic chemicals intp the air. .

- gThe Government's facilities : for
4 manufacturing nuclear weapons are said
| to be in bad repair. A confidential report

strategic power] | prepared recently for the Department of ||

| Energy, the agency assigned the task of
‘ producing. nuclear. warheads, concluded

“and utilities has occurred over the past
several years which could seriously im-
pair olir ability to meet the nucledr weap-
‘ons. [requirements] forecast ~for the

-, RN 0| f15es.”” Attlie Pentagon; aides said that
" -Ina national intelligence estirnate pre-

“over the last 15 years, several Govern-

ment plants producing critical materials
“"and components for nuclear’ warhzads

j bad, been .shut, producing - significant’

bilitvy by 1923, - ;

~ Administration officials maintain that,
‘under Mr. Carter, Washington has begun
‘to counter Moscow’s - growing missile
‘power. Nevertheless, military specialists
acknowledge that several serious prob-
.lems in the nuclear arsenal need to be

. rectilied in the next few years, includin
theser , R AL Lraye

) quet_'ican.- mxséﬁgm%gm

‘deldys i weapons programs. One offi-
*¢ial, for example, said the deployment of
a new version of the Atmy’s Lance tacti-
cal'missile had slowed by 18 months be-

‘system’s warhead.

plagued by a series of well-publicized ac- -

it cials believe will save wear and tear ou

that “serious deterioration of equipment |

cause of a shortage of plutonium for the.

the older bombers with air-launched
cruise missilas in the naxt. jew years
would guarantes the Air Force's ability
to peretrate Soviet air defenses tarough
the 1980’s. P - :

The 1,000-mile range missiles, which
fly at treetop altitudes, would permit
_B-52’s to *'stand ofi”’ from Soviet air ¢e-
i fenses, a less demanding role that offi-

theagingbombers. - .. . e
Farther in the future; Secretary Brown
and other senior Pentagon aides are ex-
| cited about the prospects for deploying a
.. Stealth bomber, which would be nearly
‘invisibleto Sovietradar. =i . oEcw
. rsybmarlne Realignment . *. :
At sea, the Navy this year deployed the
first of a new class of Trident wissile sub-
_marines that will gradually replace thel0 §
Polaris vessels built in the 1560°s. Eachoof }
the new submarines will carry 24 Trident
1missiles, a 4,600-mile-rangs missile that
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W ORLD PRESS /o
By ALAN BERGER

' nvestlgatxve report looking i into""a se-
-Ties of mysterious disappearances and .

* papers were describing congressional

- or died violently. “"Police on four con-
~'tinents are- trying to find-the exact.
Z.link between these: deaths, .the CIA
‘~and the collapse of a.Sydney (Austra-
'-tmnal
- thy of John Le Carre,” the Times' i

- conclusions” from its- inqumcs* :
L. "Nugan Hand which boasted of

La:.t we‘-k whzle Amerlcan news-

- efforts to pass tough new laws protect-
+.Ing the CIA, a front—page article in the’
:"London Sunday Times implicated the
~-agency in shady dealings reminiscent
of the disclosures made five years ago’
~i -the "Senate’s. Church committee
hearlngs on intelligence activities.

‘The Sunday Times article: was.an

- violént  deaths around -the. world.”
Heroh tratfickers and couriers as well -
» as “bank- officers_and- CIA~ personnel“
have been among -the "dozen or sa’

7 people who dlsappeared mysteriously:

~lial-based bank, Nugan Hand Interna- -
the Times reported.~ - . =7
Saying ;'the: story has a. plot.' wor=

".vestigative team offered-these *'

> "And there is evidence’ that the
: bank was nurtured, -and’ may ‘éven..|
“_have been set up, by the CI
One strand of the intricate “Nugan
““Hand affair” begins in Australia with '
“.a Melbourne:.coroner’s ' Inquest - into
".the murder of a young couple. the Wll— ;
- sons, whose bodies. were dug up re-"]
s-cently from- shallow graves near “a
surfmg beach. The Wilsons, who were .
-both -shot in the head, had’ been<
“couriers for Terrence John Clark .an-
. -alleged heroin trafficker who “'import-’
“ed 48 kilograms of heroin — worth $2
million of kllo = into’ AuQLFl ust

“fine months, ARRERYS
-tant commissioner . for. crime in (Qe'
Austrahan clty of Victoria., 2 ra iy

"BOSTON GLOBE
7 September 1980

Before their death, the Wilsons
told Australian police everything
-knew about Clark’s -heroin o
.-tions., Subsequently, . two. senijor
¢cials of Australia's Federal Narc
- Bureau who were in the pay of

““handed " him tapes 'of ‘the Wilsons |
-making their statements.” Clark has
- long since dl:appeared but, according l
“to the Times, Melbornes coroner |

saxcl he was in no’ doubt that Clark ‘
hlred hit men to klll the Wll:,ons g

Ofl"lcxal mvestlgatlons of those re-
cords that survived tHe collapse of the
Nugan Hand bank revealed that -Nu-
gan Hand had been "banker to big
heroin traffickers .. but, Undoubted-
_ly.the senior-and most smxster traf-~
flcker was ’l‘errence Clark

On Jan 27 of this year, Frank Nu-
gan cofounder of Nugan Hand,."was
.found shot dead in hla Mercedes-Benz
sedan on a lonely, .road in the Blue
-Mountains;- 100 miles west of
Sydney.” " After . ‘\Iugans death, his
-American parfner, Mike Hand,
.phoned the bank's- busmeas associ-
ateés and told them," accorclmcf to the
‘Times account: “'You're nat gomd to
‘believe. this, but' it looks like Fr ank
-ripped off a stack of money e

\.__Then after callmg in“a hquldator
and “blaming his former partner for
réverything that. had “gone “wrang,
:Hand: :disappeared.”In his wake he
left.' ‘what the Timeés described as
-"chaos.”-Records were missing. and
; there were debts totaling 850 mllllon
= But most- puzzlmg of all to the Times
“was- that “almost no- creditors have
- publicly--emerged -t stake'thelr
clalms Why'? -

The' Times explanatlon was "that

: “Nugan's Hand's chief. client was the;j
ECIA, ‘and that the bank was set up to
move‘ covert funds into Southeast

age 2006/01/30 :.CIA-RDP90-01 137R0001 00‘09'0(‘)01 -9

1978"
“weights strapped to his waist and a |

K ulabvely the Teams raised the possi-
~ bility of a link from the } _\lugan I-land_

-_v_through McDonald_.
LA less speculatwe nk" was’ to for-~

:whose visiting card was found on thé

“the Times he *“was simply Nugan's US
“legal advisor,,

"Tesentative’ who had served with thef
0SS {a -forerurner of ‘the CIA) and !
‘been a commander in Vietnam. Nu~§
. gan Hand's man‘in Taiwan was flight ;
"services ma'lacfer for Civil Air Trans-
- port, “another. Cl-\-owned company.
-And -the. Mamnla's - ‘consultant” .was
Gen. Ray Manors, a Vietnam veteran,
who is now helping the CIA to analyze |
- the failed attempt to rescue the Ameri-,
can hostaﬁes inIran.” :

Another as:»ccxate oi' t.he bank’
mentioned inr the Times investigation’
‘was Walt McDonpald, an economxet
who was a CIA “consultant™ for- 25 !
years and a closé friend of John Ar-
- thur Paisley. the ClA’s deputy head of |
_the. Office-of the Office -of Strategic
Research : whose bloated body was:’

lishecl out of Chesapeake Bay, Md..'in;
with 40 pounds - of diving |

-buillet hole benind the left ear.” Spec-.

affair to- Palslev_

mer- 'CIA - diréctof Wllllam Colby
dead body o Frank Nugan: Colby told :
"There was no conneci

“tion between Mr, Nugan and my inte
haence background he said.””




: ,.an attempt to catch up. ~

- ons is even more momentous than the'|
- 'development of the atomic bomb. Its:| -
- implications for the- security..of ‘the |
:* freg world. in this decade, are so awe-
“some™t

and ‘most leaders of thef

_ Special to The Globe ]

- stage.. --* .

_of the mtelligence commumty

-said;*"It glves me little
I

By John Blerman )

WASHINGTON. = Much of the
American intelhdence community
seems convinced the Soviet Union is
on the brink of developing a-range of .
dxrectedfnergy weapons — the‘death
‘rays” of old-fashioned sclence fiction.

Meanwhﬂe the Pentagon is belat-
edly accelerating its own program 1 in

! :-.For some time, the Central Intelli- -

gence Agency (CIA), the Defense Intelli- .
~ gence- Agency and Air Force Intelli-
gence. have been at odds over _]LlSt how

far advanced the Soviets ‘are-in thxs
revo]utionaw branch of weaponry:.:

- According to-Aviation- Weekly,. in-
formatxon collected and analyzed dur-
ing the past. few months indicates the
Soviets now :have an- -operational,
land-based laser-weapon: capable of.
putting low-orbiting US spy satellites
out of action.- And; according to the”
authoritative technical weekly they
also havean even more awesome par-
ticle-beam- devxce in- the preprototype

. Until: recent]y Air Force Intelh-
ence was unable to convince the rest
and

conbequently the US govemment .
that the Soviets were forging ahead in
this crucial: branch of. weapons techs
nology: which the US has been pursu-
ing-at-what a senlox’ ‘Peritagon. scxevn—_‘:

hst concedes js**an academlc pace.”
».-Maj. Gen. George FY’ Keegan head

of Air Force Intelligencey’ ‘reslgned in | - ¢
-1977 in protest when the ‘Administra~-

tion did not heed his warnings. Now

he feels vindicated, and many mside .

the Pentagon agree. /= ~"+'s:%
-~ Interviewed at his home near

o

Washington this’ weekend, Keegan- } -
pleasure to -

he’development of beam weap

‘cal comprehension of this governm

hAp provent: Ecwﬂhtha@elnoq

Gﬂéﬁ*ﬁ;@ﬁ%@m‘fﬁ@féﬁ#

‘world’
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" Directed
\ vices that can send concentrated de-.
! structive beams thousands of miles at’
" tremendous velocities..
ther high-energy-lasers, which travel

_-at the speed of light and  destroy or dis- -

-able their targets by heat: or particle -
‘beams, which travel slightly slower.
Particle beams are like controlled and
-directed bolts-of lightning, which -
“achieve their destructive effect by-
punchmg a hole in their target.
Unlike the strategic nuclear weap-
“ons, which they cou]d render obsolete, -
beam weapons would riot wreak,mass
‘destruction. Instead, their effect

- wonld be precise and concentrated

and their targets would be more hkely
to be mili tar) not civilian.

ther earth-based or. mounted on space’
' stations — could destroy ot dlbable en-
emy reconnaissance satellites. Operat-
'ing from space, they  could intercept .
and_destroy enemy-intercontinental
missiles within seconds of launching.

The first superpower to make such Jites orbiting at 25,000 miles.

weapons systems operational would
therefore be able to blind its opponent,
by taking out the “eyes” of its spy sat-
“ellites, and neutralize its armory of
_strategic missiles. Hence Keegan's:
-somewhat qpocalyphc view of then'
significance. - o
According to AVlathH Week the

- most ominous recent evidence of o0vi-"

"et progress in:this field- has been. pro—
‘vided by a spy sate]hte. that. spotted a-
“ huge laser or particle beam devicé at a |
“Soviet baliistic missile siteat. Sarysha-
“gan, near the Russo-Chinese. bordeér. -
Con:,tructiun at'the site reportedly

began last November,. and Air Force -

‘Intelligence estimates’about it began
‘to appear within, three months. Avi-

"ation Week quotes one intelligence an- -

_alyst as saying:."There is no doubt
-that they are buhdmg somethmg at!
that location and no doubt that it’is’
‘an energy-directed wgapon. The differ-
ences of opinion are only over what
“kind of beam weapon it might.be.”

-US intelligence has reportedly gx v-
en the Saryshagan project the code-
"pame “Tora.". The guiding scientific

“energy weapons are de -

These are -ei-’

~another experimental siie for beam
;_weaponry Like Saryshagan, Semi-P is
‘jn the desolate Kazakhstan Republic.

- cow, is put in the “gee whiz™ category

. by US intelligence, because of the cali-—
) ber of work apparently going en in.an
- underground cavern. Here the Soviets'

" salellites, Big Bird and KH11.
For example, beam wearons — u— =

- believe the Soviets are close to perfect-

-the air, while a longer-range program

.formahon the Soviets are developing |
‘an 1l-ton space station- that- could-

" caused: by. the. earth’s atmospheno

“being tested in the US. are based on’

- chatov Atomic Fnergy Instltutd in
Mog,vcow.,

Project Tora is only part of what !
apparently is a large Soviet -beam-
weapon effort. For example, what the.
US Air Force once believed was a nu- -
clear underground tesu site at SP'mpa-
latinsk — vSemi-P. " as it is koown to
-US intelligence — now appears Lo be.

e e -

. Another facility, at Krasnaya
. Pahkra, about: 30 miles south™ of Mps--

. have reportedly developed the ground-
based laser. which may be able to put
out of action thelow-orbiting US spy

The \Vldely—respectf-d Aviation
Week also reports that US analysts

ing a multmbot ‘land-based laser that
could hit US satellites 3000 miles in

‘would threaten _early-warning sate]—
Meanwhxle us mtel]mencé has m-
. take such weapons aloft within' this

decade. Operating from space, they '
“would be immune to the problems :

conditxons

Aviation’ Weeks mlhtary cdxtor‘
_Clarence Robinson, cites as additional
“evidence: of Russian superiority.in..
. particle-beam weapon Tesearch the !
fact that three out of four accelerators ]

Soviet designs. . :

Politics has been a ma_;or factor xn
the US failure to move ahead as q.nc:\— .
Jy as the Russians on beam weapens |

0090001-9
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 Soviets Build Directed-Energy Weapon

Washington— Directed-energy weapon
that could be the first step in a revolution-
ary concept of warfare is being con-
structed by the Soviet Union at Sarysha-
gan, a ballistic missile range near the
Sino-Soviet border in Southern Russia,
according to high-level U. S. officials.
Many U. S. intelligence analysts believe
the weapon is an early prototype of a

new-design charged-particle beam device,
and that it may be used within a year or so
in tests against ballistic missile targets.

If successful, it could open 2 whole new
era of warfare in which beams of energy
are used to enpage and destroy targets.
Directed-energy weapons, according to
top-level Defense Dept. officials, could
bring about a radical change in the bal-
ance of power in the world.

There is general agreement among some
U. S. intelligence agencies that the device

at the range located in Kazakhstan is a

directed-energy weapon—a generic term
encompassing both particle-beam and
high-energy laser weapons. The device
being constructed at Saryshagan is code
pamed Tora.

“The argument that once existed
between. Air Force, Defense and Central
Intelligence agencies over whether the
Soviets are involved in developing
charged-particle beam weapons and their
rate of progress is no longer vahd,” one
Pentagon official said,

*If we were looking for a smoking pistol
two years ago, we've got one now,” one
U. S. beam weapons expert said. “Particle
beams as weapons are real, and we can see
the Russian machine taking shape from
overhead stuff,” a reference to photo--
graphic reconnaissance satellites.

There still are some differences of opin-

_ ion among U. S. analysts and physicists on

the facility being constructed at Sarysha-
‘gan. Some of the officials believe it could
be a pulsed-iodine, exploding flash wire
pumped, high-energy laser. The predomi-
nant opinion, however, is that the device is
an electron-beam, air-cored betatron ac-
celerator using a scries of magneto explo-
sive génerators to produce the high power
pulse necessary to accelerate the beam.
“There is no doubt they are building
something at that location, and no argu-
ment that it is a Russian directed-energy
weapon,” one analyst said. “The differ-

 ences of opinion are only over what kind of.

a beamn weapon it might be.”

Approved For Release

Construction at the site began last l
November, according to U.S. officials,
and Air Force intelligence estimates began ‘
to appear in February® with briefings to |
high-level officials of the Carter Adminis- |
tration by late spring. .

USAF officials have been briefing other
service intelligence agencies on the Tora
project and Air Force officers are hoping
for agreement on a National Intelligence

" Estimate (NIE).

* U.S. officials are closely watching the
Saryshagan installation, and tbe high reso-
lution from the U.S. KH-11 reconnais-
sance satellite has convinced a number of
experts knowledgeable on Soviet charged-
particle beam physics that the device is a

. design with the imprint of Soviet physicist

A. 1. Pavlovski. His work at the Kurchatov
Atomic - Energy Institute in Moscow is
evident in the betatron and in the use of
explosively powered generators, U. S. offi-
cials explained. :

Pavlovski has achieved fame and has

“over whether it is a particle-beam or high-

been named to the Soviet Academy of
Sciences for his work with pulsed power
systems. . He has_ been instrumental in
developing high-power compact genera-
tors for use with air-cored betatron accel-
erators, and the U. S, has many drawings
and photographs of the generators and
accelerators from Soviet scientific litera-
ture along with the physics computations.
“The power supply for charged-particle
accelerators, operating in the single pulse
regime, usually is effected from condens-
ers of inductive storage devices of electri-
cal energy,” according to Pavlovski and
several of his associates. “More frequent-
ly, condenser banks are used, whose power
‘capacity often reaches tens and hundreds
of kilojoules and have.a mass of many
‘tons. These power supply sources can be
vsed mainly under steady state conditions.
Al the same time, there are problems that
‘require the use of transportable accelera-
tor facilities, Because of this, a power
supply system has been considered for
high-powered, pulsed air-cored betatrons.
from magnetocumulative generators with
a specific power capacity that is greater by
a factor of thousands or tens of thousands
than condenser devices. The generation of
powerful electrical pulses in the generators
is achieved by the efficient conversion of
the  chemical energy of explosives into
electromagnetic energy by means of com-
pression of a2 magnetic field by conductors

mré?é 17x§8er d"ﬂ-ﬂﬂ%@fbw3?ﬂbb@1 0095068 ¥9tes. The Soviets already have !

When Pavlovski talks about the mobili-!
ty of the system to power a betatron
accelerator at the power levels he hints at,
according to U. S. experts, he is making a
thinly veiled reference to a weapons appli-
cation. et

From the U.S. reconnaissance photo-

graphs, Defense Dept. officials said, there
can be little doubt that there are rows of
magneto explosive generators zll lined up
behind required shielding. Wires lead
from them to an intermediate location,
and from there to an electron injector and
to accelerating modules of. the betatron.

* What seems to be confusing the issue

energy laser is recent information from the
Soviet Union through a variety of intelli-
gence methods on development of a pulsed
10dine laser... - - R
- *“There is no monolithic service position,
no clean and convincing particle-beam
position,” one physicist said; *“based on the
somewhat equivocal information. We have
excellent photographs of the outside of the
machine, but none of the inner workings of
the accelerator. What is convincing is thati
there are Pavlovski generators powering!
the long, cylindrical device which certainly |
resembles a betatron accelerator.

**Soviet scientists emphasize pulsed
pumping-of iodine lasers and that confuses
the issue. Bat you don't need a long path
of that kind for a high-energy laser weap-’
on. It would tend to be a stubby, compact
design, not a long, thin' acceleratorlike
machine.” o -

In an effort to determine if the Soviets
are making a scientific breakthrough in
laser weapons with a short wavelength
iodine Jaser at Saryshagan, the Air Force
has contracted with the Los Alamos scien-
tific laboratory to build and test an jodine
pulsed laser along the lines of the device at
the range. / - o

“It really doesn’t matter much whether
it’s a particle-beam or a laser weapon,”
one U. S. official said. “What’s important
to remember. is that it has an awesome
supply of énergy from explosive genera-
tors, and it has a movable nozzle to aim
and control a beam. There is little doubt
from the location that the Soviets intend
totest it in the atmosphere against dynam-
ic targets.”- o

The Soviet Union has a large-scale
high-energy laser weapons development
program and a massive charged-particle
beam effort, according to U.S. intelli~

an operational carbon dioxide gas dynamic

lasér weapon pumped by an electron
heamm I S analvete are evnesccing crme
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Between Vietnam and Afghanistan,
the press forgot a lesson: beware of Pentagon sources. T
Recent national security coverage reveals
a miitant press—and few conscientious objectors

by ROGER MORRIS

zation of thought and discourse” since World
War II. With the embassy hostages languish-
ing in Teheran and Soviet troops crossing the Afghan
border, American opinion this winter bristled with a
strident, frustrated chauvinism-—and, from sea to
shining sea, American journalism bristled with it.

In part, the coverage of events may have only mir-

rored the nationzl mood or heated political rhetoric,
but much of the season’s combativeness clearly be-
longed to the slant and conventions of the news media
themselves, “The Chill Of A New Cold War,” “Back
to Maps and Raw Power,” headlined Newsweek and
Time, respectively, over January stories that thorough-
ly justified their titles. Writing from what he called “a

. sense of black despair,” syndicated columnist Joseph

Kraft joined a widespread and sometimes bitter edito-
rial attack\on what was seen as misguided restraint in
Washington. The Carter administration had shown
“no stomach for striking a deterrent posture,” Kraft
complained in an early February column, and “has not
yet faced up to its responsibility as a superpower.”
For 'most of the media, the meaning of the Iranian
and Afghan crises seemed plain enough: the United

Roger Morris, who has often written on fbreign affairs for
the Review, is a corntributing editor of The New Republic.

James Matthew Lyons helped to research this article.

COLUMBIA JOURNALISM REVIEW

corge Kennan called it the greatest “militari-

- somberly reported on January 3, a few days after the

. triot grounds for emigration. It would take a decade to

"of national emergency or a toughtr system of produc-

STAT

STAT

States had become ominously weak, 2 Lnd its SOV13L en-
emy defiantly, perhaps decisively, stronger. “A wide
spectrum of military leaders,” The Washington Post

Soviet occupation of Kabul, hoped that recent events
might at least have “a shock value that could prove
beneficial.” These crises should underscore U.S. mili-
tary needs, said the unnamed leaders, and “help cure
the Vietnam ‘never-again’ hanvovcr of the American
public.” :
Of the urgency of those “needs” therc appeared lit- |
tle doubt. The New York Times’s vensrable military !
correspondent, Drew Middleton, wrote a steady
stream of articles on the subject from January thr ough
March. Drawn from a variety of “experts at the Pen-
tagon,” Middleton’s catalog of American military dis-
abilities seemed enough to give the fainthearted pa-

“redress” recent Soviet military gains, he reported.
The Merchant Marine and Atlantic fleets might be
fatally weak in wartime, he explained in a pair of ar-
ticles. In another piece he warned that “without a state

tion priorities,” there would be a two-year lag in in-.
creased production of new weapons. Another ominous-
article reported that prominent Israel military sources
had learned of huge Russian arms caches in the Mid-
dle East. To top things off, on March 9 Middleton

~ Approved For Release 2006/01/30_: CIA-RDP90-01137R000100090001-9 YEmTTROED
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A MIXED RECORD 7

LES ASPIN

THE AUTHOR: Congressman Aspin is Chairman of the
Oversight Subcommittee of the House Permanent Select
" Committee on Intelligence and sexves on the House Armed
Services Committee and the Govexrnment Operations Com-
mittee. He was first elected to Congress in 1970. Aspin
served in the U.S. Army from 1966 to 1668 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 fore
velopments—extending from the first Soviet A-
viet ICBM accuracy and yields in the 19705-—s

ing of overestimates as well as underestimates, an

casts with respect to eight major Soviet weapons de-
bomb explosion in 1949 to the improvements in So-
hows that the performance has been mixed, consist-
d 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-

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

because the human element in intelligence eva

“It is . . . a matter of xecord that the growth of
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 yedrs shows
quite the reverse. Few indeed are the instances
when the Soviet military threat later tumed out to
be greater than the estimated ‘worst case.” Usually,
the government’s experts overestimated the danger.”

Approved For RBLQRES BORAAQ W GA-R

U.S. intelligence have been removed, and precisely
luation and forecasting is thus again maximized.

N he death of SALT II turns the focus of
U.S. strategic intelligence away from
AL “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
restrictions. Without SALT, there are no limits
or guidelines. The United States must rely

~ purely on its skills in strategic forecasting-—in

the future, including future Soviet

rojectin
Me%id RAGDHR0H900 P Abilities.
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DEBATE OVER US. STRATE@
A PCOR RECORD

STRATEGIC REVIEW

. WILLIAM -T. LEE

matters.

THE AUTHOR: Mr. Lee is a consultant to several govern-
ment agencies and private research organizations, and he
has written widely on Soviet military strategy and economic
Mr. Lee served with the Central Intelligence
Agency from 1951 to 1964. He is the author of Soviet De-
fense Expenditures in an Era of SALT (USSI Report 79-1).

IN BRIEF

Congressman Aspin’s assessment, while heralding a welcome Congressional attention to the prob-
lems of U.S. strategic forecasting of Soviet weapons developments, does not portray accurately the
U.S. intelligence community’s past performance in this crucially important arena. His scoring of the
eight cases of forecasting selected not only is too generous to the CIA and other U.S. intelligence.
agencies, but it also neglects the relative weight of the mistakes committed—particularly in the
failure to forecast the formidable build-up of Soviet strategic capabilities in the 1970s. The record
of intelligence estimates becomes even more grievous when looked at in the larger compass of the.
*CIA’s responsibilities, notably its estimates of Soviet defense expenditures. A ratified SALT II Treaty
could not ease the problem; the solution, rather, lies in badly needed improvements in the intelli-
“gence interpretation of the ample evidence available. - ' ; L

N ongressman Les Aspin has offered an
assessment of U.S. intelligence fore-
casts of Soviet weapons systems devel-

sopment and deployment that says, in effect:

We have won some, lost some and tied some.
Moreover, he implies that this is about the best
one can expect from intelligence forecasting of
Soviet weapons technolegy and deployments.

Congressman Aspin’s assessment is welcome

_ on three counts. First, it needs pointing out, as

he does, that the U.S. intelligence services have
a mixed recoMPREPRALAE 8501200401630

development: there have been some overesti-

mates as well as many underestimates. Second,
public recognition of some of the intelligence
underestimates by a member of the Congres-
sional Select Committees on Intelligence is long
overdue. Third, at a time when the Congress
and the Executive Branch are negotiating a
charter to govern the activities of covert intelli-
gence collection and action, our attention needs
to be focused also on the neglected question of
how to accomplish improvements in the intelli-
gence analysis and projection of Soviet forces

: CIAtRDIP80r-841t37 R0OR0406A9AD0TVIe are about a

decade late in realizing that the repeated and
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Reagan Advisers ffojd Somber  View

L‘

of Sovzer Imenfzons:

e TN

- ._,...J.- --

y ByEHEDRl CKSMITH
. -‘Spedalu:;i‘bem‘{mm :
WASHF NGTON, May 24— Latein 1976;

-as Jimm'y Carter was prepanng to e+ntc;:r i

the- White House, the Ame
Jence CC-mMmunity was jolted by a forcefuf
cnnque Tomm an officially-appointed
I of outside experts who contendad | :
Lhaﬂhe Soviet Union was strivingnokjust

‘Intelligence Agency, and Seymou: Weiss,

former director of the Bureau of Poiitico-
Mﬂnary Affairsai the Sr.ate Depa:tment

. ~"L'he other active Ilzurea wor’xmc
closely with Richard V. Allen, Mr: Rea-
gan’s principal campaign coordinator for.
i foreign policy, are Fred C. Ikle, former
director of the Arms Contro} and Disaz-:

for -sstrategic. parity -with. the- b‘mtet_i !mament Agency; Laurence H. Silber-

States but for nuciear superiority.

This estimate of the. Soviet Union's
lonﬂ—{erm strategic buildup and its inten-.
tions, a striking dissent from American
-intelligence estimates over the years, be-
icame sharp\y centroversial. Mernbers of

i | the outside panel, known as the *‘B team””
|b<=cau:ye the Government’s intelligence|.
| experts were called the “A team,” were
la\:cused of being alarmist. hard-liners
{bent on increasing American military
| programs or scuttlmu the atrategxc arms
‘limitation talks. . -

Since then-.the- A_mencan mteliloenca
‘zgenci=s and even President Carter have
come 1o accept the 3 teamn’s central con-
clusion abour: Moscow’s strategic goals.
Moreover;members of the B team ' have

become key foreign policy advisers to |.

Ronald Reagan, the almost. certain Rﬂ-
publican Presidential nominee. ~ -

The foreign policy arid defense advis-
ers to the former Califormia Governor,
now numbering over 90, have been ex-
tended beyond predominantly- conserva-
tive Republicans to include such experi--
enced oificials as former Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense RobertF. Ellsworth; for-,
mer Deputy Secretary; of the Treasury
.Charls E;. Walker;: Adm. Thomas H.

‘Moorer, formerr Chairman of the Joint)
Chiefs of Staff, and a sprmklmg of such |\

Democrats:as--Jeane' J¥ Kirkpatrick; a
: Georgetown Umversxty profasor of gov-
;ernment. 7. ; N TR

! T Handful olTeAm Members

i At the core of the working groups is a
{handiul of key B tears members -— Wil-
tliamn R..Van Cleave, a defense-policy ana-
lyst at the University of Scuthern Califor-
nia; Richard E. Pipes, a Harvard histo-
rian who has written many books on the
!Soviet Union; Lieut. Gen. Daniel O,
| Graham, former director of the Defense

i lectiual”

'man, former Depuaty Attorney Geperal \:
and Ambassador to Yugcslavia; Robert
W. Tucker, a political science proiessor
at Johns Hopxins University, and Liswt, !
Gen. Edward L. Rowny, who resignzd as
.the Joint Chiefs’ representative at the
_strategic armms talks to oppose ratiiica-
: tion of the second strateﬁvu: arms !umta-
‘ tion treaty.

“It’s a Republican 3 g:roua Tight u_:mde

nf Repubdlican views on foreign policy and |,
defense,” said Mr. Allen, a 4+yearold
specialist on Soviet and international eco-
nomic affairs who was Deputy Assistant:
to President Nixon. *“There are differs
ances within the group, butif wehaveany
area whers there’s unanimity, it would be
for increased defanse spendin g.”.
. Beyond that, the writings of the intel-
mner circle reflect a somber
world view, akin to Mr. Reagan’s but pos-
sibly more pessimistic. Long before the
Soviet intervention in Aighanistan
aroused new skepticism about détents
and Soviet strategy, the Reagan advisers
were disturped by the buildup of Soviet
power and Soviet cutward thrusts and
alarmed at what they saw as the loss of
American nuclear superiority and the
Ueneral shrinkage of American power..

Sowet Preparmg for War - i
B Wntmg in Commentary in July 1977,
Professor Pipes, who headed the B 12am,
argued.that the American concept ot nu-

{{clear deterrence.swas becoming out.-

moded becanse the Soviet Union was
preparing to fight and win a nuclear war.
The Russians, he wrote, sougnht “not
deterrence but victory, not sufficiency in
weapons but superiority, not retaliation
but offensive action.” He added that “the
regime is driven by ideology, internal

politics and economic e}ugencxes steadxly

m > o Stz e
EZCERPTED
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S0V e+ Nuclear-HEdge in Mid- 0's

?.

s nmbmmdbyU D. I‘T‘l‘tEEJO‘ ace

PIARED NEW YORK TIMES
/’lAL\.A—
ZZ 5 13 MAY 1930

T WASHIN GTON May 12— American
intziligence services have conc‘.uded that
ia the next few years the Soviet Union.

.conid achieve an edge over the United §-

ates in avery major measure of strate-
¢~ nuclear power,- including overall
' urnbers-of missile warheads, Carter AG-
:ninjotranmaxcﬁsaxd today. i f7
The aides said that the projection was
e 0f the principal findings of a national
Hintellizence ‘estirnate oomplete_d by the
- Central Intelligence Agency and other
Suovemment intelligence bureaus. The
estmate is now being circulated among
highlevel policy maxars and has. been
Nt ~ssented to President Carter.
According to ofticials farmlxar with the

- decument, the Soviet Ueicn,-in.the ab-

sence of the new nuclear arms treaty,
could possess a missile arsepal-in 1985
apable of delivering. as many as-16,000
rucleay: warheads: against, the Umted
Sintes. Officials estimate that the United
Srates, in the same year, islikely to have
o inissile force r-qmppﬂd vnth abour. 8, ())0

vrarieads. 5o .
‘ D-o-bmeover "Iumbers

S Some military cxperts contend t.hat
; both Washingtor and Moscoy possess 50
rmmany nuclear warheads that compaﬁ-
dxgus @f toral numbers does oot make
i mnch ditference. However, American of-
: {icials have traditicnally pointed to
- Washington’s lead in warheads to argue
fipat Mcoscow has not surpassed the
i United States in strategic power. -

Moreover, some academic spécxalist.s

" beijzve that growth in’the numbers ol
Sovist miclear warheads. in the coming
dacade couid-neutralize the Administra-
ticw’s plans for. bm!dmc a new mobxle
wlsz,xle, thedX. - =

hll&!)u"le*\aSDeCTS of the mtelligence
sstimate. have apparently caused dis-
-putes; the projecticns ¢n warhead num-
bers have tevn welcomed by d.werse eie-
ments intheGmrernmenL

Imptmnce o! Arms Pact

) Pmpments of arms$ control in.- the
 White-House and the-State Depariment |
-eaid. the estimate demonstrated the im-
" portance of approving the strategic arms
- pact, which #ruld place limits on num-
ibers of Soviet. warheads. The treaty,
! signed June 18, 1979, was before the Sen-
i ate when the Soviet Union intervened
{ militarily in Afghanistan. The Adminis-
I tration then asked that consideraticn. of

|- the pact be postponed as part of its efiort

! to induce Moscow to withdraw its forces.

3_ At the Pentagon, officials said the re-
port str“ngtheued their case for deploy-

! ing the Air Force's new MX rnobile mis-
| sile, which.would give American forces

By RICHARD BURT.
Somcial tn The Mew York Times.

sign a smaller portion ol Amencan mis-
siles against targ=ats in China and a larger
number against the Soviet Unicn. )
The balance in strategic forces has ;
| been - gradually shzftmg agzinst the:
United States since the late 1960)°s, when!
-Moscorw inidated programs to deplo-y new ;
land-‘-and sea-based ballistic- missiles.

‘able to establish an edge in such meas-
ures of sirategic power as ¢verall nume-
bers of missiles and long-range bombers,
and the Iotal payload Lhat tbese systems

STAT
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- During the 1970°s, the Soviet Union wasy

can carry.
N Cl-earU S Ammagem:‘{nmbers

But. tha United States, with 2 larger
part of its-missile forees equi ipred with
mulnplf- vrarheads, possessed an “advan-
tage over the Soviet Unicnin the 1970’5 in
the number: bi  nuclear. weapeas that
could -be delivered: by "the- two sices’
forces. Accordingly, in the anmual De-
ferse Department report in January, Sec-

Wasington wossessed a total force of
abcut 8,000 warheads on its land- and

‘sea-baser*mssdes mmparrd it 8 GOO

for Moscoy. -

QOtficials said that over the next l‘xw

change significantly. In 1285, they sald,
*he land-baced misstle force would ta
equipped with about 2,100 warheards while
sea-based rocxets vmﬂd carry abtout
5,700 arheads. -

3,?}131) More U.b. Warbaads

deliver another 3,000 nuclear wrearons,
consisting of bombs zu:d axr—launched
cruise missiles.”

said;. the intelligence estimatd reports
that withcut the new arms pact Moseoy
cruld put as roamy as 11,000 warheads cn
its existing force of 1, 400 land-Dased mis-
siles; and as many as 5,000 additional

 Together with atout 1,000 weagons that
could e carried by Soviet bombers, the
intelligence group’s “high estimate’ for
Soviet warhead.s in 1985 is 17 UGD of“lcmls
sald, -- SR 2

The oi‘ﬂdals sald that it tbe new arms
treaty ‘was fically -rutified, this total
ccald be cut by about half. By placing a
ceiling of 220 -cn landbased’ missiles
equipped with multiple warheads and by
freezing numbers of nuclear bombs:that
could be placed cn individual ‘missiles,
the new accord, ofticials said, would per-
mit Moscow to deploy caly abcur. 8, 500

retary of Defense Harold Brown said that |

y=aryg the American total was unlixely to|.

Axr Force bomber:, meyacdod could :

Durinz the: same p@ricd, the otficials |

' warheads could be {itted to Moscaw's 950 :
submarme-launched rockets by 1685,

.--‘\ .-‘..

wameads througn 1985 y .?:_.'._" .'-_~: .

an addmona] 2,000 warheads in the late| -~

Ap}ﬁ%ved ForRelease’ 2006/01730 :

I~ Other defense aldes sald that Moscow’s]
' growing ‘nuclear: arsenal, . set against
{ Washington's impm-vedpolitical ties with
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‘oped beiween military and civilian in-:
_reached by .the divector of the Central”

of stmte,xc military: power between-j
‘the- Umted States and the Soviet U
. 1_0n. -

i.that» the. CLA  Summary 'of’ 2 top-se-t
“eret” dovernmpnt—wtda assessment . ot
‘the "power. balance, :
‘President Carter, - is- ““pot representa-’|

“tive” of the analytical work that went

:1~10 US. and bovi

. what the Sovxets are doing.

- top
. Starsfield Turner, a _former adrmral
- to the president.

" defense ofﬁlcmls inirecent years g5 he,
> under:; Carter’s: nrdersy-has~ solidified

STAT
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" By Miehael Getler
. Washinaton Po4s Suall Vriter,
- An extraordipary- split has
telligence agencies over “conclusion

Intellizence Agency. about the balance:

. _,,-“

‘arguing’?

"The: mlhtar agenmes ‘ar

which goes to”

‘into preparing that assessment.. -

.Perhaps mor# importantly, -the mxh-
tary contends that the:job of compar--
- fox ces - ~and - how -

they might fare in: an dtOITI!(, Jtru"UI‘ :
constitutes. what is called a “net’ as:’
sessment.”  Preparing ~ such ~ assess
‘ents, they contend;is the: preroaahve -
of- the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the’

Defense Deoartment rather than. the :

Cra.. - .
- The ~CIA," this’ _Jrﬂumevxt "OB), )
should confine -itself.to figuring Out

The. dispute ‘centers on the lateat
version of the-National Intelligence
Estimate, which goes from the nation’ s
infelligence. . officer, CIA chief

That Turner is at the center of thlS
c‘lspute is-not-surprising. The ex-Navy ™
man has been the target of some criti-
cism_frora both  military. and, uvman

hl:s sometimes  controversial . ~cofttrol.
- pver-the nation 's-intelligenc appara-
tus N e
BecauSe the \‘"monal n elh ence

. Estimates are widely circulated’ among
the top rungs of government, and”are
. 50 Authoritative, these estimates havé
great. meortame within the’ bureau-
cracy in shaping- future U.S..natto; al

. securlty pohcy ‘on_many- issués.” *
L.~ Qfficials-say’ that-the-NIE sumrﬁary
“Contains what' is -called a “footnote
+but-which in Fact is a sharp dlssentby
“the  Pentagon’s jmilitary-run, Défense:

Intelllf'ence A“ency (DIA) -together
witn the--mtellwence chiefs- of- the
" three qrmec_l__s_e}'v_xg:es.\ ik :

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 CIA-RDP90- 01137R0001(§gﬂ

Lvinmyte

_but rather has been using “a:more so-
_phisticated forms .of, analysis in récent
" years”. and, “add.m,, some. 3udments”
“to ifs. fmdmas rather- han Just. count‘
“ing Sovjet.-‘m.lsslles,
X —‘1.The:r -
- many-peopls within-the-government
find ‘this-technigue- helpful’ in- assess-
_ing the power balance, a claim:con-
“firmed in intervlews with ‘clviliin Offl-

an element of poliucs ; o.them, seek—

ﬂare nighly :¢lassified; but.sources. sug:.
. “'gpst they contaln-a mixed.bag of- as:q
"*Essmenfs that trouble the military: -

“fum-of the- Soviet strategic.military
“buildup: -in- comparison _to - that of
- Unitéd States,- arguing-in etfect that
“the- ‘picturs:’ 1; even gnxmner “than
,pLesenteci

'_other sources say, that’ the new revort
“overestimates ‘the Soviet- threat’ that

Cgon's nlanned MX sunnr—mzssxle,

.._mlssue forca. Critics ccmtend {be Sovi-
ets,.with their bigger missilea, will al-

;the huge

- .8 :
"wms, are indeed.h

: tary ObJectlonS at this; time may have

THE WASHINGTON POST
9 May 1980

\dmjmstranon sources.¢all . the-
breadth of . the.split with .the civilian-.
Tun. CIA . ‘unprecedemed YA well-in-
formed Pentagon .source says:: “itis-
fair-to.say: this. is. probably as strong-
an.assertion of ‘dissent.on the. pan oE
the DIA to.the director of- ceniral-in-.
telligence” as has been, registéred.

. The- Stae Department
Intemcenc\., ‘and Résearch and.the su-
per-secret-.1 \Iahonal Secuxu' gency:

The actual cOnClUSJ.ODs of the report

‘On- the gn& handy the detense a"en:
cies are 5aid to beheve that-the- Teport
wader estimates " the’ ‘rélative momen-

Yet  the 'military also™ contends;

could:, ‘be ‘mounted aﬂamst the Penta‘

The rmlitary 1s coun nc* on’the ‘\D{

a_s, 1ta'fx_zture landbased, JlonzTrange

Ways be able to lob enoudh atomxc
warh Sads’ at the '\JX shelters to ma&e

cost, estimated . by~ some: 4t

faore than $60 billien. Subporters .of
. MX argue. that the Buss1ans wouldn’t

The. CIA claims.:it is-not doing that|

TA -officialst ccmtend that

‘cials elsewhers in"government.
Somte’ CTA” ‘ofticials. sispect the mm-

‘have supporters. .

-has i-Ta .o grudgmg 1. admlrauon *for '

urt pban

”

ing perhaps to take advantage.of an’
election year to support those arguing
for higher defense spending m face of
the Sowet threalr
Penta.oon saurces auggest it undoub-
tedly will be 1e:t to the pr"ald“nt to
resolve. the d1soute o*ver who doea
what- Lmd Bf. abSessment. The report
summary also . has. _gone, t0-.- Capuol
Hill, and sources say. the House bUb- i
cammittee-’of mte].hgem.e overswht
Drobably. will. begin closed-loor: hear; |
ings next-week on the- report 1m.1ud-
ing. the dhpu ed ¥lootgote.”,
Ihe _National Inteludence . Bsils
mates, produced by~ the eniire-US.-in-.
‘telligence commumw, -normally- -in-
clude at least two. main volumes,-the
surmmary and- the back-hp Iactual and
‘analytical data.. Bt i
* The - sumimary’ 3°ctxonv BEthe” dlsou-
ted NIE, number 1138, was completed
in mid-March.-The. second ‘yolurne - of
back-up data’is scheduled to be urcu—-'-
-lated very soon, souress lnd.lr-ater
 Inthe past; there have been other:
_ dissenting footnotes to these reports.:
-But” officials - suggest they u:.ually J
‘have’ “been ' over technigal. maiters,
such as the deoate OVer the Trange of

-rrr--.

the new Ru:sxan Bac-cflrp bombe“ and
whether it. 15 atmed atU’S. L.rﬂets or .
other fargets closer tothe Sovxet '(m-' }
'_mn in China.: " 5
o dn the current:dlsnme t_'ne DI% and
n'uhtary chlefs & are understood to have
“disassociated? ‘themaelva; Jfromthe’
‘summary presented by Tu:ner,.- conx- .
tendm? that it concen.:ates ,too much -

momentum. and Iuture: progrm
i:-Similarly;” thes military is-said-to
t_:ontend that the Lind of analysis used
in.:the summary -distorts -judgments-
and that these‘are shaped to0 much
by U.S. thinking, rather than .oa So-
‘vxet thinking; on strategie matters
= Though* “Turner-also’ is*not wzthoub
hia eritics ‘elsewhere in the - civilians,
-Tun agencies” of, government,“on’ th:s
issue - the- formet admu' 1- seem B

Turner in.refusing to budge from his
Hon, once Be. -and bis analysts- are

aa?_m ey are- ri,ht."

e
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community which moves with one voice and makes
irrefutable conclusions based on vast technological
- and human resources has been eroding ever since

_the Iranian revolution caught them by surprise in the winter

of 1978-79. The mixed reviews they have received over their

prediciions and advice regarding the Afghanistan invasion

bas further challenged any notions of infallibility, .

Ignored in most of the commentary on “intelligence
failures,” however, is a basic issue that has caused a deep
schism among key analysts for more than a decade—the in-
teniions of the Soviet Union. Only the analysts, reviewing
covaert information from ingenious listening devices and
spies, are expected 10 pive their final estimation to the Presi-
dent. But it turns out that they don't know any more than the
rest of us—or at least have the same disagreements over such
issues as the usefulness of the SALT II treaty and Russia’s
next step after taking Afghanistan, '

No document has shown this schism more clearly than an
internal Central Intelligence Agency paper coded ““Top Se-
cret Umbra” and entitled: “Understanding Soviet Strategic
Policy, Objectives.’” The relatively dry but erudite account
of splits in the community over this issue was authored by-a
C.1.A. analyst, Fritz Ermarth, and disseminated to about 100
top policy makers on December 8, 1975, in the National In-

tellizerce Daily, a supersecret newspaper. The unprecedent-
ed decision to publish such an analysis immediately after the

. appearance of the “National Intelligence Estimate,” which

represenied the community’s consensus on the subject that
year, was explained by the editors as an attempt to air *“‘the
spectrum of arguments that specialists in the intelligence
community had to deal with in reachma the estimate’s key
judomeﬁb :

nsiders agree that Ermarth’s analysxs still holds up
_ and reflects even more accurately the groupmgs" -of
{4 analysts over the Afghanistan situation today than it
.1 did for those on the SALT II debate at the txme Er-

=]
) -

marth, who is now a high-level strat°g,1c adviser on ‘the Na-
“tional Security Councnl began: -

i The subject of Soviet strategic- pohcy and objectlves is

very elusive, Pertinent evidence is voluminous; but it almost
never speaks for itself. Interpretation of the evidence always
involves our preconceptions about the Soviet Union as a na-

tion, internatifp roitics Foe mmﬁoﬂm:wecm

and the condition of our own couatry.

-

5 April 1980

~ targeting, and stresses the value of preemption as well as the
“need to have a survivable retaliatory capability.”

o development] programs in all areas required by their war-

‘t.- perhaps only falling back ternporarily when technological

RDP90-011137R000100090001-9

, " Because of their SO CTT T e WS PC T TCISSTATT T
“documents, Ermarth observes, U.S. analysts “‘do not have
- complete and explicit intelligence™ ‘on Soviet military doc-
“trine. “Although we differ on important details, analysts in-

side and outside the U.S! intelligence community tend to
agree on the broad outlines. . .. Soviet doctrine clearly pos-_

‘tulates that war-waging forces are desirable for both deter-

rence and conflict, emphasizes counter-force capabilitiesand

Where the analysts divide, however, is on the-questions of
the sway of the military in the Politouro and the importance
Soviet leaders attach to military docmne Contmues Er-
marth: :

Where we differ most is on how 1mportant doctrine actu-" )
“ally is for Soviet policy or how w*ll it-reflects the adual .
thinking of Soviet lzaders. I .

Some of us believe that it is quite htemlly pr scriptive for

. and descriptive of Soviet behavior. They point out that the
Soviets have serious deployment or -R&D [research and

L]

‘+ fighting strategic doctrine. Whatever- the obstacles, the
Soviets keep plugging away at the requirements of doctrine,

-problems are severc, as in the ABM [ann-ba.hstxc mzssrle)
area.. e -
Others IC"ld to reﬂard Soviet doctrine as much !ess pre-
scriptive for actual military policy. They seein it a good deal
of pretense dnd exhortation really intended to support troop

morale, ideological prejudices, and parochial service inter-
ests. They point to the quasi-religious themes of "\lc;ory"
~and ““superiority’’ in the literature as e\tampbs B}
* They believe that Soviet political and military leaders are
_free to ignore doctrine when they make practical decisions,
as thése leaders have-habitually iznored or manipulated the
" ideas of Marx or Lenin. In this vizw, Soviet decision-makers .
adinit to themselves that attaining the requirements of doc-
trine is vastly more difficult than pontificating on them. ~

As for assessing the role strategic power may play in any
Soviet foreign policy move, that toois difficult, according to
Ermarth, because ‘‘again we have to start with ambiguous
evidence and divergent interpretations.”” But he is able to

-narrow down the divisions into two rough groupings:

‘Some of us believe that the Soviet acquisition of overall
.Strategic equality has given the USSR a new plaiform from
. which to exploit opportunities and to press its global in-

. - terests, even to the point of accepting strategic confronta- .’
. _tionwiththe U.S. ‘They believe that the political role of stra- _ -
. tegic power impels the USSR to increase thar power which

will, in turn, give the USSR even greater sway in the world,
_ - Others take the view that at present levels the two sides”
-strategic forces tend to cancel each other out and that,""
- .ahwvays cautious, Soviet behavior In potential confrontation
- areas.will be governed primarily by local risks and oppor- -
tunities, Those of this opinion believe it to be not only objec-
tively true, but also to be shared by the leaders of the USSR.

* o STAT.
2.
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Query

For a doctorad dissertation on N
tonal Ietethaence Estimotes, |
would like to contact fornser militan
and  civiliun  intellicence  pro.
fessionads. OF particuiar mterest are
people who participaied ta dralting.
cditing or approving Nutiona! Tatelli-
gence BEstimates or those people as-
signed o the Office of Nationa!
Estimates. the Nuattonal Sccurity
Council staff, Mititery Intetligence
staffs, or inter-Agency analyiical
working groups between 1939 and
1964.

Please contuact Dinie! Flamberg.
220 West 93rd Street. New Yok,
Mew York 1002502 ‘
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summer of 1978 a new National Intelli~

_ racy, basing and numbers of reentry vehi-

“determined from available information

_of Soviet nuclear force capability, one
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Sirategic Cuts Laid to Fauity

Washinazton—Defense Dept. factions
pressing for a new manned bomber are
demanding more accurate U, S. intelli-
gence estimates of the Soviet Union’s stra-
tegic weapons tapability.

. The bomber proponents claim that the
U. S. must move immediately toward eith-
er a stretched version of the General
Dynamics FB-111 with Increased range
and payload, or to the Rockwell Interna-
ﬁ_ona] B-1 to counter Soviet strategic supe-
riority, T .

According to several high-level Penta-
gon officials, President Carter’s decision
to halt B-1 production and to delay engi-
neering development of the MX advanced
ICBM was the result of faulty National
Intelligence Estimates. The Carter B-1
decision came after he received Central
Intelligence Agency estimates of Soviet
strategic weapons strength issued in
December, 1976. This was the most recent
National Intelligence Estimate at the time
Carter took office in early 1977.

The President’s decision to delay the
cruise missile program also was based on
inaccurate intelligence estimates, the offi-
cials claim. In the 1976 National Intelli-
gence Estimate Carter used in deciding on
B-1 bomber production, the CIA esti-
mated the Soviets’ capability then and
where they would be vis a vis the U. S, in
1982 and 1983, the officials said. “And
they were off by zn order of magnitude in
estimates of real Russian nuclear weapons
capability,” one Pentagon official said.

-He added that in the spring and

gence Estimate was preparad that for-the
first time began to pick up Soviet strategic
nuclear weapons momentum, ICBM accu-

cles being deployed. The year before that
the Strategic Air Command had already

that the USSR had reached parity with
the U.S. and that the momentum was
continuing with the aim of achieving
nuclear weapons superiority. :

. In the last two Nztional Intelligence
Estimates, in 1978, and again in 1979,
there were massive jumps in the analysis

- 1J.S. already is in the early phase of

official contends. :
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Another Defense Dept. official added |
that there already is a severe problem with
the ICBM leg of the triad surviving an’
attack by Soviet JCBMs now on line, and
that there is no way for the U. S. to begin
to reverse this situation until the MX
sysiem: starts to become operational in :
1986. But it will be 1989 before MX is |
fully operational. USAF asked for an
initial operational capability of 1983 but |
could not get the Administration to move

- the missile into engineering development

because of the intelligence estimates, the
officials emphasize. '

" Because of the vulnerability of thc!
ICBM force, the U.S. must look at the :
bomber leg of the triad to take up the
slack in warhead delivery. “We only need
a bomber system through the 1980s, but it
must be more efficient than the Boeing
B-52 in terms of being able to penetrate
Soviet air defensc,” one service official
said. He added that the Soviets are testing |
new-technology weapon systems now at
Sary Shagan that make not only bombers
but cruise missiles as well vulnerable if the
tests are successful. He added that the

looking for a countermeasures system.

Officials in the Pentagon believe the !

_U.S. is now in a position where there are
few choices available to the President. The
Minuteman force could be virtually elimi-
nated by a first strike Soviet attack, they
said, so that in reality the U.S. will be
able to rely only on its bomber and subma-
rine-launched ballistic missile forces in the
1980s. S

- Part of the problem, dne official said, is |

that the U. S. will only receive information |
of “a gross attack warning within the first
few minutes from an early warning satel-
lite. If it is not degraded by jamming.” He
said it would be 15-18 min. before U.S.
targets could be determined.

A £y . T
Tzan b Hegpenrnrran
Gl B¢ c;:‘*;m@ué 5@@

in response, but we would still be gather-
jng inlormation on the location of the !
- attack, and we must be capable of saving a |
portion of the force in reserve for second |
strike or war fighting capability. This i
gives an added impetus 1o acquiring a new {
manned bomber—pronto,” ke said. -~ |

The official explained that if the U.S.
early warning system and ground-based,
over-the-horizon radars could determine
that only the Minuteman force was under |
attack, the U. S. could bave the options of |
trying to ride out such an attack or could |
launch’ on warning. “But we need a new
defense .support system early warning i
spacecraft to aid us In meking targeting E
assessments, and-funding has been delayed
on it,” he said. . .

Part of the problem is that Defense
Secretary Harold Brown is expressing
doubts about the capability of the B-1 to
penetrate Soviet air defense and survive.

Penelration Feasible

- “That logic doesn’t hold up,” anpther
Defense Dept. official said, “If the pilots
flying tactical aircraft in NATO countries
must penetrate Soviet air defenses their
survival chances are at Jeast as good and
probably not as good as-a bomber
hardened to the nuclear environment with
‘countermeasures equipments. So you see,
the implications in this logic go far bayond
a new manned bomber. We are convinced
that we are smart cnough through a
combination of tactics and’ electronic

. countermeasures to keep pace with the air
. deferise threat.” L o
 He added that the Tactical Air Com-
" mand, Strategic Air Command and U.S.
" Air Forces Europe are all confident that
. aircraft still can penetrate the USSR and

survive. - : : : S
The U. S. has invested 10 years in devel
opment time and about $5 billion in the

B-1 bomber program. “There is no dounb

“ICBMs and SLBMs could be launched

that the B-1 is the best penetrating
aircraft the U. S. has ever developed, ant
_if we can manage to live with the cost w
should acquire it,” the official added. “Bu
we could get the stretched FB-111 a yea
or so faster and at $7 billion less than th
B-1. In today’s climate of a significan
USSR nuclear weapons advantage it wi
be hard to get anyone to say that tha

“~  year's difference may not be impartant.”
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But Critics Despair
That Spy Agency

Can"i Do Geod ;on_

Second of two amc]es

; By HenryS. Bradsher _
- Washingtos Star Staff -Vmer R

.Looking casual in a navy blue’
cardigan but speaking intensely,.
Stansfield Turner gazed out the glass.
wall of his office, atop the CIA head-
‘quarters at Langley, over the bare
.dusky woods toward the distant
_lights of Washington and exuded
qonudence about his organization.

“I'm just very optimistic these

days,” Turner said. “I've been very
‘impressed by the quality of our

huiman intslligencé activities,” the !
. CIA director sald And U.S. technical |

1nte1.;,_,ence igsuperlative, he added.

In other government offices in the
cxty. most of them looking across
concrate courryards at other -offices
instead of having spacious views, in
. the private offices of people whoe
" have left the government, in small.

_ Testaurants, in-telephone calls from |
codst to coast, others talk about the.

CI-& too. :

Some, like former CIA Du-ector
- William E. Colby and former Deputy
. Director Enro Henry Knoche, talk
! for quotation about things like re-
- strictions on the agency. But most

- prefer to discuss the agency s prob— :

“lems from -the protection. . of
anonymxry. : -

..Turner understandably is angered
by this, especially on.the most emo-
’ tional aspect of his three-year tenure

~ at Langley, the forced retirement of '

“'people from the clandestine serv-
- ices. He argues that he rejuve‘nated
. an aging agency. .

“The- next nme someone tells

~you,” he said, “that Tarner Is ‘the-

" stupid bastard who cut the size of.
. the agency. out here look.at the
~- color of his hair. .:, . Thisis a young

_‘ man’s game, and we are better equip-

-ped today than we were three years ,J

~ago” for.clandestine operations. .. ;:

!

‘nons branch handles spying : and | '
" covert operatlons like intervening :
_secretly in other countries’ affairs
- or organizing guerrilla movements. i
* Another branch supervises technis-

- together for Government poncymaa-
. Eers.

‘Washington about analysis. -

.'problems His critics say he exacer-

' Once Was "‘wwe as Larﬂe

'"secret army”.
-worldwide spying, pushed the num-

- and other means.

: that they were handled sensibly.

“7Purner from his navy admiral’s com-
.mand and sent him to- Langley. He'

: hos'ule ‘attitude.

. that he simply wanted to bring bet-
" ter management toa sometimes un-
-coordinated operation. His suspi-.
< cions of the need for drastic changes
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“The CIA is composed of three main ;
. branches. The clandestine or opera-;

cal intelligence, including reconx#1
naissance satellite photography and

communications intercepts. An ana-
lytical branch pulls information

The conrroversy that has marked
Turner's almost three years at the
agency focuses on the operations
branch. There is also widespread bt
less. publicized distress around

In both cases, Turner inherited

bated them; his supporiers contend|

“that he has done much to clear them

up :

" The Vxetnam war and- the CIA s
in Laos, added to

ber of agency operatives to 8, 500 in!
the late 1960s — roughly doubls its|
present size. As the Nixon adminis-
tration began to reduce U.S. commit-
nients in Indochina, personnel had
to be reduced by atmt'on transfers

~During his bnef tenure as CI%
director, James R.- Schlesinger
speeded up a ‘cutback. Colby, his
‘snccessor, continued the program, i
‘and so did George Bush during his
'year as director. Most sources agree

. Then President Carter took
“arrived with what the old CIA hands
_considered to be a skeptlcal even

This set a chxlly tone to his take:
"over, despite his own explanations

were quickly reinforced by thke

* resignation of John Stockwell, a 40- |
- year-old agent in the unsuccessful \
. CIA effortin Angola. - _
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sent out the fx:st 2712 pmk slvps on i —

Oct. 31,1977.
Althouvh smaller than prevlous '
cuts, this one was handled differ-"
Tently and hit harder at hfenme
professxonals in the spying and para :
mmtary trades . - 1

-

Says Cuts Helpﬂd Agency l
" “The cuts in persoanél that every- |

_one stilt complains to me about hava !

strengthened the agency's cove-t ac- :
“tion capabilities, »Turner said. - 7 *Z

““You don’t run a good, strong :
Daramxhtarj or covert acticn pro--
gram with a bunch of- a:yyea*—olds 4
he said. “What I've dona is cut ont’
high-grade supersiructure .. .and:
doubled the mput into the clapdes- '
tine services . . . 50'that we have a;
group | of young tigers, and there’s 3
enough’ accumulated experience !
and e‘(pertlse -around to gmde !
_them.” = 1 :

. Thisis strongly cha-lenged by peo-

ple in a position toknow.” ~ -

“Whatever Turner says, they can i &
puton a show,” says a Pentagon offi- :
‘cial who is vary 