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24 August 1983

NOTE FOR: Director, Office of Legislative Liaison
FROM: John Bross

Clair,

1. Reference Codevilia's article, which I have now read, it seems to
me it would be a good idea for somebody to undertake a point by point
refutation of the allegations in this memorandum for consideration by
John McMahon and Bill Casey. In a reasonable world, it would seem
desirable for either Bill or John to send the refutation to Senator
Wallop with the statement that Angelo's extremist and inaccurate views,
which have now been given such broad and formal dissemination, are
extremely embarrassing to the intelligence process and stating that
Angelo's obvious irrational hostility to the Community makes it
impossible to continue to work with him on a confidential basis,

2. 1 have not talked to either John or Bill about this matter and,
therefore, have no idea whether they would be willing to proceed along
these lines. However, there is a serious question in my mind as to
whether Angelo's attitude will not seriously impair the usefulness of my
Commission.

STAT

John Bross
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_ President Carter®s Director of Central Intelli-

- WASHIHGTON

Angelo Codevilla is a professional staff
mermber with the Senate Intellipence
Commintee, Previously, he was a foreign
service officer and a fellow a1 the Hovver
Institution, Stanford Univexsity. Dr.
Codevilla has writtan widely on European
politics and in the field of intelligence and
milizory policy.

Since the carly 1970s, this country®s intel.
ligence agencies have been asking, **What
does the country expect of us?”* That ques-
tion had not arisen in the postwar period be-

" cause the American political system bad left

the agencies to the total discretion of those

- appointed to lead them, In the exly 1970s,

factional conflict among those leaders spilled
over into’ a national debate about what
America’s practitioners of inteligence ought
to have forcmost in, mind. That dzbate con-

tinues.

Recently, Admiral Stansfield Tumer,

gence, and his former special assistant,
George Thibault, published an anempt both
to answer that guestion and to indict the Rea-
gan administration’s handling' of intelli-
gence. The author’s answer seems to be that

-

Approved For Release 2008/01/03 : CIA-RDP91B00135R0

QUARTERLY

L1 1af2
B0O0135R000200350011-1

Angelo Codevilla

By focusing so exclusively on
rules and standards of
operations, the intelligence
debate of the mid-1970s did not
answer the fundamental
question of what the United
States expects of its intelligence
services or what they are to
accomnplish in order to meet thé
challenges of the 1980s..

the American people expect their inteligence
agenties to be as innocuous as possible..

They charge that the Reagan administation

is undermining the agencies by loosening too
many restrictions. The authors thus contangd
that for our civil liberties” sake, and for the
sake of the agéncics” own standing in the
country, the agencies ought 16 concentraie on
farmulating for themselves the right kinds of
rules and restrictions. However, bne would

pot suspect from Tumer and Thibaul's artj- -

¢lz, that the rules by which imelligence offi-

. ¢ers live ought 1o flow from the intellisence

profession’s substantive requirements_
Nevertheless, in intelligence as jn other
areas of government, the American people
nightly want their employces 10 accomplish
the functions for which they are paid. This
author will argue that Stansficld Tumer is

CONTINUEZST
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wrong to assume that the key factor affecting

~ the quality of intelligence is the quantity of

intrusion into the lives of innocent people,
that better intelligence .means less civil Lib-
city, and vice versa. This article will then
address the real tasks which American intel-
kgence must accomplish in peace and war,
and the difficulties it now faces in doing so.

A revolution took place in American in-
telligence during the mid-1970s. That revo-
fution was thorough: by the ead of the Carter
2dministration, only 2 minuscule percentage
of the CIA's supergrade officials had held
such rank in 1975.. Those who became

. prominent in American intelligence during’

that period were generally not known cither
for achievement or technical insight in the

. special fields they took over. Some, e.g., the

man whbo took over the counterintelligence

staff at C]A, were koown 2s non-believers in
the very activity for which they became re-
sponsible. These men, however, were well

l attuned to the priorities of the administration

they would serve, and to those of the factions
whick had recentdly won ouwt in the intelli-
gence community’s long, intramural strug-
gles: to Jower America’s profile abroad; to
reduce the importance of clandestine ac-
tivities at home and abroad; to assert the
CIA’s claim to primacy among providsrs of

_ anzlyucal products. They were also intenton.
‘making sure that the recent revolution v the =
__field of intelligence would not be reversed.

As 2 result of all this, the leading men of
President Carter’s intelligence community,

-led by Admirals Stansfield Tumer and
" . Bobby Ray lnman, argued with great per-
- sonal vigor for the enactment of legislative

charters for the intelligence community.
These charters would have codified and 2p.
proved in law the changes in orientation
which had occurred in the mid-1970s. Of
course the proposed charters’ chief feature
was an absorbing concentration on rules and
restrictions. Jt is essential to understand
whence came this concentration on rules.
The debate of the mid-1970s had concen-
trated so exclusively on rrles and restrictions
because it had bzgun with public accusations
that some intelligence officers had wansgres-

- able picture of the United States and that  they

-t thrmt.lﬁgc:m:-comumty s throughts .
2nd €nergies toward combat with the Soviets
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sed the bounds of propriety and Iegality.
These accusations against the CIA’s dj-
rectorate of operations in general and par-
ncularly against counterintelligence special-
ists in the CIA and the FBI had come from
other intelligence ofiicers.

There had always been controversies
among intelligence officers about what
American intelligence should and should pot
be. The best outline of ibe views held by the

CiA officials who had long fought to reduce -

the role of the clandestine services and of
countcrintelligence is an awticle, **Ethics and
Intelligence™ by E. Drexel Godfrey, in the
Januvary 1978 Foreign Affairs. William
Colby's memoirs, as well as the published
vntings of lesser officials, e.g., Herberr
Scoville, -plus the reporting of books like
Edward Epstein’s Legend and Henry Hort's -
Shadrin, flesh out that owtline with examples
of how profoundly this Inramural attack af.
fected the daily workings of the intelligence
system.

In sum, clandestine =2nd count:n.ntdl:l-
gence activities wers cha.rgcd with being
immoral and developing insheir practitioners
devious thoughts 2nd ways which. would
prove dangerous to American civil liberties,
The allzgations claimed that these activites
present the rest of the wordd with an unfavor-

rather than toward aecurate assessments of
reality. Beginning in 1574, some intelligence
officers who had been making such charges
gave 1o their allies in Congress and the press.

N - :._," '._"_':‘.; .

items of information embarrassing to some |

" of the lzading men in the directorate of oper-~

ations and in the t:oum:nntclhgmnc ser- ©

vices.

In 1975-1976 the sclect committzes on
intelligence Yed by Senator Church and Rep-
resentative Pike laid ont these cmbarrassmg
jiems, along with 2 coherent critigue of
Americdn intelligence, Undcrstandably. the

lntclhg:ncc officers whose critiques of their ; -
bursaucratic adversarics were now being es- ;
poused by congressional committzes were °

hardly reluctant witeesses. Director Colby,

" CONTZTETT
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for exaraple, did not have 1o wave the fam--

ous poison dart gun in the air before the
cameras. When he did, the stock of some at
the CIA fell, and the stock of others rose. As
late as 1978, a scnior CIA official, John
Hart, spoke on the CIA's behalf to the House
Select Committee regarding the investigation
of President Kennedy's assassination and,
despits the committee®s effonts to stop him,
delivered 2 passionate indictraent of former
colleague, once head of the Soviet division
of the dircctorats of operations, for allegedly
violating the rights of a Soviet defector
whose bona fidss was in douby, In sum, a

long-festering jntramural batle was decided.

when one side went outside the walls and
linked wp with superior political forces
whick, for their own rezsons, were willing to
help. ' v

The Church and Pike Committees had ‘

been orpanized 2s a result of years of éffor
by the American Civil Liberties Union and
Iikeminded groups, e.g., the Institue for
Policy Studies. These organizations sup-

ported zble individvals Iike William Miler

and Morton Halperin, These efforts were
based on the coniention that intclligence in«
vestigations are inherently dangerous to civil
Liberties. Thus, these efforts were atmed at
restricting the scope of such investigations,
- The proximate goal was to force the agencies
henceforth 1o apply the standards of criminzl

o law 10 intelligence mvcsngauons._"aﬁiﬁem-
T dividuals® work o inteligenee. was part of =

 their broader campaigns for a re-direetion of
“U.S. foreign policy toward reduced Ameri-
can sclf-assertions, greater friendliness with
revolutionary forces in the Third World, and

- reduced hostility vis-3-vis the Soviet Union,
The reaction of many inteligence officers,

active and retired, against the Chureh and
Pike Committees was to uphold the intelli-
gence profession’s good name against what
they perceived as the far Jef’s almost unpat.

riotic anacks. They proceeded by argaing

that American society must be willing 1o bear
the burden of the agencies® intusive exis-
tence if it is 1o live in a dangerous world,
They therefore continued to work in public
and in private against every restrictive rule
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that was proposed. In their single-minded
effort to stand up for I notion thay the in-
telligence agencies” role ought not 1o be re-
duced, they put themselves in the unenviable
position of sceming 1o argue for the right of
U.5. intelligence agencies to invade the pri-
vacy of innocent Americans, The American
Civil Liberties Union, Morton Halperin's
Center for National Sceurity Studies, ang the
Institute for Policy Studies voderstandably
did not protest having the intelligence offi.

aErigmy

cers’ view of the world identified wity -:

* breaches of Americans® civil liberties, Nor

did they protest having their own preferences
for American foreign policy identified with-
the prolection of individuals® rights by Fapki-
calion., - - -
The debate of the mid-1970s did Dol touch
on the guality of American melligence, on
what ought 1o be accomplished in each ofthe
intzlligence commumity®s functional xreas,
and on precisely how well each of these
arcas was functioning. The apti-inteMigsnce
lobby's fundamenta} message was that the
United Stales was suffering from an excess
of intelligence capability, that we had more

intcligence than we needed, The agencies®

dzfenders did pot. challenfs the impression
that though the American telligence pro-
fession might have transgressed here and.
there, at least it had beeny doing its job. So,

each for their own re2sons, all sides of the : LT

sions: by and large the quality of intelligenee =
- had been either acceptable or more than ac-

ceptable; that the quality of intellipence daw
pends on the degree of intrusion into inbo-
cent lives; that the only questions abom in-

- telligence worth discussing concern what

rules and restrictions shal} be imposed on the
agencies; and that the essential fs Wi bal
ance shovld be struck berween good imclli-

gence and civil liberties, _ -
Hence, the debate whieh firg accom- |
panied the Church Comminer’s Proposed ;

T

charters fpr intelligence was over minutine, ¢
The pubkic position of the Association of -
Former Intelligence Officerg (AFIO) was
that there should be ng charters and that the -

intelligence agencies should be allowed to do

e R
T Oy
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what they thought is necessary 1o accomplish
their job. But the wrinen critique of the
charters which AFIO submitted to the Senate
consisted cxclusively of minute changes in
the details of the proposed rules, By not ex-
pounding 2 full-fledged, intellectually ap-
pealing conwrast to the set of arguments
which underlay the charters, and by disput.
ing the details of individual restrictions,
AFIO and its supporters confimred those ar-
guments® legitimacy, and accepted the bulk
. of those restictions. Morcover, by basing
their arguments on the politically unappeal-
ing notions that good intelligence means in-
tusion into the lives of innccent people, and .
that the extent of that intrusion into civil lib-
erties is strictly the concern of the intelli-

-~ genee agencies, they virtually guarantesd

their opponents’ popularity, .-

“The prevalent attitude in American :
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fact, it had undertaken. In shorm, the cs-

timators had missed a huge, ominous devel-
opment unfolding before their very eyes. -
In the fall of 1978 the country Jearned thar,
even as the shah of Iran was being toppled
from his throne by 2 movement openly or-
ganized in Parjs, Washington, Beirut, Tehe
ran, as well as in Baku, US.S.R.,the OA
was estimating that lran was not in 2 revolu-
tionary or even in 2 prerevolutionary situa-
tion and that the shah would be an important
part of Iranian politics into the foresesable
future. C -
That year, the public also Jeamed zbom a
pasty quarrel withio the CIA over the
" trustworthiness of a Soviet defector, Yuri
Nosenko, who had come to the Unijt=d States-
to assure the CIA that the Soviet Union had
#ad no involvement with President Kep~

- -

~ counterintelligence today seems to be to sit

) : . out,”

‘intelligence as in anything else, the priority
of rules over substance makes no sense. Here
is a sample of those events, :
 In 1977 the country first learned that the
Soviet Union’s buildup of strategic weapons -
- was rapidly achieving jts objective: to pro-
vide the Soviet Union with the equipment to
survive, fight, and win a nuclear war. It also
Jeamed that this equipmest would be largely
. in place by 2bout 1980, that the Soviets had
been pursving this capability since 2t Jeast
the mid-1960s, and that the United States
intelligence agencies had had enongh data to
sound the waming. Instead, however, the
Natiopal Intclligence Estimates {NIEs) had
been telling policymakers that the Soviet
Union would not undertake efforts that, in

and wait for indications and then ch

eckthem

-

.. .By 1978, however, events.had Jed af__-.;ncd;c_’s’..ﬂ'sassin.;__aﬁccording. e public Py
1 2% wholly differcnt set-of -people to-sBIf the .
" ground of the debate ar.d to point out hat, jn-

was undeniable proof that key elements of
Noscrko's story were lies, he had beeg offi-
cially believed for administrative rcasons.
Moreover, those intelligence officers who
had resisted believing him had been dew
‘moted. Then the public leamed from®
Reader’s Digest that the FB] and the CIA hagd
had a curious reversal on another key agent,
codz pamed Fedora, who had cormmoborated
Nosenko's lies. First the CIA had officially
deemed Fedora bad and the FB] deemed him
good. Then, after a changing of the guard at
the CLA, Fedora was deemed ‘good, while ar
the FBI he had become bad. This bardly had
the hallmark of competence. The public also
learned that the CIA had asked an American
_ citizen, Nicholas Shadrin, to play a danger-
ous double agent’s game with the Sowiet

!0'1‘1
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KGB, and that Shadrin had vanished without
a race while meeting the Soviets under sup-
posedly competent CIA control.

Finally, as struggles for power in Africa,
Asia, and even in nearby Nicaragua resulted
in victory after victory for the Soviet Union,
Americans began to ask, *Where is the
CIA?” They learned that the CIA had never

even suggested plans for thwarting these So-

viet drives. ‘

Thus from 1977 to 1980, as Seaators con-
sidered passing the proposed restrictive
charters, the arguments of both proponents
and opponents began 1o sound hollow.

Clearly, none of the shortcomings of Ameri- .

can intelligence of which the pation was

. painfully leaming was rooted cither in too
__much or 100 little intrusion, Hence, though
“the debate about proper safeguards against

intrusion remains interesting, since the Jate
1970s, there has been no excuse for confus-
ing that debate with discussions of what the
country needs by way of intelligence,

But what are those neads? What is the job
to be done in the 1980s and in what arcas
should the professionals® habits be changed
in order to ensure that the job is done? In
what ways would the chanters’ proposed
rules, or any other possible st of rules, affect
the ability and motivation of intclligence

. operatives to do their jobs? What happens
- ~. when one tries to remove chanes snd sk -
- from an inherently risky professioaZ—- e

COLLECTION

"No one familiar- with. U.S.. intellipence

. suggests that the United States receives any-

thing like the kind of intelligence it needs.
The public record of the few human sources
the United States has enjoyed in the com-
munist world strongly suggests that we do
ol recruit agents, 5o much as accept and vsc

. those who approach us. This shonld hardly

be surprising given that the United States
does.not have a really clandestine service.
All but a handfu) of our clandestine officers
are under rather thin official cover, that is,
they are known to be employees of the U.S.
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government. A high p:rccmagc do not speak

the language of the county they work in.

They can bardly approach someone whe is
required to report his contacts with Ameri-
cans and unobrrusively subomn treason or
conduct false flag recruitment. Since our
agents live as official representatives of the

United States, itis not surprising that most of .

their repons read like diplomatic dispatches,

Of course, nothing prevents the Unired

States from acquiring the serviee of people

who can credibly pass themselves off as -

something other than Americans. But mmy

professionals oppose this, claiming that suéh

people would be unwizldy for the presem

personnel and promotion syst=m 1o bandie_
Thus the professionals at the CIA resisted

William. Casey's early effors to change the -
character of the clandestine service. The ap~. -

position 10 the nomination of Max Hugel 1o
the post of director of operations was duz o

this. Nevertheless, Casey's caly efforts were

on the right track,

No one familiar with the subject doubrs
the sophistication of our means of t=chnica) -

collection. Yet no one would contend that
these means were concéivid as an interrow
lated system 1o collect a set of data. Each of
the present systems: is a techmical extrapola-
ton of previous sysiems, and exists in num-

bers dictated more by the budgez than by any

-

been jrrational. We have not decided whar
information is required and then allocated ron
Sources among technologies, but the oppo-
site~—~with one significant execption, arms
control. For fifteen years, much of the jm-
petus for buying technical imelligence de-
vices has come from those who wished 10
monitor cenain inds of arms-contro) treatjes
withthe Soviet Union. As 2 result, ourcurrent
technical architecture is fit only for operation
in peacetire and is focused 10 a large extent
on the rather narrow parameters of past
arms-control agreements. Of course, this

could be changed. Bur that would require imo-
posing upon the several 2gencies some sortof -
strategic vision and a consequent coherent s=t -

of requirements. -

-

witicl thase systems have- bs:nacq:ﬁredhas -




-
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But neither has the responsibility, the data

or the inclination to conceive overa
. . . . of the
Collection without good operational secu- problem of cwntcrimclliocncch C: "
3 « Conse-

rity can be worse thart useless because jt can quently, not knowing the whol thet
p.m\:ndc ?.hannels for disinformation by hos-  ception of their OWn parts is e
tile inteliizence services. Today there is no hit-or-miss proposition. This i;:::ssaﬁ.iy o
Fcason to be complaccnt.about th: opera-  vidual cases, but is quite undeni ;]formd:- .
l:lmal secunity of _Amcncan intelligence. gards the comprehensive mmwﬁ;uflias i
though now.adays the bulk of collectionis  picture. Anyone who knows cou Im_mg:nc_c
through technical means, techmical opera-  gence realizes that oainixsgzwm: thaxh'
bonal sccurity is barely in the conceptual  case might exist isothr: hardest ::s of y
s.tag:. Indeed, s?me professionals are unwil-  case. The prevalent attitde inp Amu:iany
lmg_ Yo conceive that technical means counterintelligence today seems 1o be it
: rkc:;::snil;v; c;:;gh}; t;e sul;j:cbt:d to the same  and wait for indications and then ch:ck:;:;
. ecxs for reliability that human  out. Awarcness of i 3
__2pents must u?dcrgo before the information  comes through ﬂlcg:tils::ﬁ:mmes
‘ -glfney generate is acecpted, S dividual sees before him the disastrous xr;-
o Th:s Is not to suggest that the operational - - fects of ‘enemy intelligence. At pres t; .
security of our human collection systzm is  is how most of ourcases begin, But t;m' s
:ho:;td'f ;?g:;xor;ah!ly, challenging and testing  * preferable way, counterintcllipence an:l;:?sa
19ty of human sources hasbeenthe  Yet, counterintelli ence analysi sous, -
. ::a;c p:ﬂfdn; 11::13 l:::i::m;::nhand:g job sophisticated or kniwn intclli{;’::c:ihs;:]:;s.
a » because whoever  pot possible i irm ;
:;;ge:;:t muksit qu:sticln tI'IA;: ghood judgment of  the l:(i.'c,la!\ mdnl{%?i:fazgﬁ:;&:d?
7 -raniang people. In the Jate 1950sand we can ioUus_tmove i
- early. 1?705 -intc:mal cnticism of the CIA’s imcllige:zfc sc:r:i::n tzu;o:: :Ez a:osal -
fhoau:::f::::‘l;gcnc; sl::cf'f ;nountcd, because  both forcign and Amcric;:;. Illpth hu:n;ﬁ
questioned the bona fides of top  “technical. Yet the FBI does not routinel
many agents, and had become burcaucrat-  exami o
e - u lcaﬂy too ..p?wcrfu! to suit the song prog-- - noﬁl;::;;k:gm }létic;ﬁ:nd ﬂ'mNa- |
ST " raphic divisions of the dircctoraie’of opera- génce implications; 2nd' vice v::r::?ﬁ:: L

S .+ montled and replaced” with non-specialists -~ terintellige; i :

© from .!he gcu.gr;'.phic divisions whop::: tzm- h:p?:;hg:l;;tg;;p;z:l:r?m;;'agmcyms:s.m !
’i’;mg\ assigned to counterintelligence. ~  The overall picture built up byotl'::i:, sortof

us, those responsible for caiching the col-  fra ented, reacti texi i is

. lcctors cmba:rrgsing‘ mistakes are them. - alsogizui:c m':satisi’a“rc‘:c::;.::j nOt::n:Irug:::g o

: s.:ltres responsible to those very collectors for listing cases. But one cahnot be i 0
their carcers. Clearly, operational security is  smate the scope of a probl:m——sagl; tomcsu-- 7
athankless job which, if it is to be done well,  fer of technology or the pot:niialyfo g
must be done by people who are not towally  of-influence Operations in Sector ); il
dCli‘fﬂidt.ﬂl.ctn; those whose work they cheek.  one takes the problem jtself as a poj _: de-
j Tbc division of responsibility in counter-  parture, and brings to bear » l:)fma? g
intelligence between the FBI and the CIA is  available data. In the case é;ﬂ t “h i
undcrfrood perhaps Ieast of all by the two transfery we are just beginning 1o T HO;‘DgY
agencies themse!vcs. Of course, each knows  dearly the United Staicso has had 10 ﬁfmf o
parfectly what it thinks it shonld do, and counterintelligence systemr whose I:r):: e |
cven b.cttc.r what the other ought not to at- precluded asking substantive ucst: Cand
tempt In its ficld! Both cooperate more or kept data in tight burcaveratic c?xm mente,
less satisfactorily in pursuit of known cases, If the press is to be b:lic\-cdpa;;:s‘i:;:;:

0 oAme s esre Y
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Reagan and his National Security Council
have noticed these shostcomings in the an-
alysis of counterintelligence. It remains to be
seen whether they will have the moral and
intellectual wherewithal 1o wranslate their in.
tuition and their legal autherity into ¢hanged
behavior on the part of a recalcitrant bureay.
cracy.

. ANALYSIS

There is po denying the low quality of all
100 many NIEs, nor the serious effects which
some of these have had upon the nation's se.
curity. The mere fact that, in the Jate 1570s,
the public and the president, who had been
reassured for fifteen years that the Soviets
were not even trying to gain shrategic
Superiority, woke up to find that the Soviets
had in fact achieved it is a sufficient indict-

ment of the NIEs. The American peaple pay -
- billions for an imelligence cornmunity 1o

avoid precisely this kind of surprise. More
galling is the knowledge that the data for a
coneet 2ssessment was not lacking and that
in fact quitz a few analysts in the Pentagon.
bad pretty well figured out the nature and

 size of the forces the Soviets were building,
- But the process by which the NIEs are writ-

ten smothered the correct analyses with the
incomrect ones. The president and other re-
sponsible officials did not have the chance 1o

. exercise. their responsible judgmene e the-.

" “évidence, They had no idea that a vicwolic

than th: official one existed, much Jess a

chance to decide which was comect, - . -
" How does one go about improving an-
_ alysis? Bener analysts would do a bener .
Job. That is not just a wuism. Al 100 often ~ .~

analysts in our intelligence agencies are
promoted not for being good interpreters of
the real world but rather for being good sol-
diers in the intelligence community’s in-
tramural battles. ) they stoutly uphold the
office view, they arc ofien preferred 1o those
who prefer reality. It is often better to be
wrong for burcaucratically acceptable rea-
sons than 1o be right about the facts and gal-

" ling to one’s superiors. Strict accountability

and quality control would help, But who is to

10 it to make it bappen.

contro] the controllers? Afier all, the office
view of things comes from precisely those
longtime  officials responsible for quality
control. The inscrtion at bigh levels of
numerous outsiders who are not congenial 1o
the senior analysts would really help. But
unless these outsiders were exceplionally
honest, new office views would start forming
around them. .o
There is another way of keeping analygs
honest, and of ensusing that those TeSponsie’

ble people who read intelligence estimates
Eel 1o exercise their responsibility: allow -

both the CIA and the DIA to produce esti-
mates on imponant, subjects, cach using al}
sources but peither coordinating with one
another. The products would contain Jess of
the bureaucratic prose which Jong coor-
dinaling sessions substitute for data,

would also be more closcly argued than is
now the case; they wobld have 1o be, because

 they wonld be written with the sure koow}-

edge that they would have 1o confront coun..

terarguments. Unfortunately, that is rot mow
thx case. Finally, they would be compelled
not 1o try to fill with the purty of judzments

the gaping holes we have in our knowledge,
The words competitivé &5lysis have beeg
widely accepted. But, in the view of profes-
sionals st the CIA, competitive smalysis.
neally describes the system by which NIEs
have been produced for the past quarter cen-

P Again, it remains 10:be-soen whethep=pit i -
-the'Reagan administration, having

accepted ths concept will prove to have
enough understanding of it 2nd cormmitmeny

COVERT ACTION

The Church Comminee, echoing xnany
professionals, characterized covert actiop—.
that is, secret activities to infloence the out-

publicly |

W E MO

come of foreign sitvations—as exceptional
means 10 be undertaken when all others hag

Church -Committee  maintajneq that the
United States had resoried to covertl action

- failed or no others covld be cmployed. The _

100 oficn. The debate within the government

bas been between these who wang more

- -
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covert actions and those who want fewer. 1

believe that history shows both sides have

missed the point.

The point is to achieve the ends of foreign
policy. Is ally X in trouble in Country A, and
has the president decided that the aim of
U.S. policy is to save his office? Is move-
ment Y in Country Z so menacing that the
president has made it 1U.S. policy to reduce
its infloence? Affirmative answers to such
questions imply nothing about the means to
be employed except one thing: when all is
said and done, alty X should be in office and
movement Y should no longer be in 2 posi-

tion to do harm. These objectives could be

achieved by various combinations of means,
overt and covert, The particular combination -

~ matters much less than the result,

Today 211 toco many people tend to zsk
about any given situation, **Is there anything
that the CIA could do here?™ In many cases,
there is or could be. Nonctheless, that is the
wrong question. Covert actions decided upon
in answer to that question may be well-in-
tentioned, but they will not be pant of a co-;
herent, success-oriented plan. Rather, onc
should ask, “*What combination of 2ctions
by various agencies can actually bring about ~

the desired objective?™ X that overalliplan.,  The. intelligence -agencies- urpently: peed..br o
" calls for sscret acts, then there wzp&c::for—‘ “clear statemnents: of " what-.they- 2re: 1o ac<’
compﬁsh. The executive orders and Presie
dent Carter’s proposed charters consisted of -
authorizations for investigations under.

 them, if not, there is not. Today, covert ac-

tion is touted as one more thing going for us,
or something else to push the situation in the
right direetion. Such categorizations are pot

B belpful. In the international area, there are no -
rewards for good intentions or for pushing in -

the right direction or for sending signals,
Policy fails if it does not succeed. The press
bas recemtly camied allegations that the
United States has a covent action going

_ agaiost Nicaragua. The New York Times

quoted 2 U.S, official as admitting it but jus-
tifying it on the ground that it was not suffi-
ciently large to topple the Nicaraguan re-
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gamc That officials undcrstandmg of po!-
icy, if the Times reponed it comrectly, is pu- _
erile. To conduct rmhmry or paramilitary op-
erations against 2 regime by any means,
over or covert, without 2 plan for toppling it
is against one of the most elementary norms
of politics: never do your cncmy a small
hurt.

J S RS

The problem of covent action is funda—

mentally that of the conception and execu-
tion of foreign policy. It is impossible either !

iy -

to mtionally discuss or to successfully use °

* any tool of forcign policy unless the ends of

policy are spelled out specifically and a seri-
ous commitment is made to achieving them,

Clearly, the question of what the United
States expects of its intelligence services has

ot been answered with intellectual avthority

by those who have had the political authority
to do so. We have mads the case here thatin
order for the United States to meet the chal-

- Jenges of the 1980s, American intelligence is

going to have to perform quite dlffcr'zmly
from the way &t has bzth- performing.
Burzaucracies being what thcy are, change is
unlikely to take place without some powerful
external snmulus-—sucb as an act of Con-
Eress.

highly specific circumstances. They did not .

begio to tell the agencies what kind of infog- &
_mation they were to coliect, what Xinds of

analysis they were to provide, what sort of :

‘security against hostile intelligence services

and terrorists they were to ensure, and what
sont of influence they should be prepared 10
excercise abroad. Perhaps a legislative siate-
ment of these missions could begin to answer

the question, **What does the U.S. cxpcct of :

its intellipence s:rvsccs’ v

»

™o
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