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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 22, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: JACK MAR »////

SUBJECT: | INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY DECISION
- BOOK

PURPOSE

This book presents the foreign intelligence issues which you must
address. After nearly a year of headlines concerning past abuses
by the Intelligence Community, you now have an historical oppor-
tunity to establish firm ground rules and mmake other changes to im-
prove the Nation's foreign intelligence- capability.

BACKGROUND

As indicated by the Index, this book attempts to deal with this
complex issue comprehensively. It draws on the results of several
interagency working groups, including the NSC/OMB organization
and management study (which is attached).

The book is in decision format but contains no decision "blocks''.

Its main purpose as I explained orally, is to give you an overview

of the situation as we see it at this time. However, I would point

out it does not in my opinion yet adequately address all the issues

that remain insofar as the intelligence community is concerned. For
example there should be further development of matters relating to

the NSA and to some extent the FBI. We are seeking your reaction to
the issues presented and, after receiving them, we will prepare a final
- decision memorandum. Not all your senior advisors have reviewed
this material, although all the relevant agencies did help in pulling

it together. You can expect further inputs from some in the Intelligence
community for your final decision memo.
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The charts and text used in this book do not reflect your recent
decision to fill the second deputy post at Defense, but this does not
affect our analysis. '

ACTION REQUIRED

Review this Decision Book. I recommeﬁd that you cali' a meeting
ot the NSC (including the Attorney General) soon after your return
from Vail, to discuss this issue. :

Approve ''expanded' NSC meeting
Disapproved
NEXT STEPS

If you meet with us upon returning from Vail to present your views
on these intelligence issues, we will thén present another final
decision memorandum (in under a week).

At that time, you may wish to meet again'with an "expanded’’ NSC
and, perhaps, separately with others™such as the Joint Chiefs.

Once you make your substantive decisions on the foreign intelligence
matter, we will prepare a '""'strategy'’ paper on the alternatives for
presenting your positions to Congress and the public.



PRINCIPLES & POLICY



PRINCIPLES AND POLICY

The purpose of this chapter is to assist
you in developing goals and principles
concerning the Intelligence Community.
They will provide direction for the
Community and serve as "guideposts" as
you make your decisions on the issues
which follow. This chapter focuses on:
¢ The need for charters to increase
accountability which is necessary
to restore public confidence in the
Intelligence Community.

®* The need to clarify the relationship
between the Congress and the Executive.

The need to clarify relationships
within the Executive Branch.

A. INTRODUCTION

The focus of all investigations of the Intelligence Com-
munity (principally by the House and Senate Select Committees)
has been on abuses, domestic and foreign. On the other hand,
other recent studies have addressed the problem of improving
the organization ana management of the Community. Certain con-
sumers of intelligence have focused on the need to impfove
product quality and to meet emerging needs in non-Defense
areas, such as economic intelligence. And, finally, critics
outside the Administration and Community leaders have recog-

nized the need to improve protection of secrecy and, at the
same time, to provide for wider dissemination of intelligence

product to those who have a need to know. e~
. R B ‘ﬁ’:«
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Goéls

The current attention focused on the Community provides
you with the opportunity to deal with these issues. 1In
reaching decisions on the more detailed issues, there are
five goals which you ma? wish to adopt:

- Abuses should be eliminated and this must be clearly

understood by the Congress and the public.

- The organization and management of the Community

should be improved.

- The gquality of the intelligence product should be
improved.

- Secrecy, including sources and methods, should be
protected, consistent with necessary dissemination
of the Community's product to policy officials.

- Establish more effective relations with Congress

involving the Intelligence Community.

To achieve these five goals, you must restore public
confidence in the Community, its legitimacy and its adherence
to the law. Unless this confidence is restored, the soundest
decisions will never result in achievement of these goals.

The decisions necessary to achieve these goals should,
if possible, be taken comprehensively and at the same time.
Steps to achieve one goal will necéssarily have an impact on
another. For example, decisions on organization and manage-

ment will necessarily affect quality. Preventing abuses




through excessive restriction of Community collection
activities may lead to a demoralized and ineffective Community,
thus reducing the quality of the product and of the people
attracted to the Community. Lack of concern for protection
of secrecy sources and methods could severely damage the
continuing effectiveness of the Community.
Problems

The analysis of wa?s to achieve these five goals has
shown that there are three underlying problems which must

be solved. The first of these is the lack of adequate

charters for the key agencies that make up the Community.

This lack has made it possible to criticize the Community
for actions taken in the past that were consistent with the
needs of the time,rbut that are not acceptable today.
Further, there have been ambiguities and imprecision in the
role and functions of certain elements of the Community, as
pointed out by the Rockefeller Commission. And lastly,
because neither the National Security Agency nor the Defense
Intelligence Agency has been created by statute, critics
have been able to impugn their legitimacy. Restoration of
public confidence in the Community may require a more explicit
charter, and particularly a set of restrictions on the
Community to eliminate and prevent abuses.

The second fundamental problem has been the relationship

between Congress and the Executive. This relationship has

RS
R RN
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gone undefined throughout history, and thé recent House and
Senate intelligence investigations have strained relations
between Congress and the Executive. Congress has asserted
a need for more information to be able to judge our foreign
policy, but that need must be balanced with the need of the
Executive to conduct that foreign policy without necessary
or damaging restrictions.

The third underlying problem is the ambiguous relationship

among intelligence officials and agencies within the Executive

Branch, particularly between the Department of Defense and the
Direcfor of Central Intelligence. In 1971, the DCI was
designated the leadef of the Community by Presidential
Directive, but many argue that he was not given the tools
to do that job. The need to deal with the first two prob-
lems makes this a propitious time to take another look-at
that relationship and to decide to what degree management
and organizational changes are desirable. This is an
historic opportunity to make changes that probably would
be impossible in normal times.
Strategy

In dealing with these three underlying problems, there
are certain questions of strategy which must also be
addressed. One is the degree of public discussion and
attention which you should give these issues and these
changes. Another is the appropriate strategy with respect

to Congress and the form your decisions should take: new..._

Eft

LN
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legislation, new Executive Ofders, classified instruc-

tions to the Community, public statements, or combinations

of all four. Theee issues will be dealt with in more
movle

detail after you have,the substantive decisions.

B. THE NEED FOR A CHARTER

In discussing the charter of the Intelligence Community,
there is a need to distinguish between two very different
activities, policy-making and providing information and
services.

' If one views the CIA and the Intelligence Community as
primarily policy-making organizations, ways would have to be
found to increase the participation by the heads of intelli-
gence organizations in major policy decisions.

However, this will probably be characterized by some
members of Congress and the Press as having unfortunate
consequences. However, the other side of this argument is
that the intelligence agencies are and should remain service
agencies, and their role of providing intelligence should
not be tainted or biased toward attempting to make their
bosses' policies come true.

The lack of a charter for specific components of the
Intelligence Community (such as the NSA and the DIA) and the
lack of a detailed charter for the CIa, have led to ambi-
guities and unclear guidelines.

In dealing with the broad question of the Community's

charter, two subsidiary policy questions can be posed:

I-5




ISSUE: Should the charter of the Community institute

greater accountability?

A key concept running through the analysis to
date is the degree of accountability in the Community -
accountability to the President, to statutes, to the
Constitution. Accountability is at the heart of the
question of achieving the overriding objective of improving
public confidence. The most obvious aspect of accounta-
bility is raised by covert actions, but the concept applies

to all functions of the Community and its management.

OPTIONS:

1. Visibly increase the accountability within the

Executive by streamlining the chain of command

to insure that specifically identified individuals
are responsible for specifically defined Intelli-
gence Community actions. This will help prevent
abuses and encourage efficiency and excellence in
performance. (For example, decisions concerning
electronic surveillance are made throughout the

Community and it is difficult to fix responsibility.)



2. Do not move toward greater accountability since

the existing mechanisms (ihcluding NSC/40

Committee structure) can be improved sufficiently.

Much of the criticism of the approval of covert
actions has centered on a few examples which
were not in fact in any way the result of in-

adequate approval mechanism or staff work.

Even if the present systeﬁ were scrapped, some-.
thing similar would have to replace it. Some
changes could and should be made administratively,
but they need not alter the present system and

we should oppose attempts on the part of Congress
to repeal the flexibility given under the

National Security Act of 1947.

The following charts demonstrate the complex relationships

in the Intelligence Community and diffusion of accountability.
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ISSUE: Do the Community's statutory and administrative

charters adequately deal with covert action?

This is currently one of the most controversial
aspects of the Community's operations. A great deal of
information has come to light on the Community's covert
operations. You have addressed several aspects of them as
they have emerged through your creation of the Rockefeller
Commission, your public response to its Report, comments
on the Assassination Report, etc.

You have defined your position on this issue
in public statements. You are following two principles
concerning covert actions:

First, they are necessary in the national

interest and therefore should not be prohibited

across-the-board by statute or Executive action;
and,

Second, there have been abuses in the past

(e.g., assassination planning)} and you have

stopped abuses and will prevent them from

occurring in the future by Executive Order.

C. THE NEED TO CLARIFY THE CONGRESS - EXECUTIVE RELATIONSHIP

ISSUE: Should any new charter for the Intelligence

Community be primarily statutory or administrative?

The lack of a statutory charter for specific

components of the intelligence Community (such as the NSA

I-8



and the DIA), except CIA's very vague charter in the
National Security Act of 1947, have led to difficulties
between Congress and the‘ Executive. The prime reason for
-seeking a new charter for elements of the Community Would
be to assist in eliminating and preventing abuses. Many
argue that this is needed to rebuild public confidence in
the Intelligence Community. The present charter does not
Adequately deal with the reporting relationship to Congress.
Further, Congressional ovefsight is now an issue. The
effect of this has been a perceived lack of accountability ‘
to Congress.

OPTIONS:

1. Arguments why the charter should be primarily

statutory:

- The Constitution requires Executive action
to be based on statute in most areas of
government.

- Congress is bent on exercising its will and
therefore will want to write new laws.

- A statute is more permanent and thus the
.Community could better predict the standards
by which it will be judged.

- In the nature of things Congressional attempts
to write a charter will essentially focus on

past abuses.



- If you propose a statutory charter for the

Community, you show initiative in dealing

with the problem.

- In writing legislation (as opposed to the

Select Committees' investigations) the necessity

for a "general" charter will be recognized.

Arguments why the charter should be primarily

administrative (a series of Executive Orders and

guidelines by agency heads, supplementing minimal

modification of existing legislation).

‘Under the Constitution, foreign policy and thus

foreign intelligence, is an Executive responsibility.

The Community has had a mixed statutory and
administrative charter for the last 30 years and
it has worked well.

It is impossible to foresee all of the actions
that will be necessary, and relying on detailed
legislative authority for authorization is risky;
the President must mainfain flexibility to operate
in foreign affairs without detailed restrictions
from Congress.

The public will receive some assurance from the
mixed charter, though perhaps not as great as
from a statutory charter, depending in part on
the firmness and perceived intent of the
Presidential statement. (If your intent is

1-10
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perceived to be to limit the Community's
activities and to gain control over it,
then the public will be less concerned by

the form of the charter.)

ISSUE: Should a new Congressional-Executive relationship

provide for greater Executive Branch acéountability

to Congress?

OPTIONS:

All efforts of Congress to institute new forms of

accountability should be opposed since foreign policy

and intelligence is essentially an Executive Branch

matter,

- Exclusive Presidential authority over intelligence
is a plausible though controversial interpretation
of the Constitution.

~ With increased accountability to Congress will
necessarily come greater Congressional control
and interference.

- Whatever merits of this position, it is doubtful
that it can be maintained for long, given the
degree of public and Congressional concern over
Community abuses.

The Executive Branch shounld be more accountable to

Congress, and this should be defined through negotia-

tions between the Branches. (This may be the Hughes

Amendment requiring reporting of covert actions,

I-11



supplémented by some approval on specific actions,

budget approvals, etc.)

- We have already crossed the bridge of Congressional
involvement in intelligence matters’, and it will
be difficult to exclude Congress in the future,
particularly on covert actions.

- The traditional oversight mechanisms are no
longer valid (because of the collapse of
Congressional leadership) and the Executive
must take the lead in working out new arrangéments.

- Congressional oversight is in fact not likely in
the long run to prove onerous, since attention of
Congress will tend to flag as these things
become more routine.

- Nonetheless, there will always be a countervailing
pressure of individual Congressmen to release
information gathered, thus frustrating the
intent of the Executive. Also, the leaks which
have occurred from the Select Committees on
Intelligence at the very least raise a strong'
presumption that sensitive national security
information is compromised once given to Congress.

~ The Angola matter demonstrates that the present
system is inadequate. ¥You do not have sufficient
support to gain approval of your positions in
Congress.

I-12



D. THE NEED TO CLARIFY RELATIONSHIPS WITHIN THE EXECUTIVE
BRANCH

Many of the key issues in the Organization and Management
section of this book, and in other studies, turn on the relation-
ship between the head of thé Ihtelligence Community (now the
DCI) and the Secretary of Defense. This relationship is key
because it affects:

1) the amount of "competition" in the analysis which

produces intelligence;

2) where the -balance is struck in allocating resources

between "national" and "tactical” intelligence; and

3) the efficiency in collecting information and producing

intelligence.

There are some subtle problemsvwhich this relationship
raises. For example, to the extent the DCI is viewed as an
adviser (and hence stripped of his managerial and/or policy-
making roles) his intelligence product is more credible because
he is not perceived as biased towards one institution. However,
once he loses his institutional "base", he is likely to become
less effective in bureaucratic struggles with the Defense and
other Departments and eventually could end up with very little,
if any, real control over the Intelligence Community.

Another management variable which greatly impacts the
functioning of the Intelligence Community, is the process
of presenting intelligence to you and your senior édvisers.

Here the role of the NSC and its staff is critical. The DCI

I-13



has direét access to you, but the NSC and its staff are
involved in specifying requir;ménts for studies and production,
managing the consumer/producer dialogue, approving (through
the 40 Committee) covert operations, and using the product
as a basis for its own evaluations and assessments. The
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs is
a primary channel for intelligence to the President.
In making your Executive Branch organization and manage-
ment decisions, you may wish to use the following as guideposts:
(1) There needs to be a strong and independent head of
the Intelligence Community who is not so committed
to one bureaucracy that he loses his objectivity.
(2) The Community leader should have enough of an
institutional "base" so as to maintain his indepen-
dence vis-a-vis membérs of your Cabinet.
(3) There should be "competition" in the production
of intelligence, with good coordination between
the agencies.
(4) You should have direct access to an intelligence
official who does not have major foreign affairs
or defense policy responsibilities.
(5) Any organizational changes should be designed
to promote technological creativity, such as
that which led to development of the U-2's and

the Glomar Explorar.
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To assist you in placing the above in context, the
following charts are presented as examples of how information

flows through the Intelligence Community.

e,
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FLOW OF INFORMATION THROUGH THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
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OVERSIGHT AND RESTRICTIONS

This chapter discusses the need to prevent
abuses by agencies involved in foreign
intelligence. The following issues are
covered:

*  The domestic jurisdictions of the
FBI and the CIA.

The method of imposing restrictions

on the intelligence activities of

the FBI.

Substantive issues concerning your
provosed Executive Order imposing
restrictions on the foreign intelli-
g e agencies.

* The need for more effective oversight
by the Executive Branch.

* The nature of Congressional oversight
and its relationship to prerogatlves
of the Executive.

A, ’JURISDZCTIONAL QUESTION
You should keep in mind that in considering the FBI issues,
that some in the Congress have raised a question concerning

the foreign intelligence jurisdiction of the FBI.

ISSUE: Should the jurisdictional arrangements between

the CIA and the FBI be revised?

During World War IIXI, the FBI had certain overseas'

intelligence responsibilities in Latin America. With the
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creation of the CIA, the FBI jurisdiction was limited to the
United Statés, and the CIA was given certain domestic responsi-
bilities only with réspect to protection of sources and
methods (in.the DCI). The CIA, of course, gathers informa-
tion overtly in this cocuntry through interviews with travelers
and businessman, protects the integrity of CIA premises and
conducts s=scurity investigations of its employees. The
guestion has been raised whether the CIA should have the
responsikility for gathering foreign intelligence from any
source, U.S. or foreign? One argument for change is that
agencies involved in law enforcement should have absolutely
no foreign intelligence responsibilities or authority;
therefore, give to the CIA the foreign intelligence activities

currently uncdertaken by the FBI domestically.

OPTIONS:

1. Arguments for maintaining existing jurisdictions.

- None of the abuses which have been uncovered
would be prevented by realigning jurisdictions.

~ The geographic jurisdictional distinction is an
easy one to maintain.

-~ Giving the CIA domestic responsibilities is a
major concern that many inVCongress and the
public have (although, paradoxically, the sﬁg—

gestion that the CIA should do foreign intelligence

a—

I aee

Yoy
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activities here at nome comes from liberal
elements in the Senate Committee.)

- This would probably lead to duplication of

3

]

forts si

Hh

e rce the FBI would not easily give up

-

s own activities and responsibilities; it

(.
t

.would certainly lead to staffing duplication.
-~ The existing system has proved sufficient and
uate to meet both foreign and domestic

intz2llicsnce needs.

2. Arcuments why jurisdictions should be realigned.

- I% iz izportant for intelligence analysts to have

access to all information bearing on intelligence

vas arguad during Church Committee hearings
that the FBI has proven to be no better at re-
specting individual rights and liberties, and
pernaps even worse than, the CIA.
- A firm distinction can be drawn bétween "intelli-
gathering and "investigation for prosecution."
The difference is in the use to which the informa-
tion is made. Information being gathered for law
enforcement purposes should be ﬁhé subject of

stricter control than information being gathered

for foreign intelligence purposes.
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- The distinction drawn in 1947 is an artificial
one and assumes that geogréphy rather than purpose
is the more important distinction.
e duplication would be minimized since the CIA
already has domestic offices and installations,
+he FBI overseas installations, attaches, and
connections with foreign and international police

organizations.

HGDS OF RESTRICTING FBI ACTIVITIES

The 2ttornev Gensral has under study draft guidelines

imposing restrictions on FBI activities. The question arises
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the proper form for FBI restrictions is in a

Justice Depariment regulation, Executive Ordexr or a statute.

OPTIONS:

1. Justice Department regulation. This alternative

leaves the most flexibility in terms of subsequent
amendments. Amendments to Justice regulations can
be adopted with less bureaucratic and public con-
troversy. However, it is exactly for this reason
that such a form for FBI restrictions may give the
least assurance to the public that the FBI is in
fact being placed.under effective control.

2. Executive Order. This form provides greater assurance

to the public that the FBI is being contro;;gq,
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Since restrictions on the rest of the Intelligence
Community are be;:g imposed, the FBI should be
treated similarly as to form. On the other hand,
an Executive Order, as opposed to regulations
issued by the author lt of the Attorney General,
may have tha appearance of asserting direct
Presidential power over the FBI, circumventing

and perhaps diminishing the authority of the
Aztornmey Ceneral. In addition, if issued by the
aneral, the guidelines would appear not
¢cnlv as the Attorney General's judgments of wise
cy and discretion, but the judgments of the
¥aticn's highest legal officer, the Attorney General,
2s to the F2I's legal authority and obligations.

IZ the purpose to be served by an Executive
Order is to lend the weight of the President's
authority to the guidelines effort, it might better
be accomplished by a clear expression of support to
the Attorney General, directing him to issue detailed
gui?elines.

Statute. Statutory restrictions on FBI authority
would give the greatest assurance to the public that
there are legally binding limitations on the Bureau's

efforts and thus protections against abuse. They

would, however, be inflexible after adoption, and
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could well contain unreasonable restrictions due
to "anti-FBI" forces in Congress. Furthermore, the

Ewvacutive Branch would have much less control overx

4. Mix of statute, Executive Orxder and regulation.

The Attorney General has publicly suggested that the

nidelines now being developed by the Justice Depart-
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ventually take the form of a combination

of statute, Executive Order, and regulations, de-—
cending on the guidelines' function and content.
Statutocry enactment may be most appropriate for

ining clearly the FBI's functions and jurisdiction -—
catutory basis that is now ambiguous and deficient.
An Zxecutive Order may be the most appropriate way

of channaling and controlling White House~FBI contacts,
while regulations may be the best way of establishing
internal Justice Department and Bureau procedures

and investigation standards.

C. RESTRICTIONS ON FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

ISSUE: What Substantive Restrictions should be

placed on Intelligence Activities other

than FBI?

The Rockefeller Commission recommended that certain

restrictions be imposed on the activities of the CIA, primarily
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related to the domestic collectién of foreign intelligence
and +he collection of information on the»domestic activities
of American citizens. In early September you decided that
an Exscutiva Order imposing such restrictions should be
broadenad to cover all intelligence agencies except the FBI.
A draft cf such an Ordsr and Press fact sheet are presented
at Appendix 2.

Ths proposed Executive Order prohibits or imposes
restrictions on ths following activities by foreign intelligence
agencies {cr by =zny other agency —-- except the FBI -- wﬁen

engaged in foreign Intelligence or counterintelligence act1v1;1ea):

domestic activitiss of United States citizens and permanent

resident aliens.
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electronic surveillance of United States
citizens and permanent resident aliens within the United States.

3. COpening of United States mail in violation of‘law.

4, Illegally obtaining federal income tax returns or
information ]

5. Infiltration of domestic groups for the purpose of
reporting on them.

6. Experimentation with drugs on humans without the

subject's informed consent.
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7. Operation cf a proprietary company which competes

with United States businesses more than the minimum amount

citizens and permansnt resident aliens within the United States
without disclosing thse true identity of the collecting agency.

S. Sharing zmcng agencies information on the domestic

10. Providing assistance to law-enforcement agencies
in violaticn of law.
Strong sukstantive disagreements still exist among

the various concern=d agencies and your advisors with respect
to some of i1ts provisions. Most of the major disagreements

concern proposzd excsptions to the general prohibitions. The

major issues for your decision are:

ISSUE: Whether to include an exception which would allow

the collaction, analysis and dissemination of

information on the domestic activities of U.S.

citizens reasonably believed to be involved in

%
international terrorist or narcotics activities
or working in collaboration with a foreign nation

or organization, but only if collected abroad or

from foreign sources. (Section II(i) (1)).
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This exception was croposed by the CIA, to allow
it to gather and utilize information related to Americans
involved in international terrorist or narcotics activities
and Americans who may not have committed any crime but are
working with IZoreign crganizations or governments. The
latter catsgory weuid include an Ameriéan supplying non-
classified inforzation to a foreign government, for example,
on the movement of civilian ships from a U.S. port.

2rouimsnts in support of the exception.

excaption recognizes that international

i
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terrcrist and narcotics activities are legitimate

[}
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interest for foreign intelligence

It recognizes that the domestic activities of
Zmericans working for foreign governments or
organizations are of counterintelligence interest.
- It contains the limitation that the excepted
information must have been collected abroad or
from foreign sources. Oftén foreign intelligence
agencies are the only elements of our government

who can cbtain information from these useful sources.

Arguments against the exception.
-~ The exception is too broad. Any person who deals

with foreign corporations would be covered.
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Order. The

sharing

LiaA TO CoTain

The CIA, prohibite
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statute from having

any "police, subpcena, {(or) law-enforcement
powers, " should not be involved in identifying
Americans participating in narcotics orx
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activities.
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adopt an exception which would permit

information on domestic activities

EnEZring Ou

citizens among intelligence agencies

and other federal agencies under guidelines of
the 2ttcrney General.
exception, proposed by NSC, is designed to

T

information from other federal agencies

ne TEI} on the domestic activities of U.S. citizens
wCould noit otherwise be permitted to collect under this
provision ¢f the draft Order (Section IV) allows

of information only when the information is of a type

which the receiving agency would itself have been permitted

to collect under

this Order.

Arguments in favor of this exception.

This exception would give CIA and other foreign
intelligence agencies access to data helpful in
determining whether various domestic groups have
contacts with foreign governments or organizations.
Possible abuses of this exception would be limited

by the Attorney General's guidelines.
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Arguments against £his exception.
- It would alleow intelligence agencies to receive

-

law enforcement agencies on

the domestic activities of U.S. citizens which

Terms oI this Order.

- It wcould permit reestablishment of Operation CHAOS.
({CZ208 was the program under which CIA collected
information -- largely from the FBI -- on domestic

ups and U.S. citizens. The exposure of this

orocranm resulted in the‘forming of the Rockefeller

Zommission and the Congressional Intelligence

- Such an exception would likeiy undermine the

redinility of the Order.

D. EXECUTIVE BRANCE OVERSIGHT

. -

Pubk disclosure of intelligence abuses have raised the

[
[=
Q

question of the adeguacy of Executive Branch oversight. Issuance
of guidelines‘on proper conduct of intelligence activities will_
go a long way toward preventing impropriety, but there will be a
continued need for mechanisms which discover questionable acti-

vities and assure adequate deliberation and accountability among

appropriate policy-makers. Congress will no doubt be playing
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a mora active role, encouraged by its successes of the recent

months 0f reviewing CIA activities, blocking further aid to

ISSUE: Is oversight within Intelligence Community

adagquate znd effective?

£, the head of each operating component

'—J.

n the Intsilicence Community was held responsible for the

»

ropriety of its activities. Inspectors General and General

Ho)

Counsels assistsd sach operating head. 'The Rockefeller
Commission founé zoth the CIA's Inspector General and its
General Ccuns=l &id not have adequate access to details of
Agency activitiss. 2Although the DCI is charged with leadership
ilgsnce Community, he has never been responsible
for inspection of intelligence organizétions other than the CIA.
So the question remains, who should be accountable for oversight
within the Iﬁtelligenee Community?

Di;ecto: Colby sent to you on August 30, 1975,
his proposed new regulations and managerial changes to implement
Rockefeller Commission recommendations concerning the Inspector

.

General and General Counsel.

No actions have, however, been taken with respect

to a more general Community-wide inspection responsibility.
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L. Establish a2 Community Inspector General working

for the DCI as examined in the NSC/OMB study.
{Such an Inspactor would not, however, inspect
T, as it is outside of the foreign Intelligence

Establishment of such an Inspector

r=ate antagonism between the DCI and other

ntzlligence organizations. Disputes could be

2. Riternatively, upgrade the Inspector General

czzezility within each intelligence organization.

111 Insoacitors would be ordered to report to the

DCZ, s¢ that he would be in a position to advise
esident on propriety throughout the Community.
Agzin, however, antagonism could develop if Inspectors
ware askad to report outside of their parent agencies.
If, on the other hand, neither alternative were
chosen, no one person within the Community could be
accountable for propriety throughout the Community.

ISSUE: Does effective oversight call for mechanism

cutside the Intelligence Community to advise the

President on propriety?

The gquestion is, to what person or organization

should responsibility be assigned for advising the President
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riety of oversight of the Intelligence Community. In
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tivities outside the Intelligence

The NSC/C#3 study sets forth three alternatives
Zor Zxecutivs oversight: (1) the Attofney General;
(2} a Special Counsel to the President; and (3) a
Government—-wide Inspector General. A fourth al-
ternativa could be use of the NSC structure. Each
£ thazse cptions could have its own inspection or

taZf czparility, or rely on Inspectors within the

kncwiesdge of Community activities and consideration
of lagal and moral issues relevant to the activities.
The Attornsy General already has responsibilities

as chief legal officer.

The NSC already has the statutory responsibility
of integrating domestic and fcreign policies, but
its lack of independence from the White House might
lessen its effectiveness. Further, a potential
problem with any special White House adviser with

- oversight responsibility is the difficulty it

could create for the President if the adviser S i
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approved actions which were subsequently found to
be illegal by the Attorney General..

TSSUE: Should oublic confidence in Executive oversight

Should an outside advisory board be given intelli-

gence oversight responsibilities, and, if so,

should it be the PFIABR?

Both the Rockefeller and Murphy Commissions
recommended that the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory
Board (PFIAB) be given the new responsibility of overseeing
intelligences activities to prevent abuses.

vointment of outside overseers could help reassure

A
ke

the public that intelligence activities are receiving adequate .
scrutiny and consideration within the Executive Branch. This
would especially be true if the advisory board made periodic
public reports. Eowever, a group of part-time advisers, even
with a full-time staff, might have difficulty learning all they
needed to know to do an adequate oversight job.

A particular problem arises with assignment of
this responsibility to the PFIAB. Oversight might dilute,
and even conflict with, the Board's traditional role of pushing
the Intelligence Community to greater intelligence collection
efforts. Also, PFIAB does not have a great deal of credibility
among the "foreign affairs community" and some in Congress.

An alternative would be to establish an independént'
oversight board. This will, howeVer, require duplicating the |

staff capability of PFIAB.
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ISSUE: How can adequate deliberation of covert action

proposals be assured?

One type of Executive oversight -- approval of
covert actions -- has traditionally keen centralized in the
White House. The NSC's 40 Committee has been criticized

by the Murphy Commission and Congressional spokesmen for

inadeguate deliberation.

=1
Q
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OPT:
Cresater assurance of deliberation within the
40 Committee could be achieved through:

- Reinstituting formal Committee meetings on all

[}
Jd
(O]
v
-
h

icant covert proposals;
- Redesignating the Attorny General as a Committee

member (in his legal adviser's role) and adding

representation from othervdepartménts as the
subject demands; and
- Adding NSC staff to provide non-departmental
analysis on need, risk and potential benefits of
each action.

Each of these procedural changes would help to
promote more deéliberative decision-making, but would also
restrict flexibility and increase the number of persons involved -
in sensitive activities. A particular problem might arise if
the Attorney General were asked to serve both as policymaker
on the 40 Committee and as the President's chief intelligence

overseer.
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Z. CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

The Intelligence Community's old, comfortable relationship

with a small number of senicr Congressmen who had been delegated
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and budget approval, no longer
exists. EIven after the conclusion of the current special in-
vestigations, Congress 1s likely to be interested, at a
minimum, in tudgetary and financial issues, 1mpa0u of intelli-

v

gence agenclies on the rights of Americans, covert action, and
the quality of the Community's intelligence product. 1In
addition, Ccncress will be demanding more substantive intelli-

ence from the Community.
g

ISSUE: “rhat principles should be 1mportant to you in
ceveloping an overall structure to work with

Zongress on intelligence matters?

-

ﬁéw ccmmittee structures for oversight of the
Intelligence Community are anticipated. The concept of a
Joint Intelligence Committee in Congress is 20 years old, and
its time may have come. It is almost inevitable that Congress
will seek to remove some jurisdiction in the oversight area
away from the Armed Services and, perhaps, Appropriations
Committees. Of course, we have no control over the internal
rules and procedures of Congress but they have a critical
effect on Executive efforts to safeguard classified ihformation.
This conflict with respect to jurisdiction may
be especially troublesome in the area of authorization legislation

for appropriations. At present, appropriations for CIA. (and
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most appropriations for other intelligence agencies) do not
reguire periodic authorizatich, However, a requirement for

nnual authorization may result from increased
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Congressional interest in controlling intelligence funding.
If so, the conflict between the Armed Services Committees and
any new intelligence committee as to jurisdiction over this
legislation would likely be intense.

Congressicnal oversight is complicated by the need

for seérecy. Tha need to limit knowledge about sensitive intel-
ligence activities requires that both the gquantity and guality
of information given to Congress be limited in order to reduce
the potential for damaging disclosures. Limits on information
flow to Congresss, however, create difficulties for oversight
Congressmen. The overseer can be credible only if he 1s aware
of the total spectrum of infelligence activities. Silence
about these activities, however, can be construed as acquiescence
in their conduct, even though vigorous sfeps were taken privately
to oppose them. -

A second and more difficult dilemma faces
Congressmen who may oppose the propriety or efficacy of a given
activity. Public opposition to a specific intelligence program
will éertainly cast the activity in grave jeopardy. Acceptable
means are needed by which members can be assured of an adequate
voice in the deciSion—making process within the responsible

committees.

Ir-18



One possibility would be to include a confidential
"appezal channel® outside the committee (perhaps to Congre531onal

uch an "appeal channel™ would
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require, for =ffectiveness, new rules of each House which would
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provide Zor ez any member who flagrantly reveals

truly sensitive information. Such expulsions, however, might

viaewable under the doct:ine of Powell v. McCormack.
Congressicnal oversight of intelligence activities is

ultimately limited by the Constitutional doctrine of separation

of powers and thes President's Constitutional duties and powers

in the arez cf Zefsnse and foreign affairs. That is, for ex-

ample, a reguirsment that speqific intelligencé operations

receive priozr authorization of a Congressional Committee would

raise Constitutional guestions.
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Congress. These include:

1. 2uthorizing a limited number of Congressmen to act

for’all. The risk of disclosure of any information
available to 535 Congressmen and their staffs is too
great to allow such wide dissemination of sensitive
secrets. Although the old system which limited
knowledge to just a handful of Congressmen is no
longer viable, the principle of delegation of over-

sight responsibility to a limited number of Congressmen

remains sound.

II-19



Limiting the number of cversight committees.

Just

as intelligence is

best viewsd within the Executive
rom a centralized perspective, Congress will

able to limit dissemination of secret

ration and to understand the Community if it

perspective.

g a2ccess to sensitive intelligence information

rules and strengthening penalties for

re. A persistent problem in the House has

tbean Zouse Rule XI (2) (e) (a) that grants access of

is no

Congressmen to all committee materials.

cocmparable rule in the Senate.)

(There

If the ne=sd

™

cracy 1is to be honored, this Rule needs

ma s L2
mCCLIication.

"if

sharing

public disclosure, they will
committees go into

"Leaks" out of the

bl

ously undermined
information in a
Under the

the Gravel case,

report, the Bolling Committee concluded that,
the executive branch...believe that
with Congress will lead to its

not make it available, even when
executlve session to receive such information."
Select Committees on Intelligence have seri-
the argument that Congress can handle classified
regponsible manner.

Speech and Debate clause, as interpreted in

a member may disclose security information,

without fear of prosecution, if it is done in any manner or

forum which can be reasonably construed as part of his legisla-

tive duties.



v

However, under the Constitution (Article I, Section 5),
"Zach Houss may determine the Rules of its Proceedings, punish
its Members for Disorderly Behavior, and, with the Concurrence

"

rules of each Zouse should be revlsed to provide for appropriate
disciplinarv action -- including expulsion -- for unauthorized
disclos oZ clzssified information.
4, Avoiding the imposition of statutory requirements
thzt c¢varsicht committees be "fully and currently
infcrmed”, as in the case of the Joint Atomic Energy

Cocrmmittze. The fully-and-currently-informed prin-—
ciples can encourage too much day-to-day interference

sngress and its committee staffs in agency

5. Enccuraging non-statutory understandings. Statutory
nce con Executive-legislative relations is more

likely to impede than aid good and effective rela-

tionships. Congress, too, should benefit from

}--

nformallty

)
6. Separating foreign intelligence from law enforcement

oversight. Intermingling of these two areas is often

confusing.

ISSUE: Wwhat should be your substantive position concerning

intelligence oversight committees?
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the small nuxrbher of Congressmen on Approvriations and Armed

Services Subcommititees involved in oversight and budget review.
This year datzils were more widely released to all members of

those committzes. A progesal this year by Representative Giamo
to reveal the total zmount of the CIA>budget was soundly de-
feated. The siz= of the intelligence budget remains undisciosed
to the publi;.

Thers is no question that intelligence oversight

committees will continue as they did in the past year to re-

1)}

quire detailsd znalyses of the intelligence budget. The major
issue is what zmcunt of information should be presented to all
535 members of Coﬂgress.

The NSC/0M2 study discussed the possibility of inclusion
of a classifizd annex in the President's Budget, which would
be availabis to 211 Congressmen, but which would include only
general, big <Zollar infcrmation. This classified anhex would
encompass the overall intelligence program.’ Provision of this
amount of budget informa&ion attempts to comply with Congressional
needs without unduly risking leaks of sensitive information.
On the other hénd, once such information is provided, it may

simply lead to demands for more and more details.

ISSUE: What substantive intelligence should be sent to

Congress, and what official should be responsible

for making such determinations?
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Congress is quite inteiested in receiving more
ubstantive intelligence from the Intelligence Community. In
the past, the CIA and other intelligence producers have briefed

many Congresslonal ccemmittees on specific subjects, and some

ceneral unclassified Zcreign information is regularly made

a matter of course hesen supplied to Congress. Increasing demands
for such information create new problems.
Ccngress has a legitimate need for -- and right

to —-- some naticnal intelligence products. Informed public

h

ebate is dasirable., For the national intelligence structure,
however, provisicn of intelligence is complicated by four
consicderations:

1. S=nsitive information is unlikely to be protected or
kept out of the public domain if it is widely disseminated on
Capitol Hill, Sources and methods can be difficult to separate

ntelligence.

|...l-

from substantive
2, In many situations, there are likely to be sharp,
profound differences of opinion between a President and his
senior subordinates and Congress over what members of Congress
are proper consumers of what intelligence products.
3. No President will be happy about ahy component of
the Intelligence Community that furnishes information which is

used to oppose his policies.

IT-24



4, The Intelligence Community's ability to be objective

and candid can be threatened if its products are widely used

]

in partisan poiitical coniroversy. t is desirable for diver-
gent anzalyses to exist within the Intelligence Communlty, if,
however, these vizws become widely circulated in the political
arena, intsrnzl expression of such views may be inhibited.

A particular problem arises in connection with Natlona*
Intelligencs Zstimates. Many Congressmen have focused on these
analyses as particularly deserving of Congressional distribution.
Although some YIZ's represent general background information
that would bs zppropriate for distribution, others, because
they deal with gusstions such as "what if a certain action were
taken," invoclvyzs zolicy considerations that would make distribution
unwise.

Any attsmpt tc write into law a requirement that intelligence
informaticn o= systematically shared with Congress should be

avoided. Eowzver,

¥

rore can and probably should be done to in-
sure that procduction elements of the Intelligénce Community,
particularly those in INR, DIA, and CIA, give systematic, formal
attention to Congressional information needs. The increasing
chorus of demands for such informatlon seems to require a
centralized office for its dissemination. Only with such an
office can Administration positions be coordinated and some of

the dangers pointed out above avoided. The DCI, as leader of

the Community, must be the focus of any such centralization.
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ISSUE: Under what ground rules should Congress be

providaed substantiwve intelligence?

1. In scrting out the problem of how Congress or its
committeses formally decide to publish classified

information provided by the Executive (this issue

is Zistinguished from the problem of "leaks"), it
may te useful to consider the possibility of a
tehird antitv". For example, a joint Executive-~
Ccongrzss board could assign security classifications

+o foreign intelligence information and then both

2. A mors promising alternative may be to expand on
thz "Casz2 Act" approach. This statute requires the

Executiva Branch to submit certain international

Q)

grezments to Congress, but classified agreements
are given only to the House Internatiocnal Relations
and Senate Feoreign Affairs Committees under an
injunction of secrecy. The secrecy injunction can
only be removed by the President.
This procedure is almost identical to the publication
agreement worked out betweén yoﬁ and the Pike Committee. While

this approach has promise, its weakness was demonstrated last
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ad to ask you to declassify

of

weak when +he Pike Committee vO
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two covert acti revorts -— Italian elections and Angola --
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but on ths verwv Zay, thslr contents were leaked to the
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" ISSUE: To what extent is public oversight appropriate?

Ths extent to which the public and the Press can
play a role In ths oversight of the Intelligence Community, or
even to be awars of and appreciate its value is, of course,
limited by the general need for secrecy in inteiligence activi-

ties. To a grszt extent, however, public confidence in the

D

Intelligence Community can be rebuilt through greater public
understanding of thes responsibilities and activities of the
Community.

OPTIOHS:

There Tay be some actions you could take to improve public
understanding oI the community. Possible examples are:

1. Reguire the reorganized PFIAB to issue an unclassified

0
3
r

o
&

i report on the activities and effectiveness of

the Intelligence Community. This would require care-

ful judgments on difficult classification questions

1

but, on balance, would probably be valuable in educating

the public about intelligence activities and their

3

importance. It would also tend to reassure the public

that the PFIAB was keeping an eye on the Community.
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ish a periodic, unclassified
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intelligence recokt. Thls would assure the public

that some product wzs resulting from its expendi-
ruras. However, since an unclassified report would
precbhaply have to read much like a newspaper (or be

nformative), on balance this might damags

aven less in
the gublic perception of the Community's effectiveness
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ORGANIIATION AND MANAGEMENT

A F -

This chapter presents the issue of how
the Intelligence Community should be
structursd. The following subjects —
most of which were analyzed in the NSC/
OMR study -- are covered:
* Ths prcblem of leadership in the
Intelligence Community.

* Aa:agem ent of the budget of the
ntalligence Communlty.

A. OVERALL

ISSUE:

The CIz

direction of

about the ad

DIRECTION

Wnat tipe ©f leadership does the Intelligence

Cormmunity require (both internally and externally)

to 2fficiently provide quallty 1ntelllgence on a

tifmelv basis? Which person, or persons, shall

be held accountable for leadership of the
Intelligence Community?

was established by statute to operate under
the NSC, and questions are now being raised

eguacy of mechanisms to guide the Agency, or more

generally, the Intelligence Community.
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Leadership of the Communityv was assigned to the DCI

ov President Nixon's memorandum of November 5, 1971 It

charged the DCI with {l) planning and reviewing all intelli-

vlanning and rev iew1ng allocatlon of
all intelligence resources; and, (3) producing national

intelliigence. =z exesrcises, however, line and resource

control cnly over the CIA Program °**°*°****°*°**°****** Resource

and line contrcl over more than °***percent of intelligence

assets is in the Defense Department and includes the

Consolidated Cr votologic Program (CCP, which includes NSA
and the Servics fy tologic Agencies), National Reconnaissance
Program (NR®) andé General Defense Intelligence Program (GDIP).
Within Defenss, intelligence expenditures are a small part

of a $100 billion plus budget, but thls is large relatlve

to other defenss components.
The DCI's leadership over the NRP is exercised through

1

chairmanshisz of the NR? Executive Committee (ExCom), a two-

man committee made up cof the Assistant Secretary of Defense

for Intelligence and the DCI, although final resource decisions

reached by the ExCom are subject to review and approval by

*

the Secretary of Defense. The DCI's influence over the’

CCP and GDIP is solely advisory and is exercised through
chairmanship of the Intelligence Resources Advisory Council
(IRAC) and the U.S. Intelligence Board (USIB), which sets> 

collection requirements and priorities.
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tionship ¢f the DCI tc Defenss is crucial to
leadership, not only in determination cf resource use,vbut
also in war ceontingency planning, provision of intelligence
icn systems (primarily satellites) to
tactical £izld ccmmanders, and integration of information
during crisss. ZIn =sach of these areas, the DCI must rely on
Defense cocpsration. Because of the divided line and resource
authority, =z xm=zz2 of committees has been developed over the
'years to ccoe with problems as they arise.

Primery l1szzdership of the Intelligence Community must
start with the gclicy-makers outside the Community. Although
committees could perfcrm this function, the NSC already has

the sta

ct
ot

]
i

; responsibility for integrating domestic, foreign
and military policiss. The NSC represents the primary con-
sumers -— the Presidant, Vice President and Secretaries of
State and Defense. The Secretary of Treasury and other top
officials have been represented in NSC committees, including

the NSC Intelligence Committee, when their interests were

1. Make the NSC more effective through assignment of

responsibility for guidance to the Community to a '

ITI-4



new Ceputy to the lational Security Adviser;
reinvigoraticn of the NSC Intelligence Committee;

gnd/ocr =stzzlishment of new NSC committees.

Make the DCI more effective. Within the Intelligence

Community, leadership is currently assigned to the
DCI but, in fact, is shared with other officials,
primarily the Secretary of Defense. The DCI's
role hazas keen hampered by his dual role as
Community lesader and head of one part of the
Community, the CIA.

The Defense Department has long felt that the DCIV
cannot = an independent leaderbas long as he is so
clesealy tiéd with one part of the Community.
Suggestions have thus been made that the DCI
should be ssparated from the CIA and moved into

the X5C structure or the Executive Office, as an

indezendant intelligence adviser to the President.

s
[
(a]
m
ty
H
o]
ol
-

ively, the DCI could be given direct line
and resource control over all national intelliqence
programs, including the CIAP, CCP and NRP. The
latter alternative, however, separates Defense

from ceontrol of assets on which it must depend
directly for tactical support to wartime forces.

Designate a member of the White House staff as

al Assistant for Foreign Intelligence®.

n
e
1
0
-
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sibilities
He should
of intelli
to focus o
committees

efficiency

is involved in a broad spectrum of issues with
ingreszsing srphasis on matters other than foreign
ary affairs, such as economic and resource
issues. Thus intelligence leadership in the

wWnite Zouse should not be controlled by the

Crn thz cther hand, it would appear that this
apcrecach could bhe perceived as leading to greater
abuses by “politicizing" intelligence and, in any
case, it is difficult to see how such an individual

cculd nes effective without any institutional base

der anv of the options, significant leadership respon-

will continue to lie with the Secretary of Defense.
be egpected to examine the organization and management
gence assets within his Department. He will need
n NSA and DIA because both the select and standing
have raised questions concerning the authority,

and funding of these agencies.
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3. BUDGZT AND RESQURCES CONTROL

I8SUE: What mechanism would best provide for control

cvar intzllicence resources?

The Intellicence ommunlty has approx1mately a, e
budget that musi e efficiently controlled lf it is to make
maximum use <f scarce resources. There is no single central

controller now of intelligence resources, not even OMB.

l.'lc.to'.lv.......'...0..l....0.......00-.....-......QC.'...

lo..’......-00....0..0'....0‘0..00.!‘0.0..!..0..'.0..oo......'

) 8@ €9 60680000 00O Es oo

A number of advisory committees, including
IRAC and USIB, attempt to coordinate resource allocatibn, bu£
are limited by their advisory nature.. OMB reviews the intelli-
gence budget in detail but has had difficulty in making trade-
offs among collection, processing and production functions.
Resources tend to be allocated because collection is
technologicaily possible, rather than because certain
informaticn is nseded for intelligence reasons.

The chargs to ‘he.DCI to review all resourcé allocation
in the Communitiy has proven unworkable, and fragmented budget
allocation still remains .a problem five years after the
Schlesinger OMB study.

OPTIONS:

Three options have been advanced to cure this problem:

1. Charge OMB with a more active role in intelligence
resource alleocation. OMB, as the President's adviser

on the budget, is in the right position to deal with

I1I-7



+he cross—-dapartmentzl groklems of intelligence

& s=rve as the bridge‘betWeen
consurars (as reoresented on the NSC) and producers
and colliscicrs. With reprogramming, transfer and
outlay controls imposed (by the House Appropriation
Cormmittss) for the firsf time, OMB should be better
azls to integrate the budget.

Support the DCI in a more active exercise of the

ragsource role he already possesses. Many feel that

the DCI has not exercised the authority implicit in
2,

the Noverber 1971 letter.

Consclidate all national programs —-- the CCP, NRP

and CIAP -- under a single manager so that he has

direct resource control ovexr the bulk of intelligence

rces. Such centralization would make the manager,

mest likely the DCI, accountable for resource trade-offs.

The allocation of resources among targets within the
National Foreign Intelligence Program is shown in

the following chart.

-
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Issv=z ~culd the collsction organizations be consoli-
dz==d 2 improve guality, simplify management

znd achieve greater cost effectiveness?

Collecztizcn oI intelligence requires significant
resources, which, given limited appropriations, must be
efficiehtly mznagad, Consolidation of intelligence collec-
tion organizaticns has been a perennial topic for study.
The possibility <f resource savings from consolidations
was a major thame of the 1971 Schlesinger Report. To
some extent, such consolidation is no longer the central
focus of attenticn because of tight Community budgets in
the last five years.

In the‘casa of collection -- as opposed to the
production (éna; sis) function -- there is "general”
agreement that éc:;e tion is not a necessary objective.

The central challenge in collection managemeht is
efficient use of rasources; duplication ofvfacilities is
of littls valius. At present, signal intelligence collection
is conducted by NE83, thé Service Cryptological Agencies

Y

and CIA; photc intelligence by the NRO, which is in both
CIA and the Air Force; and human intelligence by the CIA,
armed services, State Department, and various other cabinet

agencies.
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Minor Consclidation -- transfar of about

CIZ and into NEA; transfer of a small amount of

ciandastinz collection activities out of Defense
and into CIR; total consolidation of NSA and

the Service Cryptologic Agencies; and consolida-
211l NRO activities in Defense.

Mador Consolidation -- consolidation into one

agzncy of all the national collection programs --

7T znd NRO activities between CIA and Defense
represents particular expertise in each agency

that might be lost in any consoclidations. In any

O
{
I

ﬁnso;idation, bureaucratic infighting might léad
gualified personnel and short-term
'inefficiency due to turmoil. Consoiidation might
also separate certain collection'systems from
consumers, especially military comﬁanders, and

thus reduce responsiveness.

FY 1975 Funds Requested for Intelligence Collection

are shown in the following chart.
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UE: Czn the production (analyvsis) capability of

igence Community be improved through

arrangement of production responsibilities at present is
that CIA, Defsnszs and, to some degree, State produce

defense-related intelligence; and CIA, State's Bureau of

3
o}
tg

Intelligence ané Research (INR) and, to some degree, Defense
produce political intelligence; and CIA, State and Treasury
produce economic intelligence analysis. Each of ‘these
agencies serves both departﬁental and national consumers.
The Intelligence Community has been publicly criticized for
failing to prsdict a number of récent international crises;
the NSC/OMB study raported State and Treasury disappointment
with the Co::::;:?’s longer-term estimative capabilitiés in

economic int=zlligznce

03

Producticn {znalysis), unlike collection, can benefit
from competiticn and duplication. Analysts who differ in
interpretation of collected information can provide valuable

insight tc¢ policy-makers.
Two major realignments of existing production

. Spin off the production components of the CIA

nto a new national analytic capability entlrely

indegendent from any operational or collection

IIT-11



raspeonsibkbilities (NSC/0M3 Study Option #2A)
This coptlion has condiderarle surport among the
liperal wing of the Zoreign a2ffzirs "community"

2. Relzct the czncept ©f a national production
capazility znd upgrade departmental intelligence
cacabilitizss, Certain key intelligence products
could still be coordinated by the DCI or NSC in
+he mannar National Intelligence Estimates are
now prepared (NSC/OMB Study Option #BA)

The first zlisrnative would free the national production

e
—_——— Af el

capability
capability
independenc
to

|>J

constitutes only
reflection of the

makes collection

As an example

the process for p

Strategic Capabili

is shown in the £

was unusually ext

znv taint it now has from being associated

activities. It would create an intelligence
ed from policy, thus providing
perhaps lead fo less responsiveness
second alternétive could improve

ort to policy-makexrs, but would eliminate
endence asserted to exist in the CIA.

cn

assets could be built up; production

10 per cent of the intelligence budgét, a
absence of the éxpenSive hardware which

SO costly.

to bring the production process into focus,

roducing the key National Estimate on Soviet

ties and for producing economic intelligence

ollowing charts. {(Note: the Soviet Estimate

ensive.
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