
XII. CIA PRODUCTION OF FINISHED INTELLIGENCE 

The main purpose of the intelligence system of the United States is 
to provide the President, his chief advisers, and the Congress in appro- 
pnmte ways with the #best informiation about activities abroad ‘that can 
be obtained. It is not surprising, therefore, that the quality of finished 
intelligence produced by the intelligence agencies has been a source 
of continuing concern and controversy. Policymakers are understand- 
ably seldom satisfied with the intelligence they receive, for they want 
and need intelligence which eliminates uncertainties and ensures suc- 
cessful policy decisions. Since such perfection is unattainable, how- 
ever, the realistic question is how to evaluate and improve the quality 
of our finished intelligence. This is an extremely complicated and 
difficult ara. The simple answer is t.hat ‘there are no objective criteria 
or standards that canxbe universally applied In the end, the assessment 
by policymakers of the value and quality of our finished in~telligence 
is necessarily subjective. There is a record of steadily improved quality 
over the years, lbult the need for a higher level of pe,rformance is ‘ftc- 
cepted, 4&h at the policy level and among the intelligence agencies of 
the U.S. Government,. 

The Committee’s examination of t,he production of finished in- 
telligence focused on the ,CIA and within it, the Directorate of In- 
telligence (DDI) . This is by no means the whole of national intelli- 
gence! but it is the core element in the production of finished national 
intelligence. The CIA’s Directorate of Intelligence is ‘by far the best 
analvtical organization for the production of finished intelligence 
within the Government, but it does have shortcomings. The CIA for 
its part has, in the view of the Committee, made creditable efforts to 
improve the quality of finshed intelligence, although much remains to 
be done. 

Because the provision of the best possible fact and predictive anal- 
ysis ito our policymakers is the most important mission of our inrtelli- 
gence system, the problems of the production of finished intelligence 
will require the most searchingand systemat.ic examination ‘by a future 
oversight comm&ee. The preliminary work of the Select Committee 
in this area is based on interviews and hearings, as well as documents 
from the Intelligence Community Staff concerning their post-mortems 
of past intelligence failures. Because of lthe complexity and difficulty 
of the subiect matter, the exlamination of the Select Committee can only 
;be regarded as a #beginning, onlv broadlv indicative of the prdblems 
involved, and suggestive of t.he areas which mill require more thorough 
and comprehensive artitention in the future. 

Although the provision of intelligence analysis to policymakers is 
the major purpose of t,he intelligence mission, the production of in- 
telligence has been referred to as the “stepchild of the community.” 1 
It is an area which has been overshadowed by the glamour of clande- 
stine activities and the lure of exotic technical collection systems. Yet 
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the basic rationale for intelligence operations is the provision of in- 
format,ion to the people who need it in order to do their jobs---the 
President and other senior officials responsible for the formula&on 

- and implementation of foreign policy. 
The Pearl Harbor experience, which so heavily influenced ‘the es- 

tablishment of the Central Intelligence Agency in 1947, pointed b 
the need for the collection, coordination, and analysis of all national 
intelligence in a centralized fashion, so that policymakers could be 
assured of receiving all the information they nwded, @en they 
needed it. Finished intelligence represents the “payoff” of mvestment 
in the plethora of collection activities. 

The CIA and its predecessor body, the Central Intelligence.Group, 
were established to rectify the duphcat.ion and biases that exlsted in 
t,he intelligence production of the State Depa,rtment and the military 
services. By reviewing and analyzing the dat,a collehd by these de- 

R 
atiments, the CIA was to provide senior government officials with 
igh-quality, objective intelligence. In practice, however, the CIA 

has given precedence to independent collection and production, be- 
coming a competing department in the dissemination of information. 

Historically, the departments resisted providing their data to the 
Agency and thereby prevented the CIA from fulfilling its designated 
role in the production of “coordinated” intelligence. Moreover, in- 
dividual Directors of Central Intelligence have not been consistent 
advocates of the Agency’s intelligence production function. For the 
DCIs, the demands of administering an organization with thousands 
of employees and in particular, the requirements of supervising 
clandestine operations encroached on the mtended priorilty of intel- 
ligence produotion. Only three DCIs attempted to address t.heir pri- 
mary attention to the quality of intelligence production: Walter 
Bedell Smith, John McCune, and James Schlesinger. In each case, the 
DC13 attitude was a function of his background, his relative strength 
as Director, and the particular demands of his time in office. 

In recent years, however, and particularly with the introduction of 
advanced technical collection systems, the requirement for bringing 
together the vast quantities of information into useable analytic forms 
has become the primary concern of the intelligence community. 

In the course of its investigation, certain problems and issues in the 
area of the production of finished intelligence in the CIA have come 
to the attention of the Committee. The Committee believes these prob- 
lems deserve immediate attention by both the executive branch and 
future congressional oversight bodies. These problems bear directly on 
the priority given to finished intelligence by policymakers. Other issues 
raised here, such as the personnel system of the DDI and the orga- 
nizational structure of intelligence production, are really functions of 
the larger issue of priorities. 

Briefly defined, the production of intelligence is the process whereby 
the data collected by the intelligence community is transformed into 
intelligence reports and studies that are relevant to the concerns of 
senior policymakers. Intelligence production involves many tasks. It 
begins with the collation and evaluation of incoming “raw” inhlli- 
gence rePQrting--direct from the collectors, whether from open 
sources, the clandestine service, or signals intercepts and other means 

1 Office Of Management and Budget, “A Review of the Intelligence Community,” 
3/10/71, (hereinafter cited as the Schlesinger Report), p. 11. 
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of technical collection. The significance of new reporting is analyzed, 
often in relation to intelligence already available on the subject. The 
preparation of “finished” intelligence reports-the outcome of the pro- 
duction process-thus entails the evaluation and analysis of the full 
range of raw reporting from a variety of collection means. 

Production of finished intelligence is done within the intelligence 
community by the Central Intelligence Agency, the Defense Intelli- 
gence Agency (DIA) , and the State Department’s Bureau of Intelli- 
gence and Research (INR). Within the CIA (which is responsible 
for the production of “national intelligence”), both the Intelligence 
Directorate and the Directorate of Science and Technology (DDS&T) 
produce finished intelligence. The Select Committee has focused on the 
DDI, although the issues and problems cited are applicable in varying 
degrees to the other production elements as well. 

A. EVOLUTION OF THE CIA’s INTELLIGENCE DIRECTORATE 

The scope of the DDI mission is global. It covers the atfairs of any 
foreign country from the standpoint of politics, economics, defense, 
geography, cartography and biography. Scientific reporting is largely 
the responsibility of the Directorate of Science and Technology. 

The Directorate of Intelligence was formally established on Jan- 
uary 2, 1952. Specifically, the intelligence activities which the DDI 
originally administered were : 

a. Production of finished intelligence by the Offices of Na- 
tional Estimates (ONE), Current Intelligence (OCI) , R.e- 
search and Reports (ORR) , and Scientific Intelligence 
(OSI). 

b. Collection of essentially overt information by the Divi- 
sions of the Office of Operations (00) : Foreign Broadcast 
Information (FBID) , Foreign Documents (FDD) , and 
Contacts (CD). 

c. Dissemination, storage and retrieval of unevaluated in- 
telligence information and basic reference documentation 
by the Office of Collection and Dissemination (OCD). 

cl. Coordination of intelligence collection by the Office of 
Intelligence Coordination (OIC) . 

In the twenty-three years since its founding, the Intelligence Di- 
rectorate has gone through a number of reorganizations stimulated 
by advice from external panels, changing international circumstances, 
shifting requirements for finished intelligence production, and re- 
duced resources with which to perform its mission.2 Changes in the 
first few years were fairly rare. In 1954, the OIC, was abolished, and 
in 1963 the Office of Scientific Intelligence was transferred to a new 
Directorate for Science and Technology. 

I. IntelMgence Production 
Estimative Intelligence.-Producing National Intelligence Esti- 

mates (NTEs) was the function of the Office of National Estimates 

‘The information constained in this section on the evolution of the DDI is de- 
rived primarily from a CIA paper prepared for the Select Committee by the 
Of&e of the DDI, “The Directorate of Intelligence : A Brief DescriDtion”. (Here- 
inafter cited as “The Directorate of Intelligence.“) December 1975. 
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which was in the Intelligence Directorate until 1966, when it became 
a staff under the direction of the Director of Central Intelligence. 
This move was made, in part, to emphasize that the NIEs werf! the 
product of the entire intelligence community rather than a smgle 
agency. ONE was abolished in 1973 and its responsibilities were trans- 
ferred to the newly formed National Intelligence Officers attached to 
the Office of the DCI. With this move, much of the work of producing 
draft estimates reverted to the production offices of the Intelligence 
Directorate. 

Ourrent rnteZZigence.-Primary responsibilities for producing cur- 
rent intelligence remains where it has been since the Directorate wits 
established-in the Office of Current Intelligence. Originally, OCI 
was responsible for all current intelligence reporting except economic. 
At present, however., it concentrates on current political reporting, 
leaving the preparation of reports on economic, military. geo<graphlc 
and scientific developments to the research offices responsible for these 
matters. OCI coordinates and consolidates this specialized reporting 
on all subjects for presentation in its dailv intelligence publications. 

Basic Inte%gence.-Production of basic mtelligence was stimulated 
primarilp by the realizlation in World War II that the U.S. Govern- 
ment had too little information about. many of the foreign countries 
with which it was required to deal. The Basic Intelligence Division 
(BID) or ORR was charged with responsibility for coordinating the 
product,ion of “factual intelligence . . . of a fundamental and more 
or less permanent nlature on all foreign countries.” Because of the scope 
of the subject matter, the production of this type of intelligence 
required a cooperative effort involving the resources and capabilities 
of several departments and agencies of the Federal Government. The 
product of this government-wide effort was known as the National 
Intelligence Surveys- (NIS) . 

In 1955, BID became a separate office, the Office of Basic Intelligence 
(OBI). This was in line with recommendations made i,n May 1955 by 
the Task Force on Intelligence Activities.3 The elevation of Basic 
Intelligence to Office status was an acknowledgment of the importance 
that the Agency and the rest of the national security apparatus 
at,tached to the NIS Program. 

The early years of OBT were devoted mostly to the coordination 
of this program. Many of the chapters were written by other elements 
of CIA or by other government agencies on a contractual basis. In 
1961, OBI took over responsibility for the production of the political 
sections of the NIS from the State Department’s Bureau of Intelli- 
gence and Research when State claimed that it no longer had the r-e- 
sources to do this work. OBI delegated the task of producing these sec- 
tions to OCI in 1962. In 1965, the geographic research function was 
transferred from the Office of Research and Reports, creating the Office 
of Basic and Geographic Intelligence (OBGI) . The NISs continued to 
be published until 1974 when the program was terminfated because of 
lack of resources. At this time, OBGI became the Office of Geographic 
and Cartographic Research. 

Military Intelligence.-Until the mid 1950’s, the production of in- 
telligence on military matters had been considered the primary respon- 

* The Clark Task Force, headed by Gem Mark Clark, of the Hoover Commission. 
For members of the task force, see Hearings, Vol. 4, p. 112-13. 
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sibility of t.he Department of Defense. But the “bomber gap” and later 
the “missile gap” controversies gave CIA a role in foreign military 
research, an involvement which has continued and expanded. In 1960 
the DDI created an ad hoc Guided Missiles Task Force to foster the 
collection of information on Soviet guided missiles and to produce in- 
telligence on their manufacture and deployment. The Task Force was 
abolished in 1961 and a Military Research Area was established in 
ORR. As a result of increasing demands for CL4 analysis of military 
developments, a new Office of Strategic Research was established in 
1967 by consolidating the Military-Economic Research Area of ORR 
and the Military Division of OCI. The scope and focus of responsibili- 
ties of OSR have increased over the years and in 1973 a new component 
for research in Soviet jam1 Chinese strategic policy and military 
doctrine was added. 

Geogra,phic Intelligence.-The Geographic Research Area (GRA) 
of the Office of Research and Reports (ORR) originally had the re- 
sponsibility for geographic intelligence production. The GRA was 
t,ransferred in 1965 to the Office of Basic Intelligence changing its title 
to the Office of Basic and Geographic Intelligence (OBGI) . In 1974, 
OBGI became the O&e of Geographic and Cartographic Research 
when the Kational Intelligence Survey (MS) Program was 
abandoned. 

Ecxmomic Intelligeme.-Activity in this area remains the responsi- 
bility of the organization that succeeded the Ofice of Research and 
Reports in 1967 : the Office of Economic Research. In earlier years, the 
Agency concentrated its economic research l(argeIy on the Communist, 
states. I,n recent years, however, the De,partment of State has dropped 
much of its intelligence production on the non-Communist areas, leav- 
ing this job to the Agency. OER has also expanded its research into 
such subject areas as international energy supplies land international 
trade. Today it is the largest research ofice in the Intelligence 
Directorate. 

Biographic Intelligence.-The Hoover Commission Report of 1949 
recommended dividing the responsibility for biographic intelligence 
production within the Community to prevent costly duplicaton. As a 
result, the foreign political personality files maintained by OCD 
were transferred to State. In 1961, however, the Bureau of Intelli- 
gence and Research claimed it no longer had the resources to provide 
this service and the responsibility for reporting on foreign political 
personalities and, subsequently, for all non-military biographic intelli- 
gence reporting was transferred to CIA. The task was taken over by 
OCD’s successor organization, now the Central Reference Service. 

In-Depth PoZ~ticaZ Research.-In-depth foreign political intelli- 
gence reporting has not been, until recently, represented in the Office 
structure of the Intelligence Directorate. Originally, whatever efforts 
were made in this field were concentrated in OCI. In 1962, a modest 
step toward increased foreign political research was taken with the 
establishment of a Special Research Staff (SRS) in the Office of the 
Deputy Director for Intelligence. In recent years, however, the dimin- 
ished role of State’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research in intelli- 
gence community affairs, a perceived need for more sophisticated work 
in this field by CIA, and the appearance of new methods of political re- 
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search, including computer applications, encouraged the Directorate to 
invest more resources in this area. Accordingly, an Office of Political 
Research (OPR) was established in 1974. It incorporated the Special 
Research Staff, some people from OCI and the then disbanding Office 
of National Estimates. 

Round-the-Clock Watch/Alert.-The Cuban Missile Crisis of the 
fall of 1962 clearly spotlighted the need for a single Directorate fa- 
cility for round-the-clock receipt of intelligence information and for 
a center in which the expertise of all its offices could be rallied in 
crisis situations. In March 1963, the DDI set up a Special Study 
Group on DDI Organizational Tasks to study this and other problems. 
One of the results of its work was the establishment of an operations 
center under the administrative direction of the Office of Current Intel- 
ligence (OCI) . Over the next ten years, the Operations Center grew in 
size and capability, largely as a result of the Vietnam War. In 1974, it 
was separated from OCI and renamed the CIA Operations Center, a 
title warranted by the fact that all Directorates of the Agency now 
maintain permanent duty officers within the Center. Today, the CIA 
Operations Center provides the mechanism and facilities with which 
the full information resources of CIA can be mobilized to work in 
concert with the community in foreign crisis situations. 

2. htelliqence Co77ection 

At its founding in 1952, the Intelligence Directorate inherited the 
Office of Operations (00) from the t.hen Directorate of Planstoday’s 
Operations Directorate. 00 was composed of three main elements: the 
Contact Division, the Foreign Broadcast Information Division, and 
the Foreign Documents Division. The rationale for including these 
components in the Intelligence Directorate was that their work was 
essentially overt and thus inappropriately situated within the Clandes- 
tine Service. 

The Domestic Contact Service originated in the Central Intelli- 
gence Group in 1946 as an outgrowth of the World War II effort tq 
insure that all domestic sources of information on foreign activities 
were contacted by the Government. It was initially placed in 00 to 
keep its essentially overt work separate from the clandestine activity 
of the other major collection organizations. It maintained this sep- 
arate status after the founding of CIA, but in 1951 joined the Di- 
rectorate of Plans. This arrangement lasted for only one year, how- 
eve:, as the 00 and its Contact Division (CD) was moved to the In- 
tclllgence Directorate in 1952. By 1953, CD was a network of offices 
in 15 major cities and several smaller residencies established across 
the U.S. With the abolition of 00 in 1965, CD became an independent 
office known as the Domestic Contact Service (DCS) and continued 
in that status until the appointment of William Colby as DCI. In 
19’i’3, he decided that maintaining the separation of overt and covert 
collection elements was less important than the goal of consolidation 
of all human collection capabilities in the Operations Directorate. Ac- 
cordingly, the DCS was transferred to the Clandestine Service and 
renamed the Domestic Collection Division. 

The Foreign Broadcast Information Division (FBID) had been 
founded by the Federal Communications Commission in 1940. With 
the advent of World War II, it was absorbed by the Office of War 



263 

Information and. shortly thereafter. became one of the original ele- 
ments of the OSS. At the end of the war, it was briefly administered 
by the Department of the ,1rmy before joining the Central Intelli- 
gence Group in 1946. It was formally included in the Agency’s Direc- 
torate of Plans at its founding in December 1950 and remained there 
as part of 00 until its transfer to the Intelligence Directorate in l!);i2. 
By then it had established the worldwide network of broadcast moni- 
toring bureaus which-with some alterations in location-it operates 
today. FBID received the status of an independent. office and was re- 
named the Foreign Broadcast Information Service with the dissolu- 
tion of the Office of Operations in 1965. 

3. Informntion Processing 
Between the collection and production phases of the intelligence 

process there is an activity known as “information processing.” In- 
formation processing involves special skills or equipment to convert 
certain kinds of raw information into a form usable by intelligence 
analysts who are producing finished intelligence. It includes things 
like photointerpretation and translations of foreign documents as 
well as the receipt, dissemination, indexing, storage, and retrieval of 
the great volumes of data which must be available to the production 
offices if they are to do their analytical work. 

In fo/-mdion Dissemination, Storage and Xetriwal.-One of the 
original offices of the Central Intelligence Group. the Office of Collec- 
tion & Dissemination (OCD), began this work in 1948 when it in- 
troduced business machines to improve reference, liaison and document 
security services. Ultimately, this Office became CL4’s own depart- 
mental library and centralized document service. Its steady growth in 
size and capabilities was given a boost in 1954, when responsibility 
for the procurement of foreign documents was t.ransferred to OCD 
from the Department of State. Other specialized collections also 
became a part of the holdings of that office, including those of motion 
picture film and photography. The systems of storage and retrieval 
developed by OCD were unusually effective for that time and the Of- 
ficr began to gain recognition thronph0ut the intelligence commu- 
nity. In 1955, OCD was renamed the Office of Central Reference to 
more accurately reflect its Agency-wide responsibilities. In 1967, OCR 
was renamed the Central Reference Service (CRS). Today, CRS can 
offer intellipnce analysts throughout the community some of the most, 
sophisticated information storage and retrieval systems to be found 
anywhere in the world. 

Phofoqmphic~ /nf(,ri)~rfnfion.--CT*~‘s work with I~h0topraI~hic in- 
tcrprctntlon began in 1952 ant1 wis initially ccntcrc~tl in thca Geographic 
Rcscnrch A1rca, ORR. Tn 1958. a IIPW Photographic Intclligcnce Crn- 
tt>r (PIP) waii crcatctl l)y flisinq tlw Photo Tntclligcncc Division of 
ORR with the Statistical I<ranch of OCR. The IWW Center was given 
of&X-lrvcl status antl the rwponsibility for pr0(lricing photographic 
intclli.qcnw and pro\-iding rrlxtcatl scrvicw for CT,1 ant1 the rest of the 
Tntrlllgrncc Coillurniiity. Tn 1961 PTC was fllrtlicr rlcvatctl to lwxmw 
the Sational Photographic Tntcrprctation Ccntcr (SPTC). This Cm- 
tcr was staffed by foruwr nlcnllwrs of I’IC and DT,\ personnel dctaiIccI 
to SPIC. ,111 personnel n-cw flxnrtinnally under the Director, mrc, 
who continurd to report to the T>DT. 



An interagency study conducted in 1967 concluded that NPIC’s 
national intelligence responsibilities had grown so substantially that 
departmental imagery analysis requirements were not being ade- 
quately served. ,\ccordingly, the DDI established an Imagery Analysis 
Service (IAS) as a separate office of the Directorate to deal exclusively 
with the photo intelligence requirements of CIA. In 1973, it was 
decided that NPTC would be more appropriately placed in the Direc- 
torate of Science and Technology with ot.her elements dealing with 
reconnaissance at the national level. 

Translation Services.-The Foreign Documents Division (FDD) of 
the Office of Operations (00) had its origin in the Army and Navy’s 
Washington Document Center. Founded in 1944, it was a repository 
for captured Japanese and German records. It was absorbed by the 
Central Intelligence Group in 1946 and, during the late forties, evolved 
from a repository into an exploiter of all foreign language documents 
coming into the community. It joined the Central Intelligence Agency 
as part of 00 in the Directorate of Plans. With the transfer of 00 
to the Intelligence Directorate in 1952, FDD continued to expand its 
work into the field of document exploitation, concentrating increas- 
ingly on materials received from the communist countries. In 1964, 
it was separated from 00 to become part of the Office of Central 
Reference (OCR). This arrangement lasted only three years, however, 
as FDD was transferred again to become part of FBIS in 1967. The 
intent of this move was to combine the Directorate’s efforts to exploit 
foreign media-radio and press--in a single service and to concen- 
trate its major assets in terms of foreign language capabilities. FDD 
remains in FBIS to this da 
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B. THE INTELLIGESCE DIRECTORATE TODAY 

In FY 1976, the DDI had a relatively small share of the Agency’s 
budget and personnel. Resources allocated to intelligence produe- 
tion have represented a relatively steady percentage of the intelli- 
gence budget over the years. Intelligence production is a people-inten- 
sive activity, requiring relatively little in the way of supplies, equip- 
ment, structures, and operational funding. The Intelligence Director 
spends approximately 75 percent of its budget on salaries. Of the posi- 
tions in the DDI, ‘74 percent are classified as professional and 26 
percent as clerical. Of the total, 54 percent are directly involved in 
“intelligence production” (researching data, analyzing information 
and writing reports), 28 percent are tasked with “intelligence proc- 
essing” (performing reference land retrieval functions, preparing 
publications, or providing other support services), and 18% are in- 
volved in “intelligence collection” (monitoring overt foreign radio 
broadcasts and publications) .4 

The most important group of DDI products consists of the daily 
intelligence publications, designed “to alert the foreign affairs com- 
munity to significant developments abroad and to analyze specific 
problems or broadly:based trends in the international arena..” 5 These 
include the President’s Daily Brief; the National Znfelligence Daily, 
prepared for Cabinet and sub-cabinet level consumers; and the Na- 
tional Intelligence Bulletin, distributed more broa.dly to the defense 
a.nd foreign affairs communities. The DDI issues a number of weekly 
periodicals on specialized subjects, prepared in the research offices of 
the directorate. 

The DDI also produces in-depth and analytical studies on a periodic 
or one-time basis. These are monographs on particular problems; some 
are DDI-initiated, others respond to specific requests of t,he policy- 
makers or their staffs. In addition, DDI analysts usually provide the 
bulk of the staff work for the National Intelli ence Estimates (NIEs) , 

fi which are prepared under the auspices of t e National Intelligence 
Officers ( NIOs) .” 

The Intelligence Directorate also performs a variety of coordinating 
and analytical services in providing intelligence support to policy- 
making. Most National Security Council (NSC) meetings begin with 
an assessment of the current situation given by the DCI, and prepared 
by DDI analysts. The DCI, similarly supported by DDI personnel, 
also participates in an array of interagency policy groups (e.g., the 40 
Committee, the Senior Review Group, the Washington Special Action 
Group, and the Strategic Arms Limit.ation Talks [SALT] Verifica- 
tion Panel). The DC13 representatives are involved in lower-level 
interdepartmental groups, including geographic area groups, func- 
tional area groups, and ad hoc groups. 

Analysts from DDI frequently contribute to the preparation of 
National Security Study Memoranda (NSSMs), which are usually 

’ "The Directorate of Intelligence,” p. 4. 
5 Ibid., p. 2. 
‘Ibid., p. 2. 
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drafted by interagency groups under the direction of the NSC staff. 
Often a NSSM will include an intelligence assessment of the problem 
at hand as an annex to the memo itself; this might also be summarized 
in the text. 

Three examples illustrate how the DDI contributes such intelligence 
support. A SALT support. staff has been assembled in CL4 to coord- 
nate SALT-related activities of production offices in the DDI and 
T)DS$T. The staff serves as the point of contact to respond to intel- 
ligence requirements generated by the KSC staff, the Verification 
Panel, and the U.S. SAT,T delegation. The staff relies on the analytical 
offices of the CL1 for substantive intelligence. 

In another case, after the 1973 Middle East war, the DDI was asked 
to examine all aspects of possible Sinai withdrawal lines on the basis 
of political, military, geographic, and ethnic considerations. Eight 
alternative lines were prepared for the Sinai, a number of which Secre- 
tary of State Henry Kissinger used in mediating the negotiations 
between Egypt and Israel. 

Finally, the DDI provided assessments to the policy groups who 
prepared U.S. positions for the Law of the Sea Conference in 1975, 
including descriptions of the strategic straits under discussion, anal- 
ysis of each country’s undersea mineral resources, and information 
about political positions the participating countries would be likely 
to take.? 

THE ISSUES 

The Select Committee began its examination of intelligence produc- 
tion by considering the relationship between intelligence and policy, 
and the limits of intelligence. These considerations served to highlight 
certain problems in production which the Committee feels deserve fur- 
ther attention by both the executive branch and congressional ovep 
sight bodies. These problems bear on the key issues of quality, timeli- 
ness and relevance of finished intelligence. They derive in large part 
from the nature of presidential leadership and the particular emphasis 
and preoccupations of successive Directors of Central Intelligence. In 
the past, the national leadership has used the CIA more for operational 
purposes than for its analytic capabilities. Other concerns derive from 
the structure of the analytical personnel system, the intelligence cul- 
ture and the nature of the intelligence process, the overload of the sys- 
tem, the preoccupation with current events, and the lack of sufficient 
quality cont.rol and consumer guidance and evaluation. 

C. TIIF. RELATIOSSIIIP I~ETWEES INTELLIGESCE AND POLICY 

The relmationship between intelligence and policy is a delicate and 
carefully balanced one. One witness told the Select Committee that 
there is a “natural tension” between the two and thak 

if the policy-intelligence relationship is to work, there must 
be mutual respect, trust. civility, and also a certain distance. 
Intelligence people must provide honest and best judgments 
and avoid int.rusion on decisionmaking or attempts to influ- 
ence it. Policymakers must assume the integrity of the intelli- 

’ Staff summary of briefing given by Edward Proctor (DDI), 4/24/X 
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ence provided and avoid attempts to get materials suited to 
their tastes.8 

In recent years there has been a tendency on the part, of high officials, 
illcludillg Presidents and Secretaries of State, to call for both raw 
repo&lg and finishe,d intelligence to flow upwards through separate 
cllannels, rather than through a centralized analytical component. This 
has resulted in many cases in consumers doing the work of intelligence 
analysts. Presidents and Secretaries of State have all too often relished 
the r:ole of “crisis managers”, moving from one serious issue to another 
and sacrificing analysis and considered judgment in the pressure of 
eveuts. 111 between crises, their attention is turned to other pressing 
matters, and careful long-range analysis tends to be set aside. 

f3y circumventing the available analytical process, the consumers 
of intelligence may not only be depriving themselves of the skills of 
intelligence professionals; they may also be sacrificing necessary time 
and useful objectivity. ln makin, ~r his own intelligence judgment based 
on the large volume of often conflicting reports and undigested raw 
intelligence instead of on a well-considered finished piece of in- 
telligence analysis, a high official may be seeking conclusions more 
favorable to his policy preferences than the situation may in fact 
wnrtm~t. 

The essential questions about the intelligence product concern its 
usefulness to t!ie policymakers for whom it is intended. Does intelli- 
gence address the right questions. 3) Does it deliver the kinds of infor- 
mation and insights policymakers need in order to make foreign policy 
decisions? Is it. timely? 1s it presente(I and disseminated in the manner 
and format. most useful to the consumers? Will they read it in other 
than crisis situations? The answers to these questions are by no means 
simple. Still, the Select Committee8 believes they are deserving of 
examination-and periodic reexamination-in the interests of main- 
taining an effective intelligence service. 

While intelligence analysts have a very good record in the area 
of technical assessment (e.g., hard data on foreign military hard- 
ware), the record is weaker in qualitative jttdgments, trend fore- 
casting, and political estimating. While analysts may be able to 
furnish fairly complete and reliable reporting on t&gible factors 
such as numbers and make-up of Soviet strategic missile forces, they 
aare not as good at assessing such intangibles as why the ,Soviets are 
building such a force. The problem pertains to other issues, too, for 
example, in analyzing the likely negotiating stance of a particular 
country in economic negot,ia’t,ions of interest to the T:nited States. 

In particular, some policymakers feel that intelligence analysts 
have not been especially helpful to policvmakers on the more subtle 
questions of political, economic, and military intentions of foreign 
groups and leaders. The view from the ton is. of course, very different 
from the view held by anal.ysts in the departments and agencies or 
in the field. Too often analysts are not, willincr to address such questions 
directly. hdvsts tend to believe that policymakers want answers 
Instead of insights. Some consumers argue that intelligence anaIvsts 
Iack suffi&nt awareness of the real nature of the national security 

’ John Huizenga testimony, l/26/76, p. 14. 



decisionmaking process-how it really works, where and 110~ intelli- 
gence fits in, and what kinds of information are important.9 

On the other hand, the Select Committee is concerned that analysts 
are not always kept sufficiently informed, in a timely fashion, of U.S. 
policies and activities which affect their analyses and estimates. The 
Committee is concerned that the secrecy and compartmentation sur- 
rounding securit.y policy decisionmaking affects the relevance and 
quality of intelhgence analysis. The analysts in the DDI may not 
always be aware of what a key foreign leader has told high-level 
American policymakers in private, and so they may be missing crucial 
information on a part.icular nation’s intentions in a given situation. 

The Select Committee3 study of covert, action has revealed that on 
a number of occasions in the past intelligence analysts were not told 
what U.S. covert operators were doing abroad, an omission which could 
seriously affect the accuracy of intelligence assessments. Likewise, 
because of security compartmentation, DDI analysts sometimes did 
not know about particular U.S. strategic weapons R&D programs, 
and so were not able to assess completely the reasons for counter- 
measures t.hat were being taken in the development of Soviet strategic 
forces. 

D. THE IJMITS OF ISTELLIGEXCE 

Clearly what is needed is a realistic understanding by both pro- 
ducers and c.onsumers about the limits of intelligence: what it can 
and cannot do. As a former senior analyst explained to the Select 
Committee,l” what intelligence CON do is to follow the behavior of 
foreign leaders and groups over a long period of time in order to. get 
a sense of the parameters within which their policies move. American 
policymakers are not then likely to be greatly surprised by foreign 
behavior even though inteII.ipence analysts might not be able to predict 
precise intentions at. any given moment with respect to a given situa- 
tion. Nor can analysts be expected to predict human events when often 
the actors themselves do not know in advance what they will do. As 
the Schlesinger Report said : 

In a world of perfect, information, there would be no un- 
certainties about the present, and future intentions, capa- 
bilities, and activities of foreign powers. Information, how- 
ever, is bound to be inlpcrfect for the most part,. Conseque,ntly, 
the intelligence community can at best reduce the uncer- 
tainties and construct plausible hypotheses about these 
factors on the basis of what continues to be partial and often 
conflicting evidence.” 

To expert more may be to court disappointment. Despite this rccoqni- 
tion on the part of ~nnnv policrnlnkers. if analysis is not correct, there 
is often the charge of a~; “intrlligencc failure.” Good inteIIigencr or ac- 
curate predictions cannot insure against bad polic,v. in any case. For 
example. as the current Dcputv Director for TntrIIigencc maintains, 
the pessimistic CTA estimates ‘011 JYctnam had little or 110 effect on 
1J.S. policy decisions there. Vietnanl lllay have been a policy failure. 

’ Staff swnmarp of Andrew Marshall interview. 2/10/76. 
lo Hnizenga, l/26/76, p. 24. 
I1 Schlesinger Report, p. 10a. 
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It was not an intelligence failure.” Similarly, the United States hat1 
intelligence on the possibility of a Turkish invasion of Cyprus in 
1’374. The problem of taking efiective action to prevent such an in- 
vasion was a policy cluestion and not an intelligence failure. 

E. TIIE I’ERSOSNEL SYSTEM 

To some estent, problems in the quality of the analytical perform- 
ance of the intelligence community are simply in the nature of things. 
The collection function lends itself to technical and managerial ap- 
pronclws, while the analytical job is more dependent on the intangibles 
of brainpower. In the final analysis, the intelligence product. can only 
be as good as the people who produce it. 

The CIA prides itself on the qualifications of its analysts. The 
Agency’s exenlption from Civil Service constraints-unlike the DIA, 
for example-has enabled the DDI to attract the best analysts in the 
community. R’everthcless, those in the highest positions in the CIA 
have tratlitionally come from the operations side of the Agency. 

The Agency’s promotion system is structured in such a way that the 
most outstanding lower-level people are singled out for advancement 
into managerial positions. Such a system works well for the purposes 
of the Directorate of Operations (DDO), where the skills necessary 
for good management are essentially the same as those required of a 
pood case officer. Hut when applied to the DDI, that system encaurages 
the best analysts to assume supervisory positions, reducing the time 
available to utilize their analytical skills. 

Although t,he CIA has several hundred “supergrade” positions 13- 
and very few government agencies are permitted so high a number- 
there are virtuallv 110 “sup~rgrade” slots which involve only, or even 
primarily, analytic responslbllities. The Agency maintains that DDI 
supervisors are indeed analysts, since they review and critique the 
work of junior analysts. In this view, supervisory positions amplify 
the ana!ytical capabilities of senior personnel. Thus, there is not 
“superwsion” in the IIS~~ sense by DDT supervisors; they are viewed 
as participants in tlic analvtical process.14 

The Office of National Estimates was the only place where a regu- 
lar arrangement for high-level analvsts existed, but that office was 
abolished in 1073. Today only the DDI’s Office of Political Research 
(OPR) has been able to ;.etain several sunergrade staffers who do only 
analysis (out of a staff of about 40 to X-analysts.) The OPR, created 
only in 1974, is trentetl by the DDT as an clitc.group. Much of its work 
is interdisciplinary in nature. The emphnsls is placed on keeping 
OPR analysts out of the everyday routine of requests for current 
intelligence work which can be performed by other offices in the 
directorate.15 

Some analysts complain that the personnel spstem has fostered too 
much bureaucratic “layering.” and that there are too many people 
writing reports abowt reports. The rffects are predictable. In the words 
of former DC1 and Secretary of Defense ,James Schlesinger, “If you’ve 

19 Staff summary of Edward Proctor interview, .5/16/75. 
Ia John Clarke testimony, 2/4/76, p. 37. 
” Proctor (Staff summary), 3/l/%. 
Ulbid. 
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got too much specialization and pigeonholing of people, you get the 
kind of people 111 the intelligence game who don t mind being pigeon- 
holed, and the entire U.S. intelligence establishment is too much 
bureaucratized.” I’> The Intelligence Community (IC) staff, in its 
post-morteuls of major U.S. intelligence failures, has pointed in all 
cases to the shortage of talented personnel. As the former deputy head 
of the IC staff’ pomted out to the Select Committee in his testimony, 
“giving people more flexibility in pay scale and so forth doesn’t always 
guarantee that they hire the right people.” Ii 

F. RECRUITMENT ASDTRAISINGOFASALYSTS 

The Agency tends to bring analysts in early in their professional 
life, emphasizing lifetime careers in intelligence work and the devel- 
opment of il1stitutiona.l commitment. There has traditionally been 
minimal lateral entry of established analysts and experts into the 
profession at middle and lipper levels (more in DDS&T than in 
DDI.)18 This might be characterized as the “craft guild” approach 
to intelligence, where recruits are brought in to serve their apprent.ice- 
ships within the ranks of the profession.‘” 

Specialized analytical training for intelligence analysts is quite 
limited. The CI,i‘s Office of Training (OTR) has a program in 
methodology and research techniques and a variesby of mid-career 
courses and senior seminars. About 25$X0 of the DDI personnel who 
receive in-house training are in management and executive develop- 
meti courses. Various DDT offices sponsor courses on speoific skills 
such ‘as computers and statistics. 2o For the most part in the past *the 
Agency-run courses available were oriented toward developing skills 
nece,ssary for clandestine activity. hccording to Dr. Schlesinger : 

Within the CL4, most of the training effort in the past has 
gone into training operators rather than training a,nalysts.21 

The Agency maintains there is now an increased emphasis on the 
development of sophist.icnted analytical skills and understanding. 

Rio& of the substiantive training for intelligence analysts ~t&es place 
outside rthe Agency, b&h in academic ,institutions and ii1 other govern- 
ment depatimenlts. Of the total number of DDI personnel parrticipat- 
ing in such exIteternal training in FY 1975, about one quarter were 
involved in training courses longer t.han 6 weeks in duration. 

G. THE INTELLIGESCE CULTLXE XCD ASALYTIC~L BIAS 

There is a set of problems stemming from wh& might be called 
the ,intelligence “cul~ture”~a paaticular outlook sometimes attributed 
to the analysts whic.1~ tends to ‘affect the overall quality of judgnlenlt 
refle&ed in their work. Allthounh ~the problem of preconceptions is 
one of rthe mosst intraotable in intelligence analysis, it clearly is one 

I8 James Schlesinger testimony, 2/2/76, p. 72. 
” Clarke, 2/5/X, p. 38. 
I8 In FY 1975, 18 analysts out of 105 hired from outside the CIA by the DDI 

were at GS-12 to 15. 
la Marshall (St:?W snmmarp). 2/ww 
2o Proctor (Staff summary), 3/l/76. 
‘l Schlesinger, 2/2/76, p. 27. 



of the most critical, and has been a focal point of the IC staff post- 
mortems. As one former senior ofIici’a1 ‘told Ithe Select Comnnttee, “By 
and large, goocl intelligence production should be as free as possible 
from ideological biases, and the higher the degree of ideological bias, 
the greater will be *the blind spots.” 22 

Among the examples of analytical/intellectual bias and preconcep- 
tions mare the following: In 1962, some CIA analysts judged that the 
Soviets would not put missiles into Cuba because such a move would 
be “a.berrational.” 23 In 1973 most of the intelligence community was 
disposed to believe that the Arabs were unlikely to resort to wax 
against Israel because to do so would be “irrational,” in light of 
relative hrab-Israeli military capabilities.‘” 

The same mechanism operated-the inability to foresee critical 
ever&, in the fare of mounting evidence, to the comrary-during the 
Cyprus crisis in the summer of 197-1. According to t,he IC St,afI post- 
mortem of stillat episode, t.lie CL-1 analysts were again prey to : 

the perha.ps subconscious conviction (and hope) that, ulti- 
mately, reason and rationality will prevail, t,liat apparently 
irrational moves (the Arab at,tack, the Greek-sponsored coup) 
will not ‘be made by essentially rational menz3 

The charge is frequently made that intelligence estimates issued by 
the Defense Department and the military services are not wholly ob- 
ject.ive, since those groups have particular departmental interests and 
programs to advocate. By contrast, ‘the CIA is supposed to be free 
from suoh bias. But although the DDI is not in the position of having 
to defend budgetary items or particular weapons systems, in the view 
of &her parts of the intelligence community, there has been a tendency 
for a CIA institutional bias to develop over time. The Committee not,es 
that some observers have pointed to a CIA “line” on certain issues.25a 

H. Trxe NATURE OF THE PRODUCTION PROCESS : CONSENSUS VERSUS 
CO3I\IPETITION 

The nature of the produ&ion process can itself undermine the 
quality of t’he products. That process is consensus-orientetl, varying in 
degree from the formal IJnited States Intelligence Board (USIB) 
coordination involved in producing a Sational Intelligence Estinxb 28 
to the less structured daily analyst-to-analyst coortlination, which 
takes place at the working level. For the monographs produced on an 
irregular basis by t.he Intelligence Dire&orate‘s research offices, the 
bulk of t:he coordinat,ion effort is between tdlese offices, although oc- 
casionally such coordinat,ion will cross directorate lines! land less fre- 
quently it will involve going outside the Agency. An analyst from the 
DDI may meet with his opposite numbers in State or DIA prior to 
--- 

zzZbid. 
13 Huizenga, l/26/76, p. 25. 
” IC Staff post-mortem on 1973 Middle East war (January 1974), p. 14. 
=IC Staff post-mortem on 1974 Cyprus crisis, p. iv. 
Z5’ See Chapter V, pp. 7G77. 
m Prior to ehe Presiderut’s February 1976 reorganization of the intelligence 

rolllmunits’, the USIB annroved all National Intelligence Estimates. See the chap- 
ter of this report on “The Director of Central Intelligence” (pp. 74 ff.) for a 
fuller d$scussion of the estimates coordination process. 
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ptiishing an arMe PR their mutual fielcLz7 The cooditintion process, 
however nwessrtv and desirable, may tend to ptdllce a “+nfbp&g 
COMRSUS," 
comf! 

whereby divergent views of individual analysts can be- 
“submerged in a sea of conventional collective w&om,” and 

doubts or disagreements can simply disappear in the face of mutmdly 
reinforcing agreements.28 

Although the purpose of coordination is “to assure that the facts 
and judgments presented 
accurate as possible,” *9 

therein are as comprellensive, objective, and 
it sometimes has the unfortnnath side-effect 

of blurring both the, form and content of the product. The NIEs 
have been criticized, on occasion, for this. Tile estimates undergo the 
most formal coordination process, one which is integal to policy con- 
sensus-building. Some consumers complain that finished intelligence 
frequently lacks clarity, especially clarity of judgment, ant1 that it is 
often presentcc! in waffly or “tlelphic” forms, without attril)ution of 
views. Opposing views are not always clearly articulated. ,Judgulents 
on difficult sllbjects are sometinws hetlged. 01’ represent. the outcome of 
compromise, and are couched in fuzzv. imprecise terms. Yet intelli- 
gence consumers increasingly maintaG; that, they want a more clearly 
spelled out. distinction between different interpretations, with jutlg- 
ments as to relative probabilities. 

In fact, the issue of consensus versus competition in analysis repre- 
sents a persistent conceptual dilemma for the intelligence community. 
Policymakers tend to want one “answer” to ai1 intelligence question, 
but at the same time they do not n-ant anything to be hidden from 
them. Consumer needs can change drastically in a short period of time,, 
and the same policymakers may need different kinds of intelligence for 
different kinds of Gtuations. 

Some members of the intelligence and forci,gn policy communities 
today argue that the consensus approach to Intelligence pro(luction 
has improperly come to substitute for comueting centers of analysis 
which could &liver more and diffrrcnt inte~~n~~etn~ions on the c&Cal 
questions on which only partial data is nraila~ble. This conceptual con- 
flict should be closely examined by the successor oversight. committee. 

I. THE “CURRE:ST EVENTS” SYNDROME 

The task of produci~~p current, intelligence-analyzing day-to-day 
events for quick dissemmation--today occupies much of the resources 
of the DDT. Responding to the gro&ing demands for information of 
current, concern by policymakers for more coverage of more topics, the 
DDI has of necessity resorted to a “current events” approach to much 
of its research. Theie is less interest in and fewer resources hare been 
devoted to in-depth analysis of problems with long-range importance 
to policvmakers. The Directorate has had to devote considerable re- 
sources in order to keep up on a day-to-day basis with events as they 
happen. To some extent, analysts feel they must compete for time- 
liness with the considerable amount of raw reporting which reaches 
consumers. 

n “The Directorate of Intelligence,” Annex A, p. 2. 
2R IC Staff post-mortem nn the 1973 JIiddle-East War. p. 18. 
B “The Directorate of Intelligence,” Annex A, p. 1. 
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According to some observers, this syntlromc has hat1 an unfavorable 
impact on the quality of crisis warning and the recognition of longer 
term trends. The “current events” approach has fostered the problem 
of “incremental analysis,” the tendency to focus nlyopically on the 
latest piece of information without systematic consideration of an 
accumulated body of integrated evidence. Analysts in their haste to 
compile the day’s traffic, tend to lose sight of underlying factors and 
relationships.30 

For example, the 19RG Cunningham Report points out that the 
CIA’s sinologlsts were so immersed in the large volume of daily 
FRIS 3’ and other source reports on Communist China in the early 
1960s that they failed to consider adequately the broader question of 
the slowly developing Sino-Soviet dispute.32 

The Intelligence Directorate is now turning more attention to 
such increasingly important long-term (and inter-disciplinary) prob- 
lems as world food balances, raw material supplies, population pres- 
sures and pollution of the environment. Nevertheless, the DDI itself 
feels that an even greater effort should be made in these areas. “Such 
matters have not bfw~ the focus of national security interest in the 
past, but they clearly will be within the next ten years and this Direc- 
torate should be building its capacity to ana,lyze and report in these 
fields.” 33 

J. INNOVATION 

The CIA is thou.ght by many observers to be technologically one 
of the most innovatlre research centers in the country, and it allocate,s 
considerable funcls to continue the search for new technology. But 
despite recent increases, the intelligence community still expends rela- 
tively little effort on R&D in the analytical field-in contrast to in- 
tensive effort in new and costly collect&n methods. 

The analytic community has suffered from the secrecy that sur- 
rounds the work of the Intelligence community as a whole. This 
insulation is recognized to have had a detrimental effect on the quality 
of anaI,ysis. The Agency recognizes the need for conducting a free 
exchange with academics, contractors, and cohsultants. For example, 
in FY 1976, 17 analysts were on leave at private institutions with 
an additional 14 people in various Government programs (e.g., the 
State Department senior seminar, or the Congressional Fellows 
progra,m) .34 

Some DDI offices llnl-e panels of consultants (outsiders) to revielv 
major papers, and outside speakers are on occasion brought in for 
special seminars. There have been efforts like the one made by OPR 
to arrange for one-year sabbaticals for visiting academics during 
which the visitor could produce both government and public papers. 
Such efforts have been only partial1.y successful. 

m See IC Staff post-mortems on Middle East war and Cyprus crisis. 
“The Foreign Broadcast Information Service, run I)p the Intelligence Dirw- 

torate, monitors foreign media and open source material and publishes daily 
snrv~vs hy area. 

sd CIA Insncctnr General. “Fowign Intelligence Collection Requirements,” 
December 19GB (The Cunningham Report), pp. VII-13, 14. 

s1 “The Directorate of Intelligence.” p. 12. 
3( Proctor (Staff summary), 3/l/76. 
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The question of CIA relations with academics and private groups 
like foundat.ions and research organizations is a controversial one.35 
The Committee notes the desirability of a more open attitude on both 
sides, one which both recognizes the legitimacy of the analytic work 
of the intelligence community and refrains from the secret use of 
academics and others for operational purposes. 

K. OVERLOAD ON ANALYSTS AND CONSUMERS 

Few observers would dispute the fact that as consumer demands 
have grown and the amount of data collected has burgeoned, the 
analyst.& work load has become a serious problem. But ten years ago 
the Cunningham Report expressed the concern that : 

In the long run it is not the crude question of work load which 
matters most, nor even the point that each item uses up cus- 
tomers’ time and attention which cannot be given to any other 
item, so that each of our products must receive steadily less. 
What matters most is the question whether this quantity of 
information is degrading the quality of all our work.3” 

And the 19’71 Schlesinger Report said that it was “not at all clear that 
our hypotheses about foreign intentions, capabilities, and activities 
have improved commensurately in scope and quality as more data 
comes in from modern collection methods.” 37 

Yet today the intelligence establishment remains structured in such 
n way that collection.puides production, rather than vice versa; avail- 
able data and “the Impetus of technology” tend to govern what is 
produced.38 To be sure. much of the proliferation in data collected has 
proven invaluable to the analytic effort. Technical collection systems 
have provided “hard” data, e.g., on missile silos which have con- 
tributed to the gencra!ly acknowledged high quality of CIA assess- 
nlents of Soviet and Chmese strategic forces. 

In 1971, t,he Schlesinger Report said, “It has become commonplace 
to translate product criticism into demands for enlarged collection 
efforts. Seldom does anyone ask if a further reduction in uncrrtainty, 
however small, is worth its cost.” 39 The community’s heavy emphasis 
on collection is itself drtrimental to correcting product problems, said 
the report. for each department or agency sees the maintenance and 
expansion of collection capabilities as the route to survival and strength 
within the communitq. There is a “strong presumption” that additional 
data collection rather than improved analysis will provide answers to 
particular intcllicrcnce problems?” 

Analpsts naturalIy attempt to read all the relevant raw dnta reports 
on the snbiects thev are working on, for fear of missing an important, 
piece of information. The Cunningham Report referred to this as the 

35 See Chanter X of this rennrt on the CJA’s relations with these groups in sup- 
port of intellipence collection and covert action. 

M Cunningham Rennrt, p. VIII-13. 
” Rchlesinfxer Report, p. 1Oa. 
38 Zhid.. p. 10a. 
” Zhid.. p. Il. 
‘O Zbid., p. 11. 
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“jigsaw theory” of intelligence-that one little scrap might be the 
missing piece. 41 The present trend within the DDI is to reduce the 
amount of raw data coming to analysts by more effective screening 
processes. 

In the opinion of one intelligence community official, analysts in 
the future are going to have to rely to a greater extent than here- 
tofore on others’ judgments. The collectors themselves may haye to 
present their output in summary form, with some means of highllght- 
ing important information,42 despite the community’s sensitivity to 
the distinction betmeen “raw” and “finished” intelligence reportmg. 

On the other hand, consumers tend to treat the intelligence product 
as a free good. Instead of articulating priorities, they demand infor- 
mation about everything, and the demand exceeds the supply. .4nd 
analysts, perhaps for fear of being accused of an “intelligence fail- 
ure,” feel that they have to cover every possible topic, with little re- 
gard for its relevance to U.S. foreign policy interests. The comm.unity 
must part with the notion that it has to beat the newspapers In re- 
porting coups in remote areas of the world if what happens in those 
areas is only of marginal interest to U.S. policymakers. In this regard, 
there are serious efforts being made by DDI to focus analysis on major 
areas of importance to the IJnited States. 

The community has looked increasingly to the advent of auto- 
mated information-handling systems to solve the problems of systems 
overload, but the impact of computerization is not yet clear. In 1966 
the Cunningham Report warned that “great technological advances 
in storage and retrieval” of information can do more harm than good 
if “drastically higher standarcls” for \&at is to be stored and re- 
trieved are not instituted.@ 

It has often been pointed out that not only are analysts swamped 
with information, but the consumers also are inundated with intelli- 
gence reporting, both “finished” and “raw.!’ The volume of paper 
degrades the overall effectiveness of the product, since there is simply 
too much to read, from too many sources. In addition to the daily DDI 
publications and t.he various DDI Offices’ specialized weeklies and 
other memoranda, a variety of other intelligence publications, regu- 
larly cross the desks of seliior Government officials. As former DC1 
Richard Helms has told the Select Committee : 

It seems to me that one of the things that’s tencled to happen 
is that almost every agency has got to have its national pub- 
lication. In other words, it’s got to have a publication that 
arrives in the White House every morning.44 

Policymakers receive DT,4’s Defense Intelligence Notices (DINS), 
produced on particular subjects as the occasion tlemands-sometimes 
several per day on a given topic. NSL4 sends out a daily SIGTNT Sum- 
mary, which ‘is not classed as finished intelligence. And a consid- 

” Cunningham Report. p. VII-19. 
‘* Staff wmmarv of Richard Shryock interview, 2/10/76. 
” Cnnninaham Rwort. n. VII-12 (footnote). 
” Richard Helms testimony, l/30/76, p. 2% 
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erable amount of raw reporting of clandestine human sowcc intelli- 
gence is routinely distributed to consumers on the NSC staff, at the 
Departments of State and Defense, and in the military services. 

This glut of paper raises a number of issues which the Select Corn- 
mittec feels deserve further attention. The proliferation of depart- 
mental publications tends to undermine the centralized nature of the 
system for the production of national intelligence. It contributes to 
confusion rather than clarity in the decisionmaking process, since 
different publications often present different conclusions. Often the 
reasons for the differences are only clear to a sophisticated intelligence 
analyst. And direct reporting from the collectors usual1.y arrives be- 
fore the analytical reporting can, preempting the analysts’ work in 
evaluating the data. 

L. QUALITY CONTROL 

In 1072 a “Product Review Division” (PRD) was established 
within the IC Staff. It has the task of regularly appraising intelligence 
articles and studies, “testing them for objecti&y, balance, and respon- 
siveness.” 45 The Intelligence Directorate has no formal or independent 
system for quality control, depending instead npon its regular review 
nncl coordination process.46 

Most of PRD’s attention to date has been directed to the conduct of 
communitywide post-mortems on particular crises-for example. the 
19’i3 Middle East war, the Cyprus crisis in 197-1. the Indian nuclear 
detonation, and the Mayaguez incident. The Division was involved in 
changing the old daily Central Inte77igence Bdletin from a CIA pub- 
lication into a community publicat.ion (now called the National Zntel- 
Zigence Bu77etin). PRD participated in discussions leading to the 
transformation of the old Watch Committee into the DC13 Special 
-4Gstant for Warning, with a Strategic Warning Staff. 

PRD has not, yet been sipnificantlv involved in the development of 
new analvtical methods, in resource allocation for nroduction elements. 
or in training or recruitment issues. Contact with the consumers of 
the intelligence product has been on an irregular basis (mostly for 
post-mortems) , although PRD is currentlv at work, through the NIOs, 
collecting consumer reactions on particular papers of concern to the 
r~srn. 

The Division has no authority to order changes in the management 
of product.ion which might affect the quality of the product; rather, 
it has been in the position of making recommendations to the USIR 
and encouraging their implementation. 

M. COSSUMER Grrnasm AXD EVALUATION 

The DDI manages its procluction plannin? by compiling a Quar- 
terly Production and a Quarterly Research Schedule, outlining those 
fini&ed intelligence st.udirs slated for publication in the following 
t,hree months ws well as projects which support, other intelligence 
efforts. but which mav not be published. The quarterly schedules are 
prepared by DDI’s Executive Staff based on inputs received from 

li Shryock (staff summary), 2/10/76. 
@ Proctor (staff summary), 3/l/76. 
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each oficc witliin the Intclligcncc T~ircctoratc. ant1 tlw A\ssocintc T)DI 
reviews them to ensure that the planned projects are rcsl)onsi\-e to 
consmiicr~ needs.47 

While there is no formal or iil~titntionalizrtl review by conslmww of 
tllR (~ll;lYterly s:*l~ctl~llcs. there arc frcquclkt I>il,c~ctol~ate-le\~(~l contacts 
with policymakers who tsl)ress an interest in intclligcnw inforniation 
ant1 assessments on particlilar fowign policy issrws. 

11:vnluation of the intclligcnce l)rodlict by the consIImcrs thcmsel\-es 
is virtually nonesistent. The XX’ Tntrlligence Committee, \vhich was 
sl~pposctl to lwrfornl that flinction. MYIS lnrg(>ly inactiv(a ant1 Iias now 
been abolished in the I’rtsitlcnt’s Icol,F”“iz;ltiol~ plan. Rarely, if ever, 
tlo high officials tnkc tlic time to review the product caref~illy with the 
analysts ant1 csplain to them how the pro(liict c~ould bc improvc(l and 
made more lwflll to l)~)lic~~m:~l;e~~s. The intclli~cncc commllnity. then, 
by tlefalilt, c>\-alllntes its 0~11 pcrformancc witliollt the lwncfit of any 
real fcctlback. One former senior analyst toltl the Select Committee : 

I believe there olqht to be rcqllirements on tlic policy side to 
r~+q~on~l bv comm(~nt or otllcrwise to major intelligence prowl- 
acts, ob\-iouslv llot tile n-llolc flow of stllff, nntl T think that 
there ought td be a responsibility at an appropriate level. sav 
at an A\ssistant Sccrctarv level, to do tllis, ant1 at the SSC 
level. This kintl of recogI;ition. the scnce of participation in a 
serious process is, I think, tlir best thing that can be done for 
analysk4* 

S. THE COSGI~ESSI~S.\I~ ROLE 

Congress does not at present reccivc Sationnl Intelligence Esti- 
mates, althoiigli some of the rstimativr material is prescntrtl to the 
Congress in occasional briefings bv intelligence oficials. In the past, 
the Senate Foreign Relations and A1rmcd Services Committees re- 
ceived the National Zn.te77igence Daily, which could be cut off at exec- 
utive will, and has been on some occasions, most recently iI1 ,Janua~*y 
1976.49 Tn 197.5, the DI)T Bryan r,llblishin, (r a daily /Tj felliueucr (7hecXa- 
Z&t specifically tailored to what it perceived to be the intelligence needs 
of the Congress. 

With the resurgence of an active congressional role in the foreign 
and national security policymaking process comes the need for mem- 
bers to receive high qualitv. reliable. ant1 timely information on which 
to base congressional decisions and actions. .\ccess to the bept avail- 
able intelligence protluct should be insisted upon by the legislative 
branch. Precisely what kinds of intelligence the Con,qess requires to 
better perform its constitutional responsibilities remains to be worked 
out between the. two branches of government, but the Select Commit- 
tee believes that the ,nced for information and the right to it is clear. 

““The IXrectorate of Intelligence,” p. 8. 
Is Huizenga, l/26/76. p. 23. 
” Laurence Stem, “CL4 Stops Sending Daily Report to Hill,” Washington 

Pod, 2/4/76. 
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