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CHAPTER 7

THE ORGANIZATION OF INTELLIGENCE

THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

The maintenance of intelligence capabilities of the highest compe-
tence is essential to the national security and to the effective conduct
of U.8. foreign policy. The world which American foreign policy
seeks to affect is diverse, complex and rapidly changing. In such a
world, policy must be based on detailed understanding of many issues,
military and economie, political and scientific, foreign and domestic.
That understanding requires the collection and analysis of enormous
quantities of information. Much of it is publicly available, appearing
in reports of government agencies and of private businesses, the
reporting of the press, or publications of scholars. But much of the
mast critical information—especially though not solely, information
concerning the military activities and capacities of potential antag-
onists—is not openly available.

The responsibility for gathering, evaluating and reporting such
information, and for assessing its significance in combination with
data openly available, is the primary mission of the U.S. intelligence
community. The Commission believes that mission will remain crucial
to U.S. security, and to international stability and peace for the fore-
seeable future. It also believes, however, that, to assure the more
effective performance of that mission, a number of organizational
changes should be made in the management composition and operation
of the intelligence community.

Standards of Performance. Intelligence in a democracy must meet
three main tests. First, it must respond to the evolving needs of national
security and foreign policy decision-makers: its estimates and analyses
must address the questions of real concern, and do so at high levels of
competence and integrity. The second test is economy. Intelligence is
a necessity, and some forms of intelligence gathering are extraor-
dinarily expensive. Where unavoidable such costs must be horne;
where unnecessary they must be avoided. Thirdly, the U.S. intelligence
community must operate in such a manner as fo command public
confidence.

It is against principally the first two of these standards that we
have reviewed current performance and projected future needs, leaving

Ll

PR Sy

3
4
§
i
Ilg‘
i
!
..:g(
!.
:!;{
&




A
Tl

ST b

LR SR B

AT b

%

the third largely to the several Executive and Congressional bodies
now focused especially on that problem. But we believe that our
recommendations will be helpful in improving performance against
that third crucial standard as well.

We believe that, with respect to both the responsiveness of intelli-
gence to the needs of policy, and the principle of reasonable economy
of effort, current performance of the intelligence community can be
improved. The difficulties in achieving improvement are considerable,
however, because they are rooted in the very nature of the intelligence
community. The key characteristic of that community is that it is made
wp of a large number of separate entities which, while all serving the
interests of national security and foreign policy, embody differing
histories, distinct missions, and separate lines of command. It is both
necessary and useful that the community be composed of many ele-
ments, but that characteristic makes central direction and oversight
difficult. Among the Tesults, wo believe, have been some excesses in
the collection of information and gaps in its analysis; the oceasional
development of costly systems not because requirements demanded
them but because technology permitted them; as well as occasional
failures to observe those standards of conduct which should distinguish
the behavior of agencies of the U.S. Government. :

These findings are broadly consistent with those of many prior
studies, and considerable progress in remedying the problems has been
made. We believe that more is possible, however. In particular we
believe that firmer direction and oversight of the intelligence commu-
nity are essential. That is the main thrust of our recommendations.
We detail them below, following a brief description of the intelligence
community as now constituted.

THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

The various major agencies of the intelligence community are shown
on the following page.

Central Intelligence Agency. Established in 1947, the CIA. was man-
dated principally to correlate and evaluate foreign intelligence relat-
ing to the national security; to recommend to the NSC methods for
the coordination of intelligence; and to perform for existing intelli-
gence agencies services of common concern which the NSC dstermined
could be more efficiently accomplished centrally. The agency was also
authorized “to perform such other functions and duties as the NSC
may from time to time direct,” language which has been interpreted
to grant authority for covert action not limited to the acquisition of
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information. The agency was specifically denied any “police, subpoens,
law enforcement powers, or internal security functions.”

"To accommodate the secrecy of its work, CIA has authority to ex-
pend funds solely on the certification of its Director, to negobiate
purchases without publicly soliciting bids, and to transfer funds and
people between government agencies. It is also exempt from the laws
requiring disclosure of its organization, functions, and budgets, and
the identity of its employees.

CIA is headed by a Director and Deputy Director, both appointed
by the President and confirmed by the Senate. Ome or the other has

always been drawn from military life. The Director of Central Infelli- -

gence (DCI) has two quite separate functions. He is responsible for all
activities of the CTA, but is also the principal intelligence adviser to
the President and NSC, and thereby responsible for coordinating the
activities of the entire intelligence community. As suggested below,
the latter Tesponsibility has never been fully carried out.

Bureau of Intelligence and Reseorch (INR). This bureau of the State
PDepartment is devoted to the assessment rather than the collection of
intelligence. Much the smallest of the major intelligence agencies, it
serves principally the needs of policymakers in the State Department,
but also contributes to common analytic products of the intelligence
community and specifies State’s intelligence requiremencs. INR man-
ages the State Department’s programs for external research and pro-
vides departmental policy guidance for intelligence operations con-
ducted by other agencies.

Defense Intelligence Agency. DIA provides intelligence support to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense. It prepares
its own intelligence assessments and coordinates Department of De-
fenge (DOD) input to the production of national inteltigence. It also
manages the Defense Attache system and various other special intelli-
gence programs. Though responsible for inducing economy and effi-
ciency in the management of all DOD intelligence resources and for
issning defense intelligence requirements, the Director of DIA cannot
control those resources, which remain under the guthority of the Secre-
tary of Defense and the direction of the individual armed services.

National Security Agency. NSA, largest of the intelligence agencies
in persomnel despite considerable contraction in recent years, is a semi-
antonomous eryptologic agency of the Defense Department responsible
principally for monitoring foreign communications and other signals

_ for analysis by other agencies. NSA is also responsible for protecting

the security of U.S. communications.
Bach of the armed services maintains its own cryptologic agency,
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however, which both manages facilities on behalf of NSA. and meefs
the special requirements of its own service.

Program for Overhead Reconnaissance. A semi-autonomous office
within the Defense Department, with the largest budget of any intel-
ligence agency, operates overhead reconnaissance programs for the
entire intelligence community. The program is given general direction
by the DCI and the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence,

" and responds to specific requirements determined by & committes of

the U.S. Intelligence Board (USIB).

Army, Navy. and Air Force Infelligence. Bach of the armed services
maintains sizuble intelligence organizations. All participate in the
production of national intelligence and have responsibilities to meet
the tactical intelligence requirements of field commanders, to protect
the security of armed services installations and personnel, and to
gather technical intelligence on the weaponry of their counferpart
gervices in other countries.

Other Agencies, The intelligence units of the FBI, Treasury Depart-
ment, and Energy Research and Development Administration are
also formally part of the intelligence community, contributing spe-
cialized foreign inteiligence on matters within their jurisdictions.

Direction of the Community. Two committees of the NSC contribute
to the overall direction of the community:

—the Intelligence Committee (NSCIC) intended to provide a
forum in which policymakers—consumers of intelligence—can
inform collectors and analysts of their interests and requirements.*
The NSCIC has two subcommittees: a Working Group, headed
by the DCI’s Deputy Director for the Intelligence Community,
and the Economic Intelligence Subcommittes, chaired by the
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for International Affairs.

—the 40 Committee, which must spprove covert actions and other
high risk operations.**

In addition there exists a U.S. Intelligence Board (USIB), com-
posed of all major U.S. agencies with intelligence responsibilities, and
the Intelligence Resources Advisory Committee (IRAC), on which
both the intelligence community and the Office of Management and

*Members: Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs (Chair-

man}, Director of Central Inielligence {Vice-Chairman), Deputy Secretary of
State, Deputy Secretary of Defense, Chairman, JCS, and Under Secretary of the
Treasury for Monetary Affairs.

**Members: Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs (Chair-
man), Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs, Deputy Secretary of De-
fenge, Chairman, JOS, and Director of Central Intelligence.
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Budget are represented. Both are chaired by the DCI. USIB’s respon-
gibilities are principally to advise the DCI on the establishment of
intelligence requirements and priorities, the production of national
intelligence estimates, and the protection of intelligence sources and
methods; ITRAC is intended to advise the DCI on the allocation of
resources throughout the community.

Finally, at the Presidential level, there exists a President’s Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB). Members of PFIAB are pri-
vote citizens appointed by the President, served by a 2-man staff whose
head is also appointed by the President. PFIADB’s principal respon-
gibilities are to “advise the President concerning the objectives, con-
duct, management and coordination of the various activities making
up the overall national intelligence effort;” and to consider and make
recommendations concerning matters brought to its attention by the
intelligence community. It can request staff assistance and special
studies from intelligence agencies to augment its own efforts.

TOWARD MORE EFFECTIVE OVERSIGHT AND LEADERSHIP

None of the three major purposes this Commission seeks to advance
can be met without effective communitywide leadership of U.S. intel-

~ Yigence. Neither responsiveness to the needs of decision-making nor

economy of operation nor adherence to standards of conduct can be
insured unless the intelligence community as a whole is subject to
adequate supervision, and made accountable for its activities. Achiev-
ing that end has proven extraordinarily difficult. Many commissions
and many presidents have sought improvements, and steady evolution
in the right direction has resulted. But we believe that additional
steps aTe now necessary.

Saurces of the Problem. The difficulty of the problem arises from
several causes. We have already reforred to one: the community con-
sists of many agencies, with differing objectives, traditions, and lines of
commend. Another is suggested by the sketch of the community offered
above: the great bulk of its budget and manpower falls within the De-
partment of Defense. Yet the Secrotary of Defense clearly should
not also serve as the nation’s chief intelligence officer. A. third arises
out of the promise of technelogy. Where rapid developments in tech-
nology -promise new capabilities, it is a common tendency for orga-
nizations to acquire those technologies without examining closely
whether the capabilities are really necessary. That tendency has ap-
peared in the intelligence community.

Prior efforts to deal with this situation have taken several forms.
Presidents have used advisory boards reporting to them (PFIAB
and its predecessors) to help monitor the community. Committees of
the NSC (NSCIC, 40 Committee) and of principals of the intelli-
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gence agencies (UUSIB and IRAC) have been charged with some
aspects of coordination. We believe both devices are appropriate, and
make recommendations for their extension below. Since the creation of
CIA. in 1947, however, the central figure in the direction of the intelli-
gence community has been the Director of Central Intelligence. In
addition to his responsibilities for CIA, the DCI has been charged
with the oversight and leadership of the entire intelligence community.
From the beginning this arrangement has worked only partially.
Having line authority over their own agency, but only limited influ-
ence over other intelligence units, DCIs have tended, egpecially in
the early years, to devote themselves almost entirely to CIA affairs. -
On the authority of directives issued in 1971, DCIs have given con-
siderably more attention to their community-wide responsibilities, and
ereated an Intelligence Community (IC) Staff to assist them in that
offort. Bub the Commission believes that an additional step is now
necessary.
. The Crucial Role of the President. Tt is neither possible nor desirable
to give the DCT line authority over that very large fraction of the
intelligence community which lies outside the CLA. If he is to effec-
tively supervise the whole community, however, there is only one sub-
stitute for such anthority, and that is a close relationship with the
one official who does ultimately command each of the separate strands
of that community: the President. We think it essential, therefore,
that to meet his community-wide responsibilities as well as to function
ns the President’s intelligence adviser, the DCI should have direct
access to the President. We recommend, that

 the DOI should have an office in close prowimity to the White House
" and be accorded regular and direct contact with the President.

To function as the President’s intelligence adviser, it is essential
that the DCI have immediste access to and control over the CIA
facilities necessary to assemble, evaluate and reach conclusions about
intelligence in all functional fields including political, economie, mili-
tary and-scientific subjects. Today the bulk of the information comes
from open sources, ‘overhead recomnaissance, and electronic signals
and communications, with only a small but possibly critical component
derived from clandestine sources.

Therefore, the DCT would retain responsibility for the CIA, spend-
ing whatever time at CIA. headquarters may be necessary. But he
would delegate much of the authority for direction of that agency to
his deputy. In stressing his relationship to the President, we do not
moan to diminish the DCI’s responsibilities to the Congress. Tie would
continue to be confirmed by the Senate and to be available to testify
and otherwise to confer with the appropriste committees of the Con-

gress,
o8




‘We believe, moreover, that, to make clear the solely foreign respon-
gibilities of the Central Intelligence Agency and of its Director,

the OTA should be retitled the Foreign Intelligence Agency (FIA),
and its Director the Director of Foveign Intelligence (DFI}.

Wo believe that certain modest extensions of the DCI’s current respon-
sibilities for community-wide planning and budgeting are also appro-
priate, and make specific recommendations to these ends in the pages
below.

It is obviously useful for persons appointed to the DFI rank to
have had some prior experience in intelligence matters. But the crucial
characteristics for this position will be broad understanding of foreign
and national security affairs, managerial skill, sensitivity to the con-
straints within which an American intelligence service must operate,
independence and high integrity. The DFI should normally be a
person of stature from outside the intelligence career serviee, al-
though promotion from within should not be barred. And the DFI
must be someons in whose judgment the President has great confidence.
Without Presidentiel backing the DFI's community-wide role will
not materialize.

A Strengthened PFIAB. In view of the special importance and sen-
sitivity of intelligence, the Commission believes the President should
have sources of advice independent of the DFI. The PEFIAB should
become the principal such source. In the past, PFIAB has played an
important role in the development of technical collection systems, in
conducting useful analyses of apparent intelligence failures, and in
directing attention to new issues for intelligence concern. But we be-
lieve the Board should play a larger role—the steady, external and
independent oversight of the performance of the foreign intelligence
community as a whole. In this connection, the Commission notes
favorably the recommendations of the Rockefeller Commission on
strengthening the role of PFIAB. Both the objectives and the methods
of U.S. intelligence in & rapidly changing world require such review
from outside $he community, and @ strengthened and well-utilized
PFIAB would be best situated to perform it. We recommend, there-
fore, that

—eaoh incoming President should review and make such. changes
in PFIAB's memberahip as may be required to give him kigh per-
sonal confidence in that body’s values and judgment; that

—he make himself directly available to the Chairman of PFIAB
wpon the latter’s request; and that

—the PFIAR staff should be increased in size, and dranwn in part
From sources outside the intelligence comanunity.

»




Covert Action: A Special Problem. To this point we have addressed
only the intelligence activities of the intelligence community. But, in
addition to those endeavors, the community—specifically CIA—has
also been responsible for another activity which poses special problems
of oversight and control. This is covert action, activity abroad
intended not to gather information but to influence events, an activity
midway between diplomacy and war. It has taken many forms, from
the financial support of friendly publications to the mounting of sig-
nificant paramilitary efforts.

The Commission has considered whether covert action should any
longer be authorized at all. Tt recognizes that there are many risks and
dangors associated with covert action. Partly for these reasons the
use of covert action in recent years has markedly declined.

But we must live in the world we find, not the world we might wish.
Our adversaries deny themselves no forms of action which might
advance their interests or undereut ours, as quite recent as well as past
ovents demonstrate. In many parts of the world a prohibition on our
use of covert action would put the U.S. and those who rely on it ab a
dangerous disadvantage. We conclude, therefore, that

covert action cannot be abandoned, but that it should be employed
only where clearly essential to vital U.S. purposes end then only
after a careful process of high level review.

The current process for approval of covert action involves the sub-
mission of proposals to the 40 Committee. The Committee approves
or disapproves, and its chairman, the Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs, issues appropriate instructions. In recent
years, however, as authorizations have decreagsed in number, the pro-
cedures of the Committes have become quite informal, and it has met
infrequently.

‘We believe present practices are inadequate. The sensitivity and
risks of covert action Tequire appropriste review and consultation.
'The Committee therefore proposes that:

__Covert action should only be authorized ofter collective con-
sideration of its benefits and risks by all available 40 Commitice
members, and that,

—Besides granting initial approvals, the 40 Committee should reg-
ularly review the continuing appropriateness of activities still
being puraued.

. Tn addition to requiring careful review within the executive branch,
the Clommission believes that covert action should be reported to the
Joint Committee of the Congress on National Security proposed -in
Chapter 14, We also believe that the current requirement of law that
the President personally certify to the Congress the necessity for all
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covert actions (the Hughes Amendment to the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1974, P.L. 93-559) is harmful in associating the head of State
so formally with such activities. We propose, therefore, that::

PL 93-569 be amended to require reporting of covert actions to the
proposed Joint Committee on National Security, and to omit any
requirement for the personal certificetion of the President as to
their necessity. .

TOWARD RESPONSIVENESS: IMPROVING THE RELEVANCE AND
QUALITY OF INTELLIGENCE

Relevance. Intelligence is not an end in itself; to be useful it must
assist decision-makers to meet their responsibilities for national secu-
rity and foreign policy. To do that, intelligence must provide answers
to the questions central to the formulation of policy. The intelligence
community cannot identify those questions without the assistance
of policymakers.

The solution in theory is easy. Policymakers at all significant levels
must regularly inform appropriate elements in the intelligence com-
munity of trends in the evolution of policy which may set new intel-
ligence requirements. They must make clear what questions they need
answered—and with what timing and in what degree of detail. And
they must provide pointed evaluations of current intelligence prod-
uets. But practice is harder. Policymakers are few and overburdened.
Even when dissatisfied with intelligence, they are rarely willing or
able to devote substantial time to determining the causes of inade-
quacy, and correcting them. The result is that the work of the intel-
ligence community becomes largely responsive to its own perceptions
of what is important, and irrelevant information is collected, some-
times drowning out the important.

As a result of attention to this problem in recent years, the National
Security Council Intelligence Committes (NSCIC) was established
to provide guidance on consumer needs and intelligence requirements,
USIB was broadened by inclusion of a representative of the Treasury
Department, the DCI was assigned a stronger mandate to establish
requirements and to develop comprehensive community-wide plans,
and the Intelligence Community Staff was established to sssist the
DCT especially in assessing community performance and in monitor-
ing consumer interests.

Building on these reforms, the DCI then inaugurated several addi-
tional innovations, His IC staff began developing five-year commu-
nity-wide ‘plans, and formulating “Key Intelligence Questions” to
reflect the concerns of principal intelligence consumers. The DCI also
replaced the old Board of National Estimates with individual Na-
tional Intelligence Officers (NIOs) responsible for responding to con-
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sumer requests and for personally supervising the produetion of
National Intelligence Estimates.

Most of these new steps are proving useful, but the major institution
on which they all largely depend, the NSCIC, has not functioned ade-
quately. ' We believe it is important to correct this situation. There was
considerable difference of opinion within the Commission about how
to increase the effectiveness of the NSCIC. Some favored making the
DFI Chairman because, as the President’s prineipal intelligence ad-
visor, he would have both the authority and the incentive to bring
together the key policymakers on a regular basis, 2s well as an intimate -
knowledge of the capabilities of the intelligence community. Others
preferred leaving the President’s National Security Adviser as Chair-
men because he is the principal representative of the President on
national security matters. He is also an important intelligence user,
and is well placed to judge the adequacy and timeliness of the intelli-
gence product in terms of policy needs.

- It was agreed that:

. The NSOIC should be actively used as the principal forum for

. the resolution, short of the President, of the differing perspectives
_ of intelligence consumers and producers, and should meet freguemtly
" for that purpose.

Improving the Quality of Analysis, To meet the needs of decision-
makers, intelligence must not only address the key questions; it must
do so ab the highest levels of analytic competence and integrity. To
help maintain those standards the Commission makes recommenda-
tions of four kinds.

The first and most important invelves the more effective utilization
of the State Department’s routine Foreign Service reporting. A. series
of recommendations for sharpening the focus and improving the qual-
ity of that under-utilized resource appear in Chapter 9.

The second proposal involves economic intelligence. As the economic
content of foreign policy increases, it is crucial that aceurate and far-
sighted analyses of global dema,nd and supply problems, emerging
international trade and investment opportunities, and international
monetary matters be available to foreign policy decision-makers.
Unlike military intelligence, which frequently requires enormous

‘investments in data gathering, most economic issues do not depend

upon secret information. The key to their understanding lies in highly
competent analysis of readily procurable data. Commandably, CIA
has greatly strengthened its capability for economic analysis in recent
years, But—with some exceptions—this is not a field in which CIA,or
the intelligence community generally, has a strong comparative advan-
tage. Moreover, though duplication in large-scale data-gathering is
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expensive and wasteful, competition in analysis is relatively cheap
and highly desirable, We recommend, therefore, that

while the infelligence agencies should retain and emercise their
improved competence in the analysie of international economic
i8sues, the Departments of State, Treasury, Commerce, and Agri-
culture, and the Counctl of Economic Advisors must maintain simi-
lar capabilities fooused on the analysis of issues inwvolving their
own responsibilitics. We believe that, in all four of the Departments,
those capabilities should be significantly strengthened.

Thirdly, we propose & modification to the NIO system. Prior to 1973,
National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs), the formal expressions of
the intelligence community’s best judgment on major issues, were pro-
duced by a Board of National Estimates. But that collegial process
tended to produce better estimates of what the community could agree

aupory than what policymakers needed to know., The Board has been

replaced by some eleven individual National Intelligence Officers
(N10s), each charged with insuring the responsiveness of NIEs to
policy needs in particular substantive areas. NIEs are now drafted by
individual experts selected by the NIQO from various intelligence
agencies. Predictably, the gains in responsiveness of estimates have
been somewhat offset by problems of reliabilify, and the practice of
requiring officers already bearing other responsibilities to undertake
the production of NIEs has created unnecessary burdens. Most impor-
tant, NIEs appear to have little impact on policymakers today, in
large part because key consumers prefer to base their own estimates
of future developments on competing sources of information and analy-
sis. NIEs have lately begun to reflect more clearly differences in view
within the intelligence community, but we believe that this process
should be intensified. For these reasons we propose that

a small staff of the highest quality, drewn from within and without
the intelligence communmity and responsible for the drafting and
review of NIEs, should be established. This staff, reporting directly
to the DFI, should be charged with reporting clearly any important
differences in. the views of concerned agencies, and the reasons for
such differences.

Finally, we note that, while investing very large sums in sophisti-
cated technical means of intelligence collection, the community has
tended to slight the contribution that only human sources can make.
On many subjects, the completeness and aceuracy of intelligence esti-
mates depend on factors of intention and motivation that only human
sources can provide. We believe that efforts to maintain and utilize
such sources should be enlarged and strengthened. These efforts should
inelude improved Foreign Service reporting (elsewhere discussed),
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reenforced clandestine collection, and changes in the military attache
system designed to make the attache service an important part of
career progression for capable officers.

MAKING MORE EFFICIENT USE OF INTELLIGENCE RESQURCES

Resource management, like other major problems of the intelligence
community, has received considerable attention in recent years. Two
recent institutional innovations—the IC Staff and IRA.C—have proven
useful, and the combination of organizational change and the personal
concern of recent DCIs and Secretaries of Defense have produced a

very substantial cutback in intélligence personnel and a leveling of -

the intelligence budget over the past several years.

The Consolidated National Foreign Intelligence Budget developed
by the DCI in each of the past several years has presented a compre-
hensive overview of the intelligence effort useful to the budgetary re-
view of OMB, the President, and the Congress. And the DCI has
developed an annual ana.lysas of the political, economic, and security
environment anticipated in the next five years, called “Perspectives
for Intelligence,” which should make possible more comprehensive
community-wide planning of activities and consequnent allocations of
budget. '

We believe two evolntionary steps would now be useful.

Undor the direction of the DFI, the 10 staff should ewpand *Per-
spectives for Intelligence™ into an anmually revised mudti-year plan
for the allocation of responsibilities across the intelligence com-
munity. The plan should be reviewed in USIB and approved by
the NSCIC.

On the basis of the multiyear plom, the 10 staff should prepare an
annual Oonsolidated Foreign Intelligence Budges. After review by
IRAGC and OMB, this document should guide the budget submis-
ston of each of the agencies and departments of the intelligence
commumity to OMB. It should also provide a basis for the consid-
eration, by the proposed Joint Commitiee of the Congress on Na-
tional Security, of the funds to be annually authorized the intelli-
gence convmunity.

Resource Management in DOD. However influential the DFT may
become, the preponderance of the intelligence budget, appropriated
by Congress to the Department of Defense, will continue to fall under
the authority of the Secretary of Defense. The Commission makes
no recommendation concerning the organization of intelligence funec-
tions or responsibilities within the Department of Defense. But it
asserts that, if the resources applied to intelligence are to be allocated
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in accordance with the overall priorities established by the NSOIC and
the DFI and utilized more efficiently, the Secretary of Defense must;

Serve as an agent of these priorities. In order to do 80, we believe, he

will have to equip himself with the analytic and managerial capacity
necessary to oversee the large and partly duplicatory intelligence oper-
ations of the armed services,
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