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The Government attempted to-
day at the Pentagon papers
trial to shore up the accuracy
of the Army’s estimates of en-
emy troop strength in Vietnam
and at the same time to dis-
credit a Central Intelligence
Agency analyst who challenged

those estimates.

Thus the Government found
itself fighting in court to give
credence to statistics that the
Government itself stopped using
after the Tet offensive in 1968.

The issue was the Order of
Battle, the estimates that an
army gives of the number of
troops opposing it in combat,

Yesterday, Samuel A. Adams,
the analyst, who was the third
defense witness, testified that
there were “political pressures
in the military to display the
enémy as weaker than he actu-
ally was.” The defense con-
tends that this was an effort
10 make it appear as if the
Army was winning the war.-

Two Were Prepared

Mr. Adams said that after
ithe Tet offensive in 1968, two
Orders of Battle were prepared
Yeach month, one by the Amy
‘and one by the Central Intelli-
‘gence Agency, The latter was
used by the Government be-
cause it was more accurate, he
said.

Today, on cross-examination,
David R. Nissen, the chief
prosecutor, asked Mr. Adams
whether it was not true that
he objected to the Army’s Or-
der of Battle in 1967 and that
the national intelligence esti-
mates of that year still sup-
ported the Army.

Yes, the analyst agreed, that
was true.

Mr. Nissen asked if Mr.
Adams’s complaints about the
Order of Battle had been in
“your organization” heard by
“very competent and senior
people” who were apparently
willing to go along with the
Army s figures. -

Again, Mr. Adams agreed
that this was true, but he re-

iterated that the natxonal intel-
ligence estimates changed “aft-
er the Tet offensive” to use

the C.LA. figures, not the

Armv’s.

Mr. Adams was asked what |
he meant by “political pres-.
sure” and whether “the Presi-|
dent” or other high-ranking of-
ficials were forcing the use of |
lower Order of Battle estimates, |
and he answered that he had |
“heard discussions of that.” |

He said that on “two occa-|
sions I was told in private by |
[Military] officers that what I[
was espousing was true” but1
that in public the officers kept !
repeating the lower Order of'
Battle estimates.

Mr. Adams said that he kr\ew
not only from his own C.LA.|
studies,” but also from the|
Army’s use of figures that the
Army was fabricating the Order
of Battle figures. This was!
done, he sald by not puttmg;
into them all the components|
that the agency used. g

.~

He gave this example. 1ne:
Army’s criteria for adding en-
emy troops to the Order of
Battle were information con-
tained either in captured en-|
emy documents or in pn;oner{
of war interviews.

But, he said, “pilots flying
over an area would report anti-
aircraft flak, but the military
wouldn’t put it [the antiaircraft
troops below] in their Order of |

" Battle because there was no.
captured document or prisoner.
of war report.”

Order of Battle

“It was my feeling that if you
see someone shooting at you,
you put it in the Order of Bat-

le,” he added.

To show the various enemy
forces that the agency consid-
ered part of the proper Order
of Battle, Mr. Adams wrote
them out yesterday on a large
piece of paper on an easel, and
this led to the judge’s admon-
ishing one of the defendants,
Anthony J. Russo Jr.

Mr. Adams had written on
the paper, for the jury to see,
the following  components:
main/local forces, combat sup-
port, irregulars and political
cadre.

During a court recess, Mr.
Russo added a fifth item, “the
people.” Mr. Nissen complamed
and Federal District Court
Judge William Matthew Byrne
Jr. asked who had added an
item. )

“I wanted to flesh it out,”
Mr. Russo said. o

“This case is not being tried
in &4 humorous vain,” Judge
Byrne replied. i

“I apologize to the court,
said Mr. Russo.

The jupdge then told him
that if he did such a thing again
he would not get off with a sim-
ple “warning.”

Judge Byrne said that Mr.
Russo was also being unfair
to his .co-defendant, Damel
Ellsberg, who was being *“put
in jeopardy.” All this occurred
bpefore the jury returned from;
the recess.

The cross-examination of Mr.
Adams will continue tomorrow
morning.

The next defense witness is
scheduled to be McGeorge
Bundy, special assistant to
Presidents Kennedy and John-
son for national security af-

- fairs, who is now president of
the Ford Foundation.

Dr. Ellsberg and Mr. Russo
are standing trial on six counts
of espionage, six counts of:
theft and one count of con-.
spiracy.
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