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'HEN TOM BRADEN’S recent ar-

" ticle, “CTA: Power and Arro-
gance,” appeared in Saturday Review,
I was'concerned about its basic line,
but I was not roused to reply, as I
have become somewhat_ inured to ad-
verse comment, Its reprlntmg in The
Washington Post, however, suggests
that through repetition it might ac-
quire ‘more cachet, to the extent that
I feel I must challenge its accuracy
and 1ts wisdom.

In it, Mr. Braden talks of a CIA he
may have known some 10 and 20 years
ago. I have news for him. Things have
changed. CIA is no longer a sacred
.establishment of insiders “different”
from outsiders in commitment and in
freedom from the rules that bind ordin-
ary men.
straints of American bureaucracy, and
its personnel may live in Fairfax rath-
er than Georgetown, but I think we
have a stronger intelligence structure
today, rather than one whose “power
is gone,” whose “arrogance has turned
to fear,” and wh1ch “is divided and
torn.”

Indeed, we now have a modern in-
telligence system. Its engineers and its
scientists produce marvels of technol-
ogy which deliver to our nation infor-
mation about the world of which Mr.
Braden could not have dreamed in his
time. Its research and analysis staffs
stand for independent and objective
assessments, however much policy-
makers might wish more pleasing ones,
or whatever the reflection on depart-

" mental budgets and program propos-
als. Our clandestine operations are per-
haps less exhilarating but are more
productive than Mr. Braden’s and my
parachuting days together. The unfet-
tered “power” which produced the
“arrogance” he recalls has been re-
placed by intensive supervision and
public as well as closed-door account—
ability.

Mr. Braden cites our box, score in
the usual partial way, only the strikes,
not the hits. I note, for example, that

" he omits his own contribution to pre-
venting Communist monopoly of the
cause: of “peace” during the 1950s and
1960s. Had they achieved this, our own
anti-war movement might have become
a vehicle for penetration comparable
to that which produced the Philbys
out of the anti-Fascist cause in the
1930s. His May, 1967, article in the
Saturday Evening Post praised this
work (“I'm glad the CIA Is ‘Immor-
al’”). I find it as strange to see him
now repudiating that praise as I
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It may have some of the re- .
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William Colby: “Paratroopers”. out.

then questioned his violation of his
secrecy agreement by wrongfully re-
vealing the details of his operation
without authorization.

Most serious is Mr. Braden’s solu-
tion to the “ridiculous myths” that ex-
ist about CIA and intelligence. Instead
of undertaking to reveal the wuntold
story of modern intelligence in the
best journalistic tradition, he would
“shut it down” in abject retreat before
its critics. Indeed, this would in my

" view lead precisely to James Madi-

son’s injunction which he cited that “A
popular government without the
means to popular information is a
farce or a tragedy, perhaps both” in
the world in which we live.
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ECAUSE our intelligence informa-

tion today is popular information.
Some of its sources and techniques
‘must be kept secret if they are to en-
dure, but its substance is made avail-
able in many and proper ways to our
“popular government.” It is provided
to the executive branch and used in its
deliberations and its discussions with

" the press. Our intelligence goes to a

number of our congressional commit-
tees and members on a regular basis,
where it is highly valued as a contri-
bution to their role in American
decision-making. And an increasing

number of our colleagues of the press
are finding that a visit to Langley can .
expose them to independent, intelli-
gent and learned spokesmen on sub-
jects of interest to them, from nuclear
proliferation to economic trends with-
in the Soviet Union. If our government .
really should “shut it down,” T do fear
the result could be “a farce or a trag- -
edy, perhaps both.”

Mr. Braden’s solution of turning the
overt intelligence function to the State
Department flies in the face of the
proven' desirability of separating from
that poliey-oriented institution ‘an in-
dependent mtelhgence collectlon and
assessment capablhty, a lesson learned
in China in the 1940s and in Vietnam
in the 1960s. I question even more seri-
ously his reflection on the fine job
the agency’s paramilitary elements did
in Laos with a handful of American
personnnel and a miniscule budget
compared to some other experiences.
“Paratroopers” like Mr. Braden and
me have been replaced by a new gen-
eration who understand that political
will is at the base of successful para-
military work, and that parachutes and
even helicopters play only a support-
ing role in such situations. i

I note Mr. Braden’s formula for fu-
ture clandestine work to be run “out
of some obscure toolshed.” I have no
comment on his name for the leader
of such an effort, but I question wheth-
er such obscurity would not reestablish
the “inside-outside syndrome, so essen-
tial to secrecy . .. making a mockery
of representative government,” which
he wrongfully ascribes to today’s CIA.

May I suggest that a better solution
is the serious review being undertaken
by the Vice President’s Commission
and the Select Committees of the Con-
gress, to determine how outdated “ri-
diculous myths” about American intel-
ligence can be replaced by a better
understanding of the reality of mod-

“ern intelligence and how it should fit

within our free society. In this process,
we will indeed replace the unaccount-
able power and the arrogance which
Mr. Braden seems to remember from
an earlier day by a new and American
concept of responsible intelligence.

-And in the process, I believe that pub-

lic understanding of the importance
of our modern “means to popular in-
formation” will be increased so that
we can strengthen them for the future
rather than dwell only on the past.
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