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ABSTRACT

Since September 11, 2001, the CIA and DoD have operated together in
Afghanistan, Iraq, and during counterterrorism operations. Although the Global War on
Terrorism gave the CIA and DoD a common purpose, it was actions taken in the late
eighties and early nineties that set the foundation for their current relationship. Driven by
the post-Cold War environment and lessons learned during military operations,
policymakers made intelligence support to the military the Intelligence Community’s top
priority. In response to this demand, the CIA/DoD instituted policy and organizational
changes that altered the CIA/DoD relationship. While debates over the future of the
Intelligence Community were occurring on Capitol Hill, the CIA and DoD were
expanding their relationship in peacekeeping and nation-building operations in Somalia
and the Balkans.

By the late 1990’s, some policymakers and national security professionals became
concerned that intelligence support to military operations had gone too far, weakening the
long-term analysis required for strategy and policy development. Despite these concerns,
no major changes to either national intelligence organizations or its priorities were
implemented. These concerns were forgotten after 9/11, as the United States fought two
wars and policymakers increasingly focused on tactical and operational actions. As
policymakers became fixated with terrorism and the United States fought in Iraq and
Afghanistan, the CIA focused a significant amount of its resources towards global
counterterrorism efforts and in support of military operations.

The CIA/DoD operational relationship has led to successes such as the raid that

killed Osama Bin Laden, but CIA’s counterterrorism and military support requirements



have placed a significant burden on the organization. As the United States’ only
independent intelligence organization, the CIA was conceived to separate the collection
of intelligence from the institutions that develop and execute policy. The CIA’s increased
focus on support to military and counterterrorism operations weakens this separation,
reduces its focus on strategic issues, and risks subordination to the DoD. The CIA and
DoD are the ones immediately affected by this evolving relationship, but it is
policymaker preference for military force and the militarization of foreign policy that has

led both organizations down this path.
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ABSTRACT

Since September 11, 2001, the CIA and DoD have operated together in
Afghanistan, Iraq, and during counterterrorism operations. Although the Global War on
Terrorism gave the CIA and DoD a common purpose, it was actions taken in the late
eighties and early nineties that set the foundation for their current relationship. Driven by
the post-Cold War environment and lessons learned during military operations,
policymakers made intelligence support to the military the Intelligence Community’s top
priority. In response to this demand, the CIA/DoD instituted policy and organizational
changes that altered the CIA/DoD relationship. While debates over the future of the
Intelligence Community were occurring on Capitol Hill, the CIA and DoD were
expanding their relationship in peacekeeping and nation-building operations in Somalia
and the Balkans.

By the late 1990’s, some policymakers and national security professionals became
concerned that intelligence support to military operations had gone too far, weakening the
long-term analysis required for strategy and policy development. Despite these concerns,
no major changes to either national intelligence organizations or its priorities were
implemented. These concerns were forgotten after 9/11, as the United States fought two
wars and policymakers increasingly focused on tactical and operational actions. As
policymakers became fixated with terrorism and the United States fought in Iraq and
Afghanistan, the CIA focused a significant amount of its resources towards global
counterterrorism efforts and in support of military operations.

The CIA/DoD operational relationship has led to successes such as the raid that

killed Osama Bin Laden, but CIA’s counterterrorism and military support requirements



have placed a significant burden on the organization. As the United States’ only
independent intelligence organization, the CIA was conceived to separate the collection
of intelligence from the institutions that develop and execute policy. The CIA’s increased
focus on support to military and counterterrorism operations weakens this separation,
reduces its focus on strategic issues, and risks subordination to the DoD. The CIA and
DoD are the ones immediately affected by this evolving relationship, but it is
policymaker preference for military force and the militarization of foreign policy that has

led both organizations down this path.
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Preface

The research for this project began in 2012 when I was a student at the U.S.
Army’s School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS). One of the requirements for
SAMS is to write a monograph focused on an operational issue. As a military officer and
former CIA officer, I decided to use the opportunity to explore the CIA/DoD’s shared
history since the 1947 National Security Act. This motivation stemmed from an affinity
for both organizations, a curiosity regarding CIA/DoD interactions, and wonderment
about how each developed their distinct cultures despite shared lineage.

My research efforts began with the 1947 National Security Act, but the post-
Desert Storm/Cold War period quickly surfaced as a key turning point in the relationship.
The CIA and DoD were both established at the beginning of the Cold War and the
cultures of each were shaped by the nearly fifty-year struggle. The collapse of the Soviet
Union brought elation but also uncertainty to the CIA and DoD. The two organizations
were no longer chasing or preparing to fight Soviets, but trying to understand a new
world while undergoing significant budget and personnel reductions. The CIA/DoD
coordinated sporadically throughout the Cold War, but it was in the uncertain 1990s that
support to military operations became the priority mission for the CIA and national
intelligence. Although subsequent conflicts in Afghanistan, Iraq, and worldwide
counterterrorism operations provided a common purpose and helped develop the
DoD/CIA partnership, it was policy actions and organizational changes in the 1990s that
set the foundation.

My first paper, Partners or Competitors?: The Evolution of the DoD/CIA
Relationship since Desert Storm and its Prospects for the Future, focused on how
increased interaction in education, training and operations resulted in tactical and
operational successes. This paper builds upon the earlier research, while delving deeper
into how choices made during the late 1980s, 1990s and into the first decade of the 21*
century shaped the current CIA/DoD relationship. Although I still believe the evolution
of the CIA/DoD relationship provides positive benefits, the further I explore the
relationship the more I recognize trade-offs. The CIA was created in 1947 to serve as an
independent intelligence organization to inform policy and strategy without being unduly
influenced by organizations responsible for policy implementation. Beginning in the
1990s and hastened after 9/11, the demand for CIA support to military operations and its
own counterterrorism operations started to erode this separation.

After 9/11, the United States became hyper-focused on ridding the world of a
terrorist threat, while issues such as a rising China or a reemerging Russia dropped in
priority. The focus on identifying and targeting terrorist threats took priority over trying
to understand the intentions of world leaders or informing policy and strategy
development. As retired Admiral William Studeman remarked during an interview, the
United States dropped fundamental intelligence coverage while it focused on “Lucy and
the football.” While this shift towards counterterrorism and support to military



operations resulted in operational successes such as the killing of Bin Laden and Abu
Musab al Zarqawi, it has also resulted in the neglect of longer-term strategic issues.

The more I considered the evolution of the CIA/DoD relationship following
Desert Storm, the more I saw linkages and parallels to the broader militarization of U.S.
foreign policy that various authors and national security professionals have identified.
The military started to emerge as the United States’ preferred policy tool in the 1990s and
then solidified that position following 9/11. The embrace of military power to transform
Iraq and Afghanistan, coupled with the empowerment of regional combatant commanders
to “shape” their environment has made the military the dominant player in foreign policy.
And although Iraq, Afghanistan, Syria, and Libya have shown the limits and
unpredictability of using military force, there are still loud voices arguing that military
power is the solution. This imbalance has created an environment where the DoD leads
and all others support. In this regard, the evolution of the CIA/DoD relationship is both a
cause and a symptom of the militarization of foreign policy. While policymakers can
recognize the counterterrorism benefits this partnership provides, they should also
appreciate the cost the nation assumes by operationalizing its only independent
intelligence organization. I hope this paper helps further that understanding.

The views in this paper are entirely those of the author and do not necessarily
reflect the views, policy or position of the United States Government, the Department of
Defense, or the Central Intelligence Agency.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Overview

During an interview on May 3, 2011, then Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency (DCIA) Leon Panetta told interviewer Jim Lehrer that he was the overall
commander for the Abbottabad Raid that killed Osama Bin Laden.! While some
uniformed military officers disagreed with DCIA Panetta’s assertion, Admiral William
McRaven, the Joint Special Operations Commander (JSOC) who was the commander on
the ground had no issue with DCIA Panetta’s role description.? In Admiral McRaven’s
opinion, arguments over who was within the chain of command were pedantic and not
worthy of debate. Admiral McRaven credited the Department of Defense (DoD)/Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) collaboration for the success of Operation Neptune Spear and
did not believe it useful to dwell on debates about command authority. CIA/DoD
collaboration and not some outdated parochial attitude was what brought about the
demise of bin Laden. This CIA/DoD “interagency unified command” approach to kill the
United States’ most wanted man signified the transformation of a CIA/DoD partnership
from one of sporadic cooperation to regular integrated collaboration.

The CIA/DoD relationship expands well beyond special missions and has come to

include integration during training, exercise, and operations. In the early nineties there

! CIA Director Leon Panetta Interview Jim Lehrer, PBS News hour, 3 May 2011 located at
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/terrorism/jan-junel 1/panetta_05-03.html (accessed on 18 September
2013).

2 McRaven, William, Admiral (R). Former Commander Special Operations Command and former
Commander Joint Special Operations Command. Telephone Interview by author 5 June 2015.



were only a handful of military liaison officers working with the CIA; today there are
hundreds of uniformed personnel (active, guard, and reserve) serving in the building. In
addition, the agency has representatives at dozens of military commands and professional
military schools.®> There is ongoing interaction between the CIA and DoD at multiple
levels. CIA’s Special Activities deals directly with the theater special operations
commands and CIA’s CTC deals directly with SOCOM. In addition, CIA’s geographic
division chiefs interact with SOF personnel in their region and coordination occurs
between SOF and other CIA centers such as the Counternaroctics Center. The Numerous
interactions between the CIA and DoD build redundancy in the relationship, which
protects against organizational stove piping and enables unity of effort.*

While some of these relationships developed out of necessity during operations,
the increased interaction during training has cultivated and institutionalized the
partnership. Beyond serving as a gateway into the CIA, the CIA’s Associate Director of
Military Affairs (ADMA), whose origin dates back to the mid-1990s, has instituted
various programs focused on increasing “support, information, and deconflicting issues
between DoD/CIA”, by cultivating non-parochial leaders who are familiar with both

organizations and aware of the value each brings.> For example, ADMA hosts numerous

* Wise, Doug. Deputy Director Defense Intelligence Agency. Interview by author, Washington
D.C. area, 28 August 2012 and 3 September 2105; Cichowski, Kurt A, Lieutenant General. Associate
Director for Military Affairs, interview by author, Langley, VA, 29 August 2012.

4 Reid, Garry. Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations/Low
Intensity Conflict, telephone interview by author, 19 September 2012; Oakley, David. “Partners or
Competitors: The Evolution of the Department of Defense/Central Intelligence Agency Relationship Since
Desert Storm and its Prospects for the Future.” http://jsou.socom.mil/JSOU%20Publications/JSOU14-

2 Oakley PartnersorCompetitors 27Feb.pdf (accessed 14 July 2016).

5 https://www.cia.gov/offices-of-cia/military-affairs/history.html for description of the ADMA
mission.



military professionals during visits to CIA headquarters to build a greater familiarization
of the CIA’s mission. Recognizing the increased interaction between SOF and the CIA
in Iraq and Afghanistan, ADMA started bringing every newly minted Special Forces
detachment (18A) captain to CIA headquarters to brief them on the CIA’s mission and
introduce them to CIA personnel.® ADMA also works to educate the CIA workforce on
the military mission and culture, providing pre-deployment briefs to CIA officers and
serving as an accessible resource to learn about the military or obtain contact information
for military units.

Cross-pollination during training has also strengthened the relationship. In 2012,
military students made up more than twenty-five percent of the class at the CIA’s
renowned case officer training location, known colloquially as “The Farm.” Beyond the
networking opportunities joint training creates, the bond forged through shared
experiences shapes the mind-set of younger officers and results in organizational
integration becoming a way of life. A senior CIA officer previously responsible for
overseeing training throughout the organization stated in an interview that the
showcasing of military during training, presence of military colleagues, and operational
experiences in war zones are contributing to a more “enlightened” institution and CIA

officer when it comes to working with the military.’

¢ Alyssa G. Military liaisons to CIA’s Office of the Associate Director of Military Affairs,
interview by author, Langley, VA, 28 August 2012.

7 Wise, Doug. Deputy Director Defense Intelligence Agency. Interview by author, Washington
D.C. area, 28 August 2012 and 3 September 2015; Oakley, David. “Partners or Competitors.”; Historians
within the CIA’s Center for the Study of Intelligence stated that interviews with CIA personnel highlight
significant improvement in CIA’s relationship with other government organizations since 9/11. These
improved partnerships have resulted in less parochialism and increased mission success. Most important,
the officers recognize the value of these partnerships and are now more receptive to engaging their
interagency colleagues instead of operating alone.
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Although the CIA and the DoD both originated with the 1947 National Security
Act, an act that was meant to streamline national security affairs, the two organizations
spent most of the first fifty years working separately towards the United States’ national
security objectives. During the Cold War, these two organizations did work alongside
each other in places such as Vietnam and Latin America, and had established mutual
support agreements; but these previous interactions were not as consistent or integrated as
the post-9/11 operations. When the broader CIA and DoD did interact, it was usually
contingent and in response to a significant need.® Although the post-9/11 collaboration
involved niche and temporary elements, this paper argues the reoccurring integration of
the CIA and DoD across all facets of the organizations, particularly, the CIA’s increased
focus on providing intelligence support to military operations and for force protection is
what sets it apart from these previous collaborative efforts.

Various contemporary accounts to include Mike Morrell’s, The Great War of our
Time, Jeremy Scahill’s, Dirty Wars, Hank Crumpton’s, The Art of Intelligence, Eric
Blehm’s, The Only Thing Worth Dying For, and Douglas Laux’s, Left of Boom, describe
the operational relationship, often depicting a post-9/11 CIA focused on supporting the
military’s operational efforts and force protection requirements. Some national security

professionals argue this increased collaboration is a direct result of the counterterrorism

8 Ahearn Jr., Thomas. L, Vietnam Declassified: The CIA and Counterinsurgency (Lexington, KY:
The University Press of Kentucky, 2010). During Vietnam, elements of the military and the CIA did work
together. For example, Air Force Colonel Edward Lansdale ran one the CIA’s “Saigon Military Mission” in
Vietnam, but the CIA-military interaction was not common and usually limited to military officers that
were working for the CIA on specific programs. These paramilitary type programs were much different
from the CIA support to military operations that occurred after Desert Storm.
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fight and the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.” Their view is the CIA and DoD developed a
collaborative partnership in the aftermath of 9/11 in order to wage the Global War on
Terrorism. Although this viewpoint is accurate, it is incomplete because it overlooks or
underestimates previous actions that set conditions for the partnership to grow.

The Global War on Terrorism gave the CIA and DoD a common purpose, while
providing an arena for iterative interaction that allowed the partnership to blossom, but
the seed from which the partnership grew, was laid in the late eighties and early nineties
as the United States transitioned from the Cold War into an uncertain global environment.
Beginning in the 1980s and continuing into the 1990s, policymakers and national security
leaders, motivated by previous operational failures, started to focus on transforming the
defense and intelligence communities for the post-Cold War world. Influenced by
lessons learned during operations such as Urgent Fury, Just Cause and Desert Storm, a
major component of the transformation discussion focused on improving intelligence
support to military operations. The call to improve intelligence support to military
operations resulted in policy and organizational changes that altered the CIA/DoD
relationship. These changes, coupled with internal changes within the DoD and CIA that
were motivated by the same operational failures, set the foundation for the post 9/11
partnership growth.

These organizational and policy changes were enabled by a shifting global order

® Kojm, Chris. Former Chairman of the National Intelligence Council. Telephone interview by
author, 14 October 2015; Petracus, David General (R). Former Director of Central Intelligence Agency and
former Commander of United States Central Command. Interview by author, Washington D.C., 23 October
2015.



and technological developments that made national intelligence support to military
operations both possible and necessary. The pending collapse of the communist bloc
meant the United States Intelligence Community could decrease its focus on the Soviet
Union and shift its gaze elsewhere. The precision-strike capability and speed of the
battlefield displayed during Desert Storm increased the intelligence required for
understanding, targeting, and information operations, while new computing and
information technologies made it possible for soldiers on the front line to receive and
disseminate national intelligence products. The “New World Order” and an
accompanying regionally aligned national security strategy that was concerned with
localized conflicts and military operations other than war (MOOTW) also encouraged a
shift towards increased intelligence support to military operations.!'°

Although the CIA/DoD relationship started to improve during this period, it was
not without its costs. The increased focus on intelligence support to military operations,
while undergoing significant budget reductions, forced the CIA and the rest of the
Intelligence Community to assume risk by shifting resources away from global coverage
and long-term analysis. By the late 1990s, congressional committees and independent
task forces became concerned that too much focus was being placed on intelligence
support to military operations and not enough on intelligence support to strategy and
policy development. As this concern started to gain momentum, the 9/11 attacks

occurred, forcing the CIA to focus even more attention on immediate operations and

10 Bush, George Herbert Walker. National Security Strategy of the United States.” Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, August 1991.



away from global coverage and long-term analysis.!!

Following 9/11, and with Bush’s declaration of a Global War on Terrorism, DoD
found itself not only at war in Iraq and Afghanistan, but taking a more proactive role
throughout the globe. Empowered combatant commanders, embracing the concepts
“shaping the environment” and “engagement” that originated in the 1990s, started
devising security cooperation plans focused on influencing their areas of operation
(AOR).!? Organized by geographic areas, enjoying large staffs and budgets, and access
to military forces and intelligence capabilities, the geographic combatant commanders’
influence over foreign policy steadily increased. Along with this increased role in foreign
policy came an ongoing need for greater intelligence support to the military outside
traditional operations. This coupled with the intelligence requirements needed to support
wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, found the Intelligence Community focused largely on
supporting tactical operations and away from long-term analysis.

Three presidents, George H.W. Bush, William J. Clinton, and George W. Bush,
led the transition from the post-Cold War period to the Post-9/11 period, each putting
their imprint on how the CIA/DoD relationship evolved during this time. The George
H.W. Bush administration was at the helm when the coalition won the Gulf War and the
Soviet Union dissolved. Embracing a “peace dividend,” the administration reduced

national security spending and sought transformation of the United States’ national

! Burgess, Ronald L, Lieutenant General (R). Former Director Defense Intelligence Agency.
Telephone interview by author, 17 September 2015.

12 JP 1-02: Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms defines Area of
Operations (AOR) as “An operational area defined by the joint force commander for land and maritime
forces that should be large enough to accomplish their missions and protect their forces.



security structures.!®* Influenced by criticism of intelligence support to military
operations during Desert Storm and the changing global landscape, the administration
ordered “policy departments and agencies” to identify intelligence needs for the next
thirteen years.'* Armed with this knowledge, Bush issued National Security Directive
(NSD)-67; the “most dramatic reconfiguration of the Intelligence Community in
decades,” a major component of which was improving CIA support to military
operations.'®> Despite victory in Desert Storm and the Cold War, the George H.-W. Bush
administration could not secure a second term when a stagnant economy made
international relations a secondary concern to domestic and economic issues.

Bill Clinton, the former Arkansas governor who campaigned on strengthening the
economy, replaced George H.W. Bush in 1993. Two months into his administration,
President Clinton directed a National Performance Review (NPR) “to bring about greater
efficiency and lower cost of government.”'® The NPR committee told the Intelligence
Community it had to “improve support to ground troops during combat operations,”
while undergoing significant budget reductions. In 1995, Clinton issued Presidential

Decision Directive (PDD)-35, making support to military operations the Intelligence

13 Nelson, Michael and Barbara A. Perry, 41: Inside the Presidency of George H.W. Bush, (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 2014), 20. Nelson and Perry’s book cites the first mention of a “peace
dividend” was in a June 8, 1989 article by William Safire in the New York Times titled, “Is Peace
Bullish?”.

14 Bush, George H.W.. National Security Review 29: National Security Review of Intelligence.
Washington, D.C: The White House,15 November 1991.

15 Bush, George H.-W. National Security Directive 67: Intelligence Capabilities: 1992-2005.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 30 March 1992.

16 Clinton William J. "Remarks Announcing the National Performance Review," March 3, 1993.

Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=46291 (accessed 29 January 2016).
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Community’s top priority.!” This priority was tested in Somalia and the Balkans, where
an air campaign and small-scale humanitarian and peacekeeping operations provided a
venue for the evolving CIA/DoD relationship.

The improve intelligence support to military operations theme continued into
1996 when the Aspin-Brown Commission and the Intelligence Community in the 21%
Century (IC21) study reviewed intelligence requirements in the post-Cold War world.!®
Although many civilian and military leaders testified that support to military operations
deserved primacy, private organizations conducting their own reviews raised concerns
with the dominance of military requirements over strategic intelligence needs.!® Despite
these concerns, support to military operations remained the Intelligence Community’s top
priority into the George W. Bush administration. The lack of intelligence support to
strategic planning led former Congressman Lee Hamilton to argue, “a lot of things are
going to be neglected while you’re providing military intelligence. Military Intelligence

is important, but it is not the whole world.”?°

17 Clinton, William Jefferson. Presidential Decision Directive 35, “Intelligence Requirements.”
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2 March 1995.

18 Johnson, Loch, The Threat on the Horizon: An Inside Account of America’s Search for Security
after the Cold War, (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2011), 65, 125 and 237. Johnson states that
Anthony Lake, Bill Studeman, and John Deutch all discussed the importance of intelligence support to
military operations. Lake discussed how PDD-35 “made support to military operations” the top priority
“wherever U.S. forces are deployed.” Studeman called “support to military operations” the “defining
mission” for the Intelligence Community. Deutch was the most assertive, saying there was “not enough”
support to military operations, despite acknowledging that support to military operations had “about 90% of
the intelligence budget.”

1% Council on Foreign Relations. “Making Intelligence Smarter.” http://www.cfr.org/
intelligence/making-intelligence-smarter/p127 (accessed 24 February 2016).; Hedley, John Hollister.
Checklist for the Future of Intelligence. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University’s Institute for the Study
of Diplomacy, 1995.

20 Hamilton, Lee. “Testimony of the Honorable Before the Senate Select Committee, House
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence Joint Inquiry into events surrounding September 11.” 3
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Eight years after George H.W. Bush lost his bid for a second term, his son,
George W. Bush, won a controversial election against Al Gore, Clinton’s vice-president.
Shortly after entering the White House, George W. Bush issued National Security
Decision Directive (NSDD)-5, becoming the third president seeking to transform the
Intelligence Community for the post-Cold War world. Part of Bush’s campaign platform
criticized the Clinton administration’s use of military forces for operations other than war
(OOTW) and promised to focus military capabilities on strategic issues such as an
emerging China. After the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the administration
abandoned its promises and undertook a global campaign against Al Qaeda and the tactic
it employed. The Global War on Terrorism (GWOT), evolved into the United States
waging counterinsurgency campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq that greatly surpassed any
Clinton administration OOTW effort. These wars and global counterterrorism operations
provided CIA and DoD the common purpose that was lacking during small scale OOTW
in the 1990s. Although President George W. Bush’s post-9/11 counterterrorism and
counterinsurgency operations provided the venue for CIA/DoD partnership growth, it
was actions taken during all three administrations that set the foundation.

This research is important for its historical perspective and for an appreciation of
future policy implications of this partnership. From a historical perspective, there is a
lack of research that highlights how the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the
Cold War affected the Intelligence Community broadly and the CIA/DoD partnership

particularly. The CIA and the DoD were both established at the beginning of the Cold

October 2002. http://fas.org/irp/congress/2002_hr/100302hamilton.html (accessed 7 July 2016); Johnson,
237-238.
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War and their institutional identities were shaped by the nearly half-century struggle with
the Soviet Union. The end of the Cold War and the corresponding “peace dividend”
raised questions about the future of these two institutions, while operational experiences
during this same period highlighted tension in the partnership. This paper asks why and
how did these two organizations mutually evolve from the end of the Cold War to the
beginning of the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT), how did this evolution shape their
cultural identities and purpose, and what are the benefits and consequences of these
changes for operations and national security?

In his famous book, “What is History?,” the British historian E.H. Carr said that a
historian “provides general guides for future action, which though not specific
predictions, are both valid and useful.”?! The economic and strategic conditions of the
post-Gulf War/end of the Cold War period that helped shape the current CIA/DoD
partnership offers valuable guidelines for today’s leaders. Similar to the early 1990s, the
United States national security organizations are facing significant reductions while
undergoing a transitional period in national security affairs. After a decade and a half of
fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States is suffering from operational
weariness and budgetary constraints.?> These realties are forcing the United States to
reassess its strategic focus and the manner in which it prioritizes its national interests and
employs its assets. Understanding how choices made under similar fiscal and national

security conditions affected the CIA/DoD relationship can provide a better appreciation

2! Carr, Edward Hallett, What is History (New York, NY: Random House Books, 1961), 85.

22 Scarborough, Rowan. “Panetta Says 2013 Defense Budget to Cut Land Forces,” Washington
Post, 26 January 2012.
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for how contemporary policy decisions might affect future CIA/DoD relations and, in
return, United States’ national security interests.

Exploring the evolution of the DoD/CIA relationship highlights various
contemporary implications that affect not only the two organizations, but how the United
States conducts foreign policy. Undoubtedly, the close partnership between the CIA and
DoD since 9/11 has resulted in successes such as Neptune Spear, the operation that
finally got Osama Bin Laden; while these successes should be lauded, they come with
costs. The operationalization of CIA in support of military operations and as part of the
United States’ counterterrorism approach, limits the resources CIA can focus on other
issues. A current intelligence leader argues the 2011 Arab Spring was largely unforeseen
because nearly half of the CIA’s resources were focused on warzones and
counterterrorism operations and not on tension in the Arab Street or other strategic
issues.?® Although some leaders argue the CIA’s focus on operations is fulfilling
immediate national needs and there will always be resource allocation issues, others are
concerned that if the CIA continues down its current path, it risks becoming a 21
Century Office of Strategic Services (OSS); an organization excellent at counterterrorism
operations, but lacking the ability to focus its foreign intelligence collection capability on

the world more broadly.?*

23 Wise, Doug. Deputy Director Defense Intelligence Agency. Interview by author, Washington
D.C. area, 28 August 2012 and 3 September 2015; Los Angeles Times. “U.S. Intelligence Official
Acknowledges Missed Arab Spring Signs.” Los Angeles Times, 19 July 2012.
http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/world now/2012/07/us-intelligence-official-acknowledges-missed-signs-
ahead-of-arab-spring-.html (accessed 5 July 2016).

24 Petraeus, David, General (R). Former Director of Central Intelligence Agency and Commander
of United States Central Command. Interview by author, Washington D.C., 23 October 2015. Petracus
somewhat disagreed with my argument, saying that Desert Storm might have had a “catalytic effect,” but it
was 9/11 that was the catalyst; Hayden, Michael V, General (R). Former Director Central Intelligence
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Some academics, policymakers, and pundits argue that CIA’s focus on
counterterrorism and intelligence support to military operations has resulted in the
“militarization” of the CIA in the post-Cold War environment. These individuals argue
that too many resources focused on supporting military operations and the
counterterrorism fight results in a myopic view that neglects existential issues such as a
rising China or an aggressive Russia. Of equal concern, they describe the predominance
of intelligence support to military operations, as a symptom of what many believe is the

> From this perspective, it is the entire national security

militarization of foreign policy.?
system that has been militarized, and the CIA is only a symptom of this militarization.
Others argue, the greatest value of intelligence is in supporting military actions by
“identifying the (enemy) guy behind the door” or providing information to inform a
commander’s decision-making. While these individuals appreciate policy-makers’
information needs, they believe academics and think tanks can provide the understanding
necessary to formulate policy and strategy, but only intelligence organizations can
provide the information necessary to enable operations.

These differing opinions highlight an important reality that goes beyond the

CIA/DoD partnership and influences how leaders perceive intelligence. Even though the

Agency and former Director National Security Agency. Interview by author, Washington, D.C., 18
September 2015. General Hayden advised the incoming DCIA David Petraeus to not let the CIA become
the OSS.

5 Kibbe, Jennifer. (2014). The Military, the CIA, and America’s Shadow Wars. In G. Adams and
S. Murray (Eds.), Mission Creep: The Militarization of US Foreign Policy (pp. 210-234). Washington,
D.C.: Georgetown University Press; Goodman, Melvin. Failure of Intelligence: The Decline and Fall of
the CIA (New York, NY.: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, 2008), 312 and 331-336. Kibbe describes the
two organizations taking on the same type of missions. Goodman describes the dominance of DoD within
the Intelligence Community.
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United States has an “Intelligence Community,” there is not a consensus on the purpose
of intelligence. Although some shrug this off and argue the general purpose of
intelligence is to inform decision-making, this broad, simple defintition does not capture
the trade-offs incurred when determining whether to focus intelligence support towards
policymakers or commanders.? The information required by a commander to enable
decisionmaking in war is different than information required by a policymaker to decide
whether to go to war in the first place. While a commander requires information to
support tactical or operational action in pursuit of policy objectives, the policymaker
requires information to decide whether or not the use of force is an appropriate policy
tool in the first place. A policymaker needs to understand the benefits and limitations of
the use of force in a particular situation, but he does not need to understand the tactical
intelligence required to enable military operations. Finally, while the commander’s
understanding of the strategic situation is important for him to advise policymakers on
the efficacy of the use of force and to adjust operations accordingly, he does not decide
when to employ force, but rather how to use force to achieve policy-goals.

The “purpose of intelligence” is a discussion that extends beyond the CIA/DoD,
but the evolution of its partnership over the last three decades reflects broader shifts in
the role of intelligence in America’s national security affairs. As the United States’ most
significant non-DoD intelligence organization, the CIA was conceived to separate the

collection of intelligence from the institutions that develop and execute policy.?” The

26 Kojm, Chris. Former Chairman of the National Intelligence Council. Telephone interview by
author, 14 October 2015. While interviewing Kojm, he described intelligence as information required to
enable decision-making.

27 https://www.cia.gov/news-information/featured-story-archive/2008-featured-story-
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CIA’s increased focus on support to military operations and counterterrorism operations
weakens this separation, reduces its focus on strategic issues, and risks subordination to

the DoD.

Historiography

The purpose of this research is to understand how the end of the Cold War
affected the CIA-DoD relationship, why the relationship evolved in the post-Desert
Storm/post-Cold War period, and appreciate the influence of this partnership on
contemporary public policy. Despite a significant amount of literature on both the CIA
and DoD, to include primary and secondary accounts of organizational interaction during
military operations, there is a dearth of literature covering the evolution of the CIA/DoD
relationship since the 1947 National Security Act and the contextual and institutional
forces that shaped the relationship. The existing relevant academic literature focuses on
the 1947 National Security Act and the creation of both organizations, post-Cold War and
post-9/11 Intelligence Community transformation, and implications of the CIA/DoD
relationship on US foreign policy. Although the literature provides some context to the
current CIA/DoD relationship and identifies potential implications associated with the
DoD/CIA relationship, the literature does not consider how the changing post-Desert
Storm/post-Cold War domestic and international environment affected the two

organizations and shaped their relationship. This research looks to fill that gap.

archive/national-security-act-of-1947.html (accessed 7 January 2016). During an interview, Rich Haver
discussed the influence of the Roberts Commission’s review of Pearl Harbor on establishing an
independent intelligence agency. Haver conducted research on the Robert’s Commission for Secretary
Rumsfeld when they were considering intelligence reform.; NGA and elements of NSA are considered
DoD Combat Support Agencies. See http://www.dtic.mil/whs/ directives/corres/pdf/300006p.pdf (accessed
17 March 2016).
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Amy Zegart’s book Flawed by Design: The Evolution of the JCS, NCS, and CIA
and Douglas Stuart’s book Creating the National Security State: A History of the Law
that Transformed America provide valuable insight into the establishment of the CIA and
DoD. Amy Zegart uses New Institutionalism to explain the establishment and
development of the JCS, NCS, and CIA structures from 1947-1999. Zegart argues that
domestic politics and parochial interests influenced the establishment and subsequent
development of these three national security institutions, resulting in sub-optimal national
security organizations. One of Zegart’s findings is that national security organizations
seldom adapt to “exogenous events,” and therefore remain ill organized to accomplish
their mission. Zegart’s research provides value in understanding the influence of
domestic politics on foreign policy and further acknowledges how the American system
of competing interests does not result in optimal bureaucratic organizational design.

While Zegart’s research provides value, she considers the evolution of the three
organizations as separate case studies and does not fully consider how the adaptation of
one affected the other. In addition, Zegart’s research focuses mainly on domestic
political interests in the development of separate national security institutions and not
how the combined international and domestic environment helped shaped the relationship
between institutions. Interestingly, Zegart argues the creation of the CIA, JCS, and NSC
were in response to the “emerging Soviet threat” and only mentions in passing the

influence of Pearl Harbor on post-World War II national security design.2’

28 Zegart, Amy, Flawed by Design: The Evolution of the CIA, JCS, and NSC (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1999), 6-14. Zegart states that New Institutionalism “assumes that individuals
are self-interested rational maximizers. It also assumes that collective outcomes-including organizational
design-have roots in individual behavior. From these traditional assumptions new institutionalism makes a
very untraditional clam: institutions matter. New institutionalism treats institutions as both dependent and
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Stuart provides context into what was the ongoing political debate when Congress
created both organizations. He argues that Pearl Harbor traumatized the American
psyche, resulting in a reconceptualization of how America defined international relations,
thus influencing the national security structure the United States built to execute foreign
policy. Stuart’s research highlights the importance of “historical context” and a nation’s
experience in shaping national security structures and how these structures in return
influence future policy choices and actions. In this regard, Stuart’s research and this
research share a similar argument even though the historical period of focus differs.

Although Stuart’s research focuses on the early post-World War II period and the
focus of this research is the post-Cold War period, understanding why the United Stated
created the DoD and central intelligence is necessary to understand what the CIA and
DoD evolved “from” following the Cold War. By crediting Pearl Harbor for the 1947
National Security Act, Stuart appears to fall into the historical camp that believes central
intelligence was built largely to protect against another surprise attack.?

Books such as Dr. Loch Johnson’s Threat on the Horizon: An Inside Account of
America’s Search for Security after the Cold War and Craig Eisendrath’s National
Insecurity: U.S. Intelligence After the Cold War, provide interesting accounts on the post-
Cold War political climate that motivated Intelligence Community change and the results

of various executive and congressional committees. Johnson’s book also describes the

independent pendent variables. Its central research questions ask where institutions come from and how, in
turn, institutions shape the world around them.”

29 Stuart, Douglas, Creating the National Security State: A History of the Law that Transformed
America (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008). Although it can be argued that a greater
“awareness” of Japanese interests might have helped the United States appreciate potential Japanese
actions, most of the discussion on “attack warning” is not focused on broad understanding, but on putting
together disparate pieces of information to identify potential actions.
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tension between national security leaders pushing for more intelligence support to
military operations and national security leaders concerned with the military’s dominance
of the Intelligence Community. These books focus on the actions and decisions of the
investigative bodies and highlight the broad implications of their actions. They do not
focus on how the post-Cold War environment affected the CIA/DoD partnership.

General William Odom’s book, Fixing Intelligence: For a More Secure America,
was published pre-IRTPA and argues for a major transformation of the Intelligence
Community. Odom recounts intelligence failures and friction, previous proposals on
intelligence reform, and Intelligence Community transitions to build his case of why the
community needs to reform to serve its customers and the American people. Although
Odom’s vast experience as an Intelligence Community leader makes for an interesting
and informative read, his objective is to advise policy changes and not to gain an
appreciation of why the CIA/DoD relationship evolved over time. Although Odom uses
history, it is to support his argument for reforming the Intelligence Community and is not
a comprehensive account. In addition, since he published his book in 2003, it does not
consider subsequent changes to the Intelligence Community or the CIA/DoD
relationship.3°

Dr. Gregory Treverton’s book, Reshaping National Intelligence for an Age of
Terror, considers the increasing role of national intelligence in support of military
operations. Treverton argues that since the end of the Cold War, the Intelligence

Community has not only increased its support to military operations, but shifted its focus

30 Odom, William E, Fixing Intelligence for a More Secure America (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 2003).
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from strategic to tactical. He posits that this change was partially due to new weapon
system technology that allows pinpoint targeting accuracy, but requires greater technical
intelligence requirements to enable operations. Treverton believes this shift from strategic
to tactical, “represents a movement forward from the past,” returning intelligence to
“primarily tactical after the long Cold War interlude when intelligence was preoccupied
with the strategic imperative.” Treverton argues strategic to tactical raises fundamental
questions, such as, “what should intelligence do? And for whom? How should the
obvious need to support military operations be squared with intelligence’s mission to
make sense of the world for all parts of the government?”

Treverton raises concern with the push towards centralizing intelligence, a push
that he advises against, believing the varied intelligence needs require a “loose
confederation” of intelligence organizations. Notably, he acknowledges that “military
planners and operators will be prominent consumers,” but argues, “the task, though, is to
ensure the national purposes-those of the secretary of state or trade representative-are not
lost in intelligence’s reversion to support for the military.”3! A valuable read on the
shifting of intelligence from a strategic to a tactical focus that raises the often-neglected
question on the purpose of intelligence, Treverton’s discussion on support to military
operations considers mainly the technical reasons driving this evolution. Like Odom,
Treverton’s book is focused on reforming the Intelligence Community in the post-Cold
War/pre-9/11 period and is not a detailed account of the CIA/DoD relationship.

Blinking Red: Crisis and Compromise in American Intelligence after 9/11, by

3! Treverton, Gregory, Reshaping National Intelligence for an Age of Information (New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press, 2001), Kindle Location 334-337, 915-916, 921-935, and 1607-607.
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Michael Allen, focuses on the post-9/11 changes to the Intelligence Community. A
former House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence (HPSCI) staffer, Allen takes a
“case study” approach to layout the politics and interests behind intelligence reform
following 9/11 and Iraq. Allen argues the 9/11 Commission was one of the most
influential committees in American history and, despite necessary political compromise,
the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act (IRTPA) “created a structure that
has the potential to positively benefit national security.”? Allen’s experience and his
access to individuals involved in the 9/11 Commission and the IRTPA, makes his book
an informative account of post-9/11 intelligence reform. Although useful in furthering
understanding, Allen’s research focuses on post-9/11 reform and the pre-9/11 period is
tangential to his argument.

John Diamond’s book, The CIA and the Culture of Failure, is a critical account of
the CIA from the end of the Cold War to the attacks on 9/11. Diamond’s conclusion is
the “culture of failure” in the Intelligence Community resulted from the collapse of the
Soviet Union and with it, the mission of the CIA. Diamond argues this loss of purpose,
coupled with significant budget cuts and “a series of intelligence lapses”, damaged the
Intelligence Community, resulting in a loss of confidence and leading to a weakened
CIA.* Diamond’s account considers some of the historical events and highlights various

points considered in this research, such as the effect of the collapse of the Soviet Union

32 Allen, Michael, Blinking Red: Crisis and Compromise in Intelligence after 9/11 (Lincoln, NE:
University of Nebraska Press, 2013), 169.

33 Diamond, John, The CIA and the Culture of Failure: U.S. Intelligence from the End of the Cold
War to the Invasion of Iraq (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2008).
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on the CIA. Although this research and Diamond’s account share a common timeframe
and some similar points, there are important differences in the conclusions drawn.
Whereas Diamond suggests the 1990s were a lost decade for the Intelligence Community,
this account argues that key policy and organizational changes occurred during that
decade that provided a foundation for the growth of the CIA/DoD partnership following
9/11. Although there is little doubt that significant budget cuts and certain policy
decisions in the 1990s affected the CIA or that 9/11 provided a newfound purpose, it is
important to appreciate the influence of policy and organizational changes that did occur
during the 1990s.

In addition to the literature covering policy and organizational changes throughout
the Intelligence Community are individual organizational accounts sponsored by the
government agencies. These official histories provide a chronological account of
organizational transition and transformation, while identifying the primary sources from
their organization’s archives. Although valuable in recounting organizational history,
they are written on behalf of individual organizations and do not capture the entire
relationship.

Directors of Central Intelligence as Leaders of the Intelligence Community 1946-
2005, is a CIA Center for the Study of Intelligence book by Douglas Garthoff in
commemoration of the end of the Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) serving as both
the leader of the CIA and the head of the Intelligence Community. Garthoff reviews the
tenure of the nineteen DCIs and provides a good synopsis of each DCI’s contributions.
Valuable to understanding key issues during each of the DCIs time in office, the book

focuses broadly on the DCIs’ contributions and is “based primarily on CIA files.”
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Although the book highlights issues regarding the CIA/DoD partnership, such as the
creation of the Office of Military Affairs (OMA) and the increased importance of support
to military operations, it does not focus on the DoD/CIA partnership and only mentions
the relationship as part of the broader DCI history.

DoD agencies and departments also have various organizational histories that
provide significant background information on the evolution of their individual
organizations. Similar to the CIA’s Studies in Intelligence products focused on
organizational history, the DoD literature mentions the DoD/CIA partnership, but is not
the focus of the research. For example, Janet McDonnell, a DIA historian, wrote a
classified account of the first ten years of the office of the Undersecretary of Defense for
Intelligence (USD-I). Defense Intelligence Coming of Age: The Olffice of the
Undersecretary of Defense for Intelligence 2002-2012, explores the issues and
personalities that led to the formation of the USD-I under the Bush administration and the
evolution of the organization under the first three USD-I(s). Although the book
highlights specific issues within the DoD/CIA relationship, its information is limited in
scope due to the broader focus of the research and the timeframe considered. A valuable
account to understand the increasing importance of intelligence within DoD, its classified
status limits access to the book.

From a policy standpoint, various academics, policymakers, and pundits have
questioned aspects of CIA/DoD operations, to include a perceived “militarization” of the
CIA in the post-Cold War environment and too much of a focus on tactical intelligence
support to military operations instead of strategic intelligence support to policymakers.

JP Brodeur, a professor at the University of Montreal, highlights how the
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“militarization” of intelligence affects not just the CIA/DoD relationship, but also the
way the United States conducts foreign policy. Gordon Adams, a former White House
budget official during the Clinton administration, and Jennifer Sims, a former Assistant
Secretary of State for Intelligence Coordination, argues the lack of intelligence support to
diplomats has weakened United States diplomacy. Brodeur, Adams, and Sims research
on the consequences of where intelligence capabilities are focused and how intelligence
is used is important in determining the costs and benefits of the CIA/DoD relationship.
Although the authors do a good job explaining the consequences of where intelligence
focuses, the intelligence role in the “militarization of foreign policy” and the implications
of this “militarization,” they do not explain what has driven these realities.>*

The Hidden Hand: A Brief History of the CIA, a recent book by Dr. Richard
Immerman, a former senior intelligence official and historian at Temple University, has a
section that highlights the “militarization” of the CIA and its implications. Immerman
argues the CIA’s focus on tactical action robs policymakers of the strategic analysis
necessary to inform policy decisions. Similarly, Mark Mazzetti’s 2013 book The Way of
the Knife: The CIA, a Secret Army, and a War at the Ends of the Earth, considers how the
CIA mission has evolved from intelligence collection to a more tactical action focus.
Although informative reads, the books focus on CIA operations and do not consider

many of the external conditions that drove the CIA/DoD relationship after the Cold War.

34 Brodeur, J.P., “The Militarization of Intelligence,” paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Society of Criminology https://global.oup.com/academic/ product/the-policing-web-
9780199740598 ?cc=us&lang=en& (accessed 8 February 2015).; Jennifer E. Simms and Gordon Adams,
“Demilitarize the CIA,” http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2012/12/03/a-new-director-or-a-new-
direction-for-the-cia/demilitarize-the-cia (accessed 8 February 2015).

23



In a 2002 article titled “Tug of War: The CIA’s Uneasy Relationship with the
Military,” Dr. Richard Russell, a former CIA analyst and current university professor,
argues that overwhelming the CIA with support to military operations could have severe
consequences for CIA support to policymakers.>> Dr. Russell covers the CIA/DoD
history to include Desert Storm and the establishment of CIA’s Office of Military Affairs
and poses some valid concerns regarding analytical support. A valuable account of the
relationship, particularly from an analytical support standpoint, the School of Advanced
International Studies (SAIS) published the paper a year after September 11, 2001
therefore it does not capture the evolution of the relationship until President Obama
declared an end to the Global War on Terror in 2009.

Another informative paper that captures some of the issues involved with the
CIA/DoD relationship is Kathryn Stone’s 2003 paper, “All Necessary Means-Employing
CIA Operatives in a Warfighting Role Along-side Special Operations Forces.”*® Stone’s
paper tackles the Title 10 vs. Title 50 debate and explores the confusing topic of legal
authorities.’” Jennifer Kibbe’s 2007 paper, “Covert Action and the Pentagon” and
Frederick Hitz’s 2012 paper, “U.S. Intelligence in the Wake of September 11: The Rise

of the Spy Commando and Reorganized Operational Capabilities,” update this discussion

35 Russell, Richard L. "Tug of War: The CIA's Uneasy Relationship with the Military," SAIS
Review; a Journal of International Affairs 22, no. 2 (2002): 1.

36 Stone, Kathryn. “All Necessary Means: Employing CIA Operatives in a Warfighting Role,”
http://www.fas.org/irp/eprint/stone.pdf (accessed 14 November 2012).

37 United States Code (USC) Title 10 covers the “Armed Forces of the United States” and Title 50
covers “National Security and War.” Although USC is merely meant as an “efficient” way to organize legal
statues, national security officials often associate “Title 10” with military and “Title 50” with non-military
intelligence. While this is understandable, it is not completely accurate since Title 50 gives the Secretary of
Defense some of his authorities. See Mary Whisner’s, “The United States Code, Prima Facie Evidence, and
Positive Law,” Law Library Journal 101, no 4 (2009): 545-549 for more information.
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and add to the body of academic literature for this very important topic.*® In addition to
the issue-focused literature, papers by James Lose, Garret Jones, and Daniel Moore
consider the value of CIA/DoD interaction and/or provide recommendations on how they
can improve the relationship.?

Although all these books and papers provide valuable information on the
CIA/DoD relationship, there is not a comprehensive account that covers the evolution of
the relationship from the early 1990s until today and the policy decision and global
context that drove those decisions. Understanding how the CIA/DoD relationship has
evolved and appreciating the environment that shaped it is important to any projection of
how the relationship might develop in the future and the policy implications of that
development.

Methodology

To understand the historical and contemporary context of the CIA/DoD
relationship, this research draws on both primary and secondary sources. Primary
sources include over forty interviews with current and former leaders within the defense
and intelligence communities. These leaders served during critical periods in the

CIA/DoD relationship, with many of them serving throughout both the post-Desert

38 Hitz, Frederick P. "U.S. Intelligence in the Wake of September 11: The Rise of the Spy
Commando and Reorganized Operational Capabilities," Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy 35, no.
1 (2012): 245-258; Kibbe, Jennifer D, "Covert Action and the Pentagon," Intelligence & National Security
22,no. 1 (2007): 57-74.

%9 Lose, James. “Fulfilling a Crucial Role: National Intelligence Support Teams,”
https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/kent-csi/vol43no3/pdf/
v43i3a08p.pdf (accessed 14 November 2012); Jones, Garrett, "Working with the CIA," Parameters 31, no.
4 (2001), 28-39; J. Daniel Moore, "CIA Support to Operation Enduring Freedom," Military Intelligence
Professional Bulletin 28, no. 3 (2002): 46; Oakley, David. “Partners or Competitors.”
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Storm/Cold War and post-9/11 eras. Those interviewed served in both the executive and
legislative branches of government and include two former Chairmen of the United States
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence (SSCI), a former Secretary of Defense, a former
Director of Central Intelligence (DCI), a former Director of National Intelligence (DNI),
two former Directors of the Central Intelligence Agency, three former Deputy Directors
of the Central Intelligence Agency, two former Directors of the Defense Intelligence
Agency (DIA), the Deputy Director of the DIA, four former directors of the National
Security Agency (NSA), two former Directors of the National Clandestine Service, a CIA
Associate Deputy Director of Operations, a CIA Deputy Director of Community Human
Intelligence (HUMINT), a former CIA Associate Deputy Director for
Operations/Military Affairs and an Associate Director of Military Affairs (ADMA)
within the CIA.

Archival research included trips to the William J. Clinton and George H.-W. Bush
Presidential Libraries, the National Defense University Library, the Office of Secretary of
Defense Historical Office, the Central Intelligence Agency’s Studies in Intelligence, and
Congressman David McCurdy’s papers at the University of Oklahoma’s Carl Albert
Center. In addition to these trips, primary research was conducted through various online
archives such as the National Security Archives at George Washington University and the
United States National Archives. The secondary sources include academic journal
articles, historical and current affairs accounts, and various media reports.

This paper is broken down into two sections and nine chapters, with each section
containing chapters focused on a specific period. Section I covers the period from 1982-

2001, with a particular focus on the post-Cold War/post-Desert Storm period. Section II
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looks at the post-9/11 period, with a focus on the changes to the CIA and DoD
partnership spurred by the Global War on Terrorism and the wars in Afghanistan and
Iraq.

Section I, Chapter two begins in the mid-1980s, towards the end of the Cold War
when the United States Department of Defense (DoD) went through its most significant
overhaul since its formation through the 1947 National Security Act. By taking the
necessary first steps to weaken the powerful services and establishing a unified
Department, Goldwater-Nichols increased the DoD’s influence in US foreign policy,
while also creating policy and structure that enabled and required future CIA/DoD
collaboration.

The operational failures that motivated defense reform were the same failures that
initiated discussions on greater intelligence support to military operations.
Congressional and agency reviews of Operation Urgent Fury and the Beirut barracks
bombing that were cited as justification for defense reform also criticized the lack of
intelligence support to operational commanders. In this regard, the defense reform
enacted by Congress through Goldwater-Nichols can be viewed as the initial phase of
broader national security reforms that were intended to improve how the United States
conducted operations. Although intelligence reform was not embraced to the same
degree as defense reform initially, policymakers motivated by perceived “intelligence
failures,” the ensuing fiscal constraints and sensing the changing global order, started to
look at ways to restructure intelligence in order to save money and respond in a post-

Cold War environment.

27



Chapter two concludes with Operation Just Cause, the 1990 invasion of Panama
to oust General Manuel Noriega from power. Operation Just Cause served as a
waypoint for the United States to measure its progress along its journey towards
achieving jointness. While the military displayed significant improvement in service
interoperability during Just Cause, the operation highlighted that intelligence support to
military operations had not attained the standard sought by the military, Congress, or the
administration.

Section I, chapters three and four look at the influence of Desert Storm on the
evolution of the CIA/DoD relationship. The attention given Schwarzkopf’s comments on
intelligence shortfalls and the concepts developed to support military operations during
Desert Storm resulted in the operation being a primary catalyst for changes in the
CIA/DoD relationship in the 1990s. Although similar critiques of intelligence were heard
following Urgent Fury and Just Cause, the Desert Storm critiques received more attention
and resulted in significant policy and organizational changes.

Desert Storm is also important for the introduction of technologies and concepts
that became prominent following 9/11. Concepts such as “fusion center” and
“operationalization of intelligence” that were embraced during Operation Enduring
Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom surfaced during Desert Storm. These concepts
matured following 9/11, when the length and type of operations made them necessary and
the increased technology made them more feasible. Desert Storm era professionals
deserve credit for strengthening the link between intelligence and operations, while also
weakening service and interagency parochialism. Even though intelligence support to

military operations during Desert Storm was not error free, the intelligence professionals
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deserve credit for their effort, ingenuity, teamwork and level of support to military
operations.

Chapter four looks at the support for defense intelligence reform that Desert
Storm generated. This momentum was partially due to the timing of the war and the
celebrity status General Schwarzkopf enjoyed following the victory. With the end of the
Cold War on the horizon and domestic pressure building to embrace the “peace
dividend,” the conditions were set for policymakers and national security organizations to
be more receptive to change. The popularity of General Schwarzkopf ensured that any
critiques he made were taken seriously and their legitimacy little questioned. Despite
General Schwarzkopf’s complaints being somewhat misplaced and later partially
recanted, his words were embraced by policymakers and were influential in building the
momentum for change. In this regard, Schwarzkopf can be both criticized for his
uninformed criticism of the Intelligence Community and credited for the change his
comments helped generate.

Although Chapters three and four focus significantly on Desert Storm military
operations and the actions of DoD intelligence, these chapters are important to gain an
appreciation of the catalysts that drove Intelligence Community reform debate and were
proximate causes of CIA organizational reform to better support military operations.
Despite a limited CIA role once military operations started, the push for improved
interoperability between civilian agencies and the military, the calls for increased
Intelligence Community support to military operations, and the friction between
Schwarzkopf and the CIA over battle damage assessments, ensured the CIA would be

significantly affected in Desert Storm’s aftermath.
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Chapter five looks at how the momentum for intelligence reform within the DoD
quickly expanded into the broader Intelligence Community and Congress. The chapter
considers how the executive and legislative branches worked to improve intelligence
support to military operations. Although all of these reform measures were not initially
instituted, the actions of a handful of individuals kept the intelligence reform and support
to military operations discussion alive. Over time, many of the issues that were not
initially instituted found increased support as national security conditions changed and
support to military operations became immediate.

Chapter Six, the final chapter within Section I, focuses on the Clinton years and
how the international and domestic conditions after the Cold War drove changes within
the CIA and DoD that affected its partnership. The CIA and DoD had only existed
during the Cold War and a significant amount of their energy was focused towards the
Soviet Union. After the Soviet fall, both organizations wrestled with their roles in a
multi-polar world while policymakers slashed budgets and looked for ways to reorient
both organizations. This chapter considers the various national and institutional issues
that influenced the CIA/DoD partnership and provides the reader context in how
seemingly separate issues merged to shape the organizations and therefore influence how
the CIA/DoD relationship evolved during the 1990s. As part of this exploration, the
chapter considers how a change in administrations and the personalities of individual
leaders influenced how the CIA/DoD partnership evolved.

Section II begins with chapter seven, which focuses on the arrival of the George
W. Bush administration to the White House, and with it, the return of many old hands

from previous Republican administrations. These individuals were involved in previous
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Intelligence Community reform efforts and returned to power with the intent of furthering
these efforts. Believing the previous administration reduced intelligence funding too far,
the Bush team looked for ways to increase spending and rebuild the Intelligence
Community after years of reductions. Within months of taking office, the administration
initiated reviews to identify where to rebuild the Intelligence Community, but their
reviews were soon influenced by the necessities of war.

Section II, chapter eight considers the changes to defense intelligence that
occurred following September 11, 2001 to build self-sufficiency within the Department
of Defense in order to severe perceived reliance on national intelligence support to
operations. These changes were partly motivated by previous reviews of intelligence and
partly driven by Secretary Donald Rumsfeld’s desire to consolidate power and capability
within the DoD. The enacted changes resulted in a significant transformation of defense
intelligence and influenced the manner in which the DoD interacted with the CIA and the
broader Intelligence Community. Particularly interesting, this chapter shows how
individual leaders shaped the CIA/DoD relationship, for better or worse, in the first five
years following 9/11. The influence of individual leaders, highlights how parochial and
non-parochial personalities affected the CIA/DoD relationship during the GWOT, and
how the greater influence of non-parochial leaders seems to have shaped the relationship
in a more positive direction.

This chapter considers how the exigencies of war solidified the actions taken in
the late 1980s and 1990s to improve the CIA/DoD partnership, resulting in
unprecedented collaboration between the two organizations. Chapter eight also looks at

the increased importance of intelligence within operations. The “operationalization of
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intelligence” within the military is an important change in how the Department of
Defense conducts operations and explains the increased importance of national
intelligence to military operations. As with the CIA/DoD partnership, “operationalization
of intelligence” origins can be traced back to the 1980s and 1990s.

The final chapter summarizes the evolution of the CIA/DoD partnership and
considers the contemporary implications of the CIA and DoD partnership on policy,
strategy, and operations. This chapter is important for both policymakers and intelligence
leaders to understand the costs and benefits incurred by the increased focus of
intelligence support to military operations. Chapter nine also considers how the
operationalization of national intelligence since 9/11 affects the purpose of intelligence

and therefore influences the manner in which the United States conducts foreign policy.

Chapter Two: Change on the Horizon-1980s

“It is not sufficient to have just resources, dollars, and weapon systems”*°

The growth of the CIA and DoD relationship post-9/11 has much to do with

internal changes that occurred within both organizations decades earlier. Many of the

40 Locher, James, Victory on the Potomac: The Goldwater-Nichols Act Unifies the Pentagon
(College Station, TX: Texas A&M University Press, 2002), 34.
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changes were inwardly focused and not expressively intended to improve interagency
coordination and operations. Despite this fact, some of the internal organizational
changes established the necessary conditions for future CIA/DoD relationship growth.

As this chapter will cover, the interoperability failures during Operations Eagle
Claw, the failed mission to rescue U.S. citizens in Iran, and Urgent Fury, the 1983
invasion of Grenada, highlighted the inability of the United States military to conduct
joint operations. In response to these failures, Congress looked for ways to increase
inter-service understanding and cooperation to enable succesful joint operations. The
passage of the Goldwater Nichols-Act did not completely eradicate parochial mind-sets,
but it did help weaken the military service centric attitudes. The eroding of service
separation over time, accustomed the services to embrace non-parochialism beyond their
cloistered environments, a small yet significant step in shaping how DoD develped
relationships with non-military government agencies.*! Over time, the unification of the
services through a jointness mantra empowered the DoD in relation to other national
security/foreign policy institutions. By unifying as a department and thus weakening
interservice rivalry, the DoD was able to unify its efforts and increase its relative power
over other departments and agencies.

Interestingly, the after action and congressional reviews of military operations
that encouraged passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Act also emphasized the breakdown of
intelligence support to military operations. Although internal DoD reform was the

proximate outcome of the operational failures or shortcomings, the inclusion of

4! Cichowski, Kurt A, Lieutenant General. CIA Associate Director for Military Affairs, interview
by author, Langley, VA, 29 August 2002Lieutenant General Cichowski compared the evolutionary path of
the CIA/DoD partnership to the path the military service relationships took following Goldwater-Nichols.
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intelligence shortfalls in these reviews highlighted the increasing need for intelligence
support to low-intensity conflicts and joint operations. The call for greater intelligence
support to military operations continued after the passage of Goldwater-Nichols and, just
like service jointness, was viewed as a necessary component to achieve operational
success. The military and congressional reviews characterized intelligence support to
military operations as such an integral part of improving operations that it could be
considered a quasi-phase II of Goldwater-Nichols. Now that DoD was internally
organized to conduct operations more effectively, greater external intelligence support
was required to enable these operations.

It was an unseasonably warm February day in 1983 when General David C.
Jones, an Air Force aviator and the Chirman of Joint Chiefs of Staff briefed the House
Armed Services Committee (HASC) for one of his last times. As General Jones sat
listening to Secretary of Defense Casper Weinberger outline “three fundamental
requirements” for the United States defense effort, even he probably did not fathom the
coming defense transformation his mea culpa that day eventually resulted in. An
intelligent, no-nonsense North Dakotan who enlisted into the Army Air Corps as a young
college student during World War II, General Jones was present for the creation of the
DoD and experienced the highs and lows of its first four decades. After eight years on
the Joint Cheifs of Staff, four as Chief of Staff of the Air Force and four as Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Jones decided it was time to tell Congress the DoD structure
was broken.

That warm February day, Jones told the HASC the DoD structure, which had

changed little since its establishment with the 1947 National Security Act, was ill-
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designed to meet the future challenges facing the military and more importantly, the
nation. Jones argued that a committee system driven by consensus was no way to run a
large organization focused on action and results. In Jones’ opinion, the United States
required a DoD that could operate as a unified force, the only problem was the current
system encouraged and rewarded institutional parochialism.** To unify the department
and resolve its issues, General Jones gave HASC four recommendations: 1) “Strengthen
the role of the Chairman; 2) Limit the role of Service Components in producing joint
papers to “input” and not “debate”; 3) Joint Chiefs should receive advice from their own
staff and not the service chief staffs; and 4) Increase the role of the Combatant
Commanders. Jones’ campaign to remold the DoD into a better organized and unified
department did not end with his testimony that day, but was followed up with various
articles and a continued push for change.* Not initially accepted by other DoD leaders,
General Jones’ recommedations gained momentum eight months later when Operation

Urgent Fury, the invasion of Grenada, highlighted DoD’s operational shortcomings.

Grenada: Joint Operations and Intellicence Support Issues

In the spring of 1983, President Reagan alerted the American public to a Soviet
and Cuban build-up on the Caribbean island nation of Grenada. Although individuals

closely linked to Grenada’s government claimed the airport enlargement project was part

42 House, Committee on the Armed Services. Hearings on Military Posture and H.R. 5968
Department of Defense Appropriations for 1983. 97" Cong., 2nd sess., February-March 1983.; Locher,
James, Victory on the Potomac: The Goldwater-Nichols Act Unifies the Pentagon (College Station, TX:
Texas A&M University Press, 2002). Locher’s Chapter 2, “Jones Breaks Ranks,” goes into detail on
General Jones actions to initiate reform.
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of an effort to increase tourism, Reagan argued the project was further proof of Soviet
expansionism in the Western Hemisphere.** During the 1980 Presidential campaign, then
candidate Reagan warned against Soviet inroads into the Western Hemisphere,
identifying the 1979 socialist coup in Grenada as evidence of Soviet intention.*> Once in
office, President Reagan proposed the Caribbean Basin Initiative, an economic
development plan focused on improving the quality of life within select Caribbean
countries and intertwining their interests with the United States to counter Soviet and
Cuban influence in the region.*® Although Grenada was listed as an “eligible country,”
its “communist” status at the time made it ineligible to receive benefits under the
legislation.*’

On October 12, 1983, six months after Reagan’s first public mention of the
airfield in a speech, turmoil within Grenada’s Marxist regime resulted in Prime Minister
Maurice Bishop’s overthrow, arrest, and eventual death. Bishop’s Marxist New Jewel
Movement (NJM) regime rose to power four-years earlier when collective discontent

with Prime Minister Eric Gairy’s first post-Colonial government lead to its overthrow.

4 Reagan, Ronald. "Remarks on Central America and El Salvador. “Annual Meeting of the
National Association of Manufacturers.” Speech, Washington Hilton Hotel, Washington, D.C., March 10,
1983. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=41034 (accessed 5 July 2016); Beede, Benjamin. The Small
Wars of the United States 1899-2009. New York, NY: Routledge, 2010, 327.

45 Reagan, Ronald. “Peace: Restoring the Margin of Safety.” Speech, Veterans of Foreign Affairs
Convention, Chicago, IL, August 18, 1980. http://www.reagan.utexas.edu/archives/reference/8.18.80.html

46 Reagan, Ronald. "Remarks on Central America and El Salvador. “Annual Meeting of the
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Despite Bishop’s communist leanings, he followed a more pragmatic governance
approach to bring economic reform to Grenada. This pragmatism eventually resulted in
his removal and the assumption of power by General Hudson Austin, the Commander in
Chief of Grenada’s Armed Forces.*

On October 19", administration officials became concerned with the safety and
security of U.S. citizens in Grenada. In response to this concern, the United States
Atlantic Command under Admiral Wesley McDonald began planning for a Non-
Combatant Evacuation Operation (NEO) of United States Citizens in the country.*’
Admiral McDonald, a seasoned Naval aviator who enjoyed a fascinating career that
included service on Admiral Byrd’s South Pole expedition and command of the first air
strikes on North Vietnam following the 1964 Tonkin Gulf incident, focused initial
planning on both “opposed” and unopposed courses of action.’® Although the NEO
planning efforts considered a range of options, McDonald’s staff finally settled on an
“opposed” option of a provisional joint US force led by Vice Admiral (VADM) Joseph
Metcalf III, Commander of US Navy’s 2™ Fleet and comprised of elements drawn from
all four services.>!

On October 25, 1983, a joint contingent of 6,500 invaded the small Caribbean

nation resulting in the evacuation of 599 American citizens, the removal of the military

48 Crandall, Russell, Gunboat Diplomacy: U.S. Intervention in the Dominican Republic, Grenada,
and Panama (Oxford, UK: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers Inc., 2006), 111-112, 126.
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junta from power, and the force departure of Cuban workers from the island.>?
Considering the multiple moving pieces involved in assembling, training, rehearsing, and
executing a joint operation with an ad hoc force in less than 48 hours, VADM Metcalf
and his subordinate commanders performed rather well.>3 Credit should also be given to
other organizations, as the invasion force was not only joint, but also interagency.
Notably, VADM Metcalf’s staff included representatives from the CIA that worked with
DIA and military forces on the ground to help conduct sensitive site exploitation of the
Grenadian documents recovered during the invasion.>*

Although the operation was considered a success, various questions arose on both
the quality of intelligence and perceived operational shortfalls related to communication
and service interoperability. During a House Appropriations Committee hearing two
weeks after the invasion, Secretary of Defense Weinberger was asked if Grenada was an
intelligence failure. Although Weinberger said, he did not view Grenada as an
intelligence failure and downplayed any intelligence issues, the legislators questioned
whether the operational commanders took full advantage of available intelligence and
challenged the accuracy of intelligence on Cuban strength and the location of American

citizens.>?

52 House Committee on the Armed Services. Lessons Learned as a Result of the U.S. Military
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In January 1984, the HASC conducted a “Lessons Learned” review focused on
Operation Urgent Fury during which various congressional leaders once again questioned
the lack of intelligence support to military operations. During an exchange with
Undersecretary of Defense for Policy (USD-P) Harold Ikle, Maryland Republican
Congresswoman Marjorie Holt argued that intelligence issues in Grenada were the result
of previous actions that “diminished our intelligence gathering capability.” Although Holt
did not specify, one could safely assume the previous actions she alluded to were the CIA
HUMINT reductions of over 800 CIA case officers carried out by Stansfield Turner
during the Carter administration that came to be known as the “Halloween Massacre.”>®

Holt specifically focused on the CIA, arguing there was a contingent within the
country that were “opposed to strengthening the CIA and opposed to letting them play
their proper function as our intelligence agents.” In Holt’s opinion, it was this anti-CIA
contingent that resulted in poor intelligence support to military operations during Urgent
Fury. Seconding his fellow Marylander, Democrat Roy Dyson voiced his concern that
the lack of quality intelligence resulted in American service members invading a country
“near-blind.” Citing the lack of intelligence in Lebanon preceding the bombing of the
Marine Barracks in Beirut that occurred a few days before the Grenada invasion, Dyson

questioned why the military commander did not have a better understanding of Grenada

to inform his understanding and military planning. In response to Holt and Dyson, Ikle
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agreed with the shortage in intelligence, but also stated that resource limitations forced
the Intelligence Community to assume risk in some areas.>’

The congressional concern over service interoperability and intelligence support
to operations was reinforced in the Joint Staff review of Urgent Fury. Although the
military believed that intelligence support required for initial planning was adequate, they
identified a shortfall in intelligence support to processing captured material, a need for
better “intelligence management arrangements,” and castigated intelligence organizations
for “inadequate” intelligence on the locations of American citizens requiring evacuation.
Regarding service interoperability, the joint staff report noted the various gains made by
the services in conducting joint operations, but highlighted the continual shortfalls in
communications, fire support, and planning.®® While the Joint Staff report was more
forgiving than congressional reviews regarding intelligence support to operations and
more appreciative of the strides DoD made to improve joint operations; Congress and the
military both highlighted the need for greater service interoperability and the intelligence
to support it.

The HUMINT intelligence required to improve the combatant commander’s
understanding and support contingency planning efforts that Representative Holt
described would largely come from the CIA. Although the military services had some
capacity for tactical HUMINT interrogation and sensitive site exploitation (SSE) (the

CIA also supported SSE during Urgent Fury), they did not have enough clandestine
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capability or the long-term HUMINT collection structures in place to develop assets with
the local knowledge and access necessary to achieve what Holt was describing. If
military contingency planning required more in-depth knowledge of locations, and if
much of this information, particularly in potential conflict areas, could not be acquired
overtly, the DoD would have to depend on CIA’s clandestine collection because DoD
lacked sufficient capability.”® What Dyson described was not a CIA surge during

operations, but an ongoing supporting relationship to DoD’s planning efforts.

Beirut: Intelligence to Blame?

On October 23, 1983, two days before the invasion of Grenada, a tragedy struck
US Marine forces in Beirut, Lebanon where they had been deployed as part of a
multinational peacekeeping mission since August 1982. The Lebanese Government had
requested an international peacekeeping force in June 1982 when they became concerned
that fighting between the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO), Israel, and Syria
was putting Lebanese citizens at risk. The following month, July 1982, the United
Nation’s Security Council passed Resolution 508, which called for the departure of
Israeli forces from Lebanon. Shortly after passage of the resolution, the United States
became part of a multinational peacekeeping force (MNF) responsible for overseeing

departure of foreign forces from Lebanon. The MNF eventually included contingents

% Defense Attaches provide valuable overt information through their foreign engagements and
contacts, but, while valuable, overt collection cannot cover all the information requirements and DoD’s
clandestine capability is not sufficient (as the 2012 request to build-up the DCS highlighted).
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from France, Italy, Great Britain and the United States.*

President Reagan’s August 24, 1982 notification of the deployment of US forces
into Lebanon stated the purpose of deployment was to ensure the implementation of the
departure plan. The letter further stated that US forces would not become involved in
“hostilities” and that multinational forces would be withdrawn if a breakdown in
implementing the departure plan occurred.®! Despite Reagan’s initial limitations, the
United States Multinational Force (USMNF) element within the MNF eventually
expanded its mission to three objectives: 1) Withdrawal of foreign forces (Israeli and
Syrian) from Lebanon; 2) Ensure Security of Israel’s Northern Border; and 3) Provide the
Government of Lebanon an opportunity to assert its sovereignty.®> The MNF presence in
Beirut was largely accepted for the first nine months, but this changed in the spring of
1983 when a suicide attack destroyed the United States Embassy, killing seventeen
Americans and thirty-three locals.

The April 1983 attack on the United States Embassy destroyed the CIA station,
killing seven officers to include Robert Ames, the CIA’s National Intelligence Officer for
the Middle East, who was on temporary duty in Beirut at the time.%> The bombing also

severely disrupted the intelligence operations that were providing information on militias
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and foreign forces operating in the area.®* In late summer 1983, as the intelligence
network remained disrupted, a United States congressional delegation arrived in Beirut.
The HASC delegation was part of a broader congressional review looking at the role of
US forces in Beirut and how these forces nested within the broader US strategy regarding
Lebanon. Although these hearings did not result in a recommendation to remove US
forces from Beirut, they did raise concerns regarding the safety of US forces in the area.
More broadly, the hearings were critical of a US “involvement that some perceived to be
controlled more by events than by deliberate planning and coherent policymaking on the
part of US Government Officials.” Despite the disconnect between the use of force and
policy objectives, the congressional delegation believed the presence of US forces in
Beirut served America’s long-term interests.

While Congress was concerned with the safety of United States’ ground forces in
Beirut and naval forces offshore, the congressional delegation did not raise concerns with
either the quality or quantity of intelligence support to US forces in the area. In fact, the
only substantive commentary on intelligence support during the hearing came from Rear
Admiral William T. Howe, then Director of the Bureau of Political-Military Affairs at the
Department of State. Although RADM Howe acknowledged concerns with the evolving
mission and threats to US forces in the area, he also recognized the level of force
protection awareness commanders in the area possessed due to the significant level of

intelligence support.®> The absence of a concern over intelligence support to ground
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forces following the delegation’s September visit is a significant oversight by the
commanders and the delegates, considering the critiques intelligence support to
commanders received from both Congress and the Long Commission less than two
months later, following the Marine Barracks bombing.

Two days after the bombing, the Senate Arms Services Committee (SASC)
initiated hearings to review US policy on Lebanon. The SASC hearings were conducted
over two days on 25 October and 31 October and involved testimony by Secretary of
Defense Weinberger, Lt. Gen Bernard Trainor (Marine Corps Deputy Chief of staff for
Plans, Policy and Operations), RADM Almon Wilson (Navy Deputy Surgeon), General
PX Kelley (Marine Corps Commandant), and General Bernard Rogers (Supreme Allied
Commander Europe and Commander in Chief European Command [CINC]). Although
the discussion touched on Lebanon policy issues, the crux of the discussion focused on
the pre-attack preparedness actions and the post attack response. Senators questioned the
measures taken by commanders on the ground to ensure force protection and whether or
not commanders responded adequately to intelligence reports highlighting the threat of
terrorist attacks.

The back and forth between Senators and DoD leaders regarding pre-attack
preparedness actions became very heated. During one exchange, Senators Nunn and
Cohen excoriated General Kelly for failing to foresee the threat suicide bombers posed
against Marines even after the April 1983 embassy bombing.%® Even though Marine

Commandant General Kelley’s assertion that he was not in the Lebanon mission chain of
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command was accurate, it was not well received by the committee. Testifying along-side
Kelly was General Rogers, the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), who
told the committee, that as the regional commander, he was ultimately responsible for the
Beirut bombing failures.

Rogers and Kelly both argued that intelligence reporting did not point to the threat
of a suicide attack on the Marines.%” Although the senators did not accept the generals’
argument and criticized them for a lack of imagination, no congressional alarms sounded
about the terrorist threat prior to the barracks bombing either. While force protection was
an issue during the September 1983 HASC delegation visit to Lebanon, the threat of a
suicide bomber was not mentioned in the delegation’s report. The delegation mentioned
the poor tactical low-ground of the Marine position and the threat posed by indirect fire,
but there was no discussion regarding measures required to protect against a suicide
attack.®® Tt is interesting, and a little unnerving, that congressmen believed themselves
expert enough to comment on tactical positioning of military forces, but then critique the
military for failing to assess broader terrorist threats in Lebanon. If an amateur military
terrain analysis is appropriate for a congressional delegation, a terrorist threat assessment
is just as appropriate, if not more so. Instead, Congress criticized the commanders for

failing to identify a threat to US forces their own delegation overlooked or did not
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consider.®

Even before the late October testimony, Secretary of Defense Weinberger, based
on a recommendation by General Kelly, assigned an independent investigatory body to
review the circumstances surrounding the Marine Barracks bombing.”® The DoD
Commission on Beirut International Airport Terrorist Act of 23 October 1983 was
chaired by Admiral (R) Robert Long, a veteran of World War II and the Vietnam War,
and the recently departed Commander in Chief of the United States Pacific Command.

99 ¢¢

The “Long Commission,” “examined the mission of the U.S. Marines assigned to the
MNF, the rules of engagement governing their conduct, the responsiveness of the chain
of command, the intelligence support, the security measures in place before and after the
attack, the attack itself, and the adequacy of casualty handling procedures.” Echoing
General Rogers' testimony, the Long Report identified the chain of command as those
ultimately responsible for any operational failures. In addition to various issues
regarding a lack of a common interpretation of the mission, convoluted chain of
command, unclear rules of engagement, medical evacuation procedures and care, the
commission report identified intelligence as a key issue that led to the attack.

Although previous military leaders had praised the intelligence support to
commanders in Lebanon, the Long Commission found that while there was a large

quantity of threat reporting, it was of little value to the military commanders in Lebanon.

Specifically, the committee report stated the 100 intelligence reports warning of car
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bombs were too general and did not provide actionable information for the commanders
to prevent the barracks bombing. Reaching beyond the causes of failed terrorist
prevention in Beirut, the Long Commission argued that reduction in “HUMINT
collection worldwide” contributed to Beirut and previous operational failures. The
commission argued that “better HUMINT to support military planning and operations”
was critical to ensure success and protect against failure. The committee provided two
important recommendations regarding intelligence that dealt directly with the CIA/DoD
relationship; 1) “establish an all-source fusion center” to support US commanders during
military operations; and 2) CIA/DoD work together and take necessary actions to
improve HUMINT support to operations in Lebanon and other military operations.
These recommendations resembled future structural decisions made during subsequent
operations.”!

In agreement with congressional criticism made during the Operation Urgent Fury
joint hearing that occurred a month later, the Long Commission argued “the paucity of
U.S. controlled HUMINT is partly due to U.S. policy decisions to reduce HUMINT
collection worldwide.” Although not explicit, this statement alluded to Admiral Turner’s
October 31, 1977 “Halloween Massacre” of the CIA’s HUMINT capability. The Long
Commission argued the HUMINT shortage had led to a “critical repetition of a long line

of similar lessons during crisis situation in many other parts of the world.” The Long

"I Department of Defense. Report of the DoD Commission on Beirut International Airport
Terrorist Act. Washington, D.C.: Department of Defense, 10 December 1983, 8. General Rogers, a former
Army Chief of Staff and highly regarded officer, was a native Kansan who attended Kansas State
University for one year before attending West Point. Rogers was never officially reprimanded even though
he held the command ultimately responsible. The Long Commission also found “that there was a series of
circumstances beyond the control of these commands that influenced their judgment and their actions
relating to the security of the USMNF.”; Geraghty, 143.
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Commission was arguing that CIA HUMINT reductions had been partially responsible
for military operational failures, an interesting assessment for a national intelligence
capability, and one that was embraced by future reviews.

In response to the Beirut bombings, the United States Secretary of State, George
Schultz, established the Advisory Panel on Overseas Security, to review threats and
security at U.S. facilities abroad. As chairman of this panel, Schultz selected recently
retired navy Admiral Bobby Ray Inman. Admiral Inman, a former NSA Director and
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, was the first Navy Intelligence Officer to earn
four-stars. Inman, from Rhonesboro, a speck of a town in east Texas, joined the Navy
out of the University of Texas. The man once referred to as, “one of the smartest people
to come out of Washington or anywhere,” never planned to make the Navy a career.
Although initially lacking admiral aspirations, Inman’s superiors realized his talent and
placed him in challenging, yet rewarding, positions.”?> Inman remained a mentor to many
rising intelligence professionals even after his retirement to the University of Texas.

The recommendation of the Inman Panel led to the establishment of the State
Department’s Bureau of Diplomatic Security, which includes a Diplomatic Security
Service that consolidated separate State Department security organizations. In addition to
recommending the Bureau of Diplomatic Security and calling for “improving intelligence

gathering and analysis,” the panel also created the Inman Standards that established

72 http://fas.org/irp/news/1993/931216i.htm (accessed 29 February 2016).; Inman, Bobby Ray,
Admiral (R). Former Deputy Director of Central Intelligence Agency. Interview by author, Austin, TX, 27
August 2014.
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minimum specifications for new overseas US diplomatic facilities.”

The congressional and DoD reviews of Operation Urgent Fury and the Beirut
bombing highlighted issues with intelligence support to military operations. During
congressional discussion of Operation Urgent Fury, elected officials from both parties
argued that a reduction in HUMINT capability affected operational performance.
Similarly, the Long Commission Report linked the lack of HUMINT support to military
operations to the Beirut tragedy and other operational failures worldwide. Although
historians highlight the influence of Operation Urgent Fury and the Beirut Bombing on
congressional action to reform the DoD, these two events also highlight the early stages
of the call for increased intelligence support to military operations.”* The identification
of issues related to service interoperability and intelligence support to military operations
appearing together regularly in after action reviews is evidence of the acknowledged link
between joint operations and the intelligence support to enable those operations.

More importantly, the recommendation that HUMINT (i.e. CIA) tailor its
collection efforts in support of military operations was an expectation that would
significantly affect CIA’s operational focus. Even though the CIA provided threat
reporting to military commanders, this reporting was incidental to its broader collection
efforts and the suitability of an asset was not primarily based on whether that individual
could report on items of interest to military commanders. Whether congressman or the

reports’ authors realized it, increasing CIA HUMINT support to military operations,

73 United States Department of State Bureau of Diplomatic Security, History of the Bureau of
Bureau of Diplomatic Security of the United States Department of State (Washington, D.C.: Global
Publishing Solutions, 2011), 285-289.; Tiersky, Alex and Susan B. Epstein. “Securing U.S. Diplomatic
Facilities and Personnel Abroad: Background and Policy Issues,” 30 July 2014.
https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R42834.pdf (accessed 18 March 2016).

7 Locher, 305-314 and 424-425.
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without building up CIA HUMINT capabilities, would detract from support to
policymakers. This was a realization that became apparent to many Intelligence
Community leaders years later.

Inspired by General David Jones’ honesty and motivated by lessons learned
during operations, the Armed Services committees tackled the controversial issue of
defense reform, an issue that met resistance not only within the individual services, but
also among many DoD leaders. Congress did not use the Goldwater-Nichols legislation
to tackle the relationship between the CIA and DoD regarding intelligence support to
military operations, but comments made during the debate highlighted the importance of
intelligence support to operations. These comments signaled that change within the DoD
was only the first step in reforming how the United States conducted military

operations.”

Goldwater-Nichols: Unifying Defense First

The call for defense reform that General Jones stoked in 1982 resulted in
congressional bills and an intensifying chorus calling for change. The operational issues
that arose during Urgent Fury and the perceived intelligence and organizational failures
that were faulted for not preventing the Beirut barracks bombing provided further
evidence why defense reform was needed. Despite evidence that reform was required,

the introduction of a proposal sponsored by the HASC on JCS reorganization, and an

5 During congressional hearings on defense reform, Senator Goldwater spoke of the importance
of identifying the different roles and responsibilities of American national security organizations during
war. See U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Armed Services. Hearings on the Reorganization of the
Department of Defense. 98th Cong., 1% Sess., October-December 1985, 31.
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increasing call for action, the SASC was slow to respond.

Following the death of Senator Scoop Jackson, the leading Democrat on the
SASC, and the announcement of Senator John Tower’s retirement in 1983; pro-reform
leaders gained influence in the Senate.”® Beginning in late 1985, the SASC held a series
of defense reform hearings focused on previous operational issues, particularly the
Urgent Fury failures, the Marine Corps barracks bombing in Beirut, and the failed
hostage rescue in Iran. The senators honed in on the command and control and service
interoperability issues that were highlighted in commission reports and pursued during
previous congressional inquiries.

The hearings highlighted the friction between congressional leaders intent on
defense reform and the defense leaders wanting to protect the institution and pursue
additional resources. During questioning by Senator Exon, a Democrat from Nebraska,
regarding whether the failures in Iran, Beirut, and Grenada were due to command and
control issues; Secretary of Defense Weinberger said his impression were that failures
like the Iran hostage rescue had to do with a “complete lack of resources,” something the
Reagan administration was trying to remedy, not command and control. Admiral James
Watkins, the Chief of Naval Operations, reinforced Weinberger’s argument saying, “we
can communicate and we have demonstrated this time and time again in the last three
years between Washington, D.C. and people on the ground in foreign lands. For
example, while we could talk to downtown Beirut anytime we wanted to, we do not have
the resources available for everybody to do that everywhere in the world at one time.”

Following, and in accord with Watkins, General Charles Gabriel, the Air Force Chief of

76 Locher, 124-125.
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Staff, testified that inter-service communication was strong and improving. Echoing his
counterparts, the Army Chief of Staff, General John Wickham, argued the DoD was
improving interoperability by rectifying issues previously identified. While the current
crop of DoD leaders were on message, General (R) Edward “Shy” Meyer, the previous
Army Chief of Staff, was supporting DoD reform. General Meyer told the committee the
failure to “link our strategy and forces together” was “even more insidious” than the
“hollowness” of the Army he warned against in 1979.77

General Meyer’s decision to back General Jones’ call for reform is not surprising
when you consider his own history as a reformer. As Army Chief of Staff, General
Meyers strove to rebuild the “hollowed out” post-Vietnam Army. Part of this rebuild
included an Army image rebranding, which resulted in the Army’s memorable “Be All
that You Can Be” Campaign.’”® Most notably regarding the CIA/DoD partnership,
General Meyers was the first service leader to consolidate Special Forces capability
within its own command when he established the 1% United States Army Special
Operations Command in 1982. Meyer’s vision and his appreciation of the importance of
special operations in future conflicts resulted in the creation of an Army component that
would serve as a “point of interaction with SOCOM.””® After its creation in 1986,

SOCOM in return served as a “point of interaction” with the CIA.

"7U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Armed Services. Hearings on the Reorganization of the
Department of Defense. 98th Cong., 1% Sess., October-December 1985; 118, 149, 495, 559.

8 Lock-Pullan, Richard, US Intervention Policy and Army Innovation: From Vietnam to Iraq
(New York, NY: Routledge Press, 2006), 61.

7 Paul, Christopher, Isaac R. Porche 111, and Elliott Axelband, The Other Quiet Professionals:
Lessons for Future Cyber Professionals from the Evolution of Special Forces (Santa Monica, CA: Rand
Corporation, 2014), 9.
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Although the SASC hearings focused on defense transformation, Senator Nunn
highlighted the importance of intelligence support to military operations in his opening
statement. Senator Nunn, a Georgia Democrat and member of the SSCI, was a
significant proponent of special operations forces and co-sponsored the 1985 bill that
established SOCOM.?® Nunn noted the indispensable link between operations and
intelligence when he complemented the DoD officials on capturing the terrorists
responsible for seizing the Achilee Lauro Ocean Liner stating, “key and timely
intelligence were the secrets of success, and the connectivity between the military and our
intelligence community last week was superb.”®! Senator Nunn followed up this praise
by saying Senator Goldwater’s and his goal was to take the “all-star” service teams and
turn them into a “joint service all-star team” to ensure the military can meet the needs of
the nation. By highlighting the importance of intelligence to military operations and
using it as a segue into his comments on the importance of teamwork in operations, Nunn
linked defense transformation and intelligence support to operations.

Although Defense transformation was initially driven by congressional motivation
and found little support within the DoD, the executive branch entered the fray in July
1985 when President Reagan issued Executive Order 12526: President’s Blue Ribbon
Commission on Defense Management. The order established a commission to “study
issues surrounding defense management and organization” and identified ten specific

areas the President wanted the commission to tackle. These ten areas included questions

80 United States Special Operations Command History. http://www.fas.org/irp/agency/dod/socom/
2007history.pdf (accessed 29 December 2015).

81 U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Armed Services. Hearings on the Reorganization of the

Department of Defense. 98th Cong., 1** Sess., October-December 1985, 5.; http://www.history.com/this-
day-in-history/achille-lauro-hijacking-ends for further details (accessed 18 March 2016).
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surrounding the command and control issues and the interoperability issues that Congress
was also looking to resolve.®? President Reagan appointed David Packard, one of the co-
founders of Hewlett Packard, to lead the commission composed of fifteen members
drawn from the public and private sectors. A prominent Republican donor and former
Assistant Secretary of Defense during the Nixon administration, it was hoped that
Packard would bring a businessman’s acumen to the helm of the commission chartered
with improving efficiency.®’

The commission’s investigation discovered a convoluted and inefficient system
that provided great sound bites for the President to push for government fiscal reform.
Nearly three decades following publication of the commission’s report, most people only
remember the “$600 toilet seat” and “$475 hammer, ” but the Packard Commission
symbolizes the executive branch coming on board with the legislative branch to reform

the military.®* Among the commission’s final recommendations was strengthening the

82 Reagan, Ronald. Executive Order 12526, “President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Defense
Management.” Washington, DC.: Government Printing Office, 15 July 1985. Four questions touched on
these issues: 1) Review the adequacy of the current authority and control of the Secretary of Defense in the
oversight of the Military Departments, and the efficiency of the decision-making apparatus of the Office of
the Secretary of Defense; 2) Review the responsibilities of the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
providing for joint military advice and force development within a resource-constrained environment; 3)
Review the adequacy of the Unified and Specified Command system in providing for the effective planning
for and use of military forces; 4) Consider the value and continued role of intervening layers of command
on the direction and control of military forces in peace and in war

8 Hunt, Richard A. Melvin Laird and the Foundation of the Post-Vietnam Military, 1969-
1973.http://history.defense.gov/Portals/70/Documents/secretaryofdefense/OSDSeries_ Vol7.pdf (accessed
26 January 2016); Locher, 294. Locher states in his book that “Packard believed the two (Reagan and
Weinberger) ‘wanted the commission to come in, look things over, and tell everybody that everything was
fine and not to worry.” According to Locher, Packard had a different view of his role and did not want to be
a rubber stamp.

8 Pincus, Walter. “Defense Procurement Problems Won’t Go Away.” The Washington Post, 2
May 2012. President Reagan implemented some of the recommendations after the release of the
Commission’s initial report and just prior to the release of its final report by issuing NSDD 219. Its
implementation guidance included the requirement of DoD to report back to the President various policy
changes that would empower the Chairman of the JCS and the combatant commanders.
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff role by making him the principal military advisor to
the President, the National Security Advisor, and the Secretary of Defense and the
recommendation to give unified and specified commanders flexibility in structuring their
commands.®® These two changes, which were also implemented as part of Goldwater-
Nichols, contributed to the reduction in service parochialism and empowered the joint
combatant commanders. The empowerment of the combatant commanders was the
beginning of a significant rise in their influence, an influence that eventually had great
effect on the role of intelligence support to military operations.®¢

On October 1, 1986, President Reagan signed the Goldwater-Nichols Defense
Reorganization Act into law. After four long years of debate and negotiation, action to
improve DoD planning and operations was finally initiated. Although the legislation
focused on the DoD, the influence of Goldwater-Nichols was felt well beyond the
Pentagon corridors. The structural and policy changes that came about through
Goldwater-Nichols strengthened the DoD’s influence and role in foreign policy.

Structurally, by weakening the services and empowering the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the legislation centralized power under a joint construct. This
centralization of power increased the relative power of the DoD vis-a-vis other
departments and agencies. Although service parochialism remained, it was weakened to

the point where service scrabbles did not affect the overall strength and influence of the

85 U.S. Blue Ribbon Commission on Defense Management. A4 Quest for Excellence. Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, June 1986, 38.

8 Priest, Dana, The Mission: Waging War and Keeping Peace with America’s Military (New
York, NY: W.W. Norton and Company, 2003), 94-96. Dana Priest’s book explains the rise of the
combatant commanders and how Goldwater-Nichols helped lead to their rise in power; Wise, Doug.
Deputy Director Defense Intelligence Agency. Interview by author, Arlington, VA, 3 September 2105.
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DoD. No longer was DoD a loose configuration of four services with limited power to
reign in those organizations. Although the services retained influence and the power to
man, train, and equip, military operations were now planned and executed jointly.

Structural reforms were not the only changes that increased DoD’s influence. The
“increased attention to the formulation of strategy and to contingency planning” also
significantly increased the influence of the DoD.*” By linking national security strategy,
defense strategy, and contingency planning, Goldwater-Nichols organized the DoD
efforts and ensured there was a nesting/centralization of plans to go with the
nesting/centralization of structure. The centralization of structure and plans enhanced the
power of the DoD, creating a system the United States could utilize not only to fight
wars, but to “shape the environment” in an arguably less physically intrusive, but more
iterative fashion.

Part of increasing jointness and weakening the services, was the authority and
responsibility Goldwater-Nichols gave the combatant commanders to plan and execute
operations within their areas of responsibility (AOR). The legislation made clear the
combatant commanders were now the DoD point person within their respected regions
and the service component commanders were subordinate to them. While the 1947
National Security Act created the Unified Combatant Command System and the 1958
DoD Reorganization Act “delegated full operational control over forces assigned to

them,” prior to 1986, the power and influence of the services stifled any ability to plan

87 Public Law 99-53. Goldwater-Nichols Reorganization Act of 1986. 99 Cong., 1 October 1986.
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and organize for joint operations.®® Goldwater-Nichols changed this reality, empowering
the joint combatant commands, thus initiating the rise of the combatant commanders’
influence. Over time, the combatant commanders gained influence beyond the
employment of forces and other military issues within their region. Eventually, the
combatant commands’ planning efforts evolved beyond contingency and warfighting to
embrace a role in “shaping” their regions in pursuit of perceived American interests.
This shaping went beyond the battlefield and involved all elements of national power.%’
As the combatant commanders’ authority increased, so did their influence and sway in
gaining resources outside the DoD.*°

Goldwater-Nichols did not tackle the CIA/DoD partnership directly, but it
introduced policy changes that made increased CIA/DoD collaboration necessary and
structural changes that made it easier. The push to link military operations to strategy
and policy that Goldwater-Nichols mandated increased the requirement for better

intelligence support.®! Although the concept of policy driving operations that Goldwater-

88 Feickert, Andrew. “The Unified Command Plan and Combatant Commands: Background and
Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service, U.S. Library of Congress.
https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42077.pdf (accessed 12 December 2015).

% In 2006, US military joint doctrine introduced a six phase “phasing model.” JP 3-0 states that
Phase 0-Shape is “executed continuously with the intent to enhance international legitimacy and gain both
adversaries and allies, developing allied and friendly military capabilities for self-defense and coalition
operations, improving information exchange and intelligence sharing, and providing US forces with
peacetime and contingency access.”

%0°U.S. Congress, Senate Select Committee on Intelligence. Authorizing Appropriations for Fiscal
Year 1992 for the Intelligence Activities of the U.S. Government, the Intelligence Community Staff, the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Disability System, and for other Purposes. 102nd Cong., 1st
Sess., 8 July 1991, 7.

°1'U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Armed Services. Hearings on the Reorganization of the
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Nichols sought to establish was not novel, the legislation renewed focus on its
importance. The connection between policy and operations became of particular
importance as the United States increased its participation in low-intensity conflicts that
were not of an existential nature, but required iterative dialogue between commanders
and policymakers to determine if they continued to be in America’s interest. These low-
intensity conflicts for limited policy objectives required a constant coordination between
policymakers, military commanders, and the Intelligence Community. As Beirut showed,
when the US deployed force for limited objectives, there had to be a constant dialogue to
determine if the approach was leading to the desired condition or if the cost of action
outweighed the potential benefits of action. Over time, as operations other than war
(OOTW) became more prominent and the combatant commanders’ role and influence in
foreign policy expanded beyond waging wars to shaping the environment, they required
constant intelligence support to increase understanding and enable operations.

Structural DoD changes created organizations that made CIA collaboration easier
to conduct. As part of defense reorganization, Congress, supported by former and current
defense officials, looked for ways to both strengthen and raise the “clout” of Special
Operations Forces (SOF). In pursuit of these goals, Goldwater-Nichols established
SOCOM as a functional combatant command responsible for SOF within all services.
The rise of low-intensity conflicts (LIC) and the failures of Desert One, Beirut, and
Grenada convinced policymakers of the need for a joint structure to command
unconventional forces likely to fight in these environments. The centralization of SOF

capabilities under a single command increased the efficiency of resource management

58



and improved interoperability.®? Although not an articulated justification for SOCOM’s
establishment, a joint SOF command gave the CIA a point of contact for its paramilitary
operations, something that became important for CIA/DoD collaboration following 9/11.
SOCOM now meant CIA had a direct plug-in to all DoD SOF elements, making
collaboration less complex.

Around this same period of time and resulting from some of the same events that
motivated Congress to establish SOCOM, the CIA also instituted organizational changes
that affected the evolution of the CIA/DoD partnership. In the aftermath of terrorist
attacks, such as the 1983 Beirut Embassy and Marine Barracks bombings and the 1984
kidnapping and murder of the CIA’s Beirut Chief of Station, the CIA increased its focus
on terrorism.”® The CIA established the Counterterrorism Center (CTC) in response to
the Reagan administration’s desire to have a single entity within the US Government
focused on the international terrorist threat.’* Although it is doubtful the Reagan
administration could have predicted the future importance of United States’
counterterrorism efforts, the creation of CTC provided a venue for future CIA/DoD

collaboration- a venue that became valuable during joint CIA/DoD counterterrorism

92 USSOCOM, “United States Special Operations Command History,” 16 April 1987,
http://www.fas.org/irp/agency/DOD/USSOCOM/ 2007history.pdf (accessed 7
January 2013), 6-7.
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Service (New York, NY: Penguin Press, 2012), 122.
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operations following 9/11.

The need for greater intelligence support was identified during the reviews of
Beirut and Grenada; the same reviews that identified the need for improved service
interoperability. Through Goldwater-Nichols, the government had taken its first
significant step towards service interoperability and improving the link between policy,
strategy, and military operations. Even if successful, Goldwater-Nichols only fixed part
of the problems identified during the reviews. The need for more intelligence support to
military operations not only remained unresolved following Goldwater-Nichols, but the
legislation instituted structural and policy changes that increased the intelligence support
requirement.”> Almost three years after passage of Goldwater-Nichols, events in Panama
presented the United States an opportunity to test if the legislation fixed the
interoperability issues that plagued the military. Panama confirmed the path initiated by
Goldwater-Nichols, while at the same time reaffirming the need for greater intelligence

support.

Operation Just Cause: Validating Defense Reform

“we achieved our objective (Defense reform), and now we go to the Civilian side of the
coin.”
- Congressman Ike Skelton speaking to the House of Representatives about the
military’s performance in Operation Just Cause, 5 February 1990

95 Powell, Colin. Memo for the Secretary of Defense. Report on the Role and Functions of the
Armed Forces (w/attachment), 2 November 1989.
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Three years after the Goldwater-Nichols legislation was passed, Operation Just
Cause provided an opportunity to validate its changes. Panamanian dictator Manuel
Noriega’s support from Washington, D.C. had been eroding since 1986 when Senator
Jesse Helms first held hearings on the “Situation in Panama.”®® A North Carolina
Republican Senator who had fought against the planned US turnover of the Panama
Canal since 1978, Helms’ hearings were viewed skeptically by some as an attempt to use
tragic events, such as the murder of Panamanian politician Dr. Hugh Spadafora, to stop

the transfer of the canal.®’

For his part, Helms argued that turning over the canal to a
country that was led by criminals, influenced by communists, and lacking freedom was
not in the US interest. The hearings put at odds the Republican Senator and the Reagan
administration, which acknowledged Panama’s weakness, but argued that Panama was
trying to improve governance and halt criminal activity.

To bolster his case against Panama and the Panamanian Defense Forces (PDF),
Helms invited the family of Dr. Spadafora to the hearings and allowed a family
representative to read Spadafora’s sister’s statement. Dr. Spadafora, a former
Panamanian government official and guerrilla fighter, was found headless after accusing
Noriega of being “the drug kingpin of the region.” During the hearing, Helms and others

testified that Spadafora’s death at the hands of the PDF showed the viciousness of the

military regime, while the removal of President Barletta after he promised an independent

% U.S. Congress, Senate Subcommittee on Western Hemisphere Affairs of the Committee on
Foreign Relations. S Hrg. 99-832 Situation in Panama. 99th Congress, 2nd sess., 10 March and 21 April
1986.

7 Kempe, Frederick, Divorcing the Dictator: America’s Bungled Affair with Noriega (London,
UK: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1990), 94 and 176.
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inquiry into Spadafora’s death showed their control. Elliott Abrams, then Assistant of
Inter-American Affairs at the US Department of State, disputed Helms implication that
Barletta was a popular president who was removed without cause following Spadafora’s
death. Abrams argued that Barletta was “vehemently opposed” “by the opposition party”
and viewed as an ineffectual president by many within the population.®®

Momentum against Noriega started to build in response to articles written about
Noriega’s involvement in the drug trade, his non-responsiveness to American demands,
and his increased partnership with Cuba and other communist sympathizers.” In
February 1988, Federal prosecutors indicted Noriega on drug trafficking charges,
accusing him of receiving millions in bribes from Colombian cartels and allowing
Panama to serve as a major drug transit point.!?® Following the indictment, the United
States increased economic sanctions intended to drain Noriega’s support in the region and
within Panama to force his departure.!®! As the United States tightened its grip on
Noriega, the Panamanian dictator started lashing out against US interests and holdings in
Panama. Fed up with Noriega’s behavior, President George Bush issued NSD 17, US
Actions in Panama, on 22 July 1989, which “ordered military actions designed to assert

U.S. treaty rights in Panama and to keep Noriega and his supporters off guard.”
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http://history.emory.edu/home/documents/endeavors/volume1/Scotts.pdf (accessed 29 December 2015).

100 Shenon, Phillip. “Noriega Indicted by U.S. for Link to Illegal Drugs,” 6 February 1988.

http://www.nytimes.com/1988/02/06/world/noriega-indicted-by-us-for-links-to-illegal-drugs.html? r=0
(accessed 16 December 2015).

101 Rosenberg, Scott. “Panama and Noriega: Our SOB,”
http://history.emory.edu/home/documents/endeavors/volume1/Scotts.pdf (accessed 29 December 2015).

62



The sanctions and other pressure tactics directed towards Noriega did not compel
Noriega to cede to the United States’ demands. As the US relationship with Noriega
further unraveled, his reliance on the United States’ enemies such as Libya, Nicaragua
and Cuba increased. Discouraged by the ineffectiveness of sanctions to bring down
Noriega, the Bush administration tepidly supported an October 1989 PDF coup attempt
by Panamanian Army Major Fernando Quezada. When the coup attempt failed, the
United States started to lose hope that internal pressure would bring Noriega’s
downfall. %2

Panama’s legislature, encouraged by Noriega’s outlandish rhetoric, declared that a
“state of war existed with the United States” and stepped up the PDF’s aggressive
behavior towards US forces in Panama.!> On Saturday, December 16, 1989, the tension
between Panama and the United States hit a boiling point when two separate PDF
checkpoints fired at a group of United States military officers out for dinner. The hail of
bullets ended up killing 1% Lieutenant Robert Paz, a young Marine who was born in
Colombia to an American mother and Colombian father. The death of Lieutenant Paz
was a catalyst that pushed the United States towards an invasion.!%4

The military planning for possible operations in Panama had been occurring since

February 1988 and considered different options and force packages, ranging from a
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minimal military footprint using forces already present in Panama to protect American
citizens to a large-scale corps size invasion of Panama. When President Bush became
frustrated with General Frederick Woerner’s behavior and criticism of policymakers in
Washington, Bush decided to replace General Woerner as the Southern Command
(SOUTHCOM) commander with General Maxwell Thurman.'® General Thurman, a
life-long bachelor who was married to his work, was a hyper-committed officer the Army
Chief of Staff General Meyers selected in the early 1980s to repair the Army Brand. The
leader behind the “Be all you can be” campaign, Thurman was a well-known officer who
was serving as the Army Training and Doctrine Commander (TRADOC) when he was
tapped for the SOUTHCOM post.

The year and a half of planning and preparation for the Panama operation
culminated on December 20, 1989 when 24,500 American troops initiated combat
operations leading to the capture, extradition, trial and conviction of Noriega. In
Congress, the success of Operation Just Cause was celebrated and viewed as validation of
the defense transformation actions initiated through Goldwater-Nichols legislation.
Congressman Ike Skelton, a Missouri Democrat recognized for his pro-defense stances
applauded the military for avoiding repeats of the command, control, and communication
issues that plagued the Grenada Operation. Congressman Skelton, whose own physical
ailments kept him out of the military, had two sons who served as career military officers,
including one who previously served in Panama.

Although the tenor of the post-Panama invasion discussion was positive, there

were some stray notes regarding the operation that Congress wanted corrected. At the
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forefront of these concerns was the issue of intelligence support to military operations
that Goldwater-Nichols had not resolved. During his February 5" appraisal of the
“Armed Forces” performance in Panama, Congressman Skelton criticized the “civilian
side of the equation.” Regarding political efforts, Skelton denounced the ill preparedness
for the post-invasion conditions and the Department of State for not preparing enough for
the potential of an invasion. Skeleton reserved his harshest criticism for intelligence,
which he argued, “failed us on a number of accounts.” Skelton believed that better
intelligence would have resulted in the earlier capture of Noriega and awareness of the
threat posed by Noriega’s “Dignity Battalions” that continued to fight after the PDF
surrendered.!® Although the service interoperability issues identified in the Urgent Fury
and the Barracks Bombing reviews significantly improved after Goldwater-Nichols, the
intelligence issues identified during the same reviews remained unresolved.

In late January 1990, barely a month after the invasion, the HPSCI contacted
DoD, CIA, and the Department of State (DoS) requesting their participation in a hearing
on “intelligence planning and support to Operation Just Cause.” The HPSCI letter to
Secretary of Defense Cheney requested the participation of General Thurman and top
intelligence officers to gain their perspective on intelligence support during the planning
and execution of Operation Just Cause. The HPSCI was “particularly” interested in
“coordination among human intelligence entities and lessons learned with respect to the

adequacy of organic tactical intelligence collection, processing, and dissemination

106 J.S. Congress, House Congressional Record Daily Edition. Operation Just Cause: Preliminary
Session. 101st Cong., 2nd sess., 5 February 1990.; Langer, Emily. “Tke Skelton, Congressman, who led
House Armed Services Committee, dies at 81.” The Washington Post (29 October 2013).
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systems for special operations forces in a low-intensity conflict environment.”!?” It might
seem odd that a HPSCI review of intelligence support was being pursued immediately
following the operation, but documents reveal that concerns regarding intelligence
support to operations in Panama surfaced before the invasion even occurred.

A memo dated November 21, 1989 (a month prior to the invasion) from the chairs
and vice-chairs of the SASC and SSCI to Mr. James Locher, then Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Special Operations and Low-Intensity Conflicts (ASD-SOLIC), requested
information on intelligence support to low intensity conflicts.!®® Mr. Locher, a seasoned
national security expert who had been one of the principal staffers working on the
Goldwater-Nichols legislation, was asked about his view on the importance of
intelligence support the previous month during his Senate confirmation hearing. During
questioning, Senator Cohen, a Republican Senator from Maine and future Secretary of
Defense who had co-sponsored the legislation creating SOCOM and the ASD-SOLIC
position, asked Locher his view on the “importance of intelligence in dealing with
terrorism, insurgency, and related problems.” Locher responded to Cohen that
“intelligence is one of our most important resources” and that he would “begin working
to change some of the priorities of the intelligence community.”

Opinions on the importance of intelligence within the burgeoning international

environment were a common theme throughout the Senate confirmation hearings of

107 Department of Defense. Secretary, Joint Staff Directive. Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence Hearing to Address Intelligence Planning and Support to Operation Just Cause, 31 January
1990.

108 Department of Defense. Secretary, Joint Staff Directive. Intelligence Support to Special

Operations and Low-Intensity Conflict Activities-Congressional Report. (This document included two
attachments, an ASD-SOLIC memo and the actual request from the senators).
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President Bush’s nominees. Some of the nominees, such as Locher and Donald Atwood
seemed to link changes in intelligence to defense transformation efforts enacted three
years prior. During his confirmation testimony to become Assistant Secretary of
Defense, Atwood argued that the interests of the nation “will require closer coordination
among those responsible for diplomatic, military, and intelligence matters.”!% In June
1990, President Bush furthered the pursuit to unify the national security organizations in
the new environment when he issued National Security Review (NSR) 27 National
Security Review of Low Intensity Conflict.”’’ The document, which directed a
government wide review on how the United States “assists in the prevention and
resolution of low-intensity conflicts,” focused on interagency integration and how the
United States government should be structured to wage low-intensity conflicts.!!! The
issuance of this document acknowledged a deficiency in how the United States’ conducts
interagency operations. Although the CIA/DoD relationship was not specifically
mentioned, the increased focus on low-intensity conflicts significantly affected both
organizations in the future.

NSR 27 and the congressional testimony was a continuation of the nesting of
policy, strategy and plans the Goldwater-Nichols legislation started to tackle three years

earlier. The Goldwater-Nichols legislation was a necessary, but not sufficient step

109J.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Armed Services. Nominations Before the Armed Services
Committee. 101st Cong., 1% Sess., March-November 1989, 689 and 99.

119 This followed NSR-12: Review of National Defense Strategy that was published in March 1989
and looked at how DoD had to adapt to the changing global environment in consideration of the reduced

budgets.

1 Bush, George HW. National Security Review 27: National Security Review of Low Intensity
Conflict. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 11 June 1990.
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towards improving coordination and collaboration among the United States’ national
security organizations. Congressman Skelton’s remarks following Operation Just Cause
highlights the mood amongst many executive and legislative branch officials, “we
achieved our objective (Defense reform), and now we go to the Civilian side of the
coin,”!12

The decade of the 1980s began shortly after the tragic failure of Operation Eagle
Claw, the Iranian hostage rescue mission that served as a catalyst for defense reform
efforts in the mid-1980s. Although parochialism initially dominated the DoD, with
services and their congressional overseers pushing against any proposals that weakened
institutional powers, visionaries like Generals Jones and Meyer, and Senators Goldwater
and Nichols, eventually won support for defense reform. Although the passage of
Goldwater-Nichols instituted important changes within the DoD, the issues identified
during reviews of Grenada and Beirut were not purely defense related. In order to fix all
the operational issues, the executive and legislative branches needed to increase their
aperture beyond DoD to include the Intelligence Community. Newly appointed leaders

throughout the Bush administration agreed that changes were required to posture the

United States’ national security institutions for the changing global environment and

112U.S. Congress, House Congressional Record Daily Edition. Operation Just Cause: Preliminary
Session. 101st Cong., 2nd sess., 5 February 1990. The full quote was, “Militarily, I think we earned a good
A-minus for our forces. As I said, the shortcoming was in the intelligence area. And we did learn, as the
gentleman from Mississippi knows, we did learn from the mistakes made in Grenada. The communication
mistakes were horrendous, but we did well despite that; but none of those Grenada mistakes reoccurred. As
long as our military, with its capable leadership-and particular I want to give applause to General Max
Thurman down in Panama-as long as our military learns from the past, they will do better in the days
ahead. This is a prime example of learning from the mistakes of the past and doing a good job. We
achieved our objective, and now we go on to the civilian side of the coin.”
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initiated efforts to incorporate those changes.!!* Although these efforts began shortly
after the Bush Team occupied their desks, actions by another dictator nearly 8,000 miles
away distracted focus from these proposed changes, while simultaneously providing
evidence to bolster the case for further reform.

Less than a year after Panama, Desert Storm offered a second opportunity, on a
much grander stage, to validate the effectiveness of the Goldwater-Nichols legislation.
The overwhelming victory reaffirmed the increased service jointness, but highlighted
continued shortfalls in intelligence support to military operations. Congressional reviews
of Desert Storm specifically highlighted the shortfalls in CIA support to military
operations and these reviews eventually resulted in changes to CIA structure. Although
CIA HUMINT support to military operations had been an ongoing issue for the last

decade, Desert Storm served as a catalyst for change in the 1990s.

Chapter Three: The Gulf War

If one considered CIA’s traditional role prior to the Gulf War as the basis for

managing expectations of its support level during Desert Storm, there should not have

113 U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Armed Services. Nominations Before the Armed Services
Committee. 101st Cong., 1** Sess., March-November 1989.

69



been much expectation for the CIA to have a significant role supporting military
operations. The CIA’s focus during the Cold War was on conducting covert action,
recruiting long-term assets with access to foreign intelligence, and providing strategic
analysis. Although some of the intelligence CIA collected was useful to military
commanders, without assets already in place when operations began, the asset
recruitment process was not something that could be quickly initiated to fill military
commanders’ immediate information needs.

Despite this reality and understanding by some military intelligence leaders that
the CIA had a limited role, congressional overseers singled out the CIA for failure to

support military operations.'!*

In addition to acknowledging the need to enhance
HUMINT intelligence to understand “the morale and intentions of Iraqi forces and
leaders,” the SSCI took previous criticism of CIA’s failure to support planning efforts a
step further by arguing the CIA had a role in supporting military commanders during
peacetime and needed to be more responsive to DoD’s requirements.!!> Expanding the
CIA’s role in supporting military operations to peacetime and giving regional combatant
commander’s peacetime control of national systems was a significant step towards
subordinating national intelligence to the combatant commander.

The Bush administration had been trying to normalize America’s relationship

with Iraq following the end of the eight-year Iraq-Iran War in 1988. Realizing that

114 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015.
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Sess., 8 July 1991, 5- 6.
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Saddam was a tyrant, but understanding the importance of maintaining influence in the
Middle East, the Bush administration hoped diplomatic engagement, military exchanges
and economic incentives could temper his behavior. On October 2, 1989, the
administration published National Security Directive 26, U.S. Policy Towards the
Persian Gulf, which stated, “normal relations between the United States and Iraq would
serve our longer-term interests and promote stability in both the Gulf and the Middle
East.”!!'6 Although the administration acknowledged Saddam’s brutality, they believed
Iraq’s economic deprivation, coupled with America’s engagement, could moderate the
regimes behavior and allow it to serve as a counter-weight to its Iranian neighbor. The
administration’s actions paid dividends initially, with Congress relenting from economic
sanctions and Saddam agreeing to compensate American families who lost loved ones
when an Iraqi missile struck the USS Stark in 1987 during the Iran-Iraq War.!!”

Despite the efforts to normalize the United States-Iraq relationship, Saddam’s
behavior became increasingly belligerent towards his fellow Arab League members,

particularly Kuwait, who refused to forgive Iraq’s debt and who Iraq accused of

116 Bush, George HW. National Security Directive 26: U.S. Policy Towards the Persian Gulf.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 02 October 1989.

17 Bush, George HW and Brent Scowcroft, 4 World Transformed (New York, NY: Vintage
Books, 1999), Kindle Location, 6283.; Swain, Richard M, Lucky War: Third Army in Desert Storm (Fort
Leavenworth, KS: U.S. Army Command and General Staff College Press, 1991), 4-6.; Bacevich, Andrew,
America’s War for the Greater Middle East (New York, NY: Random House, 2016), Kindle Location 971-
995; 17 Gordon, Michael R. and Bernard E. Trainor, The General’s War (New York, NY: Little, Brown
and Company, 1995), 12. Some dispute that the US was looking to improve the relationship with Iraq. For
example, Richard Swain describes how Schwarzkopf focused more on the Iraqi threat beginning in 1989
and cites Schwarzkopf changing their Operations Plan (OPLAN) to focus on “Iraqi threat to Saudi
Arabia...be made the priority for Central Command planning.” Andrew Bacevich book adds to Swain’s
perspective by arguing that CENTCOM embraced Iraq as a threat to remain relevant and justify budgets.
Gordon and Trainor make similar argument to Bush and Scowcroft, arguing the Bush administration tried
to improve the relationship with Iraq after the Irag-Iran War, citing Schwarzkopf’s 1989 proposal to do
military officer exchanges with Iraq as evidence.
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exceeding oil quotas. On July 16, 1990, Tariq Aziz, the Iraqi Foreign Minister sent the
Arab League a letter threatening military action if Kuwait continued to ignore Iraqi
concern over oil quotas, demands for debt forgiveness, and a resolution of border
disputes. A week later, Iraq was moving “war materiel” to its border with Kuwait, and
unbeknownst to the US at the time, ordering commercial imagery of Kuwait and Saudi
Arabia in preparation for an invasion. During this period, the United States was planning
for and debating flexible deterrent options (FDO), including moving additional naval and
airpower into the region, to convince Saddam to back down. Confidant the Arab League
would resolve the situation, and not wanting to escalate too far, the U.S. settled for
deploying two KC-135 refueling aircraft and a C-131 in support of the United Arab
Emirates’ attempt to extend their Mirage Fighter aircraft range.

On July 25, 1990, with Iraq concerned about possible deployment of U.S. forces
in the region and with tension increasing in the Middle East, Saddam “summoned” April
Glaspie, the U.S. Ambassador in Iraq, to his palace.!'® Ambassador Glaspie was later
criticized for not firmly warning Saddam to halt his aggressive actions towards Kuwait,
but confidence in diplomatic efforts led by Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak and
Saddam’s own words of restraint provided hope the Irag-Kuwait squabble could be
resolved peacefully. Despite an increase in oil prices and reassurances from Arab allies
that tension was easing, Iraq continued to increase its troop strength along the Kuwait
border, reaching more than 100,000 on July 31, 1990.!'° The next day, citing

disagreements over territorial and financial claims, the Iraq delegation walked out of

'8 Gordon and Trainor, 14-16.
119 Bush and Scowcroft, Kindle Location 6405.
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negotiations with Kuwait.!?° Brent Scowcroft notified President Bush late on the evening
of August 1, 1990 that Saddam Hussein’s forces had just invaded Kuwait.!?!

The United Nations Security Council immediately condemned Saddam’s actions
and the United States started redirecting Naval and Air Force capability towards the
region in hopes of persuading Saddam to rethink his decisions and to prepare for the
possibility of military action. Over the next three days, President Bush discussed
response options with North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies and nations in
the region.'?? Hoping that economic pressure would compel Saddam Hussein to depart
from Kuwait without resorting to military action, the United Nations Security Council
passed resolution 661 on August 6, 1990, cutting off exports to and imports from Iraq.!?

Feeling the pressure building from the coalition of odd bedfellows, Saddam’s
actions became even more desperate when on August 8" he started to “round up” foreign
nationals in Kuwait, detaining them locally or moving them to Baghdad to serve as
human-shields against an attack.'>* Saddam’s late August press conference with western
children taken from their homes in Kuwait angered the world. Although Saddam
intended the kidnappings to buy him time, the image of him asking a visibly shaken

British five year old named Stuart Lockwood about his breakfast dietary preferences only
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hardened the UN’s resolve.!?> By the end of December, the hostages were released and
Saddam’s stay in Kuwait was running short.!26

With Saddam ignoring warnings, Kuwait under Iraqi control, the region disrupted
and many nations fearing an attack into Saudi Arabia that would give Saddam control of
forty-percent of the world’s oil production, the United States and its coalition partners
prepared to build combat power in the region. During Desert Shield, the United States
and its coalition partners amassed over 500,000 troops in the region between August
1990 and January 1991 to compel Saddam’s retreat from Kuwait and to deter an invasion
of Saudi Arabia. On January 16, 1991, when the threat of force failed to compel
Saddam’s withdrawal, the coalition transitioned to Desert Storm by initiating an air
campaign focused on Iraqi leadership and military capabilities.!?’

Twenty-five years later, it is easy to forget how controversial the decision to go to
war with Iraq was. Closer to Vietnam than to today, a powerful collection of voices
warned against being drawn into a quagmire that would sap the United States of its blood
and treasure. On January 12, 1991, Senator Sam Nunn, the SASC Chairman whose
legislation created SOCOM in 1986, and Maine Senator George Mitchell offered up a

2128

resolution to give economic sanctions “more time. Arguing the United States was
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“playing a winning hand” because economic sanctions and the Desert Shield defense
were working, Nunn and Mitchell urged the Senate to restrain the dogs of war. Senator
Frank Lautenberg, the second term New Jersey Senator and World War II veteran had
earlier warned of the terrible American casualties that could result from a ground war
with Iraq. Citing a recent Pentagon order of 16,099 body bags as evidence, Lautenberg
questioned whether Iraq was worth the potential cost in blood.'?® The House of
Representatives was also arguing for restraint. On October 30, 1990, House Speaker
Thomas Foley sent a letter to President Bush, arguing that war with Iraq would not be a
“low-intensity conflict,” but could result in a “massive loss of lives” (“including 10,000
to 50,000 Americans”).!3°

Those arguing for restraint and to allow more time for sanctions to work were not
just Democratic congressmen, but included two former Secretaries of Defense, two
former Chairmen of the Joints Chiefs of Staff and a former NSA director. Casper
Weinberger, the author of an eponymous doctrine, which articulated the use of force as a
last resort, argued for more patience. James Schlesinger, a former DCI and Secretary of
Defense, warned that the United States’ increasingly aggressive posture and rhetoric
towards Saddam risked splintering the coalition. General David Jones and Admiral
William Howe praised President Bush for his actions to date, but advised that sanctions

required more time. LTG (R) William Odom compared the “scale” of a tank war
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between the US and Iraq to the World War II Battle of Kursk between Germany and
Russia; cautioning Congress not to underestimate the potential costs in blood and treasure
that war with Iraq might incur.!3! Despite these voices of caution, the United States
Senate passed a resolution authorizing the use of force against Iraq on January 13, 1991.

The campaign plan for Iraq was a four-phased operation that began with air and
naval strikes focused on disabling Iraq’s political and military communication systems,
knocking out their air defense capability and destroying Iraqi ground forces to soften
their defense and limit the number of coalition casualties during the ground phase. On
January 17, 1991, Iraq’s black sky lit up as Air Force cruise and Navy Tomahawk
missiles rained down, smashing Iraq’s communication, air defense and NBC
capabilities.!*? Leading the war effort were two infantrymen, who were very different,
despite both being Army generals.

General Colin Powell was the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff whose
experience in Vietnam as a young officer framed how he viewed war’s subordination to
policy.!3* A native New Yorker and graduate of the City University of New York
Reserve Officer Training Corps, Powell had spent the majority of his general officer

years advising President Reagan and senior civilian defense officials. A man universally
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revered for his intelligence, strategic thought, and political astuteness, he was also
respected for his humility and professionalism. Powell’s effect on the military and his
fellow service member’s fondness for him lingered long after his 1993 retirement.

With General Powell ensuring the nesting of policy and military operations from
his Joint Chiefs of staff position, General Norman Schwarzkopf, Admiral Metcalf’s
deputy during Urgent Fury, led the fight as the Central Command (CENTCOM)
commander. Schwarzkopf a bear of a man, whose father led the New Jersey State Police
during the Lindbergh kidnapping investigation and later served as the US military advisor
to the Shah of Iran, had a mixed reputation in the military. Some viewed Schwarzkopf as
a soldier’s soldier whose Pattonesque mannerisms, high standards, and hard-charging
personality was what made many great warriors. Other officers who worked for him or
served near him viewed Schwarzkopf’s motives more suspiciously, even contemptuously.
To these individuals, Schwarzkopf was a self-promoting, egotistical officer who berated
juniors for failing to attain standards he himself did not achieve.!** Despite the ire of
many younger officers, Schwarzkopf continued to rise and, following Desert Storm, his
public reputation as one of America’s greatest generals resulted in congressional
legislation recommending him for a fifth star. Although the legislation never passed,
merely recommending his placement in the pantheon of Generals of the Army,
underscores his reputation following Desert Storm.

On January 30™, two weeks into the air war, General Schwarzkopf swaggered up

to the podium to exhibit for the world the awesome destruction and effectiveness of the

134 One retired military officer recalled to the author, then LTG Schwarzkopf addressing an
auditorium full of junior officers at Fort Lewis Washington during an I-Corp Officer Professional
Development (OPD) session. As Schwarzkopf, who was not known for his slender build, berated the
audience of officers about height and weight, this young officer sat amazed and disgusted at the hypocrisy.
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coalition’s air strikes. During the press conference, the CENTCOM commander, with
assistance from his lead air planner, Brigadier General (Brig Gen) Buster Glosson,
displayed aerial footage of Iraqi SCUDS being destroyed during air strikes.!*> This
footage was intended to highlight the effectiveness of the air strikes and the precision of
America’s new weaponry. Although the footage was impressive, it did not depict the
destruction of mobile Iraqi SCUDS. After the press conference, intelligence analysts
discovered that imagery showed the supposed SCUD sites were actually Jordanian fuel
trucks.!** RADM Mike McConnell, the Joint Chiefs J2, took the information and went to
speak with General Colin Powell about the mistaken SCUDS. After receiving the
information, General Powell picked up the phone to inform General Schwarzkopf that the
SCUD destruction he so proudly displayed were actually fuel trucks.!3” The mistaken
SCUDS reflected a significant ongoing debate between the CIA and CENTCOM on how
to assess battlefield damage.

After weeks of bombing Saddam’s government facilities and military capabilities,
CENTCOM was ready to initiate the ground phase of the operation. Believing that Iraq’s

defense was weakened to an acceptable level, Schwarzkopf argued to unleash the
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coalition’s ground forces to push the remainder of Saddam’s forces from Kuwait. The
debate over whether or not to use ground forces had been building in Washington for
weeks, with Generals Powell and Schwarzkopf believing ground forces were required to
remove Saddam’s forces from Kuwait and Air Force leadership confident that, if given
enough time, air power alone could bring Iraq’s departure.!3®

At the time of Desert Storm, there was no standard procedure for calculating
battle damage assessments (BDA). Since the coalition’s ground forces would be the ones
facing off against Iraq’s Army, General Schwarzkopf deferred to Army Central
Command (ARCENT) to determine the criteria for calculating BDA. Uncertain the best
approach to assess damage, the Army went through numerous iterations of establishing
and then adjusting the assessment criteria based on intelligence derived from various
sources. Initially using imagery, the Army found it difficult to assess damage to Iraqi
capability based on the destruction done to a few pieces of equipment captured in high-
resolution photos. When this approached proved unsuitable, the Army started to use pilot
reporting to calculate BDA.!3 One of the criteria ARCENT elected to use was to count
seventy-five percent of the “kills” A-10 pilots reported.!*® A number of intelligence
agencies back in Washington, D.C., particularly the CIA, criticized ARCENT’s process,
arguing it greatly inflated the percentage of Iraq’s military capability that was either

disabled or destroyed. Based on the criticism, ARCENT reduced its percentage of
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declared “’kills” to around thirty-three percent, but the Intelligence Community still
claimed inflation.'*! The debate over BDA was more than an office water cooler
discussion, it had political ramifications. The administration was concerned about
casualties and wanted to reduce Iraqi combat power by fifty percent before initiating the
ground invasion

The disagreement between the CIA and CENTCOM came to President Bush’s
attention on February 21, 1991, when DCI Webster briefed him on the issue.!*> The CIA
and DoD tried to work through the disagreement, but their BDA calculations were so far
off that they were unable to settle the dispute. Since the ground invasion was contingent
on the weakening of Iraq’s military capability, the BDA controversy had to be resolved
before a decision to invade was made. Brent Scowcroft, Bush’s national security advisor,
was the individual responsible for mediating the CIA/DoD BDA disagreement and
recommending to Bush if it was time for a ground invasion.!#?

RADM McConnell’s phone rang on February 21, 1991; on the other line was his
boss, General Powell telling him to “get your stuff, we are going to the White House.”
After he hung up the phone, RADM McConnell collected his briefing “kit,” which he had
created for his various White House briefings on the Iraq campaign and hurried off to a

waiting car.!** After crossing the Potomac and pulling through the White House gates,
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Powell and McConnell walked to Brent Scowcroft’s West Wing office for a meeting with
Cheney, Scowcroft, DCI Webster, and David Armstrong, a senior intelligence officer.
On Scowcroft’s meeting agenda that day was a discussion over the CIA and DoD’s
divergent BDA(s) and whether it was time to initiate the ground phase.!#’

Lieutenant General (Lt. Gen) (R) Brent Scowcroft graduated from the United
States Military Academy in 1947, the same year the DoD, United States Air Force
(USAF) and CIA were established through the National Security Act. An intellectual
heavyweight with a PhD from Columbia University, he rose to the senior ranks of the
military via a non-traditional path that included professor stints at both West Point and
the Air Force Academy, along with numerous prestigious staff officer positions within
the Pentagon.!#® General Scowcroft retired from the Air Force in 1975, but his career as
a trusted advisor continued into numerous administrations. That day in February 1991,
Scowcroft, the retired general had to balance his military expertise with his political
judgment. The anxiety over the prospect of thousands of dead American troops
concerned policymakers whose memory of the Vietnam stalemate lingered fresh in their
mind. With this fear in the forefront, Scowcroft’s job was to determine if Iraqi forces
were weakened enough to limit an American body count.

General Scowcroft looked at the representatives from the DoD and CIA and told
them they had to come to some resolution on the BDA dispute. David Armstrong, one of

the CIA representatives, admitted that Iraq’s Army was “highly degraded,” but raised

VA, 8 August 2015.
145 Atkinson, 346-347.

146 http://www.af.mil/AboutUs/Biographies/Display/tabid/225/Article/104997/ lieutenant-general-
brent-scowcroft.aspx.
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concern with the reliability of CENTCOM’s evolving BDA methodology that reported
Iraqi combat units between 42-72% strength, while the CIA’s estimates placed them at
75-85% strength.!'4” McConnell told the group that even though the Intelligence
Community had “amassed back here the best talent in the US government” to support the
commander and was willing to send the “experts forward”, there was a limit on how
much analysts back in Washington D.C. could know about conditions on the ground in
Iraq. He then pointed out that “our capability to know was imagery based and the
opportunity for imagery was only twice a day.”'*® Supporting, Cheney’s and Powell’s
position, McConnell stated that CENTCOM had access to aircraft photography, pilot
reporting, radio intercepts and other intelligence resources that analysts back in
Washington could not access.!*® After listening to the two arguments, Scowcroft ended
the meeting and a few days later the ground phase began.

Whether or not the BDA assessments were accurate, the ineffectiveness,
pliability, and lack of fight within most of the Iraqi units became apparent once the
ground war kicked-off on February 24, 1991.15% In roughly 100 hours, coalition forces
swept into Kuwait and Iraq, easily defeating Iraqi forces and forcing Saddam’s surrender.

The fear of fighting the world’s fourth largest military quickly evaporated and the

147 Atkinson, 346-347.

148 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015.

149 Atkinson, 346-347.

150 Stewart, John F. Jr., “Operation Desert Storm The Military Intelligence Story: A View from the
G-2 3D U.S. Army,” April 1991. http://nsarchive.gwu.edu/NSAEBB/ NSAEBB39/document5.pdf
(accessed 31 December 2015).The ARCENT G2 report argued that the ease of the invasion proved that
ARCENT assessments were accurate. The final Congressional report argues they were greatly
exaggerated/inaccurate.
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jubilation of a decisive coalition victory quickly ensued. For the United States, the
victory reaffirmed changes brought about through the Goldwater-Nichols legislation and

helped exorcise some of the ghosts of Vietnam.!>!

Building a JIC on the Fly

As General Schwarzkopf and his staff prepared for operations to oust Saddam
from Kuwait, RADM Mike McConnell was at the Pentagon building a coalition of his
own to support the war effort. A future Director of the National Security Agency and
Director of National Intelligence (DNI), McConnell was at the time a recently frocked
RADM who had spent his career in Naval Intelligence. As a Navy intelligence officer,
McConnell had served a significant portion of his career aboard fleets and viewed
pushing intelligence to the combatant commander’s corps and divisions as no different
than a fleet’s intelligence component “broadcasting” intelligence to its ships; the purpose
for both was to enable operations by establishing a common operating picture.!>

Understanding the importance Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) would play in the
war, McConnell’s fellow Navy Admiral and NSA Director, William O. Studeman
worked with McConnell to help get the Department of Defense Joint Intelligence Center
(DoDJIC) up and running and then provide DoDJIC round-the-clock SIGINT support.'>?

Navy intelligence is a small, close-knit community that has produced many influential

51 Department of Defense. Final Report to Congress on the Conduct of the Persian Gulf War.
Washington D.C.: Department of Defense, April 1992, 276.

152 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015.

153 Studeman, William O, Admiral (R). Former Deputy Director CIA and former Director NSA.
Interview by author, Severna Park, MD, 24 November 2015.
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leaders within the Intelligence Community. Studeman and McConnell’s own relationship
went back years, to include a stint together on “Team Charlie”, the group of top Navy
analysts tasked by Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Thomas Hayward to investigate

154 Both officers also shared a common mentor in Admiral

the Soviet submarine strategy.
Bobby Ray Inman, the former NSA Director and Deputy Director of Central Intelligence,
who served as Chairman of the Secretary of State’s Advisory Panel on Overseas Security
following the Beirut bombings.

Talented officers in their own right, Studeman and McConnell rose through the
ranks of the Navy and national intelligence. Following the Gulf War, Admiral Studeman,

like his mentor, earned his fourth star and become the Deputy Director of Central

Intelligence. Upon departing NSA, Studeman was influential in choosing his

154 Vistica, Gregory, Fall From Glory: The Men Who Sank the U.S Navy (New York, NY: Simon
and Schuster, 1997), 47. Team Charlie was a group of Navy personnel who were tasked to research Soviet
submarine doctrine. The team was led by Rich Haver and included future admirals Studeman and
McConnell; Haver, Richard. Former Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence and former Intelligence
Advisor to Secretary of Defense (Cheney and Rumsfeld). Interview by author, Great Falls, VA, 01
December 2015 and email exchange with author, 04 January 2016. According to Rich Haver Team Charlie
“origin” --“CNO, Tom Hayward held a meeting in the special Navy spaces in the Pentagon in February
1981. He wanted a broad look at the rational for a strong Navy. He complained Intel was giving great
details on how long, how wide, how well armed and laid out the new Soviet Nuclear cruiser was. However,
we provided nothing about why it was being built what was intended to do for them or more important why
he should care. ---1 was the briefer and I provided a view quite different from the prevailing wisdom. He
was engaged and at the end asked me what I needed. I told him I needed a customer. Line Naval Officers
who had the clearances needed to see all the special material I had access to. Adm Ken McKee was there,
OP-95, he said he would create such a group of middle grade officers headed for flag rank to create such a
group. The VCNO Jim Watkins was also there and said he knew who those officers were. Team Charlie
was born that morning.---1 was the briefer because 3 months earlier Adm Hayward held a conference in
Newport RI with all the living former CNOS. I was the Intel briefer at the meeting along with my boss Adm.
Tom Brooks. Brooks had raised the strategy issue and was not treated well. At the end of the day Hayward
surprised me by asking the others how he was doing. Arleigh Burke spoke up gave him big grades for
cleaning up drugs and other problems then hit him with a comment that he had failed to justify the role of
the Navy in National Security.---The next week I was removed as Technical Director of the Navy Field
Operational Intelligence Olffice, placed on the staff of the DNI in the Pentagon and designated the Chief of
the Soviet Strategy Branch, OP-009J. Hence the briefing 2 months later. The SSG at the Naval War
College came about 6 months later.”
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replacement, Mike McConnell.!?

According to McConnell, each of the services reacted differently to his request for
support. The Navy was supportive from the beginning and provided two of their best
officers. The Army was a little hesitant at first, but eventually came on board and
provided their best in support of the DoDJIC. The Air Force was the most resistant
towards McConnell’s “fusion center” project.!>® The reluctance of the Air Force
Intelligence Directorate, led by then Major General (Maj Gen) Jim Clapper, a future DIA
Director, Undersecretary of Defense-Intelligence (USD-I), and DNI, was understandable.
The Air Force would lead the air campaign and the intelligence directorate had the
important job of identifying Iraq’s military and civilian targets. Clapper, who was
consistently praised by his fellow intelligence professionals for his non-parochial
leadership of the Intelligence Community as the DNI, had to have worried that Air Force
support to the DoDJIC decreased his directorate’s focus on the air campaign. With the
joint effort not building at the rate envisioned, DIA Director LTG Harry Soyster called a

Military Intelligence Board (MIB) to ensure all the services were supportive of RADM

155 Studeman, William O. Government Memorandum. “Farewell,” 8 April 1992,
http://nsarchive.gwu.edu/NSAEBB/NSAEBB23/docs/doc10.pdf (accessed 21 December 2015); Studeman,
William O. Admiral (R). Former Deputy Director CIA and former Director NSA. Interview by author,
Severna Park, MD, 24 November 2015. Some influential Congressmen wanted Inman DCI when Reagan
selected Casey. Although they did not get their nominee, they got him nominated for the deputy position. A
position Inman was not thrilled about after being the NSA chief and having to assume a deputy position.

156 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015; See “The Evolution and Relevance of Joint Intelligence Centers” at
https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/csi-
studies/studies/vol49nol/html files/the evolution 6.html for a history of the JIC. Admiral McConnell was
credited with using the term “fusion center” in this article.
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McConnell’s efforts. !>

With the DoDJIC functioning, the MIB decided in the Fall of 1990 to establish a
CENTCOM Joint Intelligence Center (JIC) in Riyadh to ensure Schwarzkopf’s tactical
and operational intelligence needs were met.!>® In November 1990, the MIB sent a team
to Riyadh to expand the twenty-three member intelligence section to more than one-
hundred individuals two months later in January 1991. The CENTCOM JIC served as
the “single focal point for analysis as well as for collection management, production,
dissemination, and tailored intelligence” within the theater and included analysts from the
CIA who participated in a “Tiger Team” that helped with the targeting process once
Desert Storm kicked off in February 1991.1%° Early on, RADM McConnell reached out
to the CENTCOM J2, BG Jack Leide to ensure he had the support necessary from
Washington to build his intelligence apparatus.!®°

John “Jack” Leide had a rare background for an Army general. A Mandarin
Chinese speaker with a Syracuse University law degree, BG Leide had spent over a third

of his then twenty-seven year military career in the Far East, first serving in the Vietnam

157 Department of Defense. Joint Publication 2-01: Joint and National Intelligence Support to
Military Operations defines the as “...the senior board of governors for the military IC and works to
develop cooperation and consensus on cross- agency, Service, and command issues. The MIB is chaired by
the Director of DIA.”; Defense Intelligence Agency. “A Brief History: Committed to Excellence in
Defense of the Nation.” http://fas.org/irp/dia/dia_history.pdf (accessed 5 April 2016). The MIB was
originally established as the Defense Intelligence Board in 1975 when the Assistant Secretary of Defense
was established as the Director of Military Intelligence. The ASD-I position was later consolidated during
the Carter administration into the ASD-Command, Control, and Communication (ASD-C3I).

158 Shellum, Brian G. “Defense Intelligence Crisis Response Procedures and the Gulf War.”
http://nsarchive.gwu.edu/NSAEBB/NSAEBB39/document14.pdf (accessed 26 January 2016).

159 hitp://www.foia.cia.gov/sites/default/files/DOC_0006122143.pdf (accessed 5 April 2016).

160 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015
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War and then as a foreign area or intelligence officer in Taiwan, Hong Kong, Japan, and
China.'®! Following his assignment at CENTCOM, Major General (MG) Leide served
out the rest of his military career at the DIA; first as the Director for Attaches and
Operations and then as the Director of the Defense Human Intelligence Service. During
his last three years at DIA, he oversaw HUMINT consolidation within the DoD.

During their first conversation, Leide and McConnell joked about how their
experiences, one as a fleet intelligence officer and the other as a Chinese FAO, prepared
them for a land war in Iraq. The two flag officers hit it off, agreeing they would “have to
move mountains” and conduct a “full court press” to provide General Schwarzkopf and
his subordinate commanders the intelligence necessary to wage war. Embracing the
spirit of Goldwater-Nichols, McConnell and Leide were intent on building an apparatus
that could exploit all of the United States’ intelligence capability to provide Schwarzkopf
the best intelligence support available.

One of the first operators RADM McConnell contacted was the lead planner for
the air campaign. Brig Gen Buster Glosson, an Air Force aviator, known equally for his
talent and drive, was an air power enthusiast that wanted to prove its decisive nature.!¢?
A graduate of North Carolina State University, Glosson was a fighter pilot with over a

quarter century service in the Air Force.!'®3 “A mover and a shaker,” Glosson arrived at

161 MG Leide also had significant experience with the 82" Airborne Division and Special
Operations. See Atkinson’s book Crusade for more detail on Leide’s background. Atkinson, 234.

162 Atkinson, 64; McConnell, Michael. Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National
Intelligence, former Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by
author, Leesburg, VA, 8 August 2015.

163 http://www.af.mil/AboutUs/Biographies/Display/tabid/225/Article/106980/lieutenant-general-
buster-c-glosson.aspx (accessed 10 April 2016).
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CENTCOM after a stint as the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Legislative

1.14 Glosson was

Affairs and was well connected within the Pentagon and on Capitol Hil
promoted to Major General five months after Desert Storm, shortly after returning to
Washington as the Air Force Legislative Liaison. Within a year, Glosson received his
third star and assignment as the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and
Operations, a prestigious position that is along a path to a fourth star. Despite Glosson’s
reputation and connections, he retired in July 1994 after receiving a letter of
admonishment from Air Force Secretary Shelia Widnall for trying to influence a general
officer promotion board. Even though the Pentagon and Air Force Inspector General(s)
(IG) concluded that Glosson lied during testimony regarding his involvement, then
Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch came to Glosson’s defense. !¢

During one of Glosson’s Washington, D.C. trips, RADM McConnell reached out
to him to discuss intelligence support requirements for the air campaign. After a short
conversation, Glosson and McConnell agreed to work together to ensure General Horner,
the Air Force Central Command (AFCENT) Commander, had the intelligence necessary

to wage the air campaign. Over the next two months, the JCS J2 and the lead planner for

the air campaign became close, on the phone 3-4 hours a day discussing intelligence

164 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015; Andres, John Olsen. Strategic Air Power in Desert Storm. Oxford, UK: Routledge,
2003, 128.

165 http://www.nytimes.com/1993/12/04/us/general-is-scolded-in-ethics-inquiry.html (accessed 29

December 2015); http://www.apnewsarchive.com/1994/Desert-Storm-General-Volunteers-for-Lower-
Rank-Retirement/id-633995e095fc5db2694d3e47711c8b03 (accessed 14 March 2016).
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requirements.'®® The personal relationship gave Glosson direct access to intelligence
required for targeting when the transmission through normal intelligence channels was
not quick enough.'®’

Two to three weeks after the effort to build an intelligence fusion center began,
RADM McConnell, VADM Studeman, and others brought together 200-300 people into
the Pentagon to establish the DoDJIC.!® The motivation to build the DoDJIC was a
belief that operational requirements should drive intelligence. If the DoDJIC was going
to be relevant, the intelligence professionals had to understand the military’s intelligence
requirements and focus their collection efforts accordingly. This meant setting up a
“fusion center” was useless, unless the Intelligence Community understood the
commander’s information requirements, was able to collect the intelligence to answer
those requirements, and had the means to distribute their products to the troops on the
ground.

RADM McConnell understood that when the ground war kicked off, the
divisions, brigades and below had to have access to the latest intelligence on Iraq’s
military disposition and status. Although the Pentagon’s DoDJIC and CENTCOM’s JIC

were built to bring together the resources of the Intelligence Community, dissemination

166 Gordon and Trainor, 234; McConnell, Michael. Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of
National Intelligence, former Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff.
Interview by author, Leesburg, VA, 8 August 2015.

167 http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj94/win94/man1.html (accessed 5
April 201). In an article discussing the air campaign it was mentioned that Brig Gen Glosson reached out
and grabbed imagery from RADM McConnell and the same imagery came down later via normal
dissemination channels.

168 Studeman, William O, Admiral (R). Former Deputy Director CIA and former Director NSA.
Interview by author, Severna Park, MD, 24 November 2015.
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of intelligence was constrained due to the limited communication architecture possessed
by forces on the ground. Since there was neither the time nor resources to build a new
system for dissemination, the DoDJIC and CENTCOM JIC had to exploit the organic
capabilities within the units. Although not a perfect solution, the Multi-media
Information Network System (MINX) provided a means to broadcast the intelligence.'®®

In 1972, Datapoint Corporation introduced the Multi-media Information Network
Exchange (MINX) System, the first “desktop videoconferencing system.”!’° The MINX
system resembled a personal computer, but provided “point-to-point and multipoint,”
imagery and data transmission capability.!”! The system was compact enough that it was
deployable and its encryption capability enabled it to disseminate classified intelligence
to the troops on the ground. RADM McConnell’s plan was to “broadcast” intelligence
reports using the MINX system so the commanders on the ground could have the most up
to date intelligence the JIC(s) possessed.!”

McConnell’s “broadcasting” approach was based on his experience as a Navy

169 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015.

170 Wood, Lamont, Datapoint: The Lost Story of the Texans Who Invented the Personal Computer
Revolution (Englewood, CO: Hugo House Publishers, Ltd, 2010), Kindle Location 3564. The inventors of
the personal computer (PC) founded Datapoint (originally Computer Terminal Corporation) in the late
1960’s.

171 Allen, Gregory J. “The Feasibility of Implementing Videoconferencing Systems Aboard
Afloat Naval Units,” March 1990. http://calhoun.nps.edu/bitstream/handle/
10945/30671/90Mar_Allen.pdf?sequence=1, 48 (accessed 15 March 2016).

172 MINX was not the only system utilized for intelligence dissemination during Desert Storm.
The Army built the Department of Defense Intelligence Information System (DoDIIS) to help with the
transmission of intelligence reports down to forces on the ground. See John F. Stewart’s “Operation Desert
Storm The Military Intelligence Story: A View from the G2 3D U.S. Army,” for more information on the
technology that came out of Desert Storm.
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intelligence officer where it was standard practice to push intelligence out to all the
fleet’s ships. Not appreciating the difference in how services operated, McConnell
assumed that if he made the intelligence available, the units’ intelligence officers would
know how to gain access. After the war, McConnell found out some of the ground forces
did not receive much of the tactical intelligence on the disposition of Iraqi forces.
Although the broadcasts were not heard by all, at least one resourceful division
intelligence officer was tuning-in. LTC Keith Alexander, a highly intelligent officer with
graduate degrees in physics, electronic warfare, and business, was the 1% Armored
Division’s Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence (G2). According to McConnell, some
divisions complained about the level of intelligence support and their commanders were
unaware the DoDJIC was pushing intelligence down to the troops on the ground, but
Alexander found the broadcasts and utilized them to his commander’s advantage.!”?
Following Desert Storm, Alexander rose through the ranks, eventually attaining a fourth
star and becoming the longest serving Director of the National Security Agency (NSA)
and the first commander of United States Cyber Command (CYBERCOM); to include a
period under DNI Mike McConnell.

CIA’s Contribution to the War Effort

Admiral McConnell did not see much of a role for the CIA once the war kicked
off, but wanted to ensure complete Intelligence Community support to the combatant

commander. Early on in his effort to build the DoDJIC, McConnell reached out to DCI

173 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015; Tom Carhart’s book Iron Soldiers highlights Alexander’s close adversarial role to his
division commander.
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William Webster’s office. President Reagan tapped DCI Webster, a former judge and
FBI Director, following Bill Casey’s death, the Iran Contra scandal, and withdrawal of
Robert Gates’ nomination. Not an intelligence professional, Judge Webster was selected
more for his unimpeachable character and righteous reputation than his intelligence
expertise. McConnell’s first call was answered by one of Webster’s assistants who
promised to discuss CIA participation in the DoDJIC with Judge Webster. Despite the
assistant’s promise, his “don’t call us, we will call you” belied his guarantee.!” When
McConnell did not hear back from the DCI’s Office, he reached out to Air Force Lt. Gen
Michael Carns, the Director of the Joint Staff for assistance. Lt. Gen Carns informed the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, GEN Colin Powell of the issue and Powell
contacted DCI Webster. Following Powell and Webster’s conversation, the CIA
assigned a senior intelligence officer to serve as McConnell’s liaison back to the
agency.!”

Despite the DCI office’s slow response and later criticism that CIA did not
support the military, because it failed to “fully incorporate” its Iraq analysts into the
DoDIJIC, the CIA committed significant resources towards supporting the military in

Iraq.!”® A week prior to Iraq’s invasion and up until it crossed Kuwait’s border, it was

174 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015; https://fas.org/irp/news/1995/950311carns.htm (accessed 5 April 2016). In 1995,
President Clinton would nominate Carns for DCI, but a controversy involving his family’s relationship with
a Filipino national convinced Carns to withdrawal from consideration.

175 McConnell, Michael, Vice Admiral (R). Former Director of National Intelligence, former
Director National Security Agency, and former J2 Joint Chiefs of Staff. Interview by author, Leesburg,
VA, 8 August 2015. McConnell’s recollection was that the individual was a former senior officer within
the CIA’s Directorate of Operation’s Near East Division.

176 U.S. Congress, House Oversight and Investigations Sub-Committee of the Committee on the
Armed Services. Intelligence Successes and Failures in Operations Desert Storm/Shield. Washington,
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Charlie Allen, a CIA analyst and National Intelligence Officer for Warning who had
warned that Iraq was going to invade.!”” Following the invasion, the CIA established
Task Forces within both the Directorate of Intelligence (DI) and the Directorate of
Operations (DO), while it surged the number of CIA officers worldwide focused on the
Iraq mission.

The DI sent analysts to work in the DoDJIC and CENTCOM’s JIC as part of the
national intelligence surge to provide reach back into the CIA, while a senior analyst
travelled to Saudi Arabia to prepare Schwarzkopf for his August meeting with Saudi
government officials. The DI not only sent personnel to the intelligence centers and to
brief senior defense and military leaders, but provided Iraq centric briefs to deploying
units and at military professional schools to assist those service members preparing to
deploy. CIA analysts serving in CENTCOM’s JIC participated in the targeting process
and CIA analysts at headquarters and in the field supported the military planning efforts
for the ground invasion by providing information on Iraq WMD locations, Iraq ground
force “order of battle” and unit position, minefield locations, and information on Iraqi
infrastructure to include road networks.

The most significant commitment the CIA made was providing a number of
liaison officers to the Pentagon and CENTCOM. Compared to the Pentagon, the CIA is a

small organization with little surge capacity. Realigning officers to support Gulf War

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 16 August 1993; CIA Gulf War Task Force. “CIA Support to the US
Military During the Persian Gulf War,” 16 June 1997, 1.

177 Gordon and Trainor, 4-6; Diamond, 237. Kenneth Pollack, a CIA Analyst at the time, actually
“attempted to warn senior administration and military decision-makers about potential Iraqi aggression” the
same day Saddam met with Glaspie. The Gulf War Air Power Survey mentioned Pollack’s actions, but,
“U.S. security censors who reviewed the Survey before its release in 1993 deleted any further discussion of
this analysts’ minority view, identifying neither the analyst nor his agency.”

93



operations, coupled with the number of Reservists within CIA called to active duty,
affected the CIA’s ability to collect on other intelligence requirements. The CIA also
deployed Joint Intelligence Liaison Elements (JILE) to CENTCOM headquarters forward
in Saudi Arabia. These teams of “operations officers, analysts, and communication
specialists” served as conduits into the CIA’s resources and expertise to support
CENTCOM’s operational requirements.!’® Despite these efforts to support the military,
controversies rose regarding intelligence support to the operation. These controversies
and the subsequent congressional reaction increased CIA’s focus on supporting military
operations, thus risking subordination to DoD.

Through the support of the services and national intelligence agencies, the JCS J-
2 and CENTCOM J-2 built a novel intelligence apparatus whose primary focus was
supporting the CENTCOM commander. The DoDJIC that was built to support the
operational commander served as a blueprint for the establishment of the National
Military Joint Intelligence Center (NMJIC) in March 1992. The NMJIC included
representatives from NSA and the CIA, while at the same time consolidating the DoD’s
intelligence and indications and warning production “into a single, jointly manned

center.”!”?

178 CIA Gulf War Task Force. “CIA Support to the US Military During the Persian Gulf War,” 16
June 1997.

17 McDonnell, Janet A, Adopting to a Changing Environment: The Defense Intelligence Agency
in the 1990s (Washington, D.C.: DIA Historical Office, 2013), 14; Department of Defense. Secretary, Joint
Staff Directive. Intelligence Support to Military Operations. (NDU Holdings).
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Chapter Four: The Gulf War’s Aftermath-From Victory to Vitriol
“No combat commander has ever had as full and complete a view of his adversary as

did our field commander. Intelligence support to Operations Desert Shield and Desert
Storm was a success story.”'%’-General Colin Powell

Preparing for Blowback

180 CIA Gulf War Task Force. “CIA Support to the US Military During the Persian Gulf War,” 16
June 1997.

95



On the afternoon of March 3, 1991, the same day General Schwarzkopf and the
victorious coalition military leaders stood with their conquered Iraqi foes, Secretary of
Defense Richard Cheney was already thinking about the intelligence lessons learned from
the conflict. That day he gave Rich Haver, his special assistant for intelligence, a month
to research and write an analysis on the performance of intelligence leading up to and
during the war. As Haver stood wondering what drove the rush to review following such
a lopsided victory, Cheney explained the celebration would soon end and questions
would arise regarding why elected officials and former military professionals had
overestimated casualties. According to Haver, Cheney believed there was a significant
pushback against war based on casualty estimates and, “when people are that wrong in
Washington, it had to be intel.”!¥! That March day, Haver departed Cheney’s office with
his marching orders to limit each issue to one page, but to investigate everything that
went well and wrong throughout the lead up and execution of the war.!%?

Cheney’s concern over congressional reaction was justified. The vote to go to
war was the closest since 1812 and many congressmen claimed they were influenced by

the Intelligence Community’s briefs on Iraqi capability.!® According to L. Brit Snider, a

181 Haver, Richard. Former Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence and former Intelligence
Advisor to Secretary of Defense (Cheney and Rumsfeld). Interview by author, Great Falls, VA, 01
December 2015 and email exchange with author, 04 January 2016.

182 Although this intelligence review was directed by Cheney, he was looking beyond DoD and
was particularly concerned with CIA’s HUMINT support to military operations. His statement in the
Conduct of the Persian Gulf Conflict report, that “the morale and intentions of Iraqi forces and leaders were
obscure to us,” highlights this point. The only way to truly understand intentions is through HUMINT
means. Imagery can capture actions and SIGINT can capture communication, but to appreciate intentions
you need someone who can provide context to the recordings and photographs.

133 Fritz, Sara and William J. Eaton. “Congress Authorizes Gulf War: Historic act: The vote in
both houses, supporting Bush and freeing troops to attack Iraq, is decisive and bipartisan. It is the strongest
move since Tonkin Gulf. http://articles.latimes.com/1991-01-13/news/mn-374 1 persian-gulf (accessed 7
April 2016).
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former SSCI staff member and CIA Inspector General, SSCI staffers recalled Intelligence
Community testimony that “the Iraqi military was the most advanced in that part of the
world, battle-tested by eight years of war with Iran...The Iraqis would use chemical and
biological weapons against the coalition forces...In all likelihood, the United States was
in for a prolonged conflict of at least six months’ duration involving many casualties.”
Based on these “dire predictions”, many congressmen voted against the authorization for
the use of force.!®* Senator Boren, the SSCI Chairman, was angry, believing the
Intelligence Community “sandbagged” him with their intelligence assessment, while
Senator Nunn believed his vote had “impaired his credibility as chairman of the
SASC.”185 According to Bruce Reidel, a senior CIA middle east analyst at the time, the
CIA analysts were just trying to explain the quality and effectiveness of the Iraqi military
in relation to their Arab neighbors and left it up to the United States military and others to
put the Iraqi capability in context with the coalition forces’ capability.!%¢

Rich Haver is somewhat of a legend in the Intelligence Community, known for
effectiveness, but sometimes ruffling feathers in the process. Haver has a deep intellect
and a remarkable recall, that he credits his undergraduate history professor Stephen

187

Ambrose for helping him develop.'®’ Haver served in the uniformed Navy during the

134 George, Roger Z. and Robert D. Kline, eds. Intelligence and the National Security Strategist.
New York, NY: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2006, 98.

135 Snider, L Britt, The Agency and the Hill: CIA’s Relationship with Congress, 1946-2004
(Washington, D.C.: CIA Center for the Study of Intelligence, 2008), 209.

186 Diamond, 143-144.

137 Studeman, William O, Admiral (R). Former Deputy Director CIA and former Director NSA.
Interview by author, Severna Park, MD, 24 November 2015. Studeman called Haver one of the best
community managers there has been; Haver, Richard. Former Intelligence Advisor to Secretary of Defense
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Vietnam War, but gained his reputation largely as a civilian analyst and leader within
Navy intelligence.!®® A mentee of Admiral Bobby Ray Inman, who selected him and
future Admiral Bill Studeman in 1976 to determine what was driving Russian “activity
towards the US Navy.” Haver and Studeman’s investigation pointed to Russia “reading
the Navy’s mail” and the compromise of its crypto machines. Supporting the findings,
Inman sent Haver around the world to speak with Navy forces about the compromise.
Evidence the Soviets were reading the Navy’s mail was “paper thin” and most of the
Navy was reluctant to accept Studeman and Haver’s findings until the John Walker case
surfaced.

John Walker, who retired from the Navy in 1976, had been spying for the Soviets
since October 1967 when he walked into the Soviet Embassy offering his services and
information on the KL-47 crypto machines. Over the next 18 years, Walker expanded his
spy ring and compromised the crypto machines the Navy used to secure communications.
Walker evaded FBI scrutiny until 1984 when his wife came forward and recounted
Walker’s treachery.!®® The Navy then finally accepted Studeman and Haver’s

conclusions.

(Cheney and Rumsfeld). Interview by author, Great Falls, VA, 01 December 2015. During the interview,
Haver told the story of how Ambrose told him to memorize some details to exercise the brain for memory
recall.

138 Haver, Richard. Former Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence and former Intelligence
Advisor to Secretary of Defense (Cheney and Rumsfeld). Interview by author, Great Falls, VA, 01
December 2015 and email exchange with author, 04 January 2016; Vistica, 47. Vistica’s book mentions
Admiral Inman identifying Haver’s talent and recruiting him to stay in the Navy as a civilian intelligence
analyst.
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Knowing that Navy leaders would not warmly receive news of the compromise
and valuing officers willing to go against the grain, Inman promised to take care of
Studeman and Haver. A decade later, Studeman sat in Inman’s old chair as Director of
Naval Intelligence and Haver resided down the hall as his deputy. As Studeman’s
deputy, he conducted the damage assessment on the Walker spy case and then following
his stint as Cheney’s special assistant, served as DCI Gate’s and then Woolsey’s Director
of Community Affairs where he handled the Ames spy case damage assessment.
Temporarily leaving government after his CIA stint, Haver returned to defense
intelligence during the early years of the George W. Bush administration.

Haver’s investigation into intelligence support during the Persian Gulf War had
him journeying throughout the Intelligence Community, to the various military
commands and into policymaker offices, to include the Oval office. Haver’s report not
only considered the performance of intelligence during the war, but why the Intelligence
Community had failed to accurately predict Saddam’s behavior. Haver’s highly
classified report for Secretary Cheney identified twenty-three issues for Intelligence
support leading up to and during the Gulf War. Among the issues was the need to further
exploit and expand technology to ensure persistent collection and to “get information the
last mile” to the troops on the ground. To accomplish persistence, the report highlighted
the value of the burgeoning UAV technology. The CIA and the military pursued this
technology in the years to come, an investment that paid dividends in the Balkans, before
becoming one of the Intelligence Community’s and United States” most visible, and
controversial, assets after 9/11.

Regarding national intelligence collection, the report gave SIGINT positive
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reviews, stating that it was “centrally ran and responsive.” The report said imagery was
unresponsive because there was no central “NSA” like organization ensuring
commanders’ imagery needs were met. Finally, the report said that HUMINT was “a
mess” and “a day late and dollar short;” failing to take advantage of the numerous
defector debriefings leading to the ground invasion. According to Haver, the issue with
HUMINT reflected a lack of attention given towards it by the services. He argued the
Navy and Air Force had shuttered their HUMINT capabilities years earlier, and although
the Army and Marines retained theirs, they never “exercised” the capability. In Haver’s
opinion, the “entire HUMINT enterprise was unprepared” and efforts had to be taken to
ensure preparedness in the future. Since the HUMINT capability required for war could
not be grown overnight, the DoD had to find a way to build and exercise its HUMINT
capability during peacetime. Since DoD did not possess the expertise, they needed the
DCI and CIA’s assistance.!?

Both the CIA and DoD have HUMINT collectors, but the DoD’s HUMINT
capability has not traditionally held a position of prominence within the department.!®!

According to MajGen Michael Ennis USMC (R), a former Deputy Director of DIA for

190 Haver, Richard. Former Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence and former Intelligence
Advisor to Secretary of Defense (Cheney and Rumsfeld). Interview by author, Great Falls, VA, 01
December 2015 and email exchange with author, 04 January 2016. According to Haver, the failure to
recognize Saddam’s intentions was not just an intelligence issue, because there were multiple people, to
include leaders from other countries, discussing the issue with President Bush and trying to determine
Iraq’s motivations and future actions. Haver said that “everybody has an opinion, and in the absence of
exquisite knowledge, that is all it is, an opinion.”

91 HUMINT is a broad and contentious term that can describe both clandestinely acquired and
overtly acquired information. Some classify the information collected by diplomats and military Foreign
Area Officers (FAOs) as HUMINT. Many in the CIA would ques