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Foreword

The original concept for this dissertation came out of a RAND report investigating
future investment options for Air Force intelligence. Working with Dr. Myron Hura, who
also is the chairman of the committee for this dissertation, I tried to answer the question of
what Air Force leaders in the future would need from intelligence collectors and analysts.
We discovered that it was highly likely that the proliferation of intelligence collection
systems, coupled with the explosion in information coming from open sources, would
make the military decisionmaker’s job increasingly difficult over time. Decisionmakers in
any situation, faced with a deluge of data and analysis, would be heavily challenged to
make the most informed decisions without new kinds of decision aids. Consequently the
Air Force needed to develop policies and technical solutions to make sure future leaders
could operate in these environments.

From this work I started developing research questions that also drew on my own
background as a former political/military analyst for the Central Intelligence Agency. If
the explosion of classified and open source information would prove a challenge for the
military where decisions were made by trained, professional military officers, what would
the effect be on high level civilian policymakers who came from industry, academia, and a
broad cross section of other occupations with varying specialties? Would they still need
and/or want intelligence in the future, given the development of the Internet and other
commercial and freely available high quality sources of information?

I asked these questions in 1998 and in 1999 and 2000 I collected data in interviews
from senior level policymakers in the Clinton Administration. It is now the year 2004, the
Bush Administration is campaigning for re-election, and while some changes have taken
place since the early work on this dissertation was completed, much has not changed and
there is still value in the data I collected, and the analysis that came from it.

The conclusion from this work is that the value of intelligence to policymakers
varies depending on the issue on which the policymaker needs to be informed, the agency
in which the policymaker works, and the personal style and preferences of the policymaker.
Some agencies have better connectivity than others to the intelligence community, as well
as to the Internet and other sources of information age open sources. This will have a
profound effect on how policymakers in these agencies value intelligence analysis.
Futhermore, the nature of an international event also has a strong effect. Events that are
rapidly changing and where policymakers need updated information as events take place in
real time do not play to the intelligence community’s strengths, and will not unless change
takes place. Finally, there are simply some areas of international relations, economic and
trade issues for example, where policymakers seem to believe the intelligence community
is not competitive with open sources of analysis. In these areas, policymakers are finding
open sources of information such as the Internet and CNN to be extremely valuable and
perhaps supplanting intelligence analysis which has traditionally supported policymakers in
these areas.

Since I began work on this dissertation, some changes have taken place that on the
margins affect my analysis. One of my key conclusions is that the State Department is
badly disadvantaged because its access to information age open sources, particularly the
Internet, did not exist. This fact, coupled with poor access to the intelligence community,
put the State Department officials behind in any policy deliberation with officials from

iii




other agencies. In fact, these conclusions were born out shortly after President George W.
Bush was elected and nominated Colin Powell to be his Secretary of State. One of
Secretary Powell’s first actions as Secretary was to see to it that State officials were given
Internet access.

While some of the conclusions reached in this dissertation may be somewhat
overtaken by events, the work is still valuable. There are two issues that must be
addressed. One is that some of the key issues affecting policymakers’ ability to access
information are starting to be addressed. This does not invalidate this work — in fact, it
enhances its value in some ways since there is still much work to be done to ensure the
intelligence and policy communities have the best tools and the best policies to see that
policymakers have the best information available to formulate foreign policy. On a more
important level, the events subsequent to the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, and
the intelligence the Bush Administration used to base its decision to invade Iraq in 2003
have all affected the intelligence policy relationship. These are tremendous shocks to that
dynamic which may have changed the environment that I analyzed. This leads to an
important opening for further research, where the work done in this dissertation can serve
as a baseline for comparison. For this reason alone, the others notwithstanding, this
dissertation still has strong relevance.

iv




CONTENTS

FOREWORD I

CONTENTS \Y

CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 1

INTRODUCTION......cecterreeireneestessesssessssesesssessssssesstessesssessssssossessesssorssssssssessessssssasanens 1

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES.....c.ccceeitrinieiiiinneneninnneressiesessesesnssssesssees 6

HYPOTHESES ....ccvecteetintrnientrereeeenesnesssssessnsssssessisssosessiossssesssetsssessasiessissassessssssssesssnss 7

STUDY APPROACH. .....cectererrreessresressessessssssssessisssssesssstosssssissssssssssssissssssssssssssssasses 9

CONCLUSIONS ....coveeuerererernsseererasesessisssessssisssosssssssussassssssesssssessesssssesessssesssssssssnsss 10

DETAILED DISSERTATION ROADMARP .......ccoosirinininninniiiiininisnisiienessssssanessenns 10

DEFINITIONS.....ccverueereerenseeressessnesersnerssssssiessssssssesssstsssorssstonseseisesssessessessessasenensanss 14

TRfOFMIALION. ...ttt 14

INLEIlIGENICE ...ttt s 14

CHAPTER TWO - THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF HOW

POLICYMAKERS USE INFORMATION 17

SUMMARY ...coteueeteienerstnnteseroresesosesssssessessssssssessessssrsssesssssossesssstsssessasssssessesssssessans 17

THE THEORY OF USING INFORMATION IN POLICYMAKING ......cooieimiiiinnisniiinnennas 17

Policymakers and Information Processing.............ccceoceveeviveevrnvcnivcciveninnne. 17

The Need for INformation..........cceeceeeeveecrerenreeseneeseenienienensesseessesessnesseseseens 18

Policymakers’ Personal Style.........cccoveerrvecrevinnnniinensiennsinnnissesesesseninaens 19

How Policymakers Use Information in Practice.................cococcevveveevcerenvencnne. 22

Time Constraints and Acting Under Uncertainty ...........ccceeveevrrerverevenensesnnene 22

The Importance of Outside Information Sources.........cocevvivervisiniiicicncnnnns 24

The Role of INtelligence .......cecveeeeiriereensiensinninnenenecinncnsresecstesessseesasenes 27

Intelligence Perspective of Supporting Policymakers................c.occceeceuenennee. 28

CONCLUSIONS ...ouvrerereaieresessiesessesisssstssesessssisssstesessessssssssssssossessssstsssstsssssonsasssssnies 31
CHAPTER THREE - HISTORICAL EXAMPLES OF POLICYMAKERS’

USE OF INTELLIGENCE 33

SUMMARY ...coovtiiiniinteneeniesnestesessesesessseestssiesstssssestsssesstossesstsssosssosssssssssssssessasssons 33

THE BOMBER GAP......ccostiimirieeinniieiitssseeisiiisiesstssasssessesstssessssssesssossessssssesssenses 35

The Bomber Gap “OPeRS’.........ceceeueeeverereireeieieeieeseeseeesse et seere e 35

Post-War U.S. Intelligence Efforts Against The U.S.S.R. ........ccccoevvvevevruvenenn. 39

The Bomber Gap “Widens”: The Moscow Air ShOWS ...........coveeuecevecercvnunncn. 41

The CIA’s Response — The U-2 .........cecoeeiveneeeiieineeeeneeeecenecee e 47

The Bomber GAP SHULS.............cooeeeeeeeeeiieeieeeesieeteees et er e e 50

THE MISSILE GAP.....coeoctiiirreintiniestentisresscssssessissessesnssssstassessestessessesssssessessossans 52

The Missile GAP OPENS .........c.ooeeveeeerieirireieiieeereesesieieie st iessesesae st 53

The Missile GAP WideNS............cccovveeeeeeiieieeieeeeteientet ettt 56

The Limitations Of The U-2..............ocuvieeiminiiienieieeteieeeesiene e 57

The Success of CORONA and Human Intelligence...................ccocevuerevcununnne. 63

The Missile GAD SRULS............cocceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeitete ettt et 66




THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS.....cocnuiniiinrerninisiseststscesesissseisssssesessessesssssssssssssonsas 69
Early Signs of the Missile CFISIS .........ccooeeveeeeeeeierreeereeieeeeeeseesiesves e sseese s 69
U.S. Intelligence Efforts Aimed at Cubai..................ocoeveeveeicinncieeacraereerenennn, 71

CONCLUSIONS ....ouiiiininiserisiesisieseesessisiestsssssesssssssissossestssssssstsssensonssssasssesssanessssass 74

CHAPTER FOUR - THE INFORMATION AGE AND ITS EFFECTS......... 79

SUMMARY ...oviriiiiniiiiiiiiiiiissiiesesssesioseiiestessssssssesasesssstossssssssessesssssssasasssasesassns 79

THE NATURE OF THE INFORMATION REVOLUTION .......cccvvvereeeireeersrnnrerccesssnenessnnaes 80
The History of the Information RevOlUtion....................ccueeevveceeeneeveeneecnnnnnn. 82

The Computer REVOIULION .......covrvieririinierirerieieecriesiecnenneeneestsstesssssssosenns 83
The Telecommunications Revolution ...........ccecvververcienerniinecencecrensenseeneenes 87
The Effects of the Information Revolution on the Market for Information ...... 89
The Information ECONOMY ........cccceeveirreerererreerenienenereesesiensessesesssssessessessosens 90
The Role of Attention in the Information Economy ..........coceeecerrenerrennennes 92
New Modes of Information, Suppliers and Consumers...........ccocoveererercnen 93
Effects of the New Market .........cccoveveviivenecrineninicntcenennrencneeeennsessesnesenne 95

THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY’S INFORMATION AGE EFFORTS ........cccoccnunernenns 97
The Purpose of Intelink — Respond to Information Age Pressures .................. 99
Intelink in Practice — Falling SHOVL..............ccccccoovvmnecniniiiisienesreiesieseens 100
The Impact of the Information Revolution on the Intelligence Community ... 106

THE NEW INFORMATION ENVIRONMENT FOR POLICYMAKERS ......cccoceeeruveresvenens 107
The External ERVIFONMENL...............ccoveerireeiririeeieeieseensensessesseseessesnsessnssenes 107
The Internal ERVIFONMERL .............c.cccuverreaereieiriesiesnnieesessesasssetenaansesessseons 110

POLICY AGENCIES AND THE AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION .......ccceeeruerreeneenes 112
The Organizational Level — Policymaking Agencies ................cccouuevvevrerunns. 112

The National Security Council.........ccocueueeiniricrrnnscsinniinneisinicinnnnssssesees 113
The Department of Defense ........ccccccounreeeenenecrininnnneseersnennsseseesescsresssessenns 114
The Department of the TTeasury ..........occccvevcerrevinrenesinieneneneseescninresnssenens 115
The Department of State.........cceeecreinirerenercernesnnncnneseesescseesssersessssensas 116
Conclusions From the Organizational Analysis.........ccceeevereererenesreeveninnns 117
CHAPTER FIVE -- THE IMPACT OF THE INFORMATION
REVOLUTION ON POLICYMAKERS 119

CASE SELECTION.....cocevuiiminiaiiiesinsissiessessessasssesssstosssssasssssessessesssssesssssesssssessessons 120

DATA COLLECTION — PREPARATION .....ccoeeremuiirerninancsenssesesscasosssssoscsnsacesesesssones 123
INformation AHPIDULES .............c...ocuveeeeeieirieieieteiesie et naa s snas 123
Sources — Forms of Information DisSemingtion...................ccecevvevvenueecereenens 124

Time INTEIVALS.....cocvivvecreerieeneiieeceeetnrecereees e sese et e eseasaesrassss e sanssnessanenes 126

DATA COLLECTION — THE ANALYTIC HIERARCHY PROCESS ......cccccortininiunnunenee 129

POLICYMAKERS AND THE INDIA NUCLEAR TEST ...coceecciniiniinniunsiescoensinsessiesesons 132
INSC ettt s bbb b e st et et e b e b e sttt eens e st e st enes 133
OSD ..ottt ettt st b bbbt n e b b anene bt 142
STALE ..ottt ettt sttt ettt be et et e b et e se et e basteereest e st e s entennenbane 149
Conclusions from the Indian Nuclear Test................cueeeereeveecevrennerennarenn. 155

POLICYMAKERS AND SERBIA’S CRACKDOWN ON KOSOVO........cccconuierineircriecnnnn 159
NSC...oeeeee ettt b e et re st bb b et et e ebeebeest et b e b arse b nne 162

vi




O D .ottt e e e e e e rb e s e aeeer et e s et e e s e e e eeneraeeaaeeaeran 174
Conclusions From The Serbian Crackdown on KoSovo ..............ccoeeeeeeeeeune... 179
POLICYMAKERS AND THE WTO MINISTERIAL IN SEATTLE «.eceivreeeiineeereesesessranne 182
INSC et e e e e e e e s e e e e aaeeeaae e et et e aa e e rnanaaaeranan 185
TH@ASUTY..c..c.ooneereeeeeeeeeeeeee et ettt sttt et eshaeaessae s eseesaeenten 191
Conclusions From The WTO Ministerial .............oouuveeeemeeeeeieereeeeeeaeeeeeeeenens 195
CHAPTER SIX — CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.....ccccoee 197
SUMMARY ...uvtiitieinreieinecesnreeesstessussossressssssesssssssssssssssessssasssssssssssssssasossssssssssassn 197
CONCLUSIONS ....vteteureieireeernrerssseessreesssessssssssssssssssessssesossssesssssssssssssssssssesssssesenen 201
RECOMMENDATIONS ..covtitiiiiesiosrerteeiesssssossescossessassassrsssssossssssssssssssessssssssessssssssssss 206
Intelligence COMMUNILY...........cocoocoveeieinieeicieieterieiete e s 206
Policy COMMUNILY ..........coeueieeiieeeieeeieieneete ettt 208
APPENDIX A. - METHODOLOGY 211

vii




Chapter One — Introduction and Summary

Introduction
The goal of this dissertation is examine how the U.S. intelligence community can

provide the best support to American policymakers. With the information revolution
coming from the combination of rapid technological advances in both computing power
and communications power, intelligence analysis may be far less relevant to policymakers
today than it has been traditionally. Policymakers since the end of World War II have
relied on intelligence when they needed information on foreign policy issues, but the
explosion of available information today, much of if free or for sale with instant delivery
on the World Wide Web (WWW), challenges the traditional role of intelligence in
supporting the policymaking community.! The following two examples illustrate how the
information revolution may be changing how intelligence supports policymakers.

U.S. policymakers in the 1950’s and 1960’s were desperate for information on the
strength and composition of Soviet nuclear forces. Information coming out of the U.S.S.R.
through open sources was scarce and too unreliable to make U.S. policymakers secure in
their decisions on U.S. foreign policy. The intelligence community was also stymied in
getting information it considered reliable. One of the most valuable forms of information
(and most difficult to collect) was overhead photography of Soviet territory that provided
images of Soviet long-range strategic bomber and ballistic missile bases. Such
photographs could reveal military states of readiness and composition of forces. At that
time, only the U.S. intelligence community developed a system that could take overhead

photographs of Soviet military installations and deliver them to policymakers.

! As will be more fully described later in this chapter, the term “policymaker” refers only to civilian, national level policymakers.




Figure 1-1, shown below, is an image taken in 1961 of a SS-7 missile base in the
Soviet Union; one of the first Soviet ICBM complexes to be identified by the U.S.
reconnaissance satellite, code-named CORONA. Satellite reconnaissance could image
with impunity the entire landmass of the Soviet Union — a mission that by mid-1960 had
proved beyond the capability of the most effective U.S. reconnaissance aircraft, the U-2,
because of advances in Soviet air defenses. Reconnaissance satellites provided high quality
images that helped American policymakers draw conclusions about the state of readiness of
the Soviet ICBM force with a high degree of certainty; a degree of certainty that otherwise

would have been impossible to have.

% Image of site named Yurya taken from the Smithsonian National Air & Space Museum archives, and can also be found at
http://www.nasm.edu/galleries/gal1 14/SpaceRace/sec400/sec440.him.




The ability to develop sources and methods of information collection such as
reconnaissance satellites - over which it had an exclusive monopoly - has traditionally
given the intelligence community a dominant position in supporting policymakers with
information. As a consequence, policymakers through the period coinciding with the Cold
War grew convinced that intelligence was more valuable than open source information for
the most pressing foreign policy issues (a point that will be elaborated in Chapter 2)3 The
following illustration shows how the context in which policymakers rely on intelligence
analysis may be changing, however.

Figure 1-2, shown below, is an image taken in 1999 of a North Korean test site for
its Taepo Dong ballistic missile. While this is the sort of image that for decades could only
have come from the intelligence community, this image was taken by a commercial
imaging satellite IKONOS, owned and operated by the firm Space Imaging, and paid for
and published by Aviation Week and Space Technology magazine. The image was posted
on the WWW, as was the accompanying drawing, shown in figure 1-3 that was created by
artists using detailed analysis of many images of the North Korean missile launch site.

This is the sort of high quality, high value information that today is easily available to any
policymaker. However, the availability of this sort of information may be creating changes
for how policymakers rely on analysis from the intelligence community.

The development of commercial imaging satellites is but one of many sophisticated
methods of information collection over which official U.S. government agencies had a

monopoly, but which is now available publicly and commercially. The Internet allows

3 There have always been areas of foreign policy where intelligence did not excell — such as economic issues — but until recently, these
have never been consiered the most pressing issues of the day.




almost anyone to access and instantly transmit this information globally — perhaps with

greater speed than the U.S. intelligence community — from anywhere in the world.
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Figure 1-2*

4 «Commercial Images Detail North Korean Missile Site,” Joseph C. Anselmo, Aviation Week & Space Technology, January 17, 2000
(image can also be found at www.fas.organization/nuke/guide/dprk/facility/awst-korea. htm).
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What has made this sort of commercial, openly available information more
attractive to policymakers is the change that the information revolution has created in the
policymaking environment. With the explosion of the amount of available information and
the increasingly rapid pace of global events, policymakers must make decisions in much
shorter time cycles than ever before. This puts pressure on them to act and react far faster
than they would have had to prior to the current information age. They must be more active
in seeking out the best information among the vast and diverse sources arrayed before them
— information that is packaged and disseminated in new and innovative ways. All the

while, policymakers have to fight information overload and ask only the most important

® Imagery analysis and interpretation done by the Federation of American Scientists. Drawing can be found at
http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/dprk/facility/nodong-3.htm.




and direct questions that will get them the best information in the shortest period of time.
These developments may be changing the nature of the policy community and the mindsets
of policymakers, and are certainly changing the base of information providers who compete
for policymakers’ attention. As a consequence, U.S. policymakers might now be relying
on non-intelligence sources for the analysis they need to make decisions, making

intelligence agencies far less relevant to policymakers today than at any point over the last

half-century.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

This dissertation will compare how policymakers have traditionally used
intelligence with how they are using it today, examining the effects that new technology
and open sources of information are having on how the policy community uses

intelligence. The comparison will be examined along the following lines.

e Availability of information

e Competition among providers of information.
e Presentation form and style.

e Methods of dissemination

e Nature of policymakers.

e Mindsets and cognitive and institutional biases.

This dissertation will use these lines of analysis to shape its investigation of the

following research questions.

Research Question #1: How have foreign policy agencies, offices, and departments of
the U.S. Federal Government adopted modern technology to access information?

Research Question #2: How has the U.S. intelligence community adopted information
age technology to compete with new, open source competitors?




Research Question #3: How is the information revolution affecting the intelligence
community’s ability to support policyomakers with data and analysis? Is the intelligence
community being crowded out of its role in supporting policymakers by other sources of
information?

Hypotheses
A RAND report by Kevin O’Connell, Robert H. Anderson, Anthony C. Hearn, and

Richard O. Hundley titled The Impact Of The Information Revolution On The Intelligence
Business, written in 1995, makes the following predictions about how the intelligence
community will serve decisionmakers in the face of increased competition from outside
sources of information.

1) The intelligence community will be increasingly challenged by
competitors who have access to faster, cheaper, and increasingly
sophisticated data sources and methods of transmission.

2) The flood of information will open up opportunities for the
intelligence community to perform new services for existing
intelligence consumers, and increase the utility of intelligence for
decisionmakers who are not traditional consumers.®

These assertions are based on the following assumptions.

1) The intelligence community will adopt advances in information
technology and change the traditional methods of producing and
disseminating finished intelligence analysis.

2) The intelligence community can change its production cycles to respond
to increased competition, either by shortening production times in some
circumstances, or simply by ensuring that information is disseminated in
sync with the policymaking process; neither too early nor too late to be
of use to decisionmakers.

3) The intelligence community will take advantage of new opportunities to
support decisionmakers who in the past did not take advantage of
support from the intelligence community.

4) Policymakers with access to information age technology and open-

6 Kevin O’Connell, Robert H. Anderson, Anthony C. Hearn, and Richard O. Hundley, The Impact Of The Information Revolution On The
Intelligence Business PM-421-CRCIC, May 1995, pp 1-4.




source and commercial data and analysis do not already get most, if not
all, of their information from non-intelligence community sources.

If the predictions from the RAND study are correct, changes should already be
taking place in the relationship between the intelligence and policymaker communities.
The diagram below (figure 5) illustrates the potential outcomes if both, either, or neither

communities adapt to emerging information environments.

Intelligence Community

P Change No Change

‘; Rand . )
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Figure 5-5

If both the intelligence and policy communities have already adapted to the information
revolution, the future relationship between the two will be similar to the RAND
predictions, but this must be tested. However, if either the policy or intelligence
communities begin taking advantage of the information revolution without a corresponding
change in the other, the future for the relationship becomes uncertain. Gaps might form in
the supply and demand of intelligence that would open the potential for decisionmakers to
shift reliance to other sources of information: a development of extreme relevance for the

intelligence community. Alternatively, decisionmakers might be ignoring valuable new




sources of information and acting in an information vacuum, or solely on information
delivered in traditional ways: an outcome that puts policymakers at a disadvantage in the
modern world. The next chapter examines both the intelligence and policy communities to
test what has been the impact of the information revolution on how the intelligence
community serves policymakers.

These questions lead to the following hypotheses for this dissertation.

1. The intelligence community has not adapted information revolution
technology in disseminating intelligence.

2. The policymaking community’s information needs have compelled a
shift towards information from commercial and web-based, open
sources of information.

3. As a consequence, the intelligence community is becoming less

relevant in supporting the foreign policymaking process and needs to
better adapt to the information age.

Study Approach

This dissertation will mainly use a case study approach to examine these
hypotheses, comparing cases of how policymakers traditionally used intelligence with case
studies of how U.S. officials use intelligence today. The first step involves examining three
foreign policy cases from the late 1950’s and early 1960°to establish how the traditional
intelligence-policy relationship evolved. This analysis will establish how policymakers
historically valued intelligence to support the decisionmaking process. The second step is
to describe three modern foreign policy cases and examine the differences of how
policymakers’ use of intelligence to support the policymaking process has changed.

By comparing the historic case studies to the modern ones, this dissertation will aim to
make recommendations on how the intelligence community today can best improve its

support to the policymaking process.




Conclusions
There are several conclusions that come out of the analysis of these hypotheses.

The intelligence community has tried to adapt to the information revolution with the
adoption of a network named Intelink, but the intelligence community has not fully
supported this network as a means for disseminating intelligence to policymakers, nor have
policymakers adopted it. Policymakers have started to make use of some information age
sources of information, particularly the combination of television and the Cable News
Network (CNN), but the Internet and web-based sources of analysis have not become
major contributors to the policymaking process. On the other hand, some policymakers
find traditional sources of information such as the telephone far more useful than
intelligence analysis for getting information. Overall policymakers still find intelligence
analysis useful for supporting the policymaking process, especially when it conveyed
through a one-on-one intelligence briefing, but for situations that require the most timely
information, policymakers often rely on the telephone to call someone for information, and

more and more are relying on CNN.

Detailed Dissertation Roadmap

Chapter Two examines the traditional role of intelligence in supporting
policymakers, reviewing the literature of how decisionmakers need and use information to
support national-level decisionmaking. The writings of current and former senior
policymakers explain how policymakers need information to make decisions, as well as the
role of the intelligence community in supporting the policymaking process.

Chapter Three examines three historical cases as the basis for comparison to how

policymakers use intelligence today. These three cases:
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1. The Bomber Gap;

2. The Missile Gap;

3. The Cuban Missile Crisis;
are presented as examples of the most pressing foreign policy events of their day. To make
the best decisions, policymakers needed information about the strength of Soviet strategic
nuclear forces. The research shows policymakers were inundated with analysis from
numerous sources and that the availability of information was widespread. Competition
among providers of information, from press sources to research institutions like RAND to
intelligence agencies was fierce. Information was presented solely in either the written or
spoken word and disseminated in traditional ways — in person, in a document, or broadcast
over television or radio.

Because of these features of the environment, policymakers came to rely on
analysis from the intelligence community because intelligence agencies had access to more
reliable and credible sources and methods of collection than any other entity or
organization. This reliance developed into cognitive and institutional biases that to some
extent last to the present day.

Each case was researched using primary source documents from the intelligence
community — recently declassified intelligence reports and National Intelligence Estimates
— as well as primary and secondary historical sources, and original press accounts from the
period of each case. From these events, policymakers came to the view that the
intelligence community was the most useful source when they needed information on

foreign events. These will be coOpared in later chapters to three modern cases to analyze

how the information revolution may have changed policymakers use of intelligence

analysis. The information revolution has not yet been defined however.




Dissertation Overview: A Comparison of how Chapter Four reviews
policymakers traditionally used intelligence vs., how they
use it in the information age. the information revolution,
1. Theory of how policymakers need and use information.
2. Case studies of how policymakers traditionally rely on describing its nature and

intelligence.
3. Shock to this relationship — the Information Revolution. explaining how it serves as
4. Testing the hypotheses

a. Examination of intelligence community an outside shock to the

b. Examining the policy community:

i. Organizational level traditional intelligence/

ii. Individual level

Figure 1-5 policy relationship that could
change how policymakers use intelligence today. This shock may be affecting the
environment in which intelligence agencies support policymakers.

Chapter Four starts the analysis of these changes through an analysis of the
intelligence and policy communities. Of the intelligence community, this chapter examines
the intelligence community’s information age tool for dissemination — a classified network
named Intelink. Researching Intelink involved interviews with numerous primary sources
— medium and high-level users of Intelink in both the intelligence and policy communities -
- as well as senior government officials involved with its development, implementation,
and day-to-day operations. Where there were holes in the data from these sources, the
Intelink book Top Secret Intranet, authored by one of the system’s designers, filled in the
gaps.

The final section of this chapter examines the infrastructures of policymaking
organizations, looking at the infrastructures of these organizations that deliver information
to policymakers. The aim of this examination is to understand how policy agencies are

enabling policymakers to access all forms of information, including intelligence and open

source analysis. This part of Chapter Four was compiled from primary source writings of
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noted experts in the field, as well as field interviews with policymakers from selected
agencies.

Chapter Five completes the analysis of how the information revolution is affecting
policymakers’ use of intelligence by examining how government officials today use
intelligence relative to other sources of information. This will be described in contrast to
how policymakers in the three case studies from history relied on intelligence. The
analysis of this chapter is derived from the results of testing this dissertation’s three
hypotheses, trying to determine if open source, information age sources of analysis today
are really crowding out intelligence from supporting individual policymakers. The
following three modern foreign policy cases were selected.

e The 1998 Indian nuclear test
e The 1998 Serb crackdown on Kosovo and subsequent U.S. response
e The 1999 WTO Ministerial in Seattle, Washington

Policymakers involved with these three cases were selected using the process of
snowball sampling, which relies on establishing contact with a first respondent who then
refers the investigator to other suitable respondents. These individuals supplied data that
expressed their preferences for information sources during the foreign policy event in
which they were involved. The analysis of this data, using the Analytic Hierarchy Process
—a tool for experts to accurately rank their preferences over large sets of options — revealed
the policymakers’ preference for intelligence and non-intelligence sources of information.

Chapter Six encapsulates the body of this work and makes conclusions about what
can be learned from this research. Specifically, there are recommendations for the policy

and intelligence communities that would help both to ensure that decisionmakers get the

best information to make the most informed decisions.




Definitions
But before this dissertation can proceed into the body of research, it must first

establish certain definitions of terms that will be used throughout, and which can be taken
to have different meanings depending on context.

Information
David Ronfeldt in Cyberocracy, Cyberspace, and Cyberology: Political Effects of

the Information Revolution writes that the term “information” does not have a single
definition but instead encompasses a spectrum of terms, arranged hierarchically from data
at the bottom, to analysis in the middle, to knowledge at the top.” In this dissertation
information will be a catch phrase that includes all the subordinate kinds of information
from any individual datum to any single piece of wisdom. Putting this definition into an
intelligence perspective; the transcript of an intercepted telephone communication or an
image taken from an observation airplane, unmanned aircraft, or earth-orbiting satellite
would constitute data. Analysis of data puts it in context of other available data, identifies
its meaning and significance, and also explains its relevance to the decisionmaker. Only
after analysis is consumed — i.e.; read, considered, evaluated — can any decisionmaker
develop knowledge about an issue or event and then act on it. All data, analysis, and

knowledge are part of the hierarchy of information.®

Intelligence
The questions about the definition of terms such as “intelligence” and

“policymaker” need to be resolved before any further discussion can take place about the
role of intelligence supporting policymakers and the foreign policymaking process. The

Council on Foreign Relations handbook Making Intelligence Smarter: The Future of U.S.

7 David Ronfeldt in Cyberocracy, Cyberspace, and Cyberology: Political Effects of the Information Revolution, pg . 3.
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Intelligence, defines intelligence as “data that is not publicly available, or analysis based at

Parameters for Definition of “Intelligence”

e Comes from clandestine government
sources only

e Only intelligence which supports
national level policymakers will be
considered

Figure 1-6

least in part on such data, that has been
prepared for policymakers or other

actors inside government. What makes
it unique is that intelligence is based in

part on some information that has been

collected secretly using government sources and methods of information collection.” This

is the definition that this study will follow. While it true that any information from any

source could accurately be called “intelligence,” in this dissertation, the term “intelligence”

will specifically refer to this kind of information that exclusively comes from government

agencies, and is based on data that is collected by clandestine sources and methods.

However, even limiting the term intelligence to these parameters is still too large in scope.

In his report to the 1996 National Performance Review, then-Director of Central

Intelligence John Deutch stated “The United States intelligence effort shall provide ...

[decisionmakers] with the necessary information on which to base decisions concerning the

conduct and development of foreign defense, economic policy, and the protection of United

States national interests from foreign security threats. Specifically, the missions of U.S.

intelligence are to:

Provide intelligence support to national level policymakers,
Provide intelligence support to military planning and operations,
Provide intelligence support to law enforcement, and

Counter foreign intelligence activities.

For the purposes of managing the scope of this research effort, this dissertation is

8 The Office of the Director of Central Intelligence, 4 Consumer’s Guide to Intelligence.
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only considering Deutch’s first mission of providing intelligence support to national level
policymakers. When this dissertation discusses intelligence, it will be confined to that
arena, and that arena only. This is not to prioritize one mission or set of consumers of
intelligence over any others — in fact intelligence that supports the military is a far larger
enterprise for the intelligence community than that of supporting national level

policymakers — but it is the only area on which this area focuses.
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Chapter Two — The Theory and Practice of How
Policymakers Use Information

Summary
To set up the examination of the impact of the information revolution on

policymakers’ use of intelligence analysis, it is imperative to first describe the theory of
how policymakers use information to make policy decisions, and use that theory as a
foundation for comparing how policymakers historically have used intelligence with how
they use intelligence analysis today. This examination will serve as the foundation for later
chapters that test how the relationship between policymakers and the intelligence
community may be changing because of the information revolution.

Policymakers need information to make decisions and traditionally have relied
heavily on the intelligence community for that information. This chapter will create a
theoretical framework for the shape of the intelligence/ policymaker relationship by
describing why policymakers need information, as well as their cognitive biases towards
gathering information. This theoretical framework will help explain how the relationship
between policymaker and the intelligence community works in practice. This framework
also sets the stage for Chapter Four to explain how the coming of the information

revolution may be changing this whole relationship.

The Theory of Using Information in Policymaking

Policymakers and Information Processing
Policymakers’ strive to make the best decisions possible and seek information in the

time allowed that matches their own personal style and preferences.9

® The term “best” is meant here to be ambiguous as each policymaker has different criteria for what makes any piece of information more
valuable. There is a discussion in later chapters of ten specific attributes of information that any decisionmaker would value differently,
but would determine what would make information or an information source the “best” for that individual. “Style” here is meant to
describe how a policymaker uses information and will be further explained in this chapter.
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The Need for Information

Alexander George in Presidential Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy: The Effective

Use of Information and Advice asserts that to formulate optimum policies in any given
circumstance, decisionmakers formulate questions, and then seek out information sources
that will get them info information that allows them to make what he terms “high quality
decisions.” Such decisions are where “[decisionmakers] correctly weigh the national
interest in a particular situation and chooses a policy or an option that is most likely to
achieve the national interest at an acceptable cost and risk.”"
Decisionmakers “must struggle with the difficult task of attempting to harmonize
[their] search for high-quality decisions with two other requirements” which are:
1. the need to achieve sufficient consensus in support of [their] own
policies and decisions...” and, more importantly,
2. “the need to work within the constraints of time and ... available

policymaking resources.”

This struggle is depicted below in figure 3-1.1

Figure 2-1'?

1 Alexander L. George, Presidential Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy: The Effective Use of Information and Advice (Westview Press,

Boulder, Colo, 1980), pg. 2, (italicized emphasis mine).
" 1bid, pp. 5-10.
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George stresses that the most important requirement for making high-quality
decisions is ensuring that policymakers ask the proper questions to find sufficient
information about the situation at hand. This information should always be adequately
analyzed to provide policymakers with an “incisive and valid diagnosis” of the policy
13

problem and policy options that are their main concern.

Policymakers’ Personal Style
In trying to make high quality decisions each decisionmaker will find and process

information based on his or her personal style and preferences. Information can come to a
policymaker “pushed” from the producer, or “pulled” by the policymaker in response to his
or her request. The form and substance of the information will strongly depend on how the
policymakers’ request the information, the questions they ask of the information supplier,
and the mindset of the individual. Of key importance for this study is the availability of
information sources, which dictate what information will be available. This is the key
focus of later chapters.

In operating based on information the collect, “decisionmakers can vary widely —
some decisionmakers may be more comfortable operating with highly abstracted data while
others might prefer to operate on unfiltered data to make decisions and provide direction to
subordinates.” At different levels of decisionmaking, policymakers may operate
effectively with more or less data abstraction because “of their inherent intellectual and
data processing capabilities.”"* All decisionmakers usually have to rely on some level of

information filtering to be effective “because without some data abstraction or tailoring,

2 Ibid, pg. 10.

"* Ibid, pg. 10.

14 Myron Hura, Gary McLeod, Richard Mesic, et al., Information For the Warfighter: Integrating C2 and ISR, RAND publication DB~
267-AF, pp 6-8.
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[decisionmakers] would be overloaded with information.” Typically, senior
decisionmakers search for higher levels of abstraction than those at junior levels because
senior officials have far greater areas of responsibility.>

Of course, policymakers’ personal style and individual preferences figure heavily
into how they seek out and use information, but styles can be complex and variable, and
difficult to identify in any one individual. By looking at three different strains — designated
here as “type I, type II, and type III — it is possible to describe how some policymakers seek
out and filter information. Type I decisionmakers might be the kind who seek out and
solicit all-source information, but place selective filters on incoming information to prevent
information overload. This type is likely to ask suppliers a wide range of questions to
cover every aspect of a topic.

Type II decisionmakers make decisions in a “black box,” using very tight filters on
incoming information, ignoring most of it, and basing their decisions more on instinct and
past experience than new information. This type of policymaker is unlikely to ask
questions to information suppliers, but is more likely to rely heavily on a support staff for
that function to collect necessary information and prepare policy options. Type III

decisionmakers seek out as much information as

Type I —Gather information
from many sources but use tight | pogsible, immersing themselves in data and analysis
filters to manage it.
Type I1 -Block most incoming to be as best informed as possible before making a
information and make decisions
based on experience and instinct. | decision.
Type III - Immerse themselves

Figure 2-2 All three types of decisionmaker should

'3 Ibid, pp 6-8.
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further be distinguished by their personal attributes, which again will influence the ways
they seek information in terms of sources and the questions they might want answered, but
will also affect how they use the information. Three simple distinctions will be used here
to illustrate. Some decisionmakers are rational or irrational in their decisionmaking. They
can be quick, intuitive learners or they can be slow learners who have to work harder to
grasp new concepts or environments. Finally, decisionmakers can vary in whether they are
deliberate or are more volatile in making decisions. The type of decisionmaking style and
personal attributes of any decisionmaker can be mapped on one another creating a number

of different combinations as shown below in Figure 2-3.

Figure 2-3
From three identifiable types and just three different examples of differing style,
there are 24 different combinations that could be created to describe different
policymakers. Any policymaker, independent of how he or she seeks out and filters
information, could be rational or irrational, quick or slow, and deliberate or volatile in their
decisionmaking. It is the task of information suppliers to provide for the information needs

of all these different types of information consumers.




How Policymakers Use Information in Practice
While policymakers in theory want all the available information to support

decisiomaking according to their diverse styles and preferences, no matter what style or
cognitive biases the policymaker carries, in practice they very often simply do not have the
time to personally collect and assimilate all the data and analysis they need. Consequently,
they are forced to make decisions under some degree of uncertainty. Making important
decisions in the face of uncertainty creates stress for policymakers — stress they try to
reduce by searching for the best outside information sources in their limited time.
Traditionally they believed the most valuable source of that information has been from the
intelligence community as will be shown in the following chapter.

Time Constraints and Acting Under Uncertainty
Policymakers’ ability to gather and consume information varies depending on their

time constraints. Policymaking involves several stages and policymakers’ interest in
gathering information typically waxes and wanes throughout the process — mostly because
the competing policy issues of the day all demand attention and no policymaker can devote
all available time to one issue (unless he or she is responding to a crisis).'® Obtaining the
“best available” information is also often constrained by monetary cost, or the limits of
available time for the policymaker or his or her staff, or some agency or organization to
collect, process, analyze, and then ultimately disseminate the information, (although in
some cases information may arrive at a policymaker’s desk having skipped one or more of
these steps).!’

At the initial stage of the policymaking process, the most prominent issue of the day

16 Roger Hilsman, Strategic Intelligence and National Decisions,(The Free Press, United States of America, 1956), pp 143-147.
17 George, pp 5-10.
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will dominate over background or more peripheral issues. Policymakers will usually
ignore any data and analysis on a peripheral issue since it distracts from the issues that are
of much greater, current concern. As some action-forcing event brings a pressing issue to
the forefront, the policymaker will need to focus on the matter at hand and require outside
data and analysis to stimulate ideas on how to respond.'®

All successful policymakers recognize it in their self-interest to obtain as much
information support as possible. Former Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern
Affairs Roger Hilsman refers to “the linking of knowledge with action” when describing
how successful policymakers use the best information to make the best policy.'

The paradox is that many policymakers need the best available information but
rarely have sufficient time to gather or make use of that information. “The officials who
carry most of the day-to-day burden of policymaking on key issues are so besieged by
time-consuming responsibilities that decisions on how much to stay informed ... are
narrowly based on self interest in managing pressure and getting the [immediate] job
done.” Time constraints often force policymakers to “concentrate what little time they
have for foreign policy analysis on narrowly focused aspects of key agenda issues — often
how to deal effectively with their foreign counterparts” or their counterparts in other
agencies of the U.S. government.*! Consequently there is never enough time to be well-

informed so “the essential challenge for policy officials is to make sound decisions amidst

181, Keith Gardiner, Studies in Intelligence, 1989, Volume 33, Number 2, “Dealing with Intelligence-Policy Disconnects,” (Central
Intelligence Agency, McLean, VA).

' Hilsman, pg. 143.

2 Jack Davis, Interview with Ambassador Robert Blackwill, Studies in Intelligence, 1995, Volume 38, Number 5, “A Policymaker’s
Perspective on Intelligence Analysis,” (Central Intelligence Agency, McLean, VA)

2 yack Davis, Studies in Intelligence, 1996, Volume 39, Number 5, “The Challenge of Managing Uncertainty:Paul Wolfowitz on
Intelligence Policy-Relations,” (Central Intelligence Agency, McLean, VA).
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inherent uncertainty.?

Finding the time and internal resources to stay informed and mitigate uncertainty
remains a constant dilemma in policymaking. Complex policy issues are often hard to
grasp within any context, especially when the policymaker has insufficient time to gather
and analyze information to calculate the potential outcomes of various options. Faced with
insufficient or incomplete information, decisionmakers can often find it difficult to define a
set of policy options that safeguards all their values and interests. Therefore they are
forced to make hard, stressful choices among their values and priorities.?

The Importance of Outside Information Sources
To counter this stress, policymakers be able to judge which are the most important

outside sources of information, and which need to be ignored. It is not easy — most
policymakers will not have time to ponder or consider any of the information they receive
and often will have to accept it on face value — only adding to their stress level.?* A
successful policymaker will be able to determine reliable sources which can deliver data
and analysis tailored to his or her needs, and which can respond to the pressures under
which the policymaker operates.> Those policymakers who can effectively access
valuable information have tremendous advantages in mitigating uncertainty.*

The policymaker’s most important determinant for success is how he or she chooses
these sources of information. The domestic and international environment in any given

policymaking situation shapes decisionmakers’ information needs and consequently the

2 Davis, Wolfowitz interview.

3 George, pg. 18.

% Davis, Wolfowitz interview.

% Joseph Nye, Testimony before a hearing of the Commission on the Roles and Capabilities of the U.S. Intelligence Community, Friday,
January 19, 1996.

26 Davis, Wolfowitz interview.
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information sources they access, as shown below in figure 3.2” Decisionmakers use of
information is determined by two criteria:

1. The effect of the global environment; and

2. Their relationship with the intelligence community and all other

sources of information.
The global environment is where real-life events take place. Policymakers must deal with
the issues in the global environment and make decisions in areas as far ranging as
international economic meetings, ethnic conflicts, and developing-nations testing nuclear
weapons.

As explained earlier, policymakers strive to reduce uncertainty by relying on
information from any of a number of sources. The region designated “All Information” in
Figure 3 represents the total sum of information on any topic. This sum of all information
can be broken down into the following components:

1. information reported on by the intelligence community;
2. information reported on by all other sources;
3. information that is unknown.

The intelligence community and other available sources of information try to
provide as much information as possible, eroding that region of all information which
remains “unknown.” The relative value of intelligence compared to all other sources

depends on the degree to which it can shrink that unknown region and reduce a

policymaker’s uncertainty.

2 Myron Hura, Gary McLseod, Richard Mesic, et al., Information For the Warfighter: Integrating C2 and ISR, RAND publication DB-
267-AF, pp 6-8.
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Figure 2-4
Policymakers who do not actively seek out and find the best information to support

their decisionmaking processes do so at their own peril. Decisionmakers who ignore or
reject information from outside sources, or cannot determine which sources are the most
helpful are forced to deal with greater uncertainty. Consequently they are faced with
greater stress and often employ a variety of psychological devices to reduce or avoid the
malaise coming from having to make decisions with serious national security implications
in the face of incomplete information and inadequate knowledge.

“Defensive avoidance” is a term coined by Alexander George describing the
practice of escaping from the tension of making hard choices by shutting oneself off to the
full consequences of the choice to be made. Procrastination is a particular from of this
practice. “Bolstering” is a form of defensive avoidance where the decisionmaker
unconsciously “increase[s] the attractiveness of one option ... and [does] the opposite for

competing options.” The problem with bolstering is that it “can result in distortion of
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information-processing and option appraisal.” This is particularly likely when the
decisionmaker either rushes his choice for political reasons or is forced to make a decision
because of external constraints and deadlines. Rushing a policymaking decision means
“foregoing the possibility of using remaining time to obtain still additional information and
advice.”?®

Besides using defensive avoidance, policymakers can use a variety of “cognitive
aids” such as heavy reliance on ideologies or historical analogies to help them make
decisions in the face of issues clouded by uncertainty. However, “there is a danger that an
executive will resort prematurely to one of his [or her] favorite aids to reach a decision or
rely too heavily on it.... The result may well be to cut oneself off from the possibility of
benefiting from a broader or in-depth analysis of the problem that advisers or the

»2 Moreover, “information

organizational information-processing system can provide.
processing for policymakers can be seriously impaired by the strong tendency displayed by
individuals (and organizations as well) to see only what they expect or want to see ... and
the tendency to assimilate incoming information to one’s images, hypotheses, and
theories.... Distorted information processing of this kind can contribute to a justified

30

lowering of one’s guard ... [or] to an unjustified and costly raising of one’s guard.

The Role of Intelligence
Policymakers who constructively use information to the best of their ability always

try to obtain as much information as possible to support their decisionmaking process, and

traditionally have used the intelligence community as their most valued source. History

2 George, pg. 19.
» Ibid, pg. 19.
% 1bid, pg. 20-21.
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has shown that policymakers to succeed “need support from intelligence.”®! For many
policymakers, “if intelligence analysts do not do the work of keeping up with developments
overseas that the decisionmakers need to know about, [the analysis] does not get done.” It
has always been in the self-interest of policymakers to seek out the relevant intelligence
analyst who supports them, informs them, and helps them keep up with a broad range of

developments they could not possibly follow on their own.*

Intelligence Perspective of Supporting Policymakers

In theory the intelligence community exists to enable policymakers to transfer part
of the stress and malaise of dealing with uncertainty to those with professional training and
expertise in collecting and analyzing information. In reality the relationship is far more
complex. Each side often shows little understanding of the other’s capabilities,
responsibilities, and pressures. Former Director of Central Intelligence Robert Gates writes
that the intelligence business is a “black art” for most policymakers, “neither adequately
understood nor adequately exploited.” On the opposite side, intelligence officers are often
also equally unfamiliar with how a senior policymaker might use the intelligence they
produce and disseminate.*

There are four major types of intelligence products, each of which has very
different utilities to the policymaker. The CIA’s A Consumer’s Guide to Intelligence
breaks down the intelligence community’s products into the following categories.

e Current Intelligence - addresses day-to-day events, apprising policymakers of new

global developments, and includes intelligence products such as The President’s
Daily Brief (PDB), Military Intelligence Digest (MID), and the National

3! Davis, Wolfowitz interview.

32 Nye testimony.

33 Robert M. Gates, “An Opportunity Unfulfilled: The Use and Perceptions of Intelligence the White House,” The Washington Quarterly,
(Washington, D.C. Winter 1989) pg. 36.
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Intelligence Daily (NID).**

¢ Estimative Intelligence - deals with global estimates of “what might be” or “what
might happen.” The goal for this form is to try and fill in gaps for policymakers
between available facts and hard analysis by suggesting alternative patterns into
which the facts might fit. This type is most widely embodied in the National
Intelligence Estimates which are periodic intelligence community-wide publications
that conduct long-term assessments of regional areas and topical issues of national
security importance.

e Warning Intelligence exists to sound an alarm or give notice to policymakers of
impending threats and other significant events that affect the U.S. national interest.
There are numerous real-time messaging systems within the intelligence community
for transmitting information between agencies and to the relevant policymakers.
¢ Research Intelligence generally consists of medium to long-term intelligence
research on key foreign countries and what the intelligence community refers to as
“transnational issues” such as terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, and world economic trends. This type of intelligence is disseminated to
policymakers in official, ad hoc production forms such as the CIA’s Special
Intelligence Reports, Intelligence Memoranda, and Intelligence Reports.3 5
Of these, the most common is current intelligence, but to the extent they read
intelligence at all, most policymakers spend very little time reading current intelligence
since it is not usually tailored to policymakers’ specific needs.>® The President’s Daily
Brief (PDB) is a daily serial publication that serves as an exception largely because it is
written for a small group — perhaps a dozen senior policymakers — and that group includes
the President of the United States. The PDB’s daily content is supplemented with an

average of 5 personalized memoranda that respond to the previous day’s briefing or to any

other request for analysis. The PDB can also respond to policymakers’ requests with raw

34 The National Intelligence Daily has been renamed since the election of President George W. Bush, but the source will still be referred
to here as the NID since that was the name of the source when this data was collected.

35 The Office of the Director of Central Intelligence, 4 Consumer’s Guide to Intelligence, Published by the Central Intelligence Agency
and available for purchase by written request using document #PB99-928006 from NTIS, U.S. Department of Commerce, 5285 Port
Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia 22161, or can be ordered electronically at http:/www.ntis.gov/.

3 Davis, Blackwill interview.
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intelligence reports that have not yet been analyzed.?’

Other types of current intelligence can be delivered in direct response to
policymakers’ requests and tailored as best as possible to their needs. Any intelligence can
be delivered in written or oral form, or as a combination of the two styles in an annotated
briefing. As long as the intelligence is delivered in a timely fashion, relative to the
policymaker’s needs, this form of intelligence is usually well received and useful to the
policymaker, but there are exceptions.*®

Policymakers, as described above, rely on information to mitigate uncertainty, and
many rely on data and analysis from the intelligence community for that support, but this
reliance can create friction with several basic cultural pillars of the intelligence community.
The problem lies with the term support which “for policymakers means a shared and active
interest and, if necessary, advocacy [of a policy] ... which runs counter to the intelligence
community’s long standing position not to advocate any policy.”® The intelligence
community strongly holds that taking an advocacy role will destroy the perceived
reputation of objectivity, which is vital to preserving its credibility as an information
support body.*’

A problem arises when policymakers see intelligence analysis as simply another
resource they can use either to help decide how to advance a goal or help fend off
bureaucratic attacks from those who seek to thwart their policies. Policymakers’ attitudes

toward intelligence are therefore shaped by the degree to which it will enable them to

%7 John E. McLaughlin, Defense Intelligence Journal, Volume 6, Number 2, Fall 1997, “New Challenges and Priorities for Analysis.”

3 CIA, Consumer’s Guide.
39 Mark Lowenthal, Studies in Intelligence, 1992, Volume 36, Number 2, “Tribal Tongues:Intelligence Consumers, Intelligence

Producers,” (Central Intelligence Agency, McLean, VA).
“° John Deutch, Direction of Central Intelligence, speech to the World Affairs Council, “The Future of U.S. Intelligence,” 7/11/95.
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increase their influence within and without their own government. For a policymaker, “the
[intelligence] analyst whose product casts any doubt on the probable success of the policy

becomes a member of the enemy camp.”41

Conclusions
This chapter defines the theory and practice of how policymakers use information.

Policymakers need information to mitigate uncertainty and stress when making key policy
decisions. The personal style and attributes of policymakers vary considerably, but all need
varying support to make decisions. The problem for policymakers is balancing daily
pressures of their jobs with finding time to stay informed. The best solution is to find
trusted, reliable information sources who can offer the best support. Traditionally for
policymakers that source has been the intelligence community.

The next chapter uses three foreign policy cases to highlight how the intelligence
community has historically supported policymakers, and how the policymaking community
has used intelligence. Each case identifies decisionmakers who needed intelligence to
mitigate great uncertainty about the strength of Soviet strategic nuclear forces, and points
out policymakers who in the absence of good information used different sources of
information to push their agendas. Each case validates that intelligence in the pre-
information age was the pre-eminent source of information for policymakers. This serves
as a foundation against which to compare how intelligence serves policymakers today in

the information age.

41 L. Keith Gardiner, Studies in Intelligence, 1989, Volume 33, Number 2, “Dealing with Intelligence-Policy Disconnects,” (Central
Intelligence Agency, McLean, VA).
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Chapter Three — Historical Examples of Policymakers’
Use of Intelligence

Summary
This chapter will illustrate how policymakers used information in the following

three cases from history.

o The “Bomber Gap” of 1954 — 1956;
¢ The “Missile Gap” of 1957 — 1960;
e The Cuban Missile Crisis (1962).

These will serve as a foundation against which to evaluate how policymakers use
intelligence today in the information age.

The previous chapter explained how policymakers need information to make
decisions in the face of uncertainty and stress. To be successful, a policymaker must be
able to determine which sources of information are most helpful and which are not.
Following this line of analysis, the case studies in this chapter will show that policymakers
prior to the information revolution chose to rely on intelligence analysis more than any
other sources to alleviate uncertainty about the most pressing foreign policy issues of the
time.

In these case studies, policymakers were under tremendous stress to formulate U.S.
defense policy in the face of great uncertainty about the true military strength of Soviet
Union. Unlike today, analysis in these cases was far less varied and dynamic in form and
presentation. In the first two cases, there was a high availability of information and great
competition between information providers — both within the government and without. In
the third case — the Cuban Missile Crisis — intelligence was the only source of information
on the Soviet missiles in Cuba. For all three, the presentation form and style for

information on these events was limited to the written word published on paper and
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disseminated by hand, or the spoken word disseminated in person in the form of an
intelligence briefing, via the telephone, or on televised broadcast.

In each case, the intelligence community distinguished itself from all other sources
of information — not because of any advantage in presentation, style, method of
dissemination, or availability — but because it was able to develop unique sources and
methods of information collection and analysis. These secret sources captured information
available to no other sources. This information was of such high quality that far more than
any other source, it was able of alleviate policymakers’ stress of making decisions in the
face of great uncertainty.

The most senior policymakers, those with access to the best intelligence, developed
a trust and confidence in the intelligence community because it was able to gather
information from unique and fantastic sources such as the U-2 reconnaissance plane, the
first reconnaissance satellite CORONA, and a Soviet GRU colonel named Oleg
Penkovskiy who spied for the U.S. This trust created mindsets and institutional biases over
time where policymakers valued intelligence analysis so highly that the intelligence
community earned a reputation as having the most valuable information for policymakers.

This chapter makes this argument to compare it with how policymakers might be
using intelligence today. If intelligence traditionally was more valuable to policymakers
because of the advantage it had collecting information, this advantage may be slipping
away. First off, open sources of information have narrowed the lead the intelligence
community traditionally held in intelligence collection, where commercial firms now sell
satellite imagery openly over the Internet, for example. Additionally, global news

organizations now report global events live, keeping policymakers informed in ways the
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intelligence community cannot. Secondly, as international events, action and counter-
action, take place in ever shorter time cycles because of the proliferation of global
information, the intelligence community today may simply not be responsive enough to
serve policymakers needs. These are issues that will be explored in Chapters Four and
Five.

In this chapter, each of these cases describes the historic way policy officials used
information in the critical foreign policy issue of their time — the questions of the military
strength and intentions of the Soviet Union.*? This study neither asserts these were the
only important foreign policy issues of this time period, nor that the intelligence
community was absolutely the best source of information on every aspect of foreign policy
of the day. What is certain is that the intelligence community, prior to the information
revolution, was able to answer policymakers’ questions in ways no other information

source could using unique sources and methods of information collection and analysis.

The Bomber Gap
American policymakers between the years 1953 and 1957 based defense decisions

on the false analysis that the U.S.S.R. was approaching parity and even surpassing the U.S.
in the production of intercontinental, strategic bombers. Policymakers by 1957 reversed
course, however, solely because of intelligence collected by a unique intelligence collection
system — the U-2 reconnaissance plane.

The Bomber Gap “Opens”
The notion of a bomber gap was born in 1953 when an American military attaché in

“2 1t cannot be overlooked that these cases are also well-documented with volumes of intelligence declassified for each. The availability
of good intelligence data made it possible to compare the availability of open source information to the best intelligence of the time. It
must also be noted, however, that this reliance on the U.S. intelligence community for primary data on its performance introduces the
possibility of bias in that the government is more likely to declassify information on cases where it did a particularly good job.
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the Soviet Union sighted a new Soviet intercontinental bomber at an airfield just outside of
Moscow. This new bomber — the first long range Soviet bomber to be powered by jet
engines instead of turboprops —was known as the Myasishchev-4 which NATO later
designated the “BISON” (see photos in Appendix A).* The notion of the “bomber gap”
took further root in 1954 when Aviation Week magazine reported the U.S.S.R. — completely
to the surprise of the U.S. — unveiled the Ilyushin 38 and the Tupolev 200; two long-range,
heavy bomber prototypes.** The IL-38 was described as comparable in size to the U.S. B-
52 bomber (see photos in Appendix A), while the TU-200 was seen as comparable to the
U.S. B-36, but alleged to be “far more modern.” Both bombers were assumed to have
intercontinental range.*

The U.S. at the time had been slowly rolling out initial production models of the
long range B-52 intercontinental bomber. It was unclear if production would be adequate
to safeguard the continental U.S. since American intelligence was unsure of the Soviet
capability to mass produce its new prototype long-range bombers in comparable numbers.*®

The Soviet disclosure that it had developed prototypes of two intercontinental
strategic bombers comparable to the B-36 and the state-of-the-art B-52 for the first time
raised the possibility that the Soviet Union could reach strategic nuclear parity with the

U.S. The Soviets only six months earlier had tested their first nuclear fusion warhead, also

to the surprise of the U.S., and the demonstration of two new aircraft with intercontinental

* Center For the Study of Intelligence History Staff, The CI4 and the U-2 Program, 1943-1974, Central Intelligence Agency, 1998, pg.
20.

* The photos of the planes were revealed directly to editors of 4viation Week magazine, who in turn gave the photos to U.S.AF.
intelligence personnel for evaluation.

%5 In fact, it turns out that Aviation Week was in error publishing the names of the two planes. The plane they named the I1. 38 was in
reality an MY-4 BISON. The Russians never developed a “Tupolev 200” bomber, and the picture published in Aviation Week was
actually of a TU-4 “BULL” bomber.

“ «pictures Reveal Reds’ New ‘Sunday Punch,” Aviation Week, February 15, 1954, pg. 12.
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range created American fears that the U.S.S.R. was challenging the U.S. and American
nuclear superiority.*’ The fact that both developments came within 6 months of each other,
and both came as complete surprises, only compounded American fears.

That the U.S.S.R.’s strategic capabilities were concealed from outside observation
was part of Soviet design. Since the end of WWII, the Soviet Union had effectively
curtained off the entire Soviet Bloc from the outside world, allowing the U.S.S.R. to carry
out its military planning, production, and deployment activities with the utmost secrecy.
American intelligence, as well as every other reputable information organization at the
time, had been unable to effectively crack the veil of secrecy.*®

The sudden realization that the United States homeland might be vulnerable to
nuclear attack touched off new fears for American policymakers. Immediately after photos
of the Soviet aircraft were printed in Aviation Week magazine, former Secretary of the Air
Force Senator Stuart Symington on the floor of the U.S. Senate accused the Eisenhower
administration of “continuing to underestimate Russia’s capability to deliver atomic air
attacks on United States.” He asserted the Soviets were speeding ahead with mass
production of intercontinental bombers and accused the U.S. of only slowly proceeding
with B-52 production and development of the newer, supersonic B-58 Hustler.*’

Symington’s argument was backed up by analysis from multiple sources. A 1954
RAND study predicted that the U.S.S.R. by 1962 would have 500 long-range bombers.

This would translate into a predicted 500% increase between 1958 and 1962 — compared to

47 For The President’s Eyes Only, Christopher Andrew, pp 219-222,
8 The CIA and the U-2 Program, pg. 2-3.
4 «Congress Gets Red Plane Facts,” Aviation Week, February 22, 1954, pg. 13.
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the U.S. that would have only 345 long-range bombers.”® Aviation Week proclaimed that
“the new [Soviet] turboprop bomber similar to the [U.S.] Convair B-36 (see phqtos in
Appendix A) is already in production service and another swept wing turboprop bomber is
in production.... [Soviet] long range bomber production is swinging into high gear.”"
Within the U.S. it appeared the race was on for superiority in strategic bombers.

Ironically, the Eisenhower Administration at the time had been cutting defense
spending as part of its “New Look” defense program. While the Air Force received $22.1
billion in 1953 for new spending, the budget was cut roughly in half in 1954 to $11.4
billion, with the Administration requesting a further, more modest decline to $11.2 billion
in 1955.72 The shock that the Soviets seemed to be developing a modern, long-range heavy
bomber force flew headlong into Eisenhower’s plans for further reducing the defense
budget.

The national reaction was strong against the Administration’s plans for defense
cuts. Against the Administration’s wishes, the U.S. Air Force in 1954 publicly announced it
would accelerate its development program for the new B-58 Hustler (see photos in
Appendix A) strategic bomber to respond to the Soviet advances.” Former Air Force
Secretary Thomas Finletter in October, 1954, became one of the first informed experts to
sound the cry of alarm at the believed growth of Soviet airpower with his pronouncement

that “a thermonuclear Pear]l Harbor in which Russia ‘can destroy in a single sneak blow the

50 Rough Comparison of SAC and the Soviet Bomber Force in the Period January 1958 to January 1962, J.E. Lipp, RAND Report 2305-
PR, 9 July 1954, pg. 4.

51 «“Reds Put Muscle on Strategic Air Arm,” Aviation Week, March 15, 954, pg. 90.

52 «17,8.A.F. Airpower Funding Request Declining,” Aviation Week, January 25, 1954, pg. 14.

53 «AF Speeds B-58 Develpoment Program,” Aviation Week, May 24, 1954, pg. 13.
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cities and industry of the United States’ will be possible by 1956.>* Editorials in Aviation
Week echoed the warning claiming “the apparent failure of Americans to realize even part
of the significance of the hydrogen bomb, and of Russia’s possession of it, has been a
baffling phenomenon. The menace of Russia to this country simply has not been grasped
in any degree by America.” The magazine urged that the U.S. was in need of an “atomic
air striking force ... [with] more and better planes ... so that we may be sure to win this
race for quality — all at the level of excellence we call overwhelming.”

American fears were not unfounded. By all accounts — and without good
information to the contrary — it appeared to American strategists that the U.S.S.R. was
suddenly engaged in a crash program to develop nuclear weapons as well as a fleet of
intercontinental bombers to deliver those weapons to American soil. The Soviet Air Force
until then had been mostly dedicated and developed for short-range, tactical missions and
not long-range, strategic bombing. The U.S.S.R. had never developed a long-range, heavy
bomber before or during WW 11, focusing instead on fighter planes and light and medium
bombers.*® Moreover, there had been no available evidence in the early 1950’s (either to
any open- or classified sources of information) that the Soviets were engaged in any long-

range bomber program until they started demonstrating prototypes and alleged production

models.

Post-War U.S. Intelligcence Efforts Against The U.S.S.R.
The closed Soviet society presented post-WW II America with intelligence

challenges that initially could not be overcome. President Harry Truman signed into law

% «Sneak Attack: Finletter says one Red strike can destroy U.S.; Former AF Secretary urges realistic planning,” 4viation Week, October
11, 1954, pg. 16.

55 « Arming for Keeps,” editorial, Aviation Week, October 11, 1954, pg. 114,

% 1t is important to remember that the Russian people during World Wars 1 & II fought most of their battles against enemies on Russian
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the National Security Act of 1947 creating the CIA largely to counter the new post-WWII
threat of the Soviet Union.”” The primary mission of the CIA was to uncover or collect
data on the U.S.S.R. and analyze that data to provide insights to U.S. policymakers.® The
CIA’s earliest successful intelligence collection method in the late 1940°s was to exploit
captured German WWII maps, photos, and documents that the Nazis created to prepare for
Hitler’s invasion of Russia. By the early 1950’s this data was rapidly becoming outdated
and CIA shifted its collection activities to interrogate released German WWII prisoners of
war who were just starting to return from Soviet captivity.® This information made up
almost all of the U.S. intelligence on the U.S.S.R. since CIA had little or no success
establishing any other kinds of intelligence collection networks inside Soviet territory. In
fact, through 1954 “the CIA had no significant agent networks on Soviet soil.”*

The fragmentary nature of U.S. intelligence on the U.S.S.R., coupled with
American policymakers’ frantic need for information on this new potential adversary, led
the U.S. to attempt the first aerial photography of the U.S.S.R. with modified U.S. Air
Force B-29 and B-47 bombers, reconfigured as RB-29 and RB-47 reconnaissance planes,
respectively (see photos in Appendix A). This effort failed to provide any sort of
intelligence boon. Even the most successful penetration of Soviet airspace carried out by
an R-47 only penetrated the fringes of the U.S.S.R. — 450 miles into Soviet airspace —
before turning for home. The U.S. intelligence picture turned even more grim by 1950 as

the U.S.S.R. firmed up its air defense network and began shooting down the intruding U.S.

soil, making long-range bombers unnecessary.
57 Many argue that Truman created the CIA as a direct reaction to the Japanese sneak attack on Pearl Harbor. At the end of World War I

the most likely source of sneak attack was from the U.S.S.R.
58 In From the Cold, Allan E. Goodman, Gregory F. Treverton, Phillip Zelikow, pg. 137.
5 The CIA4 and the U-2 Program, 1943-1974, pg. 3.
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reconnaissance planes. The U.S. continued its reconnaissance flights over the Soviet Union
through 1955, but the losses of planes and men continued, and the aircraft never penetrated
deep enough into Soviet airspace to return any intelligence that was very useful.®!

In the meantime, U.S. planners were making decisions based on analysis that was
not supported by hard data. The U.S. Air Force in 1954 without good supporting data
supplied RAND analysts with estimates the U.S.S.R. would build 500 long-range bombers
by 1962. RAND used the Air Force estimates in its analysis even though it was assumed
the figures were flawed. A 1954 RAND report cautioned “[Soviet] inventory figures for
January *58 are based on Air Defense Command estimates.... The rapid growth ... [of
“Soviet] heavy and medium bombers by 62 is an intelligence estimate which probably
should be taken with a grain of salt.”? Unfortunately, in the absence of any better analysis,
the Air Force estimates were equal to the best intelligence available.

The lack of U.S. intelligence on the U.S.S.R. explains why the Soviets’ deliberate
disclosure of the existence of the BISON bomber in 1954 — an aircraft capable of attacking
American homeland targets with nuclear weapons — came as a complete surprise to the
U.S. This was a surprise which would be repeated several more times in the 1950’s as the
Soviets continued to project the image of a nation pushing an ambitious crash program to

develop long-range bombers.®

The Bomber Gap “Widens”: The Moscow Air Shows
The perception of the bomber gap was cemented by two distinct events. The first

was a Soviet deception effort during a 1955 May Day Soviet military demonstration. Since

 For the President’s Eyes Only, Christopher Andrew, pg. 212.

¢! The CIA and the U-2 Program, 1943-1974, pp 3-4.

% Rough Comparison of SAC and the Soviet Bomber Force in the Period January 1958 to January 1962, ].E. Lipp, RAND Report 2305-
PR, 9 July 1954, pg. 4.
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unveiling the prototype the Soviets had only produced ten of the BISON bombers — a secret
unknown to the West — but flew all ten of those bombers around the airshow reviewing
stand several times in different formations to give the impression that there were at least
twenty, and possibly as many as thirty operational bombers.** CIA analysts as well as the
media and other non-government experts believed, given standard operating procedures
and serviceability rates, that the Soviets must have had between forty and sixty operational
bombers in their fleet in order to have flown between twenty and thirty of the aircraft.®
The possibility that the Soviets were capable of producing between forty and sixty
operational long range bombers in one year since demonstrating the prototype quickly set
off fears that the U.S.S.R. had the capability to overtake the U.S.

To put the series of events in perspective, the U.S. in November 1951 rolled out the
first experimental B-52 but did not complete the first operational aircraft until almost three
years later in August 1954. Prime contractor Boeing completed the first 28 operational B-
52’s in approximately one year after completing the first operational aircraft. The U.S.
production capacity of twenty-eight B-52’s per year was far below the inferred production
rate of the U.S.S.R. of between forty and sixty MY-4’s per year.®

In the aftermath of the May, 1955 Moscow airshow, Aviation Week’s lead story
titled “Russian Jet Airpower Gains Fast on U.S.” opened with the analysis that “Russia is
winning its technology race with the U.S. to develop superior airpower.... The Red Air

Force has made such rapid progress in design and production of long-range jet bombers

¢ Intentions and Capabilities:Estimates on Soviet Strategic Forces, 1950-1983, Central Intelligence Agency History Staff, pg. 6.

4 U.S. Intellience and the Soviet Strategic Threat (2nd edition), Lawrence Freedman, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1986),
65-67.

gs Central Intelligence Agency History Staff, Estimates, pg. 5.

¢ “Heavy Bomber Chronology,” Aviation Week, May 23, 1955, pg. 13.
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that it shocked even the top level and most knowledgeable military aviation leaders in the
Pentagon....” One clear conclusion was “the rapid acceleration rate of aeronautical
progress indicates the vast effort ... the Russians have been pouring into their military
aviation program since 1946 has reached the payoff stage.” As a consequence, “the current
momentum of the Soviet technology drive has virtually wiped out the once-wide margin of
technological superiority once enjoyed by the United States Air Force.”®’

At this point lacking any credible contrary analysis, American decisionmakers in
Congress, the Air Force, and in the Eisenhower Administration, spurred a supplemental
increase in B-52 production in the 1955 budget of 35 percent. They claimed the increase
came from a shared feeling in the Congress and the Administration that “we simply can’t
afford to take second place in any of the race to develop the most effective delivery system
for nuclear weapons.” The effect of this decision was to increase the spending on B-52’s
by $300 million (in 1955 dollars) and increase the number of B-52’s on order to a total of
500 — 200 more than the 300 previously requested.® As Aviation Week described this turn
of events, “from a complacent attitude of ‘all’s well’ and ‘no changes are necessary’ this
administration has switched to public admission that the Russian threat is real and that it
requires positive action to accelerating production of key U.S. aircraft such as the ... B-
52.7%

Only one month later the Soviets in July, 1955 released the next major shock of the

bomber gap, unveiling three new, long-range TU-95 “BEAR” bombers at the Tushino

Airshow outside of Moscow (see photos in Appendix A). The existence of these bombers

7 “Russian Jet Airpower Gains Fast on U.S.” Aviation Week, May 23, 1955, pg. 12.
% «(J.8.AF. Recognizes Red Gains, Spurs B-52” Aviation Week, June 6, 1955, pg. 12.
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again caught the U.S. intelligence community, as well as other open source organizations,
by surprise. The BEARSs appeared to be in series production as well, convincing more U.S.
decisionmakers that the U.S.S.R. was engaged in a crash program to build long-range
bombers designed to attack the U.S.” Certainly the U.S. Air Force was convinced of Soviet
superiority at the time, with key Air Force leaders claiming “Soviet Russia not only is
making scientific and technological advances at a faster rate than the U.S., she also is
beating us at our own game — production.””"

By February of 1956 the U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff General Nathan Twining was
warning Congress of Soviet superiority in several areas of airpower. Twining at that time
warned that the U.S.S.R. had already surpassed the U.S. in numerical superiority and was
now surpassing the U.S. in quality of airpower as well. He claimed that the threat of Soviet
superiority meant that the U.S. needed to further increase spending or face the reality of a
real threat of Soviet attack against the U.S."

One consequence of this bomber gap testimony was a Congressional initiative to
begin a broad inquiry to evaluate the nation’s airpower, led by then-Senator Lyndon B.
Johnson.”® Of greater significance was the enormous increase in the Administration’s
request for funding for the U.S. Air Force, jumping from actual expenditures in 1955 of
$2.5 billion for aircraft, engines, and parts to a request of $6.3 billion in 1956.”*

Furthermore, an Aviation Week article titled “General LeMay Gives Russia Four Years to

Outstrip U.S.” stated that “prodded by apprehensive public statements by General Nathan

¢ «Reversal on Russian Airpower Threat” Aviation Week, June 6, 1955, pg. 134.

0 «oviets show New Airpower Over Moscow,” Aviation Week, July 18. 1955, pg. 16.

" Speech by U.S.AF. Vice Chief of Staff Thomas White, “White Warns of Red R&D, Production,” Aviation Week, February 20, 1956,
pg. 31

2 “Russians Outpacing U.S. in Air Quality, Twining Warns Congress,” Aviation Week, February 27, 1956, pg. 27.

44




Twining ... and General Thomas White, the Administration on August 9 submitted a
supplemental Fiscal 1957 budget request of $248 million to Congress ... to be used to
increase the procurement of B-52’s and step up the jet bomber’s production rate.” As
reported in Aviation Week, this increase was still considered inadequate by the head of the
U.S. Strategic Air Command General Curtis LeMay who felt the U.S. would still be at risk
because “production of the [Russian] BISON bomber at present is still greater than that of
the B-52, “if our estimates are correct.” Combined BISON and BEAR production is
‘substantially’ higher than B-52 production.”” Only three weeks later on May 28, 1956,
LeMay in Congressional testimony predicted that “Russia will have the strategic air
capability within three years to deliver a knock-out blow which would destroy the U.S.” if
finding levels are not increased further.”® After another three weeks, LeMay in
Congressional testimony requested an additional $1.8 billion for new B-52 bombers, $1.8
billion for new bases, and $100 million for parts and other components.”’

American strategists and defense planners were not so easily duped by obvious
Soviet ploys, but were truly victims of a well planned Soviet deception campaign. The fact
that the Soviet deception was so successful owes more credit to the ability of the Soviets to
completely close off their society to outside observation than blame on the part of the U.S.
for being so easily deceived.

U.S. strategists considered the possibility that Soviet disclosures were part of a

deception campaign but dismissed the idea. A 1954 RAND study pronounced that

7 «Airpower Strength Evaluation Planned by Senate Committee,”: Aviation Week, September 19, 1955, pg. 16.
" «president Seeks $8 Billion for Aircraft and Missile Procurement,” Aviation Week, January 23, 1956, pg. 27.
75 “General LeMay Gives Russia Four Years to Outstrip U.S.” Aviation Week, May 7, 1956, pg. 28.

7 «1J.8.8.R. Will Have Knock-Out Punch in °59,” Aviation Week, May 7, 1956, pg. 28.

7« e May Asks for $3.8 Billion Budget Hike,” Aviation Week, June 18, 1996, pg. 26.
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what we are witnessing in this current development is
obviously a Soviet technique of disclosure.... A few
observations about past Soviet practice in weapons disclosure
will be made, however, with particular reference to the extent
to which it has involved bluff. In the past, Soviet leaders
have apparently believed that, since the strength of Russian
armed forces served as the ultimate and probably also the
most reliable deterrent against possible attack from abroad, it
was wise policy to reveal that strength to a potential
enemy.... The Russians seem never to have claimed
possession of weapons which they did not actually have or
were not interested in and capable of developing.™

Another RAND report published one year later conceded that “interpretation of
Soviet disclosures of military capabilities and intentions is a major problem in intelligence
evaluation.” The author Raymond Garthoff concludes that “Soviet disclosure by display of

new aircraft reveals no known or apparent use of this medium for deception on aviation

weapons development.””

In the absence of good intelligence, and considering the opaque nature of the Soviet
Society, RAND analysts advised the Air Force that the Soviets were probably not bluffing
since Soviet pronouncements had generally been genuine in the past. Consequently, the
signals the Soviets were sending about bomber strength were assumed to be true. A
conservative estimate was probably seen as prudent strategy at the time. There is a logic in
worst-case-scenario planning when estimating the strength of an opponent who could
destroy all of your largest cities. While this is an imperfect way to analyze the strength of
an opponent, it only underscores how great a need the U.S. had for a new and better

intelligence collection system.

8 Apparent Soviet Disclosures of New Weapons December 1953 January 1954, RAND Corporation report 2074-PR, M.J. Ruggles, L.

Goure, 3 February 1954, pp 4-6 (emphasis mine).
™ Disclosure and Demonstration in Soviet Military Policy: A Survey of the Problem of Analysis, RAND Corporation report 2843-PR,

Raymond L. Garthoff, March 31, 1955.
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The CIA’s Response — The U-2
The Eisenhower administration, under tremendous pressure from the Congress and

the Air Force to increase defense spending, agreed to raise its 1957 budget submission for
U.S.A'F. aircraft procurement by $350 million. Even though Eisenhower was still eager to
cut the defense budget, he was receiving intelligence reports that supported the bomber gap
notion. These reports were bolstered by intelligence estimates that relied on the same data
available to the U.S. Air Force and open sources which came from official visits to the
U.S.S.R., Soviet military demonstrations, and Soviet air shows. The President felt these
reports left him little choice but to raise defense spending to meet the Soviet threat.

Through 1956, the CIA estimates on Soviet airpower assumed the Soviets had
produced 45 BISON and 35 BEAR long-range bombers, and predicted the Soviet Union by
1959 would have 400 BISON and 300 BEAR aircraft in operational use to attack the
continental U.S.® This predicted level of Soviet airpower threatened to put all U.S. bases
at risk of Soviet attack by the end of the decade, but the prediction was based on the
assumptions that came out of the supposed increase in strength witnessed on official visits
and at the Soviet airshows. As inaccurate as were these sources, there was still no better
source of information on Soviet airpower, even though various inventors and defense
contractors for the years between 1948 and 1953 had been offering the Air Force a better
method of collecting such information.

The U.S. Air Force in the late 1940°s and early 1950’s had toyed with concepts of
building a special purpose reconnaissance airplane designed for no other mission than high

altitude overflights of the U.S.S.R., but all such concepts were blocked by internal debates

% Central Intelligence Agency National Intelligence Estimate 11-56, November 1956, found in Soviet Gross Capabilities For Attack on
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over the necessity of designing a special reconnaissance aircraft vs. adapting long bombers
to the task. Most generals at the time were uninterested in building and buying any plane
that carried no guns nor bombs. By the end of 1954, however, the civilian officials within
the U.S.A.F. had turned around to believe there was a need for such a plane, largely
because of the level of uncertainty of what was going on within the Soviet Union, and
because the existing modified bombers were not up to the task of getting the information
the U.S. desperately needed. !

The Air Force in the Summer of 1954 awarded one contract for a specialized, high-
altitude reconnaissance plane to the Martin company from the United Kingdom for a
modified version of their Canberra bomber (which became known in the U.S. as the B-57),
and another contract was awarded to the American Bell company for its proposed X-16
reconnaissance airplane. One notable proposal the Air Force rejected came from the
Lockheed Corporation, offering the plane that would become known as the U-2 (see photos
in Appendix A). Undaunted, Lockheed continued development of its plane and sought
other sources of funding. Lockheed’s eventual source of funding would be the CIA.%?

Eisenhower himself in late-1954 directed the CIA to begin development of the
Lockheed design. Eisenhower during the bomber gap controversy had commissioned
several groups of scientists and inventors to examine the problem of collecting information
on the U.S.S.R. One of these groups was the President’s Science Advisory Board whose
membership included Massachusetts Institute of Technology President James Killian.

Another group was simply known as the Land Committee because it was chaired by

the U.S. and Key Overseas Installations and Forces Through Mid-1959, pg 6.
8 The Ci4 and the U-2 Program, 1943-1974, pp 20-31.
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Polaroid Corporation founder Edwin Land. Lockheed chief designer Kelly Johnson —
looking for a customer for his reconnaissance-plane design after it was rejected by the U.S.
Air Force — met with Land and Killian in the Summer of 1954 and convinced them that
only the Lockheed design could fly at high enough altitude to remain out of reach of Soviet
air defense wc:apons.83 Land and Killian met with Eisenhower in late-November, 1954 and
convinced him that American intelligence needed the Lockheed plane. According to
Killian’s memoirs, “Eisenhower approved the development of the system, but he stipulated
that if should be handled in an unconventional way so that it would not become entangled
in the bureaucracy of the Defense Department or troubled by rivalries among the
s_ervices.”84 Eisenhower’s reasoning was that he wanted the U-2 program to be a civilian
operation. In his records the President wrote that “if uniformed personnel of the armed
services of the United States fly over Russia, it is an act of war — legally — and I don’t want
any part of it.” In this way the CIA was directed to fund and develop the plane that became
designated the U-2.%

Lockheed delivered the first U-2 to the CIA in July, 1955. To develop the plane in
less than eight months, Lockheed had taken the fuselage from a conventional F-105 fighter
plane, removed the wings, stripped it down to its most essential components, and then
mated the body to unconventional aluminum wings which most resembled those of a sail
plane. Other technical hurdles had to be overcome as well, such as developing a jet engine
that could operate effectively at the operating altitude of 70,000 feet, and developing a

high-resolution camera system which would be used for imaging targets. The first U-2

% Ibid, pp 20-31.
% Ibid, pp 111-114.

49




squadron was operational and deployed to Wiesbaden, Germany in July 1955, ready to fly
over the U.S.S.R. and learn the truth about the Soviet long-range bomber force.%

The Bomber Gap Shuts
Eisenhower in July 1956 approved 10 days of U-2 missions to fly over the U.S.S.R.

and collect data. It took photointerpreters almost two months to analyze the reconnaissance
photos (see photos in Appendix A) brought back by the U-2, but by the end of August
intelligence analysts had concluded that there were neither BISON, nor BEAR bombers at
any of the Soviet long-range bomber bases known to the U.S. They concluded it unlikely-
to-impossible that the Soviets had constructed unknown long-range bomber bases, given
the known bombing ranges and existing airbase infrastructure within the U.S.S.R. By the
end of the summer of 1956, the Eisenhower Administration knew the bomber gap was a
myth, and that in reality the U.S. held a strong lead over the U.S.S.R. in long-range,
strategic bombers.*’

The difficult role for the Administration was trying to contradict more than two
years of false data and analysis that convinced the American people of the Bomber Gap in
the first place. The Administration’s reluctance to disclose the existence of either the U-2
or the top secret photos it had brought back made the task of correcting this misinformation
even more of a challenge. Even most Congressmen and U.S. Air Force decisionmakers
were left in the dark. Ironically, ignorant of the recently developed and freshly analyzed U-

2 reconnaissance photos, Congress in August, 1956 increased the FY 1957 Air Force

# Sputnik, Scientists, and Eisnchower, James Killian, pg. 84.
8 CIA History Staff U-2 Study, pg 60.

% CIA History Staff U-2 Study, pp 80-96.

87 CIA History Staff U-2 Study, pp 9-13.
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budget appropriation over the Administration’s request by $800 million.®

However the budget Eisenhower submitted in January 1957 for FY 1958, his first
budget since receiving the analysis of the U-2 photos — set in motion a gradual but
significant decline in U.S.A F. airpower, which dropped at its fastest rate since the
disarmament after WW II. The U.S.A.F. goal of fielding 137 active air wings was cut to
128 as part of this new budget, with a more likely target of 120 wings set for the near term.
Despite the rhetoric of the bomber gap Eisenhower claimed his budget offered “wise and
reasonable protection for the country.”®

The inevitable and strong opposition to the reduced budget was stifled by Air Force
Secretary Donald Quarles who in testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee
declared “the U.S. is substantially ahead of the U.S.S.R. in long-range strategic air

"0 The revelation

capability — and will remain so under the Administration’s program.
killed Senate opposition to the budget reductions in bomber and fighter strength and the
reductions passed through the budget process quickly.

This testimony was the first open indication that the bomber gap did not exist.
Without the U-2 photography, no major press source or expert-outsider like RAND had
ascertained the true strength of the Soviet bomber force. The intelligence community had
access to (and power over) information available to no other source, giving the intelligence
agencies of the U.S. government a monopoly over the most important information

policymakers needed. The policymakers who had the U-2 images of Soviet bomber bases

were able to make informed decisions in a way that was impossible for any policymaker

8 «Congress Gives Airpower New Strength,” Aviation Week, August 13, 1956, pg. 30.
% «¢8.6 Billion Asked for Planes, Missiles,” Aviation Week, January 21, 1956, pg. 26.
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who did not have access to the intelligence. The obvious conclusion for policymakers to
learn from this case was that intelligence was vital for relieving uncertainty in the most
important foreign policy events.

There was little time, however, for analysis of the intelligence community’s role in
these events or even how or why the misperception of Soviet bomber strength could go on
for so long. By the end of 1957 the U.S. was engaged in controversy similar to the bomber

gap, but this time involving Soviet long-range, intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs).

The Missile Gap

The Missile Gap case follows right on the heels of the Bomber Gap and shows once
again that in the most pressing foreign policy issues of the day, the intelligence community
had a dominant position in supplying policymakers with the most important, most accurate,
and valuable analysis available.

Despite the U.S. discovery of Soviet deception of the bomber gap, U.S.
policymakers and intelligence analysts only one year later were duped by Soviet leaders’
pronouncements about the strength of another arm of Russian nuclear forces. In the years
between 1957 and 1961, American policymakers based defense and national security
policy decisions on analysis that the U.S.S.R. was ahead of the U.S. in the production of
intercontinental ballistic missiles ICBMs). Again, policymakers’ need to be informed was
satisfied by information collected by unique sources developed exclusively by the
intelligence community — the first U.S. reconnaissance satellites code-named CORONA,

and a Soviet military intelligence colonel named Oleg Penkovskiy.

% «Quarles Slows Bid for Boost in Budget,” Aviation Week, March 4, 1957. Pg. 28.
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The Missile Gap Opens
Early in 1957, a CIA National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) assessed that “we have

no direct evidence that the U.S.S.R. is developing an ICBM, but we believe its
development has probably been a high priority goal. We estimate that the U.S.S.R. could
probably have a 5,500 mile ICBM ready for operational use in 1960-1961 1 There was
some cause for concern over this estimate, but the Eisenhower administration had just
successfully resolved the bomber gap controversy, learning that the U.S. still held strategic
nuclear superiority. Even though Eisenhower had successfully reduced defense spending
for 1957, U.S. ICBM development and funding was proceeding at a conservative but
steady pace to meet the Soviet challenge. There was little or no action taken to respond to
the CIA estimate.”

The first real indication to the American public of a Soviet ICBM force came in
April, 1956 when Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev during a diplomatic visit to the United
Kingdom issued a warning that “Russia is developing an intercontinental ballistic missile
with a hydrogen warhead” that “can hit any point in the world.”** Aviation Week reported
that President Eisenhower, Senator Symington, and Air Force Secretary Quarles all made
statements asserting their belief that was Khrushchev was not bluffing >

The revelation of a Soviet ICBM program came as a shock to the American public,
and to many in Congress as well, both of whom had no access to CIA estimates.
Eisenhower and the U.S. Air Force believed Khrushchev’s statement since CIA estimates

in 1954 had predicted there was “conclusive evidence of a great postwar Soviet interest in

91 Soviet Capabilities and Probable Programs in the Guided Missile Field, CIA National Intelligence Estimate #11-5-57, January 1957,
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guided missiles and indications that the U.S.S.R. has a large and active research and
development program.”” Even though there was little data on any specific Soviet missiles
under development or in production at the time, the CIA predicted the U.S.S.R. might have
an operational ICBM as early as 1960, but more likely by 1963. There had been no real
cause for alarm in the Eisenhower Administration in 1956 and 1957 since the U.S. still held
the strategic edge in bombers and was planning on deploying its own Titan ICBMs by
1962.%¢ Only one year later in May, 1957 the Soviet Union surprised the U.S. to become
the first nation to test an ICBM (see photos in Appendix A). U.S. intelligence sources
leaked to the press that the Soviets had made their first flight test of a missile prototype
with intercontinental range. As a consequence, fears about a missile gap were felt
throughout the U.S.*’

These fears were justified. The two components of the gap were advances in Soviet
ICBM development, and lags in the U.S. program. While the Soviets had launched their
first successful ICBM test, the first U.S. experimental system, the American Atlas ICBM
was still awaiting its first test.”® Adding insult to injury, four weeks later the first test of the
Atlas was a complete failure as the missile exploded for unknown reasons only minutes
after launch. Given the Soviets’ apparent successful launch of its first intercontinental
ballistic missile — at least a year ahead of secret U.S. forecasts — and the failure of the first

American ICBM, fears of a missile gap quickly gained strength among the press,

% “Reds Brag About Hydrogen Missile,” Aviation Week, April 30, 1956, pg. 18.
% Soviet Capabilities and Probable Programs in the Guided Missile Field, CIA National Intelligence Estimate #11-6-54, October 1954,
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policymakers and intelligence analysts alike. *®

An Aviation Week editorial summed up the initial stirrings of new fears of
American inferiority to Soviet strategic strength. The magazine asserted that it seemed as
if

for the five years of 1949 to 1954, the pace of ballistic

missile development in this country slowed to a leisurely

walk. During this same period the Soviets continued to make

their top priority ballistic missile development.... While the

U.S. “hare” took a forced nap through an ‘economy budget’

sleeping pill, the Soviet “tortoise” plodded on at steady if not

spectacular pace.'®
Compounding these feelings, Russia launched the first earth-orbiting satellite Sputnik in
October 1957, once again suggesting to the U.S. that the Soviet Union was ahead in rocket
technology which was directly applicable to ICBM development.'!

The effect of Sputnik on the Missile Gap cannot be underestimated. Eisenhower
was said to be shocked by the “wave of near hysteria” which had so rapidly swept the
nation. It was as if “the United Sates ... [felt] it had suffered a scientific Pear] Harbor that
left it exposed to Soviet missile attack.”'%?

Just as during the bomber gap era, the Administration’s aim of limiting defense
spending came under intense fire with the revelation of heretofore unexpected
demonstrations of Soviet scientific and military strength. U.S. Air Force and defense
industry leaders in 1957 saw an opportunistic moment to testify on the floor of the U.S.

Congress that they were “facing the inevitability of stretchouts or elimination of some

aircraft and missile programs in ... fiscal 1958 and beyond ...” because of the

% “Facts and Fiction on the ICBM,” Aviation Week, September 2, 1957, pg. 108.
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“Administration’s strong determination to stay within budget ceilings and the national debt
limit.” The point they were making was that these cuts were now coming at a time when

the nation’s security could least afford them.'®

The Missile Gap Widens
By late 1957, the successful Soviet launch of its first ICBM led U.S. Air Force

leaders to predict that the Soviet Union would be able to overwhelm the U.S. with ICBMs
by the end of 1960. Strategic Air Command (SAC) Chief General Thomas Power
predicted that “Russia will attack the U.S. when they think they are stronger than we are...
which will happen by 1960. SAC today is strong enough to discourage the Soviets from
starting a general war ... but the situation will change as Red production of strategic

missiles continues.””!%*

As a consequence Congress in January, 1958 removed Eisenhower’s $38 billion
defense budget ceiling and added $1.26 billion to the fiscal year (FY) 1958 defense
program, most of which was earmarked for ICBM research and development. Congress
then went on to increase the FY 1959 budget by $400 million more than the FY 1958
budget offering “indications that this nation’s missile bill will continue to go up” in future
years. The President, bowing to pressure and public fears of the U.S.S.R., then signed
these budgets into law.'®

Adding to American fears of further lagging behind, Moscow in early December,

1958 announced its ICBM program had entered production status.’® Only one month later,
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Soviet Defense Minister Marshal Rodion Malinkovsky announced at the Soviet Party
Congress in Moscow that “the Soviet Union has intercontinental ballistic missiles with
hydrogen warheads capable of hitting precisely any point on earth.” He added that “our
Army is equipped with a whole series of intercontinental, continental, and other rockets of
long, medium, and short range.”"®” This caught the U.S. totally by surprise since American
ICBMs were still in the early phases of testing and would not enter serial production for
two years. The need for intelligence was greater than ever to prove or disprove the Soviet
claims, but the intelligence community at this time was not able to deliver.

The Limitations Of The U-2
Going back as far as the Summer of 1957, the pressure on Eisenhower to know if a

Soviet ICBM force existed compelled him to approve nine U-2 flights for the Summer of

1957, beginning August 4" cla analysts were convinced that the main U.S.S.R. missile
test facility and test range was located somewhere in Kazakhstan east of the Aral Sea but
were uncertain where it was located. A U-2 pilot on 5 August, 1957, flying the first
mission to search for Soviet ICBM facilities, was instructed to follow the rail lines in the
region looking for anything that could be a missile launch pad. The pilot located the first
Soviet ICBM facility ever discovered by the U.S. CIA analysts named the site Turyatam as
it was labeled on a German map left over from WWIL, but the Soviets identified the base as
Baikonur (see photo in Appendix A). Two days after first Soviet announcement of a
successful ICBM launch, a U-2 overflew the site again, taking better pictures that showed
the site had only one operational missile launch pad.'®

The U-2 had been able to confirm the existence of the Soviet ICBM test program by

17 «president Views Soviet ICBM Claims,” Aviation Week, February 9., 1959, pg. 27.
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locating the test launch facility, but it did not discover any operational launch sites, leaving
unanswered the crucial questions U.S. policymakers needed to know. Repeated overflights
of the test facility showed signs the Soviets were definitely engaged in an ongoing ICBM
testing program of one type of ICBM designated the SS-6. Still, there was no data on the
size of the program, the operational viability of the SS-6 missile, or any actual deployments
that would support the Soviet disclosures. These were key questions since the U.S. was
able to ascertain the SS-6 ICBM was a huge missile for its time — fully twice the size of the
U.S. Atlas and proposed U.S. Titan which could mean it had greater range and payload
capacity — and was fueled by cryogenic liquid that was terribly difficult to handle and
needed to be laboriously and painstakingly loaded into the missile immediately before
launch. This last limitation made the missile a poor choice for operational deployment
since launch preparations could easily take days if not a week or two. It was hard for
intelligence analysts to believe the Soviets would put such a missile into large scale
production instead of pushing ahead to develop solid fuel ICBMs which were far easier to
maintain, only had to be fueled once during initial construction, and could be launched at a
moment’s notice.'®

Unable to disprove the existence of the Soviet ICBM program and having
discovered the Soviets’ main testing facility, CIA by late 1957 released a new special
intelligence estimate that claimed “ICBM development has an extremely high priority in
the U.S.S.R., if indeed it is not presently on a ‘crash’ basis. We believe the U.S.S.R. will

seek to acquire a substantial ICBM capability as rapidly as possible.” The intelligence

1% CIA History Staff, U-2 Study, pg. 138.
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estimate moved up its timetable for Soviet development of an operational ICBM predicting
that “some time during the period mid-1958 to mid-1959, the U.S.S.R. will probably have a
first operational capability with up to 10 prototype ICBMs ... [which] could probably be
produced ... to give the U.S.S.R. an operational capability with 100 ICBMs about one year
after its first operational capability date, and with 500 ICBMs two or at most three years
after first operational capability date.”’'® The problem was that the CIA was making
analysis based on the absence of data instead of on any data they had. This left
considerable uncertainty in their conclusions.

Despite his serious need for information, Eisenhower approved only four more U-2
missions over the U.S.S.R. for the end of 1957, restraining the CIA out of fears that a U-2
could be shot down which would only further inflame relations between the U.S. and
U.S.S.R. None of the four missions was able to discover any other Soviet ICBM facilities,
and none produced any more intelligence on the $S-6.'

Eisenhower’s fears about sending the U-2 over Soviet airspace were well justified.
From the very beginning of the U-2 program Lockheed and the CIA had offered unfounded
assurances the U-2’s high altitude flights would make the plane invisible to Soviet radar
and invulnerable to any surface to air missile (SAM) or fighter plane. The claim of
invulnerability was correct, at least for the time being, since the U.S.S.R. in 1957 and early
1958 had no interceptor or SAM which could reach the U-2’s operating altitude of 75,000
feet. However, even from the first U-2 flights Soviet radar had been able to detect the

plane from the moment it appeared over the horizon, and Soviet diplomats lodged

10 The Soviet ICBM Program, National Intelligence Estimate SNIE # 11-10-57, August 1958.
"' CIA History Staff, U-2 Study, pg. 167.
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continued protests to the Eisenhower government about the overflights. After a Soviet
protest on 5 March 1958 Eisenhower ordered all U-2 wings to indefinitely stand down from
operations, effectively halting the only effective U.S. intelligence collection platform that
could search for Soviet ICBM facilities. Eisenhower would not authorize another U-2
flight until July 1959.'"2

The grounding of the U-2 made the national news. Aviation Week in July, 1958
incorrectly reported that the Air Force, instead of the CIA, “has grounded its Lockheed U-2
high altitude aircraft ... which it uses for weather research. Russian Air Force journals
make frequent mention of the U-2 ... suggest[ing] that ... U-2 flights are for the purpose of
strategic reconnaissance.” "> The report proved that even though they had been powerless
to stop the spy plane, the Soviets had known all along about the supposedly secret U-2
overflights, and had even correctly identified the plane. CIA attempts to conceal the
plane’s true mission had failed, but the missions themselves had been successful simply
because the plane flew too high for the Soviets to intercept.

The CIA still had one remaining operational source of intelligence of great value
but even data from that source led to misleading analysis on the part of the intelligence
community. The U.S. had established powerful, long-range radar units in Turkey that
could identify Russian missile launches and track the missiles throughout their entire
ﬂigh’c.114 Once the U-2 had identified the Soviet test launching facility, it became simple
for the U.S. radar to identify when a launch had taken place and track it.

The truth about the Soviet ICBM program in the late 1950°s was that it barely

12 CIA History Staff, U-2 Study, pp 136-149.
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existed. All Soviet statements about the successes of their ICBMs and the movement into
serial production were propaganda. The Soviets had encountered serious setbacks with the
SS-6 — their only ICBM in development — and “the program was at a standstill. As a result
there were no ICBM launches from Turyatam between 29 May 1958 and 17 February
1959.” The U.S. radar facility in Turkey recorded that Soviet launches had halted, leaving
U.S. Air Force officials to incorrectly conclude the Soviet testing program was completed
and the missiles were entering full production — just as Khrushchev had boasted. The U.S.
Titan and Atlas missiles (see photos in Appendix A) were still at least two years away from
serial production, giving the Air Force the evidence it needed to claim decisively that the
U.S. lagged behind the U.S.S.R. '°

To settle the controversy, Eisenhower grudgingly authorized several more U-2
flights in late 1959, but none of the flights returned with any pictures of Soviet ICBM
operational sites or new testing facilities. Unable to accept there were no other ICBM
facilities, the President ordered three more missions in early 1960 which also provided no
data on any ICBM facilities. A July, 1960 CIA summary of the U-2 program to date
highlighted the uncertainty of the issue and the heavy limitations of intelligence collection
up to that point. The classified study stated “it is estimated that more than 85 percent of the
suitable area, 95 percent of the priority areas, and 85 percent of the rail route mileage in
priority areas have not been observed or covered by usable [aerial photography]. In view
of the large areas still uncovered and the limited number of ICBMs that are likely to be

deployed so early in the Soviet program, it is not surprising that none of these sites has
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been positively identified.”®

Through 1960 there was still no conclusive analysis anywhere of Soviet ICBM
strength. A 1960 RAND Corporation report trying to assess Soviet intentions wrestled
with the lack of any hard data by trying to assess both cases where the Soviets were either
revealing true facts about their ICBM force, or were engaged in deception. The report
opens with the proposition that “if Khrushchev has truthfully represented Soviet missile
capabilities, he has the means to unsettle western intelligence estimates of Soviet ICBM
forces.... If Khrushchev’s recent ICBM claim is unfounded, he may hope by future claims
and demonstrations to achieve no more than a heightening of U.S. leaders’ uncertainty as to
Soviet operational missile forces.” The report goes on further to quote Khrushchev
claiming “our country’s territory is vast; it is possible for us to disperse ... rocket weapons
and camouflage them well. We are creating a kind of system which ... would always be
possible to put in action ... and hit targets from reserve positions.” The conclusion of the
RAND report is that Khrushchev’s claim of concealed missiles is the explanation for why
U.S. intelligence up to that point had not located a single operational Soviet ICBM site.
The report addresses the possibility of Soviet deception, but claims in a footnote that “such
deception is possible, though it seems unlikely. Had deception been his object,
Khrushchev might have stressed the mobility of Soviet ICBMs, as a further means of
unsettling intelligence estimates that they have not yet been extensively deployed; but he
said nothing of mobility.”""” The conclusion of the 1960 RAND report therefore is that

they considered the possibility of Soviet deception, but dismissed it in the face of a lack of
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any hard data.

At the urging of program administrator Richard Bissell, Eisenhower in April 1960
authorized one additional U-2 mission to be flown no later than May 1%, 1960, so as not to
create more tensions before the upcoming May 16™ summit with Khrushchev. To fly the
mission, Bissell authorized the selection of the most experienced U-2 pilot in the CIA —
Francis Gary Powers — who had flown 27 successful missions over the Soviet Union. As
Eisenhower had suspected, the Soviets had, over the previous four years, finally developed
SAMs with great enough range to intercept a U-2 at operational altitude and Powers was
shot down in one of the most famous incidents of the Cold War. As great a crisis as this
created for relations between the two countries, the greatest impact for the CIA of the loss
of the U-2 was that suddenly it had no source of information that could peer into the Soviet
Union, '

The Soviet downing of the U-2 and Powers’ subsequent capture, imprisonment, and
jail term in a Soviet prison was perhaps the lowpoint for the U.S. intelligence community in
the early Cold War period, but it was soon followed by perhaps the greatest intelligence
triumph in the history of U.S. intelligence — the success of the CORONA program which

for the first time gave the U.S. real insight into Soviet ICBM development.

The Success of CORONA and Human Intelligence
The true intelligence successes of the Missile Gap took place after Powers’ plane

was shot down. Only three months later in August, 1960, the U.S. successfully launched
and recovered the first reconnaissance satellite publicly known as DISCOVERER but code

named CORONA. Less than one year later, CORONA data was augmented by human

"7 Khrurshchev on Current Soviet ICBM Capabilities, M. Rush, RAND Report RM-2555, March 15, 1960, pp iii-v, 16-17, 29.
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intelligence (HUMINT) reports from Soviet GRU Colonel Oleg Penkovskiy that delivered
to the U.S. the true nature of the Soviet ICBM force.

The U-2 when it was originally developed was assumed to have a two-year window
of safety before the Soviets developed high altitude weapons that could shoot it down.
Development of a replacement system — CORONA — began at about the same time as the
U-2 (see photos in Appendix A). The program had its origins in 1946 with a RAND
Corporation study on the feasibility of world orbiting, artificial satellites. The concept was
not scientifically feasible until a booster rocket was developed that could put the satellite
into orbit. This became possible in 1953 when the Air Force awarded its highest priority to
the development of the Atlas rocket that could conceivably launch a satellite into orbit as
easily as it could deliver a nuclear warhead on a Soviet target.

The CORONA program officially started in October 1956, coincidentally starting
shortly after the U-2 had provided the first good information on Soviet long-range
bombers. It was not until the Air Force booster rocket was mated with the CIA’s design for
a camera system that Eisenhower placed authority for the program under a joint Air
Force/CIA office headed by the CIA’s Richard Bissell. What made the program a CIA
project was Eisenhower’s firm directive that none of the funding for the imaging satellite
come from the Air Force, but only from the CIA.'*®

The success of the CORONA program was the first real step towards learning the
truth about Soviet ICBM forces. The function of the CORONA system was to orbit a low-

altitude imaging system that would record images on film in a canister and then eject that
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canister back into the earth’s atmosphere where it would deploy a parachute, drift down
and be recovered by a specially equipped airplane. The first CORONA missions were
almost complete failures, with defects occurring in the launch system, the imaging system,
and the re-entry system.”® The first successful recovery of a CORONA satellite came on
the thirteenth mission which was only a partial success since the capsule was recovered in
the ocean and not in mid-air as envisioned. The next mission, however, was a total
success. The CORONA satellites brought back imagery photos of the Soviet Union that in
one mission could cover “more than 50 percent of those portions within the U.S.S.R. within
which ICBM deployment was most likely.”'*! The mission not only delivered images of
the U.S.S.R. that had never been photographed before by U.S. intelligence, but the first
CORONA satellite alone delivered more imagery of the Soviet Union than had the entire
U-2 program between 1956 and 1960.'2
The other major intelligence success that helped end the notion of the Missile Gap

was the recruitment of GRU Colonel Oleg Penkovskiy who passed information to the CIA
revealing the extent to which the Kremlin was bluffing about its ICBM force. In a meeting
with his CIA case officers in April, 1961, Penkovskiy, in referring to the Soviet ICBM
force, reported that

“Khrushchev is yelling that we already have all this. He says

all I have to do is wave a hand and he can fire rockets in the

direction of Cuba — but why is he not doing this? This is a

bluff. [They] said that they can hit the continent of North
America, but to hit a target at this great distance, no. '

120 Ibid.
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Penkovskiy went on to describe that the Soviet ICBM force did exist, but that these

were only

test rockets, which are still undergoing further tests and are
not on bases.... [The U.S.S.R.] does not have the capability
of firing (even) one or two (ICBMs) ... there are not
hundreds even in a testing status. There may be only tens in
that category. Even now it may be possible that somewhere
in the Far East ... there may be some missiles which could
reach other continents and detonate with an atomic, even
hydrogen explosion, but launchings would be completely
unplanned, uncontrolled, and certainly not of a mass variety.
Of this I am completely sure.'?*

Penkovskiy concluded that

“the basic idea ... on the part of Khrushchev is to take the
initiative and to impress upon the minds of the Western
leaders that he already possesses in large quantities these
missiles which he either does not have at all, or he only has a
few of. Often there are tests of one character or another
which in many cases are not even successful, but he already
yells about this as an accomplished thing. Thus the whole
idea ... is to illustrate in one way or another ... in order to
impress upon your military leaders that the Soviet Union has
everything. This is to force your government leaders and
military people to do their planning on the assumption that
the Soviet Union already has a tremendous military
potential ">

Because of the HUMINT passed by Penkovskiy which was corroborated by
CORONA imagery, the ultimate analysis of CIA in 1961 claimed that the Soviets had
achieved operational capability with only four SS-6 launchers in mid-1960, and by 1962

would only deploy 36 launchers, mainly with a later version ICBM, the SS-7.'%

The Missile Gap Shuts
In August, 1961, the latest CIA NIE concluded “new information ... has caused a
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sharp downward revision in our estimates on present Soviet ICBM strength.... We now
estimate that the preset Soviet ICBM strength is in the range of 10-25 launchers from
which missiles can be fired against the U.S., and that this force level will not increase
markedly during the months immediately ahead.” The Estimate credited two major sources
for the revision. “Photographic coverage of large regions of the U.S.S.R. has provided the
first positive identification of long range ballistic missile deployment complexes ... and has
permitted detailed search of large areas of the U.S.S.R..... Finally, reliable clandestine
reports have provided useful evidence on the general status and organization of long range
missile forces.... Therefore, although significant gaps continue to exist and some of the
available information is still open to alternate interpretations, the present estimate stands on
firmer ground than any previous estimate on this critical subj ect.”?’

Even after CIA intelligence closed the door on the Missile Gap, other open sources
of analysis without access to Penkovskiy’s HUMINT or CORONA’s imagery were still
proclaiming the U.S.S.R. had a credible ICBM force. The Institute for Strategic Studies
Military Balance: 1961-1962, proclaimed “it is considered possible that the Soviet Union
could ... have by now built up a force of 200 ICBMs.”'*

The U.S. Congress, which did not have access to any of the intelligence in July,
1961, was still trying to fund defense as if the U.S. was lagging far behind. The Senate for
example moved to accede to SAC Chief Curtis LeMay’s request for over $1 billion in new

funding for strategic systems in the next year’s fiscal budget. The Senate had called in

LeMay to testify “to contradict earlier testimony by Deputy Defense Secretary Roswell L.
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Gilpatrick that that there is no immediate need to spend more money on defense systems.”
The Senate held further public hearings with Air Force officials to contradict similar closed
session testimony given by DCI Allen Dulles who apparently echoed Gilpatrick’s
testimony that the U.S. had no strategic need for crash programs on nuclear delivery

systems. 129

Finally, in mid-November, 1961, the Kennedy Administration, in a move to counter
Congressional claims that the U.S. lagged behind the U.S.S.R., released the conclusions of
the latest NIE to the press, asserting the U.S. actually led the Soviet Union in strategic
weapons systems. The New York Times report recounted the NIE estimate that the actual
missile gap never existed, and that the U.S. at present actually led the U.S.S.R. in strategic
nuclear delivery systems. This was the first account in any major U.S. press source that
even suggested the U.S. led the U.S.S.R. in ICBM development. Interestingly enough,
even with the data supporting the Estimate, while the Air Force “for the first time in many
years ... subscribed to the lower estimates of Soviet missile strength, ... the Strategic Air
Command has remained adamant and does not accept the more optimistic interpretations
placed on the latest intelligence information.”"*°

The conclusion of the Missile Gap case is that from 1957 until 1960, neither the
intelligence community nor any open source was able to collect enough accurate data to
develop good analysis on Soviet ICBM strength. The press, members of Congress and the

U.S. Air Force all were raising fears of a massive Soviet lead in ICBMs without any real

evidence of such a force, but the intelligence community was able to provide conclusive
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evidence that no missile gap existed. The advantage the CIA had over all other sources of
data and analysis is that it had the national capabilities of the American government to
develop, test, and deploy an entirely new form of data collection — the CORONA satellite —
and also had an entire intelligence infrastructure in the U.S.S.R. to recruit Penkovskiy and
collect his information on the Soviet military. No other open source or expert-outsider
such as RAND or the International Institute of Strategic Studies had been able to access
any one source of information that could peer so well into the Soviet Union, let alone two
such sources.

CORONA and Penkovskiy gave the intelligence community a tremendous
competitive advantage available to no other source, which made intelligence more valuable
to policymakers than any other source of information. This was an advantage that carried

over for John F. Kennedy into the Cuban Missile Crisis.

The Cuban Missile Crisis

John F. Kennedy was able to react to the Soviet deployment of intermediate range
ballistic missiles (IRBMs) in Cuba because of the intelligence he received from the CIA.
The intelligence not only proved to the be only credible source of information on Soviet
IRBMs in Cuba, but came early enough to allow the U.S. to challenge the Soviets and force
them to back down. No other source of information was able to give the President that
freedom to act.

Early Signs of the Missile Crisis
Early signs of Soviet support in the early 1960’s for the Castro regime were no

secret from any source of information. The U.S.S.R. had supported Castro since before the

129 «Senate Moves Toward More Bomber Funds, Aviation Week, July 24, 1961, pg. 32.
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success of his revolution against the Batista regime. Soviet involvement in Cuba after the
establishment of a communist government in Havana had been an open secret and by early
October 1962, tension between the U.S. and U.S.S.R. was discussed in the press solely over
the issue of conventional arms shipments to Cuba. Open source press knew about Soviet
support to Cuba but did not know the nature of the weapons. The New York Times as late

as October 15 reported that “so far the weapons reaching Cuba from the Soviet Union

apparently would be [defensive], useful only in fighting off an invasion of Cuba.”"!

The CIA at the time had been able to deliver far more detailed analysis. DCI
McCone as early as August, 1962 had reported to the President that

between 4000 and 6000 Soviet Bloc personnel have arrived
in Cuba since 1 July.... The unloading of most ships takes
place under maximum security, with the Cuban population
excluded from the port areas. Large equipment is noticeable;
large crates have been observed which could contain airplane
fuselages or missile components....

The implications are:

(a) Increased technical assistance to Cuban industry and
agriculture and/or the Cuban armed Forces.

(b) Possible establishment of surface to air (SAM) missile
sites.

(c) Possible establishment of Soviet COMINT-ELINT
facilities targeted a%ainst Canaveral and other important
U.S. installations."

At the same time, McCone was having discussions with Secretary of State Dean
Rusk over the possibility of Soviet emplacements of intermediate range ballistic missiles
(IRBMs) in Cuba. The deployment of SAMs in Cuba immediately suggested the need to

protect a high value asset, which led to the hypothesis the Soviets were deploying nuclear-
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armed ballistic missiles to Cuba. Introduced to the idea that the Soviets might put such
missiles at risk in Cuba, Rusk brought up the concept of a possible blockade around the

island.’** By August 23, 1962, Kennedy had directed McCone to have the Board of

National Estimates working continuously on analyzing data collected on Cuba.'**

U.S. Intelligence Efforts Aimed at Cuba
The CIA systematically developed a chain of evidence that became the sole source

of conclusive evidence of Soviet ballistic missiles in Cuba. As of September 3, 1962, CIA
had directed U-2 flights to observe areas in Cuba where there had been extensive military
activity (see photos in Appendix A). Overhead photography had confirmed that the Soviets
had placed extensive SAM equipment around certain heavily guarded areas, Soviet
shipments had been stepped up, and analysts predicted there were signs Soviet shipments
would not let up in the near future.’® On October 1, 1962, a HUMINT source in Cuba
reported that on 17 September he had seen a convoy of 10 motorcycles, 16 trucks, and
eight trailers moving through the countryside into the mountains. He claimed the trucks
were followed by eight Soviet-built flatbed trailers approximately 32 feet long ... carrying
huge tubes ... covered with canvas.”*®* On October 16, 1962, CIA reported that
“photography of 14 October 1962 has disclosed two areas in the Sierra del Rosario
mountains ... which appear to contain Soviet MRBMs in the early stages of deployment....

The most significant vehicles at this site are six canvas-covered trailers ... used to transport

October 1992, pp 18-20
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the Soviet SS-3 (700 nm ballistic missile) and SS-4 (1100 nm ballistic missile).'’

The U-2 images took two days to develop, process and analyze. CIA briefed
President Kennedy of the development on the morning of the 16™. The main questions
remained about whether the missiles were operational and whether they had been mated

138 Until that information could be ascertained, the executive

with their nuclear warheads.
committee that Kennedy had put together agreed to try and conceal the existence of a crisis
by maintaining their normal schedules.'® For Kennedy, this meant a campaign trip to
Chicago in preparation for the 1962 mid-term elections less than a month away.'*

Identifying the images from U-2 photography relied on specific expertise that had
come specifically through other intelligence means. Oleg Penkovskiy, by this time, had
been arrested by KGB for espionage and would be executed the following year, but the
intelligence he had already delivered to CIA included descriptions of how the Soviet
military developed ballistic missile facilities, and also included visual descriptions of what
those facilities might look like in different stages of development.'*! The Penkovskiy data
was included in the CIA estimate Joint Evaluation of Soviet Missile Threat in Cuba and
credited its source codenamed IRONBARK.

The analysis which came from the IRONBARK data concluded that the Soviet
missiles “must be considered operational now and could be launched within 18 hours after

the decision to launch.”'*? Without Penkovskiy’s detailed information, CIA

photinterpreters looking at the U-2 photographs would have been unable to identify most of
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the IRBM sites and their stage of development.'*

At the same time press reports were certainly aware of a Soviet arms build up and
American concern, but were completely unaware of the serious nature of nuclear-armed
ballistic missiles in Cuba. One day after the CIA report was delivered to the White House,
the New York Times on October 19, 1962 reported that the U.S. Navy had deployed an
additional squadron of fighter planes to the southern tip of Florida to counter the Soviet
arms build up, but quoted without any contradiction a Pentagon spokesman who “insisted
‘there’s no reason to get excited about it....” He explained that it was an ‘ordinary thing to
do."144

Anyone without access to intelligence remained in the dark about IRBMs in Cuba
up until the President revealed the nature of the crisis on public television. Only one day
after the latest CIA estimate was sent to the White House, two days after the White House
was first notified that U-2 images indicated Soviet missiles were deployed in Cuba, and
only five days after the U-2 first took photos of those missiles, Kennedy returned early
from his trip to Chicago, blaming a cold and fatigue from the trip. Vice President Johnson
was reported to cut short a trip to Hawaii, also because he allegedly had a cold, and
returned straight to Washington. The New York Times analysis asserted “the President’s
sudden return to Washington prompted speculation about possible urgent business here that
required his attention. There was even one report that he did not have a cold, but the White
House denied this.” Meanwhile, Dean Rusk had cancelled a speech on Saturday, October

20, and a Pentagon spokesman confirmed that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had been requested

Y2 Joint Evalution of Soviet Missile Threat in Cuba, 18 October 1961, CIA History Staff Cuban Missile Crisis, pp 187-189.
143 Andrew, pg. 290.
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not to leave the city, “presumably because of the need to reach difficult decisions on the
coming military budget.” The Times also reported “unconfirmed reports of vigorous
evening activity in White House offices in the last 48 hours.”'* The following day the
New York Times reported “there was an air of crisis in the capital tonight,” but that the |
President “has wrapped a tight veil of secrecy around the source of concern so far.” The
Times speculated the concern was over something having to do with Cuba and the
deployment of over 40 U.S. warships to the Caribbean but could not report anything more
definitive, especially about any deployment of nuclear-armed ballistic missile.*® The
following day Kennedy announced the American blockade of Cuba to halt further
shipments of Soviet military supplies to Cuba.'*’

Until Kennedy’s television announcement, there had been no prior publicly released
data or analysis about Soviet nuclear-tipped IRBMs in Cuba. The New York Times had
speculated that the President and Vice President might have cut short their respective trips
because of illness, and that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were requested to stay in Washington
for budget deliberations. The analysis would have been completely different had there
been any competing source of information with information on Soviet IRBMs in Cuba, but
only the U.S. intelligence community had that information. This made inferior all other

reporting on Cuba and Soviet intervention, and made CIA data and analysis invaluable.

Conclusions
The objective of the last two chapters is to show how policymakers use and need

information to make decisions, and use case studies to illustrate how intelligence
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historically came to be the most important source for that information. Chapter 2 opens
with a discussion of how policymakers need information to relieve the stress and malaise
that comes from making crucial policy decisions in the face of uncertainty. Prior to the
information age, there were few cases more illustrative than the Bomber Gap (1954-1957),
the Missile Gap (1957-1961) and the Cuban Missile Crisis (1962) that were as important to
policymakers as they were plagued by the stress that could come from making decisions in
the face of uncertainty. In all three cases, policymakers came to realize that information
from the intelligence community — more than information from any other source — could
best overcome that uncertainty.

U-2 photography in the Bomber Gap alerted Eisenhower that Soviet disclosures and
demonstrations of long range bombers did not constitute a major long-range bomber force
which outnumbered that of the U.S. Air Force. CORONA imagery and HUMINT reports
from Oleg Penkovskiy alerted the CIA that the Soviets did not have any lead at all in
ICBMs in the Missile Gap. HUMINT and U-2 imagery was the key for CIA to learn of the
Soviet deployment of IRBMs to Cuba. Moreover, Penkovskiy data was crucial to alerting
the U.S. about the state of readiness of the Cuban missiles, and also allowed CIA to tell
President Kennedy with some assurance that the Soviets did not have a credible ICBM
force with which to threaten the U.S. in retaliation for the Cuban blockade.

The U.S. intelligence community had exclusive sources and methods for collecting
information that allowed it to develop better analysis and better inform policymakers than

any other source. Any policymaker who lacked access to intelligence in any of these three
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cases was not as well informed as any policymaker who had that access to intelligence. On
the other hand, CIA analysis at that time was hardly invulnerable to criticism either.

The intelligence community had very poor capabilities to analyze Soviet bomber
strength before the development of the U-2, had no ability to analyze Soviet ICBM strength
before CORONA or before Oleg Penkovskiy volunteered to divulge strategic information
on his own country, and certainly had no way to learn the truth about the Soviet missiles in
Cuba without a combination of all the aforementioned sources of data. In the first two
cases it was a matter of years between the time policymakers identified a need for better
information on these issues, and the time the intelligence community was able to develop to
U-2 and CORONA to answer that need. The implications for the intelligence
community/policymaker relationship in the modern day are unclear however.

The intelligence community’s dominant position from the era prior to the
information revolution may not hold in the information age. As will be shown in the
follbwing chapter, the information age has created a dynamic and competitive market for
information and attention, and markets can be brutal to institutions that respond slowly to
consumers needs.

The advantages the intelligence community held allowed it to consistently put out
poor analysis and still have policymakers rely on intelligence for year after year until the
intelligence agencies got it right. Policymakers today, looking for the best information to
relieve uncertainty in crucial foreign policy events, in some cases might be able to find
better sources of information in the private sector. New commercial and Web-based
information sources are much more likely to compete with any comparable type of

intelligence analysis — and compete well. The rest of this dissertation will examine how
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well those alternate sources of information do indeed compete for policymakers’ attention
in select foreign policymaking cases. The first step will be to examine the nature of the
information revolution, and then assess its impact on the environment in which

policymakers make decisions.

77




Chapter Four — The Information Age and Its Effects
Summary

The information revolution may be changing how policymakers access
information, as well as the sources they rely on to support foreign policy decisions. To
understand how these effects may be taking place, this chapter presents an in depth
examination of the information revolution and its effects on the intelligence and policy
communities.

The chapter opens with a description of the nature of the current information
revolution. The next section examines the effects of the information revolution on the
intelligence and policy communities, presenting an organizational analysis of both. The
goal of this section is to establish what traditional and information age efforts these
communities have implemented to give policymakers access to the best information. The
intelligence community’s major effort to implement information age technology has been
to create the classified network Intelink and this chapter examines Intelink, presenting
data collected through primary use of the network, as well as data collected from
interviews of individuals who were part of the team that developed it and those who have
access to Intelink on a daily basis.

The policy community’s efforts to implement information age technology varies
across agencies, and so this chapter presents an in depth examination of four selected
policy agencies. This analysis will show how these organizations have developed
infrastructures that in many ways either enable or inhibit policymakers from accessing

the best information when they have a need to be informed. This last section sets the

stage for the following chapter to present the major analysis of this dissertation, which is




to examine the behavior of individual policymakers, and how valuable they find

intelligence analysis to be in the information age.

The Nature of the Information Revolution
The information revolution refers to the ongoing social, political, and economic

change brought about by technological advances in computing and communications. As
University of California at Berkeley sociologist Manuel Castells explains, “we are living
though one of those rare intervals in history.... an interval characterized by the

transformat