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Executive Summary

The publication of The 9/11 Commission Report, the war in Irag, and subsequent negotiation
of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 have provoked the most
intense debate over the future of American intelligence since the end of World War Il. For
observers of this national discussion—as well as of future debates that are all but inevita-
ble—this paper offers a historical perspective on reform studies and proposals that have
appeared over the course of the US Intelligence Community’s evolution into its present form.

We have examined the origins, context, and results of 14 significant official studies that have
surveyed the American intelligence system since 1947. We explore the reasons these studies
were launched, the recommendations they made, and the principal results that they achieved.
It should surprise no one that many of the issues involved—such as the institutional relation-
ships between military and civilian intelligence leaders—remain controversial to the present
time. For this reason, we have tried both to clarify the perennial issues that arise in intelligence
reform efforts and to determine those factors that favor or frustrate their resolution. Of the

14 reform surveys we examined, only the following achieved substantial success in promoting
the changes they proposed: the Dulles Report (1949), the Schlesinger Report (1971), the
Church Committee Report (1976), and the 9/11 Commission Report (2004).

The earliest such study, the January 1949 Dulles Report, achieved its considerable influence
only after a disastrous warning failure almost 18 months later at the outset of the Korean War.
A new Director of Central Intelligence (DCI), Lt. Gen. Walter Bedell Smith, used this report
to make major changes at the Central Intelligence Agency. While organizing the CIA into a
durable internal structure, Smith also formed the Board of National Estimates to coordinate
and produce National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs), created new offices for current intelli-
gence and research, and took control of the Agency’s expanding covert action campaign.
Most importantly, DCI Smith shaped the nation’s disparate intelligence agencies into some-
thing recognizable as an Intelligence Community—a term first used during his tenure. He
maneuvered the Department of State and the Joint Chiefs of Staff out of clandestine opera-
tions, and pushed successfully to bring the signals intelligence capabilities of the armed ser-
vices under civilian control.

Almost 20 years later, as the Vietham War wound down in 1971, James R. Schlesinger of
the Office of Management and Budget (and later DCI) produced a review of the Intelligence
Community for President Nixon and the National Security Council (NSC). While the cost of
intelligence had exploded over the past decade, Schlesinger observed, the community had
failed to achieve "a commensurate improvement in the scope and overall quantity of intel-
ligence products.” A manager was needed to plan and rationalize intelligence collection

and evaluate its product, both within the Defense Department and across the Intelligence
Community. This manager, he explained, could be made anything from a new coordinator
in the White House to a full-fledged ““Director of National Intelligence” controlling the bud-




gets and personnel of the entire community. Since Schlesinger outlined the concept in
1971, the need for a Director of National Intelligence has been a recurring theme in intel-
ligence reform studies.

The Watergate scandal and President Nixon’s 1974 resignation forestalled full adoption of
Schlesinger’'s recommendations, but his report nevertheless prompted significant changes.
These included the creation of a staff to help the DCI manage “Community Affairs,” the
appointment of an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, and the merger of the
armed services’ cryptologic organizations into a Central Security Service under the National
Security Agency (NSA). In the years since President Nixon’s November 1971 response to
Schlesinger’s Report, every DCI has been expected to oversee the preparation of the Intel-
ligence Community’s budgets, to establish intelligence requirements and priorities, and to
ensure the quality of its products.

The investigation of US intelligence by Senator Frank Church’s committee in 1975, which
focused largely on the CIA, marked another watershed. It concluded that the United States
could be well served by its capability for clandestine activities overseas and covert action
operations—with proper safeguards. More importantly, it altered the relationship of the Intel-
ligence Community to Congress. The Senate and House soon formed permanent commit-
tees to oversee the Intelligence Community, which made it more accountable to the
legislative branch. While these two committees have always operated within distinct limits, in
part because of their competition with the established authorizing and appropriating commit-
tees, their oversight has had a clearly positive effect. By looking at the Intelligence Commu-
nity more or less as a whole, they have tended to make it more coherent, disciplined, and
accountable.

The attacks of 11 September 2001 prompted new calls for high-level investigations and far-
reaching reforms. Indeed, the 9/11 Commission’s Report (published in July 2004) was
almost certainly the most influential of any of the surveys examined here, in that it precipi-
tated sweeping amendments to the National Security Act of 1947. Some of its suggestions
echoed those of earlier surveys: the DCI’s duties, for instance, should be split between a
chief of the Intelligence Community and a director of the CIA. President Bush quickly
adopted several of the 9/11 Commission Report’s proposals, signing four Executive Orders
on intelligence and related issues, but Congress soon went further still by enacting the “Intel-
ligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act” in December 2004. That Act incorporated the
precept that American intelligence needed a new sort of coordinator: a “Director of National
Intelligence” (DNI) who would manage the planning, policy, and budgets of the community
across the full range of intelligence, foreign and domestic. This did away with the position of
Director of Central Intelligence and—»by bridging the old foreign-domestic divide—adjusted
one of the compromises struck in drafting the original National Security Act in 1947.




Having examined these and other surveys of the Intelligence Community, we recognize that
much of the change since 1947 has been more ad hoc than systematically planned. The
political impetus to commission a thorough study when contemplating change is neverthe-
less almost inexorable. Our investigation indicates that to bring about significant change, a
study commission has had to get two things right: process and substance.

With respect to process, political sponsorship is important. Two studies that had large and
comparatively rapid effects—the 1949 Dulles Report and the 1971 Schlesinger Report—
were both sponsored by the National Security Council. The 9/11 Commission, with its public
hearings in the midst of an election season, had even more impact, while the Church Com-
mittee’s effects were indirect but eventually powerful. It's perhaps worth noting that a study
commission whose chairman later became DCI, as in the case of Allen Dulles and James
Schlesinger, is also likely to have a lasting influence. Finally, studies conducted on the eve of
or during a war, or in a war’s immediate aftermath, are more likely to lead to change. The
1947 National Security Act drew lessons from World War I, and it was the outbreak of the
Korean War in 1950 that brought about the intelligence reforms the Dulles Report had pro-
posed over a year earlier. The 1971 Schlesinger Report responded to President Nixon’s
need to cut spending as he extracted the United States from the Vietham War. The break-
down of the Cold War defense and foreign policy consensus during the Vietham War set the
scene for the Church Committee’s investigations during 1975-76, but the fact that US troops
were not in combat at the time certainly diminished the influence of its conclusions. In con-
trast, the 9/11 Commission Report was published at the height of a national debate over the
War on Terror and the operations in Iraq, which magnified its salience.

Finally, in the substance of these reports, one large trend is evident over the years. Studies
whose recommendations have caused power in the Intelligence Community to gravitate
toward either the Director of Central Intelligence or the Office of the Secretary of Defense—
or both—have generally had the most influence. This pattern of increasing concentration of
intelligence power in the DCI and Secretary of Defense endured from the 1940s through the
1990s, whether Democrats or Republicans controlled the White House or Congress. Now
that a DNI has replaced the DCI, it is not clear whether a similar trend will continue as the
mission of defending the homeland against terrorism grows in importance. The Intelligence
Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 has changed the equation, making the new
Director of National Intelligence institutionally almost equidistant between the Secretary of
Defense and a new establishment coalescing around the homeland security mission. When
a new pattern of influence and cooperation forms, we are confident that future reform surveys
will not hesitate to propose ways to improve it.
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Introduction

Since the beginning of World War Il, presidents, members of Congress, military
commanders, and a host of officials have puzzled over the uncertain scope and un-
even performance of the US intelligence establishment. Periodically, especially in
times of crisis, Congress and the executive have undertaken to reorganize it or re-
direct the path of its development. Proposals for reorganization and reform, how-
ever, sometimes show little knowledge or understanding of how intelligence
agencies’ capabilities have evolved over the years, how these agencies actually
work, and how they fit together. To comprehend how the American intelligence
structure functions as a system and how it has changed over time is a daunting task
even for those who work in it. Inattention to the Intelligence Community’s historical
and institutional context may help explain why past efforts to reform it have more
often than not produced only limited and fragmentary change.

To understand the Intelligence Community as it exists today thus requires some
grounding in how it has evolved from World War Il into its present complex, dif-
fuse, and often bewildering form. It is this paper’s purpose to explain the evo-
lution of today’s Intelligence Community by examining the principal reform
efforts that various surveys, study commissions, and task forces have under-
taken since 1947. Rather than offering a comprehensive history of the Intelli-
gence Community’s development or of the various surveys themselves, we
hope to identify the principal study initiatives that influenced intelligence reform
and the forms these changes followed.

From the initial proposals drafted at the end of World War Il to the public reports
after the Cold War’s end in the 1990s, teams enjoying broad access to intelli-
gence secrets and a mandate to appraise the American intelligence system

have produced over a dozen studies. While almost all of these reports are now
available in some declassified form, they have hardly ever been assembled and
read together, either in their original state or in their public versions.” The im-

portance of these studies does not rest solely on the effects they produced. Al-

though a few—notably those spurred by a wartime crisis—have produced

" Richard A. Best, Jr., and Herbert A. Boerstling of the Congressional Research Service prepared one of the rare summaries
of Intelligence Community studies. This work, “Proposals for Intelligence Reorganization, 1949-1996,” is available in two
versions. The first was reprinted in House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, “IC21: Intelligence Community in
the 21st Century,” 104t Congress, Second Session, 1996, 335ff. An updated revision was completed by CRS in July 2004;
it summarized reform proposals since 1996. Appendix A of the Aspin-Brown Commission’s final report has a briefer
summary; see Commission on the Roles and Capabilities of the United States Intelligence Community, Preparing for the 21
Century: An Appraisal of US Intelligence, Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1996.
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obvious results, the direct influence of others was much less.2 The 1949 Dulles
Report, for example, had a broad impact on the Intelligence Community’s form
and practice after the outbreak of the Korean War. Other similarly ambitious
studies, however, have been largely ignored, because of either internal flaws or
events beyond their authors’ control. We shall attempt to explain why reform
proposals recur so often, why they occasionally succeed, and why they often
produce little change.

In a sense this monograph traces the history of the position of the Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence. It begins with the challenges faced by the Truman administration
and Congress when they struck the basic compromises that created the post of
DCI, follows the evolution of the vision of centrally coordinated intelligence, and
suggests why so many people at both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue felt in 2004
that a new system was needed. The debates have by no means ended with the
passage of new legislation supplanting the DCI with a Director of National Intelli-
gence. The issues that have been in play since 1946—and have been analyzed by
virtually every survey of the intelligence establishment since then—will remain live
ones for the foreseeable future. This study, by clarifying the past, may help inform
discussions of how US intelligence can change to meet new challenges at a time
when good intelligence has rarely been so important for our nation’s future.

2 Scott Harris reflected on “the track record of previous commissions in an effort to identify those
factors that contributed to their success or failure” in “Effective Advisory Commissions: Insights from
Historical Experience,” RAND Project Memorandum 343-CRMAF, January 1995.




From Victory to Cold War:
Three Decisions

America acquired global responsibilities in
World War I, but neither Congress nor the
White House initially had a clear idea of how to
discharge them. The ad hoc wartime mea-
sures that Franklin Roosevelt had undertaken
before his death in April 1945 now needed to
be evaluated with a critical eye. When he
became President, Harry Truman reported
later, one of his strongest convictions “was that
the antiquated defense setup of the United
States had to be reorganized quickly.”" Simi-
larly, in September 1945 the Joint Chiefs of
Staff told Secretary of War Henry Stimson and
Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal of the
urgent need for intelligence reform:

Recent developments in the field of new
weapons have advanced the question of
an efficient intelligence service to a position
of importance, vital to the security of the
nation in a degree never attained and
never contemplated in the past. It is now
entirely possible that failure to provide such
a system might bring national disaster.?

The question was not whether to modernize
intelligence but how. Each part of the Truman
administration seemed to have its own ideas
about the lessons of the war and the proper
way for intelligence to support policymakers
and commanders. Many of these ideas were
mutually contradictory, and few officials had
the insight and the clearances to see the full
sweep of America’s new capabilities. Never-
theless, in the beginning of 1946 the Truman
administration made three crucial decisions for
postwar intelligence. The National Security Act
of 1947 ultimately codified these decisions,
and collectively they set the course of Ameri-
can intelligence for decades to come.

President Truman himself made the first deci-
sion. He wanted no repeat of Pearl Harbor. In
his view, the Japanese attack might have been
prevented “if there had been something like
co-ordination of information in the govern-
ment.” There certainly was no such thing in
1941,

Truman observed: “In those days the military
did not know everything the State Department
knew, and the diplomats did not have access to
all the Army and Navy knew.”® Truman could
not give the needed coordinating mission to
William J. Donovan and his Office of Strategic
Services (OSS), which he had disbanded on 1
October 1945. He instead approved a plan that
his Joint Chiefs of Staff had proposed for an
independent “central” agency to accomplish
the “synthesis of departmental intelligence on
the strategic and national policy level.”*

This new intelligence system represented
something original in Washington. At its apex
would be a capacity for channeling information
toward senior civilian and military decision-
makers and an analytical function to synthe-
size “national intelligence” from the mass of
data available to the government. A Director of
Central Intelligence (DCI) would exercise
some significant degree of control over this
synthesis. The DCI’s position was to be nomi-
nally independent of policymaking and hence
(at least in theory) a guarantor of the quality of
the intelligence reaching the top. The DCl in
turn would answer to a committee of Cabinet
secretaries to ensure that “no one department
could unduly influence the type of intelligence
produced,” according to the author of this plan,
Deputy Chief of Naval Intelligence Sidney
Souers. As a White House adviser on intelli-
gence reform, Adm. Souers explained:

" Harry S. Truman, Memoirs, Vol. ll, Years of Trial and Hope (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1956), 46.

2 Joint Chiefs of Staff to Secretary of War Henry Stimson and Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal, “Establishment of a
Central Intelligence Agency Upon Liquidation of OSS,” 19 September 1945, reprinted in Department of State, Foreign
Relations of the United States, 1945—1950, Emergence of the Intelligence Establishment (Washington, DC: Government

Printing Office, 1996) [hereinafter cited as FRUS], 41.
3 Truman, Years of Trial and Hope, 56.

4 Joint Chiefs of Staff to Stimson and Forrestal, “Establishment of a Central Intelligence Agency,” FRUS, 41. The Joint Chiefs’
proposal had evolved since late 1944, when Gen. William J. Donovan’s proposals for a peacetime intelligence establishment
had prompted several agencies to think about counter-proposals of their own.

Most nations do
not combine
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The evaluation of information is not an
exact science and every safeguard should
be imposed to prevent any one department
from having the opportunity to interpret
information in such a way as to make it
seem to support previously accepted
policies or preconceived notions.®

By the time Souers penned these words in
December 1945, many senior administration
officials agreed with his conception of the pro-
posed intelligence agency’s role.® In essence,
Souers held that the President and his key
advisers needed a control variable against
which to test the intelligence and policy advice
coming from the departments. Only a free-
standing intelligence agency could provide
such a perspective. Objectivity was valued, but
independence from departmental views on
national security policy was the principal goal.

In January 1946, President Truman appointed
Adm. Souers as the first Director of Central
Intelligence. As head of a small interdepart-
mental Central Intelligence Group (CIG), the
DCI was to “accomplish the correlation and
evaluation of intelligence relating to the
national security, and the appropriate dissemi-
nation within the Government of the resulting
strategic and national policy intelligence.””
President Truman in effect made Souers his
personal intelligence adviser, assigning his

office the responsibility of summarizing the
daily flood of cables, memos, reports, and dis-
patches coming to the White House.

The Truman administration’s second major deci-
sion, reached soon after the formation of CIG in
early 1946, was to find a leader and a home for
the clandestine operational capabilities built dur-
ing the course of the war. Again, it could not be
Gen. Donovan or his OSS. When OSS was dis-
solved the previous autumn, its research and
analysis branch was transferred to the Depart-
ment of State, while the War Department
absorbed its surviving operational units, includ-
ing its clandestine stations abroad. Few people in
Washington understood the scope of the secret
campaigns launched by OSS and the military, but
that handful of officials wanted no repetition of
wartime incidents in which the secret activities of
one agency jeopardized those of another.® To
reduce the chance of such conflicts, in Septem-
ber 1945 the Joint Chiefs proposed that the
director of a new central agency should further
the “coordination of intelligence activities related
to the national security.”

When President Truman approved the appoint-
ment of a DCI, the remnants of the OSS opera-
tional branches residing in the War Department
lobbied for a transfer to the new Central Intelli-
gence Group. DCI Souers heard their plea, and,
by the end of 1946, selected OSS veterans,

5 Sidney Souers to Clark M. Clifford, “Central Intelligence Agency,” 27 December 1945, reprinted in FRUS, 157-58.

6 Secretary of War Robert Patterson argued with State that “intelligence must be divorced from policy making.” (Minutes of
a 26 December 1945 meeting of the Acting Secretary of State with the Secretaries of War and Navy, reprinted in FRUS,
153.) Forrestal’s aides were making a similar case with their Army and State counterparts, saying the director of the new
central intelligence agency should “not be identified with any of the departments concerned”; see Mathias F. Correa, special
assistant, to Forrestal, 27 December 1945, in ibid., 156.

7 Harry S. Truman to the Secretary of State, the Secretary of War, and the Secretary of the Navy, 22 January 1946, reprinted
in FRUS, 178-79.

8 A notorious example was OSS’ heist of material from the code room of the Japanese Embassy in Lisbon in June 1943.
Tokyo instituted new security measures, and allied codebreakers briefly feared they would lose a vital window into Japanese
communications. The head of US Army intelligence, Maj. Gen. George Strong, condemned the “ill-advised and amateurish”
activities of OSS, calling Donovan’s office “a menace to the security of the nation,” and Assistant Secretary of War Robert
Lovett cited the caper in discussing intelligence reform in November 1945. See Bradley F. Smith, The Shadow Warriors: OSS
and the Origins of the CIA (New York: Basic Books, 1983), 220—21; and also “Meeting of the Secretaries of State, War, and
Navy” [meeting minutes], 14 November 1945, reprinted in FRUS, 110. The Secretaries of State, War, and Navy later
explained to Congress that central coordination of intelligence operations was essential because, with “a multitude of
espionage agencies,” the agents in the field “tend to uncover each other.” National Intelligence Authority to Clare Hoffman
(R-MI), Chairman, House Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 26 June 1947, reprinted in FRUS, 311.
9 Joint Chiefs of Staff to Stimson and Forrestal, “Establishment of a Central Intelligence Agency,” 41.




assets, and files had formed the CIG’s Office of
Special Operations. Although paramilitary and
“psychological warfare” elements of OSS had
been demobilized by then, CIG nonetheless
gained a network of overseas stations and grow-
ing espionage, liaison, and counterintelligence
skills.'® Thus the DCI took command of a sub-
stantial portion of all US clandestine activities
abroad, as well as greater authority to coordinate
those activities not under his direct control. The
active operational intelligence capability that the
United States had developed in the war had
found a permanent institutional base.

Most nations do not combine executive intelli-
gence synthesis and operational coordination
in one central office of the sort that President
Truman authorized in January 1946. The mar-
riage of these two functions in the new CIG
was a response to a specific set of historical
circumstances in the immediate aftermath of
World War Il. It might never have happened at
all—or not in the same way—at another time.
The fact that it did, however, made the DCI the
titular head of American intelligence, who was
to oversee an intelligence establishment with
two main missions: providing strategic warning
of threats to the nation and coordinating clan-
destine activities abroad.

The Truman administration’s third key decision
was to ensure that American intelligence
remained a loose confederation of agencies with
no strong direction from either civilian or military
decisionmakers. In late 1945, while reviewing
intelligence reform proposals, President Truman
endorsed the Army and Navy view that “every
department required its own intelligence.”" His
January 1946 order that appointed a DCI and
established CIG accordingly stipulated that the

“existing intelligence agencies...shall continue to
collect, evaluate, correlate, and disseminate
departmental intelligence.”'2 This concession,
while necessary to win military and FBI assent to
the creation of CIG, soon had unintended conse-
quences. President Truman—and in all likeli-
hood his advisers as well—lacked current
knowledge of the true state of “departmental”
intelligence. They were unaware, for example, of
how far the departmental boundaries that
severely limited CIG’s ability to conduct investi-
gations within the United States would compli-
cate its counterintelligence work. Moreover, the
sprawling but effective military intelligence capa-
bilities built during World War Il were being rap-
idly and inexorably demobilized in 1946, creating
a chronic weakness in military intelligence that
would last for decades and affect the develop-
ment of the US Intelligence Community in the
Cold War.

The sweeping reform of American intelligence
between 1945 and 1947 came about because a
determined President who wanted to reshape
the national security establishment took full
advantage of the opportunity provided him in the
wake of the largest war in history. President Tru-
man’s initiatives received statutory ratification
from Congress in the National Security Act of
1947. Section 102 of this Act, which transformed
CIG into the CIA, largely reiterated the missions
that Truman had stated in his January 1946
directive. The new Act unified (after a fashion)
the armed services, created a Secretary of
Defense, an independent Air Force, the CIA, and
the National Security Council (NSC). It laid a firm
legal and institutional foundation upon which to
apply many of the lessons learned in World War
II. It is still (with its many amendments) the char-
ter of the US national security establishment.

0 Michael Warner, “Prolonged Suspense: The Fortier Board and the Transformation of the Office of Strategic Services,”

Journal of Intelligence History 2 (June 2002): 74—76.
" Truman, Years of Trial and Hope, 57.

2 Truman to the Secretaries of State, War, and Navy, 22 January 1946, 178-179. The directive also included a related
provision, that CIG should exercise “no police, law enforcement or internal security functions,” nor should it make

“investigations inside the continental limits of the United States.”
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Construction of an Intelligence
Community, 1948-53

As the shape of the new Cold War emerged
more clearly in 1948, both Congress and the
White House commissioned studies of the
American intelligence establishment. These
parallel studies, the Eberstadt Report and the
Dulles Report, were the earliest independent
appraisals of American intelligence as a sys-
tem. The Eberstadt Report reinforced the pre-
scriptions of the more ambitious Dulles Report,
which played a major role in shaping the CIA
and the Intelligence Community after the out-
break of the Korean War in 1950.

The First Hoover Commission’s
Eberstadt Report, 1948-49

Just before the passage of the National Secu-
rity Actin July 1947, the Republican Congress
had appointed a commission, chaired by
former President Herbert Hoover, to examine
the functioning of the Executive Branch. This
commission in turn created a task force under
Ferdinand Eberstadt, a colleague of the new
Secretary of Defense, James Forrestal, to
study the national security structure, including
intelligence.! Eberstadt’s panel heard testi-
mony from intelligence officials—particularly
the leadership of CIA—in September 1948 and
finished its draft late in the year. The Eberstadt
task force’s published report to Congress con-
cluded: “Intelligence is the first line of defense
in the atomic age.” By creating the CIA directly
under the NSC, the National Security Act had

recognized ClA’s “preeminent role in defense
planning.” The report found that CIA had unsat-
isfactory relationships with several of the indi-
vidual departmental intelligence services,
which had produced “too many disparate intel-
ligence estimates” that were often subjective
and biased. Although sound in principle, CIA
needed improvement in practice. “It is not now
properly organized,” the report noted, and the
authors recommended vigorous efforts to
improve CIA’s internal structure and the quality
of its product, “especially in the fields of scien-
tific and medical intelligence.”? While “the
basic framework for a sound intelligence orga-
nization now exists,” the report declared, “[t]hat
framework must be fleshed out by proper per-
sonnel and sound administrative measures.” 2

The classified section of the Eberstadt Report
offered a more extensive examination of the
intelligence enterprise. CIA was “the apex of a
pyramidal intelligence structure,” but it had not
met the expectation that it would be the major
source of intelligence “on which broad national
policy could be soundly based.”* Personnel rep-
resented the main problem for CIA and the other
agencies. In the military intelligence arms espe-
cially, most of the “skilled and experienced per-
sonnel of wartime” had left government service
since the war. Those that remained had seen
“their organizations and systems ruined by
superior officers with no experience, little
capacity, and no imagination.”® Although the
task force members were briefed on CIA’'s newly

' Eberstadt was a former chairman of the Army Munitions Board and former Vice Chairman of the War Production Board who
had overseen the production of a report on the question of “unification” of the armed services for Forrestal in the summer of

1945.

2 The Committee on the National Security Organization, National Security Organization: A Report with Recommendations,
prepared for the Commission on the Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, 15 Nov. 1948, 76 and 16
(hereinafter cited as “Unclassified Eberstadt Report”). This unclassified published Eberstadt Report can be found in
Executive Registry Job 86B00269R, box 2, folder 1. Congress chartered the larger panel, the Hoover Commission, in July

1947.

3 The unclassified Eberstadt Report’s findings and conclusions were largely based on the more extended classified report
drafted by John Bross, an OSS veteran and later a senior CIA official. Ludwell Lee Montague, General Walter Bedell Smith
as Director of Central Intelligence: October 1950—February 1953 (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press,
1992), 124. This report (hereinafter cited as “Classified Eberstadt Report”) formed the chapter, “The Central Intelligence
Agency: National and Service Intelligence,” in the classified Volume Il of the commission’s national security organization
report. Its pages are numbered 25-60, and the best CIA copy is in Executive Registry Job 86B00269R, box 14, folder 132.

For the “framework” quote, see pages 40-41.

4 “Classified Eberstadt Report,” 31-32, 37-38, 44-45, 47, 59-60.

5 Ibid., 39—-40.
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The key to an
effective intelli-
gence system
was for CIA to
perform its statu-
tory coordinating
role in operations
and analysis.

authorized covert action capability and were
aware of the armed services’ signals intelli-
gence programs, the Eberstadt Report said little
about operational matters (the classified report
was written at the Confidential level, too low in
any event to permit discussion of these topics).
In short, although the report’s authors had spot-
ted weaknesses in military intelligence, they
had not probed deeply enough into the problem
to understand its causes or propose solutions.

Unigue among postwar surveys, the Eberstadt
Report projected no organizational change in
the Intelligence Community. Change is disrup-
tive in itself, the report declared, and the intelli-
gence services’ great present need was for “a
relatively reorganization-free period in which to
work out their problems.” Once action had been
taken on those suggested reforms that were
accepted, the report concluded, “CIA and other
Government intelligence agencies should be
permitted a period of internal development free
from the disruption of continual examination and
as free as possible from publicity.” ©

The NSC’s Dulles Report, 1948-49

The Eberstadt Report, completed on 15
November 1948, got little attention when
former President Hoover submitted it to a new
Democratic Congress on 13 January 1949. It
was in any case overshadowed by a long,
detailed, and critical survey of the CIA and
related intelligence activities prepared for the

& Ibid., 48, 59-60.

National Security Council (NSC). With a new
intelligence system in place in the fall of 1947,
NSC officials and DCI Roscoe Hillenkoetter
had decided to review the intelligence system’s
development since the war, to determine how
the new NSC should exercise routine oversight
of CIA.7 In early 1948 the NSC asked three
intelligence veterans—Allen Dulles, William
Jackson, and Matthias Correa—to report on
the Agency. The team submitted its report to
the NSC on 1 January 1949.8 Although
focused on the CIA, the team had also
received NSC permission to examine (as had
the Eberstadt Report) “such intelligence activi-
ties of other Government Departments and
Agencies as relate to the national security, in
order to make recommendations for their effec-
tive operation and overall coordination.” ®

Dulles, Jackson, and Correa began from the
insight that World War Il had changed every-
thing. Modern crises could be catastrophic:
America was vulnerable to a “sudden and pos-
sibly devastating attack.” Compounding this
peril were the tactics of potential adversaries.
An “iron curtain” now veiled the workings of
regimes from the Elbe to the Yangtze. Far-flung
communist fifth-column activities both in the
United States and abroad presented a new
kind of threat to American security. Moreover,
with the advent of the atomic bomb, science
had opened an entirely new field that, while
vital for US defense, also posed new problems
for intelligence collection and coordination. As
the first line of defense, intelligence had to be

7 Arthur B. Darling, The Central Intelligence Agency: An Instrument of Government, to 1950 (University Park: Pennsylvania
State University Press, 1990), 299. Also see Montague, 39—40.

8 Dulles had won fame after the war when his exploits as OSS chief of station in Bern, Switzerland, emerged. Widely
recognized as a leading civilian expert on intelligence, he had testified on the proposed National Security Act in 1947.
Matthias F. Correa, a former New York District Attorney, had worked in OSS counterintelligence in ltaly before becoming an
aide to Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal dealing with intelligence reform in 1945. William H. Jackson, a New York
lawyer and banker, who had been the Assistant Military Attaché for Airin London and Chief of the Secret Intelligence Branch,
G-2, European Theater, in World War Il, became DDCI in 1950.

9 The formal citation for the Dulles Report is: Intelligence Report Group, “The Central Intelligence Organization and National
Organization for Intelligence,” 1 J