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President's Message

This volume of the American Intelligence Journal
continues our journey through the “INTs” to focus
on “HUMINT in the 21st Century:  Espionage, Attaché

Operations, and Other Challenges.”  Human Intelligence is
the oldest INT, and also one of the most perplexing.  Like
most of the INTs, it is constantly evolving given another
violent addition to intelligence challenges presented by
worldwide terrorism.  For example, as various forms of
social media have proven to be popular communication
tools, they can also be effective tools to use for
misinformation, malice, or worse.

In the world of Defense Intelligence, the Office of the
Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (OUSD/I) has
issued Department of Defense Directives to establish
policy and provide oversight to ensure the Defense
Intelligence executors are organized and structured to
support the missions and requirements of DoD.  Thus,
OUSD/I identifies DoD-related HUMINT national
intelligence requirements to guide Defense HUMINT
activities.  Each INT has its own DoD Directive guiding it
and its relationships with the other INTs, and tying the
DoD Intelligence disciplines together for maximum
efficiency and minimum duplication.  In this way, the
Office of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI) has
perhaps the most complete and logical intelligence
structure that ties the national agencies, Service
organizational structures, COCOMs, DHS, LEAs, and
other intelligence-related organizations together in one
decipherable entity.

Like all INTs, HUMINT has gone through a major
transformation to deal with terrorism in Southwest Asia
and elsewhere.  To address and track terrorism cells,
digital tools had to be developed to extract meaningful
details from large deposits of data that included much
irrelevant information.  However, when these data mining
services were applied to large datasets of apparently
insignificant information, the result was life patterns and
relationships that became effective in tracking terrorist
activities.  Once this process evolved, it was applied
HUMINT to provide patterns that helped with terrorist
discovery and tracking.  Prior to 9/11, this capability of
data extraction was unknown, and beyond reach.
Simultaneously, the Department of Homeland Security
was searching for mega-data mining to assist in its
voluminous information files, and subsequently applied
this technology to other areas.

Dr. Bill Spracher has provided a masterful combination of
HUMINT and HUMINT-related articles for contemplation
of this absolutely vital INT.  His consortium of authors is
wide, and always expanding.  His own personal experience
as a Defense Attaché in Colombia, part of the Defense
HUMINT Service (now the Defense Clandestine Service),
provides an appreciation for HUMINT practitioners as
evidenced by the wide variety of articles.  Furthermore, as
he mentions, it is no surprise that Ms. Gina Haspel, a
career HUMINT officer, was chosen to be the first female
Director of the CIA.

So how do the INTs fit together?  In the past, it was possible
to identify the most prominent INT for a certain target set,
but in today’s complex environment it is much harder.  The
real answer is that a mix of INTs is used by all-source
analysts to achieve coordinated, multi-disciplinary answers.
Indeed, many times one INT is used to cue another INT for
additional collection discriminators.  Also, as per the DoD
Directives, the national agencies and Service intel
organizations coordinate on hard targets to reach their
analytic conclusions.

The next volume of the American Intelligence Journal will
focus on “Measurement and Signature Intelligence
(MASINT).”  It grew out of the Services’ need for technical
analysis of difficult and Service-unique problem sets.  The
Services developed their specialized capabilities to solve
these technical mysteries, and finally they were consolidated
under the Defense Intelligence Agency as outlined in
Department of Defense Directive 5105.58, MASINT.
Following that volume, the subsequent one will be dedicated
to intelligence and national security students’ papers
(converted into articles) on current intelligence
developments.  The student articles will be facilitated by
faculty mentors from their university, and will address a wide
variety of intelligence-related issues and developments.
NMIF strongly encourages students to engage in not only
this AIJ volume, but in future volumes.  Authoring these
articles has proven to be mutually beneficial—for the
student, for the university, and for the readership of the
Journal.

John Clark
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THE EDITOR'S DESK

Greetings from “The Swamp” in August, when the DC
area is at its hottest and most humid.  It’s the month
that Congress is always on vacation and the

President is usually traveling too.  That makes it a little less
swampy, at least until after Labor Day.  I’m getting this issue
in print a bit later than I had planned due to daytime job woes
and several other factors you readers don’t care about.
Therefore, I won’t apologize and instead reassure you that
the wait was worth it!  This issue on Human Intelligence
(HUMINT) is one of our thicker volumes ever, full of
intriguing feature articles teeming with espionage and deceit,
plus a plethora of juicy book reviews in the rear, some
dealing with HUMINT, some not.

I do not consider myself an expert on any of the “INT”s.
However, I can say that I at least practiced some HUMINT
and held job titles with the word “HUMINT” included.
Going way back in my personal history, in the mid-1970s I
was assigned to the U.S. Army Intelligence Command (later
changed to a FOA, a field operating “Agency” under the
Army G2, then known as ACSI).  In fact, it was at that time I
joined the National Military Intelligence Association at its
birth in 1974.  I prepared the Daily Operations Report that
went to the ACSI from the USAINTA Commander, and in
particular I was the sole person responsible for the HUMINT
Supplement to that OPREP.  In the mid-1980s, while in the
USSOUTHCOM J2 Collection Management Division in
Panama, I had a HUMINT Coordinator working for me who
maintained close liaison with the 470th MI Group, under
INSCOM (which had been formed in 1977 by the merger of
USAINTA and ASA, the Army Security Agency).  I finally
got to be a HUMINT practitioner in the mid-1990s as a
military attaché.  As most of our astute readers know,
attaches principally conduct “overt sensitive” HUMINT,
meaning their positions are openly declared, they are
diplomatically accredited, they wear uniforms, they generally
use true names and ranks, and they follow the rules and
regulations of the host nation.  If they don’t, they could
soon be on the next plane home in persona non grata status.
I can’t delve into the details here, but everyone knows we
now have a Defense Clandestine Service that partners with
the National Clandestine Service and conducts some
HUMINT operations that are not exactly overt.  About the
time I was moving from Army Attaché in Peru to Defense &
Army Attaché in Colombia, the Defense HUMINT Service
(DHS) was established, later to be transformed into the
Defense Clandestine Service.  Suffice it to say that the Army,

and most of the other services, are heavily involved in
HUMINT in collaboration with, and under the tutelage of,
CIA and DIA.

Some of the old-timers will remember when CI (the theme of
our last issue) and HUMINT (the theme of this issue) were
taught at Fort Holabird, Maryland, producing the famous
9666 and 9668 specialists who pretty much stayed in their
respective lanes.  I never served at Holabird but, when I was
a headquarters company commander at Fort Meade, a
handful of my soldiers comprised a stay-behind element that
helped close down the old installation on lovely Colgate
Creek in east Baltimore.  Before then, the schoolhouse for all
these “spooks” had moved to Fort Huachuca, Arizona, and
the command to Fort Meade.  Nowadays, there is a lot more
lateral coordination between the CI and HUMINT types,
and fortunately the practitioners are a lot more adept at
passing leads back and forth between the two communities.
The events of 9/11 helped break down those walls further,
but quite a bit of spadework had already been done over a
half decade earlier with the consolidation of service
HUMINT elements under DHS (not to be confused with the
Department of Homeland Security, which is a 21st century
creation).

Much has changed in recent years in the hallowed halls of
the HUMINT kingdom.  Gina Haspel, a career HUMINTer,
was selected by President Trump in 2018 to be the first
female Director of the CIA, replacing former Rep. Mike
Pompeo who moved on to become Secretary of State.  In
this volume you will find an article about Haspel’s
leadership challenges, written by frequent AIJ contributor
Dr. Bill Kelly of Auburn University.  On October 20, 2018,
Director Haspel was presented the prestigious annual
William J. Donovan Award by the OSS Society.  Of course,
the OSS was the World War II forerunner of CIA,
USSOCOM, and some other smaller elements.  The Society,
whose namesake organization in March 2018 was awarded
the long-sought Congressional Gold Medal, is now building
a National Museum of Intelligence and Special Operations
in Loudoun County, Virginia, which will be a wonderful
complement to the recently moved, enlarged, and
modernized International Spy Museum in Washington, DC.
HUMINT aficionados will have lots of fertile ground for
exploring the history of their discipline, which over the
years has struggled to capture the priority attention of
national-level policymakers in part because it’s less costly
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than the so-called “national technical means” (i.e.,
exorbitantly-priced satellites and various airborne and
seaborne collection platforms), requires precise long-range
planning, and often doesn’t show any concrete results or
return on its investment for years.  It is difficult to sell
HUMINT to an impatient, often short-sighted legislator, who
wants to get reelected, on the significance of such invisible,
high-risk assets of questionable efficacy and trust.
Nevertheless, it must be done if our leaders desire to fathom
an adversary’s intentions, not just capabilities, and in recent
years HUMINT has achieved at least a partial comeback.

I elaborated on the HUMINT theme for this issue by singling
out espionage and attaché operations, two areas of critical
importance.  Several of the articles enclosed lead us into the
shadowy world of espionage, especially “The Honeymoon
Spies” by independent scholar and first-time contributor Bill
Murphy, who profiles some 1930s-era agents for the Soviet
Union prior to World War II and before the FBI began to
shift its focus from fighting organized crime to
counterespionage and later counterterrorism.  The two lead
articles in this issue set the strategic groundwork and should
be read first prior to digging into the more tactical topics of
subsequent articles.  Dr. Andy Sheppard, a university
president, previous AIJ contributor, and energetic NMIF
supporter, examines the role of motivation in the calculus of
an agent’s decision to betray his or her country.  Our old
friend Paul Milton Hobart, who has graced these pages in
the past in multiple volumes on CI and Cyber, offers another
fictionalized, but highly realistic, account about the detailed
planning and caution that go into pitching a HUMINT
target.

Espionage is what many laypersons think of when they hear
the word “intelligence.”  It is the stuff of John le Carré spy
novels and James Bond movies.  It is what attracts many to
the world of intelligence in the first place, though some
quickly become disappointed, or even disillusioned, when
they discover intelligence is not quite as sexy and
adventurous as they were led to believe while growing up.
In a series of “myth busters” often published in its Sunday
editions, The Washington Post on March 18, 2018, debunked
“Espionage: Five Myths” (by author Mark Kramer, director
of Cold War studies at Harvard).  I don’t have room to go
into details of the rebuttals here, but I suggest you track
down the provocative article (or contact me; I can send you
a copy).  The five myths are: (1) Espionage increases
tensions between hostile states; (2) Recent assassination
attempts will make Russia a pariah; (3) Spies betray their
country mostly for money; (4) Concerns about Soviet spies
in the 1940s were overblown; and (5) Espionage mostly aims
to sway the policies of hostile powers.  Chinese espionage is
of particular concern at present.  Special events have
focused on that pernicious threat.  An example was a lecture
given in March 2018 at the Institute of World Politics in

Washington by Penn State Professor Nicholas Eftimiades on
the topic “Chinese Espionage and U.S. Security.”  The
speaker, a subject matter expert on the subject, prior to
retirement from DoD also worked at CIA, DIA, and State.  He
is a graduate of the then-National Defense Intelligence
College, a member of the Defense Science Board, and was an
Intelligence Community Associate at the National
Intelligence Council.  His discussion presented analysis of
over 280 cases of Chinese espionage.  Just a few weeks
earlier, Catholic University hosted a panel discussion on the
topic “The Humanity of Espionage,” which delved into “the
relationship between the case officer and the asset,”
featuring four longtime CIA case officers.  These are just a
couple of examples of unclassified forums open to the
public.  Naturally, given the sensitivity of the subject, there
are no doubt plenty of closed-door sessions on clandestine
operations we will never hear about.

In 2016 the commencement speaker for the National
Intelligence University was Sir Richard Dearlove, the former
Chief of MI6, the UK’s legendary Secret Intelligence Service.
His memorable address was titled “The Craft of Intelligence:
A Human Activity,” and the honorary degree Doctor of
Strategic Intelligence was conferred upon the old spymaster,
who after retirement in 2004 from British national service
assumed the academic post of Master of Cambridge
University’s Pembroke College.  Sir Richard reminded the
audience that the phrase “the craft of intelligence” had been
coined by Allen Dulles, the first civilian head of CIA.  “New
technologies have hugely changed our profession,”
Dearlove reminded us, “but at its core intelligence work
remains a human craft.  Understanding human behavior to
make likely predictions, to identify trends, and to improve
tactical and strategic decisions is our essential role.  That
role requires being able to do that across a vast range of
different cultural, political, and social circumstances.”  After
reviewing the panoply of threats facing the allied intelligence
enterprise, Dearlove in his concluding remarks warned, “The
complexity of explaining human behavior cannot be reduced
to binary code, not even by quantum computing, should it
become a reality.”

I did my best to cover the overt HUMINT spectrum too.
Included herein are three superb articles by attaches about
the issues that concern them and their nations.  For the
historians among us, the article by the late BG Art Moura is
a must.  This is a man who rubbed shoulders with the
legendary LTG Vernon Walters in Brazil and Washington
and considered him a mentor.  Like Walters, Moura
capitalized on his facility with foreign languages and cultural
intelligence to get ahead.  Through the timely intercession
and diligent editing work of another repeat AIJ contributor,
Dr. Russ Swenson, we have a significant portion of Moura’s
personal memoirs at our fingertips, and because much of it
deals with Latin America I was especially intrigued.  A bit
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more recent history from the other side of the world is
provided by Dr. Dave Shin, a former Assistant Army
Attaché to the Republic of Korea, who has had several
other jobs that have made him a recognized subject matter
expert on the North Korea conundrum that’s in the news
just about every day.  Dave’s description of the complex
3-way relationship between Seoul, Beijing, and Tokyo,
and how that is viewed in Pyongyang, is eye-opening.
Finally, a truly special treat is being able to publish an
incisive piece by the current Mongolian Defense Attaché
in Washington, COL Narankhuu Turbat, regarding his
small (in population, but not in area) country’s increasing
contribution as a non-member partner to NATO and as a
global peacekeeping resource that is all the more
remarkable when one considers Mongolia is landlocked
and sandwiched between U.S. competitors China and
Russia, but finds a way to get along with both.

Because this is such a lengthy issue, I don’t want to make
it even longer by rambling on any further in this column.
Consequently, I will refrain from summarizing all the other
fine articles enclosed, as I often do, and simply let the
readers use their fingers to do the walking, as the old
Yellow Pages commercial advised.  This issue also offers
a wealth of book reviews in the rear pages, to include
those of recent books by such well-known IC figures as Lt
Gen James Clapper and Dr. Mark Lowenthal.  I even
sneaked in a review I penned myself, only because I had
some leisure time for reading during a cruise last winter
along the Norwegian coast inside the Arctic Circle and
found a book onboard about the infamous British spy ring
that must be included in any discussion of espionage in
the 20th century.  Virtually everyone has heard of
“Burgess & Maclean”; this book profiles the latter tragic
figure only, who like many spies did not live a long,
carefree life.

I would like to take this opportunity to shout out a big
“CALLING ALL STUDENTS!”  We will be publishing a
special student-only edition of the Journal in the spring
of 2020.  I hope any student (at any level, from high
school to doctorate) interested in getting published will
contact me as soon as possible and I can provide more
details.  Even if the author is no longer a student by press
time, the work is still eligible for acceptance if it was
written while he/she was pursuing academic studies.  In
fact, superior course papers or theses can be turned into
excellent journal articles with a modicum of effort and
faculty assistance.  Here is the list of upcoming themes
approved by the NMIF Board of Directors:

• Fall 2019: “MASINT and Other Technical
Intelligence Priorities” (cutoff October 15; quite a
bit of space still available in this issue).

• Spring 2020: Special issue featuring student-only
articles and book reviews.  This is in part a tribute
to the late David Moore, an occasional AIJ co-
editor and frequent contributor whose idea this
was, and in part to demonstrate NMIF’s
commitment to helping develop and mentor
students interested in intelligence careers.  There is
no specific theme, but the cover title will be
“Intelligence Community Leadership: The Next
Generation” (cutoff April 15).

• Fall 2020: “Artificial Intelligence: Ramifications for
Collection and Analysis” (cutoff October 15).

• Spring 2021: “Countering Transnational Threats”
(cutoff April 15).

I hope at least one of these themes strikes your fancy and
gets your creative juices flowing.  If not, feel free to write on
something else intelligence- or national security-related.

Stay cool the rest of the summer—I look forward to hearing
from you soon!

Bill Spracher
Editor
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NIU Graduation Ceremony, July 26, 2019
National Military Intelligence Foundation Presentations

Technical Sergeant (USAF) Carl W. (Will)
Strong is presented the NMIF award for
highest GPA in the undergraduate program
at the National Intelligence University
during commencement on July 26, 2019.
TSgt Strong earned the degree Bachelor
of Science in Intelligence.  Will is a strong
supporter of NMIF, having attended the
annual Intelligence Awards Banquet in
May and committed to writing an article
for a future issue of the AIJ.  In the center
is Dr. Cameron, NIU President, and on the
right is Dr. Spracher, who presented the
award.

Caitlin Lewis, an FBI analyst, is presented
the NMIF award for highest GPA in the
graduate programs at the National
Intelligence University during
commencement on July 26, 2019, in
Alexandria, VA.  Ms. Lewis, who earned
the degree Master of Science & Technology
Intelligence, also represented her
classmates as the sole student selected to
present farewell remarks at the end of the
ceremony.  In the center is Dr. J. Scott
Cameron, President of NIU; on the right is
Dr. William C. Spracher, a member of the
NMIF Board of Directors and the NIU
faculty who presented the award.
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Reconsidering the Role of Motivation
in HUMINT

by Dr. J.A. Sheppard

[Author’s Note:  The following article is adapted from a
chapter in a forthcoming book related to gray zone warfare. I
am grateful to U.S. Ambassador (Ret) David Dunford and
Mr. Timothy Harrell, CIA Senior Officer (Ret), for their
helpful suggestions. Both the errors and opinions in this
article are mine alone.]

Before racing headlong into the thesis that
intentionality, as opposed to causes like money or
coercion, is the central factor that motivates an act of

espionage, it is perhaps helpful both to clarify and narrow
the scope for the kind of human intelligence that will be
under consideration.  On the one hand, HUMINT can be
overt.  That is to say, in the process of gathering information
from human sources, there is no attempt to hide the identity
of either the source or the collector.  The collection activity
itself can be divided into three categories: screening,
interrogation, and debriefing with the overall goal of
securing information that is essential to making sound
decisions.  Within these categories, as U.S. Army Field
Manual 2-22.3 makes clear, the intelligence process
consists of eight functions:  plan, prepare, collect, process,
produce, analyze, disseminate, and assess.1  Much could be
said about each of these functions but, for our purposes, it
should suffice to say that the collection of information by
means of interviews or interrogations requires a certain
degree of finesse.  As Philip Mullenix and William Schrieber
have noted with specific regard to non-coercive field
questioning, gathering tactical information depends heavily
on a sharp understanding of the “traits and characteristics of
both the collector and the source,” as those are foundational
to establishing the rapport that enables the flow of
information.2

On the other hand, HUMINT can also be covert.  That is
to say, the identities of the interlocuters, their activities,
and their methods are hidden.  Secrecy matters.  The
information to be extracted can be extremely sensitive.
Such material may include things like the names of
clandestine agents, plans for new weapons, data
collection methods, etc.  Yet, secrecy also helps to protect
the individuals who exchange the information.  To be
concrete, sharing the kind of information just mentioned
violates laws with attendant penalties that are often

extremely dire.  In any case, the following discussion
favors the covert collection of information from human
sources.  It does so because the high-stakes nature of the
project brings a key question into sharp focus:  What would
cause someone to hand over classified information?

A cause, simply put, is a basis for action.  Consequently,
enquiring after the cause of espionage unavoidably builds
in an assumption about the relationship between people
and their behavior—namely, that it is somehow governed
by the principle of causation.  Moreover, it is generally
recognized that four things, cleverly codified in the
mnemonic device MICE, are points of leverage that are
mostly responsible for triggering an act of espionage.  To
elaborate, the idea is that people share sensitive
information for the want of money, due to a fervent
commitment to ideology, out of a response to coercion, or
out of a sense of excitement.  Intelligence services have
historically used MICE as a measure of a person’s
vulnerabilities, but the device gained a wider public
appreciation after appearing in Stanislav Levchenko’s memoirs.3

Indeed, Levchenko discussed it in the context of his Cold War-
era mission to recruit Japanese engineers and executives on
behalf of the Soviet KGB.  Regardless of when the four causes
were canonized, however, they do have a timeless relevance as
illustrated by the way in which they line up with the behaviors
of some fairly notorious people.  For instance, former FBI agent
Robert Hanssen gave several classified documents to the KGB
in exchange for $1.4 million.4  So too, DIA’s senior analyst for
Cuban matters, Ana Belen Montes, gave classified information
to Cuban officials because she believed that country was not
being treated fairly.5  Yet, MICE also works well to explain the
actions of the good guys.  For instance, one could argue that
Captain Harith al-Sudani joined the Iraqi intelligence cell known
as the Falcons, spied on ISIS, and stole its plans for a number of
bombings, all as an outcome of his desire for excitement.6

Using MICE as a device for explaining why a person
would disclose classified information is both simple and
satisfying. It does risk, however, mistaking the ascription
of a cause to an effect.  The error is, for instance, like an
association that a turkey makes between a farmer and
food.  Whenever the turkey sees the farmer, food follows.
Since that happens every day, the turkey creates a
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connection between the farmer and the food. Then, one
day in late November, the farmer appears but the turkey
becomes the food.7  The turkey’s mistake is one of failing to
differentiate between covariance, i.e., how much two random
variables vary together, and the necessary connection
between a cause and its effect. Roughly the same can be
said of assessing behavior related to espionage.  For
instance, General Dimitri Fedorovich Polyakov was a GRU
officer who provided valuable information to the CIA
because he was disillusioned with the Soviet government.8

So too, Adolf Tolkachev, a Russian defense researcher, was
a self-described dissident who was weary of Communist
Party ideology.9  Former KGB Colonel Oleg Gordievski also
claimed to have been motivated by disappointment in Soviet
ideology.  These three men do share a common concern but
the question is whether or not the ideology with which they
were displeased caused them to betray their country.  It
would seem that it did not.  That is to say, discontent with
the ideology by itself was not powerful enough to serve as
the sole basis for the activity.  More precisely, in addition to
their disgruntlement, all three had access to information and
the opportunity to steal it.  If Polyakov, Tolkachev, and
Gordievski had never been privy to sensitive information,
they could not have given it away and become spies.
Rather, they would have been grumpy Soviet citizens who
would have been forced to find other ways to express their
displeasure.

...an act of espionage rests upon more than
one determining cause.

Modern practitioners tasked with recruiting spies might,
quite rightly, point out that access to information and
opportunity are factors that are assessed in the early stages
of the recruitment process.  Exactly when these other
elements are identified in the process, however, is beside the
point because it does not change their status as having a
contributing force.  In other words, that they are involved at
all suggests that an act of espionage rests upon more than
one determining cause.  It is the honest acknowledgment of
such complexity, in fact, that underpins solid studies like
Ursula Wilder’s deft exploration into the psychological
factors that lead self-interested people to commit espionage.
Indeed, she noted that some spies exhibit factors such as
dysfunctions in personality, a state of crisis, and ease of
opportunity.10  In light of those findings, one might suspect
that identifying one of the factors of MICE in a case of
espionage is more the product of confirmation bias than an
actual cause.

Randy Burkett is another analyst who has argued that MICE
is overly simplistic.  As he would have it, human motivation
is complex and the recruitment of an agent is better realized

by the factors found in the mnemonic device RASCLS.
Drawing from the psychology of persuasion, the six guiding
principles of RASCLS are: (1) Reciprocation, which creates a
sense of obligation to repay a favor; (2) authority, which
provides a measure of influence over a source;  (3) scarcity,
which creates a sense of urgency in a source that helps to
move a relationship to a deeper level; (4) fostering trust
through consistency; (5) likability, which is central to
building the rapport that leads to a trusting relationship with
a source; and (6) social proof, which amounts to a kind of
peer pressure that makes the espionage an acceptable
behavior.11

One advantage that RASCLS has over MICE, according to
Burkett, is that it relies on persuasion and, as such, provides
a means for motivating agents to improve performance as
opposed to controlling them through a system of
punishments and rewards.12  This view, however, claims too
much on the part of the case officer.  That is to say, case
officers are critical to the collection cycle, but RASCLS
makes a case officer’s persuasive ability the cause of
information theft and that does not always square with
experience.  Regardless of whether or not the case officer
has a silver tongue, a spy has some personal agency in both
procuring and delivering secrets.  For instance, both Aldrich
Ames and Adolf Tolkachev stole information on their own
initiative.  Contrary to the gist of RASCLS, they were “walk-
ins.”  They initiated contact with the foreign governments
and then ultimately persuaded an officer to accept the
secrets.  The point is that RASCLS probably works best in a
narrowly construed relationship between a recruiter and a
source.  Indeed, it would be one that resembles a business
partnership with a long-term client.

As suggested earlier, both MICE and RASCLS simply codify
what practitioners have long known to be base motives that
turn a citizen into a spy.  Indeed, around the years 400-360
BC, Aeneas Tacticus explained that wealth and ego can be
used to manipulate city guards.13  What is perhaps different
in our modern era is that, since William Colby assumed the
leadership of the CIA in 1973, the tools of psychology have
been used in an attempt to explore which motives for spying
can be generalized to fit a population of people who are
likely to commit espionage.  To be sure, Colby took office
with a fairly robust reform agenda that included the promise
of both social science methods and emerging technologies
as the means for crafting better intelligence.14  Roughly ten
years later, psychologists were conducting interviews with
convicted American spies in order to gain insight into the
profile of the people who steal secrets.  One such research
effort was called “Project SLAMMER” and was envisioned
as a counterintelligence initiative that aimed at deriving a
better understanding of how to deter espionage.  Early
observations from that study suggested agents self-justify
their activity and view it in isolation from its consequences.
In other words, the spies came to believe that what they
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were doing was both valued and socially acceptable.15  By
contrast, other research findings tended toward MICE.  For
instance, at roughly the same time as Project SLAMMER,
the Personnel Security Research Center was engaged in a
more statistically-oriented approach to sorting out the kinds
of people who commit espionage and what their motives
might be.  What the Center discovered was that fewer than a
quarter of those who engaged in espionage were recruited
by a foreign agent.  It also found that money, ideology, and
disgruntled workers’ revenge were the motivations that had
the largest covariation with espionage.16

It is the private combinations of dispositions
based on the person’s experiences, as
opposed to a general factor like greed, that
are behind espionage.

The attempt to pin down a profile of people who are more
likely to spy held, and continues to hold, some promise for
reducing insider threats.17  It also is not too much of a
stretch to suppose that such a profile could have some
utility in spotting and recruiting agents from other countries.
There are, however, some concerns with the psychological
studies.  For instance, Sebastian Michalak has argued that
the activity of spying is ideographic.  That is to say, it
relates more to individual personalities than it does to a set
of generalized behavioral causes.  As Michalak put it,
“Motivations can hardly be attributed to a particular type of
personality.  It is more likely that individual inclinations,
circumstances, and opportunity are driving factors of
espionage activity.”18  Consequently, for example, Michalak
would want to say that a person may agree to spy in
exchange for money, but a complex set of motives that are
unique to that person likely accompanies the deal.  The
person may value the purchasing power of money but also
view it as a symbol of success and treat it as a tool for
improving self-esteem.  It is the private combinations of
dispositions based on the person’s experiences, as opposed
to a general factor like greed, that are behind espionage.
David Charney and John Alan Irvin have echoed this same
point.  Further, like Michalak, they note that the
psychological research into espionage is statistically flawed.
That is to say, studies like Project SLAMMER drew
conclusions regarding a very small sample of incarcerated
spies, which is insignificant compared to the “hundreds of
thousands of cleared individuals who never commit
espionage.”19  The problem is a methodological one and is a
quandary for psychologists. To be sure, if espionage turns
out to be truly idiographic, then generalized profiles of
individuals who were caught passing secrets will be of little
help in recruiting the next agent.  On the other hand, if
spying is not linked to the uniqueness of the individual and

personality traits can be generalized to the entire population
of spies, then the notion of a covert operative is doomed
because everyone would already know who the potential
spies are.  While psychologists work out the methodological
limits of their discipline, however, case officers still have to
recruit spies to steal secrets and they need tools for doing
so.  With that in mind, shifting the focus of analysis from the
search for determining factors for espionage to a more
general account of intention that is required for bringing
about any action might be fruitful.

INTENTIONALITY

From the start, I nailed my colors to the mast by claiming
that intention, as opposed to things like money or
ideology, is what causes a person to commit an act of

espionage.  On the basis of the foregoing, one reason for
making such a claim now should be clear.  Specifically, the
causes captured in mnemonic devices like MICE and
RASCLS are not exhaustive.  The truth is that there are a lot
of explanations for why people steal secrets and this means
that, practically, case officers cannot afford to buy into an
overly reductionistic set of causes.  Initiatives like Project
SLAMMER also hold a valuable lesson about agents who
provide classified information.  Namely, some people who
exchange information for money often do not have the
intention of committing espionage.  Rather, he or she only
has a desire to make money.  From this it is reasonable to
conclude that any consumer with deep pockets could meet
the objective. So too, a deal could sour if another way to
secure funding was found that was more satisfying. Roughly
the same is true of ideologically motivated individuals.  An
ideologically motivated person might want to harm a regime
by passing secrets to a foreign power.  It does not follow,
however, that he or she also accepts, and is loyal to, the
ideology of the recipient.  The point is that mistaking the
aims and beliefs of an agent for the generalized behaviors
associated with an act of espionage can have a variety of
unhappy consequences such as public exposure, changes in
allegiance, unstable commitment, the delivery of bad or
unhelpful information, etc.

...intention, as opposed to things like money
or ideology, is what causes a person to
commit an act of espionage.

Overlooking a person’s intention is easy to do because just
below the surface of devices like MICE and RASCLS is a
commonly held assumption that beliefs and desires cause
actions. To be sure, it is generally accepted that espionage
follows directly from the want of money, the desire to avoid
exposure through blackmail, or belief in the sales pitch of a
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good case officer.  If that is true, then what is the role of the
intention to act?  Roughly that same question was posed
several years ago, albeit in a different academic context, by
the American philosopher John Searle.  His answer was both
subtle and complex, but there are a few instructive nuggets
worth digging out.  As Searle would insist, beliefs have a
mind-to-world direction of fit.  By contrast, desires and
intentions have a world-to-mind direction of fit.  What this
means is that if a belief does not turn out to match with
reality then the belief was misguided.  By contrast, if a desire
or intention is then not satisfied, as Searle would say, the
fault is in the world.  Searle does point out that not all
intentions have a direction of fit.  Rather, an intention is
satisfied if, and only if, “the action represented by the
content of the intention is actually performed.”20  Recast in
what may be overly simplistic terms, the intention is satisfied
if what happened is what I meant to do.  The case of Larry
Wu-tai Chin, who was convicted in 1985 of selling secrets to
the People’s Republic of China, serves as a useful foil for
illustrating the importance of coming to grips with the
direction of fit.  During the Korean conflict, Chin served as
an interpreter and assisted with interrogations of captured
Chinese soldiers.  It was during this assignment that he
passed military information to the People’s Republic.  After
that, he moved to Washington, DC, and began working for
the Foreign Broadcast Information Service.  From that
position, he delivered both information related to U.S. policy
regarding China and information related to CIA operations.
He was handsomely compensated for this information and,
after his conviction, stated that he shared classified
information because he believed he could improve relations
between China and the U.S.21

In light of those few facts that surround Mr. Chin’s activity,
it would appear that, through the lens of MICE, his actions
were guided by two motives.  Money was an obvious factor
and his ideology was also at play.  Interpreting his activity in
this way is slightly troublesome, however, because it is
unclear if his beliefs led him to the compensation or if he was
compensated because of his ideology.  A clearer way
forward might be to consider his intention.  That is to say,
Chin must have formed an intention to gain money by
sharing secrets because he took the necessary, concrete
action of handing secrets to a buyer in exchange for money.
By contrast, his notion that two countries could draw closer
is a belief.  By itself it could not have been the source of his
espionage because beliefs have the wrong direction of fit.
To be sure, Chin’s trial comment that it was his personal
mission to bring China and the U.S. together means that in
some way he believed that the two countries could be closer.
Just believing that two countries should enjoy friendly
relations, however, does not require any action on the part
of the believer to make it so.  Indeed, the satisfaction of the
belief that China and the U.S. should have a special bond
simply depends upon whether or not the relationship

between the two countries actually matches the content of
that belief.  Since Chin did act, however, it seems reasonable
to say his belief was somehow married to a desire.  Put in
slightly more technical jargon, in order for his belief to
function in a causal account of his actions, it was likely part
of the cause of secondary desires.

Empowering an intention to act is not the
same as saying that case officers have to do
something specific to cause people to
commit espionage.

The basic idea is easy to illustrate.  Chin primarily wanted
the U.S. and China to draw closer and he believed that a way
to make it happen was by sharing sensitive information.
Consequently, his desire and his belief combined to cause a
secondary desire, which was to share information
intentionally.  What is instructive in this pithy analysis is
that whether Chin shared secrets in order to gain money or
shared because he believed that doing so would bring two
nations closer is irrelevant when considered in light of an
intentional analysis.  Whether his action was derived from a
belief or born from desire does not matter because in either
case the act to which his intention was directed is the
same—to share secrets.

MOTIVATING ESPIONAGE

So far, two key points have been made about espionage.
First, it is not caused in the way that a marble knocks
over a domino in some kind of Rube Goldberg machine

of human activity.  This observation suggests that the
objects marked by the acronyms MICE and RASCLS are
more properly considered to be things toward which a mind
directs itself but are not themselves a source of action.
Second, an act of espionage is brought about by an
intention.  It requires a mental component that represents
conditions of satisfaction. This is linked to the observation
that intentions have a world-to-mind direction of fit.  More
concretely, money and excitement are objects toward which
mental states are directed, e.g., one desires (mental state) to
have money (an object).  If money is desired and then
obtained, the intention is said to be satisfied.  By contrast,
beliefs are in the direction of mind to world and lack the
logical structure for arriving at an action to be performed.
This was illustrated by the case of Larry Wu-tai Chin, whose
belief about the world had to combine with his desires in
order to result in the activity of divulging the secrets.  The
question that remains is what a case officer has to do with
this kind of academic analysis.  On the basis of the foregoing
it would seem that a case officer has a key role in both
clarifying intentions and empowering an intentional act. To
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be sure, if an individual has no intention of acting or if the
intentions are unclear, then it stands to reason that the
person will not act.

Empowering an intention to act is not the same as saying
that case officers have to do something specific to cause
people to commit espionage.  The options available to a
case officer are far more open-ended.  For instance, it is
not too hard to imagine a scenario in which an officer
works in a roundabout way to help an agent meet
conditions for satisfaction that are only indirectly related
to espionage.  To illustrate, an Iranian citizen may desire
to earn a job and make money as an investigative
journalist.  If that person applies to work for a media
outlet, wins the job, and secures a paycheck, the
conditions of satisfaction are met.  If the news director,
however, happens to have a relationship with an
intelligence service and passes along sensitive
information that the journalist uncovered, the journalist
would be said to operate under a mistaken belief about
the news director but still would satisfy his or her desire
to discover information.  In such a scenario, there is a
sense in which the reporter commits an act of espionage
but did not have the intention to do so.22  To be clear, a
case officer never “caused” the journalist to commit
espionage per se.  The case officer and the journalist
would, in fact, have very different intentions.  It is only
the desire for the information that is the same.

Claiming that a case officer’s activity causes a person to
steal secrets is also misleading because it confuses the
causes of acting with the reasons for acting.  This is a
distinction that was famously cast by Elizabeth
Anscombe.23  She noted that one acts intentionally if, and
only if, a certain sense of the question “why?” applies to
the action.  There are, however, multiple senses of “why.”
First, it can ask for evidence as in “That document is
classified.  Why? Because the stamp on the page says
Secret.”  Second, the question “why” can enquire after a
cause as in “All of the computers suddenly crashed.
Why? Because of a virus.”  Third, the “why” question
seeks reasons.  “She committed espionage.  Why?
Because she believed in a different form of government
and she desired material gain.”  Professor Anscombe’s
idea, however, was that intentionality applies only in the
third sense.  Moreover, she argued that in order for this
third sense to be applicable the person undertaking the
act must both know that he or she is doing it and doing it
voluntarily.

As noted in the example of the investigative journalist,
the covert nature of HUMINT suggests that espionage
can be derived from an unrelated intentional act.  Indeed,
a clever officer can align his or her intention to obtain
secrets with an agent’s separate desires in order to secure

information.  In something of a twist, it is also the case
that an agent might both knowingly and willingly provide
secrets but believe that such acts are involuntary.  For
instance, when a person first accepts money in exchange
for sensitive information, there is general agreement that
he or she is compromised.  Indeed, an agent would be
compelled to do whatever the officer requests or risk
being reported to authorities for espionage.  On the
surface, blackmail would appear to be the basis for
espionage. It would be, to use Professor Anscombe’s
terms, a reason that relates to a cause as opposed to an
intention, e.g., “The spy stole more secrets.  Why?
Because he was coerced.”  The truth is, however, that it
conforms to the third sense of why, e.g., “He stole secrets
again.  Why?  Because avoiding trouble with authorities
was more desirable than stealing.”  The agent might
conclude that the action of stealing secrets is not
voluntary given the unpalatable alternative.  Nonetheless,
two unpleasant options still constitute a choice.  Further,
if blackmail is rightly understood to be a reason as
opposed to a cause, then it is a faulty reason.  Indeed, it
is a false dichotomy.  In addition to stealing and going to
jail, an agent could also run away, betray the case officer,
commit suicide, etc.  Case officers who present such false
dichotomies should both recognize and be prepared for
agents to direct a range of possible mental states, such as
fear, hope, desire, etc., at their situation and then carry
out an action on a corresponding intention.

CONCLUSION

Whether human intelligence collection is done
openly or covertly, the acquisition of sound
material depends upon an intentional act by the

person who delivers the information.  That act, however, is
not governed by a set of behavioral causes.  To put it
sharply, greed and disgruntlement are not automatic triggers
for espionage.  The truth is that there are many greedy
people in the world who do not offer government secrets in
exchange for things like cash, college tuition, or plane
tickets.  Then too, noting the covariance of MICE with the
behaviors of convicted spies does not yield a common
denominator for espionage.  High degrees of covariation can
suggest starting points for finding out the conditions of
satisfaction that prompt individual agents to act.  Yet, it is
the agents themselves who choose to perform intentional
acts.  They do so because their private mental states such as
beliefs, desires, hopes, and fears are directed on or at
something.  Consequently, finding out what the intentional
states are directed at and then assessing whether or not
anything in the world will actually match up with what is in
the head of the potential agent is the necessary first step.
Moreover, it stands to reason that the process for
discovering what a person intends to do should involve a
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variety of efforts such as observation, interviews with
associates, etc. To the extent that personal contact is
required, a case officer must be a far better listener than a
talker.  Simply put, the empowerment of a person’s
intentional act is a case officer’s tool, but treating that tool
as a cause often will produce either an unreliable source or a
frustrating result.

Greed and disgruntlement are not
automatic triggers for espionage.

Once a person’s intention is clear, a case officer can
leverage it.  If a spy decides to act on his/her own
initiative, for instance, the case officer needs only to
confirm the intention and then be available to collect the
information.  An ambivalent but not indifferent agent, by
contrast, might require additional reasons for why
voluntary action should be taken.  Those reasons,
however, should be selectively given and never confused
with evidence or causes.  It is also worth noting that an
extra reason is just that—an extra reason.  There are likely
other reasons for acting or refraining that an agent may
find on his or her own.  With that in mind, it is safe to say
that case officers can never be the cause of another
person’s intentional act.  Likewise, case officers can never
be fully in control since an agent can still find other
reasons, not announce them, and make choices either to
act or to refrain from acting.  Indeed, it is probably the
combination of veiled reasons and mis-calibrated levels of
control that is often at the heart of both hard-target cases
and cases in which assets burn case officers.  Finally,
because an intentional act requires a world-to-mind
direction of fit, case officers may avail themselves of
endless opportunities to create the necessary alignments
that facilitate espionage as an unintended outcome.

As Christopher Felix put it, “. . . if at all possible, it is
desirable—and sometimes necessary—that the foreign
source not understand clearly what he is doing or for whom.
The most desirable such situation is one in which the source
does not know that he is in fact providing information to a
foreign intelligence network.”24 In such cases, the agent’s
activity would not stand up to Anscombe’s two conditions
for intentionality, i.e., knowingly and voluntarily undertaking
an act.  Hence, while it would not be true to say that the spy
intended to steal information, it would be true to say that an
intention was a partial cause of the espionage.  In short, case
officers are still, and always will be, the focal point of the
HUMINT cycle, but there are no causes or formulas for
making a good spy.  Rather, espionage is a choice that an
individual makes, and the motivation for it is expressed by a
person taking practical steps to satisfy an intention.
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Earnest Beliefs

by Paul Milton Hobart

As he entered the office, everything changed.
Outside he could think of other things, enjoy the
parts of his life that did not include his work,

daydream, and have thoughts of a possible future away from
the mission. He liked to think of the outside as—normal.

But not here, where what he thought of as “his” operation
was paramount. Nothing else could be in his thoughts.
Nothing else could compete. To him, what he did was a
religious experience, each and every day. God had some
role in it, he thought, but ironically, exactly what that was
could not be explained.

The fact that it was SECRET was part of the issue, but
really it was the “need to know” that made it so restrictive
and so special to him. He—and only two others—had
routine access to the file. He—and only two others—
knew the gritty story, the human stuff, the pithy details,
of the operation. He, more than anyone, more than the two
who helped him, was directly involved in everything. It
was a work of art, with color and shading, and shadows,
having representative meaning—maybe like a Monet, he
thought. It was something important and only he knew
exactly why.

When he had begun the “op” more than two years ago, it
had been because of a tip from one of the office’s
sources. The tip raised the possibility that a confidence
could be exploited, a vulnerability could become an
opening, and something—in the work he was in—could
be both important and valuable to the nation. It was all
about beliefs.

His life’s work, as he liked to think of it, had begun back
in the “good old days.” He was in one of the last 20th
century classes that taught the art and the science and he
was one of the very few who had stuck with it. Not
everyone was cut out to do it, and the material benefits of
doing it were few indeed. Even promotions were slow,
although he had now reached a point where those no
longer concerned him. He had enough to be comfortable.
What he feared, what kept him awake some nights, was
that he might lose the work itself. That was impossible to
contemplate.

The training had been very good, he thought. He had
been one of a group of five students who were mentored
and monitored by an older experienced case officer. The
case officer, “Pops” as the students liked to call him, had
come to the school from a long period of being “in the field”
during the Cold War and into the scatter-shot hostile period
of the early 1990s. Now he was doing his best to impart
method and practice and, concurrently, to assess and
evaluate the students under his charge. Back in the day,
Pops had been to this same training—they called it the 9668
course—and along with his CI brothers in the 9666 course
had graduated and become a working case man in central
Europe, focused on the USSR. Later he had updated training
in the military and on the civilian side of the house,
especially after all the powers that be had decided it did not
make sense to have “Intelligence Community” people doing
HUMINT and CI work who had different doctrinal methods
and used different—sometimes antagonistic—approaches to
the support necessities and to field work itself. At least that
was what they had told him.

He often thought back to the old days when separate
concurrent operations, sometimes with the same targets,
were run by competing U.S. organizations without much, if
any, constructive coordination. How, he wondered, had they
ever done anything of value? He knew the answer, but
seldom admitted it even to himself.

So now there was a set of standard operating procedures
(SOPs) and some community doctrine in place to govern
such operations. There was coordination and cross-agency
vetting and an obtainable record, if one had the right access
authorization. There were meetings and discussions to
“straighten things out.” There was a sharing mechanism and
a much better approval process. Things were good, in part
because some of the “old hands” like Pops had insisted at
some point that the previous illogical and uncontrolled way
of doing things had to be fixed.

The fact that many of the incorrigible “old hands,”
muttering about impending failure and national doom, had
left for other “greener” pastures had also helped. The
younger crowd was more agreeable to cross-
organizational cooperation. Cooperation! That was a term
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that cut several ways in the human intelligence business.
Some thought it meant the proverbial wink of the left eye,
a consequence of bad habits passed along from
incorrigible mentors. Some thought it was never meant to
be “real” cooperation, but rather selective grudging
disclosure to avert operational disaster. But now most of
the operators in the field were able to get along just fine
with mostly real interaction and disclosure. It was at the
headquarters level that the remnants of institutional
compartmentalization run amok remained a barrier to fully
professional activity. After all, rare knowledge was still
power in the nation’s capital, and uninformed ignorance
was a virtue for those who suffered it.

As he sat down with his morning coffee, a necessity he
had decided long ago that he “had to have,” his mind was
cluttered with the drive in, the wreck he had just passed
on the main highway, and what his wife had spoken with
him about before he left. She was his second wife, new to
the business, and not at all agreeable about not knowing
every possible detail she could squeeze out of him. He
had a fleeting thought that she should have been an
interrogator. Maybe she had been.

She had put him on notice: Less time at the office, more
time with her, or else. It was an old problem—many of his
associates had dealt with it in a variety of ways, but the
most common way was to simply see what “or else”
meant. If it meant ending the marriage, that was fine,
because ending the work was not an option for most of
them. It was in their soul. It…was in his.

He glanced at the ever-present 4-screen TV news services
and finally chose to watch one for a while, not because of
programming quality but because he liked the morning
commentators. He had a news clipping file on his desk
and rifled through it, reading only the headlines, unless
one of the banners compelled him to read further. He was
done in minutes. He had heard snippets of the TV news
and reminded himself that he may have missed something
in which he was interested. It was a report about the
internal security situation in Iran, a country in which he
had an interest because of the op. He wrote a note on his
splash page to check with his aide to see if she could get
him the report and more detail.

He locked the office door. He went to his safe and dialed
in the numbers, put his thumb on the reader, and then put
in the final 3-digit code. The door cracked; he pulled it
open and looked into the safe as if he expected something
to be missing. There was only one file, on the op. There it
was, just where he had left it. He carefully removed it,
taking care to hold it level, and set it on his desk. He
carefully pulled up the cover slowly, and there it was—
the hair he had left in between the cover and the second

page, seeming somehow to attest to him that no one else
had violated the sanctity of the cover. He thought he
could rely on this—the file had not been disturbed—but
you could not be too careful. Security had the
combination and the override code to get past the
thumbprint. One never knew. The other two had their own
codes and their own thumbprints but the safe registered
any other entries besides his in an online file in Security.
Just for fun, he would check when he had time.

More coffee. Then he sat down and began the daily
routine. Read the file—again. Memorize it if you can;
otherwise just re-read it, but no notes, no discussion with
anyone in the office—there was a room for that—and no
leaving the office with the file out of the safe. SOP—it
was good policy and practice and he followed it.

As he read, he left the normal world and slipped into the
file as an observer, a co-conspirator, and a case officer
(the title sang out…) who could turn the thing on its head
or who could devise the next clever step. He was now at
work, phone calls handled outside by the aide, and no
office visits by his associates. Just him and the file. He
was, he thought, content.

As he read the page, he fell into a rhythm and then finally
into his own role in the op. He was with the target as
surveillance said he walked down a street and had a roll
and a hot drink—one of those fancy concoctions the
coffee shop was known to produce at an exorbitant price.
He sympathized when the target was reported to have
turned his ankle. He wondered about more detail when the
target met the girl and kissed her a little too long to be a
sister or even a wife. Note to the team: identify.

He read on, knowing what would come next, since he had
read it before. He was looking for a pattern, a path, a
signpost, which would guide him through the target’s life
and give him the key to exploitation. Something he could
hang his case officer hat on—a reason and motivation to
act.

As he read, he noticed updates made by his two
associates. They had corrected mistakes, changed entries
after new information and analysis were included, and
made several analytic observations, including their
recommendation that they had enough information now. It
was indeed time to take the next step.

He finished the file. It had taken almost three hours of
very concentrated time. He had to visit the men’s room,
he needed more coffee, and he needed something to eat.
He thought he would visit the snack bar. He stretched as
he rose from the chair, and noted the imprint his body had
left in the cushion. He needed exercise, he admitted to
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himself. It was pitiful. He had lost tone and flexibility after
sitting at the desk for so long. Coffee and food would get
some of it back, but he had a notion that later he should
go for a brisk walk. Maybe he would. He knew he would
not.

He locked it up, just like he always did. No file
ever…ever…could be left unattended outside the safe. He
unlocked the door and made it to the men’s room just in time.
As he relieved himself, he remembered the staff officer’s
mantra: Never pass up a latrine. How funny he remembered
that now, after all the years spent in government buildings.
Now it seemed as important as it did back then, but the
difference was he was in control of his bathroom visits—and
next time he would not wait so long. He had another thought
too. What was it that was bothering him? He knew there was
some urgency to get on with it, but he was not entirely sure
yet about… something. He could not say exactly what it
was. Coffee and food—in that order—and maybe he would
think more clearly.

The young woman in front of him at the turnstile in the
canteen was one of his two colleagues. She was
dangerously smart and brilliant, but had very little field
experience; in fact, she had very little life experience. How
had his office chief put it? “She had been trained in the
desert; she had been to the Farm, but had not been much on
the pavement.” He was torn by the need to discuss his
thoughts with her…and his concern that she would give him
some facile response. He wanted to talk with both of his
“informed” colleagues, but the other person, the young man
whom he liked, was on travel. It was her or no one. It was
time to have the conversation.

She sat, and he joined her. He cupped his coffee in both
hands and drank it like the old soldier habit he had picked
up years ago. It was a tell, he thought, an indicator, but in
some quarters it was so common he had never worried
about it. He devoured the food he had chosen and wished
he had gotten the Snickers bar. He left for a minute and
went back to the counter—got the Snickers and returned,
much to her delight. She was happy to see that her boss
could still want something like the candy bar, and would
then go get it. He was human after all, she thought. Nice.

He asked about how things were, and they engaged in
typical small talk. Cardinal rule #2—right after locking up the
file. Never talk about an op outside approved venues. He
heard more than he cared to from her about her mother and
her sister and her recent visit to a museum, and finally he
was done. He leaned forward a bit too close and quietly said
he would like her to join him in the meeting room. She knew
what that meant. She needed some time, so he gave her
fifteen minutes. She smiled and got up too. They went their
separate ways.

He went back to his office, opened the safe, plucked out
the file, deposited it in the mesh-lined courier satchel he
had used for 20 years, picked up a fresh pencil and a new
ballpoint, and walked away toward the meeting room. He
would wait for her. He liked to be ready and waiting for
his subordinates. It seemed to him to give an advantage.
Probably an illusion, he thought, but he liked it all the
same, especially with young people.

As she came into the enclosure, she pulled the door
closed and latched it. That too was SOP—last man in
locks the door behind him. He watched her and decided
she would do as a foil. She had a coffee with her, a pencil,
and nothing else. For the first time he noticed that she
was not bad-looking—good-looking, in fact. Their
missing compatriot was about her age, just a bit older. He
wondered if they had anything in common or if they had
any relationship outside the office. Probably not, he
decided, since he had never detected anything to give him
that impression. He wished he was younger.

She was looking at him, and for a fleeting moment he
thought she knew exactly what he was thinking. She had a
slow smile on her face and a quizzical look that could have
been misinterpreted. He sobered up, and wished he had
brought coffee too. This is where he would sip the coffee
and wait for interaction to begin, a trick he had learned
from the old warrant officer he worked with for several
years. But no such luck. He had to start the thing.

He began by reminding her of the security rules. No
notes, no recordings, no nothing except the file and their
two minds discussing together. He had seldom spoken
with her, and never alone, but now the time was pressing
on him so here they were. He opened the satchel and
pulled out the file.

He slowly reviewed the information. A known intelligence
officer from a country of interest, codenamed “Z,” was
their target. He had indicated, almost a year ago, in a
believable stolen moment away from his usual security
overwatch that he admired the United States of America,
for many reasons. He liked the freedom that Americans
enjoyed, even though he was part of a much different
culture. He liked the manner of his American
acquaintances, even though his circle of home-country
friends was as dear as anyone could be, albeit much
different. He liked the idea of self-determination in life,
and in business, even though his experience was that he
and others like him had been predetermined to end up in
the intelligence and security service. After all, that is
where his family had made its greatest contribution to his
country. He liked America’s greatest export, in his view,
the movies, followed closely by ’50s and ’60s rock & roll
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music. He enjoyed them so much that his security people
had questioned him on several occasions about how he
liked them “too much.”

But what he liked most, the file told them, was the idea
that America’s destiny was portrayed in such a positive
and realistic manner. He thought—he said—that only a
country which could and would realize the ideas
embodied in the national dream, complex though they may
be, was worth his commitment, his interest, and maybe,
just maybe, his fealty.

He had long ago given up on such a realization in his own
country, plagued as it was by corruption, restrictive
tradition, and dreary history. No one was sure what the
historical truth was, but he was sure his understanding of
what had happened since World War II was not the truth.
He was the worst of all citizens, he had confessed, a
cynical doubter.

Did he know his conversation was being recorded? Was
he sending a message purposefully? Or was he just
overcome by the emotion of the setting—losing his mind
and his normal reticence to admit any such ideas—
entwined as he was in the long, thin legs and warm
embrace of a young woman who looked like a
supermodel?

They did not know, but the rarest and perhaps the best
opportunity to act had appeared out of these professions
of belief in a darkened hotel bedroom, in the company of a
certain lady who had contact with a certain informant of
theirs. It was not often that you could begin to act on a
recruitment with the firm belief that the reason individuals
might agree to commit espionage on behalf of the United
States, against their home country, was because of their
apparent embrace of the ideals and foundational values
that are the basis for America. This was as good as it
gets, he thought. He said as much to his colleague and
she agreed.

It was settled then, at least between the two of them. This
would be a pitch to the target based only on the target’s
personal and perhaps intense belief in the United States
of America. The words sounded right but the effort
needed detailed review. The work was just beginning.

They went through the file from beginning to end, talking
over every nuance, every anomaly, every turn and twist
they could either perceive or imagine. They looked at all
the photos; there were many. They enhanced them and
read the reports of imagery read-out from the techies.
They looked at the parts of the file from another service,
intently, to see if there were any hidden traps, e.g., any
indication of continuing surveillance, and any indication

of similar interest like theirs…in the target. They listened
to every tape—there were only three—for not merely the
words but the manner of speech, for the feeling they got
from it, and for any irregularities. They ran the tapes
through the audio forensics machine to see if there were
any important indications of dissembling or outright
lying. They also looked for emotion that was not in
context and interestingly they found that the target was
emotional at times when one might not expect him to be.
Why? They would think about that.

They had long ago developed a bio on the target with
essential elements of his life development, his
professional background, and work experience and now,
as they read through it, they had voluminous information
on his lifestyle, his personal habits, his preferences, his
mannerisms, his health, and his intellect. They knew his
associates, his workplace, his friends, his intimate
partners. They knew all about his linguistic skills, his
training, his field activity. They had good fingerprints,
some biological sample data, and some medical records
which were revealing. Everything they could know now,
without too much penetration, without too much
investigative and research activity so that a red flag might
be raised, or an attention-gathering mistake might be
made, was in the bio file.

They examined the tests that had come from fingerprints
and DNA collection, and the cross-checks those pieces of
the puzzle had been through. And more.

One wondered if this was science or fallacious
falderal…but training told them it was all important and
relevant. After all, they were reminded, this is about a
person.

They had a Counterintelligence Office contact—who was
authorized to act without disclosure to others—for their
office. They had queried her on any CI flags or noted
instances of CI interest regarding the target. Her
handwritten note, passed manually back to them, had
been copied to the file. It gave a green light to their
concerns. It also said their target was in fact flawed but,
in the context of his life, very human.

He and his young colleague studied the file and
everything in it. They were saturated in the complex life
stew of the target, and they were exhausted from it. They
loved him—and hated him—alternating between emotion
and observation. The work, they knew, was like this,
because it was all very much about the mortal being they
had now come to know—”Z.”
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After a break, and more coffee, they began the review by
confiding in each other about their professional and
personal views. Generally, they were satisfied that the
target was a real opportunity—ripe for the attempt. They
had both noticed two glaring unanswered questions: Who
was the woman the target had kissed and who had kissed
the target back with some passion? What was the
financial situation of the target? They knew answers to
some part of the financial question, and after talking it
over they decided they knew enough to speculate that he
would appreciate any remuneration, especially if that
might include some form of rescue and recovery in the
U.S. if at some point that had to be undertaken. They
decided to forego any further investigation financially,
lest they alert someone to their interest.

The woman was another matter. They were wary here too
that any further interest in her might be noticed. They
wondered if she was at all important to the task at hand,
or just a new lover? Because he obviously liked women
they were not surprised that he might have at least one
long-term liaison, but was it necessary to know who she
was? Maybe.

They decided to send her cropped photo, without
explanation, to three selected sister agencies, with an
ORCON caveat, to see what they came back with, if
anything. They also decided that they could move ahead
without too much more detail, since the woman had
appeared only a couple of times in their entire assessment
of the target. Whoever she was, he had kept her well-
hidden until now. The photo of the kiss was a lucky
break.

They discussed his marital status. He had been married
early in life, but his first wife had passed away after a few
short years of marriage. He had remarried but it was
obvious he had other interests, although he kept up the
social side of the second marriage and, according to one
of the tapes, he cared for her. No children. His parents
had died when he was in his early 20s. He had a few
relatives, nieces and nephews, that sort of thing, but no
one close to him. He had a few friends, but only two, both
men, were in frequent contact with him. Neither friend was
remarkable from a mission standpoint, but one was under
the security purview of the national security service of
the target’s country. That was a small worry—and could
be handled in training after recruitment if they were
successful.

He was clean enough. They would proceed.

Just as they were leaning back in their chairs and taking a
breath, there was a knock on the door. They made sure
everything was back in the valise and she then opened the
door. It was their colleague, the young man who had been

on travel. His arrival now was a bit awkward, but maybe the
potential embarrassment of proceeding without him could
become a good operational practice. He sat down and waited
for an explanation. She locked the door.
The explanation was simple. They had gone through the file.
Time was short. They had made some decisions—interim, of
course—pending his review. He was now to read the file, by
himself, and read all their notes, and all the ancillary
information, and form his own conclusions. He was to do
that now and for as long as it took. Tomorrow they would
reconvene and discuss his individual and separate findings
and observations with them, and then they would all make
final decisions, together.

He seemed happy with this. He had clearly been in a hurry to
get back to work and this seemed to be what he had
anticipated. He had probably been talking to the office
secretary who knew the two colleagues had been locked up
in the secure meeting room. Hence, it was easy for him to
agree immediately and set to the task. They left him with the
file, after going over the security review with him. No
bathroom breaks, no visitors, no nothing with the file. He
should ring one of them with the buzzer system if he needed
anything. They would come.

The two colleagues returned to their desks and fell into their
chairs with the kind of tiredness that only comes from
draining their energy to the breaking point. Each dealt with it
in his/her own way. He looked at his bookshelf, which he
found calming. She examined her purse, hunting for the
lipstick she knew was in there somewhere, and read the
morning files which she had not yet attended to when he
invited—summoned—her to the meeting room. He was, she
thought, good at his job. She had learned something about
precision and diligence today, important lessons she was
happy to acknowledge.

It was late in the day—early evening really—when the
buzzer sounded, and he walked toward the meeting room. As
he passed his colleague’s office he looked in and there she
was, leaning over a paper on her desk like the good
intelligence officer she was. He asked her to come along,
saying that their associate had buzzed. She had heard it too
and was up and moving rapidly, anticipating some form of
culmination of the day.

In they went. He looked tired and a bit pale. He said he was
done, but needed a bathroom break and something to drink,
and could they wait just a couple of minutes and he would
be right back. Heads shook, and they sat down to wait.

He was back soon enough. They had not spoken much,
except she remarked that she was interested to hear what he
thought, which her colleague acknowledged with something
like a grunt and otherwise kept his counsel.
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The three of them were now sitting. It was quiet. The two
younger people were waiting for the old hand, the tried and
true legendary case officer, to speak. He was taking his
time—as he had learned from the old warrant officer. He
glanced at the file, closed and resting on the table. He swore
it moved ever so slightly.

He looked up and spoke in even tones. He reminded his
young charges that there had been two reviews, separate,
cautiously intimating that he had planned it that way. He
commented that this was to see if there were any differences
between the separate reviews. He admonished everyone,
including himself, to view it as a constructive approach, not
in any way competitive. He then invited the young man to
speak, asking for a brief review and especially highlighting
any concerns.

They were all tired from a long day in the meeting room, but
the two younger people seemed to get a second breath. The
young man began by succinctly stating the essentials of the
op, which the others already knew. He then listed three
concerns: motivation, the woman, and money. It was that
simple, he said. Otherwise, he was agreeable to proceed. He
said the latter with due deference and the old hand nodded
slightly in silent assent.

The young woman showed suitable attention. He now asked
for her input. She looked at her colleague and agreed with
his review. She was careful not to say that she and the old
hand had already come to grips with these issues. Instead,
she gave her opinion that the motivation was—according to
the details of the “bedroom” report, as they all liked to think
of it—strong enough to give it a try. She said that she too
wished maybe there was some other obvious chink in the
target’s armor, but none had been discovered. No one cared
anymore if someone had a fling at a hotel or even an affair,
unless of course it was complicated by some other
conditions.

She agreed that the woman was an issue, and related that
they were waiting for replies from the three agencies to
which they had sent the photo. This was new information for
the young man, but he took it in stride and said nothing,
seeming by his silence to agree with that attempt to identify
her.

The young woman proceeded, saying that unless the woman
was, in some way they could not now define, relevant and
important to the recruitment of the target, she thought they
could and should proceed. It was a risk, but small enough to
go ahead with. Both men were silent.

She then spoke of the money. She had carefully reviewed
every document they had in the file that dealt with the
target’s financial affairs, she said, and her opinion was that
he was not short of money in his current professional life,

and not in debt as far as she could discover. But…she
reminded them, if he should agree to their recruitment
proposal, then hopefully, for several years, he would be
earning through them, preparing for the rainy day when he
would have to come in and become a “new” person with a
nest egg he could rely on. That was a hook they believed in
and she thought he would too.

The room went quiet. The old hand was looking at her, and
then at the young man, with a nondescript seriousness. He
fidgeted with the file and looked away for a moment as if he
could see out into the distance, which was very short in the
meeting room.

He quietly stood, said they should sleep on all this, and plan
to convene tomorrow morning at 0900. He bid them
goodnight and walked out. Both of his charges were mildly
surprised—although he had done this once before on a
much different occasion. What could they do? They left too,
each going to where the evening took them.

Coffee! That came first, followed by a quick review of any
overnight information. Then he buzzed his colleagues and
they assembled in the meeting room—last one in locked the
door.

He took the file out of his courier bag and set it on the table,
for quick review if necessary. His demeanor was straight-
faced, even a little dour. He thought the seriousness of their
decision demanded that. As he began to speak, he could
hear a reverberation in the room. He had a fleeting thought—
maybe what he heard was microphone feedback? He
dismissed that as very unlikely given the construction and
control of the meeting room. It might be his heart pounding
in his chest. This was, even to him, even though he had
made such decisions several times in the past, an important
crossroads. Yes or No? Left, Right, Straight. Straight was to
continue their observation and assessment. Left was No.
Right was Yes. He paused in thought, then looked at them as
they nervously waited and gave his views.

He was ready to make the pitch. Right turn.

His only remaining concern was the woman. He wanted to
carefully continue efforts to identify her.

He knew the target would be in the U.S.—in Miami, in fact—
for an international conference appropriate to his work. In
two weeks. That was the time frame.

He set out the general plan. Hotel room meeting. Ruse to get
the target there would be worked out. Full electronic and
imagery surveillance. All three of them would participate.
Stand-by unit of five from Special Activities would be in
adjoining room. They would have to be briefed, but that was
SOP.
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He estimated they needed at least one hour—maybe more,
maybe less. It depended. They believed the best approach
would be direct—tell him the basic truth, maybe convince
him with some snippet of the “bedroom” surveillance or a
tidbit or two of his life activities if they thought it was
needed, give him the outlines of their expectations, give him
an outline of what they would provide, ask for agreement,
ask him to sign a basic written agreement, and schedule a
second meeting as soon as practical within security
guidelines.

She asked what they would do if he had security
overwatch…which she thought he might. Intuition, she said.
They decided a technical search of his room while he was
away would be a good step—assuming they could gain
undetected access. They also decided their own surveillance
would need to be in place for the key parts of the hotel—the
conference rooms, the restaurant, the lobby and waiting
area, the baggage check, the arrival and departure of cars
outside, the hallways and elevators coming and going, and a
few other places.

They all agreed that, if any hostile security were noted, it
would then be cause for an immediate review of their plan.
So far, surveillance had been noted only once, and they had
not been able to confirm it or understand it fully. Maybe that
was what was bothering the old hand?

After some discussion they decided to ask Special Activities
to provide a Spanish-speaking maid (not Cuban), whom they
could insert into the work force on the two floors, his and
theirs. He had asked for such support before and it had been
very well provided. SA was good at what it did.

He said they needed to work on the alibi the target should
use if any security overwatch showed up and found him out
of his room. He thought the best idea was another room
where an alluring young woman could be found in a
somewhat disheveled state. It fit at least one instance of the
target’s history.

Who should make the pitch? He surprised them by
designating the young woman. His reasoning was that he
could chime in any time; he would be recognized as the
senior person. He said he thought the target would be
softened and more welcomed by her voice and manner (and
appearance, although he did not elaborate). He wanted the
young man to appear to be the muscle, just for the pitch.
After agreement, they would all be identified to the target as
his “points of contact.” Using the names list: The young
man would be Roger, she would be Mary, and he would be
Mark. Easy to pick up and simple. KISS—keep it simple,
stupid—he mentally flashed as he leaned back and looked at
the young woman, obviously expecting her to speak.

The young woman, now known in the context of this op as
Mary, was pleased with his confidence in her, and said so.
She agreed with everything and admitted that she, too, had
concerns about the woman, but not enough to hold
anything up. Her guess was the target had found a lover and
was careful to hide her. Intuition, she said.

He looked over at the young man—Roger—slightly wary
that there would be a statement of disappointment. The
young man, true to form, said he agreed with everything.
KISS. Simple but seemingly possible, plausible, even likely,
he thought, to succeed. The old hand, Mark, was
professionally and personally pleased. They would go
ahead, and in two weeks they would give it the old college
try. He still had a feeling that something was…worrisome,
nagging, irritating…he was not sure what. Hostile security?
Maybe. Maybe it was the woman? Maybe not? He would
think about it, but for now the plan was set. He and his two
colleagues had plenty of work to do.

They made short work of the arrangements with Special
Activities, which was only too happy to participate. Even
the maid—from Guatemala (wink, wink!)—was quickly pulled
off their bench of role players and integrated into the hotel
workforce. They had worked with the manager before and he
knew enough never to ask questions. Just go with the flow,
they told him…and the nation will be grateful.

The tech guys did their work and as usual it was without any
disturbance or notice as far as anyone could tell. Two
rooms—the pitch room and the control room—were wired
and configured for, well, for everything. Even the bathroom
had a sensor or two no one liked to talk about, but they had
proven valuable in the past. DNA and the physiology of a
person provided amazing clues as to what they were up to
and how they would react.

They had dotted the i’s and crossed the t’s administratively
with the formal approval mechanism and with the “legal
beagles.” Everything was a go. They had the first field
payment to target in the envelope they would take with them
to the pitch.

Now they sat down in the meeting room to develop the ruse.
This was the tricky part. How to get him to the pitch room?
That was the issue. There were several ways to go, but after
some discussion, including a little argument from Mary—
intuition, she said—they decided on the age-old honey pot.
It was simple. He would meet an alluring woman in the bar or
in the lobby, or in the restaurant, anywhere in the hotel
where she could work her magic. This would happen
seemingly by accident. She would suggest going up to “her”
room. That would be it.
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They looked at each other and knew it would probably
not work on this guy. It did not feel right. He might not be
in the mood for something like this. Mary was right; it
violated the KISS rule—way too complicated and way too
contingent.

They looked at the walls of the meeting room as if there
was a collection of real insects—not the kind of bugs
they normally dealt with—running over the paint. What
else could they do to get the target to the pitch room
without much fuss and little chance of interference? The
answer was somewhere.

The old hand finally spoke. He said they had used a ploy
he called the “escort” maneuver once before and it had
worked. It was very direct; but on the other hand it was
so quick and so…simple…that maybe they should give it
a try this time. He explained the idea. Once the target was
isolated—maybe in a men’s room or an elevator, or in a
hallway just off the elevator—he would be met by the old
hand, Mark, and the muscle, AKA Roger, and a brief
direct statement would be made. “Mr. Z, please come with
us. We have something important we would like to
discuss with you. No harm will come to you.”

Mr. Z would then be “escorted” rapidly to the pitch room.
Could they control the surroundings? Could they make
the quick point that they meant no harm, and just wanted
to talk, believable? Could they use functional disguises
which they could then shed, because they thought it was
important that the target really see who they are? There
were many questions, and several key unknowns, but in
the end they settled on a fast approach—quick
explanation; circuitous but short route to the pitch room;
shed disguises; Mary would make the pitch, sign, seal,
and deliver; schedule a second meeting; and then part
ways. The old hand thought it could be done. His
younger associates were nervous but finally agreed—
risky, but doable. It would depend on some luck and
contacting the target at just the right time.

The real reason they all agreed to the “escort” maneuver was
that, if it did not work, or something went wrong, or security
overwatch was present and could not be deceived, then they
could rapidly depart, just the two of them, disguised, and
hopefully without any compromise of the operation. They
thought it possible that, even if they were observed directly,
because of the hotel environment there would be no harmful
outcome; they would simply leave and let anyone who cared
wonder what had just happened. The target would, of
course, be under some suspicion, and he himself would
probably understand more than he should, but there was
nothing they could do about that. The key moments were:
when they made direct contact, took the target in tow, and
told him directly that they were “friends who wanted to talk.”
Wink! Wink!

After going over the many details and looking at every
possible location in the hotel, they decided on the hallway
just past the men’s room, which offered a blind spot, and
then a quick walk to the stairwell, down one floor, and into
the hallway two rooms’ length, and then into the pitch room.
It seemed like they could handle this and, since the target
had to leave the elevator near the contact point, it was
probably predictable—if Mr. Murphy did not intervene. One
of them would try to be on the elevator to ensure that part of
the movement was uneventful and secure. Their clan commo
was key—all three of them and a couple of their support
staff being wired up for the mission.

CCTV coverage? Hotel staff? Unwitting random people?
Security overwatch or even an accompanying security
officer? And more. There were lots of side thoughts and
discussions. In the end, the old hand had called a halt to it. It
was decided. They had three days until the target was in the
hotel and two more days before they could decide what sort
of security and what sort of conditions they were dealing
with. It was on.

The brass had been briefed. They—both of them—had
signed off on it, and of course the national authorities had
backed them up, except for that snot at the NSC who never
agreed to anything. They could do without his risk-averse
approach. His boss was far more adventurous.

The target had been at the hotel for one full day and, so
far, no exceptional security overwatch had been noted.
The “security officer” for the visiting group had been
identified. He was young and aggressive but inclined to
notice attractive women and to spend time in the lobby
watching them or even talking with them. He could be
distracted, they thought, and spoke with Special
Activities, which had a looker on the string who could
become “interested” in the man without knowing
anything about the reason behind her “interest.” They
decided to deploy her and see what came of that. Their
own video surveillance team had done a good job of
covering the lobby through the existing hotel system and
their own high-tech devices. It seemed like they could
manage this last-minute change, which the old hand did
not really like, but in this case it seemed worth the effort
and the risk.

They had met with disguise techs and things seemed fine;
they were impressed by the capabilities and the outcome
of their “dry-run” cover-up. Things were on track…

Next day, their SA-”hired woman” had made rapid contact
with the CI guy, and it seemed he took the bait without
much concern. SA had once again come through with just
the right amount of allure and just the right amount of
beauty—not too much, but enough to feed the security
man’s ego. He probably thought she was a hooker but,
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then again, maybe not. Her story of being at the hotel
while a family legal action was being worked in the court
was good. Lots of reasons for her to come and go and for
attorney-looking men to meet with her. SA had the story on
tap.

Surveillance continued to work well. No other security
overwatch was noted. Target had come and gone from the
hotel by himself, or so it seemed. While in the hotel, he was
acting in a normal way—nothing remarkable. Everything was
fine.

Then the woman showed up—apparently a surprise to the
target. At least that is the way he acted. The target was not
the only one who was surprised.

She appeared in the lobby and was instantly recognized by
the CCTV physical recognition program. She waited in the
lobby, sitting on one of the round divans, for about ten
minutes and then, glancing at her watch, she proceeded to
the hotel bar. She was now under all sorts of surveillance.

He was in the bar. She immediately went up to him and he
looked startled. He took her arm and leaned in to say
something to her, even though it was relatively quiet in the
room. There was no sign of intimacy. She spoke too,
although her lip movements and countenance could not be
captured on video because of the angle. She also placed her
hand on his arm—the one he was using to hold on to hers—
and he let go and perceptibly gave her some distance. They
spoke. It seemed obvious that she wanted to continue the
meeting elsewhere. They departed together—with no
attempt to hide any familiarity from anyone—and in fact his
demeanor had changed to a happier one. They went to the
elevator bank and up to his room. When they entered, they
kissed and whispered endearments as if it had been too long
since they saw each other. The tech men who were listening
and watching would have bet money that she was his
mistress.

She walked over to the TV and turned it on, turning the
volume up to high. She said she would like to go out on the
balcony to see the view. He hesitated ever so slightly and
then pulled the sliding door—allowing the humidity to flood
in—and out she went.

They were quiet. She looked out at the sea and the
cityscape, marveling at the comfortable conditions found
here. Then she embraced him and whispered to him. The
tech men strained to hear…but having anticipated the
possibility that the balcony might be used in such
pleasant conditions, it was wired as well as one could wire
a hotel balcony. They knew they would have to use their
noise separation gadget to get anything clearly, but the
possibility was there that they could capture a word
string here and there and give a quick report. The noise

separation machine was waiting on the table next to them. It
was just going to take a few minutes, but they would have as
much of the conversation as you could get under these
conditions. The target and “his mistress” were on the
balcony for at least twenty minutes. They spoke in whispers,
close to each other, occasionally exchanging a long kiss and
some caresses. To anyone watching—including
surveillance—it seemed obvious that they were lovers,
catching up and exchanging affections on the balcony of a
room at a five-star hotel, out in the open, hiding nothing,
except for turning the TV on and up high.

When they left the balcony he seemed—what? concerned?
It was not exceptionally obvious, but his head inclined ever
so slightly and his movement to pull the door open for her,
and then to follow her into the room, seemed slow. The
video software said he was different and so did the main
tech man. Why?

She went to the bathroom; he took his shoes and jacket off
and lay on the bed. She came out and after some time they
made love. The observers all agreed it was not wild or
lascivious in any way—it was caring and slow and warm. He
obviously cared for her and she cared for him. It seemed
open and shut. She was his lover.

And she was. But she was also his—or maybe better
stated—one of his security officers. She had, according to
the tapes and analysis, come to warn him that he was being
considered for a counterintelligence interview by the central
CI directorate. It had to do with some report they had
received about him—which report she could not fully
identify. She told him it was something about his lifestyle
which, while assigned to the job he had now, came to their
attention. He was too interested in, too enamored with, and
too involved in Western culture, especially anything to do
with popular culture in the U.S. She said he was not under
exceptional surveillance right now, but that could change.
She told him that he had to adjust his manner and be careful
what he said to others if he wanted to stay in the job he had
now. She did not say anything about what might happen to
him if he did not make some corrections to his personal
demeanor. She said she was worried about him because at
least one of his superiors—he knew which one—was not his
friend and took every opportunity to criticize him and find
fault with his way of doing things. He acknowledged that
and said he understood. It seemed simple, he said. He knew
what to do. He said he was not worried. He thanked her for
her confidence. He seemed to accept the accuracy of
everything she told him. She seemed confident too, and
often spoke in the first person.

As the team members listened, they knew it was not unusual
in the intelligence service of target’s country that a security
officer and a high-ranking government or civilian person
should be in close contact—even intimate contact—but it
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was unusual for such a seemingly caring relationship to
exist between a female security officer and a ranking
member of the government security service. The team met
separately in the meeting room as soon as tech said it had
provided everything it had, including its analysis.

The woman had left the hotel soon after a brief nap. The
target had escorted her to the door—there was no attempt
to hide—where a car picked her up. It was later identified
as a commercial car service. It had taken her to the airport
where she had gone into the first-class lounge area and
then disappeared. An airport cop had been asked to see if
she was waiting in the lounge but he could not find her
anywhere.

They decided against asking airport authorities for ID
coverage of all airport hallways and exits. It would raise
her profile too high, they thought. They reviewed
everything. They also wondered why there had been no
reply from any of the three agencies to which they sent
the ORCON request for identity check. Was it simply
because no sister service had been aware of this woman,
especially as a security officer? Probably. They would
make an addition to the file after some further
consideration of what this meant.

They went over the entire file again, searching for anything
that might be a clue they had overlooked before. Nothing
showed up. There was only the kiss and the note that it had
been more than a kiss for a family member. That was it.

Questions floated through the air like confetti. Why now
would the “security officer” step out of the shadow, break
operational security protocol, and show herself so openly?
Or, why not? She apparently had nothing to hide except a
tryst with one of her fellow security people, albeit a senior.
Why would she, and he, be in an apparently loving
relationship, or did that matter? Was it real? If the “security
officer” could not explain which report or reports had led to
CI being concerned about the target’s demeanor, was it
possible that any report had included some mention of their
surveillance—or their interest—in the target? What did it
mean for the CI organization to conduct an “interview”
under these conditions? That sounded menacing—just like a
“subject interview” in the U.S. IC. Did it mean that the target
was going to be polygraphed? Probably. What, if anything,
should they do now, given this new context? What else did
they need to know? And more.

They had only one more day and a wake-up. The old hand
was not affected as much by all this as his two younger
colleagues. He had seen such last-minute glitches before. In
fact, not too long ago, as he reminded them, the decision
was made to cancel the planned recruitment of another likely
possibility, for similar reasons.

After sorting through as many permutations and
variations on the theme of success and the sidelight of
failure, the old hand believed he had to take the current
information back to his superiors for their review and
advice. They met in the early evening. He explained what
had happened and went over the team’s discussion. The
decision-makers asked for the team’s recommendation.
The old hand hated that sort of approach, although he
knew it was necessary for them to hear it.

He told them that the team believed they should cancel
the current plan, maintain surveillance, and wait for the
alleged CI event to happen. If the target survived that,
then they would try again, using essentially the same
plan. Everyone had a sour face when that was over, but
the decision-makers had their answer. No risk now—the
target was too vulnerable.

The good news was, the woman—the security officer—
had been identified, and she too could become a part of
their future activity. They just had to work out what
approach was best in her case.

The direction was given. Everything was shut down
except technical surveillance, which remained in place.
The maid kept working for another week and then gave
her notice. She was moving to Wyoming. She was going
to get new teeth and maybe a hair extension, she told her
co-workers.

The file was updated and placed in the safe one more
time. The team met again to close out the current op, and
the young woman, Mary, told them she had been selected
for a new team assignment she was not at liberty to
discuss, but she would be departing the next day. A new
female team member would report in the following
Monday. The old hand and the young man were suitably
sorry to hear of this, but knew things like this happened
in their world. Might she be back? She said she just
might. They parted on a positive note.

On Monday the old hand welcomed the new team member
and she seemed to fit right in. The young man took her in
tow to show her the ropes. Things seemed fine.

Late in the day, as the old hand was closing, he received a
call asking him—telling him—to report to the Director’s
office. No further explanation. Fifteen minutes. Period.

He wondered what he could have done…but decided he
had not done anything. He just had to go and see what it
was about. This was one of the many things he found he
disliked about his work—the uncertainty of it all. He beat
a path down the long hallway to the right door out of
many; they all looked the same.
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He waited while a staff officer went into the Director’s office.
As the door opened, he noticed that one of his superiors
was in the office already. That meant this was more than just
a social call—which he already knew since the Director was
not known for any sort of warm fuzzy interaction. Then in
walked the Chief of CI for the organization. The CI man said
nothing, but smiled grudgingly and took a seat.

Then two others came in. They both stood since all the
chairs in the waiting area were occupied. He thought he
knew the man—from the legal office—but the other person,
a woman, was a mystery. Neither person said anything, but
they nodded at him and at the CI Chief.

Presently the staff officer came out and invited them in.
When they crowded into the room, everyone standing, there
was one other person in the room that was a surprise, at
least to the old hand. He was confused—momentarily at a
loss—and then something began to make sense, twisted
sense, but sense nonetheless.

It was the “security officer,” whom he liked to think of as the
“mistress” because that appealed to his romantic side. He
said nothing and tried hard not to give anything away. She
certainly did not give any hint of recognition, staring
straight ahead and seeming to be a bit uncomfortable. He
had to admit that she was both interesting and beautiful. He
had a fleeting notion—wondering what would come next—
that she and he were on the same side. What else could it
be?

There were two suits and one uniform in the room, all senior
and recognizable, but they were sitting at the conference
table, befitting their rank, he thought. They were quiet and,
as usual, without much warmth—all business.

The Director sat at his desk, looking stern and businesslike.
As he spoke, more information washed over the old hand.
The Director began by saying that he would not formally
introduce anyone in the room. They all had a reason to be
there. He said they—each of them—would know in a
moment why they were present. He took a breath and looked
directly at the old hand.

“A very sensitive operation to recruit a well-placed and
highly regarded intelligence official from a country of
interest has been underway for many months. It was near its
culmination in a recruitment attempt four days ago when
certain information indicated there was a pending hostile
security inquiry focused on our recruitment target. A
decision—it turns out a good decision—was made by the
case officer team and reviewing officials to stop the
recruitment operation, to withdraw the assembled team, and
to place the operation on hold until the security inquiry had
been completed.”

The old hand breathed slight relief—so far it was in his
favor.

The Director then turned his attention to the CI Chief and
the attorney from Legal. “We here were not aware of the
community interest shown by our case team, nor were we
aware of competing interest by a sister agency, until three
days ago when certain events unfolded. In retrospect,
perhaps we should have known that the target of our
recruitment effort was part of another ongoing operation
when the case team sent an ORCON request to three
agencies in the IC to verify the identity of a person who
was involved in the separate original operation.”

The Director showed no emotion, but for a fraction of a
second his eyes left the CI Chief and the attorney and
shifted to others—then back again—with laser-like
intensity. The old hand could see them wilt.

“The reason we did not know, or did not take action,
seems clear. Bureaucratic inefficiency in the CI office and
in the legal review office.”

He took a breath and looked down at his desk—then
shifting in his chair he began again. “In the case of the
original operation, there was insufficient coordination to
begin with, and a failure to ensure inter-agency and inter-
organizational cooperation by appropriate minimal
disclosure to trusted friends. That should not happen
again. In this matter, we have averted disaster and our
source remains secure. Thank God.”

The old hand swore under his breath. So that is what this
was all about. Two operations—not one—and he was the
Johnny-come-lately. He glanced at the audience and his
eyes came to rest on the mystery woman, whom he did
not know, who had not been introduced, who had said
nothing, and who seemed aloof from it all. It was her, he
decided. She was the only other person in the room who
did not have an identity that could be explained. She was
younger than him, of course, but to someone, somewhere,
she too was probably the “old hand.”

Why was the “mistress” there? He knew immediately. It was
the necessary bona fide for him, so that he would know, for
sure, that there was an operation underway that should—
and would—take primacy. Perhaps she was there for another
reason: maybe her own belief system had been tested,
because she was “on the street” as they say, at risk, and
engaged in a demanding—even sacrificial—position, having
direct intimate contact with the target. Maybe she needed to
hear, from a person of great credibility, like the Director, that
the problem had been discovered, was solved, and that she
was secure, without any more disclosure and without any
further compromise. Was that true? He wondered.
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The Director was speaking again. “Mr. Carney, you are
the Chief of CI. You and your colleague from Legal, Mr.
Short, will now take steps to bring all information and all
activities engaged in by the second case team under
control. There will be no further confusion, no further
unwanted disclosure, and no further compromise in regard
to this matter. You may have direct contact with the
second team, the lead case officer of which is standing
next to you. You may not have any further contact with
anyone else in this room unless you receive my express
approval, which is unlikely. Put this matter in a box and
wrap it up. Is that clear?”

The old hand thought he saw the mystery woman’s eyes
blink for a split second. He was the source of her trouble,
he thought, and now she knew it. He still had no idea who
she was or what agency she worked for.

The Director’s voice was strong and confident. The CI
Chief said yes, he understood, a bit weakly. The attorney
nodded his assent. They both looked at the old hand—
who knew he was in for a long period of disclosure, of

explanation, of verification and, finally, perhaps on to a
new operation. Anything else was unthinkable. It was in
his soul.

They were dismissed. Everyone filed out through a side
door except the “mistress” and the “mysterious woman,”
who remained with the Director. It was over.

As the old hand passed into the corridor, he glanced right
and left as was his habit. On the right he saw a woman.
She looked directly at him for a few seconds, and then
moved through the door to the Director’s office that he
had entered earlier. Once again, in a matter of a few
minutes, he was taken aback and left to wonder. It was his
former colleague, “Mary,” the young woman, and she was
smiling.

As he headed down the hall he smiled himself, ready to go
to work.
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A Distracted Gaze:
Counterterrorism’s Blinders on the

Intelligence Community

by Dr. Diana C. Gill

Ascientific experiment was conducted several years
ago in which test subjects were each engaged in
conversation by a stranger.  A distraction was then

staged before the conversation was resumed.  Only now the
stranger was an altogether different person, a fact that went
unnoticed by many test subjects.  “Change blindness” is
when we do not see alterations in reality that happen in
quick succession right in front of us.

Such an inability to perceive a shift in reality is similar to the
visual myopia that writer Joshua Foust, a fellow with both
the Foreign Policy Research Institute and the American
Security Project, warned American intelligence of in his
article “Myopia: How Counter-Terrorism Has Blinded Our
Intelligence Community,” published in The Atlantic in 2012.
Foust’s article states how “[l]arge areas of the IC have
moved away from their traditional role of analyzing a broad
range of current events for policymakers and toward
supporting the global counterterrorism mission. This shift in
focus can create blind spots that pose unique challenges for
the president.  If branch chiefs and the policymakers they
support value ‘exploitable’ information over deep
understanding, they might be ignoring potentially vital
information that doesn’t seem immediately of interest.”1

This article attempts to extend Foust’s myopia argument by
focusing on policymakers’ role in “blinding” the intelligence
community by its over-emphasis on counterterrorism, and by
the likely proliferation of geopolitical “black swans” in the
future as a consequence.   Foust’s point bears reexamination
as we move into the 19th year of the Intelligence
Community’s consuming emphasis on counterterrorism.
Unforeseen events continue to pop up across the globe,
leaving the U.S. Intelligence Community (IC) to scramble as
it tries to explain Russia’s unexpected invasion of Crimea in
2014, or Assad’s regrouping in Syria, or the gross under-
estimation of the speed of North Korea’s nuclear program.
We have to ask ourselves:  Which of these surprises was a
“black swan” (i.e., an “out of the blue” event that makes a
large impact but whose very unpredictability is later
explained away) and which was a true failure of the IC?  Did
the blame lie with outlier factors over which U.S. intelligence
had little control or with the IC itself?

To examine intelligence failures is simultaneously to admit
the IC’s inalterable limitations.2  Some attacks, as Andrew
Liepman and Philip Mudd explain, cannot be stopped.3

Intelligence expert David G. Muller writes, “Surprise
happens. Abrupt discontinuities occur. Tipping points are
reached… No futures intelligence process has yet been able
to grapple satisfactorily with this problem.”4  Additionally,
low-tech violence, especially that committed by easily
obtainable everyday items such as box cutters and
automobiles, is almost impossible to anticipate.  Such
incidents, rather tragically, are high-cost opportunities to
identify corollary security vulnerabilities, such as
unreinforced cockpit doors on airplanes or the need for
override braking in new cars’ computer systems to prevent
them from being used as weapons.  They surprise us for
their very innovation as terrorist tools.  Former CIA Director
Michael Hayden made a similar point in his discussion of
Russian hacking of the 2016 Presidential election when he
likened the U.S.’s inability to counter the cyberattack to the
events of 9/11.  It “was an attack on us from an unexpected
direction against a previously unknown weakness.”5

What about aggression, however, from known directions?
How does the consuming focus on counterterrorism increase
our blindness to these “surprises”?  When the CIA was
criticized for not predicting the Arab Spring movement of
2010-2012, James Clapper, the Director of National
Intelligence at the time, admitted before Congress that “we
were in many of these [involved] countries engaged with
local liaison services on [counterterrorism]…and maybe
weren’t paying as much attention to the backyard that we
were in at the time.”6  Likewise, the huge buildup of Russian
troops along the Ukrainian border and the obvious use of
former Soviet weapons scientists by Pyongyang, as well as
their multiple reactors producing weapons-grade plutonium,
should have indicated more clearly a significant shift in the
international status quo.

Given the fact that so many people “in the know” were
caught unawares by these developments, however, we have
to ask ourselves:  not if such big events are slipping beneath
the intelligence radar but rather why such events appear to
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be gathering steam with little notice?  Here, Foust’s comment
of five years ago seems especially pertinent:  “If branch
chiefs and the policymakers they support value ‘exploitable’
information over deep understanding, they might be
ignoring potentially vital information that doesn’t seem
immediately of interest.”7  This statement spreads the blame
equally between the consumers of intelligence agencies and
the agencies themselves.  Identified in a monograph printed
by the CIA, there are three types of intelligence
consumers—”cops, spies, and soldiers…[who require] at
least three distinct types of intelligence—investigative or
operational, stra-tegic, and tactical.”8

Users of strategic and tactical intelligence are the individuals
who concern us in studying “change blindness” in the U.S.
Intelligence Community.  Strategic analysis seeks to capture
broad cultural developments outside the U.S., optimistically
termed as “global coverage,” while tactical intelligence
focuses on immediate dangers to the U.S.  The first type of
intelligence is long-term, the second short-term.  The late
Kent Center research scholar Jack Davis cited the end of the
Cold War as coinciding with the sharp reduction of strategic
intelligence.9  Government cutbacks reduced the number of
analysts just as technology was increasing the amount of
data collected.  Russ Travers, who was working for the
Defense Intelligence Agency at the time, commented in 1997
how the intelligence environment got to where its remaining
analysts were too few in number to handle the overwhelming
traffic of incoming information.10

The 9/11 attacks did little to change this, despite government
funding for U.S. intelligence agencies shooting through the
roof.  The CIA lists the aggregate budget for 1998 at $26.7
billion.11 By 2005, it was $44 billion,12 but with an even
stronger emphasis on tactical analysis.13  John McLaughlin,
former Deputy Director of the CIA, has reflected on this time
period stating, “The changes at CIA, of course, were
enormous. We had just been through a decade of reductions
in force, about 23 percent in budget and personnel. After 9/
11, resources flowed back. Before 9/11, we had preserved our
counterterrorism budget, but I always described us as 300
people spread eagle across a dike.  We went to about 2,000
people within six months on counterterrorism. We got new
authorities to do things we’d never done before, and at that
point weren’t sure how to do. We now have a generation,
like the post-World War II generation, that has been
socialized in war.”14

Today’s consumers of intelligence (such as the State
Department or the Department of Defense) focus on this
wartime mentality, directing the IC away from strategic
analysis where “more distant future risks and
threats…[including] hypothetical future alternatives,
scenarios, visions, and wild cards are formed.”15  Immediate
threats are often paramilitary in origin and, as such, require

tactical intelligence to respond to an increasingly fluid
environment.  Traditional definitions blur in today’s military
as modern soldiers fight insurgents in the midst of civilian
communities.  U.S. Marine General Charles Krulak captured
the complexity of such a non-traditional battlefield by
coining the phrase “three-block war.”16  This is where
Marines might go into combat, provide humanitarian aid, and
conduct peacekeeping tasks (such as facilitating ceasefires),
all within the space of three city blocks.

Meanwhile, back on the home front, counterterrorism is
stoking the intelligence pressure cooker to a dangerously
high level as John Heidenrich, a security consultant and
author, explains from his experience as a former DIA
analyst:  “[A]mong today’s intelligence consumers,
urgency is pushing tactical thinking. To stop terrorists
[for example], I need this specific piece of tactical
intelligence—right now.”17  To put this in perspective,
“[C]ounterterrorism programs employ one in four members
of the intelligence workforce and account for one-third of
the intelligence program’s spending.”18 Given the trauma
of 9/11 combined with very real dangers, this tyranny of
the present is reasonable.  What is, however,
unreasonable is the belief that strategic analysis can
“wait” for a calmer tomorrow in which it can then be
relaunched by the Intelligence Community.

Strategic intelligence’s greatest strength explains its
unpopularity among intelligence consumers and,
consequently, why they do not often reward the IC for
obtaining it.  Some might say it is because it is a form of
analysis about a future that exceeds the policymaker’s
term in office, or as Warren Buffett so cynically
summarized it in 1977, “When human politicians choose
between the next election and the next generation, it’s
clear what usually happens.”19  Regardless, strategic
analysts do indeed focus on the “big picture” over
longtime horizons and anticipate changes or events that
will be of major significance to national interests and
security.”20  Historically, though, during times of
perceived threat, this approach has been seen as a luxury
with policymakers discarding it in favor of “current and
tactical intelligence”21 as the means to protect their
constituents.  Indeed, most experienced analysts working
today have never had the benefit of collecting anything
other than tactical intelligence,22 namely because “the
skills necessary for strategic intelligence do not thrive in
the equivalent of a crisis center, rushing from task to task,
fact-sheet to fact-sheet, and blurb to blurb.”23

Why does this even matter?  How much more intelligence
profitability can there be in strategic as opposed to tactical
analysis?  How can anything that takes our attention away
from detecting terrorists plotting imminent destruction be
relevant?  Three explanations address this question.
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TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE BENEFITS
FROM STRATEGIC

Tactical analysis paints a shallow picture of the enemy,
as opposed to strategic intelligence’s fleshing out of
the enemy’s second- and third-tier motivations within

the local environment.24   John Heidenrich explains that an
assessment of an opponent “based on detailed knowledge
of obstacles and opportunities and enemies and friends in a
foreign area”25 not only assists soldiers on the ground but
fuels the overarching formation of a grand strategy with its
“variety of variables.”26

In essence, it provides the logic behind the nuts and bolts of
tactical plans as strategic analysts’ “expert knowledge of the
history and culture, political and leadership dynamics, and
back-stage agents of influence of the countries and
organizations that threaten US interests” helps “policy
officials determine how best to divert, deter, disrupt, and
generally leverage a threatening foreign entity.”27

Understanding the context of such a threat would
additionally aid frontline personnel in the current U.S.
warfighting machine that currently “takes an extremely
limited view of the enemy. Our men and women on the
ground are zeroed in on tactical intelligence about the
enemy—the who and where. Questions of strategic
intelligence—the why—are marginalized.”28

A strictly in-house benefit to strategic intelligence would be
its part in providing an agency-wide program of agent
rotation between the two analytical systems.  Vigilance
decrement and agent burnout are both triggered by high-
pressure occupations, the stress of which alters individuals’
blood chemistry, releasing hormones especially to increase
heart rate, blood pressure, and muscle readiness as if to ward
off a physical attack.  Alertness increases as does thought
processes but only for a limited amount of time before they
inevitably dissipate, leaving personnel physically and
mentally exhausted.29  Enforced rotations30 between the
manic pace of tactical counterterrorism analysis and the
intellectual deep dive into strategic forecasting may well
forestall performance decline in either direction.

STRATEGIC ANALYSIS AND THE
REDUCTION OF INTELLIGENCE

“SURPRISES”

“Black Swans” were coined in 2007 by Nassim
NicholasTaleb, a former Wall Street trader and
current  professor of risk engineering at New York

University’s Tandon School of Engineering.  Taleb
described black swans as those events that are so seemingly
unexpected that they trigger widespread surprise, but which
are then made trite by retrospective analysis that stresses

how predictable they should have been in the first place.
Examples are the weaponized use of jetliners on 9/11, the
sinking of the Titanic, the birth of the personal computer,
and the election of Donald Trump, to name but a few.  The
Arab Spring movement is a classic example—a massive
regional movement triggered by the actions of a single man
who burned himself to death as a means of protest.  This one
local act affected millions of people as the spark of revolt
from that self-immolation lit a wildfire that toppled regional
governments, leaving others intact only due to the
viciousness of their repression.  The global community deals
with the ramifications of that single death to this day with
the continuing fallout from the Syrian Civil War.

Perhaps the Arab Spring movement was impossible to
predict as a true black swan, but there were clear indicators
that signaled that some major event was likely to occur.  The
upsurge in the Arab hunger for human rights had gone
unnoticed until one man’s suicide tapped into an incredible
vein of anti-authoritarian hatred.  Clues to this were obvious
(e.g., the anti-Mubarak movements in Egypt in 2004 that later
germinated into a massive online group numbering in the
tens of thousands, the Tunisian protests in 2008 with the
uprising of the poor and unemployed, the calls of leading
Yemenis for the recall of their president in 2011, and finally
the rising civilian protests against government violence in
Syria and Libya).31

The Arab Spring movement was not, therefore, an
intelligence failure because no one in the IC predicted the
chain reaction that would ensue; it was rather an intelligence
failure because no one noticed the groundswell of popular
sentiment in these countries that made the movement catch
fire.  Intelligence agencies will be plagued by similar
intelligence surprises in the future if they ignore the need for
long-term strategic analysis in favor of only of-the-moment
assessments.   Michael Landon-Murray, an academic with a
focus on intelligence oversight and education, alludes to the
dangers of the “snapshot” approach to intelligence
gathering and its propensity for change blindness when he
writes, “Short time horizons can…cause analysts to miss
larger and longer temporal dynamics that result in major
change. And as Paul Pierson pointed out, the effects of
major policy decisions, or demographic shifts, can take years
to manifest—a potential problem for analysts not steeped in
a rich historical background.”32

“WHO’S THINKING ABOUT
TOMORROW?”33

Finally, the third reason for reinstating the IC’s use of
strategic analysis is to focus on the global future and
the role to be played by the U.S. in that future.  The

perspectives of intelligence professionals and government
policymakers must, for the nation’s long-term viability,
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exceed the horizon of terrorist threats.  Their decision-
making should incorporate, at the minimum, five-year
strategic analysis scenarios that are exclusive of
counterterrorism and other U.S. interests, but which are
sensitive to the global emergence of “unexpected
patterns.”34  Such scenarios need to be based on detailed
knowledge of world regions to note not only the hard
statistics of demographics but also the “thought shifts”
in loyalties, aspirations, hatreds…etc., and, in turn, how
these shifts interact (in union or in conflict) with those of
their neighbors and by extension with the international
community (including the U.S.) as a whole.

A fleshed-out classified version of the Global Trends
Report (issued every four years by the National
Intelligence Council) would be an excellent start, but the
report would have to be expanded with its regional
summaries and worldwide trends broken down into even
smaller sub-regions, identifying local actors and power
brokers upon which to base strategic forecasting.  Such a
report would also need a vastly larger sample size; use of
social media to survey respondents could greatly expand
its man-on-the-street responses to capture the kind of
underlying thought trends that went unnoticed in the
build-up to the Arab Spring.  The 2,500 respondents
covered in the NIC’s current report might capture broad
global trends but hardly the zeitgeist of a specific
nation’s populace.

Sherman Kent, the “father” of analytic doctrine in
intelligence, wrote 80 years ago that if the U.S. is to “be
foresighted…it must know about the future stature of
other separate sovereign states, the courses of action
they are likely to initiate themselves, and the course of
action they are likely to take up in response to some
outside stimulus.”35  Havas et al. write that such
“[f]oresight can help in picking up weak signals: weak
but very important hints that a fundamental re-assessment
and re-alignment of current policies are needed.” In other
words, foresight can serve as a crucial part of an early
warning system, and it can be used as an instrument for
an adaptive “learning society.”36

Strategic analysis naturally gathers weak signals while
scanning the area, described by Kenneth Knight (National
Intelligence Officer for Warning at the National Security
Council) as outside nation-state borders and traditional
military threats, an area where global issues continue to
emerge.37  These are tomorrow’s potential game-changers
that fall into former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s
“unknown unknowns” category; they are the future
challenges that “we don’t know we don’t know. And if one
looks throughout the history of our country and other free
countries, it is the [unknown unknowns]…that tend to be
the difficult ones.”38

WHAT IS HOLDING BACK THE
REINSTATEMENT OF STRATEGIC

ANALYSIS?

If, as the above seems to suggest, gathering deep country
knowledge is a profitable intelligence activity, then where
are the roadblocks?  Less than flexible bureaucracy is

one such problem as are the cognitive biases of those in
charge.  Dr. Gregory Treverton, director of the RAND Center
for Global Risk and Security, observed in an interview how
“[d]ecision-makers always prioritize urgent issues rather
than less urgent. Their response on strategic foresight
products is quite often ’yes we should do this but not
now’.”39  [Editor’s Note: Dr. Treverton served as Director of
the National Intelligence Council 2014-2017.  He was selected
as Distinguished Intelligence Scholar for 2018 by the
Intelligence Studies Section of the International Studies
Association, a panel of which I was a member.]

There is another problem of time.  The Intelligence
Community provides intelligence to its consumers (usually
policymakers).  Unfortunately, though, high-level
policymakers are agenda-driven individuals, with very little
time to read anything longer than summaries of immediate
crises.  Scanning anything longer than a briefing, such as
that prepared for the President’s Daily Brief (PDB), is about
as much as they can digest in 14-hour days of fighting fires.
This fact, combined with confidence in their own analysis
and first-hand knowledge of world leaders, can lead to the
type of hubris that deemed 16,000-30,000 Russian troops
poised on the Ukrainian border as evidence only of a
“training exercise”40 and dismissed the CIA’s intelligence
chatter of imminent Al Qaeda attacks in the summer of 2001
as inconsequential.41

CONCLUSION

If policymakers are the primary roadblocks to bringing
back strategic analysis, where does that leave those in
the IC who favor its reintroduction?  Forever constrained

in the “9/11 box”—a closed binary system of immediate
threat and non-threat—a glorification of tactical intelligence
which focuses only on today?  Perhaps not if the IC can
identify where work products of strategic analysts intersect
with the political needs of policymakers.  Opportunity
analysis, for example, would certainly improve with exposure
to in-depth strategic intelligence.  Policymakers could also
rest more easily with strategic analysis trained on
geopolitical hot spots, confident that there will be less
likelihood of their political party being shamed by such an
indelible mistake as President Bush’s faith in Iraq’s WMDs
in 2003.  (Skilled strategic analysts would have evaluated
Hussein’s bluff “through an Iraqi prism”42 to make a more
accurate danger assessment.)  Even with these advantages,
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however, the IC will have to court policymakers to prove the
value of something other than a tactical perspective.  This
could be done not only to show policymakers the
advantages of playing the long game in intelligence
gathering but also to secure their support for when
Congress appropriates money for the IC’s new funding for
strategic analysis in an upcoming budget.

Policymakers need not, after all, be the direct consumers of
strategic analysis in order to gain from it.  Daniel Byman, a
senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, points out how
the war on terrorism has transformed the traditional divide
between the IC agencies as strictly producers of intelligence
with policymakers as strictly consumers.  In counterterrorism
efforts, “the intelligence community is both a producer of
intelligence and a consumer of it, and the analysis and
collection of intelligence is integrated and cyclical: it is the
intelligence community that often acts on the intelligence it
gathers, and in turn the purpose of many counterterrorism
operations is simply to gather more intelligence to improve
future operations and analyses.”43

If this is valid, then, with the IC acknowledging its need for
strategic analysis, if only tangentially, in counterterrorism
(CT), it can departmentalize strategic analysis under the CT
umbrella.  The CIA, for example, could then use it as an in-
house resource to supplement its general tactical intelligence
efforts, which in turn would benefit its policymaking
consumers.   The goal of strategic analysis is to train another
pair of eyes on the world, but from a different perspective.  It
complements, rather than replaces, current analysis.
Combined with tactical analysis, it should prevent “change
blindness” to the point where black swans may well become
extinct.
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Gina Haspel:
A Challenge for Leadership in the

Intelligence Community

by Dr. William E. Kelly

  OVERVIEW

The valuable contribution of women to the Intelligence
Community was highlighted in 2018 by the senate
confirmation of Ms. Gina Haspel as the new director of

the Central Intelligence Agency.  This confirmation is
historically significant because it was the first time in the
history of the Central Intelligence Agency that a woman
attained this high position.  However, the confirmation
process brought about the important question of morality
by the use of enhanced interrogation techniques and its
association with the U.S. government. Hence, this article
will demonstrate how distinguished intelligence service
affects leadership attainment, and how questions of
morality could affect future policies for our Intelligence
Community.

     INTRODUCTION

History was made with the confirmation of Gina
Haspel in the United States Senate in May 2018.  She
became the first female Director of the United States

Central Intelligence Agency after a well-publicized and
controversial debate in the Senate. Hence, her role as
Director will be one that is watched carefully by many
individuals in this country and in others.  The process of
this coming about was not easy for her but good for this
country in many ways, and certainly advantageous for the
Intelligence Community.  Yet, Haspel is not the only
woman who has made a contribution to our nation’s
security by serving in the CIA. For example, going back to
the time of the Office of Strategic Services—the OSS—
which was the predecessor of the CIA during the Second
World War, there are examples of women who worked in
intelligence, made significant contributions, and later
served in the Agency for a number of years.1

There is no doubt that American society is changing in
terms of diversity and in this particular area of public service.
Specifically, we are seeing more minorities and women play
active roles in high positions of public service as well as in
the private sector.  Perhaps the most obvious example of this
trend is the fact that Barack Obama was able to serve two

terms as President of the United States.  Like most public
servants he had his supporters but he also had his critics.
Nevertheless, Obama’s service as President was unique,
suggestive of future changes, and had an effect on our
intelligence services in many ways.  For example, he
appointed James Comey as FBI Director. Obama also
denounced torture and apologized for its use when he
noted:

When we engaged in some of these enhanced
interrogation techniques, techniques that I believe
and I think any fair-minded person would believe were
torture, we crossed a line. . .  And that needs to be .
. . understood and accepted. And we have to, as a
country, take responsibility for that so that hopefully
we don’t do it again in the future.2

Donald Trump, however, fired FBI Director Comey and has
been critical of the intelligence agencies. He also indicated
that torture absolutely works.3

HASPEL’S BACKGROUND

Most Directors of the CIA have come from
backgrounds other than the Agency, with the
exception of William Casey and Robert Gates.

However, Haspel has served with the Agency for a long
time. It is understandable that working in the CIA involves
the element of secrecy regarding its employees. Thus,
information about its employees is not as accessible as it is
with other types of government employees. What public
information is available about Haspel, however, suggests
she contributed greatly to the Agency, and perhaps in ways
different from some others employed by the federal
government. Many government employees retire after 20
years of service or are not allowed to serve much more
beyond that period of time. For example, most FBI agents
retire before 55 years of age and secure employment outside
the Bureau. Such was not the case with Haspel. An
interesting note about her is that she became interested in
the CIA after not being able to enter West Point because of
its previous longstanding policy of not accepting female
candidates. However, she graduated from the University of
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Louisville with Honors, served for more than 30 years in the
Agency, and spent considerable time abroad working for the
U.S. government. She also held a number of administrative
positions within the Agency as opposed to primarily having
the responsibility of being an analyst. Early in her CIA career
she developed an interest in Russia, which was going
through changes in its political development.4

The war against terrorism was to be fought
mainly by the FBI inside this country, but
the CIA often found itself engaged in it
outside the boundaries of the United States.

During this period it became evident that, even though
relations between the United States and Russia were
improving, the Russians had not terminated their
intelligence efforts in the United States.  For example,
they were quite successful in obtaining classified
information from Aldrich Ames in the CIA and Robert
Hanssen in the FBI.  How many Russian moles were
present in our intelligence agencies during the time
Haspel was employed is unknown, but what is known is
that there were some who were caught, convicted, and
sentenced to prison.  Some Russians who had been
providing information to the Americans were later
executed by their government as a result of Ames’ spy
activities.  It is interesting to note that a female CIA
employee by the name of Jeanne Vertefeuille was involved
in catching Ames, who was providing valuable
information to the Russians.5

Yet, Haspel was to have other important interests besides
Russia.  A newer concern was about to become part of her
life, and it was counterterrorism brought about in part by
the September 11, 2001, attack on New York City.  Public
pressure to stop terrorism resulted not only in new
legislation such as the USA PATRIOT Act, which not
only made it easier for U.S. intelligence agencies to secure
information inside the country but also created a need for
more active responsibility on the part of agencies such as
the FBI and the CIA.  Many citizens were asking how this
attack could take place and why was it not prevented by
the government.  The 9/11 incident demonstrated a need
to prevent a future similar attack against the interests of
the United States not only in this country but abroad as
well.  Thus, the United States had moved from a Cold War
with Russia to a new war on terrorism in which the enemy
was often difficult to identify and very dangerous. Of
course, the CIA played an important role in this new war
and Haspel was part of that fight. The war against
terrorism was to be fought mainly by the FBI inside this
country, but the CIA often found itself engaged in it
outside the boundaries of the United States. Both

intelligence agencies were to find this new war
challenging, resulting in the need for new techniques to
combat it.

Haspel held a number of CIA positions in foreign
countries.  She was a case officer abroad for much of the
time working with assets who could provide information
needed by the U.S. government. In addition, she held an
administrative position in Thailand which subsequently
was to become an issue upon being nominated for the
position of CIA Director because of her connection to a
“black site” in that country being used to engage in the
torture of detainees. Such activities like the use of black
sites are controversial, but nevertheless represent one
source of information for the CIA.  Thailand was not the
only foreign country where the Agency had been using
such sites as sources of information in its fight against
terrorists, but it was Haspel’s association with it that
received substantial media coverage primarily because of
its association with torture.6

HASPEL’S TIME IN WASHINGTON

Although Haspel spent 17 years abroad, the time she
spent in the Washington area at the CIA was
impressive and showed evidence of leadership

ability and valued accomplishments.  For example, she
received numerous prominent awards such as the
Intelligence Medal of Merit, a Presidential Rank Award,
the Donovan Award, and the George H.W. Bush Award
for Excellence in Counterterrorism.7   Perhaps her
successful record of accomplishments also explains the
responsible positions in which she served while at the
Agency in the nation’s capital.

There appear, however, to have been some problems
encountered by her within the Agency.  For example, The
New York Times indicated that she was passed over for a
promotion during the Obama administration as the
Agency sought to distance itself from an interrogation
program, and when she was named to run the clandestine
operations of the Agency her promotion was blocked by
Senator Dianne Feinstein, who then chaired the Senate
Intelligence Committee.8  Yet, of the important positions
held by Haspel within the CIA, that of Deputy Director
seems to be noteworthy because it is a logical place from
which to select a new Director.  Hence, considering her
professional background in terms of service and awards
received, it seems logical for President Trump to have
nominated her as the new Director following the departure
of Mike Pompeo to become Secretary of State.  Yet, being
nominated does not necessarily mean that one will be
confirmed for a high government position by the U.S.
Senate.  Often, it can be a difficult time for that person
professionally and personally.
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WHY WAS HASPEL NOMINATED?

Many factors are taken into consideration by the
President when a nomination is made to a high
government position. Usually the reasons are

related to the quality of work performed in past employment
experiences. Certainly Haspel seemed to have the
qualifications for the directorship of the agency, but she also
had some critics. President Trump did not seem to be
bothered by the critics, however, and had some kind words
about Haspel which could explain why he chose her as his
nominee. In one of his “tweets” he noted:

Gina Haspel, my highly respected nominee to lead the CIA,
is being praised for the fact that she has been, and always
will be, TOUGH ON TERROR! This is a woman who has been
a leader wherever she has gone. The CIA wants her to lead
them into America’s bright and glorious future!9

The reasons stated in this tweet for her nomination are not
unusual in justifying the selection of a nominee, perhaps
with the exception that Trump praised her for being tough on
terror which could have different interpretations.  Yet, the
point about being tough on terror was considered by Haspel
as an indication of a serious difficulty in getting through the
nomination process, and one reason she considered
withdrawing her name for senatorial consideration. She had
also indicated that she was concerned about potential
damage to the Agency as a result of her connection to its
interrogation techniques.10

Haspel was convinced by Trump to remain a nominee,
however. In essence, it seems that the major reason for her
selection was her qualifications.  Perhaps they boil down to
her ability to do the job based on experience, accomplishments,
support, and even being  tough on terror, which seemed to
be an important factor for President Trump since he
mentioned it in one of his tweets.  He obviously had trust in
her to do the job as Director of the Agency.

APPEARANCE BEFORE THE SENATE

The Senate Hearings for Haspel were to be widely
publicized, characterized by different views, and
resulted in a divided opinion of votes in support of

her confirmation by a vote of 55 to 54.  As expected, her
critics were able to cite some reasons for not supporting her
confirmation. Prominent was a criticism based on her
association with torture or enhanced interrogation—a
concept debatable for its effectiveness and morality.  She
would not say that torture was immoral. However, in a letter
to a senator she noted:  “With the benefit of hindsight and
my experience as a senior Agency leader, the enhanced
interrogation program is one that the CIA should not have
undertaken.” 11

When asked if torture works, Haspel indicated it does not
work but noted we got valuable information from debriefing
al Qaeda suspects.  However, she said she did not think it
was knowable whether interrogation techniques played a
role in that.”12   The implication from her remarks regarding
the issue of enhanced interrogation techniques was that she
would not allow the CIA to use them if she were the Director.
Yet, knowing about and approving torture methods used by
the CIA were not the only prominent criticisms of Haspel
before the Senate.  She was also accused of having a part in
the destruction of tapes relating to interrogation techniques
used by the Agency to secure information. Haspel
responded to this criticism by noting that she was in support
of their destruction because the faces of CIA individuals
who conducted the interrogations would be revealed and
this would be a danger for them.13 She also believed that she
had the legal authority to do so.

Haspel’s nomination was also criticized by Senator Ron
Wyden regarding the issue of transparency regarding her
background.  This suggested a situation in which not all of
the relevant information about her background was made
available to the Senate.  Wyden was quoted as saying:  “Ms.
Haspel has been exercising the unprecedented power to
personally censor any facts about her that might get in the
way of her nomination.”14

WHAT WAS IN HER FAVOR?

Haspel did manage to obtain support from enough
Republicans and Democrats in the Senate to be
confirmed for the position of CIA Director. Yet, the

highly respected Republican John McCain was not one of
her supporters and was critical of torture:

I believe Gina Haspel is a patriot who loves our
country and has devoted her professional life to its
service and defense… However, Ms. Haspel’s role in
overseeing the use of torture by Americans is
disturbing. Her refusal to acknowledge torture’s
immorality is disqualifying. I believe the Senate should
exercise its duty of advice and consent and reject this
nomination.15

Nevertheless, some might note that Haspel did indeed have
a distinguished record of achievements as evidenced by the
prestigious awards she received while serving in the
Agency. Her length of experience within the Agency and
responsibility might also have made her look favorable to
some senators.  It may also be suggested that she knew
improvements should be made or that necessary changes
should come about with a new Director.  Perhaps some also
agreed that her proactive view about countering terrorists
was an admirable characteristic. Support for Haspel within
the Agency from its employees also seemed to be present.
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Interestingly, although her gender did not seem to be a major
factor to the Senate Committee publicly, it certainly was
noted in many media outlets. She seemed to overcome the
major criticisms directed toward her regarding torture and the
destruction of tapes while displaying some positive
characteristics such as devotion to her country.16

WHY IT WAS IMPORTANT TO ASK HASPEL
ABOUT TORTURE

Haspel’s responses to the CIA’s use of torture or
enhanced interrogation are very important.  For
example, the fact that she did not answer directly the

question as to the morality of torture might alienate U.S.
citizens who hold the view that enhanced interrogation or
torture is illegal and immoral. It might also give some
individuals in other countries the impression that they can
engage in torture or become more likely to use it since the
new CIA Director did not give a satisfactory simple “yes” or
“no” response to the question of its morality. Of all the
criticisms of Haspel, the question of torture in terms of its
possible use and morality seemed to be the one on which
she had the most difficulty commenting and probably the
one that will be remembered about her tenure with the
Agency.  It was an important question for the members of
the Senate committee because it reflects on the American
value system—a system that advocates a better way and a
more democratic way of functioning by an intelligence
agency.

Yet, at least one source seems to suggest that some
Americans approve of torture to some extent. For example,
an article which appeared in the Harvard Political Review in
January 2017 noted:

Today’s political climate is different. With a heightened
sense of anxiety created by terror attacks in San
Bernardino, Paris, and Brussels, public sentiment
against enhanced interrogation techniques has
shifted. In March, 63 percent of Americans polled
responded that they believe torture is “often” or
“sometimes” justified. This represented an 18 percent
increase since Amnesty International conducted a
similar poll in 2014.17

WHAT CITIZENS THOUGHT OF HASPEL’S
SENATE APPEARANCE

Haspel’s appearance before the Senate nominating
committee seemed to be an advantage for her and as
expected received considerable media coverage.

This is understandable because it was the first time a woman
had been nominated to serve as Director of the CIA.  In
addition, the question of torture being associated with the
United States made the hearings a topic of interest to many.

According to one article it was her style of testimony which
was emotional and contentious that apparently brought
support for Haspel.  The article noted that a poll showed that
the percent of people who had heard of Haspel increased
dramatically. There was also an increase of support from
both Republicans and Democrats but the biggest increase
came from independents.18

The public’s view of the CIA is quite
favorable in spite of negative publicity over
the years and the 9/11 attacks which some
say could have been prevented by better
U.S. intelligence.

Following her successful confirmation by the United States
Senate for the position of CIA Director, Haspel was sworn in
by President Trump at Agency headquarters in Langley,
Virginia. He praised her by making the following remarks:
“Gina is tough.  She is strong. And when it comes to
defending America, Gina will never, ever back down… I
know her.  I spent a lot of time with Gina.”  He also thanked
the employees and referred to them as “…the most elite
intelligence professionals on planet Earth.”19  At the event
Haspel noted, “For me, being Director is about doing right
by all of you so that you have the tools and support needed
to carry out our sacred mission.”20

FUTURE CHALLENGES HASPEL MAY FACE
AS CIA DIRECTOR

There are a number of challenges that Haspel may face
as Director of the CIA.  First, securing enough
information to protect this country may be the most

important.  It is not easy and if a foreign or domestic entity
does substantial damage to the interests of the United States
one can assume that there will be criticisms of the
intelligence agencies including the CIA.  A basic question
will be why did the Intelligence Community not prevent this
harm?  In addition, if there is a major failure of the Agency in
the performance of a particular action, it and its Director may
be severely criticized.  For example, Allen Dulles lost his
position as Director of Central Intelligence after the failed
Bay of Pigs invasion during the Kennedy administration.
One should note that the enemies of this country have not
given up on their attempt to subvert and weaken the United
States, and that they will continue to do what is necessary to
bring harm to it. An effective CIA is therefore a necessity to
protect our country.

The public’s view of the CIA is quite favorable in spite of
negative publicity over the years and the 9/11 attacks which
some say could have been prevented by better U.S.
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intelligence.   For example, in March 2018 a survey found
that a majority of respondents rated the CIA’s overall
performance as “good” or “excellent.” Only nine percent
rated it “poor.”21

Still, a major challenge of the Agency is demonstrating its
use of democratically accepted ways of securing
information.  Haspel’s nomination resulted in important
questions being asked about the use of torture by the
Agency as did the leaked pictures of individuals
incarcerated at the Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq by the U.S.
military. If more revelations come out about torture while
Haspel is serving as Director, this will reflect poorly not only
on her as an administrator but also on those members of
Congress who supported her during the Senate confirmation
process. Of course, it will also raise questions about the
truth of official statements from government officials
regarding intelligence matters.

Another important challenge for Haspel will be to retain the
confidence of other major political institutions and its
leaders.  At present, the U.S. President does not seem
reluctant to fire high government officials with whom he
disagrees over an issue.  Examples of this would be former
Secretary of State Rex Tillerson and former FBI Director
James Comey.  The President also was not satisfied with
Attorney General Jeff Sessions and Secretary of Defense
James Mattis.  Support from Congress and especially from
the various intelligence committees which have oversight
responsibility is also going to be important for Haspel
because it is needed to help make the CIA more effective.

WHY HASPEL’S NOMINATION IS
IMPORTANT

There are a number of reasons why Haspel’s
nomination is important. First, it raises important
questions about how an intelligence agency should

operate in a democratic society.  Specifically, the question of
torture being used by a government entity regarding
national security was brought to the attention of many.
When it has been shown that a country has used it, this
demonstrates a negative image of the country, and may
become an issue exploited by those who are attempting to
disparage the image of the United States.

Another question raised by the nomination is the
effectiveness of our Intelligence Community when using
torture. The hearings did not give a united answer. On the
one hand, it might have been effective in some situations,
but in others it was not effective because either the
information could have been obtained from other sources or
the information could have emerged before torture was used
to bring it about.

There are a number of reasons why Haspel’s
nomination is important. First, it raises
important questions about how an
intelligence agency should operate in a
democratic society.

Perhaps a third lesson from the nomination process and
hearings is that some of the CIA’s activities were difficult
to discover because some members of Congress for a
variety of reasons felt they had not been provided
enough information or complete information about them.
Perhaps this is understandable considering much of the
Agency’s activities are secret and protected.  However,
one might wonder if there are other activities perpetrated
by the Agency that might cause some members of
Congress and others to believe they should not be carried
out because of reasons such as immorality,
ineffectiveness, or a danger to the favorable image of the
United States.

Finally, there is a lesson that the United States is willing to
bring more diversity from its citizens into its government
entities. Haspel has broken part of the American glass
ceiling in becoming Director of the CIA largely in part
because she has worked hard and made significant
contributions to the nation. She has also made some
personal sacrifices that many of our citizens would not make.
Her new position as CIA Director may encourage others who
have not been noticeable in high government positions to
aspire to do the same.  If she succeeds quite well in her new
position, our country will be a safer place.
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INTRODUCTION

The terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001 (9/11) and
flawed analysis of Iraqi weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) used to justify the invasion of Iraq in 2003

have been viewed as “intelligence failures” by the United
States Intelligence Community (IC), and used to drive
multiple efforts to reform intelligence activities.  The 9/11
Commission Report identified many shortfalls in the
organization, management, and procedures of the major
components of the IC that prevented these organizations
from “connecting the dots” to provide warning of the 9/11
attacks.1  These reforms, most notably the Intelligence
Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004, directed the
most significant changes in the organization and
authority of the IC since the National Security Act of
1947.  The primary objectives of these reforms was to
increase integration and information sharing across
organizational and functional lines within the IC, thus
improving the effectiveness and efficiency of intelligence
support to national security policymakers.2

Within the Department of Defense (DoD), which controls
some 75 to 80 percent of the IC,3 major efforts to reform
defense intelligence date to at least 19914 and have
continued to the present.  These reforms have focused on
centralizing the management of defense intelligence under
joint and departmental authorities, to reduce duplication
of effort and more efficiently manage resources.

Former U.S. Senator Daniel Coats, the outgoing Director
of National Intelligence, stated in testimony to a Senate
Committee that “the threats that we face today are more
challenging, dynamic, and geographically diffuse than
ever before.”5 Today’s IC leaders direct organizations that
face numerous technical, workforce demographic, and
fiscal management challenges.

In response to the organizational and authority reforms,
dynamically evolving threats, and immense management
challenges, many IC organizations have recognized the
critical role of good leadership in guiding the IC.  Several
agencies and organizations have established or energized
leadership and management education and training
programs to better prepare the next generations of IC
leaders to deal with these threats and challenges.
Courses such as the National Intelligence University’s
(NIU) “Leadership and Management in the Intelligence
Community” examine practices and theories of leadership
and the dynamics of organizational management and
change to identify “best practices” that can be applied to
the unique challenges and missions of the IC.6  NIU
requires all graduate students to complete this course,
and also offers a graduate certificate in Leadership and
Management in the IC.  [Editor’s Note:  In other words,
the latter is for part-time students, the majority of whom
are already working in the IC and have a master’s degree,
who take enough courses to earn a certificate but are not
enrolled in one of NIU’s three degree programs.  Many of
them seek certificates to enhance their credentials,
especially in more specialized areas of intelligence.]

Several agencies and organizations have
established or energized leadership and
management education and training
programs to better prepare the next
generations of IC leaders to deal with these
threats and challenges.

While preparing to teach a session of the NIU leadership
and management course, I noted that the course
curriculum did not specifically identify what constitute
the “unique challenges and attributes of the IC” to which
the course aims to apply the best available leadership and
management theory and scholarship.  I learned that it is
up to each instructor to determine what challenges to
address, in part based on the student demographics in
each section.
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Several IC attributes are obvious, and not particularly
unique.  There are many government organizations which
operate with high levels of security, and with significant
regulation and oversight.  Many organizations have a
monopoly on key products, such as the IC does with
classified intelligence information.  One could argue that
managing intelligence resources is uniquely challenging,
given the separate processes for the National and Military
Intelligence Programs (NIP and MIP), and the number of
Congressional committees that oversee these resources.
Diversity is a constant factor across the IC, with each
component organization shaping its own workforce and
culture and many building their workforce with a mix of
government civilians, active and reserve component joint
military personnel, contractors, and partner personnel
(both foreign and domestic).  Like many public and
private sector organizations, the IC has implemented
several examples of “matrix management.”  Existing
leadership and management academic research can be
readily applied to most of these situations.

At the same time, I was also preparing to teach the
“Intelligence and National Security Policy” course, which
is also required for all NIU graduate students.  I had
developed a graphic that I intended to use with both
courses to show the organization of the IC in relation to

the National Security Council (Figure 1).  I began thinking
about this chart within the context of various readings
that we require for both courses.  In a blinding flash of
the obvious, I realized just how pervasive the practice of
working for multiple bosses is across the IC.
Nevertheless, what I found most surprising is that this
practice exists not only within temporary, mission-
focused, and matrix-managed teams but also at the
highest executive levels of management in the IC.  As the
9/11 Commission Report noted, all but one of the directors
of IC-member organizations has at least two bosses.7

The Question:  After years of reforms and restructuring,
are Intelligence Community leadership portfolios
optimized for successful integration, or destined for
conflicts of interest?

This article is intended to start conversations on two
related issues.  The first issue is focused on analyzing the
current IC organizational structure to determine whether
recent reforms have optimized the IC for collaboration and
integration, or destined it for conflicts of interest.  The
second issue is whether current IC leadership
development efforts focus on the skills future IC leaders
will need when working for multiple bosses.  The article
discusses how prevalent the issue of leaders having too

Figure 1.  The National Security Council and the Intelligence Community
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many jobs and bosses is across the IC, analyzes how this
situation has developed, and identifies factors to consider
when assessing potential organizational changes and/or
professional development efforts to mitigate the problem.

THE CURRENT INTELLIGENCE
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONAL

STRUCTURE

The U.S. IC is a coalition currently composed of 17
organizations as listed in Table 1.  All are within the
Executive Branch of the federal government.  Two are

independent agencies and eight are elements within the
Department of Defense.  The remaining seven are
elements within five other Cabinet departments.8  The
National Security Act of 1947 as amended by the
Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004
identifies the Director of National Intelligence (DNI) as
the head of the IC.  Congress assigned several
responsibilities and authorities to the DNI that focus on
providing national intelligence to national policymakers;
overseeing the IC budget; managing the quality,
integration, and collaboration of the IC; engaging foreign
partners; and overseeing major intelligence systems
acquisition.9  The authorities granted to the DNI are
surprisingly limited given the many assigned
responsibilities.  In practice, the DNI has had to rely more
on building strong personal relationships with key IC
leaders than being able to direct these leaders outright.

Table 1.  The United States Intelligence Community

Since the IC is a collection of intelligence organizations that
work for six Cabinet secretaries rather than forming its own
intelligence-only bureaucracy, depicting the organization of

the IC is difficult.  Publicly available documents from the
Office of the DNI (ODNI) are careful to depict the members
of the IC as peer elements supporting the DNI.  The DNI’s
role is to coordinate the IC components based on
intelligence consumers’ needs.10

I adapted the graphic at Figure 1 from two separate
graphics by ODNI11 and from Mark M. Lowenthal’s widely
used textbook12 to convey several ideas to my students.
First, while people often refer to “the IC” as though it
were a single, unitary organization, the reality is that the
IC is very diverse and dispersed among several other
Executive Branch departments.  Second, the distinction
between “operational control” and “coordination” lines of
authority is critical, as it shows the ultimate authority
over each element.  Third, while Congress specified that
the DNI is the senior advisor to the President and the
National Security Council (NSC) on intelligence matters,
most members of the NSC have their own intelligence
components to advise them on intelligence issues from a
departmental perspective.  Fourth, turning to the
intelligence component perspective, each IC component
leader faces potential conflicts of interest with other
component leaders within the same department, with
department secretaries, and with the DNI when providing
advice on intelligence matters.  Finally, money matters,
and NIP and MIP Program Managers have much more
power than other IC members.

As the operational control lines of authority show, the
only IC members that are independent of control by a
Cabinet secretary or equivalent are the ODNI and the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).  The DNI has
operational control only over the elements of the ODNI.
Eleven, including all of the NIP Program Managers except
the CIA, and the six non-Defense departmental
organizations, are under the operational control of six
Cabinet secretaries.  The four military service intelligence
elements are under the operational control of their service
departments, which are in turn under the control of the
Secretary of Defense.

Figure 1 also shows two anomalies of organizations that
are not formally part of the IC, but still have significant
roles within the Community.  The first is the office of the
Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (USD(I)),
which was established under the Bob Stump National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003.  This Act
placed the USD(I) under the authority, direction, and
control of the Secretary of Defense, who was directed to
submit a report to Congress setting forth the mission,
structure, and relationship of the USD(I) within the
Department and with the four intelligence components of
the Department.13  In May 2007, Secretary of Defense
Robert Gates and DNI Michael McConnell formally agreed
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that the USD(I) would be dual-hatted as the Director of
Defense Intelligence (DDI) within the ODNI.  The DDI
would act as the primary representative of the Secretary
of Defense to ODNI and other IC elements, and serve as
the MIP Program Manager.  While technically not a
member of the IC, the USD(I) exercises the Defense
Secretary’s authority, direction, and control over the four
NIP Program Managers within the Department—Defense
Intelligence Agency (DIA), National Geospatial-
Intelligence Agency (NGA), National Security Agency
(NSA), and National Reconnaissance Office (NRO).14

The second anomaly in Figure 1 is the inclusion of the
intelligence directors (J2s) at the Combatant Commands
(CCMDs).  As the senior intelligence officers in each
CCMD, the J2s are subordinate to their respective
Combatant Commanders (CCDRs), but must work with
elements of the IC, as coordinated by the USD(I) and the
DNI.  Given that CCDRs can directly engage with the
Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (CJCS), the CCDRs can bring another intelligence
perspective to the NSC.

HOW MANY JOBS AND BOSSES?

Figure 1 shows that 15 of the 17 IC components are
under the operational control of a Cabinet department,
while also taking coordination control from the DNI.

While not under a Cabinet secretary, the Director, CIA,
does report to the President, while taking coordination
control from the DNI.  As far as I can tell, the seven non-
Defense departmental IC components have only two
bosses—their department’s operational control and
coordination control by the DNI.  Things get much more
complicated within the Defense Department.

Figures 2 through 5 are my attempts to show graphically
how many bosses the four major IC agencies within the
Defense Department actually work for.  I used each
organization’s Department of Defense Directive (DoDD),
which documents the element’s responsibilities,
functions, relationships, and authorities, to shape the
figures and tables.

Figure 2.  Director, Defense Intelligence Agency Chain of Command
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DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (DIA)

DoDD 5105.21, Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA),
 assigns eleven major missions with 55 associated
functions to the Agency and its Director, as

summarized in Figure 2 and Table 2.  From the multiple boss
perspective, here are the key relationships:

• “The Secretary of Defense exercises  authority,
direction, and control over DIA … as exercised
by the USD(I).”15  This confirms that as a Defense
agency, the DIA Director’s primary boss is the
Secretary of Defense, as executed by the USD(I).

• “DIA is … designated as a Combat Support
Agency (CSA) … DIA performs combat support
activities pursuant to … DoD Directive 300.06.”16

This also puts the DIA Director under the
authority, direction, and control of the USD(I), in
a “direct support” relationship to Combatant
Commanders  when directed, while the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, must report to the Secretary
of Defense on each CSA’s effectiveness every
two years.17

• “The Director, DIA, shall serve as … the
Commander of the Joint Functional Component
Command—Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance (JFCC ISR) under the
Commander, U.S. Strategic Command
(USSTRATCOM).”18  This places the DIA
Director under the authority, direction, and control
of USSTRATCOM for managing ISR capabilities.

• The DIA Director is “…responsible to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for intelligence
matters affecting the Chairman’s
responsibilities…”19

In addition, the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism
Prevention Act of 2004 gives the DNI the authority to
provide oversight, guidance, and tasking to the heads of
IC components (to include the Director, DIA) concerning
the provision of intelligence, and building and executing the
NIP budget.20

The DIA Director thus is accountable to at least five bosses.
DIA is under the authority, direction, and control of the
Secretary of Defense through the USD(I) and the
Commander, USSTRATCOM.  DIA is directly accountable to
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for intelligence
matters, and to the Combatant Commanders as a CSA.  DIA
takes oversight, guidance, and tasking in intelligence and
resources matters from the DNI.  Of note, the House
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence (HPSCI) is
concerned that the defense intelligence apparatus is failing
to deliver on its missions, and has initiated a comprehensive
review of the roles and missions of DIA.21

[Editor’s Note: As a result of that review, the decision was
made in 2019 to transfer NIU from DIA, where it has resided
since its founding in 1962 as the Defense Intelligence
School, one year after the establishment of DIA itself, to
ODNI.  Part of the rationale is that intelligence education is
not a core mission of DIA, unlike training (performed by
DIA’s Academy for Defense Intelligence), and it had become
clear that over the years the academic focus and
composition of NIU’s student body gradually had become
more interagency and civilian-focused, and less purely
military.  The transition will be complicated, and is likely to
take a couple of years to be fully implemented.]

NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY (NGA)

DoDD 5105-60, National Geospatial-Intelligence
Agency, assigns six major missions and 41
associated functions to the Agency and its Director,

as summarized in Figure 3 and Table 3.  From the multiple
boss perspective, here are the key relationships:

•  “The Secretary of Defense exercises authority,
direction, and control over NGA … “as exercised
by the USD(I).”22  Like DIA, NGA is a Defense
agency, and the NGA Director’s primary boss is
the Secretary of Defense, exercised through the
USD(I).

• “NGA is designated a Combat Support Agency”
in accordance with DoD Directive 300.06.”23  This
also puts the NGA Director under the authority,
direction, and control of the USD(I), to provide
“direct support” to the Combatant Commanders,

Table 2.  Director, Defense Intelligence Agency,
Roles and Responsibilities
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and be reported on by the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.24

• “NGA is also an element of the IC, subject to the
oversight of the DNI,” who provides objectives,
priorities, and guidance for the NGA NIP budget,
and exercises tasking and oversight authorities
for several intelligence missions and functions.25

• As the GEOINT Functional Manager, the Director,
NGA, is responsible to the Secretary of Defense,
the Secretaries of the Military Departments, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Combatant Commanders, and the leaders of other
U.S. government departments and agencies for
GEOINT activities, to include the acquisition of
commercial and/or foreign government-owned,
imagery-related, remote sensing data and
providing for Safety of Navigation.26

Table 3.  Director, National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency,
Roles and Responsibilities

The NGA Director is accountable to at least six bosses.
NGA is under the authority, direction, and control of the
Secretary of Defense through the USD(I).  NGA is directly
accountable to the Combatant Commanders as a CSA.
NGA takes oversight, guidance, and tasking in
intelligence and resources matters from the DNI.  NGA
has additional GEOINT Functional Manager
responsibilities to the Secretaries of the Military
Departments, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and the heads of other U.S. government departments and
agencies.

NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY/CENTRAL
SECURITY SERVICE (NSA/CSS)

DoDD 5100.20, National Security Agency/Central
Security Service, assigns eight major missions and
50 associated functions to NSA/CSS and its

Director/Chief (DIRNSA/CHCSS), as summarized in Figure
4 and Table 4.  From the multiple boss perspective, here
are the key relationships:

• NSA/CSS is a Defense agency, and “the Secretary
of Defense exercises authority, direction, and
control over NSA/CSS…” as exercised by the
USD(I).27  The NSA Director’s primary boss is the
Secretary of Defense, exercised through the
USD(I).

• “NSA/CSS is designated a Combat Support
Agency” in accordance with DoD Directive
300.06.28 This also puts the NSA/CSS Director
under the authority, direction, and control of
the USD(I), to provide “direct support” to the
Combatant Commanders, and be reported on
by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.29

Figure 3.  Director, National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, Chain of Command
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• The Secretary of Defense assigns elements
from each of the military services to the CSS as
Service Cryptologic Components (SCCs).  “The
SCC  commanders are subordinate to the CHCSS
for all cryptologic matters, and are otherwise
subordinate within their respective Military
Departments.”30

• NSA/CSS is also an element of the IC, “…
subject  to the oversight of the DNI … [who]
provides objectives, priorities, and
guidance…” for the NIP portion of the NSA /
CSS budget.  The DNI also provides tasking
and certain other authorities to DIRNSA/
CHCSS.31

• The DIRNA/CHCSS serves as the Commander,
Joint Functional Component Command for
Network Warfare (JFCC-NW), under the
authority, direction, and control of the
Commander, USSTRATCOM.32  JFCC-NW was
incorporated into U.S. Cyber Command
(USCYBERCOM), a sub-unified command
under USSTRATCOM, on October 31, 2010.33

At the direction of the President, the Defense
Department initiated actions on August 18,

2017, to elevate USCYBERCOM to a unified
combatant command.  If DIRNSA/CHCSS
remains the USCYBERCOM Commander, he
will report directly to the Secretary of Defense.34

[Editor’s Note: Since USCYBERCOM was
elevated to full combatant command status,
there has been speculation that the next step is
to end the dual-hat arrangement and assign the
NSA Director and CYBERCOM Commander
roles to two separate individuals, perhaps the
former a senior civilian and the latter remaining
a 4-star flag officer.  Under the current occupant,
however, GEN (USA) Paul Nakasone, there
seems to be little momentum for making the
change anytime soon.]

• DIRNSA/CHCSS serves as the National
Manager for National Security
Telecommunications and Information, directly
responsible to the Secretary of Defense and
the DNI.35

Figure 4.  Director, National Security Agency, Chain of Command
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DIRNSA/CHCSS wears the most hats for different roles
among the IC components.  The Director is under the
authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of
Defense for four separate roles, as a Defense agency, as

the CSS, as USCYBERCOM, and as National Manager for
National Security Telecommunications and Information.
The USD(I) exercises authority over NSA as a Defense
agency and as a CSA.  The DNI provides oversight,
guidance, and tasking for both NSA/CSS and National
Security Telecommunications and Information.

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR
INTELLIGENCE (USD(I)

DoDD 5143.01, Under Secretary of Defense for
 Intelligence (USD(I)), assigns 22 major missions and
60 associated functions to the USD(I), as summarized

in Figure 5 and Table 5.  From the multiple boss perspective,
USD(I) has it easy:

• “The USD(I) is the Principal Staff Assistant
(PSA) and advisor to the SecDef and DepSecDef
regarding Intelligence, Counterintelligence (CI),
Security, sensitive activities, and other
intelligence-related matters…”36

• The USD(I) also “Serves as Director of Defense
Intelligence and principal advisor to the DNI on
Defense Intelligence matters…”37

Table 4.  Director, National Security Agency,
Roles and Responsibilities

Figure 5.  Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence Chain of Command
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The USD(I) is under the authority, direction, and control of
the Secretary of Defense, but is also responsible to the DNI.
In his Director of Defense Intelligence role, the USD(I)
provides oversight, guidance, and tasking on intelligence
matters to the intelligence elements of each of the military
services.  Similarly, as the MIP Program Manager, the USD(I)
manages the MIP budget activities for the Defense agencies
and the military departments.

OTHER IC LEADERS WITH MULTIPLE
BOSSES

The pattern of IC leaders working for multiple bosses is
replicated at several levels below the senior
executives.  Here are just a few examples.

As Roger Z. George noted, the senior intelligence officer
representing the U.S. IC in a foreign country, the Chief of
Station, is responsible to three bosses:  the U.S.
Ambassador, a senior at CIA Headquarters, and the DNI.38

The commanders of military units within NSA’s CSS take
primary mission direction from NSA, but are also directly
responsible to a service chain of command for administrative
matters.  Some of these commanders also have direct
support relationships with operational service commanders
in addition to national missions.

DIA, NSA, and CIA each have established integrated
“centers” that combine personnel from multiple functional
elements within the agency to focus on regional and/or
mission issues.  No matter how well these centers are
integrated operationally, the senior member of each
functional component is still accountable to a functional
leader for matters of professional development and special
skills certification of functional personnel assigned to the
center.

Combatant Command Joint Intelligence Operations
Centers (JIOCs) generally include personnel from at least
DIA, NSA, and NGA.  These agencies retain at a minimum
administrative management over their personnel, and
often some mission management as well.  The senior
personnel from each agency thus can have conflicts of
interests/priorities between their agency’s agenda and
that of the JIOC director serving the Combatant
Commander.

...the senior intelligence officer
representing the U.S. IC in a foreign
country, the Chief of Station, is responsible
to three bosses:  the U.S. Ambassador, a
senior at CIA Headquarters, and the DNI.

I had personal experience with working for multiple
bosses in my last military assignment.  I served as the
director of a regional joint intelligence training facility in
Europe.  Since major portions of the intelligence elements
of both U.S. European Command and U.S. Africa
Command were collocated on the same base, both
intelligence directors agreed to pool their training
resources in a joint facility, which would serve both
commands.  At the time, both commands were focused on
building partner nation engagement and capacity, and
providing training was a critical capability for both
commands.  DIA provided the civilian intelligence
personnel for both commands, and began to emphasize
professional analyst development and education.  Thus,
my training facility’s mission developed along five,
mostly separate, lines of effort—providing mission-
specific internal and external training for each command,
plus DIA analyst development.  The “customer” or
mission manager for each of those five lines of effort
acted like my sole mission was supporting him or her.
Ironically, none of these “bosses” was my actual rater or
reviewer.

The senior intelligence officers in each of the military
services officially work for their service’s Chief (Army
and Air Force Chief of Staff, Chief of Naval Operations, and
the Commandant of the Marine Corps), but each are
responsible to various other bosses as well.  For example,
the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence,
Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (A2) is responsible to the
Secretary and Chief of Staff of the Air Force for policy
formulation, planning, evaluation, oversight, and leadership
of Air Force intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
capabilities.  As the Air Force’s senior intelligence officer,
the A2 is also directly responsible to the USD(I) and the
DNI.  The A2 manages the Air Force’s MIP programming
and budgeting as part of the Air Force Planning,

Table 5.  Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence
Roles and Responsibilities
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Programming, Budgeting, and Execution System (PPBES),
while also supporting the USD(I) as the MIP Program
Manager.  In addition, the A2 also manages Air Force NIP
programming and budgeting activities in the General
Defense Intelligence Program (GDIP) under the DIA
Director, and in the Consolidated Cryptologic Program
(CCP) under the NSA Director.39

HOW THE IC CAME TO HAVE TOO MANY
JOBS AND BOSSES

All too often, IC leaders from agency directors down to
“matrix-managed” team chiefs work for multiple
bosses.  This situation is especially ironic given that

the vast majority of IC resources (both money and people)
and program managers are within the military, which
espouses “unity of command” as an enduring principle of
war, applied through a direct chain of command.40  This
begs the question of how and why so many IC leaders
have too many jobs and bosses?

There is a historical American pattern of mistrust of
centralized government authority, which Loch K. Johnson
notes as “the thesis that secret government organizations
can be a danger to open societies … since there are many
historical examples of a nation’s secret services applying
surveillance and manipulation capabilities against the
citizens they were meant to shield.”41  This cultural bias
against giving too much autonomy and power to
intelligence activities is consistently reflected in national
security policy.  Key legislative acts such as the National
Security Act of 1947 and the Intelligence Reform and
Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004, and implementing
Executive Orders (EO) such as EO 12333 and EO 13470,
have avoided the full centralization of U.S. intelligence
resources under a single leader or “secretary of
intelligence.”42  Even the traumatic “intelligence failures”
of Pearl Harbor, 9/11, or the Iraqi weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) analysis could not offset the bias
against fully centralizing management of U.S. intelligence
activities.  If the country is not willing to concentrate all
intelligence activities under one boss, then having
intelligence elements work for multiple bosses is the
obvious result.  This could explain, at least in part, why all
IC components except the DNI and CIA formally work for
Executive Branch secretaries and departments.

The National Security Act of 1947 is recognized as
building the foundation of today’s IC by establishing the
Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) and the Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA).  The Act also established the
Secretary of Defense to oversee the new military
departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force.  The Act
specifically precluded the DCI from having authority over
the “tactical” intelligence activities that existed within the

military departments.43  This provision set the stage for
persistent competition between the DCI and the IC
against the Secretary of Defense and the military
departments over intelligence priorities and resources.

Key legislative acts such as the National
Security Act of 1947 and the Intelligence
Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of
2004, and implementing Executive Orders
(EO) such as EO 12333 and EO 13470,
have avoided the full centralization of U.S.
intelligence resources under a single leader
or “secretary of intelligence.”

Within the U.S. military, the intelligence function has
been viewed as both essential to successful command in
wartime44 and a low-priority, backwater activity in
peacetime.45  Intelligence was often only practiced during
wartime, and neglected in peacetime.  It was considered as
a function of command, which any professional soldier
could perform.46  However, during the 20th century,
technology developments enabled new forms of
intelligence collection such as aerial reconnaissance
photography (eventually known as imagery intelligence,
or IMINT) and intercepting electronic transmissions
(eventually known as signals intelligence, or SIGINT).
These technology developments drove the need for
specialized collection and processing infrastructure,
which required skilled technicians to process, exploit,
analyze, and report the results.  Such specialized
infrastructure and expert technicians proved to be
expensive to develop, train, operate, and utilize, which
limited how widely these capabilities could be fielded.
Typically, they were concentrated at the higher levels of
military command, directly responsible to senior
commanders.47

The military services drove the development, fielding, and
operation of both technical and traditional (Human
Resources Intelligence, or HUMINT) intelligence
capabilities and organizations through the two world wars
and much of the Cold War.  Thus, the Army, Navy, and
later the Air Force each developed and operated its own
intelligence collection, processing, exploitation, and
reporting capabilities and organizations, which directly
supported its service commands.  While the NSA Director
was granted exclusive authority to manage SIGINT
operations across the military services, no such authority
was granted across the other intelligence disciplines and
activities.  Military intelligence activities were under the
authority, direction, and control of the commanders of
Army-, Navy-, and Air Force-fielded forces.
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Some of the largest organizations which control the vast
majority of resources within the IC have been developed
to manage and operate the technical collection
intelligence disciplines, within the Department of Defense.
As Mark Lowenthal pointed out, these agencies exist in
part to provide long-term expertise and to maintain the
secrecy of information, needs, and methods.48  As noted
earlier, the NSA was established to centralize management
of SIGINT and IA (information assurance) activities.  The
NRO was established to develop, manage, and operate
space-based intelligence collection systems.  One major
mission of DIA is as the functional manager for
Measurement and Signatures Intelligence (MASINT).  A
major component of NGA’s mission is to manage national
IMINT activities.  Centralized management of these
national intelligence capabilities has been deemed as the
best way to ensure that expensive and limited capabilities
and resources are operated to serve the requirements of
national policymakers and military commanders.  Thus,
the directors of these agencies must be responsive to the
NSC (through the DNI), the Secretary of Defense, and
Combatant Commanders (CCDRs).

The military services drove the development,
fielding, and operation of both technical
and traditional (Human Resources
Intelligence, or HUMINT) intelligence
capabilities and organizations through the
two world wars and much of the Cold War.

By the late 1980s, various people within the Department
of Defense and the intelligence and armed services
committees in Congress had begun to express concerns
about the duplication of effort and resources inherent
when each military service fielded similar intelligence
collection, processing, and analysis capabilities under the
same joint force commanders.  The Goldwater-Nichols
Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 had
given new authorities to the joint regional and functional
CCDRs over their subordinate military component
commands,49 which encouraged intelligence reformers to
consider consolidating service intelligence capabilities
into joint organizations, directly supporting the joint
CCDRs.  U.S. Central Command (USCENTCOM)
implemented a Joint Intelligence Center (JIC) to
consolidate theater-level intelligence activities for
Operations DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM in
1990-91, which demonstrated that the idea of joint
intelligence could work.  The Secretary of Defense
approved the “Plan for Restructuring Defense
Intelligence” in March 1991, which directed the
consolidation of theater-level Army, Navy, and Air Force

intelligence organizations and capabilities into JICs for
each CCDR.  The Plan further directed each military
service to establish a single intelligence command or
agency for service-wide support.50

The intent behind the Goldwater-Nichols Act and the Plan
to Restructure Defense Intelligence was to improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of U.S. military forces and
intelligence activities.  The basic model of a Joint Force
Commander supported by a JIC/JIOC has been employed
for all major, sustained U.S. military campaigns since
DESERT STORM.  However, an unintended consequence
of the Plan has been that the leaders in charge of the
consolidated JICs and single intelligence command or
agency in each service have had to serve multiple bosses.
JIC Commanders have typically reported to either the
CCDR or his Director of Intelligence (J2), but they also
must answer to the DIA Director (under his manager of
the Defense Intelligence Analysis Program (DIAP) hat, as
well as his direct support to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff (CJCS) hat); the Under Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence (USD(I)) (as the MIP program manager and
Director, Defense Intelligence); and the military
component commanders under the CCDR (for direct
support of certain missions).  In a similar manner, the
commanders of the consolidated intelligence commands
or agencies in each military service also serve multiple
bosses.  They typically report to a service authority
(either the service senior intelligence officer or the
commander of a major command), as well as take authority
and direction from the Director, NSA (as the Service
Cryptologic Component and Cryptologic Program
Manager), the Director, DIA (in his DIAP hat and as
General Defense Intelligence Program Manager), and
possibly the Director, NGA (if there is a service GEOINT
component or the service has significant GEOINT
program resources).

During the mid-2000s, the need to rationalize management of
defense intelligence resources led to two major reforms
which significantly impacted intelligence support
relationships at the Combatant Commands.  The first was the
transfer of management for intelligence information
technology (IT) capabilities and resources from the
Combatant Commands to DIA.  Defense Department leaders
believed they could save money through centralizing and
standardizing the intelligence IT infrastructure across all of
the Commands.  This action would also facilitate building an
integrated IC-wide IT infrastructure to enable greater
collaboration.  The net effect of this change was that CCDRs
and their J2s lost direct authority and control over the IT
architecture they depended on to conduct theater-wide
intelligence operations.  The lower-level DIA Chief
Information Officer personnel at each Command did not have
the authority or the resources necessary to sustain critical
intelligence IT capabilities in the Commands.
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The second reform was the consolidation of the Joint
Military Intelligence Program (JMIP) and Tactical
Intelligence and Related Activities (TIARA) into the new
Military Intelligence Program (MIP) in 2005.  Included in this
transition was that management of most intelligence
resources (and civilian intelligence personnel) at the
Combatant Commands was transferred from the military
services to DIA.51  This change enabled the DIA Director
and the USD(I) (as MIP Manager) to direct intelligence
resource cuts and transfers across the Combatant
Commands.  Such cuts and transfers put Combatant
Command J2s in the awkward position of cutting intelligence
capabilities as directed by DIA and USD(I) when their
CCDRs were directing increased intelligence efforts to meet
new mission requirements.  More than one CCDR protested
these actions directly to the USD(I) and the Secretary of
Defense.

ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS TO
CONSIDER

The current IC organizational model as a coalition
coordinated (as opposed to directed or managed) by
the DNI “… grew out of a set of evolving demands

and without a master plan.”52  Key demands have included
the desire to:

• Avoid strategic surprise (such as Pearl Harbor
and 9/11) by having a national-level intelligence
activity to provide warning;

• Facilitate sharing of intelligence information
collected by the various IC elements (to enable
“connecting the dots”);

• Improve efficiency by centralizing management
of similar activities (to reduce redundancy and
duplication of effort);

• Preserve the authority of Executive Branch
secretaries and departments over “their”
intelligence support activities; and

• Ensure appropriate oversight (by all three
branches of government) to protect the
Constitutional rights of U.S. persons and avoid
abuses of surveillance powers.

The latter three demands in particular have contributed to
the prevalence of intelligence leaders working for multiple
bosses.  Centralized management of similar activities
(such as NSA for SIGINT, NGA for GEOINT, DIA for
defense intelligence analysis and IT, and combatant
command joint intelligence centers) has definitely resulted
in resource savings by reducing redundancy and
duplication of effort.  Such centralized management means
that these managers must be responsive to, if not actually
under the authority of, more than one senior leader.

Particularly in the cases of the Secretary of Defense and the
Attorney General, Cabinet-level department heads have
worked very diligently with Congressional allies to ensure
that neither the DCI nor the DNI could exercise authority and
control over the intelligence activities within their
departments.  Such retention of authority and control within
departmental channels has created conflicts of interest
between the heads of Defense Department, Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI), and Drug Enforcement Administration
(DEA) intelligence activities and the DCI or DNI over
priorities and resources.  As Stephen B. Slick noted, neither
the Executive nor Legislative Branch has supported
establishment of a truly centralized IC under the authority of
a true Cabinet-level secretary.53  Given historical abuses of
secret authorities by J. Edgar Hoover in the FBI, and as
reported by William Colby in the CIA, concentrating so
much power over secret activities in one individual and
organization can be seen as a real threat to American
democracy.54

...neither the Executive nor Legislative
Branch has supported establishment of a
truly centralized IC under the authority
of a true Cabinet-level secretary.

Another issue that contributes to intelligence
organizations having multiple bosses is related to niche
mission requirements and the need for unique intelligence
expertise to cover them.  This argument has been used to
justify retaining significant tactical intelligence
capabilities within each military service.  In most cases,
the military component commands under a joint
combatant commander require specialized intelligence
products focused on their specific operational
environment and threats that exceed the capability of the
joint intelligence center.  The component command’s
intelligence leader works directly for the component
commander, but also must be responsive to the combatant
command J2 both to provide and to receive intelligence
support, as well as to the Service’s senior intelligence
officer on policy and resource issues.

Similarly, the IC elements that work for five non-Defense
departments can make a solid case that their departmental
intelligence mission is sufficiently different from the CIA
and Defense Department agencies as to require unique
management and support.  Despite DNI efforts to grow an
IC culture based on joint duty assignments, which assume
that all intelligence analysts are, at least at some level,
interchangeable, there are still many who believe that
unique departmental intelligence requirements demand
uniquely developed intelligence organizations and
analysts.  Analyzing the specifics of international
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financial transactions or how much progress a foreign
nuclear weapons program has made requires very different
information sources and technical knowledge than does
analyzing foreign political and military affairs.  Thus, these
departmental IC element leaders must balance direction and
tasking from both their departmental authorities and the DNI.

The critical question then becomes whether any
organizational change that provides greater centralized
authority to intelligence leadership would sufficiently
improve the IC’s ability to avoid strategic surprise and
“connect the dots” to offset the risks inherent in limiting
departmental authorities or oversight provisions.

LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT FACTORS
TO CONSIDER

If the answer to the organizational change question is
“no,” then perhaps the IC should reconsider the focus of
its leadership development efforts, to include education

and training to prepare IC leaders for the realities of working
for multiple bosses.

As just one example, the NIU core course on leadership and
management in the IC currently focuses on these learning
outcomes:

• Understand unique attributes of the IC that can
and should shape leadership and management
techniques;

• Employ leadership, motivational, and
organizational theories to promote and implement
organizational transformation;

• Understand how leaders embed and reinforce
organizational culture;

• Understand management techniques to
effectively build strategies to accomplish
organizational goals and design metrics to assess
progress;

• Apply change management theories toward IC
transformation;

• Apply appropriate lessons from the private sector
toward IC challenges; and

• Evaluate the ethical dimensions of leadership
and the challenges they may present in
transforming the IC.

None of these learning outcomes specifically addresses the
challenge of working for multiple bosses at any leadership
and management level.  A cursory review of the literature
and research on the topic of working for multiple bosses
reveals that there are many current articles and papers
available, but all focus on “matrix management” at relatively
low levels within the public and private sectors.

I have been unable to find any research or discussion on
working for multiple bosses at senior or executive levels.
Perhaps this area would be worth some academic research
to identify what practices or skills successful senior IC
leaders have employed in their efforts to satisfy the
demands of multiple organizational and IC bosses.

CONCLUSION

Today’s IC leaders face many challenging, dynamic,
and diffuse threats while leading organizations with
numerous technical, workforce demographic, and

fiscal management challenges.  The Executive Branch and
Congress have directed several reforms of the IC intended
to avoid strategic surprise, facilitate sharing intelligence
information, and improve efficiency, while preserving the
authority of department secretaries and ensuring
appropriate oversight to protect the rights of U.S.
persons.  These reforms established two new key
leadership positions (the DNI and the USD(I)) and
granted greater roles, responsibilities, and authorities to
these positions, with the intent to better integrate the
diverse coalition of organizations which compose the IC.
While these reforms have increased the ability of IC
leaders to integrate the activities of IC organizations and
have improved sharing of intelligence information, they
have also increased the number of bosses that many IC
leaders must directly support.

Most of the key IC reforms have been in effect for several
years.  Consequently, this is a good time to assess
whether the reforms have optimized the IC’s
organizational structure and leadership positions for
integration, or have destined IC leaders for persistent
conflicts of interest through working for multiple bosses.
This article has examined the current IC organizational
structure to assess how prevalent working for multiple
bosses is across several levels of leadership, and noted that
there are valid reasons behind the structure.  It has also
noted that neither current IC leadership development
programs nor public or private sector leadership and
management academic research and management
development activities address the implications of
working for multiple bosses or leaders much above the
line supervisor level.

My recommendation is that the IC and appropriate
leadership and management thought leaders begin a
discussion of the full effects of intelligence reforms on
the roles, responsibilities, and authorities of senior IC
leaders.  This discussion should shape IC leadership and
management professional development education and
training programs to better prepare tomorrow’s IC leaders
for the real challenges they will face.
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Polycentricity in the United States
Intelligence Community

by LTC (USA) Jeffrey J. Fair

OVERVIEW

If someone were to design the United States Intelligence
Community (IC) from scratch, the construct would likely
be drastically different from the organization we witness

today.  The current structure evolved over the last 70
years, since the National Security Act of 1947, from a
single agency to the current collection of seventeen
organizations.  An outsider could lose his or her way
attempting to navigate among all the agencies, oversight
organizations, and policy organs.  Many who have
worked in the IC for years still have difficulty finding their
way to the right office for the information they require.  It
is a complex, labyrinthine architecture that grew in fits
and starts as policymakers recognized intelligence needs
and built new organizations along the pattern of existing
structures.

An outsider could lose his or her way
attempting to navigate among all the
agencies, oversight organizations, and
policy organs.

The IC policyscape—the totality of existing policy for a
topic—is just as complicated as the organizational
structure.  It is unlikely to change drastically, having
withstood several well-intentioned attempts to streamline
or redesign a critical component of U.S. national security.
The most recent major restructuring came in 2005 with the
creation of the Office of the Director of National
Intelligence (ODNI), due in part to recommendations of
the 9/11 Commission and a recognized need to force
intelligence agencies to work more closely together.  The
Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act
(IRTPA) of 2004 identified the need for greater
cooperation between agencies to combat not only a
growing threat from terrorism, but also respond to and
anticipate the rapidly changing international environment
of the 21st century.

Over a decade after the creation of the ODNI in February
2005, the integration across the IC is better than it has ever
been before.  However, the duplication of effort and overlap
between agencies has also grown.  It is now to a point where
the organs of Congressional oversight and key figures
within ODNI are calling for cuts to programs and agencies.
The purpose of these cuts is to find efficiencies and reduce
duplication of effort across the IC, saving money in the more
fiscally constrained contemporary environment.  As budgets
stagnate or decline, the fight for resources between agencies
can be fierce.

This trend is not new and can be traced to the regular
budget cycles or political rotations where policymakers are
seeking either to cut the budget or to adjust to declining
revenue.  For example, The New York Times published a
story in 1989 about pressure for cuts in intelligence
spending and Wired magazine printed a story on significant
cuts to the IC in 2011.1  The cycle is starting to begin again
as the Trump administration, under Director of National
Intelligence (DNI) Dan Coats, former U.S. Senator from
Indiana, seeks to move budget dollars to agencies it
perceives to be more impactful than others.2  Most of those
dollars will not be new to the IC; the source will likely be
from finding efficiencies and eliminating duplication of effort.

ENTER POLYCENTRICITY

The challenge to the DNI will be to find a way forward
that achieves the mandated cost savings while
maintaining, or even increasing, intelligence

production quality and quantity.  A construct that can
assist the DNI and his team in their efforts is the concept
of polycentric governance.  Dr. Elinor Ostrom has
authored several scholarly papers on overlapping
government structures—what she calls polycentric
governance.  She describes “policycentric” as a term that
“describes many centers of decision making that are
formally independent of each other.”3  Her Nobel Prize
lecture, titled “Beyond Markets and States: Polycentric
Governance of Complex Economic Systems,” focuses on
how small communities can share common natural
resources without destroying or over-exploiting them.4
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Ostrom dedicated her life’s work to the concept of
polycentricity and continued to research and write about
it for decades.  Although most or her later work focused
on environmental and common resource challenges, her
early research was tied to public sector problems with
overlapping governance structures.  Through the study
of metropolitan policing and water resource management,
she formed her theory of how a multi-actor environment
could achieve the same benefits as a single large producer
while also avoiding some of the pitfalls.5  The application
of polycentricity to the IC will not be perfect, but the
number of concepts from the diverse literature in the area
that do apply make a strong case for consideration.

POLYCENTRICITY APPLIED

One of the greatest challenges to the post-9/11 IC is
the number of overlapping initiatives among the
agencies.  The reason for the growing duplication is

twofold.  First, the terror attacks of 9/11 were successful
in part because the IC failed to identify the plot.  The plot
fell into an intelligence gap between agencies and was
further enabled by the lack of sharing between agencies.
In response to the intelligence failure, the IC has
attempted to close gaps wherever possible and greatly
increased intelligence sharing.  IRTPA saw to it that most
of this effort became part of permanent policy, creating
the ODNI and giving the DNI some (but not all) budgetary
discretion and some fiscal veto authorities.

One of the greatest challenges to the post-
9/11 IC is the number of overlapping
initiatives among the agencies.

The second major reason for the duplication of effort is
the growth of the IC after 9/11 and the recent increase in
competition for resources.  The expansion of agencies
after the terrorist attacks was a natural reaction to a
threat, and the growth continued during the wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan.  The expansion was part of a larger
intelligence budget cycle that had ebbed in the mid-1990s
as the Clinton administration attempted to seize the
benefits of the “peace dividend” that allegedly came with
the end of the Cold War.  The growth of the early 2000s
was a natural part of the cycle, fueled by the greater need
for intelligence.  The recession of 2008-2009, however,
ended the growth cycle and began a phase of cuts that
affected not only the IC, but also the federal government
as a whole.  The cuts increased competition between
agencies for scarce resources and forced organizations to
review where they were spending their resources.

Ostrom’s study of metropolitan police departments
should help the DNI in managing this overlap.6  Ostrom
theorized, “The dominant theory underlying massive
reform proposals was incorrect.  Metropolitan areas
served by a combination of large and small producers
could achieve economies of scale in the production of
some police services and avoid diseconomies of scale in
the production of others.”7  Her observations of
metropolitan police departments resemble the IC, where
we see several different agencies exist with overlapping
responsibilities, some with niche capabilities, all operating
in similar geographic and functional areas.  Ostrom’s
thesis counters the conventional thinking about finding
efficiencies in the IC by cutting budgets and reducing
staff.

As evidenced by the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001, intelligence gaps can
have dire consequences.

As Ostrom concludes, the overlapping nature of the
police jurisdictions can have drawbacks, but the
construct also provides several benefits.  First, it further
encourages collaboration between the agencies beyond
what the ODNI would require.  If multiple agencies are
working on the same subject matter, albeit from different
perspectives, there is an incentive for agencies to send
liaisons to other organizations.  The liaisons enable more
effective sharing of information and resources.  In
addition to exchanges, the greater overlap and increased
analytical dialogue assist the IC as a whole by
encouraging separate agencies to address the same
problem using different approaches.  The resulting work
allows for debate of varied perspectives and investigation
of additional future possibilities.  This ultimately
increases the decision advantage provided by the IC to
the policymaker.

As evidenced by the terrorist attacks of September 11,
2001, intelligence gaps can have dire consequences.  The
DNI was created from the results of the 9/11 Commission,
its report concluding that the attacks could have been
prevented had two different types of gaps not existed in
the pre-IRPTA IC.  The first type of gap was a failure of
communication and cooperation between agencies.  The
lack of communication manifested itself in several ways,
but impacted immigration checks, local police patrols, and
routine traffic stops.  If other agencies in the IC had
shared information, it is possible that some of the
hijackers could have been identified and arrested.  This
could have helped authorities discover the plot and take
steps to prevent the tragedy.
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The Commission also identified a lack of imagination in
the analytical approaches taken by intelligence officers at
several agencies.8  The gap in analysis in this instance is
part of a larger problem, the inability to cover all
geographic areas and threat streams realistically and
simultaneously.  The IC will never have the resources to
allow each individual agency to cover all possible threats
in every region of the globe.  If agencies are not working
together to determine how they collectively address the
tremendous number of possible threats, the gaps in
coverage will continue.

The Departments of Energy, State, and
Treasury all have relatively small
intelligence organizations when
compared to the CIA, NSA, and other
large agencies.  The smaller units’ ability
to provide detailed focus on the needs of
the supported Cabinet secretary makes
their products some of the most potent
across the Community.  They are also
recognized for excellence in their
specialty areas and have experts in
sought-after fields.

Not only are the resources constrained; they are also
shrinking.  Arguments to consolidate functions further
are also common among those pursuing efficiencies and
cost savings in the federal budget. Ostrom would disagree
with this resource conservation approach as well, again
citing her work with police departments.  She asserts that
a grouping of smaller departments with some overlapping
jurisdictions actually provided better public safety
services than did single monolithic urban police forces.
The smaller size of local departments allowed greater
focus and tailoring of the policing performed locally.  It
also enabled higher rates of feedback and customer
interaction, allowing precincts to refine their delivery of
services further to meet public needs.  Finally, it allowed
for a conservation of resources where certain departments
hosted niche services for others such as dispatch and K-9
units.9

This reduced-size effect can be seen across the IC,
especially in the small organizations that are part of a
larger department.  The Departments of Energy, State, and
Treasury all have relatively small intelligence
organizations when compared to the CIA, NSA, and other
large agencies.  The smaller units’ ability to provide
detailed focus on the needs of the supported Cabinet
secretary makes their products some of the most potent

across the Community.  They are also recognized for
excellence in their specialty areas and have experts in
sought-after fields.  For example, the Department of
Energy provides intelligence on weapons of mass
destruction at a level not found anywhere else in the IC
and furnishes that niche capability to other agencies as
well as their secretaries and other policymakers.10

These smaller agencies have a structural benefit as well.
Although relatively small in size, their proximity to
policymakers is unlike what most analysts will experience
in the larger agencies.  This enables the smaller agencies
to provide feedback and, sometimes, access to decision-
makers that would normally not be an option for many.11

For example, the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at
the Department of State regularly hosts analytic
exchanges with senior Foreign Service Officers, usually
the visiting Chief of Mission (Ambassador) or Deputy, for
IC analysts to attend and share thoughts as well as hear
from policymakers in the field.  These decision-makers
also share their thoughts on future policy and intentions,
soliciting feedback and generating discussion from
analysts about how proposed approaches could affect the
region and allies.12

In addition to service delivery, Ostrom found that
diseconomies of scale were created by the larger police
forces through increased transaction costs.  The larger
intelligence agencies also fall into this trap with highly
stratified, hierarchical organizations of 30,000-40,000
employees.  The transaction costs associated with human
resource actions alone dwarf that of the smaller, more
agile agencies.  Both CIA and NSA recently underwent
reorganizations, providing an opportunity to flatten
structures and reduce some transaction costs, but failed
to do so under the weight of historical precedent and
pressures from the senior workforce.13

Bigger agencies are not always at a disadvantage,
however, according to Ostrom’s work.  As mentioned
above, some of the larger police forces were able to
develop and deploy specialized units such as K-9, SWAT,
and helicopter (and now possibly drone) elements.  The
same holds true when considering the IC.  The larger
organizations have specialized sections that provide
benefits to the greater IC.  For example, NSA has a
research directorate, one of a very select number of
organizations in the IC and the federal government to
have one.14  The directorate’s work benefits NSA and
other IC agencies with focused research on challenging
problems.  Here, the larger organization provides niche
capability assistance to the smaller agencies using their
size and scope as a benefit.  It is a great addition to some
of the focused area expertise that the smaller agencies
provide to the others in the Community.  Somewhat
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different from Ostrom’s findings, both large and small
organizations find unique capabilities that benefit the
larger whole.  To realize the full potential of benefits from
specialization, however, requires direction and
organization.

THE SOLUTION

If the IC were to apply Ostrom’s logic only to the
problems of polycentric governance, it would continue to
grow until it became unwieldy.  Ostrom viewed the

benefits of overlapping structures in terms of rivalry and
the creation of a small competitive market of sorts.  Even
if the DNI followed Ostrom’s advice to reduce transaction
costs and divide the larger organizations into smaller
units, the drive to eliminate gaps would continue to build
overlapping structures and require more of the budget.
The key to maintaining some balance in the market for
intelligence is the role of the ODNI, and that office needs
to decide how to keep the market functioning in a
sustainable manner.

The DNI has budget authority for the
National Intelligence Program, a portion
of the budget distributed to the entire
Intelligence Community.

The DNI has budget authority for the National
Intelligence Program, a portion of the budget distributed
to the entire Intelligence Community.  Additionally, he
has veto power over the allocations found in the Military
Intelligence Program, which partially funds all of the
agencies that fall under the Department of Defense: NSA,
DIA, National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA),
National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), and all of the
military service intelligence components.15  The DNI also
has the ability to issue binding directives and publish
guidance documents, with the ability to withhold funds
from uncooperative agencies or, as a last resort, work with
the President to remove directors from their posts.

The DNI would do well to listen to the economic advice
furnished by those charged with maintaining a healthy
economy and productive markets.  The DNI and his team
will have to limit budgets and growth based on
instructions and direction from the administration and
various oversight organs of government, namely
Congress.  The DNI will need to remind oversight
authorities that allowing competition within the IC and
allowing a healthy level of redundancy can greatly assist
in achieving an optimal size of an administrative
structure.16  The size of the IC will have to be managed to

avoid additional transaction costs where possible and to
find some efficiencies.  By keeping Ostrom’s theses in
mind, however, the DNI should strive for a balanced
approach.

The way in which the ODNI was created
ensures the majority of the workforce
within the Office comes from IC agencies
on some sort of temporary basis.

The DNI will have to evaluate the global threat
environment, the risks to the nation, and the needs of
policymakers for intelligence and determine how best to
position the IC.  He should keep in mind that a light touch
is best when approaching a market like the IC.  Too much
intervention can have unforeseen damaging effects.17  A
heavy hand has also been shown to limit experimentation,
the benefits of policy innovation and diffusion, and the
development of entrepreneurship.18  Before any directive
is issued that will intervene in the natural evolution of the
market, significant consideration of motivations and
possible bias from the policy advocates is warranted.

The DNI’s regulatory role in the intelligence market will be
different than his role in protecting civil liberties and
enforcing analytic integrity.  The management of the market
will be, at times, to reduce overlap with directives and the
limited ODNI budget authority.  Agency leaders have
enough incentive to maintain their organizations focused on
the President’s priorities and know where they need to
maintain their daily focus.  Slight adjustments to the market
and overlap will facilitate Ostrom’s positive effects and
reduce the amount of needless transaction costs.

These costs can be further limited by a realization of where
niche capabilities already exist and work to make these
departments benefit the whole of the IC.  Although it may be
tempting to control this from the top, as demonstrated with
the need for a light touch when managing the number of
overlapping structures and the amount of duplication of
effort, it may not be conducive to success.  Polycentricity
disciples of Ostrom continue to study her theory and
conduct research in the field.  One of the biggest factors for
success in a polycentric environment is the creation of a
stable policy forum where stakeholders are invested.  This is
not far from reality now.  The way in which the ODNI was
created ensures the majority of the workforce within the
Office comes from IC agencies on some sort of temporary
basis.

The ODNI does not, however, have an office to manage
matters related to duplication of effort.  The organization
does have various forums and policy vehicles to direct
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and manage the Community.  Congress has also weighed
in, as an oversight organization, to question some overlap
and possible expansion of one agency into another’s area
of expertise, limiting some duplication.  Currently, the DNI
has only limited authority to actively manage how the
agencies expand or contract to reduce the duplication of
effort and efficiency problems that can arise in a
polycentric community.

It would be more than unpopular if the
DNI were to start unilaterally directing
how agency heads should manage their
growth and what items to cover.  Not only
would the DNI get resistance from IC
agency directors, he would likely get
much more opposition from Cabinet
secretaries and oversight organizations.

In order to do this, the DNI should establish a forum in
which each agency is represented.  Agencies can take
expansion ideas to the table and work in concert with the
rest of the Community to see where it makes sense to
build.  In this way, duplication can be reduced and
efficiencies found.  At the same time, niche capabilities
can be shared and insights can be imparted.  Forums are
generally the best way forward in a polycentric
environment because there is no real authority over those
involved.19  In the IC, the DNI is nominally in charge, but
shares many of the authorities with the department
secretaries and has to be responsive to Congress, the
President, and the American people.  Forums can assist in
building a more cohesive Community and integrated
approach through interaction, creating social capital.
Both bonding social capital (the exchange of overlapping
information) and bridging social capital (where groups
acquire new information) can be created through work in
forums.20  A forum that can balance the intelligence
priorities of policymakers with funding, personnel,
capability, and capacity concerns in each agency will be
helpful in not only finding solutions but also in providing
legitimacy and buy-in when issuing recommended
roadmaps to success.  It would be more than unpopular if
the DNI were to start unilaterally directing how agency
heads should manage their growth and what items to
cover.  Not only would the DNI get resistance from IC
agency directors, he would likely get much more
opposition from Cabinet secretaries and oversight
organizations.

The forum would have to focus on the intelligence
problems at hand and the resources required to address
them.  Primarily, the forum would discuss overlap and how

best to manage it.  There are different ways to view
overlap in Ostrom’s polycentric lens if uses as a
normative construct.  Four primary types of duplication
should be in the minds of forum members.  The first is
complementary duplication, which is analysis at one
agency adding benefit to that conducted at another
agency.  For example, if a team of analysts at NSA is
working on a topic, it could likely benefit from a
geospatial product from NGA to enhance its
understanding of a particular situation.  This type of
duplication is superb, but has to be managed to prevent
inefficiencies or waste.

The second type of duplication is contradictory
duplication.  It happens when two or more agencies
compare analysis and come to different conclusions.
Similar to the example above, the NSA and NGA teams
may have completed analysis on a topic and compared
notes, only to find they still arrive at different
conclusions.  This analytic disagreement is healthy and is
good for policymakers to know when making decisions
based on IC analytical products.

Capacity duplication is the third type the forum members
must discuss.  Capacity duplication is a very small degree
of overlap which generally helps a smaller agency with
addressing intelligence needs that it cannot meet due to
resource constraints.  If one agency has a robust team
focused on a topic and another organization needs to
expand into that area, they can form a small joint team and
leverage the analytical efforts of the larger team in
another agency.  This can also be a type of duplication
dealt with by liaison officers or embedded analysts.  It
does not mean only a larger organization helping a smaller
one.  Although resources will likely drive a capacity
duplication discussion, it may be started by an agency
looking to another because of a niche capability or an
established reputation for excellence in a specific area.

The final type of duplication of effort that should be
addressed at the DNI-hosted forum is unwanted or
wasteful duplication.  This is the type where teams from
different agencies are doing the same work and wasting
taxpayer money.  The analysis may not be exactly the
same, but to qualify as unwanted duplication of effort it is
similar enough to provide little or no value added when
different agency efforts are combined.  This is a difficult
type of duplication to manage because of the overarching
concerns of closing intelligence gaps and the need for
possible dissenting views.  Those concerns must be
weighed by the forum members and they should provide
the DNI the best recommendation possible.  It will be up
to the DNI to manage this competitive intelligence market
using an informed approach and a light touch.
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CONCLUSION

The ODNI is a large and growing organization which
has several offices and events in which the IC can
cooperate and share.  The problem, however, is the

DNI does not have a forum that focuses on refining the
overlapping structures and efforts within the IC to make
the most of every tax dollar while still ensuring decision
advantage for policymakers.  A forum focused on these
issues can assist the DNI in difficult decisions with
managing this market for intelligence and helping to
create social capital, aiding in cooperation and
implementation.

...the DNI does not have a forum that
focuses on refining the overlapping
structures and efforts within the IC to
make the most of every tax dollar while still
ensuring decision advantage for
policymakers.

The DNI has an important job, born from mistakes and the
worst intelligence failure in the nation’s history.  The IC is
an enormous network, highly technical and complex, and
requires management at many levels and in vastly
different areas.  Although traditional management of the
IC has enabled countless successes, it will likely need to
become more assertive as stagnant or even declining
budgets force a more interventionist management
approach.  In the coming years, the DNI would do well to
consider the IC his market for intelligence and tread
lightly.  The regulatory approach, when utilized well, can
achieve what it sets out to do and keep the customers
happy.
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Attaché in Brazil: Arthur Moura’s Long March
1945-1975 – A Memoir

by BG (USAR, Ret) Arthur S. Moura

[Editor’s Note: The views expressed in this work are those of
the author, now deceased, and the editor; they do not reflect
the official policy or position of any branch of the U.S.
government. Janice Moura Cruz, daughter of the late BG
Moura, made the documents and notes for his unpublished
memoir available to Dr. Russell G. Swenson for shaping into
this condensed recounting of his remarkable professional
life.  The text boxes and endnotes were added by Dr. Swenson.
A fuller version of the memoir may be published by the
National Intelligence Press at a later date.]

 

Childhood Antecedents: Born in Taunton,
Massachusetts, in 1923, Arthur Moura was a son
of Portuguese immigrant parents.  In 1943 he was
drafted into the U.S. Army and, after basic training,
married his high school sweetheart and fellow
Portuguese-American, Jo.  His language skills and
hard-charging demeanor soon won him a slot at the
Infantry Officer Candidate School and launched
his career.

AN EARLY ORIENTATION TOWARD
BRAZILIAN MILITARY PERSONNEL

The happiness over my becoming an officer in the
Infantry with the prospect of immediate combat was
shattered when assignment orders were handed

out.  Of the more than 200 new officers from Class No.
428, the personnel section had assigned all but two to a
port of embarkation for shipment to Europe.  One qualified
German linguist and I, with Portuguese language fluency
listed in my records, were the exceptions.  We were
ordered to the Military Intelligence Training Center in the
mountains of Maryland at Camp Ritchie.  [Editor’s Note:
For a more detailed portrait of this unique program at what
was then the predecessor of the now closed Fort Ritchie,
MD, see William C. Spracher and Mark Kramar’s “Just-in-
Time Intelligence Training in World War II: The Legacy of
the ‘Ritchie Boys’ Seven Decades Later (Part I),”
American Intelligence Journal, Vol. 31, No. 2, 2013, pp.
139-142.  Regrettably, Part II was never published.]

My hope for combat duty received a new blow when an
early June 1945 summons came to Camp Ritchie for me to
report to the Army Foreign Liaison Office, G2,
Intelligence, at the Pentagon. There I was introduced to
two Brazilian Air Force flight surgeons.  I accompanied
the visiting Brazilians and acted as their interpreter and
liaison officer on an extended tour of Air Corps facilities
to study cadet selection procedures.  In this period, I
personally assisted in placing scores of wounded World
War II Brazilian Expeditionary Force veterans in U.S.
military hospitals.  By the end of the tour, I had begun the
conversion of my continental Portuguese accent to that of
the Portuguese spoken in Brazil.

BG Arthur S. Moura, August 1972
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In late 1946, Jo was able to accompany me on a 90-day
temporary duty posting with the Allied Officers Section of
the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College at Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas. During that period, we had almost
daily official and social contact with Latin American officers
and their wives, especially the Brazilians there at the time.
My interaction with Brazilians at Fort Leavenworth included
acting as aide-de-camp to Brigadier Eduardo Gomes, who
had recently lost a bid for the Presidency of Brazil, and
serving as English-language tutor for a group of Brazilian
colonels. The opportunity to render assistance to Brazilians
and to develop their friendship continued during a follow-on
tour of duty in 1946-49 with the Army Foreign Liaison Office
in Washington, DC.  My Portuguese language skills slowly
evolved into Spanish language fluency as well, since more
attaches spoke Spanish.

In the spring of 1949, I was detailed to travel to Brazil with
my boss, the Army’s Chief of Intelligence, General
Alexander Bolling.  We went on a special air mission C-54 to
pick up the Brazilian War Minister, General Canrobert Pereira
da Costa.  The week in Brazil allowed me to visit with many
Brazilian friends and to “beat the drums” for my passion to
be assigned to the military mission in Rio de Janeiro.  I
escorted General Canrobert and his senior party, which
included the Army’s Chief of Staff, on a splendid two-week
VIP tour of major installations in the military and industrial
sectors.  General Canrobert and his associates developed a
high regard for my services as their interpreter and tour
conductor.  He awarded me the Brazilian Army’s highest
decoration, the Order of Military Merit, making me the only
officer below the rank of captain (I was a first lieutenant at
the time) to receive that decoration. General Canrobert and
Army Chief of Staff Fiuza de Castro did not miss the
opportunity to inform U.S. generals and top civilians at the
Defense Department how much they would welcome my
assignment to Brazil.

In late 1949, the Army Language School at Monterey,
California, urgently needed an officer to head up the
Portuguese Language Department. I was one of two officers
in the entire Army qualified to teach Portuguese.  Recently
promoted to captain, I arrived at Monterey with enthusiasm
and sustained 12- to 15-hour workdays as I wrote a textbook
for the department, taught as many as three or four classes a
day, and managed six “prima donna” Portuguese language
instructors.  In addition, I attended seemingly interminable
staff meetings and represented the School during seminars
at Stanford University and other institutions of higher
learning.

My time at Monterey was rewarded by an assignment to Rio
with the Joint Brazil-U.S. Military Commission, established in
1942 to coordinate the defense of Northeast Brazilian
airfields used as U.S. and Allied trans-Atlantic logistics
bases.1  From the Brazilian perspective, the bilateral
Commission had a different focus—improving the combat
readiness of Brazilian forces. Major General Charles L.
Mullins, Jr., who in 1948 had become Chairman of the U.S.
Delegation to the Commission, had heard my name
mentioned by scores of senior officers with whom I had
established contact in the U.S.  Several of them had
suggested I would be an ideal officer for assignment to Brazil
and commented favorably on my language fluency, Jo’s
positive influence, and the fact that we both liked Brazilians
and knew how to get along with them.  At General Mullins’
request, I was assigned to Rio for duty with the Army
Section of the Commission, where I served from February
1951 to March 1955. As a captain, I developed solid ties with
senior U.S. and Brazilian personnel who dealt with the two
American generals I served as aide-de-camp.

During my four-year tour in Rio, I quickly became aware of
how much influence aides-de-camp had over their superiors.
General Mullins used me extensively in pursuing official
actions with senior Brazilians through their aides.  In the
Brazilian context at that time, many general officers were
susceptible to the influences of bright, ambitious, and
personable young captains.  General Mullins referred to us
as O Sindicado dos Ajudantes de Ordens (the Aides-de-
Camp Union).  His successor, Major General William A.
Beiderlinden, lacked the language and cultural depth of
General Mullins, but he quickly realized how much he
depended on me because of the influence I had within the
Brazilian military establishment.

I orchestrated a major power play by getting the rent
reduced on a building leased by the U.S. Delegation to the
Commission.  We did not have a logical option for moving
and we knew that Washington would never approve the
exorbitant amount requested.  The President of the Joint
Commission was the “Father of the Brazilian Air Force,”
Brigadier Eduardo Gomes.  He had narrowly lost the

2LT Moura (far left) escorts a group of Brazilian officers to
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, 1945.
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Presidential election in 1945 and was a respected and
influential national hero.  After his election loss, he was sent
to “golden exile” at Fort Leavenworth for the Command and
General Staff course.  At Leavenworth I had the honor of
being assigned as his American aide-de-camp.  We
developed a bond of friendship despite the vast difference in
age and rank.  During my assignment to Rio starting in 1951,
I visited him occasionally, and when he became President of
the Joint Commission I interpreted for all of his official
sessions.  He resolved our rent problem.

From 1955 to 1958, I served on the U.S. Army General Staff.
This assignment brought with it many of the same types of
experiences as in my earlier Pentagon assignment, but with
added responsibility.  I contributed to staff documents and
briefed senior officials on Latin American matters.  As a
reserve officer, I realized that further career success, to
include the very fundamental objective of being retained on
active duty, was contingent on having a college degree. I
enrolled at the University of Maryland and earned a
bachelor’s degree in Latin American Civics.

UNIFIED COMMAND EXPERIENCE
IN PANAMA

In March 1958, Lieutenant General Ridgley Gaither was
named Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Caribbean
Command (later U.S. Southern Command), with

headquarters at Quarry Heights in the Panama Canal Zone.
Earlier, he had been Chief of Army Intelligence at the
Pentagon and my boss.  I had accompanied the general on
an extensive official Latin American trip and he was
impressed with the prestige I enjoyed among many of the
area’s most senior military people.  At the American
embassies we visited, he also noted the high standing I
appeared to have among our diplomats.  Just after I was
assigned to the Canal Zone in 1958, General Gaither pinned
gold oak leaves on my uniform.

The general was very satisfied with my guidance at
CARIBCOM and enjoyed our frequent trips to every country
in the Hemisphere except Cuba. The Gaithers frequently
asked Jo to travel with us to help Mrs. Gaither.  The general
was responsible for all of our military missions (Army, Navy,
and Air Force) as well as the extensive Military Assistance
Program. We were also responsible for U.S. military interests
in the landmass of Central and South America and the
Caribbean.

During General Gaither’s tenure, an official message from the
White House asked him if he would release me for temporary
duty with President Eisenhower’s forthcoming visits to
Brazil, Chile, Argentina, and Uruguay. I had been in the Oval
Office in December 1946 acting as interpreter for President
Truman.  Now, I had a second opportunity to perform at the

highest level.  Circumstances evolved to a point where I
eventually carried out seven more temporary duty
assignments for the White House under Presidents
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson.

I eventually carried out seven more
temporary duty assignments for the White
House under Presidents Eisenhower,
Kennedy, and Johnson.

From August 1958 through November 1961, I served as
trusted advisor to three Commanders-in-Chief (CINCs) of
CARIBCOM, and my influence exceeded that normally
expected of a person of my grade and duty assignment.
General Gaither had been an absolute novice in military-
diplomatic relations in the Latin American environment. He
sought and accepted my recommendations without question
and welcomed my role as an interpreter in facilitating his
interactions with senior Latin American officials.

Gaither’s successor, General Robert F. Sink, had experience
in Brazil as Military Mission Chief, but he lacked any
previous relationship with the majority of Spanish-speaking
nations. Moreover, he had not served in a command with
significant diplomatic challenges. My credentials in General
Sink’s eyes were impressive because he was aware of my
Brazil and Pentagon assignments. While I had enormous
affection for General Sink and deeply appreciated the
unequivocal confidence he placed in me, because of various
difficulties he introduced into our relationships with the
military establishments across the region I began to think of
moving on.  I wrote a letter to the Pentagon requesting that I
be accepted into the Army civil schooling program, whereby
an officer could spend a year on campus pursuing graduate
studies. My rationale was that graduate study of Latin
America would enhance my career potential. It would also
propel me to the magic 1963 target for 20-year retirement.

From my earliest days at Quarry Heights, I was determined to
persuade the CINC to concentrate on the whole of Latin
America rather than just the tiny, U.S.-created Republic of
Panama.  There had been a tendency over the years for the
Commander to involve himself extensively with problems in
the Canal Zone and the neighboring country.  Previous
CINCs had competed for primacy with the Governor (a U.S.
Army major general) and the Commander, U.S. Army South
(also a major general).  In so doing, they generated internal
friction and neglected the bigger Latin American picture.
My persistence paid off, especially with Generals Gaither
and Sink.  They were able to concentrate their efforts on the
whole of Latin America while allowing the Governor at
Balboa and the Army Commander at Fort Amador to cope
with local challenges.
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The policy clout I developed at U.S. Southern Command was
such that a brigadier general at the Pentagon briefed General
Andrew O’Meara, General Sink’s successor, with the
following admonition: “Andy, you must rein in that Major
Moura if you wish to run that command effectively.” A
friend at the Pentagon advised me of this prior to General
O’Meara’s arrival and the CINC himself confirmed the story
after I had gained his confidence. The Pentagon brigadier
was unhappy because I had advised both Generals Gaither
and Sink not to accept the imposition of a State Department
Political Advisor (POLAD) on our staff. Washington was
upset because, under both Generals Gaither and Sink,
CARIBCOM was the only unified command to reject the
appointment of a POLAD on the CINC’s staff. The Pentagon
was right in blaming me for that decision; my reasoning was
that the senior Latin American military officers we dealt with
resented civilians in positions of influence on military
matters. As it turned out, subsequent argument persuaded
me to reverse my position and General Sink accepted the
new billet prior to leaving Panama.

The State Department had pushed hard for
a POLAD because it gave the Department
a source of information and influence at
the unified command level.

The State Department had pushed hard for a POLAD
because it gave the Department a source of information and
influence at the unified command level.  It particularly
wanted that presence in Latin America for two reasons. First,
some in State suspected that senior U.S. military
representatives, particularly military missions in the different
countries, sided with their Latin American military
counterparts in criticism of and animosity toward local
politicians, diplomats, and intellectuals. Second, American
ambassadors in Latin America frequently were “out of the
circuit” about what was going on militarily. Both of those
situations would be resolved through a POLAD who
traveled with the CINC, participated in staff meetings, read
incoming and outgoing traffic, and conversed freely with
headquarters staff and visitors from the field.

I prepared a document accepting the POLAD, which General
Sink signed and dispatched to Washington. Thus, the
harpoon aimed at me was not deserved at the time it was
launched because CARIBCOM had already agreed to a
POLAD and even approved the nomination of the first one, a
good friend of Ambassador Clarence Boonstra. When
General Sink questioned my change of heart I told him that I
had done further research and concluded that the following
advantages outweighed any Latin American accusation that
we had a “political commissar” in our chain of command:

• A POLAD gave us standing with the Joint Chiefs of
Staff equal to that of other unified commands.

• The POLAD gave us access to State Department
traffic addressed to him.

• The POLAD was an effective liaison and intermediary
in avoiding and resolving misunderstandings
between American ambassadors and U.S. military
personnel.

Into this troubled environment in 1961 the Joint Chiefs of
Staff decided to wheel in one of the U.S. Army’s toughest
and most able soldiers—Lieutenant General Andrew Pick
O’Meara. A West Pointer and an artilleryman turned tanker,
he had a reputation as a workaholic who was sour-tempered
and unwavering in the identification and summary removal
of those he deemed mediocre.  I had never met nor even
heard of General O’Meara, but he had heard of me.  About
three weeks into enduring the general’s verbal abuse, I was
surprised when he stepped out of his office and pleasantly
invited me to join him at his desk. He normally summoned me
by pressing a buzzer that sounded in my adjoining office. I
read the telegram he handed to me:

Dear Andy: I am going to Puerto Rico next week for a
meeting with the heads of all the Latin American
military establishments. You have on your staff an
officer I consider the Army’s foremost expert on Latin
American affairs. If you could possibly make Major
Moura available, I would like to have him write the
speech I should give on that occasion.

(signed) Lyman L. Lemnitzer,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

I had not noticed General O’Meara’s teeth previously as he
now flashed a fatherly smile of approval. The ice between us
melted as he said, “If the Chairman thinks you are competent to
write his speech, I have to give one at the same reunion, so
please hibernate for as long as necessary and write mine too.”
[Editor’s Note:  GEN (USA) Lemnitzer, a 1920 graduate of West
Point, was JCS Chairman from 1960 to 1962, after which he
served as Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, and
Commander, U.S. European Command, for another six years.  He
was one of the longest-serving general officers in U.S. history.]

The prominence I achieved in the Canal Zone assignment was
manifested during extensive travels with the three CINCs to
every country in our area of responsibility. I participated in all
meetings with presidents, ministers, ambassadors, military
officials, and business and cultural leaders and prepared
position papers for the CINCs to use as a basis for discussions.
My commanders also relied on me for counsel on prospective
actions and on protocol for social interaction, the latter an
extraordinarily important aspect of dealing with people in Latin
America.
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WHITE HOUSE CONNECTIONS AND THE
MENTORSHIP OF VERNON WALTERS

As I continued my work in Panama, Vernon (“Dick”)
Walters told his friends at the Eisenhower White
House that I could be helpful to them, especially in

the Latin American region. Dick and I had first met in late
1945, at Fort Benning, Georgia, while escorting separate
groups of Brazilian officers. Thus, our original bond was
built around Brazil and it was to remain that way for over 56
years.  From 1955 to 1960, he was at the Pentagon as an
interpreter-translator and special projects officer with the
U.S. Army Element and U.S. Standing Group of NATO.
In reality, he was there on call for special White House
projects.2 My duties between 1948 and 1958 had continued
to expose me to Brazilians on an official basis while Walters’
assignments stressed the European arena. Therefore, my
circle of Brazilian friends and contacts had grown to exceed
his.  Perhaps my major advantage was Jo’s help in
developing those friendships through her popularity and
tireless cooperation with Brazilian wives. Lifelong bachelor
Walters often praised Jo’s extraordinary contributions to my
professional success. As liaison officer in Italy to Brazil’s
25,000-man Expeditionary Force, he had earned the respect
and friendship of hundreds of Brazilians. At the time I first
met him, I was overwhelmed in his presence and instantly
elected him as a role model.

In government service there is a certain elusive glorification
of White House duty. As a direct result of Dick’s
introduction, I was to execute nine White House missions
from 1960 to 1964.  In early 1960, I accompanied President
Eisenhower’s Press Secretary, James Hagerty, as his
interpreter on an advance trip to Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and
Uruguay.  I then served as interpreter and liaison officer on
the President’s trip to those countries. Following these
exciting and rewarding initial White House experiences,
Dick, now with the enthusiastic support of my newly
acquired No. 1 White House booster, Jim Hagerty, as well
as the President’s senior Military Aide, Colonel Bob
Schultz, had me ordered from the Canal Zone to perform
temporary duty in Paris. There, I acted as a member of the
White House staff during the May 1960 summit meeting
between Eisenhower and Soviet leader Khrushchev. We
then went on to Lisbon where I acted as Hagerty’s
interpreter and staff aide during the President’s visit.  In
January 1964, anti-American violence in Panama brought me
to the White House to serve as an interpreter in
conversations between President Johnson and Panamanian
President Chiari.

As Dick reiterated on several occasions, the secret to being
generally liked at the White House was to have access by
being called upon temporarily but not to be assigned there.
Those of us who “parachuted” into 1600 Pennsylvania

Avenue periodically to provide our special skills to the
President and his senior staff did not risk the suspicion or
animosity of those assigned there. They jealously protected
their real or imagined turf among themselves. Each wanted to
claim proximity to the President.

Meanwhile, from my home base in Panama, and as my
honeymoon with General O’Meara blossomed, he made it
clear that he did not want me to leave at the end of 1961.
However, I argued that the graduate studies program I had in
mind was a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity and vital to my
continuation on active duty and career progression.

My assignment placed me at the Columbian College of The
George Washington University for 18 months, where I could
maximize my expertise in the Latin American area.  My
master’s thesis explored the context for the U.S.-Brazil
relationship during the Juscelino Kubitschek administration.3

STRATEGIC INTELLIGENCE ASSIGNMENT
AT THE DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

From August 1960 to October 1962, Dick Walters was
assigned to the American Embassy in Rome as U.S.
Army Attaché. He was selected for the assignment

because President Eisenhower had personally observed
Dick’s magnificent fluency in the Italian language and he
appreciated the impressive range of contacts Walters had in
Italy.

Dick wrote to me in Panama saying that he was in his glory
with the Rome assignment because he was confident he
could demonstrate his ability to be more than a mere
interpreter. He also mentioned his frequent contacts with
Brazilian diplomats there.  Shortly thereafter he wrote to say
that he was being assigned to Brazil as the U.S. Army
Attaché.  President Kennedy had ordered him there because
the political, economic, and security situations in Brazil had
deteriorated dramatically. The Armed Forces were being
urged by state governors, members of Congress, business
and community leaders, and broad segments of the
population to halt the drift toward anarchy.

Army Attaché Walters’ reports attracted steady White
House readership as well as the attention and interest of all
involved government agencies. As head of the South
American Branch of the Defense Intelligence Agency at the
Pentagon, I was one of the prime consumers of his reports. I
had checked into my DIA assignment (as a lieutenant
colonel) in mid-1963 following successful completion of my
graduate studies.  The roiling Brazilian situation led me to
participate in seemingly endless interagency meetings
seeking to assess the Brazilian reality and its implications for
us.  Reports from Dick’s office, CIA field personnel, and the
embassy’s political section served as the basis for our
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discussions.  However, I did not rely entirely on what was
coming out of Brazil and often found myself at odds with
reports from the field. My own views were in part shaped by
my long association with Brazilian colleagues. Thus, my
point of view was not that of a desk-bound intelligence
analyst.

On more than one occasion, the conclusions I reached in
Washington and expounded on at briefings for senior
leaders in the interagency (State Department, CIA, service
intelligence staffs, etc.) did not coincide with information
from Dick Walters and Ambassador Gordon. Those charged
with responsibility for U.S. actions under an emergency
situation were busy with contingency planning for Brazil.
Perhaps they were too close to the situation to risk my less
gloomy evaluations.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was General
Maxwell D. Taylor, an officer with considerable expertise
and interest in Latin America.  Robert McNamara was the
Secretary of Defense. Despite his concentration on the
raging Vietnam War and concern for consolidating his
position with President Johnson, McNamara displayed
growing anxiety over developments in Brazil. We simply
could not afford another Vietnam on our southern flank.

I found myself conducting daily briefings and writing DIA
reports on the Brazil situation. Frequently, during those
hectic days of March 1964, I found myself “under the gun,”
being subjected to grilling by the Joint Chiefs in the “Tank.”
It was a highly stressful situation for a lieutenant colonel in
the face of McNamara, his “whiz kid” advisors, the four
service chiefs of staff, and the Chairman, each wearing four
stars on his shoulders.

Secretary McNamara was clearly annoyed by my self-
confidence: “Colonel, how can you stand there in the face of
all the reporting from the Ambassador, your own Colonel
Walters and others in Brazil and tell us just the opposite of
what they avow?” he asked. I explained that, while I agreed
with much of what was being reported from Brazil, my
conclusions differed because my perspective was detached
from the pressures, emotions, and contradictions on the
scene and based on my extensive experience and knowledge.

The Secretary shot back that he and the chiefs were
gathered there to reach decisions affecting vital U.S. national
interests and they could not rely on hunches. At that point,
he turned to my boss, Lieutenant General (USAF) Joseph
Carroll, Director of DIA and J2 of the Joint Staff: “Joe, do
you agree with what this officer is reporting as DIA’s
position?”

General Carroll had never met me and it would have been
easy for him to say that he had doubts and wished more time

to discuss the matter with me and other members of his staff.
Instead, he replied that he had full confidence in my
evaluations, even though he personally had only superficial
knowledge of the Brazilian situation.  McNamara suggested
that Carroll review the DIA position and return with me at 4
o’clock that afternoon.

General Carroll and I had lunch at his desk and spent nearly
two hours going over the facts as I saw them. He reiterated
the vital impact our Agency’s views could have on politico-
military actions. In the end he said, “Look, Moura, I still
don’t understand what really is going on in Brazil but I
believe what you say and I want you to go back there this
afternoon and reaffirm our position. I will back you up 100
percent.”

I was happy with the vote of confidence General Carroll gave
me and went back into the Tank with renewed conviction. He
made an opening statement that he had personally gone
over all details and that he was pleased to confirm that what
I had to say represented DIA’s firm position. Still not fully
convinced, Mr. McNamara exclaimed, “Very well Colonel, if
you are so sure of yourself, tell us what percentage of the
Brazilian Army will follow [Brazilian president] Mr. Goulart in
the event of a coup.” Truly firing from the hip and the lip, I
replied, “Not five percent, Mr. Secretary!”

The balloon did go up on March 31, 1964.  Goulart was
deposed without casualties and without the need for U.S.
military support.  It was a Brazilian solution for Brazilian
problems.  In June I went to Brazil to check on the new
situation. I also conducted a random survey to see if I could
verify my risky estimate of how many would follow Goulart.
If anything, I was generous because the actual figure was
fewer than two percent!

PUSHING THE ENVELOPE IN RIO,
1967-1971

In the mid-1960s I seriously considered leaving the Army.
I shared my plans with Dick Walters and he set out to
dissuade me. He was the military attaché to Brazil, had

been promoted to brigadier general there, and wanted to get
out and go on to bigger challenges and rewards. The
ambassador and the Department of Defense would not
remove him unless he could come up with a qualified and
acceptable successor. The attaché job in Brazil had always
been my target and, now that Walters had used that position
as a launching pad for general officer rank, I dared to dream
of following in his footsteps all the way. Walters sold
Ambassador Gordon and the Department of Defense on me.

Many of the officers with whom I had developed and
maintained friendships were in positions of enormous
prominence when I reported to Rio for attaché duty in 1967.
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One of the reasons I was chosen for the position was the
fact that I knew most of the key members of the Brazilian
government—from President Costa e Silva, Army Minister
Lyra Tavares, and Chief of the Army Staff Geisel to most
members of the High Command as well as commanders of
major units and other activities.

Off we went to Brazil for what was to develop into an eight-
year tour of duty. On reporting to the embassy, I immediately
requested an audience with Ambassador Tuthill. When I
expressed trepidation over trying to live up to Dick’s
reputation and high standards of performance, the
ambassador assured me that he had accepted my nomination
because he knew that I had my own personality, established
expertise, and a low-key approach to doing my job. He also
made a point of assuring me that, even though I was not to
be the Defense Attaché (my Air Force counterpart was
senior to me), his door was always open for direct and
uninhibited contact. “This is an Army-dominated country,
Art, and you know everyone that’s important. I don’t want
your effectiveness hampered by petty Department of
Defense bureaucratic intrigue,” he insisted.

Ambassador Tuthill called in his Counselor for Political
Affairs, Frank Carlucci, for a formal introduction. The
ambassador told us that we were to operate as his senior and
trusted politico-military team and that he would rely on us
for timely information and recommendations on policy
papers for Washington.

Carlucci and I hit it off immediately. Perhaps the fact we are
both comparative runts triggered amity.  The 37-year-old
native of Scranton, Pennsylvania, and graduate of Princeton
and Harvard had been in the Foreign Service since 1957.  A
great part of his early career had been spent in Africa itself
or in African affairs at the State Department. He had been
heavily involved in the turbulent affairs of the Congo and
relished the fact he had been booted out of Kinshasa for
taking sides in local affairs.

The very next day I had an opportunity to test the
ambassador’s promise that I was free to cultivate contacts at
all levels of the Brazilian government.  The President of Brazil
and Mrs. Costa e Silva invited Jo and me to have dinner with
them and attend a private movie showing at Laranjeiras
Palace in Rio. We were old friends of the Costa e Silvas and
they honored us in many ways during our term.

In my rigid concept of protocol, contacts at the chief of state
level were the exclusive domain of the Chief of Diplomatic
Mission.  Rather than inconvenience the ambassador and
also wishing to recognize the authority and important role of
the Deputy Chief of Mission (DCM), I contacted Minister
Philip Raine and asked for his guidance.  I also touched base
with Carlucci and he reacted with glee over the opportunity
presented to me.

The DCM called back within 30 minutes and gave me his and
the ambassador’s blessing. I assured him that I would report
in full after the dinner-movie. The evening at the Rio
Presidential Palace was cordial and pleasant. The President
and First Lady, as well as their son Álcio and his wife Line,
made our first weekend in Brazil a memorable affair. As we
prepared to leave, Dona Yolanda said, “We expect to see a
lot of you both and let us know if we can be of any
assistance.”

I used that opening to thank them warmly but to say that our
contacts could not be as frequent as we would like because
of protocol considerations. Mrs. Costa e Silva exploded with
her usual vigor: “You Americans give me pain, Moura.
Forget all of those diplomatic formalities. When Costa was
Military Attaché in Argentina we maintained contact with all
levels of Government and did not have the slightest worry
over whether our Ambassador liked it or not.”

I sought to inject a little humor into the situation by saying
that we were so happy to be in Brazil that we did not want to
do anything that might jeopardize our stay, even though we
believed that our ambassador was very understanding. I also
said that other foreign attaches were very sensitive about
being treated without discrimination and that I did not wish
to create problems for the Brazilian government.

On June 27, 1967, Minister Raine called me into his office to
discuss my report on the dinner at the Palace. He was
particularly interested in trying to interpret the significance
of the remark by Mrs. Costa e Silva that we Americans are
too stiff in our contacts with the Brazilian Presidency. The
minister believed that the remark was an invitation for
Ambassador Tuthill and key staff officers to make
themselves more accessible. He also reviewed for me some
of the ambassador’s recent negative experiences with
President Costa e Silva and said that they had probably
made the ambassador a bit “gun shy” with respect to
seeking closer contact.

Since Minister Raine appeared to be so reasonable and such
a good listener, I used that meeting with him to surface my
confusion over rumors concerning embassy policy with
respect to my contacts with military and former military
personnel now occupying key civilian posts. I told him that
it would be awkward and even counter-productive for me
simply to turn my back on these people whenever they
sought me out. I assured the DCM that my initiative
contacts would be few and discreet, but that I considered it
essential to keep these lines open. Raine reiterated that his
policy and the ambassador’s was for me and my assistants
to pursue contacts across the board, without the slightest
restriction. The ambassador merely wished to be kept
informed of the results of such contacts.
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Frank Carlucci and I quickly developed a relationship based
on mutual respect and a shared desire to provide the
ambassador with timely and reliable information. We often
disagreed and engaged in heated argument but we found
ways of accommodating our discordant views to produce
acceptable positions. Almost daily he would take me with
him to the ambassador’s office for cordial and substantive
discussions. I could sense that both were impressed with my
knowledge and attitudes.

Carlucci alerted me to what became an opportunity to
increase the embassy’s access to senior military officials.  He
invited Jo and me to begin attending the occasional pre-
release showing of American movies at the embassy’s
theater.  Harry Stone, the local representative of the Motion
Picture Association of America, had successfully
established those showings, followed by a cocktail party, as
a coveted high-society social event.

I went to Carlucci’s office and asked him if there was any
particular reason not to invite key Brazilian military
personnel, who were, after all, running the country. He
admitted that he had never thought about it and that it had
never been mentioned. I asked if I could approach the
ambassador about the issue. Frank thought it would be a
great idea to get the embassy staff to meet some key military
personnel. The ambassador agreed and went a step beyond
what I expected.  He decreed that military personnel selected
by me would be invited to movie showings which he and
other embassy officers co-hosted with Harry, and that Jo
and I were occasionally to act as co-hosts with the Stones.

The undertaking was a huge success as Brazilians are almost
all Hollywood-struck and the military guests enjoyed
rubbing elbows with the jet set.  The ambassador and Frank
welcomed the exposure to authorities they otherwise might
never meet but who were influential policymakers. Jo and I
basked in the limelight as co-hosts and gained the gratitude
of military guests who realized that we had placed them on
the guest list.  The Harry Stone “avant premieres” were a
prestige event in Rio and were done with great class.
Moreover, the society columns reported extensively on
them, and the Brazilians in general, but women in particular,
anxiously awaited a press notice following the event.

I continued to team up with Frank Carlucci to serve the
ambassador and the U.S.  In December 1968, the Brazilian
government imposed a seemingly draconian measure known
as “Institutional Act No. 5.”  Under it, the military-dominated
government could assume discretionary dictatorial power.
The ambassador and Frank were moved by their liberal
instincts and drafted a message to Washington that would
have summarily halted all U.S. aid to Brazil.  At the time, a
large amount of aid was in the pipeline for vital programs in
agriculture, potable water supplies, and education.  The

ambassador signed off on the message and departed for an
official visit to Bahia.  When Frank showed it to me, I was
shocked and disagreed vehemently with the assumptions
and the proposed penalties. Always the voice of
conciliation, Frank suggested that I get on a flight to Bahia
to try to dissuade the ambassador.

I arrived late that evening and made my way to the American
Consul’s house where the ambassador was meeting with
Bahia’s political and cultural elite.  He met with me in private
and listened to my arguments on why we should proceed
cautiously until we ascertained the true extent of the
announced measures.  Frank tended to agree with me, and
authorized me to so inform the ambassador.  After
considerable back and forth, Ambassador Tuthill agreed to
withhold the cable, and I felt a sense of relief and a surge of
ego-satisfying joy.

LEARNING THE LIMITS TO AN
ATTACHÉ’S POWER

Attaché duty was hard work and the political
turbulence in Brazil proved troublesome. One of my
subordinates, Captain Charles Chandler, had been

murdered in São Paulo in 1968 by Communist-inspired and
financed extremists.  My own name surfaced on more than
one captured “hit list” and a machinegun-toting policeman
was posted outside the service entrance to our apartment.
Outlaws of similar orientation kidnapped Ambassador Burke
Elbrick in September 1969.

Kidnapping and Release of Ambassador Elbrick,
September 4-7, 1969.  For the first time in U.S. history,
a Chief of Diplomatic Mission, U.S. Ambassador to
Brazil C. Burke Elbrick, was kidnapped. The U.S.
Embassy’s Deputy Chief of Mission immediately
turned to Moura to “inform his friends in the Brazilian
security services.” His immediate ability to establish
and maintain contact with Army intelligence, the
National Intelligence Service, and the office of Army
Minister Lyra Tavares (a personal friend of Moura
and acting co-President at the time) served U.S.
interests well.  COL Moura was also in constant
contact with the senior aide to the commander of the
Rio-based First Army (another personal friend) and
the man who ultimately coordinated all actions of the
security establishment in securing the release of the
ambassador.  On the diplomatic side, Interior Minister
Jose Costa Cavalcanti was a close and forthcoming
friend.  Additionally, Moura’s longstanding friendship
with Army Chief of Staff Muricy—dating back to the
late 1940s—contributed to the ready exchange of
information between the military-dominated
government and Moura’s office in the embassy.
During the ambassador’s 77 hours of captivity, Moura
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spent all his time in telephonic contact with Brazilian
leads, in consultations at the embassy, and visiting
key officials at their office or residence. Moura
advocated to military hardliners a reasonable course
of action for dealing with the kidnappers’ demands.
He reminded them that the whole world was watching,
and that continuing friendly ties with the U.S. hung in
the balance.  His sources revealed that the release of
Ambassador Elbrick turned on military leaders’
deferring to the political arguments of the Foreign
Ministry in favor of agreeing to the demands of the
kidnappers—the release of 15 political prisoners—
who were flown to Mexico.4

Perhaps the most gratifying aspect of my situation was the
rather awesome prestige and power to influence events that I
enjoyed. The ambassador relied heavily on me as did other
key members of the country team. I was constantly sought
out by visiting journalists, company heads, and academics.
My briefings on the local situation drew large and
appreciative audiences at American consulates and
Chambers of Commerce in Brazil. I also was in demand as a
lecturer at senior staff colleges in the U.S.

The ability to influence situations through the power
flowing from skills of persuasion, official position, or
personal relationships is not always rewarded with
success. Early in my assignment as Military Attaché, I
chalked up two disappointing failures. Prior to my
departure from Washington for attaché duty in Brazil, in
mid-June 1967 I made two office calls in pursuit of official
guidance.  The first was at the State Department where I
met with several members of the Bureau of American
Republics Affairs (ARA) and its Brazil Desk. Many of the
officers with whom I spoke were old friends from my many
years in Latin American affairs in Washington and in the
field.

There was an obvious broad consensus in arriving at the
requirement they imposed upon me. The Department of
State requested I bring to bear my influence with senior
Brazilian military men to persuade them to pressure the
Brazilian government to vote in favor of a nuclear non-
proliferation treaty then under discussion in Geneva. Up
to that point, all indications were that Brazil would not
ratify the treaty when it came up for a vote in 1968. I
eagerly accepted the challenge from my diplomatic
colleagues and left Foggy Bottom confident that I could
play a meaningful role through my Brazilian comrades-in-
arms. After all, I reasoned, the Armed Forces were in
command of Brazil’s policies and it was inconceivable to
me that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Itamaraty) would
have sufficient clout to prevail over an issue with such
military implications.

My second Washington office call in search of mission
orientation was with the respected Chief of Staff of the U.S.
Army, General Harold K. Johnson, with whom I had
maintained frequent and cordial contact in an advisory
capacity and as an interpreter in Washington, Buenos Aires,
West Point, and the Panama Canal Zone. The specific task
given me by General Johnson was in persuading the Chief of
Staff of the Brazilian Army, my good friend General Orlando
Geisel, to reinstate the annual orientation visit to the United
States by students of the prestigious Brazilian Army
Command and General Staff School (ECEME). The U.S.
defrayed the cost of such visits, and we had found it
professionally rewarding to meet mid-career Brazilian officers
who would be the future leaders of their Army. Obviously
we hoped they would profit from visiting our military
installations and observing life in the United States and
that they would establish friendships with American
counterparts. The visits had gone on successfully for a
number of years until General Geisel abruptly terminated
Brazilian participation in the program. I assured General
Johnson that it would be “a piece of cake” for me to win a
favorable decision from the man I had known for over 20
years.

Immediately upon presenting my credentials to General
Geisel on June 17, 1967, I set out to carry out both missions
assigned to me the week before in Washington. I could not
have been more optimistic. In his welcoming remarks before
the assembled senior General Staff members, the hard-bitten
and often-cold Geisel had reminisced about our many years
of cordial contact and assured me that the Brazilian Army
was open to me. He even added, “You let me know if anyone
interferes with you.”

My first move was to identify key players in the non-
proliferation matter. Friends at the Presidency of the
Republic assured me that, at that level, there was no intense
concern over the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (NPT).  Any decision about it was still a year
away, some said, while others insisted that the President and
the military High Command were more worried about
domestic issues such as the economy, subversion,
pressures from the “hardliners,” etc.

The odds seemed clearly stacked against the possibility of
bringing Brazil around to the U.S. point of view. The military
establishment in which I hoped to find some support
apparently had abdicated close monitoring of the NPT
because Brazilian national security interests were more
strongly influenced by neighboring Argentina’s progress
toward acquiring nuclear weapons than by concern for
overall international proliferation. Still, I was determined to
persist in my efforts to carry out my instructions.
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The always gracious and available ambassador listened to
what I had to say and made an immediate decision: “Art,
you are too valuable to me and to our Government to burn
yourself out over the NPT controversy. I hereby direct
you to cease and desist from any further discussion of
the issue with Brazilians. Obviously, if anything of
intelligence value is volunteered to you, I know that you
will report it. The matter looks like a losing battle for our side
but Frank and I will carry the ball on the political-diplomatic
side.”

I was incredibly relieved to be off the hook.  As far as I could
determine, no major damage had been done to my standing
within the Brazilian Armed Forces. Those who did not like
the U.S. or me personally before I started expounding on the
NPT were the same ones who disliked us after I was
“exposed.”

In that light, I would say that the contemporary world
harbors many possibilities for creating distortions in the way
human activity is interpreted.  Some of those opportunities
are obvious and others are subtler.  Some distortions involve
individuals and the manner in which they appear to exercise
power.  Generally, the more obvious the power role and the
more apparent the participation of the player, the less the
potential for mischief and abuse.  It seems that any sinister
overtones of one’s political power in a bureaucracy are
neutralized by the checks and balances flowing from
transparency.

About a week after presenting my credentials to Army Chief of
Staff Geisel, I requested and was granted an audience.  My
objective was to take up the matter of the blocked orientation
visit to the United States by ECEME students. What I initially
had considered “a piece of cake” due to my relationship with
Geisel turned out to be another failure. The Chief of Staff was
adamant in his view that his young officers typically returned
from such visits with the desire to upgrade existing obsolete
equipment and perhaps even promote changes in existing
doctrine. I sought to counter his argument by saying that he
had been assigned twice to the U.S. and had not returned with
advanced ideas with which to exert pressures on his superiors.
He swept aside that argument by saying that he already was a
graduate of ECEME and much more mature when he occupied
billets at Leavenworth and in Washington.

A week after my talk with Geisel I was visited at my office by
five ECEME students affected by the decision.  They urged
me to use my connections to seek to overrule the Chief of
Staff. I agreed to take up the matter with the Minister of the
Army, General Aurelio de Lyra Tavares, an old friend.
General Lyra also was Minister of the Army in 1967 and 1968.
In the immediate post-World War II period he represented
Brazil on the Allied High Commission in Germany.  Despite
differences in age and grade, he and I developed an
extremely cordial relationship which began when he visited

the Canal Zone (where I was stationed) in 1959.  During my
attaché years in Brazil, he accorded me access and frank
dialogue, thereby adding extraordinary credibility to my
judgments and reports while serving as the U.S. Defense
Attaché in Brazil from 1967 to 1975.

However, the discussion about ECEME, in which he readily
agreed to participate, failed to produce the desired results.
Even though he was hierarchically above General Geisel,
Lyra realized that the matter was within the Chief of Staff’s
purview and that it was very risky to antagonize the hard-
headed “old German,” as Geisel was known. Many careers
had gone down the drain when officers challenged Geisel’s
real or self-attributed authority.  Lyra, who later was to
become Acting President of Brazil and a member of the
Academy of Letters, was not about to try.  I had to absorb a
second failure to use power successfully.

As a final power move from my office in Rio de Janeiro, I
persuaded the Department of Defense that the U.S. Defense
Attaché Office (DAO) should move from Rio to the new
capital of Brasília by mid-1971. This was in advance of the
date required by the Brazilian Foreign Office and would
please local authorities who were having difficulty getting
foreign diplomatic missions to leave the joys of life in Rio. A
pioneering example by the United States would have an
impact on others while earning “Brownie points” for us.  Our
move was set for July 1, 1971.

AN ATTACHÉ’S PARADISE,
BRASÍLIA  1971-1975

At about this same time I was besieged with civilian
job offers from the Mendes Junior construction
company in Brazil, plus Dupont, Esso, Bank of

America, Alcoa, and others. Notwithstanding full colonel’s
pay and a luxurious standard of living, I continued to live
from payday to payday.

Another factor bothered me at the time. Many of my Brazilian
military contemporaries were coming into the zone of
consideration for selection and promotion to general officer.
Increasingly I heard the question, “Art, when are you going to
be promoted?” Since Walters had made brigadier general
holding the same job, it was reasonable for many to assume that
the grade went with the turf.

Engaging in career illusions had never been one of my
practices. I had far exceeded any advancement that I could dare
envision in my wildest dreams back when I was a buck private.
My continuing tenure bordered on the miraculous for a Reserve
officer. The rule was that officers in that category could be
allowed to attain 50 percent of pay equity after 20 years of
service, but not any more. Here I was with 28 years of service
and prospects for additional time.
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In terms of promotion chances I saw absolutely none,
notwithstanding the Walters precedent. His circumstances
were very special because he had been on the spot at a
critical point in Brazil’s history and derived fallout credit
from the positive evolution of events, even though they
represented exclusively Brazilian solutions for Brazilian
problems. Dick also enjoyed the direct backing of the
White House and the enthusiastic support of a grateful
ambassador in Lincoln Gordon. Another reality that worked
against my promotion potential was the ever-increasing
reduction in the number of general officers and the
“unwritten” policy of only selecting colonels who had
served in Vietnam.

The combination of attractive job offers and increasing
embarrassment over questions about promotion convinced
me that I should retire in June 1971, and I so indicated in an
informal letter to the Defense Intelligence Agency.  The
informal response was that I was being unfair to the system
if I did not stay to execute my plan for the movement of the
DAO to Brasilia. I complied, with the understanding that it
would be for six months only.

The American Ambassador in Brasilia was one of the most
distinguished U.S. diplomats I had ever met, Mr. William
Rountree. He was a career ambassador with extensive and
brilliant service in such challenging posts as South Africa
and Pakistan. Despite his lack of knowledge of foreign
languages and no previous Latin America experience, his
sparkling professionalism and formal but not stuffy manner
endeared him to Brazilians and the country team. He
motivated his subordinates and allowed them wide latitude
in carrying out their responsibilities. Socially, he and his wife
were the picture of an ideal ambassadorial team.

A very special chemistry anchored my relationship with
Ambassador Rountree. I respected his leadership and
personal qualities and he admired my way of doing my job.
He recognized that, despite my friendship and easy rapport
with Brazilians from the President on down the ladder, I
steadfastly avoided casting any shadow over his
prominence or authority. He considered me unfailingly loyal,
a team player, an accurate predictor and reporter of events,
and an efficient manager of my assigned human and material
assets. Moreover, both he and Mrs. Rountree admired and
respected the grace and ease with which Jo mixed with
Brazilians, third-country diplomats, and our embassy
contingent.  As always, Jo complemented my career with her
Portuguese fluency and her reputation for being a gracious
and elegant American hostess.

In 1971 Brasilia had just completed the 10th anniversary of
its founding by Juscelino Kubitschek and still lacked many
of the facilities of most capital cities. Large numbers of
senior Brazilian politicians, diplomats, cabinet officers, and

military men fled the city late Thursdays to head to Rio de
Janeiro, São Paulo, and Belo Horizonte, from which they
would return only late Monday. Effectively, therefore, formal
business was conducted only on Tuesday, Wednesday, and
part of Thursday. The climate of quiet and easy access to
government officials created an ideal environment for the
workaholic. Those officials who did not go away for the
weekend were relaxed and easily approachable. The
informality of the atmosphere abolished inhibitions and
made frank and substantive conversation possible. It was an
intelligence officer’s paradise.  Fortunately, the U.S. State
Department had believed in Brasilia even when most,
including Brazilians, thought it was folly, and had staked out
comfortable quarters, recreation facilities, and even a
magnificent American school for dependents.

The informality of the atmosphere abolished
inhibitions and made frank and substantive
conversation possible. It was an
intelligence officer’s paradise.

Added to this blend of positives was the truly close
friendship Jo and I enjoyed with the President, General
Emílio Médici, and his wife. We had also had a superb
relationship with General Médici’s predecessor, General
Costa e Silva and his wife, a situation that had enhanced my
ability to perform my duties while enjoying the status of
“friends of the President.”  President Médici’s staff was
composed of many officers whom I had known for some time
and who were personal friends and sincere admirers of the
United States.

One of those officers played a prominent role in my next
career achievement. In the mid-1960s, this officer was an
assistant to General Médici, then the Brazilian Military
Attaché in Washington.  I was stationed at the Pentagon as
head of the South American Section of DIA. Even though
my duties did not officially involve liaison with foreign
attachés, my longstanding association with Brazil made it
natural for me to “get involved” and to lend a hand
whenever I could.  Jo and I were frequent guests at Brazilian
diplomatic mission social events and I often was invited to
meetings and luncheons at the Pentagon attended by
General Médici.

General Médici enjoyed using me to play a practical joke on
visiting Brazilians whom I had not met previously. At a
social gathering he would say to the visitor, “You know our
colleague Moura from the Class of 1943?”  Since Brazilians
cannot stand to admit they do not know a person, the visitor
would say, “Oh, yes, I believe we served together at some
time in the past.” General Médici would explode in laughter
and identify me as an American officer.
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The Médicis terminated their assignment in Washington
and we attended numerous farewell functions for them,
including one on the eve of their departure. When Jo and
I returned home to Alexandria we were surprised by a
10:30 p.m. telephone call from his assistant, whom we had
just seen at the Médici farewell reception. He apologized
for the late hour but said that he could not resist
suggesting something to me. He informed me that General
and Mrs. Médici were leaving Washington at 6 a.m. the
following morning (a Sunday) by car. They were to be
driven to New York where they would spend a few days
before boarding a ship for the return home. The assistant
said that General Médici did not want anyone to know
about his hour of departure because it was so early and a
Sunday. However, he told me, the Médicis would be
especially surprised and delighted if we showed up. We
pondered the sacrifice of getting up at about 4 a.m. to
travel the 30 miles to the Médici apartment on
Connecticut Avenue in the District. Without any genuine
enthusiasm we decided to honor the judgment of General
Medici’s assistant. The Médicis were outright
overwhelmed with emotion as we drove into their garage
and approached them as they were getting into the station
wagon.

The Médicis never forgot that simple gesture and
repeated it over and over as they honored us with the
friendship and thoughtful gestures reserved for family
and intimate friends. Had we not shown that courtesy, it
is unlikely that we would have received invitations for
private movie sessions and dinner at the President’s
Alvorada Palace in Brasília. Nor would I have had the
privilege of conveying U.S. positions on 26 substantive
matters, directly or indirectly, to Brazil’s chief executive
officer.

Amazingly, President Médici himself played an important
role in my promotion to brigadier general. On December 7,
1971, the day after President and Mrs. Médici arrived in
Washington for a four-day official visit as guests of
President and Mrs. Richard M. Nixon, the Brazilian chief
of state was received in the Oval Office by President
Nixon. After he saw Médici to the door and as the
Brazilian drove off, Nixon turned to Walters and asked
him to step into the Oval Office. His first question was,
“Dick, who the hell is this colonel the President raved
about?” Walters then waxed eloquently on our friendship, his
admiration of my performance, and the key role I played on the
country team. He ended by telling the President, “And sir, we
are going to lose him because he is thinking of retiring due to
bleak promotion possibilities.” According to Walters, President
Nixon said, “Dick, you tell Henry (Kissinger) to inform the
Pentagon that I want this officer promoted and that I don’t want
any of the usual Pentagon bullshit.”

All general officer promotions are submitted to the Senate
for confirmation as nominees by the President. Naturally,
promotion boards make the actual selection, but by-name
indications by the President are not uncommon. Walters
himself had been promoted at the personal behest of
President Eisenhower. John Kennedy’s Air Force aide,
Godfrey McHugh, had been elevated to brigadier general
at the President’s discretion as had Ike’s aide Bob Schulz.

The selection board was still to meet and the final list would
not be announced for several months. After that, there
would be an additional wait for a vacancy to occur into
which the selectee could be promoted. This was to prove
difficult to understand for Brazilians because when they are
selected the promotion is automatic. In our case, a selectee
sometimes waits for months, depending on his numerical
placement on the list. As it turned out, my selection was
announced in June and estimates were that I would not be
promoted until December 1972.

Ambassador Rountree solved the problem by urging the
Department of the Army to “frock” me. Thus, at his Fourth
of July open-air Independence Day reception, over 500
Brazilians, Americans, and third-country diplomats watched
as he pinned stars on my uniform. The new rank increased
my effectiveness immensely as it placed me on a first-name
basis with most Brazilian generals and increased social
contacts of the one-on-one type. The promotion also ended
the latent bitterness of air attaches who often outranked me
as colonels but had to take a back seat to me in terms of
relationships within the country team and preference by
visitors from Washington. Walters had fought that battle
until he made general, and I had the same problem. The fact
was that Brazil was an Army-dominated country, and
Walters and I had the language and experience background
to capitalize on that reality.

Life was fascinating and my team and I broke all DIA records
for production. We flooded Washington with substantive
reports and were gratified to learn that some made an impact
at the White House and other levels of government.  At age
51 in 1974, however, it was time for Jo and me to think of the
future. It was imperative that I not miss an attractive
opportunity to cash in on my reputation, knowledge, and
vigor.

We very much enjoyed being with Brazilians, but we were
not too keen on the interminable parties given by third-
country diplomats. Many of them did not speak Portuguese,
some were very unhappy in Brasilia, and most did not
develop many Brazilian contacts. As a result, they got their
“kicks” out of spending their representational funds on
partying among themselves. I occasionally heard that one or
another third-country colleague had criticized me for not
including them in my social gatherings.
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Through Walters in Washington I had sounded out the
Army on the possibility of being reassigned. In June 1974, I
had completed seven consecutive years as the military
attaché in the same country and I was getting uncomfortable
with the stigma of being a “professional attaché.” The word
Dick sent back was that the Army and the Department of
Defense wanted me to continue in Brazil because they
considered it a key country and my special situation with the
ruling military gave the U.S. a unique position of influence. It
became apparent that I would just go on and on and on. By
now a new ambassador had checked in, the brilliant John
Crimmins, and he and I blended as smoothly as I had with
his predecessor. He too wooed me to stay on. At about this
time (mid-1974), Murillo Mendes started exerting pressure for
me to come aboard with his organization.

All this gave me the courage to write a December 1974 letter
to the Department of the Army requesting retirement,
effective June 30, 1975. The Army’s quick response pointed
out that I had exceeded the understanding of 28 years of
service, which was a clear indication that they were now
quite content to have me cash in my chips.

Presentation of Brazilian Order of Military Merit to BG
Moura in Brasilia, 1975
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Mongolia’s Contribution to World Peace and
Security as NATO’s Global Partner

by Colonel Narankhuu Turbat

INTRODUCTION

World peace and security recently have become
more and more challenged by technological and
strategic changes. Minor support enhanced by a

greater contribution will shape stability in a region toward
world peace and security. In this time of uncertainty,
democracies and partners need to collaborate and
cooperate for common values. Partnership is one of the
tools that create an environment in which all can work
together, share experience, develop mutual capability,
improve relationships, and understand each other. Once
the environment is created, possible extension or
necessary improvement can be discussed.

This article illustrates how a young democracy, like
Mongolia, can contribute to a great cause, how difficult it
has been to establish bilateral ties with supranational
organizations, and how it can extend its role as a partner.

MONGOLIAN CONTRIBUTION TO WORLD
PEACE AND SECURITY

In 1992 the Constitution of Mongolia was adopted,
proclaiming “the supreme principles of the activities of
the State shall be insurance of democracy, justice,

freedom, equality and national unity and respect of law.”1

The 27-year-old democracy pursues these democratic
values consistently and develops its society and
economy in an inspiring manner.

Foreign policy and security objectives were derived from
the Constitution of Mongolia of 1994.  This document
prioritizes ensuring its independence, maintaining friendly
relations with its only two neighboring countries (Russia
and China), seeking “third neighbor’s support”2 in the
international arena through effective dialogue and
cooperation, and contributing to international peace and
security efforts.3

The Concept of Foreign Policy of Mongolia pronounces
clearly that the nation pursues open diplomacy and a
multi-pillar foreign policy. It also states that, “unless

facing external military threat, it shall pursue a policy of
refraining from joining any military alliance or grouping,
allowing the use of its territory or air space against any
other country.” Therefore, Mongolia chooses to employ
multilateral and bilateral relations with its immediate
neighbors, as well as with “third neighbors” and
international organizations based on their mutual
interests.

Within seven years of democracy, in 1999 Mongolia
reached formal agreement with the United Nations to
contribute military personnel to UN peacekeeping
operations. In the last 20 years, Mongolia has contributed
16,500 personnel to 15 missions; currently 1,100 troops
are serving in six missions. Given its population of 3.2
million, 33 military personnel out of every 100,000 in the
populace represents a significant contribution to world
peace and the UN security effort.

For broader discussion of Northeast Asian
security issues, the Ulaanbaatar Dialogue
was initiated by Mongolia in 2008 and it
has hosted the event ever since.

Mongolia is not only contributing troops to international
peace operations, but it also initiated and institutionalized
the Nuclear Weapons Free Zone status4 in the region to
strengthen global nuclear non-proliferation and
disarmament norms, which is a clear signal of how a
young democracy can demonstrate a greater cause. The
initiation was well supported by the United Nations
Security Council and extended to Central Asian countries
as well.

Northeast Asia is a very complex region with myriad
security issues, such as the North Korean nuclear
program and long-lasting historical and territorial
disputes, as well as growing economic development and
capability issues. In the region, Mongolia tries to
normalize relations between Japan and North Korea
regarding the kidnappings of Japanese citizens in the



American Intelligence JournalPage 72Vol 36, No 1, 2019

1970s, setting up a discussion venue for the parties in the
middle ground. For broader discussion of Northeast
Asian security issues, the Ulaanbaatar Dialogue was
initiated by Mongolia in 2008 and it has hosted the event
ever since. Considering the importance of regional
security and maintaining friendly relations with the other
countries in the region (Russia, China, Japan, South
Korea, and North Korea), Mongolia has the potential to
build confidence among these countries.  In the next
section I will discuss how a young democracy can partner
with a supranational organization, like NATO.

BILATERAL RELATIONS OF MONGOLIA
AND NATO

Mongolia had sought to build a relationship with
NATO in the mid-1990s when the Partnership for
Peace program was initiated.5 Even though

Mongolia approached NATO as a young democracy to
establish a partnership on defense reform, civil-military
relations, defense education and training, civil emergency
and disaster response, and cooperation on scientific and
environmental issues, the country’s profile was not
robust enough to merit consideration for the partnership
arrangement at that time. The establishment of bilateral
defense relations with NATO’s member countries,
especially the United States, the UK, Germany, France,
and Belgium, served as a stimulus to Mongolia’s
intention, which eventually led to NATO’s “contact
country”6 initiative.

After the 9/11 attacks, Mongolia supported coalition
efforts from the start and contributed its very first
contingents to Iraq in 2003-2007 (1,100 troops), to NATO-
led Operation KFOR with Belgium and Luxemburg in 2005-
2007 (72 troops), and to Afghanistan since 2003 with
Operation ENDURING FREEDOM, the International
Security Assistance Force, and now Operation
RESOLUTE SUPPORT (1,870 troops). Mongolia has
continuously contributed military personnel to
international peace and security operations until the
present.

In 2010 the NATO Lisbon Summit7 promoted developing
new partnerships with interested countries and engaging
with partners across the globe which contribute
significantly to security, plus reaching out to relevant
partners to build trust, increase transparency, and
develop practical cooperation which is very well-suited to
Ulaanbaatar’s objective. High-level political and
diplomatic talks have taken place on several occasions
between the NATO leadership and Mongolian officials at
NATO Headquarters. Subsequently, a new “partnership
package”8 was introduced, and NATO’s partnership
across the globe program sets out to increase

transparency, promote practical cooperation, develop
flexible formats to discuss security challenges, and
improve NATO’s training mechanisms for enhancing
partners’ ability to build capacity.9

In March 2012, Mongolia was formally recognized as a
NATO global partner. An Individual Partnership and
Cooperation Program to enhance interoperability, address
global security issues, develop mechanisms for crisis
prevention and management, and build capacity was
initiated. It even directly engaged with two projects under
the NATO Science for Peace and Security program:
Establishment of a geo-database on the ecological health
of former military sites and information technology
support to the Mongolian Academy of Sciences.10 This
partnership will definitely promote democratic values,
strengthen human rights and the rule of law, and
contribute to world peace and security.

The Five Hills Peace Support Operations
Training Center annually hosts bilateral
training exercises with the United States,
China, India, Germany, Russia, and
Qatar.

More than a decade of participation in international peace
operations and peacekeeping operational training efforts
proved practical and extensive in nature, and the training
environment with rough weather and terrain attracts
regional countries to conduct their training and exercises
in place. The Five Hills Peace Support Operations
Training Center annually hosts bilateral training exercises
with the United States, China, India, Germany, Russia, and
Qatar. It also has hosted an annual multinational exercise,
KHAN QUEST, with the United States for 16 years in a
row, which has become a well-known regional
multinational peacekeeping operations training exercise.
KHAN QUEST-2018 was conducted in June 2018 with the
participation of 26 countries and about 1,400 military
personnel. The KHAN QUEST exercise is one of the
highlight events for the Mongolian Armed Forces, and it
contributes significantly to international peace and
stability while building confidence and friendship,
fostering shared values, expanding multinational
interoperability, strengthening ties among partner
countries’ armed forces, and reinforcing mutual respect.

This practical contribution to peace support operations
training was appreciated by many partners’ high-level
military and political leaders. Moreover, the Five Hills
Peace Support Operations Training Center of Mongolia
was accepted into the Partnership Training and Education
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Centers network by the North Atlantic Council in
September 2014.11 This recognition enables Mongolia to
offer more courses, seminars, exercises, and workshops
with the objectives and priorities of NATO’s training
policy for NATO members and partners, which eventually
leads to enhanced interoperability of the parties.

Nevertheless, in the Mongolian defense education
system, a number of issues have been identified to
improve and develop its capability. Responding to these
issues, Mongolia has begun the defense education reform
under NATO’s Defense Education Enhanced Program,12

which focuses on faculty building and curriculum
development of the National Defense University and its
component schools.

Finally, bilateral relations have been established. Now the
question of how they can be maintained, extended, and/or
improved will be discussed in the next section.

WHAT CAN BE EXPECTED FROM
MONGOLIA AS NATO’S GLOBAL

PARTNER?

Mongolia enjoys a friendly, neighborly, and mutually
trusting partnership with its neighboring
countries, Russia and China. Despite the fact that

its close relationships with Western countries are
suspicious to both Moscow and Beijing, Ulaanbaatar’s
non-allied and neutral foreign policy provides a worry-
free environment at its end.

Mongolia has maintained exceptional relationships with
Northeast Asian countries, in which Mongolia can help
facilitate the middle ground for settling their security
issues if they wish to do so. The long-stalled Six-Party
Talks on the North Korean nuclear program, the
normalization of bilateral relations between Japan and
North Korea, and any other outstanding security issues
of Northeast Asia through the Ulaanbaatar Dialogue
could be the next big agenda for tomorrow’s peace and
security efforts.

Mongolia’s economy has enjoyed significant growth in
recent years, together with that of some of the other
Asian countries. Even though its economy is dependent
upon both its neighbors—for electricity and oil from
Russia and consumer products from China—Mongolia
could contribute to world peace and security efforts
through its financial assets.

The long-stalled Six-Party Talks on the
North Korean nuclear program, the
normalization of bilateral relations between
Japan and North Korea, and any other
outstanding security issues of Northeast
Asia through the Ulaanbaatar Dialogue
could be the next big agenda for tomorrow’s
peace and security efforts.

Cooperative security13 is one of the three core tasks
which were identified in the NATO Strategic Concept.
NATO’s approach to promoting international security
through partnership is just the right tool for Mongolia.
Therefore, ccooperative security will be the country’s
fundamental security interest until its foreign policy
neutrality is challenged by any uncertain security issues.
Mongolia will benefit from the Individual Partnership
Cooperation Program with NATO to enhance
interoperability, address global security issues through
dialogue and consultation, develop mechanisms for crisis
prevention and management through enhanced practical
cooperation, and build capacity through education and
training.

The Wales Summit14 initiated the Partnership
Interoperability Initiative and the Defense and Related
Security Capability Building Initiative for its partners.
Mongolia is looking forward to engaging under these
initiatives and extending further on a more focused
interoperability platform, cyber defense, defense
education institution building, and professional military
education development. Moreover, Mongolia could
engage with Central Asian partners to help build their
peace support operations training capability through
dispatching mobile training teams or trainers.

Additionally, a better-prepared, well-trained, and
interoperable force is always needed in any type of crisis
situation. In this sense, Mongolia’s peace support
operations training center, the Five Hills, continuously
offers a training venue and expertise for partners as a part
of NATO’s Partnership Training and Education Centers
network. It will continue to host its annual bilateral and
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multilateral peace support operations training and
exercises and extend those to its partners and
participants.

Looking back at Mongolia’s contribution
to world peace and security and expecting
more in the future, Mongolia is no longer
seeing itself as a care recipient, but as a
contributor.

Mongolia has its own limited capabilities in terms of
strategic airlift capability, weapons system modernization,
defense industrial capacity, and technological
development, but it will not be a free rider in NATO’s
partnership across the globe program. Mongolia will
continue to contribute troops and expertise to NATO-led
and UN-mandated peace support operations according to
its potential.

Democracy, human rights, mutual respect, rule of law,
equal opportunity, and world peace and security are all
concepts we care about. With these common shared
values, Mongolia and its partnership with NATO will
develop further. As for the established partners, building
trust, increasing transparency, developing political
dialogue, and practical cooperation are critical. In the end,
for those whose interests overlap, their relationship will
last long.

Looking back at Mongolia’s contribution to world peace
and security and expecting more in the future, Mongolia
is no longer seeing itself as a care recipient, but as a
contributor. Mongolia can contribute to world peace and
security together with its dynamic and adaptable partners.
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The Honeymoon Spies:
Robert Gordon Switz and Marjorie Tilley

by William T. Murphy

INTRODUCTION

During the early years of the Great Depression, a
young man and woman viewed their future
apprehensively not only for themselves but for an

abstraction called humanity. The world around them
appeared to have imploded, marked by extensive poverty,
unemployment, and chaos. They had grown up in
comfortable circumstances along with a good education that
challenged their native intelligence. Both being very smart
and good-looking, Robert Gordon Switz and Marjorie Tilley
would have had successful professional careers in almost
any endeavor, but their naïve idealism led them into spying
for the Soviet Union, whose “experiment in socialism”
seemed like the best solution to world problems. Among the
first native-born American citizens to spy for Russia, they
nevertheless did not view themselves as traitors to their
country. Rather, their naiveté convinced them that they were
serving a greater good in the name of humanity.

Gordon1 first and then Marjorie received their initiation into,
and training in, the secret world of Soviet spies in New York,
1931-33, at a time when the United States had no diplomatic
relations with the communist government and  the Bureau of
Investigation lacked a viable counterintelligence program.
Yet the Soviets were keenly interested in obtaining open and
secret intelligence about American armaments and
industries. The Switzes remained undetected which, for
example, allowed Gordon freedom of movement to pursue an
assignment in the Panama Canal Zone. The Bureau of
Investigation, as the FBI was originally known, had the
Switzes’ collaborators under surveillance but lacked
sufficient evidence to arrest any. As a result, members of the
spy ring came and went as they pleased. One week after their
marriage on May 9, 1933, Gordon and Marjorie sailed to
Europe, a voyage that was the closest thing to a
honeymoon.  All was not joy and mirth, however, because
their Soviet controller sailed on the same ship and the young
couple was apprehensive about carrying out espionage in
Europe.

French military technology and industrial production had
been the principal target of Soviet intelligence after the
Bolsheviks consolidated power.  Since the Jean Crêmet

espionage debacle in 1927-28, the Soviets had reestablished
an extensive network in France.2 After meeting their Soviet
controllers in Paris, Gordon took charge of his “sources”
assisted by his bride.  It did not take long to realize that their
associates at every level were more interested in the financial
rewards of espionage than in the altruistic objectives that
motivated the newly married couple. Gordon challenged his
controllers, threatened to quit several times, leaving Marjorie
to act as an intermediary. It is fair to say that Marjorie’s
commitment to espionage strengthened and intensified over
time while Gordon drifted in the opposite direction, afflicted
by an increasingly nervous disposition. Their arrest in Paris
on December 18, 1933, came as no surprise to Gordon, whose
keen perception enabled him to detect surveillance by
French security officials. Yet everyone including Marjorie
refused to believe him or take precautions. Their arrest and
subsequent trial were sensational stories that traveled
across the Atlantic. After all, the Switzes were the first
Americans to be arrested as spies in France.3

Fearful of German rearmament, Europe was awash with
alarming reports of espionage.  Starting in January 1933,
Adolf Hitler’s absolute control over the German government
increased European anxiety. By the end of 1934 France had
convicted 1,284 persons of spying; Germany, 6,544; Italy,
3,328; and, Finland, 1,300. Several European countries
established espionage schools which taught photographic
techniques for reproducing and concealing secret
documents. Military establishments and armaments were
often espionage targets as well as industrial secrets and
production capacities.4 By the early 1930s, Viktor Suvorov, a
former GRU officer, wrote that Russia had received an
enormous quantity of intelligence from airplanes to
submarines, making the GRU a leader in espionage for much
of the decade until Stalin’s purges took their toll.5

The present discussion for the most part is based upon the
FBI’s voluminous records that include surveillance reports
about the New York spy ring. This author acquired copies of
pertinent FBI records released under provisions of the
Freedom of Information Act. Under FOIA the author also
obtained copies of relevant State Department cables.  FBI
records consist of reports from its agents in the New York
Field Office; various memoranda written “to the file”;
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instructions from FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover;
correspondence with other federal agencies, mainly the State
Department; and summaries of meetings and debriefings.
Absent other sources, it is difficult to overstate the value of
these documents. Because their intelligence work took place
in the early 1930s, the Switzes’ activities are not described in
the Venona decrypts and Vassiliev’s Notebooks, two
essential documentary sources about Soviet espionage in
the United States.6

A seminal book by David Dallin, Soviet Espionage,
published in 1955, contains a useful narrative about the
Switzes based on newspaper reports. Though only a few
pages, Dallin’s account is essentially correct in its main
points. Other histories of Soviet intelligence mention the
Switz couple only in passing or not all. Books by ex-spy
Leopold Trepper and Ralph de Toledano are limited by their
political agendas.7

WHO WAS ROBERT GORDON SWITZ?

Robert Gordon Switz was born in East Orange, New
Jersey, on October 4, 1904. His father Theodore, born
in Russia, became a naturalized American citizen.

Gordon’s mother Geneviève MacLean, born in Canada, was
active in local women’s clubs. The Switz family lived a
middle class life in a pleasant suburb of New York City. Two
other sons were well-educated, having received university
degrees. Gordon’s brother Theodore, a chemist educated in
England, worked for the Lehman Corporation in New York.
Paul, the youngest brother, played quarterback at Yale and
graduated in the class of l929. He also worked in brokerage
firms in New York’s financial district. Gordon attended the
Carteret Academy in Orange, New Jersey, and a boarding
school in Pennsylvania. After having parted ways with
private schools, he took several ocean voyages for travel or
leisure and at least one for work experience. He took a long
cruise to South America and visited Panama. In 1926 he
made his first trip to France to perfect his fluency at the
University of Besançon, the University of Strasbourg, and
the Sorbonne in Paris. In 1929 during his third trip, he took
flying lessons at Morane Saunier, an aircraft manufacturer,
and obtained a temporary pilot’s license and another in the
United States at Roosevelt Flying School, Curtiss-Wright
Field. Thus, his spy code name became “The Aviator.”
Gordon’s travels were financed by a friend of the family,
“mon père adoptif,” as Gordon called him.

Gordon had failed an examination for a prep school but
remained determined to prove his worth despite his teachers’
pessimistic views. His early work experience fulfilled his
desire not only to prove himself but to experience adventure.
A ship passenger list dated August 21, 1921, shows that
Robert Switz, 16 years old, arrived in the Port of New York
from Venezuela and the West Indies on the SS Caracas, in

which he registered as a “Cadet in Ship’s Company.” He also
took another voyage arriving back in New York on January
12, 1922, from Hamilton, Bermuda, according to another
passenger list, and in October 1922 Gordon signed on as a
seaman aboard a German freighter.

Shipmate Harvey Klemmer described Gordon’s experience as
a young sailor.8 Gordon, now 18, and Klemmer, 22, obtained
employment on the SS St.Pauli. A rough and tumble sort of
fellow, Klemmer made his way in life as a seaman,
adventurer, and journalist. Klemmer portrayed Gordon as a
“headstrong boy” who had just flunked out of prep school
but was determined to do well at sea before returning home
to his family of overachievers.  Klemmer described Gordon’s
confrontation with his shipmates on board that showed “he
was a real scrapper.” Years later after having learned that
Gordon and his wife were communist spies, Klemmer said
that “Switz was a nervy and willful lad. I would not be
surprised by anything he might do” (interview with Harvey
Klemmer, The New York Times, December 22, 1933).

After their ship docked in Hamburg, the two young men
collected their half-pay and made plans to visit Berlin,
Dresden, Leipzig, and Munich. Due to difficult economic
times in Germany, to include high inflation, they were able to
exchange their meager pay in dollars for a suitcase full of
German currency.

World War I and its aftermath exacerbated by the Treaty of
Versailles left Germany in an impoverished state. Its industry
decimated, Germany had become a country of massive
unemployment and extensive poverty leaving people with a
sense of desperation about the future. Hyperinflation of
German marks made it unrealistic to plan and save for
tomorrow. Accordingly, Germans celebrated and spent with
wild abandon as if tomorrow would no longer exist.
Restaurants, beer halls, and cabarets catering to all tastes
flourished.  American visitors returning from the Weimar
Republic told incredible tales about the purchasing power of
their dollars exchanged for wheelbarrows full of devalued
marks that enabled them to purchase lavish restaurant meals,
luxury goods, houses, and intimate services, all for a trifle.

This is the Germany that the two young men encountered in
1922. It made them feel rich and it suited their desire for
excitement. Like most tourists they were oblivious to the
undercurrents of German life, the violent political tension
between left and right that would lead to the so-called Beer
Hall Putsch just a year later. Then too, they ignored the
renaissance of German culture as expressed in modernist
painting and music, cinema, and architectural design. Yet the
young men could be given credit for their plan to see the
Oberammergau Passion Play while others would have looked
elsewhere for their satisfaction.



American Intelligence Journal Page 77 Vol 36, No 1, 2019

In Oberammergau people from all over Europe and America
came to see the famed dramatic event while Americans
continued their shopping spree. Gordon got into a squabble
with a couple in a bar, started throwing things, and was
ushered out. He tried mountain climbing nearby, but was not
successful. He challenged a small group that refused to
fight. In the evening their hostess, having heard about the
wild behavior, refused them entry, but they were able to
climb through a window and into their beds. Gordon still
craved excitement.

The near collapse of the U.S. political
economy during the early years of the Great
Depression profoundly persuaded Switz
that capitalism had failed on a colossal
scale and that communism as he perceived
the Russian experience was a viable
alternative.

The Passion Play did not impress them as it was nine hours
long with a lunch break and the music seemed funereal.
With their last remaining German marks they took a train
back to Hamburg. Their ship was scheduled to sail at noon,
and they arrived at 11:45 a.m., which aggravated the first
mate. With all seaman positions already filled, they were able
to sign on only as “work-aways,” that is to say, without pay
for their return voyage unless a job opened up at sea. The
St. Pauli arrived in New York on September 12, 1922 (per
passenger list, Ellis Island).  Gordon was outraged over the
poor employee rating he received upon his return. Feeling
humiliated, according to Klemmer, Gordon tore his seaman’s
discharge card into tiny pieces. “He was high strung with a
flair for adventure,” Klemmer said. “He liked to talk in a
grandiose manner and describe projects that were ambitious
for him.”

Years later in his deposition Switz would tell the FBI that he
never did anything intentionally to harm his country. The
near collapse of the U.S. political economy during the early
years of the Great Depression profoundly persuaded Switz
that capitalism had failed on a colossal scale and that
communism as he perceived the Russian experience was a
viable alternative. His actions as a foreign agent would help
Russia but not necessarily harm the United States, he
rationalized.  An intelligent young man of that era would
have concluded that President Herbert Hoover and his
administration had no realistic plan for addressing
catastrophic investment losses, widespread factory closings,
and numerous bank failures, all of which led to massive
unemployment approaching nearly 25 percent of the work
force. The Depression’s impact and ripple effects
throughout the economy created a Marxist paradigm that

conformed to a communist worldview yet untainted by
knowledge of Josef Stalin’s massive crimes within the Soviet
Union, such as the Great Terror and forced collectivization of
agriculture.  For these reasons, Switz sought entry into the
secret society managed by “illegals,” that is to say, covert
Soviet agents who practiced espionage while living among
everyday people.9

Gordon’s passport application dated July 18, 1930, indicated
he was 5 feet, 11 inches tall and 25 years of age.  Although
he was unemployed, he entered his occupation as an aviator
traveling on business. He was photographed with his
characteristic high pompadour swept back, a somewhat long
visage, and a determined look.

In March or April 1931 Gordon’s brother Theodore, who
worked for Lehman Brothers in New York, introduced him to
a man named “Schuman,” who later used the name
“Kotasky,” both aliases of the elusive Moische Stern whose
real name was Manfred Stern, head of the New York spy
ring.10 It took several years before the FBI aided by Switz
realized that Moische Stern and Kotasky were one in the
same.  The FBI established an investigative case file under
the name Moische Stern, et al.11 Stern replaced Jan Alfred
Tilton as the head of Soviet military intelligence in New York
(GRU, Chief Intelligence Directorate of the Soviet General
Staff and Navy).6  Tilton, a former captain in the Russian
Imperial Army, and his wife were Russian agents in Paris,
1923-25, and in the United States l927-30, operating under
the code name “Pacquette.” When Tilton left the United
States he placed a woman named Lydia Stahl in charge
(according to The New York Times, March 29, 1934). A
Russian refugee, Stahl had arrived in New York on June 2,
1928, in possession of a French-issued student visa which
enabled her to enroll in an MA program at Columbia
University (per Ellis Island passenger list). Historian David
Dallin considered Tilton and Stahl to be the founders of
Soviet espionage in the United States. 12

Schuman, alias Stern, said he was associated with the
Amtorg Trading Corporation and that he welcomed any
assistance helping Russia.  Under the cover of legitimate
business transactions, Amtorg agents engaged in industrial
and military espionage, targeting American armaments that
were the priorities of GRU intelligence.13  Schuman
suggested espionage to Switz because of his aviation
experience and French fluency.  In May 1931 Schuman
introduced “John,” evidently of German origin, who taught
Switz photography. Mundane to be sure, Switz’s first
assignment was to pick up photographic equipment at one
location and deliver it to another in Brooklyn. The equipment
included two Leica cameras, three copying stands, developer
cans, hypo containers, and other accessories for making
prints and film duplicates. Switz also delivered parcels for
exchange, often in subway stations, and he escorted agents
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to some of New York’s most prestigious clubs such as the
Amherst Club, City Club, Harvard Club, and Town Hall Club.
Stern and others joined Switz at meetings held at a home
owned or rented by members of the Communist Party and a
trade union. As a personal friend of Theodore, Schuman
moved into the Switz family home in East Orange but stayed
there only a few times. Schuman, fearing he was already
known in New York, wanted to live out of town. Switz later
told the FBI that his mother had no knowledge of Schuman’s
activities.

Acting well below the radar, Switz remained on the periphery
of the FBI’s very first effort at counterintelligence against
the Soviets. In May l931, acting on a tip from a company
draftsman, the U.S. Office of Naval Intelligence requested
the FBI investigate espionage activities at the Arma
Engineering Company located in Brooklyn, where a foreign
agent tried to secure classified drawings. Unaware of his
exposure, Stern met an informant at Arma on May 11, 1931.
Stern asked if he could obtain blueprints, descriptions, and
specifications of torpedo directors, gun directors,
compasses, fire control equipment, and stable verticals. The
last meeting between the informant and Stern took place on
October 30, 1931. Stern received mechanical drawings
prepared under the Bureau’s supervision, marked Secret and
Confidential, although they were fake and had no real
intelligence value.  Switz later took copies of these drawings
to Paris where French security found them in his possession.

While under surveillance on December 29, 1931, Stern
accosted a “trailing agent” and asked if he was following
him. This was enough to convince “Otto,” a new interim
controller, that Stern had been exposed. In addition, Otto
criticized Stern’s “weakness for women,” believed him to be
untrustworthy, and advised him to leave the country
forthwith. Like a hardened commissar himself, Otto seemed
entirely focused on advancing the cause of communism. FBI
agents never saw Stern again and surmised that he had left
the country. Stern’s real identify vexed the FBI for several
years. The upshot was that Stern left for Russia via Canada
and Germany in the fall of 1931.15

During June or July 1931 Switz picked up photographic
equipment at one place and delivered it to the
“headquarters” in Brooklyn. This was Switz’s first encounter
with the photographer he would replace, Lydia Stahl, a
Russian GRU agent known for her exceptional intelligence,
plus a scholar and polyglot who could speak five or six
languages with easy fluency. Russian by birth, Stahl had
been active as a spy in Finland and France until the collapse
of the Jean Cremet conspiracy.  Following the network’s
exposure in France, Soviet intelligence turned its attention
toward the United States. In 1928 Moscow ordered Stahl to
relocate to New York where she enrolled in a master’s degree
program in Chinese studies at Columbia University. By

nature bookish and scholarly, Stahl always used her student
status as a cover in Paris and New York. Stahl and Switz
were both arrested in the Paris network of Soviet spies
broken up in December 1933.16 Their arrest and trial will be
addressed later in our discussion.

Having met Stahl on other occasions, Switz knew that she
worked with Russians, but did not know in what capacity
although he realized that she was an expert photographer.
Stahl visited Switz in his makeshift photography studio
where she assisted him. They spoke in French and
discussed communism. She seemed sincere in her
commitment, but Switz disliked the way the Russians used
her.  In December 1931 at the Mary Elizabeth Tea Room in
New York, Stahl told him that she had received a frightening
anonymous note advising her to get out of the country.  She
regretted having to leave because she was deeply engrossed
in her study of China at Columbia where she had submitted a
master’s thesis written in English, “The Russian Influence
on the Chinese Revolution.” Switz knew little about her
relations with other agents, let alone her personal life. In any
event, Switz advised her to leave immediately.  Stahl,
however, did not leave New York until several months later
after securing permission from Moscow.  As it turned out,
Ingrid Bostrom, her long-time Finnish companion and
confidante, wrote the note saying, “Look out, we are on your
trail.”17 In her deposition Bostrom recounted how she
attempted to break away from Stahl’s control.

Switz’s meetings with his contacts were arranged from one
to four weeks in advance, and if one party failed to show up
it was understood that the appointment for the time and
place was the same for the next three days. FBI agents
dutifully surveilled Stern and Stahl, starting with the
surreptitious approaches to Arma Engineering, but they
were unable to identify Switz by name.

During these years Switz spent time with Albert Sprague
Bard, an old family friend, a very successful lawyer, and a
member of the New York elite class who had an impressive
entry in Who’s Who, and who served on numerous boards
and commissions relating to legal and civic affairs. Bard
resided on East 30th Street in a building managed by Bertha
Tilley, the mother of Marjorie Tilley, who later became
Switz’s wife.  Switz always assured the FBI that Bard had no
knowledge of his espionage activities. This apartment
building is where Gordon and Marjorie first met, and not
through the Communist Party USA (CPUSA).

Marjorie Tilley, born in New York on September 8, 1911, was
the daughter of John Tilley, born in England, who worked as
a chauffeur. His wife Bertha Anderegg was born in
Switzerland. Marjorie attended public schools in New York,
Haines Falls, Grayson County, and Crestwood, in Yonkers.
She then attended Vassar College and graduated in the class
of 1932. Elizabeth Bentley, another Soviet spy, graduated
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from Vassar in 1930. Tilley left no account of her college
years, but Bentley’s experience may have been comparable.
“Students felt guilty,” Bentley wrote, “about their
comfortable lives.” Vassar’s faculty had persuasive leftists
who preached the virtues of the communist government in
Russia. In all, Bentley concluded, Vassar had a subversive
influence on her.18

In l933 a Vassar alumni publication indicated that Marjorie
Tilley was enrolled in the Art Students’ League in New York;
her name appeared on the alumni donors list for many years.
Like the Switzes, the Tilley family also lived a comfortable
lifestyle, earning enough income to send their daughter to
Vassar at a time when few women could afford college, let
alone an elite school. After graduation Marjorie was
apparently unemployed, at least with no stated profession.
“She was,” a charmed observer wrote, “the most beautiful
woman ever arrested for espionage in France… She had a
passion for home spuns, rafia [sic] straws and batik
scarves… and she ate an enormous amount of raw eggs.”19

In February 1931 after Gordon had returned from Europe, he
and Marjorie began to see each other more frequently. “We
became,” she stated in her deposition, “mutually interested
in the spirit of Communism, Marxian [sic] Dialectics and the
way they were working out in the Russian experiment.”
During the summer of 1931 they both took adult education
courses on the political economy at the Workers’ School in
lower Manhattan, a fertile ground for recruiting communists.
Marjorie, however, knew nothing about Switz’s activities.20

In the New York of the early Depression, to
borrow a phrase, one could hardly swing a
dead cat without hitting a communist.

In June 1932 Gordon and Marjorie moved in together, soon
after her graduation, to a sublet apartment on St. Luke’s
Place while the owner was away in Europe. Marjorie learned
of Gordon’s involvement in the organization but lacked
knowledge of details. She only knew that he carried
packages from one place to another and photographed
documents. Toward the end of October 1932 they leased an
apartment on Grove Street in the Greenwich Village
neighborhood of lower Manhattan.  It was here that Gordon
began to teach Marjorie photography, copying magazines
and newspapers in a dark room as learning exercises.

Arguably, the Switz couple was influenced by the
intellectual atmosphere of Greenwich Village. New York was
a whirlwind of radical politics during the early years of the
Depression. Much of it was centered in the Village, an area
well known for its bohemian lifestyle among artists, writers,

and musicians.  Jack Reed, author of Ten Days that Shook
the World, which vividly described the Bolshevik Revolution
of October 1917, led the Greenwich Village
Communist Club. Political tensions flared between the Old
Left and New Left, between Stalinists and Trotskyites, and
within the trade unions, which included communists and
socialists as well as democrats who fought against radicals
for supremacy. “Fellow travelers” returned from Russia with
worshipful tales extolling the socialist experiment that would
solve the problems of humanity, to be sure, years before
Stalin’s massive crimes were exposed. In addition,
communists could move seamlessly within New York’s
enormous Jewish immigrant community to find new recruits
although, needless to say, most Jews were not communists
or even inclined to support them.  In the New York of the
early Depression, to borrow a phrase, one could hardly
swing a dead cat without hitting a communist.21

Switz’s assistance to the Russians, at first voluntary,
evolved into paid employment.
Shortly before leaving the country, Schuman (Stern)
introduced Switz to a Russian named “Otto” or “Karl.” He
spoke English with an accent but quite fluently.  A man
named “Frank” also joined this meeting, Switz said, who
appeared to be a “cultured” individual, an official of the
Communist Party probably affiliated with the Daily Worker
and well read in communist doctrine. Frank’s wife, Switz
noted, had given birth by Caesarian section and the spy
network paid the medical bills.

Otto directed Switz’s photographic work copying purloined
documents and papers. Many documents seemed
innocuous, mostly relating to steel tests and metal
production. Other documents relating to aviation from
Wright Field were more valuable. Switz worked long hours
through nights copying piles of documents while he still
hoped to go to Russia. He became one of the best
photographers and trained others. Still, he felt that his
talents and intelligence were wasted; prosaic photographic
bench work hardly sated his sense of adventure.

As far as Switz knew, Otto was replaced by a “Walter,” who
had been in the Russian navy and merchant marine. Walter
turned out to be Alexander Ulanovksy, who was also
Whitaker Chambers’ controller.22  Switz met other agents who
were usually identified by number. “The numerical
designation of espionage agents,” he said, “is purely
arbitrary and has no other significance except that the
agents in the United States are numbered in the three
hundreds and those in France are numbered in the six
hundreds.”

In January or February 1932, Switz rented a room under the
name Reginald Gray Sarter. Marjorie Tilley called on him in
his new apartment near 16th Street and 6th Avenue where he
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continued to train others in photography. His relationship
with Marjorie progressed from dating to a living arrangement
and, finally, to marriage. Trained in photography, they both
became rather expert at copying documents, developing and
duplicating film, and using invisible ink. As Marjorie came to
understand the nature of Gordon’s work, she
enthusiastically shared her husband’s communist idealism,

SWITZ SENT TO THE
PANAMA CANAL ZONE

Switz’s controllers Walter and Frank sent him on a
mission to Panama. He sailed on the SS Santa Clara,
which departed New York on May 21, 1932.  Ship

passengers who remembered Switz said he was the best at
board games but somewhat reserved in his conversation
with other people.  Switz registered under his real name at
the Hotel Washington in Colon on May 26, 1932. His
objective was to contact Corporal Robert Osman at Fort
Sherman, Panama Canal Zone. Osman had been active
with the Communist Party in New York and was the only
person who knew Switz under an alias. Osman met the
man he knew as “Duryea” at a dance in 1931 held by
“New York Communists.” Osman was a “tall lanky youth
with sallow skin and unusually melancholy eyes.”23 He
had been a member of the Communist Youth League and
his father, a shoemaker, emigrated from Russia. Although
an artillery corporal in the Army, he worked in an office
where he had access to secret documents. Switz met with
Osman several times, informing him that the Russian
espionage service wanted documents relating to gun
emplacements, new machineguns, defense plans, and mine
areas.  Reluctant at first, Osman became amenable
because not only was he a communist but he felt slighted
that he had not been promoted to sergeant. After ten days
Switz returned empty-handed but remained in touch with
Osman through coded correspondence. Osman would be
convicted of espionage in a court martial conducted on
August 28, 1933, only to be overturned on appeal, a
subject discussed later.

Switz resumed his secret photography, which included
manufacturer’s data on steel, strengths of metals, and
microscopic studies. He also copied “Gray Reports” from
Wilbur Wright Field, containing analyses of wing
construction, tests for motors, fuselage construction, and
other scientific and technical reports.  He understood that
the source of these aviation reports was an Army major
who needed money to support his “fast life.” Thousands
of dollars were paid to “sources” of secret documents,
more so for quantity of documents rather than their real
informational value. Switz himself remembered changing
several $1,000 bills and some old-style bills. Russian and
German sailors smuggled American currency on
transatlantic ocean liners. Switz prepared film for transit to

Russia aboard the same ships, mainly the SS Bremen and
SS Europa. As German customs officials became
increasingly concerned about large containers, Switz
concealed roll and sheet film in the backs of hand mirrors.

In March or April 1933 another man named “Frank”
arrived, who claimed to be in charge of the British branch
of the espionage ring. He had orders to take Switz to
London, but first Frank had to go to Canada to “change
his feathers,” in other words, acquire a Canadian passport
to add to his American passport. Switz’s objective in
England would be to make contacts and develop new
sources of information.

Meanwhile, another trip to Panama was necessary to prod
Osman, give him money, and photograph documents. On
March 27, 1933, Switz took a train to Miami and a Pan-
American flight to Panama. Osman was still resentful that
he had not been promoted to sergeant. After one evening
he became fearful when he went to retrieve files and saw
someone sitting in the dark. He wanted to renege on his
commitment. Even so, Osman brought materials to Switz’s
hotel room, including notes and memoranda, equipment
orders, and signal apparatus. Switz, however, thought the
files were disorderly and old. After returning to New York,
Switz wrote to Osman several times pretending to be his
aunt and thanking him for his gifts. Switz believed that
Osman had not furnished anything of value and did not
understand why the Russians continued to be interested
in him. Walter disagreed saying, “All information is of
value.” Switz never learned if the Russians continued to
work with Osman. After Switz’s confession, a news item in
The New York Evening Journal of May 26, 1934, reported
Switz saying that he had been in Panama on a mission
“prejudicial to the interest of my country.” At that time,
Switz remained in a French prison awaiting trial.

ESPIONAGE IN NEW YORK

The consensus among the group was that Marjorie
Tilley should become a proficient photographer if she
was to be useful for espionage. She became rather

adept, and under Switz’s tutelage she learned to put 9-12
pages on a 24x36-mm Leica negative, which reduced the
need to send large packages aboard ship that might arouse
suspicion. They fabricated their own light box for
duplicating film to miniaturize the images further so that
they could fit as many pages as possible on one film
frame or sheet. The work was very exacting because, if the
original film remained over the light too long, it would curl
and cause the image to be out of focus in the next-
generation copy. As any photographer knows, to perform
this work they had to create a copying station and
darkroom to be able to shoot film and develop it using
photo-chemicals.
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Frank wanted Switz to go to England by himself but,
understandably, he refused to leave New York without
Marjorie. Personal relationships could hardly interfere
with the cause, according to Frank. The GRU, however,
understood that couples in stable relationships always
made better agents.24 Frank proposed a modest budget in
London that led to a quarrel in which Switz threatened to
quit the organization. Frank presented his case to
Marjorie, who persuaded Gordon not to quit but to go to
London with her.

In preparation for working in Europe, Switz received a
commission to sell infrared ray aviation apparatus on behalf
of Robert MacNeill Instruments, which would give him
entrée into industrial and military establishments. The device
was to be fabricated in Delft, the Netherlands. Switz obtained
the mechanical drawings but never sold a single device.

Two patterns began to emerge as the couple’s involvement
deepened. First, since they came from comfortable middle
class backgrounds, they expected commensurate funds to
support decent living conditions and pay for restaurant bills.
Russian controllers, however, seemed tight-fisted, living well
themselves but disinclined to be generous with other agents.
Frank, for example, traveled first-class on the ocean liner and
suggested that Switz travel third-class, which he refused to
do. Frank spent large sums in London on women and
personal luxuries and padded his expense accounts. The
second theme in their relations concerned Marjorie’s
growing influence. The Russians used her to rein in Gordon
when he threatened to bolt. As Marjorie’s ideological
commitment deepened, the more she would use her influence
to encourage Gordon to carry out instructions received from
the Russian controllers even if it meant making her more
vulnerable to exposure as a spy. Kurt Singer, a
correspondent who reported on the Paris trial, went so far as
to describe Marjorie Tilley as the person in charge. “Her
husband,” he wrote, “was a weakling who had to take orders
from her.”25

RELOCATION TO EUROPE

The Switzes were married in New York on May 9, 1933,
and sailed for Europe one week later. There is no
record of their time during the voyage, but it must

have served as the nearest thing to a honeymoon cruise
where they could share undisturbed intimacy over almost a
week.

Inefficiency and arguments about money disgusted Switz.
Between his second trip to Panama and sailing for England,
his dissatisfaction with the organization became palpable.
Predictably, Frank picked out a shabby flat in a poor and
obscure section of London, which the Switzes left a few
days later for a more acceptable location. Frank instructed

them to visit Berlin in order to meet with a man who spoke
only Russian. London expenses would be on the agenda for
discussion. In Berlin the Russian indicated that something
was going wrong with the organization in France and, since
Switz spoke French fluently, he would be a suitable person
to work there. Switz never learned the Russian’s name but
Frank referred to him as “Speak Nothing.”

The Soviets had directed their network in France from Berlin
during the chaos of the Weimar Republic, which after
January 1933 became increasingly dangerous as Adolf Hitler
and the Nazi Party consolidated absolute control of the
German state machinery.  The possibility of being exposed
and arrested in Germany as a Russian spy was fraught with
danger, in which a brutal interrogation, swift trial, and
execution were more or less predictable. Successfully
avoiding detection in New York gave the Switzes a false
sense of confidence as they took up residence in Europe. In
reality, security services in Great Britain, Finland, France,
Germany, and Italy were acutely vigilant about foreign
espionage. Indeed, European newspapers reported spy
scandals like they were national pastimes. Hitler’s accession
to power and German rearmament made these reports even
more alarming.

The Soviets had directed their network in
France from Berlin during the chaos of the
Weimar Republic, which after January
1933 became increasingly dangerous as
Adolf Hitler and the Nazi Party
consolidated absolute control of the
German state machinery.

In France Switz became chief of his “sources” who supplied
secret documents for copying. He had purchased materials
for a fully equipped photographic work station and
transported them in his luggage.

After several short trips from London, Switz and his wife
arrived in Paris on September 19, 1933. Next they met
Benjamin Bercovitch, the “paymaster” who authorized their
separate salaries. Switz met other agents who had taken
money from the network but in his opinion had not furnished
any significant material. Even so, there was a large backlog
of copying work to be done. Bercovitch could hardly ignore
Switz’s disgust with the organization. As a concession,
Bercovitch said that Switz would no longer have to do
photography. He would be free to develop new sources and
could start flying again. The Berlin center would bring in a
man to replace him.
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Meanwhile Marjorie Tilley, by now a skilled photographic
technician, instructed others in her work. She improvised a
method for transporting film concealed in face powder boxes
and in bottles of Bromo-Seltzer. She learned how to separate
emulsions from the base film so that the emulsion could be
rolled up into very small units. Additionally, she worked with
a dentist to develop a hollow gold tooth which could
conceal material on onion paper. Couriers also hid
documents in musical instruments, books, and in the backs
of mirrors.

Marjorie mitigated the animosity between Frank and her
husband when they argued about money and Gordon
threatened to quit. She always had enough influence to
discourage him from quitting. The living subsidy was not
enough to rent a decent place, keep up with professional
clubs, or engage in a certain amount of social activity. She
finally realized that Frank’s modus operandi was to cut
living expenses of his subordinates to the bone, while he
padded his own accounts submitted to Moscow. Frank liked
to economize at the expense of others. The Switzes traveled
to Berlin to meet Frank and a higher-ranking Russian official.
The constant money disputes needed resolution. The man
from Moscow, however, spoke only Russian and thus the
meeting was not very successful and the dispute about
money was hardly resolved.

Frank insisted that Marjorie should be the one to meet a
Russian named “Jack” in Berlin in the belief that she
would be easier to manage than her husband. Frank
wanted to keep Gordon away from Jack to prevent him
from talking about his inflated business expenses and the
inefficiency of the work being performed under his
supervision. Frank, like others in the organization, was
interested only in making his “soft job” last as long as
possible. Gordon wanted a more direct contact with
Moscow.  Frank introduced Marjorie to Jack, who
represented himself as an agent from Moscow. Marjorie
described him as about 35, rather plump, and of Slavic
origin. He spoke English fluently after having worked in
the United States in the l920s.

A proposal that would put Switz at risk of exposure
became another source of irritation. The Russians wanted
Switz to custom-order from Philips relatively large
electronic tubes for shortwave radio use over long
distances. Since such an unusual order would attract
attention, Switz argued against it as too risky. Requiring
Switz to carry the photographic equipment in his luggage
was another instance of the risks that the Russians were
willing to take at the Switzes’ expense.

Back in Paris, Frank introduced Sergey Makovitch, the
group’s leader who already realized he was under
suspicion because the French secret police had asked
questions about him at the Louis Pasteur Institute where

he worked. Before fleeing France, however, Makovitch
introduced Switz to his new subordinates who were to be
known only by their numbers:

611 – Vastrolav Reich, a chemist from Yugoslavia (Croatia)
who worked at the Louis Pasteur Institute.

624 – Colonel Octave Dumoulin, a retired French Army
officer who managed a newspaper.

654 – Albert Aubry and his wife, a chemist who worked at
the Committee on Powders and Explosives.

Switz also met a Romanian dental student, whose apartment
had been used as a depository for accumulated photography
work, and a novice who worked as an assistant.

Switz would broach his suspicion that he was under
surveillance, but the others, including his wife, did not take
him seriously. In fact, they tried to convince him his
observations were wrong, just signs of paranoia. As it
turned out, Switz’s suspicions were correct; they had been
under observation all along.  As his concern intensified,
Switz threatened to leave France. Bercovitch did not want
Switz to leave because he was the only contact with his
subordinates after Makovitch had left the country.

In Paris Marjorie set up a new workstation in an apartment
near the Rue Monge and instructed her assistants on
photographic techniques for copying documents. An
accumulation of work awaited them.  She also traveled to
Berlin in deluxe train passage, and her American passport
helped to avoid scrutiny at the German border. Switz met
with his subordinates even though he felt it was very
dangerous for him and his wife to remain in France. Marjorie
admitted that she was nearsighted and never wore glasses at
this time, but she and Bercovitch attempted to allay her
husband’s concern about being followed. Switz also
suspected “Jacques” was a double agent, but Bercovitch
continued to vouch for him. At times Bercovitch tried to take
charge of Switz’s group despite an earlier agreement that
Switz would be in charge of his “sources” and could make
his own decisions.

Switz became even more discouraged with the way things
were progressing. Without consulting Switz, Becovitch
arranged another trip for Marjorie to meet Jack in Berlin. As
the trip was originally planned, Switz realized she would
arrive on a Sunday when the department store meeting place
was closed. When Switz instead suggested meeting a week
later on a Monday, Marjorie insisted on the original date.
Switz wanted her future meetings with Jack to be held in his
presence. She agreed and then changed her mind. She went
to Berlin alone anyway where she met Jack and received a
new book of orders and large sums of currency for the
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organization in Paris. Jack told Marjorie that her husband
would regret his attitude and that he did not want to see or
meet with him. On November 30, 1933, Bercovitch met the
Switz couple at a restaurant called Le Chien Qui Fume. He
told them that Jack was in Paris and that he wanted to dine
with Marjorie alone. Switz again objected; nevertheless, he
returned to his hotel room, with Marjorie returning much
later.

Bercovitch’s command of French was poor; the Switzes
considered him stubborn, and even somewhat stupid.
Bercovitch refused to arrange a meeting where Switz could
air his complaints in front of a Russian official who could
decide on a resolution. As much as Switz still wanted to meet
Jack, Bercovitch arranged another Berlin trip for Marjorie
alone in which she carried film hidden in her purse and in a
box of face powder. Regardless of her husband’s apparent
jealousy, Marjorie traveled to Berlin on her own, obeying
orders and refusing to allow her husband to accompany her.
On October 9, 1933, Marjorie traveled to Berlin with three
months’ worth of secret mail. She got to know Jack a little
better in Berlin, but like other Russians Jack seemed more
interested in having a good time than in espionage. She did
nothing to apprise him of Gordon’s fears. Switz still believed
that the group’s position in Paris was becoming increasingly
precarious.  Interestingly, never once in her descriptions of
travel in Berlin did Marjorie mention being frightened of the
tightening security procedures imposed by the nascent Nazi
government.

Bercovitch returned to Paris after a two-week absence.
Marjorie’s understanding was that he wanted things to
continue as normal. Bercovitch did not even agree to reduce
the salaries of the “sources” for the poor quality of materials
as Switz had recommended. Bercovitch wanted to economize
on photographic equipment and refused Switz’s request for
reimbursement for out-of pocket expenses.

Marjorie again went alone, at her insistence, to meet Jack.
Their meeting took place over several days during which
she said very little of the situation in Paris that would
reflect her husband’s concerns. Her judgment was
clouded because she wanted the mission to be
successful. She was proud of having a contact on her
own not shared with her husband as a measure of her own
professional achievement. A meeting between Jack and
Gordon would have revealed Marjorie’s failure to present
his issues. Although Gordon might have been personally
jealous of Jack, he would have been angrier had he known
that his wife did not convey his concerns.

As Switz became “nervously exhausted,” he wanted to go
to the Russian Embassy in Berlin to report the entire
situation in France. To protect his wife, however, he
decided against it. Jack promised that another Russian

official would be available to meet with them. Switz
wanted to meet Jack immediately and not wait for another
Russian. A trip to Italy served as a respite from these
concerns. Traveling on their American passports, the
Switz couple crossed the frontier apparently without
incident. A few days in Rome gave them time for much
needed relaxation. They left Paris on November 17 and
arrived in Rome on the 19th.

Ten police officers and two agents of the
Deuxième Bureau came into the Switzes’
rooms on the pretext of checking passports
of foreigners residing in the Montmartre
neighborhood and subsequently took the
couple into custody.

Marjorie had accepted secret orders and additional currency
to finance operations in Paris. Gordon, ever fearful of
imminent discovery, broached the idea of using the money
to travel to Switzerland or London. Marjorie refused to argue
that it was the organization’s money. Gordon did not want to
return to Paris. Marjorie insisted she had to carry the book of
orders to Paris. A few days later an unnamed Russian official
came to Paris with Jack. Again, though, the meeting proved
to be unsuccessful because the agent from Moscow spoke
only Russian, and Switz did not trust Bercovitch’s
translation. Nevertheless, the Russian at least agreed to
reduce the salaries of sources who were only marginally
productive.

THE ARREST

Prepared to leave Paris at a moment’s notice, Gordon
and Marjorie had packed all their belongings at a hotel
near the Place d’Opera. They had been at the hotel

several weeks, traveled part of the time, and received few
visitors according to hotel employees. On December 11,
1933, Switz received a call from a man who said he would like
to meet with him and added that he would be in trouble the
following Sunday. On the afternoon of December 13, Gordon
received an anonymous telephone call warning them to leave
Paris and go to the country, Versailles or Fontainebleau.
Gordon and Marjorie became frightened. Bercovitch
continued to minimize the danger and told Switz to keep his
appointed meetings on December 15 and 16. Switz, however,
took the warning seriously and wanted to leave Paris as
soon as possible. Switz urged Bercovitch to do likewise, but
the latter refused because Switz had yet to set up
coordination with the subordinates. Marjorie again used her
influence to keep Gordon in Paris. At first she refused to
leave with her husband but then agreed. They spent the next
few hours burning all incriminating documents. Marjorie
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inserted rolled celluloid with its backing removed into a
toothpaste tube and brought it to one of her photographer
assistants.

At noon on December 18, 1933, ten police officers and two
agents of the Deuxième Bureau came into the Switzes’ rooms
on the pretext of checking passports of foreigners residing in
the Montmartre neighborhood and subsequently took the
couple into custody. The police said they had discovered
military papers hidden behind an armoire. The Switzes knew
the papers were planted. Nevertheless, the police used
possession of classified documents to justify an arrest. The
documents described technical data relating to gunfire
control and stereoscopic telemetry for anti-aircraft guns.
Although never admitted, there is no doubt that these
documents were planted by the police, because the Switzes
had sufficient time to destroy all incriminating evidence
before the police arrived. The only exception was a coded
secret army report that Marjorie rolled up into a cigarette and
smoked down to a butt while the police were present.26

On December 21, l933, major American newspapers
published close-up photographs of Robert Gordon Switz and
Marjorie Tilley at 29 and 22 years of age, respectively. An
Associated Press photograph of Switz showed a well-
dressed young man with thick hair combed back in a high
pompadour, a long thin face accentuated by a Van Dyke
beard and something of a startled look. The New York Times
and The New York Herald Tribune published the same
close-ups of the attractive couple. The Tribune wrote:
“Robert had a rather serious and determined visage crowned
by a large pompadour with his hair combed back. Marjorie
looked pretty and somewhat angelic with her eyes cast
upward.” Switz’s intense stare betrayed anger rather than
innocence, suggesting that his defiant personality had not
been broken. Marjorie’s “angelic” look only disguised her
inner calm and keen intellect.

A police press interview revealed that they had uncovered
an international spy ring of “vast proportions.” Initially eight
suspects were arrested, but sixteen others followed. The
Switzes were formally charged on December 20, 1933. As the
news of the arrest became public, American Consul General
Robert D. Murphy attempted to gain access for an interview.
Murphy also wanted to confirm whether Lydia Stahl, also
arrested, was a U.S. citizen (she had status as a Russian
refugee and was divorced from a naturalized American).
French officials rebuffed his efforts, blocking all access until
the Switzes could meet with their attorney and not before the
Examining Magistrate André Benon could make a preliminary
investigation. Benon, however, soon met with Murphy and
confirmed the arrests. As a “sincere friend” of the United
States, Benon “examined” the Switzes in advance of others
as a special courtesy.27

When arrested, the Switzes possessed over $1,000 in francs
along with communist literature. Their first lawyer, Charles
Moises, did not seek help from the American Consulate. A
second attorney, Henri Torres, argued that they were
innocent since he was unaware of any evidence against
them. Meanwhile, Gordon was sent to the Santé Prison and
Marjorie to La Petite Roquette. As a rule, all suspects were
kept separate from each other during their imprisonment in
the hope that long periods of isolation would help break
them down.

The transatlantic wireless burned with the sensational news
of numerous spies arrested in Paris, including two
Americans. On December 21, 1933, headlines splashed
across The New York Times: “2 Americans Held as Soviet
Spies; French Accuse 10 of a Vast Plot.” The article included
a portrait photo of the handsome young Robert Gordon
Switz in shirt and tie with a determined look. The article
linked the spy group to Moscow and to another group in
Finland. French newspapers made no bones about the
Russian connection regardless of its impact on Soviet-
French relations. Officially, the police minimized a Soviet
connection at this early stage. The left, on the other hand,
accused the government of trying to distract from the
Alexandre Stavisky financial scandal that had recently
rocked French society and, further, accused the government
of anti-Semitism since many defendants were Jews.

The Switzes were never precise about which
Soviet organization recruited them.  It
turned out later that it was Soviet military
intelligence, i.e., the 4th Section of the Red
Army (GRU). Their arrest represented the
first exposure of Soviet espionage in France
involving Americans.

Deuxième Bureau agents surmised that Switz was the liaison
between the Russians and other spies in Paris. Switz came
under suspicion when he was first observed in the company
of Boris Reschezki and Sergey Makovitch, the two Russian
operatives who would later flee to Switzerland after they
realized they were under surveillance. The police who
followed Switz at first assumed the Russians were his
bodyguards. By tracking Switz, the police identified other
members of the network whom they described as “well
educated, including professors, various experts, and artists.”
The Switzes were never precise about which Soviet
organization recruited them.  It turned out later that it was
Soviet military intelligence, i.e., the 4th Section of the Red
Army (GRU). Their arrest represented the first exposure of
Soviet espionage in France involving Americans.28
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A military officer’s defection to Russia set off security
alarms that revealed a large spy network in Finland. Nineteen
suspects were initially arrested. Prominent among them was
Alfred Tilton’s wife Marie Shul, alias Louise Martin in
France, who had ingratiated herself among Finnish society
figures, including politicians, intellectuals, and film and stage
artists. She had a reputation for selling secrets to the highest
bidder. She was sentenced to eight years in prison, and
Arvid Jacobsen, an American from Detroit, was sentenced to
five years.  Jacobsen was eventually pardoned by the
President of Finland.29   French security police sent a
delegation to Helsinki which discovered a link between the
Finnish spy ring and a similar group in Paris. The police
found a postcard from Lydia Stahl with mysterious picture
writing that could not be decoded. Already well known to
the police, Stahl had been under surveillance since her return
to Paris. A confession obtained by Finnish security from
Ingrid Bostrom, Stahl’s longtime companion, confirmed the
link.30

Notwithstanding the Stahl connection between two
networks, ex-Soviet spy Leopold Trepper argued in his book
The Great Game that it was Robert Gordon Switz who
denounced the spy ring to the French Sûreté.  Trepper
described Switz as a rich American and called him “the
Dutchman.”  Trepper claimed that he had someone remove
trial records from the court so that he could review them in
order to determine who betrayed the spies. Among these
records he remembered seeing 23 letters written by Switz to
an American military attaché.  He further ascertained  that
Switz was foreign-born and had a fake passport, which the
Americans detected during his Panama mission, and then
coerced him into spying for both the Russians and U.S.
“counter-intelligence.” After being let out of prison in
France, Switz disappeared forever, never to be seen again.31

Trepper’s findings must have impressed his controllers in
Moscow.  However, virtually none of Trepper’s memories
is accurate.  If he had access to the trial records which
consistently spelled “Switz,” why would he change it to
“Svitz”?  Second, the letters he discovered were never
mentioned during the trial nor could copies be found in
the U.S. National Archives. Trepper wrote that Switz
collaborated with MID, the War Department’s Military
Intelligence Division, but the military attaché at that time
was a naval officer who would have reported to the U.S.
Office of Naval Intelligence. Third, Switz, a U.S. citizen by
virtue of his birth in East Orange, New Jersey, used his
real name and passport to travel to Panama during both
trips. Fourth, Switz could hardly have been a counter-spy,
as Trepper described, since the FBI could not even
identify him until after his arrest in Paris. Fifth, Switz did
not divulge any information but maintained his innocence
until March 19, 1934, after three months in prison and
only after he was confronted with incontestable evidence

against him. Finally, after release from prison, Switz and
his wife hardly disappeared but remained in Europe until
December 1938 and then returned to the United States to
live under their true names.  In all, Trepper has written
some bad history.

In Paris, the police first arrested the Switzes followed by
others. Police seized thousands of francs from the alleged
spies. One female agent had currency sewn in her skirt. A
large quantity of photographic equipment was also seized.
The police described Marjorie Switz as a specialist in
photography and movie film. She received plans and
documents and packaged them for secret transport. The
apartment of a spy, Anne Aubrey, had a state-of-the art
machine for making invisible ink.  The French claimed that
over 300 hundred officers participated in the surveillance
for over eight months. At the same time, there were
numerous reports of spies everywhere, especially on the
border with Germany.  Magistrate André Benon confirmed
that the suspects were arrested after a long investigation
conducted by the Service of General Information (Service
des Renseignements Generaux “Deuxième Bureau”) and
the Prefecture of Police. Benon dismissed any idea about
an American official being involved in the investigation.

Benon authorized Consul Murphy to interview the
Switzes on December 23, 1933. Murphy reported that
Gordon and Marjorie maintained their innocence of all
espionage charges and said it was just a mistake that
could be easily rectified. Switz said that neither he nor his
wife knew anything about military documents found in
their room. Both declined official U.S. assistance to
defend them. In all, the consul observed that their morale
seemed pretty good, but they appeared tired and nervous.
Switz was less cheerful than his wife, who seemed
courageous along with showing little expression of terror
or guilt. The consul confirmed that she spoke fluent
French. Marjorie Tilley had studied French at Vassar. This
was her first trip to Europe. In the next interview,
December 31, 1933, the consul reported that “Mrs. Switz
appears to be intelligent, refined, and while not beautiful
is rather pretty. She is nervous as a result of her prison
confinement and has lost the thrill which she is stated to
have originally experienced in being one of the principals
in so famous an international spy ring.”  Consul Murphy
accompanied the police on a second visit to the Switzes’
rooms and for a search of their luggage stored at
American Express offices. The police concluded that the
papers or documents found in their luggage related to
Switz’s sales of commercial aviation instruments. The
consul noticed blueprints but was not permitted to
examine them. The Consul concluded: “Already the case
has developed into a spy thriller with banknotes sewed in
women’s skirts, secret wireless apparatus, purloined army
and navy documents, incriminating motion picture films, a
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Russian mystery woman (Lydia Stahl) found by
detectives as she was studying Chinese, and an official of
the French Foreign Ministry of Marine (Navy) who fell
victim to the mystery woman’s wiles.”32

Switz came under suspicion because of his frequent travels
and changes of address in Paris. Surveillance of his
movements led to the arrests of others. Switz was known as
“The Aviator” and considered the brains of the ring. He had
traveled to Holland, Great Britain, and Italy while in Europe.
He received a pilot’s license while in France. He represented
an American company that offered equipment for
amplification of electrical current and for navigation in a fog
(according to Le Figaro, December 25, 1933).

The arrests included the Russian mystery woman Lydia
Stahl, who was erroneously reported as the liaison
between the spy ring and headquarters abroad. She was
identified as an accomplished linguist and scholar.  She
traveled to Finland where she was suspected of being
connected to a spy ring. The police found military
documents and banknotes stashed among books in her
personal library. The police also found photographic
plates. Stahl was said to have had influence over
Professor Louis Martin, a polyglot translator who made
military documents available to her. He shared a bank box
with Stahl’s assistant in which the police found 92,000
francs, some dollars, and jewels, all of which Martin
claimed as his life savings. He also had the equivalent of
more than $1,000 in francs among his clothing, and agents
identified several foreign bank accounts. He protested his
innocence and denied police reports that he was “twisted
around the fingers of Lydia Stahl” in order to get to the
secrets of the French navy.  Specifically, the police accused
him of allowing Stahl to read and copy documents obtained
from his work as a translator for the Department of the
Marine (Navy).  A recipient of the esteemed Legion of
Honor, Martin fainted when presented with a warrant for his
arrest (per Le Figaro, December 27, 1933).

Stahl had been around the world three times, was an
excellent linguist versed in five or six languages, and was
the owner of a large library in her Paris apartment. The
police established a tangible link between the Paris plot
and one in Finland. French newspapers reported that
Stahl was the connecting link. She had been engaged in
spying since 1924, working hand in hand with Professor
Louis Martin (per The New York Journal, December 21,
1933). French reporters called her the “Mata Hari” of the
spy ring. Switz’s first attorney fabricated an implausible
story that Switz was attempting to trap Lydia Stahl, whom
he had suspected in New York and now wanted to turn in.
Stahl was arrested in Paris along with ten others for
having illegal possession of Army secrets (per The
(Cincinnati) Enquirer, December 23, 1933).

Newspapers described paymaster Benjamin Bercovitch, a
Romanian, as the chief of the ring; both he and his wife Clara
were arrested with a large amount of cash (per Le Figaro,
December 22, 1933). Ten other suspects were arrested;
another ten who had escaped were named in absentia,
including an American named Paula Levine, evidently a
well-off New Yorker who worked closely with Marjorie
Tilley and who later disappeared from the historical
record. She had leased an apartment on Fifth Avenue that
was used by Whitaker Chambers, who called the secret
meeting place the “Galley.” In New York the Soviet illegal
Alexander Ulanovsky (or Ulanov) had included as part of
his secretive circle Chambers, Lydia Stahl, Robert Gordon
Switz, and Marjorie Tilley.33 The police also arrested two
married students of Polish nationality and a Serbian
journalist.  French officials remained reluctant to identify a
Soviet connection, but the public understood that the
suspects were working for the communists because of the
two Russians (Reschezki and Makovitch) who fled and
because of Lydia Stahl’s connection to the spy network in
Finland.

Magistrate Benon’s strategy aimed at wearing the Switz
couple down in prison, and he succeeded with Gordon
who developed a noticeable nervous disposition that
would linger for the rest of his life. He became gaunt and
even more bearded as confinement continued. Benon’s
concession was that he allowed Gordon and Marjorie to
write letters to each other, but they had to be written in
French so the correspondence could be monitored. Just a
few lines vividly illustrate the depth of their love for each
other despite the strain of imprisonment and anxiety
about the future.  Gordon hoped that “…I shall be able to
forget our sufferings in the rain of your kisses with you
locked in my arms.”  Marjorie, expressing her optimism,
wrote, “I shall find you by my side, and I shall be able to
heal your sufferings with my warm caresses.”34 The
interrogations or interviews in Benon’s office were the
only time Gordon and Marjorie could see each other
during their imprisonment. Benon allowed them to hold
hands and intimated that he gave them time to be alone
for conjugal privacy. After all, two other accused women
gave birth to children during their 16 months in prison.

For the first three months of imprisonment, the Switzes
denied their culpability as they tried to explain away the
large amounts of cash found in their possession. They
attributed their encounters with other agents as mere
coincidences.  Although Switz had met Bercovitch in New
York, his encounter with him in Paris was “by chance.”
Likewise, Marjorie tried to say her meeting with a certain
Madame Salman was also “by chance” and that they went
to her apartment for tea and talked about her voyages.
Her meetings with another agent, Mlle. Englard, were just
to “perfect her French.”
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Like the other conspirators, the Switzes initially denied
everything, claiming to be innocent and that the accusations
were cases of mistaken identity. They decided to confess
only after they were confronted with irrefutable forensic
evidence. Two packages containing microfilm of purloined
documents were mysteriously delivered to the French
Consulate in Geneva. As it turned out, they were left by a
French citizen who had become involuntarily involved with a
communist friend that had given him the packages for
safekeeping. Upon examination in Paris, the Deuxiéme
Bureau learned that one of the rolls contained fingerprints
that were a perfect match to both Switzes.  In addition, two
hairs were found that approximated Marjorie’s, but this was
not scientifically conclusive.35

Confronted with damning evidence, both husband and wife
signed a complete confession on March 19, 1934. They
admitted working for the Soviet Union and participating in a
large network in France. Benon did not share the
government’s evidence at this time, but he gave the
American Consul information about Switz’s activities in New
York, which the Consul incorporated in his report. A Russian
man, the Consul wrote, offered Switz $200 a month to be an
intermediary between different parts of the network.
Unemployed at the time, Switz received parcels for secret
delivery to unknown persons, frequently in subway stations.
Switz did not give a name to the Russian, but accompanied
him to prestigious private clubs. A “Paul” was the supposed
leader. Switz, however, denied handling classified materials.36

During the Consul’s interview on March 21, 1934, Switz
admitted he had visited Panama and met Robert Osman.
As their mutual interest was communism, Switz viewed
Osman as a source of military information. Unfortunately,
Osman had limited access to documents of real interest
and, accordingly, Switz paid him only small sums. Switz’s
second visit to Panama by plane was for the specific
purpose of obtaining military information from Osman.
After Switz’s return to the United States at the end of
l938, he would offer to supply the FBI with all details of
his transactions with Osman as well as his activities in
New York. Although Switz suspected that agents had
already been replaced, he told the Consul that he was
willing to describe the organization’s operations and
methods. He rarely knew any real names, not even the
official name of the GRU headquarters in Moscow.
Further, Switz described his growing disillusionment with
the conspiracy. Switz argued that the money paid to him
in Paris was insufficient to support him and his wife
decently. He was embittered because he believed his
predecessors left France after ascertaining that they were
under surveillance and failed to warn him, effectively a
betrayal. He subsequently learned they had been watched
over a period of several months. He said the papers found
by the police in his possession were planted in order to

make a case. The French had no real evidence against him
and his wife when they were first arrested. This
underscored the importance of their confession.37

After confessing and signing 42 statements, Switz pressed
for an early release.  Everyone agreed that his health had
been adversely affected. The American Consul wrote that
Switz was physically weak and had shown signs of strain
from his long confinement. As for Mrs. Switz, she seemed
cheerful and in good physical condition. The Consul seemed
genuinely concerned about their health status, which he
wanted confirmed by competent physicians. Fear of
retribution by former comrades was a reason for not
releasing them before the trial. The U.S. Office of Naval
Intelligence forwarded the naval attaché’s report, dated April
9, 1934, which essentially mirrored the embassy’s report. The
Consul and the attaché were permitted only to see the
Switzes’ signed confessions but not study their contents.38

Switz talked about documents obtained
from Edgewood Arsenal, “Lewisite,” and
the Aberdeen Proving Ground, including
regular reports of firing tests, ammunition,
and guns.

On July 20, 1934, the American Embassy cabled the
Secretary of State about another visit to Magistrate Benon’s
chambers where the Switz couple was again interviewed. The
cable incorporated a detailed summary of the Consul’s visit.
Initially reticent, Switz requested no assistance from the
Consulate. After admission of guilt, he seemed anxious to
talk in order to obtain an early release for his wife and
himself. Seven months in confinement had affected his
mental and physical health. “Switz is weak physically,” the
Consul reported, “and shows a certain prison pallor, no
doubt the results of seven months confinement and many
long hours of grilling testimony. His general mental
condition to a layman appears somewhat confused due to
worry over the long detention after his full confession and
with months of waiting before the date of trial will be fixed.”
The Consul wrote that Benon was inclined to be lenient with
the couple, believing that “they are a radically minded young
people of an adventurous temperament rather than hardened
criminals or spies.” Their confession and testimony about
their co-conspirators had rendered, Benon emphasized, an
“invaluable service to the French government.”

In prison Switz formulated a rationale for his actions. He
identified his initial association with the Soviets based on an
“academic interest” at a time when, he continued, “things
seemed to be going to pieces in our own country.” His
contacts with Soviet agents developed gradually. He had
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hoped to specialize in aviation intelligence since he was a
qualified pilot. In the beginning he worked as a volunteer
spy and later received regular compensation. He worked
mainly out of New York. Switz talked about documents
obtained from Edgewood Arsenal, “Lewisite,” and the
Aberdeen Proving Ground, including regular reports of firing
tests, ammunition, and guns. He said he obtained a great
deal of information from military airbases. He mentioned that
he was offered an espionage position in Washington but
declined, and he reiterated his statements about Osman in
Panama. The Consul reported that Switz’s statement was
sincere but he felt “disillusioned” and “sacrificed.”39

THE TRIAL

The secret trial (in camera) started on March 25, 1935,
in the Court of Corrections, Department of the Seine,
which included Paris. Reporters could observe

defendants only being brought into or taken from the
courtroom. Observers described Switz as nervous,
depressed, and weakened by his long isolation, but his wife
seemed strong and serious. A photo showed Switz looking
off to one side, a shock of hair along with a mustache and
goatee, nattily dressed in suit and bowtie.  Marjorie Tilley,
photographed in profile between two guards, had short hair
and wore a hat. She appeared confident and determined.
However, the black-and-white photograph hardly did justice
to her blonde hair.

The New York Times  reported that the spy ring had stolen
“secret military documents, secret formulas for gun powder,
poison gases, and microbe and stratosphere warfare,
statistics on  mobilization in Paris during wartime along with
the output and capacity of various factories” (per The New
York Times, April 25, 1935). Octave Dumoulin, prominent
editor of Armée et Democratie, was accused of obtaining
secret war college lectures and delivering them to the
Switzes to be copied. The phony documents planted in the
Switzes’ hotel rooms were still being reported as
incriminating evidence. Overall, the police found an
extensive amount of cash and documents among the
defendants. The documents concerned information about
aviation, ground defenses, ships, submarines, and tanks, as
well as industrial secrets and plans for the mobilization of
Paris during wartime. Shortwave radio transmitters were also
confiscated.40

Findings were recorded in the court’s lengthy report,
“Judgement of April 17, 1935.”41 Thirty-two defendants were
named in the proceedings, but eleven had evaded arrest. Robert
Gordon Switz and Marjorie née Tilley Switz were named as
defendants along with Lydia Stahl. The Switzes were identified
as Americans and Stahl as having Russian nationality. A U.S.
citizen by naturalization, Paula née Jacobson Levine managed
to flee France. The only other married couple were Benjamin

and Clara Bercovitch, supposedly naturalized Canadian citizens.
However, they had no certificate of marriage, had never been to
Canada, and their passports were false. Also among the
defendants were a dozen French citizens along with individuals
from Austria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Latvia, Luxembourg,
Poland, Romania, Russia, Switzerland, and the United States,
truly an international group.

Described individually by their professions, the defendants
included a chemical engineer, chemist, coppersmith, dentist,
government functionary, journalist, merchant, physician,
professor, sculptress, and teacher.  Switz was described as a
commercial representative (in aviation) and Madame Switz
“without profession.” The court entered her nickname as “La
Pierette,” the sad clown from opera fame. Although Switz
observed that a few of his colleagues were not “well
educated,” French security considered them to be a
relatively high-class group compared to factory workers who
supplied intelligence to L’Humanité, the communist journal.
The court also assessed each defendant in terms of
intelligence, demeanor, and moral character. The court
considered the Switzes and Lydia Stahl highly intelligent.
The court identified Stahl as a student at the Sorbonne
where she enrolled in a course on “Chinese Civilization.”  In
all, the court said, “the others were not well balanced
intellectually and the moral sense of several women leaves
many things to be desired.” Money, however, remained the
major incentive for most of the conspirators and, for others,
the cause of international communism. In sum, the
assembled defendants and those in absentia were accused
of conspiring to secure military documents and other
materials relating to the national defense of France. Soviet
complicity was understood but not officially indicated in the
list of charges. False use of passports was a secondary
charge for several defendants.

All but the Switz couple, who had earlier confessed, claimed
innocence and made excuses for the cash found in their
possession. They denied knowing the content of packages
they conveyed to each other as well as making documents
available to unauthorized persons. To refute these denials,
the court presented hard evidence of dates, places, and
amounts of money, much of which was verified by Robert
Gordon Switz and Marjorie Tilley. In fairness, wherever there
was doubt or lack of verification, charges against the
accused would be dismissed. In all, the Switzes’
corroboration turned out to be the sine qua non of the
prosecution’s evidence.

The investigation had shown, moreover, that two Russian
spies served as leaders of the conspiracy. The court
named Sergey Makovitch and Boris Reschezki, two Soviet
agents who evaded authorities by leaving France. Five
spies had worked under Switz, including his wife. His
subgroup was for the most part highly compartmentalized
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from the other defendants. Bercovitch was named as a
paymaster and Marjorie Tilley, who received money from
him for distribution, verified his complicity.  She also
confirmed that he used her as a courier between Paris and
Berlin to transport funds and documents and to convey
instructions. Marjorie kept “scrupulous” accounting
records in a “blue book” written in code using
complicated pagination that would be difficult for an
outsider to understand. She verified the names of
individuals who had provided military and industrial
documents for copying. She admitted that she copied
numerous documents marked with the word
“mobilization.” As a skilled photographer, she trained
other women how to copy documents most efficiently.

In brief, the court recognized the Switzes’
guilt but exempted them from prison in
return for their help in convicting former
comrades.

As Lydia Stahl’s residence contained insufficient evidence,
she might have avoided a prison sentence.  The
investigators, however, proved that she had purchased two
special Leica cameras plus accessories but refused to have
them delivered to her home or accept an invoice in her name,
which she refused to give. The second camera was shipped
from Switzerland to a third party, a transaction confirmed by
camera sales people. Both cameras identified by
manufacturer’s serial number turned up in the copying
station of Marie Mermet, one of the defendants. Thus, Stahl
was accused of furnishing equipment used in the
commission of espionage.

As for the Switzes, the court convicted them. However, in
exchange for their testimony against the other defendants
the court exempted them from punishment. To be clear, they
were not exonerated from guilt, but their substantive
cooperation earned them an exemption from punishment
according to Article 10 of the law of April 18, 1886.

Whereas, in these circumstances, from the inquiry
and pleadings as well as from the confessions from the
SWITZES themselves, sufficient proof guilt is shown
against Robert Gordon SWITZ as well as against
Marjorie TILLEY, his wife, of having, in the Department
of the Seine, and for an undetermined time, after
obtaining written plans or secret documents of interest
to the defense of the Territory or the external security
of the State of having delivered these said plans,
writings or documents to other persons. But, it is
certain that the married couple SWITZ find themselves

in the conditions demanded by Article 10 of the law
of April 18, 1886, that they may be exonerated from
punishment which they personally deserve; that they
have, in effect, brought about, after the proceedings
were started, the arrest of the married AUBRY, whose
activities, as stated by the prosecution, were entirely
unknown before the opening of the inquiry.

“Any accused person,” the court added, “shall be exempt
from punishment if, even after proceedings are begun, he
procures the arrest of guilty or certain persons among the
guilty.” In brief, the court recognized the Switzes’ guilt but
exempted them from prison in return for their help in
convicting former comrades. After 16 months, the Switzes
were finally freed from prison.

Twelve conspirators accused and tried in absentia were
categorically declared “in default” or guilty. Six others went
free or had their charges dismissed for lack of evidence.
There would have been more dismissals were it not for the
details and verification that the Switzes provided to the
magistrate. Eleven conspirators were also convicted of
passport violations. Defendants were allowed to retain their
cash since the government could not find an objective basis
for seizure or forfeiture. Instead, the court deducted the total
amount of trial expenses: “all expenses made by the
Treasury, 1,237 francs and 20 centimes, including 7 francs
and 50 centimes for postal expense.” Such exacting penury
would have made Moliere’s miser proud indeed.

Prison sentences ranged from ten months to five years plus
substantial fines. In all, the penalties seemed lenient when
measured against the seriousness of the crimes against the
nation but were consistent with penalties meted out a few
years earlier to the spies in the Jean Cremet network. In
addition, upon release from prison, the convicted defendants
would be banned from certain areas relating to national
security. Those who were not French citizens would be
expelled from France after completion of their sentences.
Those who were convicted in absentia were sentenced to
five years, including Paula Levine, who had escaped arrest.
Lydia Stahl wept when she heard her sentence of five years,
later reduced to four on appeal (per The New York Times,
July 26, 1935). Her paramour, Louis Martin, obtained an
acquittal (per The New York Times, May 14, 1935).

An annex to the court’s decision gave the first official
mention of a Russian connection in specifying the chiefs of
the operation as Russian nationals. A Soviet connection,
however, was minimized so as not to interfere with the
French Foreign Ministry’s efforts to improve Franco-Soviet
relations. Several conspirators were members of the
Communist Party or sympathizers. Others had purely
mercenary or monetary incentives.
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The court concluded:
It is true, this procedure gives us only an outline of the
considerable activity of this espionage organization,
which operated in every milieu; nevertheless, it
permitted us to find out its means of action, which
were ignored up to this day, and to put an end to the
activities of a certain number of its members, for the
most part unsuspected. Those results were obtained
with the sole information thanks to the activity, the
intelligence, and the energy as well as the courage of
the examining Magistrate (André Benon), who had to
surmount all sorts of difficulties.

With Germany’s rearmament looming in the background,
newspapers frequently reported spy stories from all over
Europe. About the same time, Germany sentenced two
women to death for spying and another to life in prison
for spying for Poland. Even during the trial there were
reports of the arrest of German spies (per The New York
Times, April 7, 1935).  It was also alleged that members of
the spy ring sold documents to German sources, but the
Switzes testified repeatedly that they delivered their
secret documents only to their Russian contacts in Paris
and Berlin. Sex continued to play a role through
paramours and women who tried to ingratiate themselves
with military officers. Certain accusations were made
about Lydia Stahl’s residence, but none of these
allegations had an official consequence.

The communist newspaper, L’Humanité, described the
trial as a farce and the prison sentences as “inanities”
that led to unwarranted penalties. The editorial argued
that the Deuxième Bureau, under the Army’s influence,
persecuted workers, employees, and anti-fascist
intellectuals. André Benon, the magistrate, was biased
because he had a track record of attacking “revolutionary
organizations.” An accused woman became tubercular in
prison and had frozen hands and feet requiring
amputation; her father died of sadness. The accusation of
espionage ruined the reputation of Professor Louis
Martin, an esteemed philologist, and Colonel Dumoulin
was arrested because of his republican opinions. Finally,
the editorial identified Robert Gordon Switz as the one
who denounced his comrades, a man who lived off
subsidies from an American philanthropist, Albert Bard
(per L’Humanité, April 18, 1935).

Accompanied by Bard, Switz gave his first public
interview on April 18, 1935, at a small Left Bank hotel. A
photograph showed him sporting his signature mustache
and goatee, dressed in dark suit and large bowtie. The
New York Times’ headline read “Switz Terms Spies of
Soviet Mercenary…Young Americans Disillusioned by
Grasping Character of Aides in Secret Service.” Switz
confided, “I took up espionage three years ago because I

was tired of doing nothing, tired of leading the life of a
young man of easy money. I became immensely interested
in the Russian experiment from a humanitarian point of
view.” His first contacts with the Soviets were in New
York and Washington at a time when he was a
“Communist idealist.” He went to Moscow ostensibly as
an aviation instructor. When he returned to Europe with
his new bride, he “suffered a great shock. . . I was
disappointed,” he said, “to learn of the contemptible
character of the men who were to work with me. Instead of
fervent idealists I had expected to find working for the
cause, I found a set of men who thought nothing but of
what they could get out of it. I wanted to back out, so
great was my disgust, but something inside of me made
me go on. I still burned with idealism” (per The New York
Times, April 19, 1935).

Switz said that when he and his wife were arrested they
decided to tell the truth, which is hardly true because they
denied everything as did the other arrested suspects. The
Switz couple protested their innocence for almost three
months before admitting their guilt. Switz hesitated to
give names, but rationalized that the police already had
them; they “all got what they deserved,” he said. He
admitted that he worked for the Secret Military
Intelligence Service of the Soviet Union. Switz described
the spy ring as being controlled by a central committee in
Moscow. In great secrecy each operative deals only with
a few persons. Each receives pay from one man and
contacts a limited number of people. Initiative and
cooperation as a team were discouraged. Jealousy
between agents was common. Marjorie Tilley added her
own feelings. “Our participation in the activities of the
Russian espionage organization and our subsequent
arrest and imprisonment were a very bitter experience,
particularly because the idealism which prompted my
husband and me to enter that work found no reflection
whatever in the attitude of the members of the
organization with whom we came in contact.”42

On April 19, 1935, the State Department telephoned the
FBI about the trial’s outcome, and indicated that the
Passport Office was ready to issue temporary passports
to allow the Switzes to return to the United States. The
FBI stated its “preference” for their immediate return in
order to interview them about their activities and contacts
in New York. Switz, on the other hand, wanted to go to
Switzerland for a rest. The State Department would give
them travel authorization if no federal agency made a
forceful demand for their immediate return. Hoover
desired their immediate return but his request was
ignored. More sympathetic to the couple, Consul Murphy
advised them to delay their return to the United States in
view of all the notoriety and sensational news coverage
that would surround them.43
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The Switz couple were officially expelled from France
effective April 25, 1935. The French government had seized
their passports and turned them over to the American
Embassy, which then issued temporary travel documents
after their release from prison. Regardless of the order to
leave France, they evidently obtained approval to remain for
a short period. Fear of reprisals by communists always
haunted them.

ROBERT OSMAN’S COURT-MARTIAL
APPEALED

During the time that Robert Gordon Switz sat in prison,
his Panama escapade resurfaced because Corporal
Robert Osman had appealed his court-martial

conviction.44 Osman’s parents engaged Louis Waldman to
represent their son pro bono for the appeal. Waldman,
known as a union activist, fought against communist
influence in American organized labor. He also ran as a
Socialist Party candidate for Governor of New York. He knew
that Osman had communist sympathies. The Office of
President Franklin D. Roosevelt had given its pro forma
approval for Osman’s appeal.

The first trial took place on August 28, 1933, almost four
months before Switz’s arrest and exposure in Paris. Osman
was found guilty and sentenced to two years in prison with
hard labor and a $10,000 fine, or 20 years without a fine and,
rightfully, a dishonorable discharge. Mandatory punishment
was based on the Espionage Act of 1917, which imposed a
two-year sentence or a fine of $10,000 or both. The appeal
proceedings took place on May 16, 1934, while Switz sat in
his isolation cell in France awaiting his own trial. Waldman
recounted his defense of Osman in his autobiography, Labor
Lawyer. Communist espionage in the Panama Canal Zone
was uncovered accidentally when a postal clerk in the
Cristobal Post Office opened a returned “undeliverable”
letter. It was addressed to a fictitious Herbert Meyers in
Brooklyn and the sender’s address was false.  After a
waiting period, the postal clerk opened the letter and
determined that it contained secret military documents. The
contents included the “White Plan” for Fort Sherman and
the defense of the Canal Zone plus a summary of anti-aircraft
practices.  A note within the envelope indicated the
Brooklyn address of a woman named Frema Karry, who
might also be reached at the National Office of the Youth
League. The letter’s contents also included explanatory
notes written by the sender plus a photo of Karry.

Waldman had to concede that Karry was Osman’s girlfriend,
but she could not be found. Waldman believed she was a
Russian communist. Another incriminating fact was that
Osman maintained his own mailbox under the false name
“John Dynes.” He gave an implausible reason for keeping
the box in which he received cash “gifts” from time to time.

News reporters greeted Waldman upon his arrival in Panama
and let it be known that Osman was “as guilty as sin.”
Waldman’s easy dismissal of the incriminations, however,
stood as a testament to his legal skills that Army lawyers
could not match.

Osman had named his contact as a man who called himself
“Harry Duryea,” giving a description that more or less fit the
general appearances of Robert Gordon Switz, although he
was never identified in trial. Waldman’s efforts to find
Duryea in New York were to no avail. Although Waldman
knew Osman was a communist, he suspected that communist
agents were trying to use the rather naïve young man as a
dupe. Allowing for serendipity, Waldman had ripped out a
page from a Time story (March 26, 1934) about Robert
Gordon Switz during a Havana stopover on his way to
Panama. “The picture,” Waldman wrote in an apt
description, “showed the long, narrow head of a young man
with a small, ungenerous, dissipated mouth pulled to one
side almost to the point of distortion; the nose was long and
thin with a slight malformation of the bridge; and even in the
black and white photograph the shading of the full and wavy
hair suggested that it might be blond.”  After Waldman
handed over the photograph, Osman identified the man in
the photograph as Harry Duryea. Four years later Switz
described his contacts with Osman to the FBI, but denied
ever using a false name. In fact the hotel registers recorded
that Switz had used his real name. Switz stayed at the Colon
Hotel on May 26, 1932, and March 28, 1933. In any case, his
real identity would have been even more incriminating than
exculpatory for defendant Osman.

The appeals trial started on May 16, 1934, in a barracks
converted to a temporary courtroom. Newsreel cameramen
and reporters were present in the warm and humid room in
this era before air conditioning. Waldman opened with three
challenges to keep the court on the defensive: prejudice
against Osman, challenge for cause to remove a juror, and
challenge to the jurisdiction. “The case against Osman,”
Waldman maintained, “was constructed entirely on
circumstantial evidence. No direct evidence was ever
presented that Robert Osman had typed, handled, or mailed
the secret military plan. Only indirect or circumstantial
evidence pointed to the Corporal.”

The Army’s evidence consisted of Osman’s typewriter or
one to which he had access, the photograph of Frema Karry,
notes with an address, and a rented letter box. The
prosecution conceded that others may have had access to
the typewriter. Waldman argued that other servicemen knew
Karry’s address, suggesting that she had loose morals.
Waldman also argued that Osman would not have written
“Youth League” for the “Young Communist League,” which
he knew very well. Finally, his client would not have used a
false return address.  Osman admitted that he received cash
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payments from Duryea mailed to his letter box under a false
name. As for sending secret documents, however, he still
maintained his innocence.

After an hour and a half of secret deliberations, the new
military court found Osman innocent on May 21, 1934.  The
previous conviction was overturned and Osman was given
an honorable discharge from the Army. No one was ever
blamed for the espionage. In January 1939 Switz described
Osman’s complicity to the FBI. In the end, Waldman
dutifully defended his client but, truth be told, he facilitated
a serious injustice before an incompetent military court. The
House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC) would
later use Switz’s testimony to show the FBI’s failure in
identifying Osman as a communist “source.”

In June 1934, the State Department, the War Department, and
the FBI exchanged correspondence concerning the
identification of Robert Gordon Switz as “Duryea,” the man
who contacted Robert Osman in order to obtain secret
documents about the defenses of the Panama Canal.  A copy
of a signature obtained from a hotel register in Panama left
no doubt. Moreover, while in custody in France, Switz
admitted that he was in Panama “on a mission prejudicial to
my country.” The Associated Press reported that he had
visited Panama on May 26, 1932, and on March 27, 1933. The
War Department’s Military Intelligence Division advised
Hoover that Switz and “Duryea,” who had contacted Robert
Osman in the Panama Canal Zone, were the same person.
MID confirmed that Switz had registered under his own
name at the Hotel Washington in Colon on May 26, 1932. In
the end, Switz’s revelations made Osman’s guilt manifestly
clear. On August 7, 1939, Albert Bard, Switz’s benefactor,
sent a message to a Presidential aide at Hyde Park indicating
that, despite an acquittal in Panama, Switz stated
unequivocally that Osman was “operating as a Communist
agent.”45

FBI CATCHES ON

Almost immediately after news of the arrests in Paris,
the U.S. Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI)
ascertained the FBI’s interest in Robert Gordon

Switz. The FBI had learned the Switzes’ identity only when
their names appeared in newspapers. The Bureau had failed
to identify Switz not only in New York but when he entered
the Canal Zone as a communist agent on two occasions. On
December 29, 1933, FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover notified
ONI and the State Department of the connection between
the spy ring in Paris and the group under surveillance in
New York, an investigation initiated by Naval intelligence.46

 Although the Bureau had learned Lydia Stahl’s identity in
New York, it could now be ascertained that she was a link
between the New York group headed by Moische Stern and

those arrested in Paris. Almost by default, Stahl served as
the link among spies in Finland, France, and the United
States. Trailing agents observed numerous meetings
between Stern and Stahl until their departure for Europe.

Based on newspaper photographs of Robert Gordon Switz
and Marjorie Tilley, FBI agents erroneously identified
Marjorie as the woman who was with Moische Stern in his
automobile on July 24, 1931, near Central Park West in New
York. Later agents had to correct their own observations
because the woman getting into Stern’s vehicle was 5’8" and
about 30; Marjorie was petite and 22. The FBI had Stern
under surveillance because of his actions at Arma
Engineering. Based on photographs of Switz, the FBI
identified him as the man seen on September 28, 1931,
“carrying a book of ostensibly secret plans folded in a
newspaper which had been delivered to Subject Stern
shortly before…” 47 Fake secret plans from Arma were sold
to Stern on September 8, 1931. The FBI asked the State
Department to secure copies of the plans found in Switz’s
baggage on January 2, 1934.48 The Consul had written that
he accompanied Benon and the Switzes during the
examination of their baggage on December 30, 1933, when he
noticed blueprints.

The State Department suggested that Switz’s older brother
Theodore might be Moische Stern and thus asked the FBI to
ascertain his true identity. Theodore had been traveling
between Europe and the United States “posing” as an
engineer. As it turned out, Theodore had a degree in
mechanical engineering from a university in London. He had
worked for the Investment Research Corporation of Detroit
and was associated with Lehman Corporation in New York.
In 1933 he also undertook the sale of Soviet bonds. He was
said to have perfect command of Russian and German. The
FBI urged a friend to aid in Theodore’s identification but he
refused to assist secretly. Theodore’s physical appearance
resembled Stern’s. FBI agents wanted to arrange a luncheon
for close observation, but Theodore’s friend refused to
cooperate, instead agreeing to provide information only
about Theodore’s location so that he could be observed.
An agent familiar with Stern after viewing Theodore in
person decided that he and Stern were not identical.49

An examination of photographs indirectly obtained from
French officials by agents in New York identified only the
Switzes and Lydia Stahl. Someone who resembled Switz was
observed entering an apartment located at 192 Claremont
Avenue in New York, which the FBI believed was the
headquarters frequented by Lydia Stahl and Moische Stern.
Even though the FBI confirmed that the blueprints found in
Switz’s possession were the falsified drawings from the
Arma Engineering Company, Hoover still deferred action
against the Switzes.50 Likewise, Switz’s veritable admission
of guilt in the Canal Zone was also given a pass.
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Hoover wanted to know if other federal agencies were
conducting investigations, such as Treasury, Secret Service,
or ONI. In fact, the State Department did not request any
other investigation, and an FBI agent confirmed that no
other investigations had been initiated. The letter from the
War Department’s Military Intelligence Division confirmed
that it was investigating the “Switz case.”51 As numerous
memoranda, reports, and correspondence crossed Hoover’s
desk, he wanted to keep other interested federal agencies in
the loop. It is fair to say, however, that Hoover’s principal
interest during this era was fighting crime and not
espionage.

As numerous memoranda, reports, and
correspondence crossed Hoover’s desk, he
wanted to keep other interested federal
agencies in the loop. It is fair to say,
however, that Hoover’s principal interest
during this era was fighting crime and not
espionage.

A memorandum from Hoover on September 11, 1934,
informed the Attorney General’s office that the FBI had
“conducted no investigation in this matter [Switzes] and
consequently has no reports that could be submitted to the
United States Attorney in New York.”52 The Attorney
General’s office wished to defer taking any action pending
an opinion from the U.S. Attorney for New York. The
Criminal Division of the Justice Department did not
contemplate taking any actions against the Switz couple.
Assistant Attorney General Joseph B. Keenan declined to
take any action against them due to the “absence of facts.”
After all, the FBI’s investigation had been focused on
Moische Stern and not the Switzes.53 This position ignored
Switz’s admitted espionage in the Panama Canal Zone, but it
implicitly recognized that the couple’s crimes occurred in
France and that the French Government had addressed them.
The Switzes, therefore, would have no American culpability
for crimes committed in another country.

Financial support from Albert Bard and the Switz family
enabled Gordon and Marjorie to take up residence in the
Netherlands, Czechoslovakia, and Austria for about three
years before returning to the United States in December
1938, accompanied by their newborn first child. The
Switzes arrived at the Port of New York on December 18,
1938, aboard the SS Hansa. FBI agents met the couple
and, along with attorney Bard, they went to Bureau
offices in New York where Robert Gordon Switz gave his
first FBI interview, which agents viewed as “cooperative.”
Bard was described as a life-long friend of the family,
practically a foster father to Switz. Bard made several trips

to France to negotiate their status in France after release
and helped Switz’s mother support them financially in
Europe. Now 72 years old, Bard had a distinguished career
described in Who’s Who in America, 1938-39, but he had
suffered serious financial losses during the Depression.

Over several days FBI agents debriefed Gordon, resulting
in a lengthy statement signed on January 23, 1939.54 In a
preamble the agents wrote that they purposely did not
inform Switz about their surveillance stemming from the
Arma Engineering investigation.  Switz stated at the
outset that Bard had no knowledge of his espionage
activities until the news reports of the arrest in Paris.
Marjorie Tilley Switz along with her infant also attended
the first session of the debriefing but had to leave
because she was nursing and would be debriefed at a later
date.

Switz confirmed key events and transactions that the
Bureau already had on record, evidence of his prodigious
memory and an eye for detail that let few facts escape him
from his time in New York and Europe. The first person
who led Switz into espionage was “Schuman,” later
“Kotasky,” aka Moische Stern, the assistant chief of the
New York spy ring. “Otto” was the chief who
subsequently departed for the west coast.  Otto was later
identified as Vladimir Gorvev. “Walter,” another Russian
subsequently identified as Alexander Ulanovsky, replaced
Otto as chief. Ulanovsky alias Ulanov was also the
rezident controller for Whitaker Chambers.55  It was
Moische Stern, however, who first approached a
draftsman at the Arma Engineering Company in order to
obtain secret military drawings.

Switz verified the New York addresses, identified
automobiles that had been under observation, and
confirmed that they were indeed used for purposes of
espionage. He remembered places where he was taught
photographic techniques for copying documents and
printed pages and places that were used as “drops” for
leaving money, messages, and documents. Switz gave
names and descriptions of the numerous contacts he
made during his time in New York. Switz confirmed Lydia
Stahl’s participation in the New York group and recounted
the story of her receiving an anonymous warning that
caused her to leave the country. Switz confirmed his
contacts with Robert Osman in Panama for the purpose of
obtaining secret and confidential military documents.

Switz indicated the places and types of information that
had been stolen in the United States.  Sources, for
example, supplied extensive “gray reports” from Wilbur
Wright Field and plans of cannon, heavy gun mounts,
forgings, military ordnance, arms, and ammunition as well
as material from Watertown Arsenal, Rock Island Arsenal,



American Intelligence JournalPage 94Vol 36, No 1, 2019

Fort Monmouth, and other installations. Switz also
confirmed copying materials that may be described as
“industrial espionage,” such as documents from the
Crucible Steel Company.

Switz described his disappointment with meager payments
and subsidies, especially as the budget remained critical for
his plans in Europe. He outlined the couple’s itinerary and
described his Soviet controllers, payments given to agents,
and the quality of their work. He described his frustration at
working with a controller who padded his accounts and
blocked Switz’s efforts to reach a higher authority. He
described the circumstance of their arrests, loss of trust, and
disgust with their colleagues. He described in detail their
stays in various European cities between their release from
jail and their return to the United States, a period from April
l935 to December 1938.

The FBI expressed keen interest in learning more about
Switz’s observations of spying methods. [Editor’s Note:
Today these techniques would be referred to as “clandestine
tradecraft.”] Meetings would be arranged one at a time, and
if a party failed to appear it was understood that the meeting
time and place would be the same for the next three days.
Switz described the use of “invisible ink” for writing subtext
that could be brought out with an application of potassium
bromide. Spies had arbitrary numerical designations. The 300
series was for New York, 600 for Paris. Switz gave lessons in
photography and, as he became adept at copying
documents, he trained others. Switz described the sources of
foreign currency that Russians paid their agents and the
methods that sailors used to conceal currency and
documents aboard ship. He described the methods for
hiding documents and film and for reducing film to smaller
formats. In conclusion, he said, “I now desire to give the
American Government the benefit of any and all information
in my possession and which may be desired in an effort to
mitigating, if possible, my offence against this Government
as it is my sincere desire to reinstate myself as an American
citizen in good standing.”

Marjorie Tilley Switz signed her statement on January 26,
1939.56 She began her statement describing her family and
educational background and her contacts with Robert
Gordon Switz. Their relationship became close in February
1932 after his return from Europe.  They attended lectures at
the New York Workers’ School together. During the summer
of 1932 she was aware that Gordon was carrying packages
from place to place, but she remained unaware of their
contents and she did not know any of his contacts.

After she fully understood the nature of Gordon’s work and
grew to accept it, he began to teach her photography.
Together they developed a method of putting nine to twelve
pages on one small negative using a lightbox and glass plate

to keep the film in place. In the fall of 1932 she was
introduced to other members of the group.  Marjorie was an
astute observer of the characters she met. “Ben,” for
example, spoke English poorly and was easygoing,
unintelligent, and had something of a swagger. “Frank”
spoke English fluently but sometimes mixed his sentences
up, and he was interested only in having a good time and
getting as much comfort and luxury out of life as possible.
Frank kept the expenses of his subordinates down to the
bone while he padded the accounts he sent to Moscow. She
described Gordon’s disgust with the organization, in
particular the issues with Frank over budgets. To address
Gordon’s threat to quit, she convinced him that the situation
would improve in England, but it only got worse because of
Frank’s “selfish interests.”

After their marriage in May 1933 they left New York, traveled
to Antwerp and London, and visited an aviation factory in
Delft to build up Gordon’s cover profession as a sales
representative for aviation instruments. Next they went to
Berlin despite the ever-present danger of traveling inside
Nazi Germany. In Berlin they met Frank, who continued to
block Gordon’s efforts to communicate with a Russian
official who could resolve his grievances. It became clear to
Marjorie that Gordon and Frank could not work together.
The meeting with the unnamed Russian agent, who came
from Moscow headquarters, was very unsatisfactory
because he spoke only Russian leaving the Switzes to rely
upon Frank’s untrustworthy translation. “This Russian,” she
said, “was about 40 years old, proletarian type, low, broad,
forehead, bushy dark brown hair, sparkling bright blue eyes,
heavy set, almost to the point of being squat, bad teeth, two
of which were crowned with gold.” Nevertheless, it was at
this fateful meeting the Soviets made known their decision to
send the Switzes to France where Gordon would assume
leadership of his own group.

The Soviets had few reservations about placing the
Switzes at risk. For example, they asked Gordon to order
large radio tubes that were suitable only for shortwave
transmissions, a purchase that would have alarmed
security officials. In addition, the Soviets asked them to
pack bulky photographic equipment suitable only for
copying documents in their personal baggage. Moreover,
they disregarded Gordon’s sense that they were being
followed in Paris. Marjorie thought they cared little about
the couple’s safety. In their stupidity, she said, they
continued to ignore her husband’s suspicions, which
turned out to be all too true.

Bercovitch sent Marjorie as a courier to Berlin on her own
and, despite Gordon’s strong objections, she would not
“disobey orders.” In Berlin she gave Jack secret film and
received money for her group. She observed that Jack was
much more interested in having a “good time” and for this
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reason she did not broach Gordon’s concerns, nor did she
arrange a meeting as Gordon had requested. In fact, she
tried her best to keep her husband and Jack apart. She
became increasingly independent and felt some
gratification in her own developing professionalism. Each
time Gordon threatened to quit, she managed to persuade
him to remain and follow orders. Each time he wanted to
use funds to travel to an unauthorized country, she
refused to support him.

In early December 1933 at the next meeting in Paris with
an official from Moscow, Bercovitch served as the
translator as the Russian spoke neither French nor
English. The meeting was inconclusive and the only result
was a reduction of payments to sources who furnished
only marginal materials.

On December 13 the Switzes received an anonymous call
warning them to leave Paris. They worked in haste to
destroy or conceal all incriminating documents and film
canisters. Bercovitch advised them to stay and “to see
what happens.” Despite the risks, he wanted Gordon to be
around to introduce his replacement to the “sources”
because he was the only person they trusted. Finally, on
the afternoon of December 18 police came to their hotel to
arrest them.

“Our participation,” Marjorie concluded, “in the activities of
the Russian espionage organization and our subsequent
arrest and imprisonment were a very bitter experience,
particularly because the idealism which prompted my
husband and me to enter into that work found no reflection
whatever in the attitude of the members of the organization
with whom we came in contact.” After the two debriefings,
the FBI considered its investigation of the Switzes closed.

On February 9, 1939, Hoover sent a lengthy summary of
the debriefings to a political officer at the State
Department without much comment. He described the
range of purloined documents coming from such places as
Wilbur Wright Field, Watertown Arsenal, Rock Island
Arsenal, Fort Monmouth, and other military installations.
Switz had said that printed materials arrived in large
batches but much of it he considered “junk.” For some
reason, Hoover wrote that Marjorie Tilley Switz’s
participation in espionage was “limited,” which was far
from accurate.57 He also misrepresented Switz’s
motivation by writing that the young man wanted only to
be able to go to Russia to teach aviation. Switz
consistently maintained that a vague sense of idealism
based on his naïve perception about the “Russian
experiment” was the principal source of his motivation to
work with the Russians.

The HUAC subpoenaed Switz to testify in August 1939
and September 1948. He managed to avoid the 1939
session but testified in executive session in 1948. Any of
his information about Soviet espionage from the early
days was already ancient history, but the HUAC intended
to use Switz’s activities as a Soviet agent to demonstrate
the FBI’s failure to root out communist espionage. The
HUAC requested Switz for another round of testimony
scheduled for February 27, 1950. No subpoena was
needed because he was under a “permanent subpoena”
from the previous time. Switz was also called back for an
executive session in early March 1950. The FBI did not
release copies of his testimony because Congressional
records are exempt from the Freedom of Information Act.
The HUAC also requested Marjorie Tilley Switz to testify
at this time, but Gordon wrote back, “Mrs. Switz can’t
come to DC to testify. One child has measles and the
other four are expected to contract it. She is preparing an
affidavit.”  Evidently the Switz family had increased by
one more child.

Prior to 1939 the FBI’s main focus was fighting crime. By
1950 it had evolved “from nazism to communism,” Hoover
wrote in an article for the The New York Times. The Bureau,
he explained, has to evaluate accusations, some received
anonymously, and is only concerned with violations of law
that have a factual basis. Motives of accusers are sometimes
suspect. Understandably, the FBI wants to learn everything
about spies, their activities, and contacts. “The
responsibility of the FBI is to secure the facts. We do not
make decisions as to prosecutive action or recommendations
as to whether an individual is suitable for or unsuitable for
federal employment. The FBI is concerned with acts and
deeds, not thoughts and beliefs.” Hoover defended his
agency against claims of intrusion (per New York Times
Magazine, April 1, 1950).

Switz took management jobs in private industry but remained
handicapped in his career because the State Department
denied his passport application. The FBI continued to
consult him from time to time requesting his help in
identifying communist agents. Robert Gordon Switz’s official
status within the FBI was as a “confidential source,” a
decision finally formalized on December 28, 1950. He was no
longer a spy; he had not been one for 17 years, and he was
never a counter-spy who worked undercover. Further
discussion of Switz’s status became unnecessary, because
on January 23, 1951, he suddenly passed away from a brain
hemorrhage. His 16 months in prison in isolation and
continual bouts of nervous fits had taken their toll. He had
not yet reached his 47th birthday when he died, leaving
behind his wife Marjorie and five young children. An FBI
official suggested a condolence letter but it was determined
inappropriate.
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Marjorie Tilley Switz, about 40 years old when her husband
died, eventually remarried and lived to 92 years of age. She
became rather active in nature conservation and
preservation. A photograph taken at age 88 showed her
looking healthy and somewhat stout with a kind face and
white hair as she stood before a sylvan forest. Few persons
knew about or remembered her career long ago as a Soviet
spy.

Robert Gordon Switz failed to reach the goals he had set
out for himself as a young man. Had he grown up in the
present era, he probably would have been diagnosed with
Attention Deficit Hyper-Activity Disorder, which may
help to explain his lack of success in prep schools and his
subsequent interest in adventure of one type or another.
Travel, needless scuffles, pilot lessons and, ultimately,
espionage were all manifestations of his impulsive
behavior. On the other hand, his native intelligence was
never in doubt. For example, he learned to speak French
very well and mastered aviation technology. His role as a
spy, however, was limited at first and, to be sure, it did
not involve escapades that have made spies famous or
infamous. In New York Switz acquired skills as a
photographic technician to copy purloined documents. In
France he acted more or less as a facilitator working
between his Russian controllers and his “sources.” The
record does not indicate whether Switz developed any
sources himself. He felt frustrated because his talents and
intelligence were being wasted on materialistic and
indifferent people who were careless about security for
him and his wife. In addition, sixteen months in prison and
uncertainty about the outcome exacerbated his state of
mind. In all, his continual anxiety prompted mental and
physical illnesses that plagued him until his untimely
death.

By confessing, the Switzes implicated hundreds of people
and devastated Soviet intelligence in France. Few
repercussions, however, occurred in the United States
due to the developmental state of Soviet intelligence in
the early 1930s. By the time the FBI interviewed Switz,
more than five years after his arrest in France, no doubt
many Soviet agents and sources had changed.  It is a
measure of Hoover’s lack of interest in
counterintelligence that he failed to send an agent to Paris
after March 1934 when Switz had confessed and was more
than willing to talk. Even Robert Osman remained free
though Switz had confirmed his guilt to the FBI.
Internationally, the “Stern/Stahl/Switz Group” became
well known to Western security services, as Nigel West
has written.58

Robert Gordon Switz’s entry into espionage, though short-
lived, preceded the two most infamous American spies of the
era, Elizabeth Bentley and Whitaker Chambers, both of

whom became Soviet operatives during the 1930s.  True to
pattern, after becoming disillusioned like the Switzes, they
vehemently turned against their former comrades. Bentley
and Chambers acted as couriers, liaisons, and facilitators
between Soviet agents in New York and dozens of
government “sources” in Washington. For the most part,
sources were communist idealists who purloined secret
documents about policies and plans developed at the
highest levels of the administration, especially evolving
attitudes and positions toward Russia and its potential
enemies. President Roosevelt’s inauguration and his
promises for a “New Deal” encouraged many such idealists
to gravitate to Washington in the hope of furthering the
class struggle. Sufficiently inspired by such Marxist
ideology, these spies rarely asked for compensation.

Bentley came from a middle class background, earned
degrees at Vassar and Columbia, and joined the CPUSA in
1935.The radical academic and political atmosphere at
college stoked her subversive, anti-fascist, and anti-
capitalist views. Bentley remained undetected during her
active years, l937-43. Her cohabitation with her Soviet
“illegal,” Jacob Golos, suited the model of couples as
espionage agents. Hardly a serious ideologue, Bentley
mentioned the Nazi-Soviet 1939 Pact as a turning point in her
loyalty, but the most important reason was her resentment as
the Soviets tried to ease her out after Golos’ heart attack.59

Bentley’s network had become too extended and she
allowed sources to interact with each other, an unpardonable
infraction.60  Similar to the Switzes’ impact in France,
Bentley’s confession initiated a chain reaction with
profound consequences for Soviet espionage in America.
“Bentley was the single most disastrous event for the KGB
in America,” Alan Weinstein observed.61 Because Bentley
had psychological needs that espionage fulfilled, her
biographer could write: “Though she supported communist
ideals, hers was a case of personal rather ideological
devotion to the cause.”62

Chambers dropped out of Columbia, joined the CPUSA, and
wrote for communist publications.63 From 1932 to 1938 as an
agent working for GRU officers Alexander Ulanovsky and
then Boris Bykov Chambers, he traveled frequently to
Washington to meet with his numerous sources, among
them Alger Hiss and Harry Dexter White.64 He recruited
scores of intelligent, literate young men who stole
government secrets without compensation.65 Having already
heard about Stalin’s purges, Chambers stalled, delayed, and
went into hiding, fearing for his life after he received an order
to travel to Moscow.

In the late 1940s Bentley and Chambers disclosed dozens of
names and made revelations that effectively removed almost
all Soviet sources in the federal government.66 At first
minimized and even distrusted, their allegations attracted
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increased attention as the Cold War incited anti-communist
hysteria exacerbated by the first Soviet atom bomb test,
incipient McCarthyism, and the war against communists in
Korea. The HUAC used the testimonies of Switz, Bentley,
and Chambers to demonstrate the government’s failure to
“root out communists.”  Elizabeth Bentley and Whitaker
Chambers operated with impunity and subsequently avoided
prison time in exchange for turning state’s evidence. Except
for their pre-trial detention, Robert Gordon Switz and
Marjorie Tilley avoided further imprisonment in France in
exchange for their damning testimony. After the Switz couple
returned to New York, the Department of Justice and the FBI
pursued their cooperation instead of prosecuting them.

CONCLUSION

The FBI and its predecessor Bureau of Investigation
lacked a counterintelligence program when Soviet
agents established networks from their base at

Amtorg. Agents arrived in the country and departed
undetected. Switz traveled twice to Panama on espionage
missions and avoided discovery. After France, the GRU
fixated on America’s open and secret military and industrial
information. Viktor Surovov, a former GRU officer, wrote that
in the early l930s the Red Army had acquired state-of-the-art
weapons and technology from a massive transfer of stolen
secrets.67 After receiving U.S. diplomatic recognition in
November 1934, the Soviets could use their embassy and
consulates as bases of operations for rezident spies and for
secure communications with control centers in Moscow. The
many Americans during the 1930s who were willing to act as
“sources” within the federal government and in military
installations, factories, and other manufacturing facilities
constituted an intelligence coup for the Soviets but a failure
for U.S. counterintelligence, arguably non-existent at the
time. In the end, Robert Gordon Switz, Marjorie Tilley,
Elizabeth Bentley, and Whitaker Chambers took advantage
of this indifference. Ultimately, the Department of Justice
and its FBI exonerated them from punishment in exchange
for their extraordinary cooperation and the revelations that
ensued.
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Executive Decision:
The Clemency Requests of Julius and Ethel Rosenberg

by Lee O. Lacy

 A wise President therefore gathers strength and
insight from the Nation. Still, in the end, he is alone.
There stands the decision—and there stands the
President.

— President John F. Kennedy, 1963

AN ATOMIC SHOCKWAVE

A bold front-page headline from The New York Times
on September 24, 1949, announced, “Atom Blast in
Russia Disclosed…” The Soviet Union had

detonated an atomic bomb on or about August 29, 1949,
ending the United States’ monopoly on atomic weaponry.
Thus, the Cold War entered a new era and with it new
tensions as the nuclear club gained a new member. President
Harry S. Truman, who only four years earlier had used two
atomic bombs to end World War II, recorded the events in
his memoirs in 1955: “I was surprised, of course, that the
Russians had made progress at a more rapid rate than was
anticipated…There was no panic, and there was no need for
emergency decisions…”1  Only a few months earlier, Truman
told ministers of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) that Soviet nuclear acquisition was several years
away. The event shook up the American public, although
widespread panic did not ensue. Mostly, there was a sense
of dread because the U.S. had lost a significant military
advantage over the Soviet Union. It was estimated the
Soviets would achieve parity by 1954.2 The surprise
detonation was the first of many shockwaves. As events
transpired in 1950 and 1951, it was revealed how the Soviet
Union obtained atomic secrets amid the other uncertainties
of the Cold War.

A WEB OF BETRAYAL UNWINDS

Just how did the Soviet Union acquire atomic secrets? In
February 1950, a complicated web of betrayal began to
unravel when British scientist Klaus Fuchs, who worked

on the Manhattan Project, was arrested by Great Britain for
espionage. Fuchs’ confession began a worldwide chain of
events, eventually revealing an international atomic spy ring
and leading to the arrest of Americans Julius and Ethel

Rosenberg, as well as many others.  Dr. Fuchs was recruited
by the Soviet Union in Great Britain in 1942. In 1943 he
began working in the atomic weapons laboratory at Los
Alamos, New Mexico. Beginning in 1944, he passed atomic
secrets through a U.S. courier, Harry Gold. Gold also served
as courier for David Greenglass, a U.S. Army enlisted soldier
assigned to Los Alamos. Greenglass and his wife, Ruth, were
engaged in espionage in the Albuquerque area from 1944 to
1946. In May 1950, Gold was arrested by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI) shortly after Fuchs’ confession. Very
quickly things fell apart when Gold confessed and implicated
Greenglass. In turn, Greenglass implicated his brother-in-law,
Julius Rosenberg, who also served as a courier. Later, Ethel
Rosenberg was connected to her husband and to Greenglass
as an accomplice.3 Julius Rosenberg and David Greenglass
were formally arrested in June 1950 and Ethel Rosenberg was
arrested in August. The FBI and the U.S. Attorney built a
strong case against them. The Rosenbergs, along with
another accomplice, Morton Sobell, were tried in U.S. District
Court in March 1951. All three were convicted a few weeks
later, but only the Rosenbergs were sentenced to death. The
discovery, subsequent trials, and convictions of the spy
organization unleashed a wave of adverse publicity for the
Truman administration from the summer of 1950 until the day
Truman left office in January 1953. Julius and Ethel
Rosenberg emerged as central figures, in part because of
their refusal to cooperate with the FBI; nor did they show
remorse.

The case reveals a web of espionage,
intrigue, betrayal, and epic tragedy set
against the backdrop of the early days of
the McCarthy era and a society trying to
understand the scope of atomic weapons.

For the nascent U.S. Intelligence Community, the Rosenberg
spy ring brought an increased sense of urgency in efforts to
counter the espionage efforts of a former ally—the Soviet
Union. Despite a large volume of evidence, many
unanswered questions remained—not all necessarily related
to the guilt or innocence of the Rosenbergs. One question is
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how and why did the request for executive clemency for
both Rosenbergs pass, without action, from the Truman
administration to the Eisenhower administration? Ultimately,
President Truman did not decisively act either to grant or
deny executive clemency to Julius and Ethel Rosenberg. In
doing so, any decision about clemency was passed along to
Truman’s successor, Dwight D. Eisenhower, creating a major
domestic and international controversy for him. While
historians, Rosenberg family members, and activists fight up
to this day to exonerate Ethel Rosenberg, the case is a
fascinating window into the Cold War. The case reveals a
web of espionage, intrigue, betrayal, and epic tragedy set
against the backdrop of the early days of the McCarthy era
and a society trying to understand the scope of atomic
weapons.

THE BULLY PULPIT OF
JOSEPH MCCARTHY

Washington, DC, in 1950 was a tinderbox waiting for
a spark to ignite it. Historian Debra Mulligan
summed it up best: “The climate in Washington

was especially tenuous, with hard-line Democrats and
Republicans seeking to purge the government of spies.
Following the Alger Hiss case, Congressmen such as
Richard Nixon, Karl Mundt, Pat McCarran, and others were
determined to follow a tough policy regarding suspected
enemies.”4  Of course, Russia’s development of an atomic
bomb did not help matters. Into the fray came Senator
Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin, whose bombastic
Communist-baiting speeches and bare-knuckled
confrontational nature intimidated many in Washington.
McCarthy claimed, without proof, that Communist
sympathizers worked in various departments and agencies of
the government.  In the opening salvo of the McCarthy era,
on February 9, 1950, the senator delivered a speech in
Wheeling, West Virginia, alleging to have names of known
Communists working in the State Department. The
accusation caught official Washington off-guard. A difficult
year lay ahead for President Truman as his troubles
mounted.

The mix of these events amid the insecurities of the Cold
War posed real challenges for the Truman administration.
Little is known about Truman’s views on the atomic
espionage scandals of 1950 and much less is known about
his reaction to the Rosenberg case. When the arrest of Klaus
Fuchs broke in February 1950, President Truman and his
advisors were shocked to learn Fuchs knew so much about
the hydrogen bomb.5  Additionally, the administration
shuddered at the thought, when Fuchs’ betrayal was made
public, of how it would embolden critics in Congress who
believed in a wider Communist conspiracy.6 The President’s
leading critic was Senator McCarthy, who had favorable
public opinion ratings. Nevertheless, Truman viewed

McCarthy’s allegations as a vain search for an issue for the
fall 1950 elections. Truman thought the charges were
politically motivated to sabotage bi-partisan efforts on
foreign policy.7 Moreover, Truman thought tales of Soviet
spy rings in Washington were in the imagination of a key
McCarthy ally, Congressman Karl Mundt. Truman dismissed
wild speculation about Communist infiltration.8 Before the
events of the summer of 1950 unfolded, the President
directed a study of political hysteria in American society,
“Witch Hunting and Hysteria in the United States.” The 170-
page report, produced by U.S. Air Force historians in 1949,
chronicled panic attacks in society from the Salem witchcraft
trials of the 1600s through the “Red Scare” of World War I.9

Amid unsubstantiated charges by McCarthy, Truman
publicly released the study in 1950, in an effort to quiet the
press and the McCarthy camp in Congress. Moreover, the
President sought to discredit McCarthy. In his memoirs,
Truman addressed McCarthy’s efforts as reckless actions
that undermined the Bill of Rights.10 The fact that McCarthy
irritated Truman is an understatement. McCarthy was
referenced numerous times in Truman’s memoirs, although
the Rosenbergs are not mentioned at all. The scarce mention
of Julius and Ethel Rosenberg in Truman’s Presidential
archives—the official record of his Presidency—made it
difficult to determine why he did not act on their requests for
clemency.

Ethel and Julius Rosenberg after their arrest. Credit: New
York World-Telegram and The Sun newspapers.  Public domain

photo from the Library of Congress.
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JULIUS AND ETHEL ROSENBERG

The two central figures of 1950s atomic espionage,
Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, are indelibly etched into
the American political and social landscape.

Depending on which side is asked, they were one of the
following: traitors, totally inconsequential figures, or
political scapegoats of the McCarthy era.  FBI Director J.
Edgar Hoover called it the “Crime of the Century.”11  The
case remains a popular and controversial subject nearly
70 years later, mostly due to the efforts of their surviving
sons. Volumes are written about their alleged guilt or
innocence. The political left continues to put forward a
case that it was a government frame-up. To further this
canard, decades later Ethel Rosenberg was depicted in a
television miniseries, “Angels in America,” in a macabre
fantasy dream sequence in which she haunts Roy Cohn, a
federal prosecutor from her trial, on his deathbed.12 In real
life, Cohn asserted Ethel was the spy ring mastermind who
could hold her own with the best of organized crime.13

From the Rosenbergs’ arrest in the summer of 1950 until
their execution in June 1953, the American public was
intrigued by the seemingly mild-mannered couple from
working-class Brooklyn turned Soviet agents. Unwittingly
woven into this public drama were two U.S. Presidents,
each with a hand in deciding the Rosenbergs’ fate.

EXECUTIVE DECISION

Executive clemency is a power granted to the President
under Article II of the U.S. Constitution. The chief
executive can grant pardons, issue reprieves, or

commute sentences of persons convicted of crimes.14 The
person convicted of the crime must submit a formal
petition though the Department of Justice (DOJ), which
analyzes the request and forwards it to the President
through the Attorney General for a final decision. This
obscure power granted by the Constitution offers some
understanding into how Presidents make decisions,
especially in the face of controversial issues.

In order to examine executive clemency, political
scientists, in their post mortems of Presidential
administrations, tend to place events and people in
context. Their observations often reveal the complexity of
the inner workings of government. The Rosenberg case is
a study in how the chief executive makes decisions.
Political scientist James Pfiffner views Presidential
decision-making as a multifaceted challenge to include:
“…the level of centralization, the extent of multiple
advocacy, and the use of honest brokers to manage
advice…”15 For instance, President John F. Kennedy
centralized policy advice shortly after the failed Bay of
Pigs invasion. President Richard M. Nixon used
established White House policy boards to be

independent of career bureaucracies in the various
departments. President Jimmy Carter attempted
centralization, but eventually reverted to the advice of
White House staff.  All Presidents since Carter have
adopted the use of counselors to aid in the decision
process. The decision- making styles of Presidents
Truman and Eisenhower figure into how the fate of the
Rosenbergs was decided.16

TWO PRESIDENTS – ONE VERY HARD
DECISION

Harry Truman was regarded as an “accidental”
President when he succeeded Franklin D. Roosevelt
(FDR), who died in office in 1945. Truman was an

obscure member of the U.S. Senate from Missouri in 1944.
By the time Truman became FDR’s running mate in the
midst of the 1944 election, he shed his early reputation as
a tool of the Missouri Democratic Party political machine.
Truman was elected President in his own right in 1948, but
by the time the atomic spy scandals broke in 1950 he was
very unpopular. Later that year, the Democratic Party saw
its majorities trimmed in the House of Representatives and
in the Senate, no doubt due to the faltering war in Korea
and unrelenting attacks by McCarthy.17 The Rosenbergs
likely added to Truman’s woes. Surprisingly, the Truman
Presidential archives reveal only anecdotal information—
details mostly considered common knowledge—about the
Rosenberg case. One deeply archived document reveals a
hint of the administration’s sentiment toward the
Rosenbergs. Deputy Attorney General Peyton Ford wrote
in February 1951 to U.S. Attorney Irving Saypol, the lead
Rosenberg prosecutor. Saypol worried certain public
statements were prejudicial and might be “subject for
condemnation” by the courts.18 Ford’s letter was in
response to Saypol’s earlier correspondence expressing
concern over DOJ statements regarding its intention to
seek the death penalty. Ford, speaking for the
administration, stated the Rosenberg case was the most
serious of its kind and the death penalty was warranted if
the Rosenbergs were convicted. Moreover, DOJ wanted
to impress the Atomic Energy Commission and the U.S.
Congress withthe gravity of the crimes committed by the
Rosenbergs.19 Years later, a little more light was shed on
the issue when Harvey M. Spear, former Special Assistant
to Truman’s Attorney General J. Howard McGrath, wrote
in The New York Times commenting on the death of
Rosenberg trial Judge Irving R. Kaufman. Kaufman’s
death reenergized some on the political left who used his
funeral, in February 1992, to protest the 1951 verdict.
According to Spear, Judge Kaufman telephoned President
Truman in 1952, as the Rosenbergs’ appeals were winding
through the court system. Ostensibly, Kaufman asked the
President to commute the Rosenbergs’ sentences to life
imprisonment. Truman told Kaufman that, if he felt
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strongly enough to ask for some form of executive
clemency, then perhaps he should commute the sentence
himself.20

Perhaps the best insight into Truman’s
mechanism for making decisions is to study
his use of the atomic bomb in August 1945
to end World War II.

Another incident reveals ambiguity in Truman’s position.
The Psychological Strategy Board (PSB) was an agency
created by Truman in 1951 to coordinate psychological
warfare, monitor international reaction to world events,
and develop position papers on various aspects of the
Cold War. According to researcher Lori Clune, in the
finals weeks of his term, Truman directed the PSB to draft
a statement denying clemency to the Rosenbergs. The
reason behind the directive and other details were not
revealed. Clune references a U.S. State Department
memorandum about the propaganda implications of the
Rosenberg trial. The December 11, 1952, memorandum
does not show a specific action directed by President
Truman.21 Additionally, the memorandum indirectly
upholds the Rosenberg jury verdict. Two weeks later, a
PSB statement dated December 30, 1952, stated the crime
the Rosenbergs committed exceeded the crime of murder,
because of the “…betrayal of the entire nation and could
very well result in the death of many, many thousands of
innocent citizens.”22  Clune contends that on January 14,
1953, the PSB wrote in favor of clemency: “…serious
thought should be given to providing key members of the
White House staff, whether Harry’s [Truman] or Ike’s
[Eisenhower], with the thought that a commutation of the
Rosenbergs’ sentence could be used very effectively as a
major peg to exploit Soviet anti-Semitism.” 23 There is no
evidence either President Truman or President-elect
Eisenhower knew of the PSB reversal referenced by Clune.
It is unlikely Truman saw the pro-clemency memorandum
because on January 15, 1953, during his last official press
conference, Truman was asked, “Mr. President, have you
reached a decision in the Rosenberg case?” Truman
replied, “The Rosenberg case hasn’t come up to me;
therefore, I can’t reach a decision on it until it does come
up.”24 Whether Truman was deflecting a question about a
controversial issue or simply blurted out the truth, no one
knows for certain.  On the other hand, if Eisenhower saw
the PSB memorandum, it did not appear to affect his
decision to ultimately deny clemency in February 1953.25

Any policy confusion or issues with continuity in
Truman’s last official days might be attributed to the push
to transition to a new administration, the stalemated war
in Korea, and other distractors.

THE ETHICS OF DECISION-MAKING

Perhaps the best insight into Truman’s mechanism for
making decisions is to study his use of the atomic
bomb in August 1945 to end World War II. Of course,

no one dares to compare, side-by-side, the use of atomic
weapons to end a world war with capital punishment, but
there exist some similarities when elements of ethical
reasoning are applied to decision-making. Because little
information about the Rosenberg case was available from
President Truman, his archives, or those close to him, it is
assumed some sort of ethical decision-making process
was involved in the government’s prosecution. Professor
Michael Rockler argues Truman applied principles of
utilitarian and Kantian principles as a decision- maker.
Simply put, utilitarianism searches for the common good
in such a way to “achieve the greatest good for the
greatest number.” One pitfall of utilitarianism is the
difficulty in distributing the “amount of pleasure and pain
across society.”26 Contemporary interpretations of
utilitarianism contend the consequences of decisions
made must be weighed against the potential benefits for
society. Kantian principles are defined by three elements.
First, each person must use reason to decide what is
morally right. A person is duty-bound to act in an ethical
manner once the question of what is morally right is
resolved. Next, a person must be honest and tell the truth.
This a bedrock principle and cannot be abandoned.
Lastly, a person is obligated to be an example for others.27

It appears Truman employed atomic weapons in a
utilitarian fashion—he had to kill Japanese citizens to
force Imperial Japan to surrender. In doing so, it was
estimated he saved hundreds of thousands of U.S.
servicemen, who were destined as invasion forces of
mainland Japan in 1946. In a similar fashion, after World
War II Truman initiated the Marshall Plan, which also
demonstrated Kantian principles. Truman felt morally
obligated to aid and rebuild Europe, to include former
enemies Germany and Italy. Whether Truman consciously
applied ethical principles is not known, but it serves as a
measuring stick in regard to prosecuting atomic espionage
in the early 1950s. If the only evidence of the Truman
administration’s attitude toward the Rosenberg case was
Deputy Attorney General Ford’s letter to U.S. Attorney
Saypol favoring the death penalty, it appears the
administration took a Kantian approach.

The crime of atomic espionage was so repugnant it
warranted capital punishment. It was the principle that
counted in the early days of the Cold War, a war often
fought using psychological warfare. Ford’s letter is
contrasted to Truman’s personal views on the death
penalty. Truman is on record opposing the death penalty.
“I’ve never really believed in capital punishment. I
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commuted the sentence of the fellow who was trying to
shoot me to life imprisonment. That’s the best example I
can give you.”28 As far as executive clemency, according
to the Pew Research Center analysis of DOJ statistics,
“Truman…granted clemency 2,044 times – including 1,913
pardons, 118 commutations and 13 remissions – during
his nearly eight years in office…”29 The death penalty was
not as controversial in the 1950s as it is today. As a
matter of fact, support rose for capital punishment in the
aftermath of the Rosenbergs’ court conviction. The Gallup
Poll showed support for the death penalty increased to 68
percent.30 As Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces,
Truman was empowered to pardon service members or
commute their sentences. The death penalty was applied
on numerous occasions in the Armed Forces between
April 1945 and January 1953. Any anti-death penalty
views held by Truman did not seem to be overtly or
uniformly reflected in any of his official actions as
President.

THE BUCK STOPS HERE

Adding to the confusion surrounding Truman’s
position on the Rosenbergs, Allen Weinstein, a Cold
War historian, wrote in a 1975 article that federal

prosecutors initially wanted the death penalty but were
opposed by the Truman administration. Weinstein based
this on analysis of documents received from the FBI
under the Freedom of Information Act, but he did not
provide a citation.31  U.S. Attorney Irving Saypol wrote to
FBI Director Clarence M. Kelley, refuting Weinstein’s
claim. Prior to sentencing, Saypol met with Deputy
Attorney General Peyton Ford and Assistant Attorney
General James McInerney, who conveyed “capital
punishment for one or both [Julius and Ethel] was in not
out.”32

McCarthy’s accusations came on the heels
of the Alger Hiss scandal, which dominated
the headlines from 1948 to 1950.

Perhaps the deafening silence from the Truman
administration was out of respect for the criminal justice
system. It is possible Truman wanted to see justice
served without any prejudicial comments from him or
other top officials. It is not without precedent for the
President to comment on pending prosecutions involving
national security. In June 1942, during World War II, eight
would-be Nazi saboteurs were captured in New York
enroute to a sabotage mission. Two months later, a secret
military tribunal tried and convicted them under the laws
of war. At an off-the-record press conference on August

4, 1942, President Roosevelt made brief comments about
the legal proceedings in response to a reporter’s
question. FDR’s reply did not address the saboteurs nor
the case directly, but defended the prosecutions in
general terms: “… this is a nation of laws, and the people
carry out the preservation of society through legal means.
And that so far this very serious case, happening in a
time of war, has been carried out through the processes
which we call the American processes of justice…”33 Four
days later, six of the eight saboteurs were executed.

Another explanation for Truman’s motivation in the
Rosenberg case was influence from Joseph McCarthy’s
public campaign to expose Communists. McCarthy’s
accusations came on the heels of the Alger Hiss scandal,
which dominated the headlines from 1948 to 1950. In
January 1950, former State Department official Hiss was
convicted of perjury for lying about his contacts with the
Soviet Union in the 1930s.  This was a big embarrassment
for the Truman administration because Hiss was an up-
and- coming New Deal Democrat, being groomed for high-
level positions. These events created a firestorm across
the political and social landscape. Truman became
defensive when he discounted the magnitude of
Communists in government and assured the nation it was
“not going to hell” as a prominent Catholic leader
warned.34 Any hint of leniency toward the Rosenbergs
might have emboldened McCarthy. There is no direct
evidence of Truman being intimidated by McCarthy and it
seems unlikely given Truman’s personality and leadership
style.  Nevertheless, McCarthy was a thorn in Truman’s
side.

Claims of anti-Semitism were pervasive throughout the
Rosenberg trial. Julius and Ethel Rosenberg belonged to
the Jewish faith. There is no evidence Truman’s actions
were motivated by prejudice. The lead Rosenberg
prosecutor, Irving Saypol, and the trial judge, Irving
Kaufman, were both Jewish and both were nominated for
their positions by Truman. As further evidence, in 1948,
Truman signed a memorandum formally recognizing the
State of Israel. It is safe to dismiss any charges of anti-
Semitism against President Truman.

THE MAN WHO KNEW

Perhaps the obvious answer is Truman was convinced
the Rosenbergs were guilty and, in his own mind,
justice was served. Top Secret signals intelligence

collected by the U.S. government—the VENONA
Project—revealed a treasure trove of espionage activity.
Clandestine communications were intercepted between
various U.S.-based atomic spies and the Soviet Union
starting in 1943. Most messages were decrypted between
1947 and 1952.35 These cables established prima facie
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proof Julius and Ethel Rosenberg were guilty, but none
could be introduced at trial for fear of revealing to the
Soviets their code was broken. If President Truman and
Attorney General McGrath were privy to VENONA
decryptions, it might explain their official silence in the case
and why Truman did not intervene or grant clemency. In
2003 news columnist Robert Novak investigated Truman’s
knowledge of VENONA and concluded the President was
privy to the intercepted communication. Novak provided one
source to corroborate Truman’s knowledge of the operation.
The source was retired National Security Agency staffer
Oliver Kirby. Kirby obtained his information from Brigadier
General Carter W. Clarke, Sr., the World War II Army signals
intelligence chief, under whom Kirby served. Purportedly,
Truman was briefed on VENONA six weeks after becoming
President in 1945, and again in 1948 and 1950. Novak
concluded President Truman knew Julius Rosenberg and
Alger Hiss were criminally implicated by communication
intercepts. Although this is disputed by some Cold War
scholars, Novak gives a spirited defense of his position,
which it seemed to hinge on one person’s account and one
White House meeting.36  VENONA was not declassified until
1995; therefore, it was not available for Truman to comment
on publicly after he left office.

Top Secret signals intelligence collected
by the U.S. government—the VENONA
Project—revealed a treasure trove of
espionage activity.

None of this explains why President Truman did not speak
publicly after the Rosenberg convictions in March 1951, nor
during any of the appeals process, which formally ended in
October 1952.  Nor does it explain why Truman did not act
on the Rosenbergs’ appeal for executive clemency in the last
weeks of his administration. Truman knew the requests were
forthcoming—he acknowledged it in his last formal press
conference. There was ample time to act or at least formulate
some kind of response, since the facts of the case were
known during the trial and through many appeals.
Furthermore, Truman had the power to expedite the
clemency appeals through the DOJ bureaucracy. Truman
was known for his decisiveness, but it seems out of
character to pass off such a monumental decision to
President Eisenhower. Novak summed it up: “…President
Truman who was so decisive in authorizing the atom
bombing of Japan, military intervention in Korea, the
Marshall Plan, Greek-Turkish aid, and NATO could not come
to grips with Soviet espionage at home.”37  Novak
concluded, “Unfortunately, the failing may have been in
Harry Truman himself.”38 It remains a mystery why President
Truman left the Rosenberg appeals for clemency to his
successor, Dwight Eisenhower.

THE TRANSITION OF POWER

To understand the chain of events in the White House
leading to the Rosenbergs’ June 1953 execution, a
short history lesson from the last few months of the

Truman administration brings the issue into context. The
window of opportunity for Truman to act, on his own
initiative, was from October 13, 1952, until he left office on
January 20, 1953. The Rosenbergs separately filed formal
appeals to the White House for a stay of execution on
January 10, 1953. President Truman had the option to
intervene with a pardon or commutation of sentence, for
either Julius or Ethel or both. Public correspondence to
President Truman was fairly even—untold hundreds of
telegrams advocating for the Rosenberg execution and
just as many against it. Many prominent individuals, such
as Albert Einstein and Pope Pius XII, appealed to Truman
to stop the execution. J.B. Simms of Louisville, Kentucky,
opposing the execution, wrote, “Russia will never stop
‘harping’ over it if they go to the chair.”39 The case
garnered worldwide attention and pressure mounted on
Truman to act as his Presidency drew to a close. Matthew
Connelly, staff secretary to Truman, wrote to the Dean of
the Divinity School at the University of Chicago after
receiving correspondence requesting a personal meeting:
“ [The President’s] commitments these last few days in
the Presidency are overwhelming… we cannot comply
with the wishes of numerous citizens who have expressed
a desire to speak with the President.”40 Some pro-
execution correspondence included Bibles, birth
certificates, and letters of commendation from parents

President Harry S. Truman and his successor, Dwight D.
Eisenhower, leave the White House in an open car on the way to

the Capitol for inauguration ceremonies on January 20, 1953.
Credit: New York World-Telegram and The Sun newspapers.

Public domain photo from the Library of Congress.
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whose children were killed in World War II.41  Despite
vociferous “for” and “against” letters, calls, and
telegrams, the Truman Presidency ended without any
official action being taken, thus ending Truman’s
involvement in the matter.

PRESIDENT EISENHOWER’S
FIRST CRISIS

In 1953 Eisenhower became the first Republican President
since Herbert Hoover, who had left office 20 years earlier.
Eisenhower was unique as chief executive, having served

at the highest levels of leadership in the military.  He
favored a leadership style which emphasized
centralization—the use of his Cabinet to discuss issues
and make policy. No doubt this style was influenced by
his many years in uniform. Everything seemed to indicate
a smooth transition between Truman and Eisenhower, at
least at the Cabinet and agency levels. Official
communication between President Truman and President-
elect Eisenhower was courteous, but terse. Official
records do not show any discussion of the Rosenberg
case during the transition, by either man. After the
Rosenbergs exhausted all of their appeals with the U.S.
Supreme Court in the fall of 1952, all that remained was an
appeal for executive clemency to the President of the
United States. Dwight D. Eisenhower was inaugurated as
the 34th President of the United States on January 20,
1953.  Competing for his immediate attention was the
stalemated war in Korea, the troubles of the Cold War,
and continued accusations by Senator McCarthy of
communist infiltration.

Simmering on the back burner was the Rosenberg issue,
approaching two years since the death sentence was
handed down.  The resolution of their case consisted of
two major parts. The first part was the held- over appeal
from the Truman administration, which awkwardly fell into
Eisenhower’s lap. Richard Nixon, who was Eisenhower’s
Vice President, commented in 1983 about his boss’
involvement: First, Eisenhower was influenced by his
personal experience in World War II, where he held
military intelligence in high regard. Given his view on
intelligence and the nature of crimes committed by the
Rosenbergs, it is doubtful Eisenhower would have
granted clemency. Furthermore, the Rosenbergs received
full justice; therefore, Eisenhower declined to intervene
and nullify the judgment of the court. As Nixon reflected
on events that spanned from 1953 to 1983, he said no one
in the administration had the full story on Ethel
Rosenberg. It was possible the evidence against her was
tainted. She was often portrayed in a sympathetic light, in
that her involvement was thought not to be as extensive
as her husband’s. Critics of the prosecution contend
some witnesses implicated in the case were under the

threat of harsh sentences and were pressured into
embellishing their testimony. Nixon went on to say, “If I
had known—if we had known that at the time—if
President Eisenhower had known it, he might have taken a
different view with regard to her.” He continued, “In other
words, tainted evidence, even though a person is totally
guilty, is a reason to get him off.”42 Nixon then recounted
an event leading up to Eisenhower’s decision. Nixon,
along with Attorney General Herbert Brownell, Jr., and
Deputy Attorney General William Rogers made the final
case against clemency to Eisenhower. There were no
arguments for clemency. “And let us understand—Mrs.
Rosenberg was guilty. This wasn’t a case of somebody
not guilty going to the chair.”43

Eisenhower was influenced by his personal
experience in World War II, where he held
military intelligence in high regard. Given
his view on intelligence and the nature of
crimes committed by the Rosenbergs, it is
doubtful Eisenhower would have granted
clemency.

Eisenhower did not make an immediate decision. Instead,
he took 22 days to consider the matter. He formally
rejected the Rosenbergs’ appeals for clemency on
February 11, 1953. Brownell, interviewed in 1967, provided
extensive insight on how the President came to his
decision. The matter at hand was either to pardon the
Rosenbergs or commute their sentences. If commuted, the
Rosenbergs would be freed after 15 years under federal
sentencing guidelines. The Rosenberg case was
discussed in at least two Cabinet meetings, which
revealed the importance of the matter. Brownell felt
Eisenhower was deeply concerned about their pending
execution. The idea of Presidential pardons and
commutations was new to Eisenhower. He “had to do
some heavy thinking on his policies for executions.”44 In a
letter to his son John, the President wrestled with the idea
of executing a woman.45 In the short time left to consider
the matter, Eisenhower directed the U.S. Information
Agency to gauge world reaction. Additionally, the
President considered the detrimental effect of clemency
on pending law enforcement investigations.46  The second
part of the Eisenhower executive clemency process took
place six months after he took office. The case was further
complicated when the U.S. Supreme Court stayed the
Rosenberg executions on June 17, 1953, to argue the
technicalities as to whether the Espionage Act of 1917,
under which the Rosenbergs were convicted, was
superseded by the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. Cabinet
minutes from June 19 show Attorney General Brownell
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was certain the last-minute stay was purely an unfounded
technicality.  President Eisenhower expressed concern the
public was confused by recent events which threatened
to overshadow the guilt of the Rosenbergs. Moreover,
Brownell reiterated there was additional factual
information on the case, but the government could not
use it in the trial. The Cabinet minutes do not show
Brownell elaborating on those facts. 47 This was, perhaps,
a reference to the VENONA operation.  Ultimately, the
stay was lifted later that day and the Rosenbergs were
executed at the Sing Sing Prison at 8 p.m. In the end,
Eisenhower concluded the Rosenbergs received a fair trial
with an extensive post-trial judicial review.48

The cliché about leaders being “lonely at the top” seems
no truer when examining the roles of both Presidents
Truman and Eisenhower in the Rosenberg case. For both
men it was not an impulsive or emotional decision. There
were many complex aspects of fairness, justice, and
national security. Against a backdrop of the Cold War,
Truman had to contend with an ascending Joseph
McCarthy, the pressures brought on by the two Alger
Hiss trials, and the multiple arrests of persons for atomic
espionage. For both Truman and Eisenhower, granting the
Rosenbergs a reprieve from death might have resulted in a
confession. There is no evidence Truman even
considered it. As late as three weeks before the
executions, Eisenhower encouraged Attorney General
Brownell to “play a war of nerves with [the] Rosenbergs,
including if necessary [a] temporary stray of
execution…”49 Then, there was the issue of appearing to
give in to Soviet propaganda and its effect on internal
U.S. security. From Eisenhower’s point of view, if Ethel
Rosenberg was permitted to live and eventually freed, the
Soviets would recruit future spies who were female.50

Moreover, Eisenhower did not want to discount the
negative psychological effect of clemency on the U.S.
justice system.51 From the easy perspective of hindsight,
it is clear there were few good choices for either men. As
events unfolded in the press, the courts, and the White
House, the drama and dilemma of the Rosenbergs no
doubt caused both men to feel the weight and loneliness
of their high office.

A DEFINING MOMENT OF THE
COLD WAR

The arrest, trial, and ultimately the executions of Julius
and Ethel Rosenberg were defining moments in the
Cold War—a war fought largely along ideological

lines. It was characterized by right-wing hysteria induced
by Joseph McCarthy—a man who undoubtedly saw
Communists in his sleep. Conversely, there was the
passive response of the political left, for whom atomic
espionage was akin to jaywalking.  McCarthy and his

supporters fought relentlessly in the trenches in an effort
to purge liberal thought in American society. Also
fighting in the trenches were untold numbers of
misguided individuals, such as the Rosenbergs, who were
willing foot soldiers for the Communist Party and proxies
for the Soviet Union.  Astonishingly, former Soviet
spymaster Anatoly Yatskov claimed the FBI discovered
less than half of the Soviet spy network in North
America.52 For its part, the FBI broke new ground in
counterintelligence and developed a formidable adversary
in the Soviet Union and its successor, Russia, which
continues long after the Cold War ended.  Unwittingly
ensnared in these events were two of the most admired
leaders in American history—Harry S. Truman and Dwight
D. Eisenhower, each known for decisive leadership. It
remains forever a mystery why President Truman
remained silent during the Rosenberg case and deferred
action to his successor. While there is no mystery as to
President Eisenhower’s actions, when the fate of the
Rosenbergs became his responsibility, it is puzzling why
history continues to judge him so harshly in light of
extraordinary circumstances.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is a revolutionary
technological innovation with the potential to
disrupt all aspects of human life. For the U.S.

Intelligence Community, the emergence of AI presents a
series of challenges to the current organizational structure
but also a variety of opportunities for enhancing the
effectiveness of intelligence procedures. The Intelligence
Community (IC) needs to adapt to the age of AI by
devoting time, energy, and resources to (1) integrating
currently available AI capabilities into collection,
analysis, and IC management processes; (2) educating the
IC workforce on AI applications that will influence
regional political and functional topics; and (3)
rationalizing the collection, analysis, and dissemination of
intelligence on AI-related developments abroad.

INTRODUCTION

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is a revolutionary
technological innovation with the potential to
disrupt political, economic, and social relations

around the world. From changing how wars are fought, to
upending industrial sectors, to transforming how humans
interact with machines in their day-to-day lives, AI presents
a profound challenge to existing human behavior, norms,
and our current way of life. The U.S. government has
responded to this challenge by enacting a series of policies
meant to foster AI research domestically and encourage the
integration of AI-related technologies into the defense and
national security sectors.  Foremost among these is a Trump
administration executive order issued in February 2019 titled
Maintaining American Leadership in Artificial
Intelligence. The order directs federal agencies “to prioritize
AI investments in research and development, increase
access to federal data” for research purposes, and “prepare
workers to adapt to an era of AI.”1

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is a revolutionary
technological innovation with the potential
to disrupt political, economic, and social
relations around the world.

The executive order was followed a day later by the release
of the “Department of Defense (DoD) Artificial Intelligence
Strategy.” The strategy lays out the Department’s approach
to incorporating AI-enabled capabilities and technologies
into military decision-making and operations. It also
identifies the Joint Artificial Intelligence Center (JAIC), a unit
established in June 2018, as the focal point for AI-related
information within the Department.2 The AI strategy appears
to build off both the National Security Strategy, which
explicitly references the significance of AI for the U.S.
military,3 and the National Defense Strategy, which
addresses advanced autonomous systems as a mean of
applying AI technology.4

The administration’s interest in AI was also presaged in
its FY2019 budget request in which AI and autonomous
unmanned systems were identified among the country’s
top research and development priorities. Funding in the
budget was allocated for areas that support AI
advancements, including high-performance computing.
One high-visibility project is the Department of Energy’s
Advanced Scientific Computing Research Program, which
is projected to receive $811 million to support research,
implement facility upgrades, cultivate exascale high-
performance computers, and foster supercomputing
infrastructures at the Argonne and Oak Ridge National
Laboratories, located in Illinois and Tennessee,
respectively.55 The White House, “Administration
Research and Development priorities,” Fiscal Year 2019
Budget Request, 2018,  Aside from the federal government
securing funds, state, local, and private sectors also have
paved the way for the utilization of AI.

The IC has the opportunity to join these wider
government efforts in encouraging the evolution of AI. IC
leaders can do so by embracing the adoption of AI
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technologies within their agencies and services;
educating their personnel on AI advancements and
applications, particularly those likely to impact specific
regional or functional intelligence topics; and supporting
the rationalization of intelligence collection, analysis, and
dissemination on AI-related advancements abroad in
countries like Russia, China, and India. This approach will
allow the IC to adapt more smoothly to the era of AI by
absorbing the aspects that improve current intelligence
processes while also establishing a coordinated approach
to reporting on our adversaries’ use of AI.

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE
ILLUMINATED

For the purposes of this article, AI is defined as “that
activity devoted to making machines intelligent, and
intelligence is that quality that enables an entity to

function appropriately and with foresight in its
environment.”6 In essence, AI is a means of describing
computer programs capable of simulating human
cognition. Within this definition, AI is often separated
into two distinct types: general AI and narrow AI.7

General AI refers to the development of machines capable
of simulating human intelligence “across the full range of
cognitive tasks.”8 These are, in essence, machines
capable of thinking and acting in ways that are
indistinguishable from humans. As of today, general AI is
largely theoretical; no current system known in the U.S. or
elsewhere appears to match this description. Narrow AI,
on the other hand, refers to the application of machine
processes to specific, limited tasks. Narrow AI is currently
being put to use in a wide range of applications including
“playing strategic games, language translation, self-
driving vehicles, and image recognition,” plus others.9

In essence, AI is a means of describing
computer programs capable of simulating
human cognition.

There are also various technologies discussed in the same
context as AI that, depending on one’s definition, fall
under the label “AI” or are closely related. Chief among
these are Machine Learning, Deep Learning, Natural
Language Processing (NLP), autonomous systems, and
big data analytics. Machine Learning, which encompasses
Deep Learning,10 refers to a “set of techniques and tools
that allow computers to think by creating mathematical
algorithms based on accumulated data.”11 Here computer
programs are fed user-selected data that train the
algorithm to perform a specific function, such as
recognizing images or text. The program is then set to
perform its function on a new set of data using the inputs

generated from the training dataset. NLP is often
identified as a form of Deep Learning and is the specific
application of Machine Learning to speech recognition
and language translation.12 Autonomous systems are
programs and machines that function independently of
human inputs, and may or may not incorporate AI
features. Finally, the term “big data analytics”
encompasses a range of evaluative techniques and
procedures that may be unassociated with AI. However,
when AI and big data are discussed together it is often in
reference to one of two things: the use of very large
datasets for “training” computer algorithms (i.e., machine
learning) or the use of AI algorithms to find insights and
patterns within datasets.

When AI and big data are discussed
together it is often in reference to one of
two things: the use of very large datasets
for “training” computer algorithms (i.e.,
machine learning) or the use of AI
algorithms to find insights and patterns
within datasets.

It is important to note that none of the definitions above
is, in fact, definitive. AI is a diverse field with a constantly
evolving vernacular. For most intelligence officers there is
little use in mastering the intricacies of current AI
terminology. Instead, IC education efforts should focus
on explaining what AI entails conceptually, and devote
most resources to identifying current and future
applications. Specific, concrete examples of AI-driven
advancements in the near and intermediate term are likely
to have the most impact on the policymaking process at
the national level.

INTEGRATING AI CAPABILITIES INTO
THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

The IC is taking a long, hard look at what has been
done, what can be done now, and what planning
should occur for a future that incorporates a new

dynamic model for adapting to the so-called “Integrated
Intelligence World.” This means accepting the data
science community, hiring a diverse workforce which
understands technological enhancements, and attracting
inventive minds that can envision a future integrated by
humans working with machines. Using a data-driven
approach, the IC is opening up the aperture not only to
comprehend what Fortune 100 technology companies are
doing to thrive with AI, but also to develop their own
unique role of integrating big data and advanced
analytics. The “six V’s” of big data are playing a key role
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within the IC, understanding the complexity in analyzing
data as it relates to value, velocity, variety, volume,
veracity, and volatility. The IC sees the veracity and the
accuracy, as well as the authenticity, of a dataset by
being able to trace it back to the original host as the most
crucial component. Along with veracity, that is, having a
high worth for the value of data, utilizing human and
computational resources for collecting, processing,
exploiting, and disseminating data is imperative.

Using a data-driven approach, the IC is
opening up the aperture not only to
comprehend what Fortune 100 technology
companies are doing to thrive with AI, but
also to develop their own unique role of
integrating big data and advanced analytics.

In order to develop in-house expertise to tackle big data
problems as well as invest in next-generation
breakthroughs, the IC has specific elements, such as the
Intelligence Advanced Research Projects Activity
(IARPA), and others.13 Collaborating across the IC,
IARPA invests in high-risk and high-payoff research
programs to tackle the most difficult challenges across the
various disciplines and agencies. Focusing on four
tenets, IARPA targets big data science through Analysis,
Anticipatory Intelligence, Collection, and Computing.
Analysis seeks to maximize insight from the information
collected. Anticipatory Intelligence addresses
technologies that provide decision-makers with accurate
forecasts of events relevant to national security matters.
Collection focuses on improving the value of acquiring
data from all sources. Finally, Computing emphasizes
countering new capabilities being implemented by our
adversaries that could threaten operating within a
networked world. Strategically boasting a strong
representation of researchers and scientists, IARPA is at
the forefront of working with academia and industry
partners.

AMERICAN AI COLLABORATION

“AI holds tremendous potential as a tool to
empower the American worker, drive growth in
American industry, and improve the lives of the

American people. Our free market approach to scientific
discovery harnesses the combined strengths of
government, industry, and academia, and uniquely
positions us to leverage this technology for the
betterment of our great nation.”14 Across governments,
whether at the state or national level, as well as in
industry and academia, scientists are pursuing this

technology for the betterment of societies, nations, and
the world. In May 2018, more than 100 senior government
officials, technical experts, academics, and business
leaders who are utilizing AI technologies to benefit their
workers, customers, shareholders, and organizations
attended the Artificial Intelligence for American Industry
Summit. The goal is to focus on the benefits of AI in order
to take full advantage of making our world a better place.
There are high-impact areas that could benefit from the
applications of AI not previously pursued until now.
Collectively, the sophistication of this technology should
be harnessed in order to create an environment in which
humans can be free from the miseries of disease, live in a
more unified world, and spend quality time having a life
with meaning. “In our highly competitive world where
everybody is competing for eyeballs and trying to
leverage the first mover advantage, only AI can deliver
the efficiency we seek. However, there is an underlying
fear that excessive reliance on AI will lead to an
impersonal experience devoid of the human element.”15

PREDICTIVE ANALYTICS

“Acentral responsibility of military intelligence staff
is to predict the future actions and intentions of
enemy, neutral, and allied parties. Nevertheless,

how accurate and useful are these predictions?”16

Throughout the history of military operations, as well as
key intelligence decisions made, one could attest that
predicting another’s approach often works well, but how
good is good enough? Using key terms such as “this
could happen”, “possibly occur”, or “may transpire” has
no rigid framework from which to base an assessment.
Using information operations, strategic influence,
psychological aspects, denial and deception, and other
approaches only works so far within the human
intelligence arena. There are many more tools available to
intelligence analysts that allow them not only to capture
what an individual or group may potentially do but also
weigh options in a predictable fashion. Integrated open
source tools such as Google TensorFlow, Apache Beam,
Flink, Spark, and many others are mainstream. These tools
allow intelligence professionals to focus on hard
problems that require human intellect while machines
using software work on complex problems, analyzing them
together. “The incorporation of technology into everyday
life has only intensified and is now becoming an intrinsic
part of operations; thus, it must be considered for further
inquiry.”17

EDUCATING THE IC ABOUT AI

The IC thrives on the collection of information,
securing valid sources and performing unique
activities for the interests of national security.
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Throughout the short history of the IC, intelligence
professionals have done their best to collect information
needed by the President, the National Security Council,
the Secretary of Defense, and other Executive Branch
officials for the production and dissemination of
intelligence products. “Intelligence agency leaders have
long been interested in AI, and see it as a set of
technologies that can increase the effectiveness of
analysts and save them time. For example, the National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency sees AI-powered
computer vision as a way to automate certain kinds of
image analysis, which will free up analysts to perform
higher-level work.”18 The IC is leveraging technological
advancements such as machine learning in order to
automate processes. Intelligence professionals can spend
quality time accomplishing mission-related tasks instead
of repetitive and time-consuming initiatives. The
collection, transfer, and response rate to make crucial
intelligence-related decisions can be even faster than it
would take to type up an intelligence report. The
utilization of big data analytics allows an analyst or
operator to accomplish mission objectives that would
have taken weeks to achieve about 20 years ago; now
these mission sets take a matter of minutes with AI.
Nonetheless, with sophisticated hardware and software
components improving the tradecraft of the IC, training
and education available for the intelligence profession are
needed.

The IC is leveraging technological
advancements such as machine learning
in order to automate processes.
Intelligence professionals can spend
quality time accomplishing mission-
related tasks instead of repetitive and
time-consuming initiatives.

One obvious front-runner for educating the IC is the
National Intelligence University (NIU). With degrees in
intelligence at the bachelor’s and master’s levels, there
are also graduate certificates of intelligence studies
focused on strategic as well as science and technology
intelligence. The NIU has a cadre of subject matter experts
from intelligence organizations who bring a wealth of
knowledge, practical experience, and academic
qualifications to the classroom. Many of the faculty have
served on national boards and commissions, including the
National Security Council, National Intelligence Council,
Intelligence Science Board, Weapons of Mass
Destruction Commission, and various Presidential
commissions.19 The University is also well known for
producing and publishing value-added research that

develops analytical and creative ways to tackle even the
toughest intelligence-related problems. Many NIU
students have won awards for ground-breaking research
explored in their theses, making contributions to the
intelligence mission for innovation and collaboration with
international partners. Nonetheless, it is not a requirement
for intelligence professionals to attend the University;
therefore, there are still archaic tactics, ancient
techniques, and antiquated procedures being used (and
taught) throughout the IC.

AI-RELATED INTELLIGENCE AGAINST
ADVERSARIES

Within the IC today, AI is treated as one of
several emerging technologies, each of which
draws upon existing collection and analytic

resources.  While concepts like quantum computing,
biotechnology, and the like are important and may have
substantial impacts on society, no field has as much
potential to disrupt human existence, and threaten U.S.
national security, as AI.20 U.S. adversaries will eventually
use AI for military applications to improve weapon
performance and counter existing U.S. technology. It is
critical that U.S. policymakers understand how this
process occurs, and that senior decision-makers have a
clear picture of foreign AI activities and the challenge
they pose to current and future U.S. forces.

Developing this comprehensive picture requires the
rationalization and prioritization of AI-focused
intelligence across the Community. Currently, AI-related
intelligence reporting is scattered across the seventeen
agencies and services of the IC and is coordinated only
on an ad hoc basis. While motivated officers have
developed various communities of practice on AI-related
issues, there is no functional nexus around which AI
information can be organized. Instead, it is subsumed
within other regional or functional accounts where it is
treated as a relatively small and insignificant component
of the wider intelligence picture.

We propose the Director of National Intelligence (DNI)
remedy this situation by establishing a National Artificial
Intelligence Center (NAIC) to serve as the central hub for
AI intelligence collection, analysis, and dissemination
within the IC. Using the authorities granted under Section
1023 of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention
Act of 2004, the DNI can create this coordinating body to
serve much the same function as the National
Counterproliferation Center (NCPC) or the National
Counterintelligence and Security Center (NCSC). The
Center would serve as a focal point for designing a
comprehensive collection strategy for AI that cuts across
regional lines and coordinates IC agency actions while
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ensuring a more efficient allocation of SIGINT, HUMINT,
GEOINT, MASINT, and OSINT resources. It would also
act as the repository for AI subject matter expertise that
would house analysts steeped in the topic and capable of
reviewing and coordinating on AI-focused reports coming
out of the IC agencies. Analysts at the NAIC would have
the advantage of not being tied to an existing regional or
functional topic, and could follow AI advancements in
multiple countries based on how the technology evolves.

While motivated officers have developed
various communities of practice on AI-
related issues, there is no functional nexus
around which AI information can be
organized. Instead, it is subsumed within
other regional or functional accounts where
it is treated as a relatively small and
insignificant component of the wider
intelligence picture.

More importantly, analysts at the Center would be
untethered to any existing agency office or “INT,” and
could focus their efforts on tailoring analytic reports to
senior policymakers in the White House and the National
Security Council. Today, a policymaker looking for more
information on AI in the IC is forced to draw on a number
of different offices for assistance, most of which are
narrowly focused on their areas of interest and, perhaps,
only minimally aware of what AI is and what other offices
already know about it. The NAIC would act as a
clearinghouse for foreign AI information that would
organize the dissemination of AI intelligence reports and
could be relied upon for immediate information requests.
In this sense, the NAIC need not be a tasking entity or
even an original analytic producer, but could instead rely
upon work done inside the agencies for most information
and focus its efforts on developing a systematic,
collective response to policymaker requirements.

Finally, critical to the NAIC’s success would be an
extensive partnership with DoD’s JAIC. The two
organizations would have complementary missions; one
would focus on following the AI developments of our
adversaries while the other focuses on incorporating AI
technology into U.S. military systems and capabilities.
The work of the NAIC could be used by the JAIC to
improve the design of U.S. AI-capabilities, take advantage
of insights gained on foreign technology, and improve the
military’s ability to defend against future battlefield
opponents. With appropriate safeguards protecting
sources and methods, NAIC-identified intelligence could

be shared with the U.S. defense industrial base via the
JAIC. Thus, the benefits of NAIC intelligence would go
beyond immediate policymaking and, ideally, enhance
future generations of American AI technologies.

CONCLUSION

Currently, there is a rapid expansion of AI within
high-stake settings, such as driverless
automobiles, aircraft, and other capabilities.

Nonetheless, the focus of AI is to make our lives easier
and more comfortable, and to allow us more time for
meaningful engagements. “Some claim that machine
learning and deep learning approximate human
intelligence, but at present these tools basically detect
patterns that are significantly tuned by humans and must
be interpreted by humans to be useful. As a result, the
advances that they represent are evolutionary and not
revolutionary.”21 As a human species, we are intellectually
savvy and have created great inventions to make our lives
more stress-free.

Stacey Dixon, the current director of IARPA, expressed
concern that the People’s Republic of China (PRC) has
made an investment in technology industries and priority
research in synthetic biology and AI, luring top talent
from the United States to overseas locations.22  “There are
fears that tend to come up when people talk about
futuristic AI—one that could teach itself to learn and
become more advanced than anything we humans might
be able to comprehend. In the wrong hands, perhaps even
on its own, such an advanced algorithm might dominate
the world’s governments and militaries.”23 In closing, the
most crucial factors we must consider to improve our
human existence are to research, educate, and collaborate.
We must not only predict what we want our intelligent
world to be but create our future for the betterment of
humankind—where there will be nothing artificial about it.
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Balloons:
The Sky Is Not the Limit

by Kimberly S. Hopkins

OVERVIEW

Balloons, dirigibles, and blimps, otherwise known as
lighter than air (LTA) craft, have proven their use for
over 200 years and show no sign of decline.

Originally used by the French in battlefield observations, the
concept was proven and the first air force was established.
The United States has used LTA craft, with a 60-year gap in
development/implementation, since the Civil War.  LTA
craft were typically tethered for military intelligence data
collection purposes.  Nowadays, we would designate the
LTA mission as geospatial collection.

The appeal is obvious—cost.  Observation balloon missions
cost hundreds of times less than that of surveillance aircraft.
Current implementation includes the longtime mission of
surveillance and the added mission of weapons deployment.

Balloons are not used exclusively in the military realm.
Google deploys balloons for humanitarian efforts through
providing cellular service to ground residents.  These
residents use the service ultimately to create maps of
damage and for other emergency issues.

Operating in the stratosphere of Earth, the Google balloons
give pause to potential use in other- than-Earth’s
atmosphere.  Plans are underway to use balloons in
applications regarding Mars.  Studies are being conducted
to determine the feasibility of balloons augmenting satellites.

Balloons show no sign of reaching their end of life like many
military advances over time.  Balloons seem to be here to
stay on Earth, or perhaps away observing other planets.

HISTORICAL USE OF LIGHTER THAN AIR
CRAFT: CIVIL WAR AND EARLIER

One would think that a technology in use hundreds of
years ago would have served its time and been
replaced by a much more advanced technology

today.  This is not exactly true in the case of balloons for
military use.  Although not a term in use at the inception of
military balloons over 200 years ago, balloons serve to

collect geospatial intelligence.  For the purpose of this
article, balloons, dirigibles, and aerostats are all considered
lighter than air (LTA) craft.

FRANCE

Balloon usage and development originated with the
French in 1793 when secret balloon experiments were
conducted.  Experiments included a hydrogen

balloon specially coated to prevent leakage.  Sandbags were
used for ballast in launching the balloon.  Communications
occurred via two methods: flag signals or sending messages
down the guide wires inside sandbags.  During testing it was
determined that information from as far away as 18 miles was
observable with the aid of a telescope.  Once determined
battle-worthy, the balloon L’Entrepremant was used in a
conflict with Austria.  The balloon was manned by scientists
Charles Coutelle and N.J. Conté.  The pair successfully spied
on the enemy and directed firepower.  Based on this
success, the first air force was formed.  The enemy later filed
a complaint that in another battle the balloon did not adhere
to the rules of war.  The balloon achieved an additional
success with the added role of being used for the oversight
of the entire troop maneuver from the balloon via shuttled
messages.  The balloon was transported to Egypt where it
miserably failed and resulted in Napoléon disbanding the
entire operation.  The French would not use balloons again
for 40 years.1

UNITED STATES

Thaddeus Lowe presented the first opportunity for the
United States to use balloons for military purposes,
ironically enough with a balloon named Enterprise.  In

June 1861, Lowe raised his balloon 500 feet over what is now
the Mall in Washington and telegraphed a message directly
to President Lincoln in the White House.  Officially
impressed, Lincoln authorized the Military Aeronautics
Corps for use in the Union Army.  Balloons saw multiple
successful functions as they operated at an altitude of 5,000
feet.  Lowe accurately located Confederate troops over two
miles away.  Union guns were able to calibrate to the exact
location and fire without ever seeing the enemy troops.
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Military geospatial intelligence included the enemy’s
composition, manning, weapons, and movements.  Armed
with binoculars, Lowe provided detailed maps and
telegraphed messages often directly to the battle
headquarters.  He attempted to take professional
photographs from the balloon; however, there is no recorded
evidence the pictures were ever successfully taken.  Lowe
was an excellent observer and was able to analyze
intelligence based on both single and aggregate
information.2

1900-1950

The U.S. Army’s use of observation balloons included
detailed instructions for tensioning the cables.
Although of no intelligence collection value, the 1920

manual titled “Operating Equipment for U.S. Army
Observation Balloons” provides an extensive definition of
the use and configuration of tension wires implying the
employment of observation balloons was a staple in
battlefield intelligence.3

The Army was not the only U.S. military branch to use LTA
aircraft.  The Navy reflects a rich history of use also.  The
1920s launched an extensive Navy dirigible program applied
to reconnaissance (i.e., geospatial intelligence collection).
Due to previous explosive crashes with hydrogen-filled LTA
craft, the Navy’s focus was on helium as the uplifting gas.
The greatest cost of helium was just that—cost.  It was very
expensive.  To reduce costs, the first commanding officer of
the USS Shenandoah, Zachary Landsdowne, removed 10 of
the 18 helium bleed-off valves.  Less bleed-off meant that the
ship had to ascend at a slower rate.  The primary reason for
rapid ascension was to avoid enemy fire.  On its 57th flight,
the USS Shenandoah suffered catastrophic failure when a
storm caused it to rise too quickly.  Eventually, control car
personnel were able to land the mangled ship safely.
Fourteen crew members were killed in the crash.

Figure 1.  U.S. Navy USS Shenandoah Design4

The Navy continued on with several other LTA craft, but
ultimately scrapped the program.  Many of the ships
suffered catastrophic crashes.  Although there is not
extensive documentation of reconnaissance equipment used
on these aircraft, the USS Akron carried radio direction-
finding equipment.  These aircraft operated up until 1932.  It
was postulated that the LTA craft could have provided
sufficient warning to prevent the attack on Pearl Harbor
attack in December 1941.4

Use of LTA craft continued in the 1940s when the 76th

Congress passed a public law authorizing 48 non-rigid
airships.  The primary use of these aircraft (belonging to the
Navy) was to locate enemy submarines.  Only one airship
was lost during World War II.  Insight is gained from
another Navy ship, L-8, which indicated that the ship carried
a depth charge.  This particular ship was not lost in 1942, but
its crew was.  The ship returned to base, but there were no
crewmen found on it.  To date, this remains a mystery.  The
last transmission from the ship indicated it was headed to
investigate a strange oil slick.5

2000 AND BEYOND: A SPACE ODYSSEY

After a 60-year gap in balloon usage, the U.S. Army
reemerged in the LTA craft business in Iraq in 2005.
The Marines also joined in the effort.  The Army

equipped the balloons with infrared, thermal, and optical
sensors.  These balloons are smaller than those mentioned
from the Civil War era.  At 15 and 17 feet long, they provide
the carrying capacity of three or four soldiers and “high-tech
spyware systems.”  In the true fashion of acronym usage,
the U.S. Army operates the balloon program under the title
Joint Cruise Missile Defense Elevated Netted Sensor System
(JLENS).  Included in the mix is a fleet of 71-meter LTA craft.
These significantly longer models rise to a height of 15,000
feet.  Unlike earlier balloon deployments, they are
unmanned.6

Figure 2.  15-Foot Variety with Surveillance Equipment
Attached6
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Raytheon, a longtime large defense contractor, provides
details of the JLENS capabilities and onboard weapons
deployed on the JLENS.  Although outside the scope of this
study, the armament with which the JLENS is equipped is
impressive.  We see the role of the LTA craft, including the
ability to strike.  Two JLENS craft can surveil an area the size
of the state of Texas.  The JLENS operates at about 600
percent less cost than traditional airborne warning aircraft.7

One role of the JLENS is to identify a variety of potential
targets: ground, ocean, and sub-surface targets.  A great
video showing the capabilities can be found on You Tube
(click hyperlink to video) (Alternate link:  https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=q8hkpQ8ujyM):

Figure 3.  You Tube Screen Capture of Video8

COMMERCIAL USE

Balloons also provide significant assistance in the
commercial venue.  Google balloons (aka Project
Loon) have aided disaster relief in multiple countries,

most significantly by providing Internet service in
cooperation with a cellular provider.  Plans are in the works
to provide Internet access to Puerto Rico via the Project’s
65,000-foot altitude balloons.  The balloons resemble a
jellyfish and are not fully inflated.  Locating the balloons and
keeping them in the intended stratospheric position requires
raising or lowering them based on various steering currents.
This can definitely be a limitation because the balloons are at
the mercy of air currents, which are not entirely predictable
(keeping in mind the accuracy of weather forecasters in
predicting hurricane paths and velocities).9  Another
interesting video can be found on X Company’s website at
https://x.company/story/loon-launching-at-scale/.

RESEARCH

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) is also getting into the high-altitude LTA
craft business.  On May 19, 2016, NASA launched a

balloon which ascended to an altitude of 108,000 feet.
Altitude seems to be a major change in balloon employment

from Civil War times to now.  Is this perhaps to extend reach
beyond enemy weapons systems?  The balloon was
allegedly equipped with a gamma ray telescope (potential
cover story) and the ability to record acoustic wave field
activity.10

Engineers at the Johns Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory
in Laurel, Maryland, have examined augmenting northern
polar satellites with observation balloons.  The study
specifically evaluated a balloon equipped with ultra-high
frequency (UHF) radios.  Of significant note are two of the
main drawbacks of balloons—vulnerability to destruction
and the requirement for extensive maintenance.  One main
difference between satellites and balloons is the operating
environment.  Satellites operate in the ionosphere and
balloons operate in the stratosphere.  The ionosphere is a
difficult region for collecting radio signals.  The
geomagnetic field, signal diffraction, and scattering are
just a few factors with which satellites have to contend.
Balloons, on the other hand, operate in the stratosphere
and do not have to deal with these issues.  However,
balloons have issues of their own.  To tether or not to
tether the communications line of the balloon is of issue.
Most military purposes dictate tethering the balloon for
retrieval and often with a communications line.  Tethering
makes for significantly faster transmissions, but those
fiberoptic lines must remain intact.  Given the altitudes
reached by the balloons, boosters are probably needed to
maintain the communications link.  To cover the same
geometric range as the satellites, over 800,000 balloons
would be needed!  However, given boosting power and
angling antennae, the balloons offer an attractive option,
at a minimum, to augment satellites.11

BEYOND

Successfully operating balloons in Earth’s outer
atmosphere raises the curiosity of space exploration.
The feasibility of using balloons, either those filled

with helium or those much like the original French
balloons mentioned at the beginning of this article, is
being evaluated.  The plan would be to use the balloons
both to deploy surface vehicles and to map Mars,
potentially via collection from the balloons.  Although the
reference does not mention a target date, viewing the
source of the website shows the article was written on
October 30, 2017.  Perhaps space use is on the horizon.12

Simplistic in their design and operation, balloons offer
both a cost-effective and straightforward method of
collecting data and deploying weapons.  Migration of
balloons to extraplanetary use shows that not only can
they be used for military and commercial purposes on
Earth, but future missions might send them “up, up, and
away.”
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Iran’s Strategic Penetration of Latin America:
Consequences for U.S. Foreign Policy and

National Security

by Dr. Magdalena Defort and Col (USMC, Ret) W. Preston McLaughlin

According to our Islamic point of view, Latin
America is for us and the international world, a
virgin area, that unfortunately, till now, its huge
potential has not been taken into account by the
Islamic people of Iran. . . we have a solid support
against the imperialism and Zionism intrigues,
being an important aid in favor of our presence in
the area.1

— Mohsen Rabbani,
Iranian Cultural Attaché in Buenos Aires

                                     during the 1994 AMIA
attack

OVERVIEW

This research study explores why Latin America is of
paramount strategic importance for Iran, and what
factors or events gave Iran access to the region so

it could pursue its classic rampant penetration of other
nations’ governments and cultural institutions. The
authors also examine how Iran’s proxy power forces
operate by exploiting existing regional weaknesses—such
as organized crime networks—to provide Iran with the
“cover” needed to pursue its strategic policy in the
Americas.

We first explore the Iranian government’s modus
operandi in various Latin American nations, which
includes illicit economic activity, issuing fraudulent
documents, smuggling illegal material, espionage, and
subversive activities including the armed training of
subversive groups. Next, we look at one of the regional
organizations in Latin America, called ALBA, and how
Iran uses it to profoundly destabilize the continent and
foment political, security, and economic crises. Finally, we
demonstrate the seriously dangerous nature of Iran’s
destabilization policy and discuss how American nations
should defend themselves against Iran’s growing
influence in the region.

INTRODUCTION:  THE MONROE
DOCTRINE

On December 2, 1823, U.S. President James Monroe
told Congress that the New World and the Old
World had different and distinct spheres of

influence and any attempt by European powers to oppress
or control any nation in the Western Hemisphere would be
viewed as a hostile act against the United States.2 This
position came to be known as the Monroe Doctrine. It has
been part of American politics and policy since that date and
is supported by the Charter of the Organization of American
States (OAS) today. During Monroe’s administration, former
Spanish and Portuguese colonies were gaining
independence from their colonial empires, and the Doctrine’s
intent was to prevent the New World from becoming a
surrogate battleground for European powers.

THE CONTEMPORARY
ISLAMIC THREAT

Two centuries later, history has come full circle. In 2017
Senator Marco Rubio (R-FL) spoke to the U.S. Senate
about the threat to national and regional security

posed by the extra-hemispheric power known as the Islamic
Republic of Iran (IRI). According to Rubio, between 2008
and 2012, fraudulent passports, national IDs, and birth
certificates were issued by the Venezuelan Embassy in
Baghdad to foreign nationals with ties to terrorist groups,
including 173 people from Iran, Syria, Iraq, Lebanon, and
Jordan. The individual who uncovered this information was
Misael López Soto (lawyer and legal attaché in the
Venezuelan Embassy in Baghdad), a Venezuelan national
assigned to Caracas’ embassy in Iraq in 2015. Soto became a
whistleblower and revealed the identity of several of these
potential terrorists.3 He also discovered that Venezuelan Vice
President Tareck El Aissami, a strong candidate to be the
future leader of his country, facilitated the issue of hundreds
of Venezuelan passports to suspected Hezbollah members.4

Despite the fact that these activities were revealed in a CNN
documentary and a handful of Iranians using the fraudulent
passports were arrested, there is no substantial evidence
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that the Venezuelan government intended to stop its
Baghdad embassy’s wrongdoing. Senator Rubio’s exposure
of how a Latin American country could facilitate the
movement of terrorist groups throughout the Middle East
and Latin America, and how these groups have allegedly
interfered in Venezuela’s democratic process by influencing
its elections, shows how effectively Iran and its proxy forces
have gained the cooperation of some Latin American
governments.

Although the Middle East presence in Latin America dates
back to the early 1900s, the 1979 Iranian revolution that
brought Ayatollah Khomeini to power firmly established the
Islamic Republic’s presence in the region. Since then, Iran
has used every agency within its orbit to help extend Iranian
tentacles into the political, cultural, economic, and military
life of Latin America. Iranian operatives have even infiltrated
existing Latin American criminal networks and now operate
freely within them. All of this activity follows the “Pattern of
Penetration” model put forth by Ilan Berman and Joseph M.
Humire.5

BACKGROUND: REGIONAL CONTEXT

To understand Iran’s strategic penetration of Latin
America, it is important to know that, since the late
20th century, the continent has shifted from being a

region of closed and locally controlled economies to being a
participant in global markets, a member of bilateral and
multilateral agreements, and a partner in an array of
economic, cultural, and military exchanges with the world at
large. In fact, these changes have contributed to the decline
of U.S. hegemony in Latin America and enabled players from
outside the Western Hemisphere—including Iran, China and
Russia—to enter the region. Iran began to increase its
presence in Latin America after 1980, in the wake of the Shah
being deposed and the coming to power of Ayatollah
Khomeini’s Islamic regime. Since then, Iran has penetrated
the governmental structure of many Latin American nations,
especially the nations of the already left-leaning Bolivarian
Alliance (which includes Cuba, Venezuela, Bolivia, Antigua
and Barbuda, Dominica, Nicaragua, Saint Lucia, Saint
Vincent and the Grenadines, and Saint Kitts and Nevis). This
is not only unconventional but very dangerous.

BACKGROUND: THE IRAN OFFENSIVE

Iran’s revolutionary intentions are officially outlined in the
Preamble to the Constitution of the Islamic Republic of
Iran:

This basic aspiration (cultural, economic, social and
political) was made explicit    by the nature of the great
Islamic Revolution of Iran, as well as the course of the

Muslim people’s struggle, from its beginning until
victory, as reflected in the  decisive and forceful
slogans raised by all segments of the populations.6

Revolution is only a part of Iran’s plan for Latin America. Its
hidden aim is to destabilize the region, subjugate all Latin
American nations, and create a crisis that will be perceived
as a threat to the national security of the United States. The
Ayatollah Khomeini warned in one of his speeches in 1978,
“As long as the criminal hands of the oil-hungry
superpowers are at work in our country, the gates of
happiness and freedom will remain closed to us.”7

Iran wants to target its adversary, the United States, from a
seat of power in Latin America, and the left-leaning Latin
American so-called democracies are its complicit facilitators.
The Bolivarian Alliance, or ALBA (in Spanish: Alianza
Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra América),
established by Venezuela’s President Hugo Chávez and
Cuba’s President Fidel Castro in 2004), a regional block with
socialist affinities composed of Venezuela, Cuba, Nicaragua,
Ecuador, Bolivia, and other socialist Central and Caribbean
nations that oppose U.S. imperialism, opened the gate to this
vulnerable region and let in Iran’s theocratic regime with its
strongly rooted revolutionary Islamic ideology and
unconventional military tactics.  The weaknesses of most
Latin American countries—and ALBA members in
particular—are the corruption and violence that result from
organized crime, and these activities have been very
effectively exploited by Iran.

IRAN AND ITS AIM OF CREATING AN
UNSTABLE REGION OF “LIBERATION

MOVEMENTS”

In 1966 Castro sponsored the Tricontinental Conference in
Havana, Cuba. Left-wing delegates with terrorist leanings
from Asia, Africa, and Latin America met to formulate

“the revolutionary strategy to counter the global strategy of
American imperialism.”8 Most international liberation groups
found fertile soil for their activities in Latin America, and
Castro was one of the first leaders who officially supported
the Islamic movement.

Khomeini’s regime was about opposing the United States
and exporting revolution around the world. However,
according to declassified CIA reports, the Ayatollah had a
secret agreement with the Carter administration that the U.S.
would not reinstate the Shah’s government and thus let
Khomeini’s movement succeed. The Ayatollah sent quiet
signals that he wanted dialogue and portrayed the Islamic
Republic as amenable to U.S. interests, such as American
investments, oil flow, political-military relations, and a
common approach to the Soviet Union. In exchange for not
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reinstating the Shah, Khomeini assured Carter that he would
not attempt to destabilize the Middle East and would adopt a
policy of non-interference in other people’s affairs. He added
that, although the Islamic Republic would not act as the
Gulf’s police force for the West the way the Shah’s
government had, it would not get into the business of
exporting the revolution either.9

Once these U.S. guarantees were confirmed, the Ayatollah
changed his narrative on revolution and the U.S.-Iran
relationship. One of his chiefs of staff delivered the
following note to President Carter: “Iran is going to fight
American Imperialism worldwide… We will export our
revolution to the entire world… This is an Islamic
revolution.”10

In October 1980, the Organization of Islamic Liberation
Movements (OILM) was created with Mehdi Hashemi as its
commander. The OILM led the Revolutionary Guard’s Office
of Islamic Liberation, and Hashemi commanded a group of
guerrilla warfare units, including some Iraqi dissidents
fleeing Saddam Hussain who had found refuge in Iran.
Khomeini’s desire was to “fight for freedom from servitude
and the fetters of Western and Eastern imperialism and world
Zionism,” and Hashemi wanted to fulfill his leader’s
wishes.11

Around 1982, the Iranian government held a seminar
attended by almost 400 Islamic religious representatives to
tell them how Iran was going to export its revolution. Javad
Mansouri, the first commander of the Iranian Revolutionary
Guard, felt the revolution could be exported only with
grenades and explosives and endorsed turning all Iranian
embassies into intelligence centers to export Iranian
interests.12

The IRI is based on the principle of clerical rule, which
means that the leader plays both a religious and a political
role in the country. Its other founding principle is that
revolution should not only take place in the Middle East but
should spread to all parts of the globe where social change
is necessary.

In 2004 ALBA, which in Spanish means “sunrise,” reflected
a strong connotation of hope and light, referring to rebirth.
For Hugo Chávez, this word defined a new political system
known as “Socialism of the 21st Century,” which promised
the Bolivarian people legitimate and sovereign independence
for the future. Furthermore, it was associated with new
processes which have been occurring in Latin America, such
as a “New Left” that represents an umbrella under which
exist political factions promoting programs with economic,
political, and social objectives. ALBA was founded in
Bolivia, which gave Iran a chance to integrate into Latin
America and reconfigure the world order. Mahmoud

Ahmadinejad’s election to the presidency of Iran in 2005
coincided with the infancy of ALBA, and he embraced the
organization, giving Iran a foothold in Latin America. In the
early 1980s, at the same time the Sandinista Revolution in
Nicaragua led by the Sandinista National Liberation Front
(FSLN) was trying to spread throughout Central America,
the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) increased its
efforts to export the revolution outside Iran. Three years
later, the Iran-Contra Affair occurred when the Reagan
administration violated international sanctions and delivered
weapons to Iran for the conflict with Iraq. Payment for this
transaction came back to the Contras (pro-Somoza armed
group), and Nicaragua became the battleground for the Cold
War superpowers (the Soviet Unit and the United States).

Both the Islamic Revolution of 1979 and the Cuban
Revolution of 1959 were called “social movements,”
although the Cuban revolution was secular (Communist) and
the Islamic revolution was religious (Islamic). Until the
election of a socialist government in Venezuela, the Cuban
Revolution was the only successful takeover of a Latin
American state by revolutionary forces. Both revolutions
influenced the formation of more left-wing movements, and
Latin America became the incubator for various forms of
social unrest. The Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia
(FARC), the Colombian guerrilla organization that started in
1964 and continued until 2017, when it was disarmed, was
strongly supported by the Bolivarian Alliance. Hugo
Chávez, the president of Venezuela from 1999 to 2013,
praised the FARC as “a real army” and “an insurgent force
with a political project” in January 2008. He asked foreign
governments to cease referring to the FARC as a terrorist
organization, even though the FARC was the primary
terrorist actor for a coalition of other guerrilla groups.13

Whether secular or religious, all these groups practiced
bombing, kidnapping, and assassination.

To pursue its revolution, both within and beyond its
boundaries, Iran built up a strong and complex organization
of irregular forces that operated independently from its
regular military. They financed these organizations and other
aspects of the revolution with proceeds from criminal
activities such as drug trafficking and the smuggling of
material goods, both of which are common practices for
revolutionary movements.

IRAN’S IDEOLOGICAL ARMY

Iran’s new regime had to be protected against destructive
forces. In May 1979, Iran’s Supreme Leader, Ayatollah
Seyyed Ruhollah Khomeini, established the Army of the

Guardian of the Islamic Revolution (IRGC) (Sepah-e
Pasdaran-e Enqlab-e Eslami), modeled on the Algerian
National Liberation Front and the Praetorian Guard of the
Roman Emperor Augustus (27 BC-14 AD). They swore
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loyalty to the principle of the velayat-e faqih
(Guardianship of the Jurisprudent). In Rome, these
legions were a power unto themselves, installing and
removing emperors.14

Since it was established, the IRGC has played a pivotal
role in the protection, consolidation, and spread of the
Islamic Revolution around the world. This powerful
multitasked force is still engaged in many operations—
espionage, counterintelligence, and assassinations—
intended to keep revolutionary principles alive within and
beyond the IRI. The mission of Iran’s army is based on
Islamic religious ideology. The Guards are responsible not
only for safeguarding the IRI’s frontiers, but also for
fighting a Holy War (Jihad) and struggling to extend the
supremacy of God’s Law (Islam) in the world.15

The Revolutionary Guard has a very complex structure,
with several branches of irregular military organizations
such as the Quds Force (Jerusalem Force, or QF), which
was created in 1990. The QF conducts intelligence
operations and small wars outside Iran and carries out
terrorist attacks beyond Iran’s borders. It is an elite
group. QF members first enroll in the IRGC, then graduate
to the QF ranks.16 The QF carries out Iran’s foreign policy
and supervises its relationships with surrogate groups
and terrorist organizations, including Hezbollah.17 It also
oversees the Guard’s training, its finances, and the
guidance of Islamic militants who carry out some of the
group’s specialized violent activity, such as suicide
bombings and assassinations. While business, politics,
nuclear programs, and defense programs within Iran are
controlled by the IRGC, the QF demonstrates Iran’s power
abroad. The side-by-side existence of these two armies—
regular forces (Artesh) and revolutionary forces
(Pastaran)—reflect the revolutionary/clerical dualism that
permeates all of Iran‘s state institutions.18

The Guards can always be trusted to make extraordinary
sacrifices for the Revolution because they have been
thoroughly indoctrinated with Islamic revolutionary ideas,
and this makes them the ideal troops to suppress anti-
regime demonstrators. Former Iranian President
Abolhassan Bani Sadr declared, “In the countries where
Iran conducts terrorist operations, most of the embassy’s
members are Iranian intelligence service agents, VEVAK,
or from the Revolutionary Guards.”19

From 2005, when Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was elected
President of Iran, the QF has increased its power.
Members of the QF occupied the most important posts in
government and displaced the clergy from their positions.
A similar militarization policy was pursued by Hugo
Chávez in Venezuela in 2009 as an expression of his “new
geometry of power.” The traditional IRGC supported

Ahmadinejad’s leadership in 2009 because electing the
reformist candidate Mohammad Khatami would have been
unacceptable to these fundamentalist Muslims.

Ahmadinejad’s election was essential for Iran to restart its
nuclear project, which Iranian leaders saw as part of the
Revolution and essential to winning the Holy War. The
IRGC, the Ministry of Defense, and Armed Forces
Logistics played leading roles in this top secret project.
As Mohsen Rezai (senior military officer and conservative
politician) explained, “Iran needs to arm itself with
anything needed [for] victory, and we need to have all the
technical improvements in our possession to even build
bombs, if and when needed.”20 During Ahmadinejad’s
administration, the nuclear program and Iran’s proxy
activities were a focal point of the agenda in Latin
America.

IRAN’S PROXY POLICY TOWARD
LATIN AMERICA

Proxy wars are the product of a relationship between
benefactors, which are state or non-state actors
external to the dynamic of an existing conflict but want

to gain a political foothold in a country, and the benefactors’
chosen proxies, which may or may not be part of the original
conflict. The proxies receive the benefactors’ weapons,
training, and funding and end up representing the
benefactors’ interests in their country if they are native
groups, or promoting the benefactors’ agendas if they are
non-native groups.21 Using local proxies is beneficial for a
nation trying to interfere in another nation’s politics because
the covert nation can get excellent intelligence information
through these local groups and remain behind the scenes,
avoiding the sort of nationalistic backlash that so often
accompanies foreign intervention. If the proxy is a native
guerrilla force, it often knows the terrain very well and can
blend in with the local population more easily than
foreigners.22

One of the most important Iranian proxy forces is Hezbollah
(the Party of God), created by radical Shi’ite clerics in
Lebanon in 1983. Hezbollah has close ties to the clerics in
Iran. From the outset, Hezbollah was in charge of social work
to gain new followers and create trust among Shi’ite
Lebanese residents and was strongly promoted by
Ahmadinejad as an example of “purity and reliance on God’s
will.”23

Ahmadinejad decided to use Hezbollah as Iran’s proxy
group in South America because its Shi’ite Lebanese
background links this terrorist group with a large, deeply
settled Lebanese population in the so-called Tri-Border Area
of Brazil, Argentina, and Paraguay. South American
Lebanese citizens who accepted Hezbollah created local
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“sleeper cells” that were meant to complement Iranian
embassies in the region and were part of the Iranian
infiltration plan. The mission of the sleeper cells was to
infiltrate into society after learning its language and, in case
of necessity, they change into agents through local
mosques. Sleeper cells facilitated not only the illicit modus
operandi but also orchestrated and carried out attacks in
the Tri-Border Area.

Charitable foundations channel funds to Hezbollah
members working both at home and abroad, and this was
also the case in South America. The resulting terrorist
activity was intense. For instance, in 1992 Hezbollah sent
a suicide bomber to the Israeli Embassy in Buenos Aires,
Argentina, who caused 29 deaths and hundreds of
injuries. On July 18, 1994, again in Buenos Aires,
Hezbollah bombed the AMIA Jewish Center, killing 85
people and injuring hundreds. Eight Iranian officials,
including Iran’s Defense Minister, were involved in these
devastating terrorist attacks.24

Hezbollah also established a clandestine communications
network in Brazil, Paraguay, and Argentina. Brazilian
police have shut down a dozen telephone switching
operations in these countries and in other nearby cities,
which experts say could be used to evade U.S. satellites
monitoring telephone traffic.25 In Paraguay, Hezbollah
agents operated legitimate commercial businesses as
fronts to conceal illegal activities, and these activities are
probably still going on at the current time.

Using proxy forces is only a part of Iran’s strategic policy
in the region. It has sent the QF to South America to
support guerrilla forces (adaptive adversaries such as
terrorists, insurgents, and criminal networks as well as
states will increasingly resort to irregular forms of warfare
as effective ways to challenge conventional military
powers). Advances in technology and other trends in the
environment will render such irregular threats ever more
lethal, capable of producing widespread chaos and
otherwise difficult to counter. These threats are enmeshed
in the population and increasingly empowered by astute use
of communications, cyberspace, and technology, such that
their impact extends regionally and globally. Many of these
conflicts are essentially contests for influence and legitimacy
over relevant populations.26 Other totalitarian governments
have done the same thing. For example, in 1989 Fidel Castro
founded the Cuban Department of Intelligence to develop
extraterritorial operations and indoctrinate Communist
“National Movements of Liberation” in Africa and the
Middle East. Castro’s Secret Service members used
asymmetric warfare (propaganda, intelligence, guerrilla
tactics, etc.), in all of these areas, and asymmetric tactics
became important to the “War of Guerrillas” against the
imperialism of the United States.

IRAN’S AND VENEZUELA’S HOLISTIC
MILITARY STRATEGY

Venezuela’s recent relations with Iran in the Hugo
Chávez era (1999-2013) can be divided into two
periods: the Organization of Petroleum Exporting

Countries (OPEC) era (1999-2005), and the nuclear era (2006-
2013). During the OPEC era, both nations kept oil production
low and sales prices high. During the nuclear era, Venezuela
and Iran collaborated on a secret missile project they
thought was essential to establishing a new world order, an
order designed by Chávez in Latin America and
Ahmadinejad in the Middle East.

To advance this plan, in April 2009, Chávez met with Iran’s
then-Defense Minister Mostafa Mohammad-Najjar, General
Mohamed Reza Naqdi, then commander of the Basij (Iran’s
revolutionary military police created after the Green
Revolution that operated internally), and other high-ranking
Iranian military officials.27 Because of its secrecy and
sensitive military nature, the program has no official track
record and was implemented under the cover of joint
commercial ventures connected to the military industries of
both Iran and Venezuela. This covert program was directly
managed by the Iranian Ministry of Defense Armed Forces
Logistics (MODAFL) and the IRGC.

Venezuela’s nuclear project began around 2006, after the
emergence of the Bolivarian Alliance in 2004. During this
period, Venezuela received conventional military equipment
from Iran that was supposed to be used to oppose the power
of the United States in the Western Hemisphere.

IRANIAN-VENEZUELAN
JOINT MILITARY PROJECTS28

1. Project J-85, performed in Tehran, Iran, focused
on refurbishing 14 aircraft motors that had been
transported to Iran from Venezuela. The IRI
provided seed funding for installing these motors
in Iranian planes, but the production costs were
paid by both Iran and Venezuela. The J-85 motor
is used in the F5 aircraft, which is part of the air
forces of both Iran and Venezuela.

2. BAHAM (Ball Powder), was a chemical project
pursued on the coast of Morón, in the state of
Carabobo, Venezuela. This project focused on
producing a special type of gunpowder (ball
powder) used in many small arms and rifles.
Although the powder was produced in Venezuela,
its design and formulation was completed by
Parchin Chemical Industries (PCI), a heavily
sanctioned state-sponsored enterprise of Iran
believed to produce propellants for Iran’s ballistic
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missile program.29 The Venezuelan Company of
Military Industries (CAVIM) asked the PCI to do
this work.

3. The Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) project, also
known as M2, performed in Maracay, in the state
of Aragua, Venezuela.30 The UAV was controlled
by the IRGC’s engineer, Ramin Keshavarz, and
Iran’s state-owned enterprise KIMIA SENAAT,
the QF’s front company according to cables leaked
from the U.S. State Department. Special
Washington Correspondent Emili J. Blasco said
he thought the technology transfer agreement,
which was worth 28 million USD, exceeded the
price of a dozen unmanned aircraft that purchased
by Venezuela.31 Unfortunately, three of these
aircraft crashed on takeoff. The UAV factory has
not gone into operation, but some more facilities
have been built at the CAVIM compound in
Maracay (Venezuelan Military Industry; in
Spanish, Compañía Venezolana de Industrias
Militares). What Iranian personnel are doing
inside the other facilities remains a mystery.32

In January 2011, an underground explosion took place near the
UAV facility at the CAVIM compound in Maracay. Chávez
denied any foreign presence and promised to investigate this
explosion. However, because of the secrecy of the activities
taking place within the compound, no information about the
explosion was never released to the public.

CAVIM was sanctioned by the U.S. State Department in 2011
because of these joint military projects with Iran, and information
about them reached Europe. In 2011 the German newspaper Die
Welt published an article stating that Iran had a secret missile
base in the Paraguaná Peninsula of Venezuela and that an
Iranian construction company, Jatam al-Anbia, was involved in
building storage facilities for missile heads and bunkers for the
purported missile base. The article alleges that the Venezuelan
peninsula was under control of a foreign power.33

THE TAPA-TAPA RAILROAD

Another secret agreement between Iran and Venezuela
involved the Tapa-Tapa Railroad, which transported
military and commercial cargo through tunnels in the

Venezuelan mountains near Maracay. Both countries
conducted this project as a commercial initiative using
Iranian bicycle and automobile factories located in areas near
the CAVIM facilities.

These commercial relationships were a cover for activities
such as smuggling drugs, processed uranium, and other
radioactive materials between Venezuela and Iran on “Aero-
Terror,” another clandestine venture that consisted of
weekly flights between Venezuela, Iran, and Syria.

Venezuela’s national airline Conviasa and Iran’s state-owned
Iran Air were used to transport the goods. The designations
Flight IR744 or Flight VO3744 were used for air traffic control
purposes, and tickets for non-existent passengers were sold
for “Aeroterror Flight 2015.”34 The flights departed
Venezuela on Monday nights and returned from the Middle
East on Friday mornings. Approximately 400 hundred flights
took place over three years. According to Fox News, these
special flights have been instrumental in creating the Iran-
dominated worldwide terror network that now reaches the
United States.”35

The Aeroterror flights were initiated because Iran’s uranium
processing facilities were under international sanctions and
the country needed to obtain uranium somewhere else. The
IRI was also looking for chemicals, such as Tantalite found
in Bolivia, to create powerful bombs to drop on the United
States. Venezuela became a base for orchestrating and
conducting Iranian nuclear operations. Every military project
had a dual purpose: one that appeared to be legitimately
linked to commerce or the transportation industry, but which
also supported military objectives and other more nefarious
covert purposes.

All these projects were overseen by Venezuelan General
Aref Richany Jimenez, who directed CAVIM but was also
the director of external relations for PDVSA, the Venezuelan
national oil enterprise. In 2013 Tareck El Assami became
Governor of the state of Aragua in Venezuela, and assumed
political control of many of the programs.

During the Chávez era, it is possible that two different
agendas were occurring under the cover of these opaque
military projects between Iran and Venezuela: (1) Iran finding
and mining precious metals and strategic minerals in
Venezuela it needed to produce nuclear weapons; and (2)
Iran sending missile technology to Venezuela in return for
Venezuela procuring items for Iran’s missile program that
Iran could not purchase because of international sanctions.

IRAN’S ADVANCED MILITARY
FOOTPRINT IN LATIN AMERICA

The Bolivarian Alliance, and Venezuela in particular,
needed modern military technology, and Iran became
ALBA’s best investor. Between 2005 and 2010, under

Chávez, Venezuela increased its military power at the same
time sanctions were imposed on Iran by the United States
and the European Union. This close relationship with Iran’s
“rogue” regime (a term used by President George W. Bush
toward such regimes as North Korea, Cuba, and Iran) was a
deliberately provocative act on the part of Chávez. However,
no one knows why Hugo Chávez pursued the Bolivarian
project, which was supposed to revive the famed liberator
Simon Bolivar’s dream of a Gran Colombia, using the tactics



American Intelligence JournalPage 124Vol 36, No 1, 2019

of asymmetric warfare and the militia exclusively instead of
relying on a standing army. Was it to mislead his armed forces
who would never have accepted the presence of a foreign
power in Venezuela and would have ousted him and his
government? Or was he thinking that a hybrid strategy would
be more suitable for a 21st century military confrontation?

From the outset, Chávez, a military professional, would have
carefully designed everything to challenge the United States.
Despite the seeming contradictions of his strategy—the
promotion of guerrilla warfare as well as a secret project to
create weapons of mass destruction (WMD)—these operations
complement each other and support Chávez’s strategy to
implement a new world order in the Americas.

Iran needed Chávez’s revolutionary anti-U.S. energy to support
its own redesign of the world map to promote radical Islamist
priorities. Chávez and the ALBA block’s partnership let Iran
exploit Venezuela’s natural resources, especially uranium in the
state of Bolívar, with no restrictions, and this helped expand
Iran’s missile and nuclear programs. The article “Iran plant Bau
einer Raketenstellung in Venezuela” (authors’ translation: “Iran
plans to build a missile position in Venezuela”), published by
the German newspaper Die Welt in 2010, was followed by an
article stating that Chávez had signed a secret agreement with
Iran on October 19, 2010, in Tehran to create a jointly operated
rocket base in Venezuela that would develop ground-to-ground
missiles to increase Iran’s deterrent power against the U.S.

Chávez’s cooperation allowed Iran to establish a strategic base
on the South American continent in what was essentially the
United States’ backyard. This base is primarily intended as a
storage location for Iran’s weapons, but Iran may also launch
rockets from mobile bases if it feels it is necessary.36 In return,
Chávez used the base for Venezuela’s “national needs,” namely
increasing the level of military threat toward the United States
and Colombia in South America. Venezuelan officers received
training from the soldiers of the Iranian Revolutionary Guard
and together, Chávez and Ahmadinejad tried to design a new
world order for the 21st century using both conventional and
unconventional military confrontation.

Iran needs the military base in Latin America to be able to
launch missiles to both the Middle East and the United States.
This situation is reminiscent of the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962:
a foreign power (Russia in 1962, Iran in 2010) pointing missiles
at the United States from a Latin American military base.

VENEZUELA’S UNCONVENTIONAL
MILITARY TACTICS

Before taking power, Chávez asked for advice from
fellow Latin American socialist Norberto Ceresole, a
nationalist, Stalinist, fascist, and revolutionary. He

favored irregular warfare, carried out by both regular and

irregular armed forces, focused on supporting a strongman.
This tactic was used by Iran’s Ayatollah Khomeini at the
beginning of his revolution in 1979. Since the First Forum on
the Fourth-Generation War and Asymmetrical War in 2004 in
Venezuela, the Bolivarian Armed Forces have used
unconventional methods of warfare as a staple of their
military tactics. The Bolivarians replaced the U.S. military
manual with Iran’s Peripheral Warfare and Revolutionary
Islam: Origins, Rules and Ethics of Asymmetric Warfare by
Jorge Verstrynge and distributed it to the Venezuelan Armed
Forces.37 This book was inspired by the former terrorist
Carlos Ilich Ramírez Sánchez, known as “The Jackal,” who
participated in the Tricontinental Conference in Havana,
Cuba, in 1966. According to Verstrynge, asymmetry uses
political, military, and logistical strategies in combination.

IRANIAN-VENEZUELAN MILITARY
TRAINING AND POLITICIZATION OF

VENEZUELA’S ARMED FORCES

In 2008 Venezuela’s and Iran’s presidents established the
University of Civilization in Caracas. This educational
institution offered indoctrination and training in “the

Socialism of the Twenty-First Century.” In May 2011,
ALBA’s School of Defense—a military college—opened in
Santa Cruz, Bolivia, to educate its students on the art of war.
In 1992 the Bolivarian Forces of Liberation-Liberator Army
(FBL) established a national militia, which has been accused
of recruiting children. The FBL protected Chávez’s
revolutionary activities and operated in Guasdualito, a small
city and military camp in Venezuela.

Other guardians of the revolution are colectivos, or urban
militias, that continue to be very active. The colectivos have
been trained by the Lebanese Hezbollah, the Palestinian
Hamas, the Colombian FARC, and the Spanish/Basque ETA.
Currently, Venezuela has the highest inflation rate in the
world and there is no money in the country to import food,
buy medicine, or obtain basic necessities. The people blame
Venezuela’s corrupt government and frequently have
demonstrated in protest. In response, the Iranian Basij has
instructed the Bolivarian colectivos on how to brutally
intimidate anti-government protesters in the streets, execute
political enemies, use clandestine communication
techniques, and spy on and infiltrate student communities in
the same way they did during the Islamic Revolution in
Iran.38 Many people think that the same methods of
repression are being used against protesters at the National
Autonomous University of Nicaragua by President Daniel
Ortega, who calls his troops turbas divinas or divine mobs.39

Based on his abortive coup d’état in 1992, and after being
elected President in 1998, Chávez began simultaneously to
militarize the government and politicize the army. Venezuelan
armed forces were used to take care of domestic political and
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economic affairs. The armed forces became a quasi-political
institution, contrary to the Constitution of 1961, which
guaranteed civilian control over the military. Currently, the
military outranks the civilian government, and this switch was
written into the Constitution of 1999.

Following his victory in a 2009 referendum, Hugo Chávez
coerced the National Assembly into implementing this “new
geometry of power,” which granted the armed forces an active
role in politics. Chávez also created a separate service called the
“People’s Militia” and, in February 2010, created a new
“Peasant Militia” which is part of the Bolivarian Armed Forces
(FAB) and is supposed to protect poor farmers from mercenary
groups organized and financed by ranchers and wealthy
landowners. These paramilitary groups are incorporated into
the Venezuelan National Defense Program. The same
organizations in Colombia are considered part of the nation’s
organized crime system.

To avoid a coup d’état or other forms of insurgency,
Comandante Chávez created a personal guard of around 100,000
men. He took steps to rid the armed forces of anyone he
considered disloyal, expelling hundreds of officers and
promoting those who supported him. This means that both the
Islamic and Bolivarian armed forces are personally committed to
their leader (whoever their leader might be) and to the
revolutions their leader advocates. This practice guarantees the
longevity of both the revolution and its leader.

CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION

Iran’s presence in Latin America is an existential threat to
peace and political stability in the Western Hemisphere
because its forces interact with Latin America’s deeply

rooted revolutionary ideology and various well-intentioned, but
flawed, “liberation theology” social movements. Latin America
has become a base for Iran’s asymmetric attacks on the United
States and other Latin American countries, as well as a
laboratory and warehouse for the Islamic Republic’s WMD
programs and a haven for the many illicit activities of its
terrorist proxy, Hezbollah.

Iran’s presence in Latin America has been facilitated by the
many chronic flaws with which Latin American countries have
dealt for decades: corruption, organized crime, and political
violence. Latin America has become an incubator for Hezbollah
cells that “are as good or better at explosive devices than
ISIS…better at assassinations and developing assassination
cells… They’re better at targeting, better at looking at things.
Hezbollah is smart.”40

Iran’s four-decades-old theocracy, supported by the powerful
Islamic Praetorian Guard loyal to Iran’s Supreme Leader, could
create a dangerous military situation in response to perceived
threats on the part of the United States. As Iranian President

Hassan Rouhani remarked, “Peace with Iran is the mother of all
peace, and war with Iran is the mother of all wars.”41

The withdrawal of the United States from the nuclear deal
known as the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) and
one of President Donald Trump’s “tweets” about Iran prompted
the following response from the Basij commander,
Gholamhossein Gharibpour: “We will not give up on our
revolutionary values and beliefs and we will stand against
imperialists and tyrants, and those few who have fallen for this
psychological warfare of this crazy president should know that
he wishes the destruction of all of us. Our people and our armed
forces will stand up to enemies and will not yield.”42

The United States and its regional partners should join forces
to confront this “monster” which grows while America sleeps
and Latin America sinks more deeply into tragic circumstances,
compounded by the subversive action of an extra-hemispheric
power and its own corrupt populist leaders.
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Stop Firing, You Bastards!
The Seizure of the USS Pueblo –
The NSA’s Uncensored Version

by Bill Streifer

On January 23, 1968, while in international waters off the
coast of Wonsan, North Korea, the USS Pueblo, an
AGER-class Technical Research Ship (TRS) with $1.5

million in intelligence-gathering equipment on board, was
surrounded by North Korean gunboats. To prevent the ship’s
highly-classified signals intelligence material and equipment on
board from falling into North Korean hands,1 the Pueblo crew
desperately began burning documents and throwing things
overboard. During the altercation, when the North Koreans saw
smoke rising from the ship’s research area, they began opening
fire on the lightly-armed American spy ship. Several men were
seriously injured, one fatally. Fearing a massacre, the captain of
the ship, Commander Lloyd M. Bucher, had ordered his men not
to return fire.

After being tortured and otherwise mistreated for eleven
months, 82 members of the Pueblo crew and the coffin of
Fireman Duane D. Hodges crossed the “Bridge of No
Return” at Panmunjom in the DMZ into South Korea and
freedom on December 23, 1968. Not long after their return to
the United States, the U.S. Navy held a court of inquiry to
determine the circumstances leading to the capture of the
ship.

In February 1969, Bernard Weinraub, The New York Times
reporter who had attended the court of inquiry, reported on
the crew’s desperate attempt to destroy documents. Quoting
Lieutenant Stephen R. Harris, the Russian-speaking Harvard
graduate who was in charge of the ship’s “research section,”
there was “a great deal of confusion. The plan for shallow
water destruction entailed making various fires in whatever
was available, mostly wastebaskets…You must understand,

we were under fire and one man had been severely wounded
and part of his body exploded into the area where the
destruction of classified was taking place...”2

Fifteen years later, the National Security Agency (NSA)
published On Watch: Profiles from The National Security
Agency’s Past 40 Years, a top secret condensed history of
the Agency’s many accomplishments. Chapter 1 discussed
MAGIC, an Allied cryptanalysis project to break the
Japanese code during World War II. Chapter 2 covered the
shift from war to peace and the emergence of a National
Cryptologic Authority. Chapter 4 covered the decade of the
1950s. Finally, Chapter 8, which spanned the 1960s,
contained an article titled “The Loss of the USS Pueblo,”3

the NSA’s uncensored version of the events preceding the
North Korean seizure of the USS Pueblo and its crew.

Although On Watch (TS) was approved for public release by
NSA in 2008, large sections—both Chapters 9 and 10, and their
titles—remain entirely redacted, either because of (b)(1), since it
contains national security classified information, or (b)(3), since
it contains information specifically exempted from disclosure by
statute. The following briefly describes how On Watch, an NSA
publication, came about.

On July 17, 1984, Lt Gen (USAF) Lincoln D. Faurer, then
Director of NSA, asked the National Cryptologic School to
produce a “popular history” of the Agency, aimed principally at
new employees who “perhaps were unaware of the past
accomplishments of NSA.” As the project evolved, the School
envisioned an informal collection of significant experiences
from the Agency’s past, which stressed NSA accomplishments
as the best way to make new employees aware of the unique
history of the Agency and the efforts of U.S. SIGINT (signals
intelligence) and COMSEC (communications security, the
protection of traffic on military communications networks
including voice, video, and data).

[Editor’s Note: Lt Gen “Linc” Faurer was a longtime member of
the Board of Directors of the National Military Intelligence
Association (NMIA), the predecessor of NMIF.  After he
passed away in late 2014, the Journal published an “In
Memoriam” piece in tribute to him.  See AIJ, Vol. 32, No. 2,
2015.]
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Below is a reprint of “The Loss of the USS Pueblo,” the
NSA’s uncensored and now-declassified first-hand account
of the events surrounding the North Korean seizure of the
USS Pueblo:

ON WATCH
PROFILES FROM THE NATIONAL

SECURITY AGENCY’S PAST 40 YEARS

“THE LOSS OF THE USS PUEBLO”
————————

As far as the officers and men aboard the USS Pueblo
were concerned, the forenoon of January 23, 1968,
was like any other winter morning in the Sea of

Japan.

Although low-lying haze to the west obscured the crew’s
visual observations, the ship’s position was easily verifiable
by radar, which showed the distinct outlines of the
peninsula of Hado Pando and the two off-shore islands, Yo
Do and Ung Do, the latter being closer, the other farther
south.

The Pueblo’s executive officer, Lieutenant Edward R.
Murphy, gave Petty Officer Skip Schumacher the position
for inclusion in the second SITREP of the day: 39 degrees
25.2 minutes North, 127 degrees 55.0 minutes East, 15.8 miles
off Ung Do.

Lieutenant Steve Harris, officer-in-charge of the Special
Operations Detachment—the SIGINT unit below deck—
reported no significant [deleted] although the Pueblo wasn’t
far from Wonsan. Over the previous couple of hours, the
communications technicians had picked up an unusual
amount of radio chatter, but it was too fast for Harris’ two
Marine interpreters, Chicca and Hammond, to make out.
They recorded it, intending to play it back later with Korean
dictionaries in hand.

Shortly after 11:00 a.m. Steve Harris posted the ship’s
destruct bill on the door of the SIGINT spaces, listing the
priority order for destruction of classified documents and
machines in an emergency, and tasking individual men with
specific assignments.

Around noon, luncheon chatter in the wardroom was
interrupted by a call from the bridge, Quartermaster Law
reporting that a vessel had been sighted about eight miles to
the south and appeared to be approaching.

No one aboard the Pueblo considered the sighting of a
vessel eight miles away anything out of the ordinary, until
Law’s second call from the bridge, saying that the vessel
had covered three miles in four minutes, a speed of better
than 40 knots.

The Pueblo’s captain, Commander Lloyd M. Bucher, excused
himself from lunch and hurried to the bridge. The ship was
now less than three miles away and closing fast. There was
no longer any question of its direction. It was headed
straight for the Pueblo.

On reaching his observation platform on the signal bridge,
Bucher yelled down the voice tube to the pilothouse that he
wanted Lieutenant Steve Harris, officer-in-charge of the
Pueblo’s SIGINT detachment, to report to him immediately
with his identification manuals. Because there was no
telephone link between the signal bridge and the SIGINT
spaces, each order had to be repeated by whoever was
manning the phones in the pilothouse, a waste of precious
time and potentially a source of confusion.

Visibility was good enough for the Pueblo’s executive
officer, Lieutenant Murphy, to spot the distant shape
bobbing toward them through the white flashes of a
powerful bow wave. The approaching vessel showed
enough detail for Murphy to make a tentative identification:
a submarine chaser flying the North Korean ensign bearing
down on them at flank speed.

When the sub chaser kept coming on without change of
speed or course, Bucher decided to make sure his ship
looked in every respect what he wanted to appear to be—an
oceanographic research vessel. The international day
signals indicating such activity were hoisted. Bucher sent
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Lieutenant Murphy scrambling down the ladder to the
pilothouse to check their position to make sure they really
were in international waters.

They were. The Pueblo was 15.9 miles off the island of Hung
Do, lying dead in the water with a slight southeasterly drift.

In the crypto room, Radioman Don E. Bailey interrupted the
message he was transmitting to Kamiseya, Japan, to quickly
tap out the words “COMPANY OUTSIDE.”

“You should hear things buzzing down there!” Harris
exclaimed excitedly coming up off the ladder. “They must
have every fire-control radar in the country locked on us.”

By this time the North Korean ship had closed to less than a
mile. Taking the glasses, Steve Harris identified the vessel as
a Soviet-type SO-1 sub chaser, armed with twin 57-mm
cannons. She was flying the North Korean ensign, and her
men on deck were at battle stations. She was a warship,
primed and ready for action.

Bucher watched the sub chaser heading straight for the
Pueblo at close to flank speed and said to Harris, “Now, get
below and find out if your CTs can eavesdrop on any talk
with her base. It might be fun to know her impressions of
us.”

Bearing in mind that he shouldn’t show more crew than the
normal 30-odd men carried by a legitimate oceanographic
research vessel, Bucher ordered everybody not engaged in
official topside business to remain below and out of sight.

The SO-1 closed to a thousand yards, her bridge crowded
with men scrutinizing the American vessel. Bucher decided
to bluff. He gave no engine orders. The Pueblo remained
dead in the water. Bucher ordered Signalman Leach to hoist
flags identifying the Pueblo as a hydrographer.

Churning up the Pueblo’s port side, the SO-1 suddenly
reduced speed and began circling in a clockwise direction.
Her signalman ran up an international signal flag, the first
attempt to communicate with the American ship: WHAT
NATIONALITY? Bucher answered by having his signalman
raise the American flag.

The sub chaser was now close enough for the Pueblo’s crew
to see about a dozen North Koreans wearing quilted green
uniforms. Almost all carried automatic rifles. They were
watching the Americans through binoculars and the gun
sight of the twin 57-mm cannons.

By the time the Koreans completed their third circle, they
lowered their original flags and replaced them with another
set: HEAVE TO OR I WILL FIRE.

“What the hell does he mean by that?” Bucher wondered
aloud. “We are already lying dead in the water!”

According to Lieutenant Murphy, the Pueblo was then 15.8
miles from the nearest land, the island of Ung Do.

There was not even the remotest possibility that the ship
was inside North Korea’s claimed territorial waters.

Bucher had Leach hoist a new set of flags: I AM IN
INTERNATIONAL WATERS.

By now, Skip Schumacher and Ensign Tim Harris had joined
Bucher on the bridge. Bucher ordered Schumacher to “get
going on the message form for a JOPREP Pinnacle report.
Contact is a KORCOM, modified SO-1 submarine chaser,
challenging and receiving confirmation of our nationality.”

At that moment, Gene Lacy suddenly sang out, “Three high-
speed torpedo boats, bearing 160, range short, ten thousand
yards, with zero angle on the bow!”

Bucher called after Schumacher, “Add that to the JOPREP
Pinnacle! Ask them to keep the circuits open for more.”

Three torpedo boats coming from the general direction of
Wonsan were now within a mile and approaching at full
speed. The SO-1 continued circling, her signal fluttering from
her yardarm and her cannon trained directly at the Pueblo,
gun crews ready.

Steve Harris, secluded in the SIGINT spaces with his
communications technicians, was trying without much
success to interpret the Korean voice communications filling
the receivers.

The torpedo boats were closing, and fast, their blurred white
wakes changing to sharp configurations. Steve Harris
identified them as North Korean P-4 motor torpedo boats,
maximum speed 50 knots, four times faster than the Pueblo.

Bucher barked orders. Schumacher was to prepare a new
Pinnacle, informing COMNAVFORJAPAN and
CINCPACFLT of the worsening situation. At Schumacher’s
suggestion, Bucher upgraded the message from Flash to
CRITIC. A CRITIC would indicate a possible impending
international incident and would be passed all the way up
the chain of command to the White House.

Still Bucher gave no engine order, and no order to man the
machine guns.

Bailey kept the circuit up with small talk. “I SURE COULD
USE SOME LIBERTY NOW...I DIDN’T THINK I’D MISS
THE OLD LADY SO MUCH...”
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Schumacher interrupted him with the first Pinnacle. Bailey
transmitted it at 12:54 p.m.

The P-4s approached on the Pueblo’s port beam, all guns
pointed at the Pueblo. The lead torpedo boat swerved under
the Pueblo’s fantail, passed down the starboard side and
then steamed over to the sub chaser, now idling some two
hundred yards away.

On the other end of the teletype link, the operator in
Kamiseya wanted to know, “DO YOU HAVE ANY MORE
TRAFFIC? HOW IT FEEL TO BE THREATENED?”

Bailey replied, “GOT SOME MORE COMING IN A MINUTE
BUT DON’T HAVE IT IN COMM YET. WE WILL PASS IT
AS SOON AS I GET. IT IS WORSE OUT HERE NOW, GOT
MORE COMPANY AND NOT DOING SO GOOD WITH
THEM...”

Bucher asked if the ship could be scuttled quickly. The
answer was far from comforting. About two hours to flood
the main engine room after unbolting and disconnecting the
salt water cooling intakes. Then she would not sink without
breaching the bulkhead to the auxiliary engine room.

Bucher called down the voice tube for depth recorder
soundings.

“Thirty fathoms, sir!” came the immediate reply, driving all
scuttling considerations out of Bucher’s mind. Too shallow
to justify an action that would take too long and which could
be easily thwarted by Korean divers who would eventually
recover the ship’s contents.

The three torpedo boats were circling within fifty yards with
their machine guns aimed at the Pueblo’s bridge and their
decks filled with what looked like soldiers or marines armed
with Russian-type automatic carbines. The SO-1 was jogging
a little farther off the port quarter, its 57-mm cannons ready
to fire at pointblank range and her threatening signal of
HEAVE TO OR I WILL FIRE still fluttering from her yardarm.

To his answer of AM IN INTERNATIONAL WATERS
Bucher added the international signal for INTEND TO
REMAIN IN THE AREA.

The four torpedo boats closed in, broke their loose
formation, and deployed to cover the Pueblo from all sides,
near enough for Bucher to see their fully manned machine-
gun mounts with the naked eye.

At 1:15 p.m. came the unmistakable roar of jets as a pair of
MIGs zoomed over the Pueblo in a single, quick pass.

A fourth torpedo boat appeared out of nowhere, less than a
mile away, bearing down on the Pueblo. And to further
complicate things, another small but rapidly swelling shape
was cutting a white wake over the leaden seas outside Yong
Hung Bay—another sub chaser.

Skip Schumacher returned to the flying bridge, and Bucher
said to him, “Did you get off that JOPREP?”

Schumacher nodded, staring in shock at all the activity
around them.

“Okay!” Bucher snapped. “Then get set to plug in number
two!” Bucher rattled off the bare facts describing
developments over the past ten minutes to supplement his
first report. But things were happening too fast for him to
keep up with the message content.

One of the torpedo boats drew close alongside the SO-l
flagship, communicating first by semaphore then by
megaphones, loudly enough for the men on the Pueblo to
hear the voices echoing across the three hundred yards of
slow swells. Moments later, a chill ran down Lieutenant
Murphy’s spine as rubber tires and rope mats were slung
over the side of the P-4, and a dozen men wearing helmets
and carrying automatic arms moved from the SO-1 to the
deck of the P-4. It was a boarding party.

As Bucher watched, quivering with anger, the P-4 began
backing down on the Pueblo’s starboard bow, fenders
rigged for boarding.

Bucher knew the time had come to remove his ship from a
situation that seemed on the brink of getting out of control.
He called down the voice tube. “All ahead one third!
Navigator! Give the best course to open from land!”

“Zero-eight-zero, sir!” came Lieutenant Murphy’s reply.

“Steer zero-eight-zero,” Bucher confirmed. “Build up speed
to two-thirds, then full. We are making a dignified
withdrawal, not a run for it.”

A series of hacking coughs erupted from the Pueblo’s stack
as the engine room threw the diesels into gear and advanced
the throttles. The rumbling and belching of smoke was way
out of proportion to the Pueblo’s ability to overcome inertia
and get moving. For a moment it looked as if the torpedo
boat foaming full astern, her decks crowded with armed men,
was going to touch the Pueblo’s sides. The boarding party
was braced to jump over the railings when the Pueblo at last
began gathering speed and the gap between the two ships
widened again.
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Bucher ordered the word passed to prepare for destruction
of all classified material; then he had Leach hoist a long
signal which he hoped would cause a stall while the Koreans
broke it down.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION, read the new
flags. I AM DEPARTING THE AREA.

To Helmsman Ronald Berens he shouted down through the
voice tube, “All ahead full.”

Swinging around in a wide circle, the Pueblo, still
surrounded by ships, started for the open sea. The P-4
began backing down again. She came to within twenty feet.
The men at the Pueblo’s rail could look right into the
unsmiling North Korean faces.

While two of the P-4s played porpoise across the Pueblo’s
bow, weaving back and forth at no more than twenty yards
in spumes of spray, the SO-l began closing on the Pueblo’s
port quarter, trying to force her in toward land.

The SO-1 hauled down her HEAVE TO OR I WILL FIRE
signal and appeared to jog along indecisively in the Pueblo’s
wake, dropping behind more than two thousand yards. But
the torpedo boats stayed close. Two of them hovered
around the stern; the other two porpoised around the bows,
zigzagging as close as ten yards to block the Pueblo’s
withdrawal.

The second SO-l sub chaser joined the fray. The calm seas
allowed all six hostile vessels full use of vastly superior
speed. They were having no trouble at all keeping up with
Pueblo’s plodding 12 knots, nor in training their weapons on
an easy target. But the Pueblo kept stubbornly pressing
ahead, and for a few moments it looked as though she might
bluff her way through.

By this time Pinnacle 2 had gone out. Bailey, in the crypto
space, couldn’t see what was happening. He had to rely on
what passing crewmen told him, and someone confused
rumor with fact.

At 1:26 Bailey sent, “AND THEY PLAN TO OPEN FIRE ON
US NOW. THEY PLAN TO OPEN FIRE ON US NOW. THEY
PLAN TO OPEN FIRE ON US NOW…”

Bucher was trying his best to extricate his ship, but every
time he ordered a course change, the faster SO-l
compensated. Moreover, Bucher’s course changes were
gradually turning the Pueblo back toward land.

The emergency had reached the point where the use of voice
communication with Japan was justified, and Lieutenant
Murphy, with Bucher’s assent, tried to reach Kamiseya on
the high frequency voice link to let them know what was

happening. The direct voice link wasn’t secure, but at that
stage, as far as Murphy could see, encryption was no longer
of any importance.

The first SO-1 began speeding up, rapidly regaining the
distance she had lost during her brief hesitation. A now
familiar hoist of signal flags shot back up her yardarm:
HEAVE TO OR I WILL FIRE!

To present the smallest possible target, just in case her
intentions were serious, Bucher shouted down the voice
tube, “Come right ten degrees!”

The SO-1 easily countered this maneuver by pouring on
more speed and turning outside to give her gunners a
broadside shot.

“Come right ten more degrees!”

Again the SO-l adjusted to the evasion tactic.

Murphy checked the Pueblo’s position, now 15.6 miles from
Ung do, and reached for the phone.

The sub chaser suddenly opened fire—a long, sustained
burst from her 57-mm cannon. Shells screamed overhead,
exploding against the radar mast, the whine of splinters
drilling through the Lucite windscreen of the flying bridge.

In a reflex action, everyone hit the deck. Bucher threw
himself down, barely in time to dodge the lethal hail of
shattered steel and plastic, feeling pieces of shrapnel
slashing into his legs and buttocks.

Seconds later a second volley, intermingled with a rattle of
machine-gun bullets hammering against the metal stack and
superstructure, crashed into the radar mast. The torpedo
boats had opened fire. The salvo lasted for perhaps five or
six seconds, leaving shattered glass all over the pilothouse,
blasting to shambles not only Bucher’s bridge but all the
high-level briefings, his guidelines for the mission.

As the crew got back to their feet, Law ran topside to see if
anyone had been hurt.

Murphy became aware of a voice speaking directly into his
ear. In diving for the deck, he’d held onto the
radiotelephone.

“Stand by to change frequencies,” the operator in Japan
kept repeating. “Stand by to change frequencies.”

At the very moment Murphy needed to get through to
Japan, he was caught in one of the twice-daily frequency
changes. He tried repeatedly to break in, but the operator
wouldn’t stop talking long enough to give him a chance.
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“Commence emergency destruction of all classified pubs and
gear!” Bucher shouted. “Be sure the word is passed on
down to Lieutenant Harris in the SOD hut!”

The order was relayed, everyone forgetting in the excitement
of the moment that there was no loudspeaker in the SIGINT
spaces. Neither were there portholes. Steve Harris and his
communications technicians were completely out of touch
with what was going on.

As Signalman Leach and Communications Technician Robin,
on the bridge to aid in ship identification, pushed
themselves up from the shards of glass littering the
pilothouse, Bucher saw that both men had been injured.
Leach had pieces of shrapnel in his leg; Robin had a
lacerated arm and was bleeding from a neck wound, while
one metal splinter had creased Bucher’s ankle and still
another lodged in his rectum.

Quartermaster Law came bounding up the ladder, exclaiming,
“Is everybody okay here, sir?”

“A few nicks. How about below?” “No casualties reported
yet, sir,” he answered.

Schumacher asked Bucher if he wanted him to man the
machine guns.

The captain’s reply: “Negative.”

Bucher’s instinct was to bring his ship to general quarters
and battle stations, but there were in fact no battle stations
on the Pueblo. The Pueblo’s 50-caliber machine guns were
no match for 57-mm cannon. Moreover, the Pueblo’s
gunners would have had to cross exposed decks, risking
raking automatic weapons fire from a range of thirty yards as
they unlashed frozen tarpaulin covers, opened ammunition
lockers, and attempted to fire totally exposed weapons. It
would have meant certain death to even try.

The Pueblo would not fight back. Not a shot would be fired,
in anger—or defense.

 “Set a modified General Quarters!” Bucher ordered.
“Nobody to expose themselves topside! I have the deck as
well as the conn. Left full rudder, all ahead full!”

As futile a gesture as it might seem, Bucher ordered Leach to
haul a protest flag up on the yardarm and pressed his ship
on toward the open sea.

Lieutenant Murphy, still caught in the frequency change,
was trying both the old and new channels.

Another salvo from the 57s ripped into the Pueblo.

Murphy kept trying to get Japan on high frequency voice,
unaware that the antenna coupler had just been shot off.

Radiomen Hayes and Crandall started carrying out files
from their cubicle and rushing them to the incinerator
behind the stack; swirls of smoke smelling of burning
paper told Bucher that primitive destruct equipment was
functioning. Quartermaster Law, Signalman Leach, CT
Robin, together with lookouts and photographer, were
helping them pass out a mass of classified materiel and
documents.

“Watch yourselves out there and take cover behind the
whaleboat if the shooting gets hot,” Bucher warned them.
“But keep that stuff burning...burning to ashes!” There
was a roar overhead as the pair of MIGs made another
threatening pass. The lead plane fired a rocket that
streaked high and far ahead of the Pueblo, exploding in
the sea a good eight miles away.

The North Koreans opened up with another salvo. A
stream of shells yowled through the Pueblo’s rigging,
some bursting against the masts and scattering another
shower of shrapnel downward. Others slammed through
the stack and superstructure. The torpedo boats cut loose
with their machine guns at the same time, stitching
through the pilothouse from both sides.

As soon as the cannon fire let up, Bucher shouted, “Clear
the flying bridge!”

Bucher was somewhat relieved by the report he was
getting from Steve Harris. “Emergency destruct is in
progress, Captain, and communications are open with
Kamiseya.”

“Good! Keep up the destruct, but don’t destroy today’s
crypto codes until I give the orders. I’ll have another
CRITIC message to do soon.”

Temporarily reassured that matters were being taken care
of in the SIGINT spaces, Bucher gave his full attention to the
bridge. He was still angling out to sea at 135 degrees, All
Ahead Full. Depth soundings were still 30-35 fathoms, too
shallow according to accepted standards for effective
dumping of classified material in weighted bags. Even if the
Pueblo had reached a depth of 100 fathoms, the time element
probably would have prevented any successful scuttling
action.

Radioman Bailey, still in contact with Kamiseya on the
secure teletype, commenced sending, “S-O-S S-O-S S-O-S
WE ARE HOLDING EMERGENCY DESTRUCTION. WE
NEED SUPPORT. S-O-S S-O-S S-O-S, PLEASE SEND
ASSISTANCE…”



American Intelligence Journal Page 133 Vol 36, No 1, 2019

Gene Lacy was returning to the bridge after checking in
with Central Damage Control. His face was ashen, but his
voice steady enough as he reported to Bucher: “No
damage below, sir, except minor hits above the water
line.”

“Okay, Gene. We’re still afloat and under way. We’ll keep
trying to bull our way through,” Bucher picked up some
papers from the chart table and shoved them into Crandall’s
arms as the sailor rushed another load toward the
incinerator.

Then the North Koreans opened up with another salvo,
aimed directly at the Pueblo’s bridge. The 57-mm shells
preceded the sound of their thumping muzzle blasts. One
round zinged through the pilothouse, drilling the
remaining glass out of one window, passing within inches
of Gene Lacy’s head and scorching Tim Harris’ left ear
before whistling into the sea a hundred yards beyond the
ship.

Bucher was stunned by Gene Lacy’s wild-eyed look as
the sailor dragged himself back to his feet and suddenly
yelled at the captain, “Are you going to stop this son-of-
a-bitch or not?”

There was only a fraction of a second’s hesitation before
Lacy reached out and yanked the annunciator to All Stop.

Three decks below, the isolated engineers instantly rang
the answering bells.

Then came an abrupt break in the wheezing throb of the
Pueblo’s perforated stack and a rapid deceleration from
her 12-knot speed.

Bucher stared at Gene Lacy in disbelief for another fifteen
seconds before the utter uselessness of further resistance
flooded through his brain. Instead of lunging for the
annunciator and racking it back to All Ahead Full, Bucher
walked out on the starboard wing of the bridge. It was
painfully obvious to Bucher that failure to halt would only
result in their being shot to pieces with a lot of good men
killed to no avail. In the end, the North Koreans would get
most of the classified documents.

The shooting had stopped.

Forty yards off the Pueblo’s starboard quarter, one of the
North Korean torpedo boats was bobbing along, the grim,
impassive faces of her machine gunners staring back at
Bucher over the sights of their weapons. As the Pueblo
coasted to a stop, the sub chaser, smoking cannon still
aimed at the American ship’s vitals, reduced speed.

At 1:37 p.m., Bailey sent, “WE ARE LAYING TO AT
PRESENT POSITION...THIS CIRCUIT ONLY CIRCUIT
ALIVE...PLEASE SEND ASSISTANCE. WE ARE BEING
BOARDED...”

Kamiseya replied at 1:38. “QSL YOUR LAST AND PASSING
ALL INFO.”

Bailey was wrong about the boarding. The sub chaser had
now raised a new set of signal flags: FOLLOW ME. I HAVE
A PILOT ABOARD.

This time, on his own initiative, without prompting, Bucher
ordered, “Ahead One-Third.”

The Pueblo began following the SO-1.

Bailey, at 1:45: “WE ARE BEING ESCORTED INTO PROB
WONSAN REPEAT WONSAN. WE ARE BEING
ESCORTED INTO PROB WONSAN REPEAT WONSAN...”

Despite the frantic activity, destruction of classified material
was proceeding very slowly. The Pueblo’s two paper
shredders were woefully inadequate and could chew up only
an eight-inch stack of paper every fifteen minutes. Then the
shreds had to be burned. The incinerator had a three-pound
limit, and only loose sheets at that. Each bound
publication—there were dozens of them—had to be torn
apart sheet by sheet. Stacks of paper were piling up next to
the incinerator, growing higher by the minute.

Below, small fires smoldered in the passageways. Because
the ship had been sealed when the crew went to modified
general quarters, the portholes were closed, ventilation shut
off. Now clouds of acrid smoke lingered, scorching eyes,
throats, nostrils.

The SIGINT space was like a scene out of Dante’s Inferno.
Three or four small fires were burning. With no way for the
smoke to escape, it just grew thicker and thicker. One CT
swung a sledgehammer against a radio console and broke
the handle. Others wielded sledgehammers and fire axes and
found they simply rebounded off the metal. Sensitive the
equipment may have been; delicate it was not. But with
aching arms the crewmen hacked away until piece after piece
was reduced to a mass of twisted steel.

Adding to the confusion was the unresolved question of
whether classified documents could or could not be
jettisoned. Earlier, Steve Harris had told his CTs that nothing
should be thrown overboard until they reached a depth of
100 fathoms. Anticipating that moment, two huge laundry
bags had been filled with documents. But the situation
had changed, drastically. The Pueblo was now being led
into even shallower water.
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CT Peter Langenberg took it upon himself to haul one of
the bags to the rail and pitch it overboard. He intended to
do the same with the second bag, but he never got the
chance.

Bucher went below to check on the progress of destruction
and was enraged when he saw how much classified material
remained in the SIGINT spaces. Steve Harris and his men
pressed on. Most of the SIGINT and cryptographic
equipment had been smashed beyond repair, and the
encoding disks had been reduced to powder. Still, much
sensitive material remained intact.

Executive Officer Murphy’s advice was to stall. “We need
every minute we can get to complete the destruction.” In the
back of his mind was the hope that, with enough time, the
Navy or the Air Force might be able to rush aid to them.

Despite angry signaling from the SO-1 for the Pueblo to
increase speed, Bucher continued to follow at One-Third.

In addition to the burning, the crew was now jettisoning
material over the side, despite the shallow water, hoping to
keep as much material out of North Korean hands as
possible.

Bucher decided to gamble again. He said later he wanted to
see what would happen if he ordered the Pueblo brought to
Full Stop. The answer came quickly enough.

Dropping back, the SO-l unleashed a barrage of shells that
smashed into the center part of the ship on the starboard
side, the area from which most of the smoke was coming.

The North Koreans’ action seemed to stun Bucher. A full
minute passed before he ordered, “Ahead One-Third.”

“Damage Control Two reports three casualties, one critical!”
This was followed moments later by, “Mr. Murphy, we need
morphine!”

Lieutenant Murphy, as the ship’s medical officer, kept all the
drugs on board stored in his office safe. He ran down the
inside ladder. At least one shell had gone through the
passage between Bucher’s stateroom and the officers’
wardroom. Three men burning papers from the cryptographic
safe had been hit. Marine Sergeant Robert Chicca had a hole
the size of a silver dollar in his upper thigh. Fireman Steven
Woelk had been seriously wounded in the lower abdomen.
Worst of all was Fireman Duane Hodges. A shell caught him
almost squarely in the groin, ripping his intestines open and
partially severing his right leg.

McClarren had temporarily replaced Bailey on the teletype
and was in contact with Japan, asking, “ARE YOU SENDING

ASSISTANCE? ARE YOU SENDING ASSISTANCE? ARE
YOU SENDING ASSISTANCE? ARE YOU SENDING
ASSISTANCE?”

Kamiseya replied with, “WORD HAS GONE TO ALL
AUTHORITIES. WORD HAS GONE TO ALL
AUTHORITIES. COMNAVFORJAPAN IS REQUESTING
ASSIST. WHAT KEY LISTS DO YOU HAVE LEFT? LAST
WE GOT FROM YOU WAS ‘ARE YOU SENDING ASSIST?’
PLEASE ADVISE WHAT KEY LIST YOU HAVE LEFT AND
IF IT APPEARS THAT YOUR COMM SPACES WILL BE
ENTERED.”

Bucher entered the crypto room and had McClarren send out
his reply: “HAVE 0 KEY LIST AND THIS ONLY ONE HAVE.
HAVE BEEN REQUESTED TO FOLLOW INTO WONSAN.
HAVE THREE WOUNDED AND ONE MAN WITH LEG
BLOWN OFF. HAVE NOT USED ANY WEAPONS OR
UNCOVERED 50-CAL. MAC. DESTROYING ALL KEY
LISTS AND AS MUCH ELE EQUIPT AS POSSIBLE. HOW
ABOUT SOME HELP. THESE GUYS MEAN BUSINESS.
HAVE SUSTAINED SMALL WOUND IN RECTUM. DO
NOT INTEND TO OFFER ANY RESISTANCE.
INTERROGATIVE QSL. INTERROGATIVE QSL. DO NOT
KNOW HOW LONG WILL BE ABLE TO HOLD UP CIRCUIT
AND DO NOT KNOW IF COMM SPACES WILL BE
ENTERED.”

Kamiseya: “ROGER, ROGER. WE DOING ALL WE CAN.
CAPT HERE AND CNFJ [Commander, Naval Forces Japan]
ON HOTLINE. LAST I GOT WAS AIR FORCE GOING HELP
YOU WITH SOME AIRCRAFT BUT CAN’T REALLY SAY
AS CNFJ COORDINATING WITH I PRESUME KOREA FOR
SOME F-105. THIS UNOFFICIAL BUT I THINK THAT
WHAT WILL HAPPEN.”

Bailey resumed his position on the teletype at 2:09 with,
“ROGER YOUR LAST. ROGER YOUR LAST.”

On deck there was little room for optimism. The P-4s had
now commenced firing. Sheets of paper stamped SECRET,
from the ship identification pubs, were scattered all over the
Pueblo’s deck.

Meanwhile, below, Bailey kept up his running contact with
Japan. “SURE COULD USE SOME HELP NOW.”

To which Kamiseya replied, “ROGER, ROGER. WE STILL
WITH YOU AND DOING ALL WE CAN. EVERYONE
REALLY TURNING TO AND FIGURE BY NOW AIR FORCE
GOT SOME BIRDS WINGING YOUR WAY.”

Bailey, still hopeful, sent, “ROGER, ROGER. SURE HOPE SO.
WE PRETTY BUSY WITH DESTRUCTION RIGHT NOW.
CAN’T SEE FOR THE SMOKE.”
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Kamiseya: “ROGER, ROGER. WISH I COULD HELP MORE.
ALL INFO YOU PASS BEING SENT TO AREA
COMMANDER AND THEY IN TURN COORDINATING
FOR WHATEVER ACTION GOT TO BE TAKEN. SURE
PROCESS ALREADY BEING INITIATED FOR SOME
IMMEDIATE RELIEF. COMSEVENTHFLT, CNFJ, AND
NSA GROUP PAC ALL GOT INFO RIGHT AWAY.”

Bailey, at 2:15: “ROGER YOUR LAST AND SURE HOPE
SOMEONE DOES SOMETHING. WE ARE HELPLESS AT
THIS TIME. CANNOT DO ANYTHING BUT WAIT.”

Bucher was on the port wing frantically waving his white
stocking cap at one of the P-4s, yelling over and over, “Stop
firing, you bastards!”

Lieutenant Murphy, who had come on deck to throw more
classified papers over the side, saw the captain “waving the
white emblem of surrender.” Murphy would later write, “I
realized for the first time that Bucher intended to give up the
ship, that he was, in fact, at this very moment doing exactly
that.”

Bailey, unaware of what was happening out on deck,
continued to keep Kamiseya informed. “DESTRUCTION OF
PUBS HAVE BEEN INEFFECTIVE. SUSPECT SEVERAL
WILL BE COMPROMISED.”

“CAN YOU GIVE ME A LIST OF WHAT YOU HAVEN’T
DESTROYED?” Kamiseya wanted to know. “CAN YOU GIVE
ME A LIST OF WHAT YOU HAVEN’T DESTROYED?”

The P-4 with the boarding party came alongside on the
Pueblo’s starboard quarter. The sub chaser signaled the
Pueblo to come to All Stop.

On the bridge, following Bucher’s order, Lacy pulled the
annunciator back. Then came Bucher’s voice over the
loudspeaker. “Lay aft to the starboard quarter to assist the
boarding party.”

Bailey, 2:32, informed Kamiseya, “HAVE BEEN DIRECTED
TO COME TO ALL STOP AND BEING BOARDED AT THIS
TIME.”

Kamiseya, helpless, could only reply, “ROGER YOUR LAST.
IT ON WAY TO CNFJ.”

Bailey: “FOUR MEN INJURED AND ONE CRITICALLY
AND GOING OFF THE AIR NOW AND DESTROYING THIS
GEAR.”

Kamiseya, acknowledging at 2:35 p.m. on January 23, 1968,
sent, “ROGER, GO AHEAD. CAN YOU TRANSMIT IN THE
CLEAR?”

There was no answer from the USS Pueblo.

The Pueblo’s crew spent the next eleven months in brutal
captivity.

The SIGINT damage that resulted from material falling into
North Korean hands was among the most serious
compromises in U.S. cryptologic history.

THE END … or perhaps JUST THE BEGINNING

NOTES
1 In a January 28, 1968, SITREP, the CIA speculated that the Antonov
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therefore the flight may have been related to the Pueblo Incident. “It
may have been bringing Soviet personnel to examine the Pueblo and
whatever equipment was not destroyed,” the CIA report said.
2 Weinraub, Bernard. “Pueblo Intelligence Officer Says 10 Bags of
Secret Papers Were Lost When Took Ship,” The New York Times,
February 5,1989, p. 16.
3 “The Loss of the USS Pueblo,” National Cryptologic School, On
Watch: Profiles From the National Security Agency’s Past 40 Years
(Fort George G. Meade, MD: National Cryptologic School Press,
September 1986), Top Secret Umbra, NSA (subsequently
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Back to the Future:
A Cautionary Tale from a Former Army Attaché
about the Resilience of the U.S.-ROK Alliance

by Dr. (COL, USA, Ret) David W. Shin

OVERVIEW

In my recent analysis of South Korea’s approach toward
Pyongyang, I have detected a polarization in South
Korea’s (Republic of Korea, or ROK) domestic politics

similar to what was evident back in the Kim Dae-jung/Roh
Moo-hyun “Sunshine Policy” era while I was serving as
Assistant Army Attaché at the U.S. Embassy in Seoul. The
key question then, as it is now, is whether—and to what
degree—the more progressive/liberal approach of the South
undermines the essential U.S.-ROK relationship. To address
this question, it is axiomatic to focus on the U.S.-ROK
relationship, but one also recognizes that a bilateral
relationship does not exist in a vacuum. Since the way the
U.S. and the ROK relate to each other is often affected by
how both engage with other players in Northeast Asia—
especially North Korea, China, and Japan—it is necessary to
examine those other relationships as well. That said, my
observations of Park Geun-hye’s impeachment took me
“back to the future” as an attaché and encouraged me to
write this article about the resilience of the U.S.-ROK
alliance.1

My reminiscences of the attaché tour in Seoul began when I
observed former South Korean President Park being
impeached for corruption by the country’s Constitutional
Court on March 10, 2017, and progressive presidential
candidate Moon Jae-in solidifying his lead in the polls for
the upcoming presidential race in May 2017. The South
Korean media began to speculate that Park had defeated
Moon during the 2012 presidential election due in part to the
“lingering conservative nostalgia for her father, former
president Park Chung-hee.” However, this time Moon would
win the presidential election by “riding the progressive
nostalgia” for former President Roh Moo-hyun, whom Moon
served as chief of staff from 2003 to 2008. This was important
because the Park impeachment once again spotlighted South
Korea’s conservative (anti-impeachment) vs. progressive
(pro-impeachment) divide as both sides claimed “they would
not accept the Constitutional Court’s decision if it went
against their position.”2 It meant that if Moon won he would
face significant opposition from conservatives who viewed
him as “weak on security” and “being pro-North or even a

‘North Korean sympathizer’.”3 This was because of his close
relationship with Roh, who pledged he would not “kowtow
to the Americans” and embraced former President Kim Dae-
jung’s Sunshine Policy of “building trust with North Korea
through humanitarian and economic aid.”4

I assess that the China and Japan factors
have shown change rather than continuity.
This could negatively affect U.S. interests
as Seoul resists cooperation with Japan
over history.

I recall Roh also caused a diplomatic incident when he
visited Los Angeles in November 2004 and declared “there
was some validity to the North’s argument that its nuclear
and missile programs are intended to deter outside threats.”5

In 2005 Roh said he envisioned South Korea becoming
“more of a balancer” in Northeast Asia.6 These comments
from a close U.S. ally did not bode well for the future of the
U.S.-ROK alliance, but it has proven to be more resilient
despite the periodic setbacks. At that time, I observed the
conservative’s unsuccessful impeachment attempt of Roh as
he sought a more equal alliance relationship with the U.S.7

What was sometimes overlooked was Seoul decided to “sign
a trade agreement with the United States and dispatch
troops to Iraq over the protests of Mr. Roh’s liberal political
base.” While progressives like President Moon may lament
the fact that conservatives have since dismantled the legacy
of the Sunshine Policy of pro-engagement with the North,
and embraced U.S.-led sanctions against the Kim regime,8 my
own attaché experience suggests one should be cautious
about incessantly asserting that North Korea has driven a
wedge between South Korea and the U.S.9 I will show that
the U.S.-ROK alliance has been surprisingly resilient by
reexamining the factors that I identified in 2005 as weakening
the alliance in the early 2000s, such as the impeachment and
domestic polarization in the ROK, democratization and
questioning of the alliance, the future of the U.S.-ROK
alliance, the North Korea threat perception gap, the China
factor, and the U.S.-ROK-Japan relationship.   However, I
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assess that the China and Japan factors have shown change
rather than continuity. This could negatively affect U.S.
interests as Seoul resists cooperation with Japan over
history.

IMPEACHMENT AND
DOMESTIC POLARIZATION

In the midst of the Global War on Terrorism and U.S.-ROK
alliance transformation, South Korean politics
experienced unprecedented upheaval during 2004. For

the first time in its history, the National Assembly impeached
a president10 for “interfering with an election and of
corruption among his associates.”11 The impeachment
demonstrated the extent of domestic polarization in South
Korea between the rising progressives and the
entrenched conservatives. It sparked widespread protests
throughout the country and President Roh was eventually
suspended from office for two months until the
Constitutional Court reinstated him.12 The public viewed
the conservative party as more corrupt and saw the
impeachment attempt as a “political coup” contrived by
Roh’s enemies. The negative public reaction propelled his
ruling party into the majority after the National Assembly
elections in April 2004. For the first time in South Korea’s
modern history, progressives ruled the executive branch
and formed the majority in the legislature. The challenge
for Roh was to address the nuclear issue peacefully by
improving North-South relations while ensuring the U.S.-
ROK alliance stayed strong.13

On the other hand, Park was impeached by the majority of
the National Assembly in December 2016 for allowing a
longtime family friend to influence her presidential
decision-making, and the “Constitutional Court
unanimously upheld the decision in March 2017.”14 In
May 2017 she was charged with corruption for “either
receiving or demanding $US52.1 million in bribes,”15 was
indicted on a total of 18 charges, and sentenced to 24
years in prison.16 Unlike Roh’s impeachment, which
propelled his party to a popular election victory, Park’s
impeachment further polarized the country into pro- and
anti-impeachment camps along partisan lines. The
progressives and the conservatives faced each other
every weekend during candlelight vigils in the public
square as the impeachment process dragged on for
months. Park’s ruling party eventually split in two as she
refused to accept the Court’s ruling and thousands of her
ardent supporters called for rescinding her impeachment by
protesting in the streets.17 During the election campaign,
Moon characterized the pro-Park conservatives as “the old
evil force” that would be removed from power to “complete
the Candlelight Revolution.”  Not surprisingly, some
observers predicted that if Moon won “he would face
widespread hostility from conservatives.”18

In August 2017 South Korea’s National
Intelligence Service (NIS) acknowledged
it had conducted an illicit cyber campaign
to “smear” Moon to ensure Park’s victory
in the 2012 election.

On May 9, 2017, Moon became South Korea’s president with
41 percent of the vote.19 In August 2017 South Korea’s
National Intelligence Service (NIS) acknowledged it had
conducted an illicit cyber campaign to “smear” Moon to
ensure Park’s victory in the 2012 election.20 Regardless of
the revelation that NIS had rigged the election in her favor,
many conservatives remained loyal to Park and called for a
hardline policy against North Korea. They have been
dismayed that Moon is again seeking rapprochement with
Pyongyang and vowed to “fight against Kim Jong-un and
Moon Jae-in.”21 South Koreans must have experienced an
eerie feeling of déjà vu with the impeachment and domestic
polarization as Moon ascended to power. In the end, the
impeachment process worked in the progressives’ favor in
subsequent elections, although winning the presidency
imposed a difficult balancing act within a polarized society of
achieving peaceful denuclearization through engagement
with North Korea, and at the same time demonstrating the
ROK’s commitment to the alliance with the U.S., which
requires Seoul to view the North as a major security threat.
Although the jury is out regarding Moon since his five-year
term does not end until 2022, the evidence so far suggests
both Roh and Moon were able to show they ultimately
valued the U.S.-ROK alliance.

SOUTH KOREA’S DEMOCRATIZATION
AND THE U.S.-ROK ALLIANCE

During my attaché tour, it was evident that South
Korea’s democracy was maturing as the
progressives governed the country for the first time,

and there was a growing perception that the U.S. had
historically mistreated Korea through unilateralism and
unequal treatment. In fact, this became semi-official mantra in
South Korea’s policy circles at the time. South Koreans cited
many examples, including U.S. failure to intervene during the
1980 Kwangju massacre,22 unilateral U.S. decisions to
withdraw troops from South Korea,23 perceived U.S. pressure
to purchase outdated military equipment,24 the accidental
2002 death of two middle school girls involving U.S. troops,
polluted U.S. military bases, and disputes with the U.S. over
gold medals during the 2002 Winter and 2004 Summer
Olympics.25 In spite of these negative sentiments, Roh
decided to deploy 465 military medics and engineers to Iraq
in May 2003,26 and faced a significant challenge to his Iraq
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policy after Kim Sun-il, a South Korean translator, was
kidnapped and later killed by Iraqi insurgents in June 2004.
Roh refused to accept the terrorists’ demand to withdraw
Seoul’s commitment to deploy additional troops to Iraq.
South Korean television showed images of Kim begging for
his life and the news of his beheading shocked the country,
fueling intense debate over the additional troop
deployment.27

Amid this controversy, I was present at the Korea Institute
for Defense Analyses when a senior defense official
announced South Korea would deploy approximately 3,600
soldiers to the northern Iraqi city of Irbil by November
2004.28 The deployment made South Korea the third largest
coalition partner in Iraq. Many believed this show of support
for the U.S. helped to improve relations between the two
allies.29 Others touted the deployment as “evidence that the
U.S.-ROK alliance remains strong.”30 In December 2004, the
National Assembly ratified a bill to extend the troop
deployment for another year.31 This demonstrated that
maturation of South Korea’s democracy eventually led to an
open struggle between the conservative and progressive
parties to define Korea’s vision for the future by debating its
past, including the relationship with the U.S. This meant a
“rocky relationship” that strained the bilateral relationship
between the allies.32 Many ROK officials and analysts at the
time admitted there were tensions in the relationship, but
most indicated they valued the U.S.-ROK alliance.33

South Korea’s popular sentiment, measured in a number of
polls, appeared to mirror this view.34 However, it did not
mean all was well for Seoul and Washington. An opinion
poll conducted by JoongAng Ilbo in October 2004 indicated
49 percent of all respondents viewed relations with the U.S.
as having “worsened slightly” from 2001 to 2004, and 18
percent believed they had “worsened considerably.” Only 23
percent believed they had “improved slightly” over that
period. Judging by this aspect of the poll alone, some
observers concluded anti-American sentiment had increased
significantly. This view ignored that the same poll also
revealed most South Koreans still viewed the U.S.-ROK
relationship as “important.” In fact, 57 percent of the
respondents viewed maintaining good relations with the U.S.
as “fairly important” and another 36 percent felt it was “very
important.” A somewhat surprising result was that none of
the respondents felt it “not important at all” to maintain
good relations with the U.S.35 This convinced me that,
despite the polarization of Korean society and the existing
tensions in the relationship, most South Koreans valued the
alliance. The relationship forged in war proved more resilient
than some expected. I sensed it was a cautionary tale for
Americans to be more patient with South Korea’s anti-
American sentiment since the U.S. had promoted its
democracy and one should expect this kind of domestic
polarization during democratic transitions,36 especially one

that involved authoritarian rule under U.S. tutelage for
decades.37 What South Koreans desired was “respect and
more equal status from the U.S.”38

Despite the polarization of Korean society
and the existing tensions in the
relationship, most South Koreans valued
the alliance. The relationship forged in
war proved more resilient than some
expected.

Regardless, it did not take long after Moon was elected
president in May 2017 for some in Washington to begin
worrying about the state of the U.S.-ROK alliance. They
reportedly assumed his close association with Roh meant a
Sunshine Policy redux39 (recast by some as Moonshine
Policy)40 that would revive the tensions existing between a
conservative U.S. government and a progressive one in
South Korea. This seemed probable as President Donald
Trump showed a lack of appreciation for South Korea as an
ally. He labeled it “a free-rider for not paying enough for the
stationing of US troops on the peninsula.” He also
complained about the growing U.S. trade imbalance with
South Korea and called the U.S.-ROK Free Trade Agreement
a “disaster.” The majority of South Koreans found a way to
ignore Trump’s harsh rhetoric, and appreciated that the U.S.
“remains a strong and reliable ally and cooperative military
partner.” According to the February 2018 report by the
ASAN Institute, almost 96 percent of those polled in 2017
believed the alliance with the U.S. was “necessary.”
Admittedly, North Korea’s missile tests and a nuclear test in
2017 heightened public awareness,41 but in recent years, at
least since 2014, a majority of South Koreans have viewed
the U.S. as a partner of choice.42 This was noted again in
January 2019 in another ASAN poll when over 62 percent of
South Koreans viewed USFK as “trustworthy,” and about
the same number indicated it would not hinder the Korean
peace process and believed the U.S.’s extended deterrence
“effectively deters North Korean nuclear provocations.”43 I
learned as an attaché that the majority of South Koreans felt
that way about the U.S. well before 2014.

BACK TO THE FUTURE FOR THE
ALLIANCE

In 2004, after almost two years of Future of the Alliance
(FOTA) negotiations, Seoul and Washington agreed to
reduce the U.S. military footprint (bases) in South Korea

by two-thirds and U.S. troops by one-third.44 On December
9, 2004, the South Korean National Assembly finally
approved the bill for relocation of the headquarters at
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Yongsan and the amended Land Partnership Plan (LPP).45 In
January 2005, South Korea announced it was authorizing
approximately $477 million to prepare for United States
Forces Korea (USFK) realignment. This paved the way for
the Korean government to purchase the land to implement
the realignment.46 USFK also began transferring some of its
missions, such as Joint Security Area security, to South
Korean forces in October 2004, and a total of ten missions
were designated for transfer by 2006.47 This indicated a
significant change in the relative responsibilities between
U.S. and South Korean forces, and recognized Seoul’s desire
to have a leading role in its own defense. To address South
Korean concerns of a potential “security vacuum” resulting
from USFK troop reductions, the U.S. committed $11 billion
to enhance its capabilities that would directly benefit the
collective defense of the ROK.48

Nevertheless,  some  in  South  Korea  wondered  about  the
meaning  of  USFK reductions and worried that the U.S.
might be losing its focus on deterring North Korea.49 As the
FOTA talks transitioned to Security Policy Initiative (SPI)
talks in February 2005, South Koreans appeared to be
developing a more cautious approach to them. Seoul’s initial
priority seemed to be gaining U.S. assurance that USFK
would remain focused on North Korea. Many South Korean
officials also avoided detailed discussions about possible
regional roles for USFK and suggested that an ambiguous
regional role was necessary to depoliticize the issue. What
was clear at the time was that USFK’s involvement in the
Taiwan Strait was problematic, if not unacceptable, to South
Korea. Moreover, when USFK deployed to fulfill its regional
roles, some felt additional U.S. forces should flow in to
maintain credible deterrence against the North. South
Koreans also stressed the need for close consultation prior
to deployment, because the U.S. unit’s mission could have
serious implications for Korea.50

Then-U.S. Ambassador to Seoul Christopher Hill addressed
some of these concerns on January 11, 2005, by disclosing
that USFK was in Korea “to maintain our alliance with South
Korea,” and “any other use of USFK would be decided only
in full consultation with the Korean government, and only if
such a decision would have no negative security impact in
Korea.”51 Still others suggested that at least one-third of
USFK should remain committed to the defense of South
Korea. Some South Koreans even argued that a revision of
the Mutual Defense Treaty, and perhaps the Status of
Forces Agreement, was necessary to accommodate the
changes likely to be discussed during the SPI talks. One of
the more constant messages was that the upcoming SPI talks
were a great opportunity to rejuvenate the alliance. However,
most believed success would require much higher-level
attention from both countries. At the time, many suggested a
joint declaration by the two presidents at the conclusion of
SPI would be appropriate.52

When Roh launched his Defense Reform 2020 in 2005, some
criticized his progressive defense policies for weakening the
South Korean military and stymieing defense reform. For
instance, due to his “more benevolent North Korean threat
assessment” and desire to transform Seoul’s relationship
with Pyongyang, Roh decided to reduce the size of the
armed forces by 25 percent and the length of military service
for conscripts by 10 months.53 In October 2006, the two allies
agreed to “expeditiously complete the transition of [wartime]
OPCON [operational control] to the ROK after October 15,
2009, but not later than March 15, 2012.”54 Many viewed this
as a political move by Roh to reclaim the lead in defense (i.e.,
sovereignty), without careful deliberation of the military
implications. It was largely viewed as a risky move that could
weaken “U.S. commitment to defend South Korea.”55 In the
end, despite Roh’s efforts to improve relations with the Kim
regime by providing “unconditional largesse to Pyongyang
and reducing South Korea’s military,” Kim Jong-il continued
to enhance his asymmetric capabilities.56 These
developments may explain why some Americans
characterized the Sunshine years as a “decade in the
wilderness” and welcomed the return of conservative rule in
2008. They believed conservatives were more willing to
partner with the U.S. and “participate more fully in shaping
the regional (and global) security environment.”57

Some Americans characterized the
Sunshine years as a “decade in the
wilderness” and welcomed the return of
conservative rule in 2008.

In October 2008, the two allies decided to complete the
wartime OPCON transition by April 17, 2012,58 which
extended about a month past the latest timeline desired by
Roh for wartime OPCON transfer. In May 2009, Seoul also
agreed to join the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative
(PSI), which the Roh administration had refused to join when
it was initially proposed by Washington in 2003.59 Then-
Presidents Barack Obama and Lee Myung-bak agreed to a
Joint Vision Statement in June 2009, as recommended by
many South Korean officials in late 2004. They agreed to
“build a comprehensive strategic alliance of bilateral,
regional and global scope, based on common values and
mutual trust.” They committed to “work closely to address
the global challenges of terrorism, proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction [WMD], piracy, organized crime and
narcotics, climate change, poverty, infringement on human
rights, energy security, and epidemic disease.” They also
pledged that the alliance would “enhance coordination on
peacekeeping, post-conflict stabilization and development
assistance [e.g., to Iraq and Afghanistan].”60 Since then,
Seoul has been lauded by the U.S. for its global security
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efforts in counter-piracy (Gulf of Aden), counter-WMD
proliferation (PSI), counterterrorism (ISIS), and peacekeeping
operations.61

After the Cheonan sinking and the artillery shelling of
Yeonpyeong Island in 2010, Lee persuaded Obama to delay
further the wartime OPCON transfer to December 2015.62 The
transition was delayed again in October 2014 due to “the
evolving security environment in the region” to a
“conditions-based approach.” Under this arrangement, the
two leaders of the alliance would determine the “appropriate
timing for wartime OPCON transition.”63 In short, the
conservatives remained wary of OPCON transfer due to its
implications for U.S. commitment, but within a month of
winning the election Moon reached an agreement with
Trump in June 2017 to “enable the expeditious conditions-
based transfer” of wartime OPCON.64 By October 2018, the
two allies noted the “positive influence on easing tensions
on the Korean Peninsula” after three North-South summits
and the U.S.-North Korea summit that year. They then
signed the Alliance Guiding Principles to “ensure a strong
combined defense posture following OPCON transition” and
a revised version of the 2015 conditions-based OPCON
transition plan. They also pledged to work together to “meet
the necessary conditions for OPCON transition at an early
date.”65

Perhaps more importantly, the two sides revealed that the
U.S.-ROK Combined Forces Command (CFC) would not be
deactivated. A ROK four-star would lead CFC with a U.S.
four-star as its deputy commander. The plan is to achieve
initial operational capability certification of the “ROK-led
combined defense posture in 2019.”66 This would finally end
the long-held “US obsession with maintaining operational
command authority” of South Korea’s military within the
alliance going back to the Korean War.67 It also signals the
U.S. military’s acknowledgment that South Koreans have
become equals. According to ASAN’s opinion poll in
January 2019, about 40 percent of South Koreans support
the transfer as planned, while another 31.5 percent prefer to
postpone it to a later date. The supporters of the transfer cite
sovereignty (over 50 percent), less reliance on the alliance
(16 percent), trust in the ROK military’s capabilities (16
percent), and concerns over possible U.S. troop withdrawal
from South Korea (13 percent). Those who oppose the
transfer reason that the ROK military does not possess the
military capability (33 percent), worry about the North
Korean threat (25 percent), seek to maintain the alliance (25
percent), and fear U.S. troop withdrawal from South Korea
(10 percent). There was a slight decrease in South Korean
desires for USFK’s presence post-reunification from about
50 percent in 2018 to 44 percent in 2019. The key to its long-
term future presence on the Korean Peninsula was
reportedly driven by South Koreans’ “overall trust in
USFK.”68

It remains to be seen if Moon can overcome the divided
public sentiment over the wartime OPCON transfer issue
before his five-year term ends in 2022, but it appears Trump
would welcome Moon’s efforts to regain more control of
South Korea’s defense. As a presidential candidate, Trump
complained about the costly forward deployment of U.S.
forces in South Korea and elsewhere, and warned he might
“pull back from the alliance” if Seoul failed to reimburse the
U.S. “substantially.”69 This may explain why the U.S. agreed
to return wartime OPCON at an early date in 2018, and when
the existing burden-sharing agreement expired in March 2018
Washington initially demanded Seoul pay double the
burden-sharing costs (about $1.6 billion). This demand was
later dropped to $1.2 billion, an increase of about 50 percent
from the existing payment of $830 million a year. Some in
South Korea’s National Assembly have stated this is an
“unacceptable demand” by the U.S., which reportedly
reduced its demand to about $1 billion.70

It remains to be seen if Moon can overcome
the divided public sentiment over the
wartime OPCON transfer issue before his
five-year term ends in 2022, but it appears
Trump would welcome Moon’s efforts to
regain more control of South Korea’s
defense.

As the negotiation over burden-sharing intensified, some
observers even suggested it was time for Seoul to take
responsibility for the “entire burden of its own defense,”
without any U.S. troops.71 This is not the current way
forward but spotlights how mismanagement of key alliance
issues like burden-sharing could do serious harm. On
February 10, 2019, Seoul agreed to pay about $920 million
(up 8.2 percent), but it was a one-year “stopgap” measure
that would have to be renegotiated.72 This was probably a
difficult decision for Seoul since 45 percent of the public
favored maintaining the current level while another 17
percent called for reducing its contributions. Only 30 percent
of South Koreans approved raising the cost of burden-
sharing.73 This is further evidence to suggest the alliance
remains resilient and will not be permanently damaged easily.
Trump muddied the waters a bit more on February 12 by
stating Seoul had agreed to pay $500 million more toward its
defense,”74 likely signaling difficult negotiations ahead for
next year. Regardless of Trump’s rhetoric, the Trump
administration has committed to maintaining 28,500 U.S.
troops in South Korea and assessed the alliance is “stronger
than ever.”75 Again, despite the tensions over alliance
maintenance costs and its future, it appears the commitment
to the alliance remains firm on both sides.
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THE NORTH KOREA THREAT
PERCEPTION GAP

According to a 2004 article by Marcus Noland of the
Institute for International Economics, a “growing
majority of South Koreans, having lived for decades

in the shadow of its forward-deployed artillery, do not regard
North Korea as a serious threat.”76 This view is also
probably related to improved relations between the two
Koreas during the Sunshine years. Regardless, the U.S.
viewed “the North and its nuclear program with alarm.” The
Noland study also said “the gap in the two countries’
respective assessments of the North Korean threat has
patently widened.” It also cited an opinion poll revealing
“more South Koreans saw the U.S. as the principal threat to
peace than those who identified North Korea as the biggest
threat.”77 According to some Korean officials I met in Seoul
in 2004, President Roh felt many U.S. conservatives were
ready for tougher policies toward the Kim regime, perhaps
even considering a pre-emptive military strike. The officials
commented that the North Korea issue is a matter of national
survival for South Korea, whereas it is a non-proliferation or
human rights issue for the U.S.78 [Author’s Note: As
discussed later, this situation changed after the North
perfected its nuclear Intercontinental Ballistic Missile
(ICBM) in November 2017.79]

An opinion poll conducted by JoongAng Ilbo in September
2003, plus my discussions with South Korean officials and
experts in late 2004, seemed to suggest that the threat
perception gap between the U.S. and South Korea is real, but
it is not as great as was portrayed in the early 2000s. It was
true that JoonAang Ilbo’s opinion poll revealed most
respondents did not believe North Korea would launch a
“full-scale attack” against the South. However, many still
viewed North Korea as a “threat.” According to the poll, 45
percent of the respondents indicated that North Korea
posed the “biggest threat to South Korea.”80 Even though
another 26.1 percent of the respondents viewed the U.S. as
the “biggest threat,” it was a clear reversal from an earlier
opinion poll in which a study found “more South Koreans
saw the U.S. as the principal threat to peace.”81 Another
survey conducted by Korea’s National Defense University
in November 2004 revealed that 85 percent of the ROK
military believed that “North Korea already has nuclear
weapons which are ready for use and that the ROK should
consider North Korea as the main enemy.”82 It was obvious
there was some confusion in South Korea in the early 2000s
about how it should view the Kim regime.

In fact, the Roh government was criticized for failing to use
the term “main enemy” for North Korea when it decided to
omit the designation in the Defense Ministry’s 2004 Defense
White Paper.83 A March 2003 paper published by Korea’s
National Security Council also avoided the contentious

label.84 The Ministry later described North Korea as “the most
important threat.” This change appeared to be a compromise
demonstrating Seoul’s desire to narrow the threat perception
gap with the U.S. Some warned at the time that if the South’s
rapprochement with the North fails the U.S. could become an
easy scapegoat for the failure. Many advised at the time that it
was in the interest of both countries publicly to narrow the
North Korea policy gap as quickly as possible, especially if the
U.S. truly believes peaceful resolution is the desired outcome.
South Koreans also warned that Seoul must be consulted prior
to any military action, and if Washington chooses to act
unilaterally it would be unacceptable to Seoul under present
conditions and could threaten the alliance.85 South Koreans
claimed that, since the U.S. has repeatedly declared it has “no
intention of invading North Korea,”86 the two sides should be
able to narrow the North Korea policy gap. This would give
more room for diplomacy to resolve the crisis and improve
America’s image in South Korea. Former President George W.
Bush did eventually pursue diplomacy at the Six-Party Talks
(6PT) during his second term and made a deal for North Korea
to abandon its nuclear program. In the end, the 6PT process fell
apart in 2008 over the issue of the North’s incomplete nuclear
declaration and lack of an agreed process to verify
denuclearization.87

...Many South Koreans in 2017 were worried
about U.S. pre-emptive military action
against the Kim regime. After Trump
threatened Kim with “fire and fury like the
world has never seen,” and warned the U.S.
military was “locked and loaded,” Moon
took the unusual step of rebuking Trump.

When the conservative Lee Myung-bak administration took
office in 2008, it was no longer willing to pursue engagement
with Pyongyang without the latter’s commitment to
denuclearization and adopted a hardline policy toward the
Kim regime.88 In its 2008 Defense White Paper, the Lee
administration’s first, the Ministry of Defense indicated that
North Korea posed “direct and serious threats to our
national security.”89 After the North’s provocations in 2010,
South Korea began to reference North Korea again as an
“enemy.”90 Since then, the North remained the South’s “main
enemy” until December 2018. In the first Defense White
Paper of the Moon administration, it once again refused to
call North Korea an “enemy” and decided to redefine the
term “enemy” as “every force that threatens South Korea.”
This move was seen as an attempt by Seoul to further reduce
North-South military tensions as agreed to at the April and
September 2018 Kim-Moon summits.91 This is
understandable from the South Korean perspective
following the nuclear crisis in 2017.
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Similar to November 2004, many South Koreans in 2017 were
worried about U.S. pre-emptive military action against the
Kim regime. After Trump threatened Kim with “fire and fury
like the world has never seen,” and warned the U.S. military
was “locked and loaded,” Moon took the unusual step of
rebuking Trump. In August 2017, Moon warned that “any
unilateral military action against the North over its nuclear
weapons program would be intolerable.” He went on to say
that “no one should be allowed to decide on a military action
on the Korean Peninsula without South Korean agreement.”
Many South Koreans were also upset with Senator Lindsey
Graham when he stated Trump told him it was better to have
a war in Korea, since “if thousands die, they’re going to die
over there—they’re not going to die here.” In other words,
North Korea had now become a survival threat to the U.S. as
well. Some in Seoul warned that U.S. unilateral military action
against Pyongyang “could be the end of the alliance,” and
Moon had to respond strongly since South Koreans would
not forgive him for looking weak against a “bigger power,”
even if it was their most preferred ally.92

After all the summitry, it is clear that the
alliance’s threat perception gap has
narrowed significantly as Trump seems to
have lowered his expectations for
denuclearization by saying “he is in ‘no
rush whatsoever’ to get the country to give
up its nuclear weapons”...

Trump waged his maximum pressure campaign against the
North in 2017,93 but Kim launched 18 missiles and conducted
another nuclear test in 2017.94 On November 29, 2017, Kim
declared he had perfected his nuclear forces after the
successful launch of the Hwasong-15 ICBM, and
unexpectedly proclaimed in his 2018 new year’s speech that
the upcoming Winter Olympics in South Korea was one of
the “great national events” of 2018, signaling his desire to
reduce military tensions and improve relations with South
Korea.95 In February 2018, Kim sent his sister Yo-jong to
meet with Moon to promote “peace and unity” during the
Olympics. As Vice President Mike Pence refused to make
eye contact with Kim’s sister at the opening ceremony, some
noticed the growing distance between the two allies being
orchestrated by a “charming enemy.”96 Kim Jong-un’s charm
offensive continued after the Olympics as multiple summits
with Moon and Xi Jinping were held in 2018.97 Surprisingly,
Kim’s summitry included one with Trump in June 2018.
Trump was criticized for meeting with a dictator having a
dismal human rights record, but Trump claimed after the
summit they had “developed a very special bond.” Trump
suspended military exercises in Korea and disclosed that he
“hopes to eventually withdraw US forces from South

Korea.”98 However, the evidence suggests USFK will remain
in Korea for the foreseeable future to maintain the alliance,
even as the threat perception begins to narrow between
Seoul and Washington.

On June 22, 2018, ten days after the Kim-Trump summit in
Singapore, USFK Headquarters finally moved to Camp
Humphreys. The move had been scheduled to take place in
2008, but despite the repeated delays USFK finally relocated
to a new $77 million headquarters. The commander at the
time stated, “This headquarters…represents the significant
investment in the long-term presence of U.S. forces in
Korea.” Seoul ended up paying $9.72 billion (90 percent of
the cost) to “develop Camp Humphreys from a remote
airfield into the equivalent of a small American town.”99

Some were concerned that Trump would hold a second
summit with Kim in February 2019, even though the U.S.
Intelligence Community believes Kim will never abandon all
his nuclear weapons. Still, this happened with Moon’s
complete support.100 It suggests that, at least at the
presidential level, the perception of the North Korean threat
has narrowed significantly despite the conservative-liberal
ideological divide between the two allies. In October 2018,
the two sides agreed to form a North Korea working group to
coordinate their efforts regarding North Korea diplomacy,
denuclearization, implementation of sanctions, and inter-
Korean cooperation.101 After all the summitry, it is clear that
the alliance’s threat perception gap has narrowed
significantly as Trump seems to have lowered his
expectations for denuclearization by saying “he is in ‘no
rush whatsoever’ to get the country to give up its nuclear
weapons,” and seems satisfied that his efforts have so far
kept Kim from further testing of nuclear weapons.”102

THE CHINA FACTOR

China was (and is) an important factor in South
Korea’s strategic calculations, and how Seoul views
Beijing can have a significant impact on the state of

the U.S.-ROK alliance. When I was an attaché in Seoul, some
suggested the Roh administration was clearly leaning toward
China, while others claimed it remained committed to the
U.S.-ROK alliance but also desired friendly relations with
China. However, most South Koreans at the time seemed to
agree that China’s claims to the history of Koguryo—an
ancient Korean Kingdom that extended from the northern
part of the peninsula into northeast China—convinced them
to rethink the future role of China on the Korean Peninsula.
South Koreans interpreted China’s claim to Koguryo
negatively, and it rekindled their perceptions of China as a
threat. They took great umbrage at Chinese claims to
“ownership” of their ancient kingdom’s historical heritage.103

I felt the Koguryo debate convinced many South Koreans to
rethink the future role of China on the Korean Peninsula, and
to begin to perceiving it again as a threat. Perhaps it was a
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turning point in the China debate which reminded South
Koreans the U.S. is the only major power in Northeast Asia
that does not have any territorial designs on Korea, while
the others in the region have historical tendencies to
dominate the Korean Peninsula.104

Chung-in Moon (distinguished university professor, Yonsei
University) and Li Chun-fu (associate professor of political
science, Nankai University) also viewed the Koguryo issue
as a “trigger mechanism” that worsened China-ROK
relations in early 2004. They highlighted that some South
Korean groups made the situation worse by claiming parts of
Northeast China as Korean territory. Most South Koreans
were “outraged,” triggering “immense anti-Chinese
sentiments and movements.” By December 2003, 50 civic
groups were formed to protect Koguryo history from the
Chinese. This was viewed as “denying Korean history,
identity, and ultimately historical sovereignty.” However,
Roh preferred to resolve the issue with Beijing quietly due to
China’s growing economic influence and hosting of 6PT.
When the public anger grew after the Chinese deleted parts
of South Korean history from its Foreign Ministry website,
some argued conservative media spotlighted the issue to
counter Roh’s tilt toward China. The two sides eventually
reached an amicable compromise—Seoul agreed not to claim
territorial sovereignty and Beijing agreed not to claim
Koguryo as its own history.105

That said, during the Lee Myung-bak administration, South
Koreans were again disappointed by China after the sinking
of the Cheonan killed 46 South Korean sailors in March 2010.
Once the investigation was completed in May 2010, Lee
stated that “no responsible country in the international
community will be able to deny the fact that the Cheonan
was sunk by North Korea.” Yet the Chinese leadership
reaction was predictable. Beijing valued North Korea’s
stability more than risking its survival—it was a matter of
national interest—by completely isolating the hermit
kingdom with its own condemnation of the heinous incident.
In other words, Beijing made it clear it “continues to
prioritize stability on its borders over the potential costs and
chaos of causing regime collapse in North Korea.” China
may have realized that harshly condemning Pyongyang, as it
did after its first nuclear test in 2006, only reduced its limited
influence over North Korea. Thus, its response after the
second nuclear test in 2009 was much softer, and signaled its
likely response in May 2010.106

While almost 36 percent of South Koreans “completely
distrust” or “tend to distrust” the results of the Cheonan
investigation in September 2010,107 after the North Korean
bombardment of a South Korean island in November 2010 it
was evident to the majority of South Koreans that “the
Chinese government has consistently defended North Korea
from the inception of these two provocations, seemingly

without regard for the growing multidimensional exchanges
between China and South Korea.” By October 2011, about 65
percent of South Koreans polled “negatively evaluated”
Chinese intervention during a crisis in North Korea and
almost 70 percent believed Beijing would support
Pyongyang during another Korean conflict.108 Nonetheless,
as president, Park Geun-hye courted Xi Jinping because she
needed him to “rein in North Korea.” She made six trips to
China from 2012 to 2015 to cultivate their relationship, and
even risked her reputation by being the only democratic
leader to attend China’s 70th anniversary celebrating the end
of World War II in September 2015.109

Despite Seoul’s growing dependence on
Chinese trade, its alliance with the U.S.
has mattered more when it counts, and this
is unlikely to change in the future as long
as China backs Pyongyang.

After North Korea conducted another nuclear test in January
2016, Park called for “strongest sanctions” on Pyongyang
and stated “a true partner offers a helping hand in difficult
times.”110 However, Xi refused to take “sweeping action”
that could destabilize the Kim regime and “create chaos in
the region.” He was also probably concerned about “a
reunified Korea backed by the United States when China is
trying to assert its dominance in Asia.” In hindsight, it
seems as if Xi was trying to reach out to Kim because he
chose to apply significant pressure on the North after its
nuclear test in 2013, the first under the young Kim.111 Park
had to learn the hard way that China is unreliable when it
comes to North Korea. The same lesson had to be learned by
Moon when he reconsidered Park’s decision to deploy the
Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) missile
defense system in 2016. It eventually became a litmus test for
the U.S.-ROK alliance and, due to China’s intense economic
and diplomatic pressure to withdraw the system, Moon had
little choice but to protect South Korea’s sovereignty.112

Moon eventually decided to accept a “second phase” of the
THAAD deployment even as the dispute cost South Korea
$7.5 billion as of October 2017, and China “abruptly”
reversed course by engaging Seoul in early November 2017.
Moon subsequently had to accommodate Xi by pledging
not to accept any more THAAD deployments and refusing
to join a U.S.-led trilateral alliance with Japan, including a
regional missile defense network. Some believe “the THAAD
issue is just shelved, not resolved,” but it is clear anti-
Chinese sentiment has risen in South Korea.113 In short,
despite Seoul’s growing dependence on Chinese trade, its
alliance with the U.S. has mattered more when it counts, and
this is unlikely to change in the future as long as China
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backs Pyongyang. The April 2018 violation of South Korea’s
Air Defense Identification Zone by Chinese military aircraft
reinforced the idea that China’s hegemony may someday be
as threatening as the North’s nuclear weapons,114 but one
cannot ignore there is a tendency in South Korea, regardless
of who is in charge, quickly to overlook disputes with China.
South Korea is not as accommodating with Japan, however.

U.S.-ROK-JAPAN RELATIONS

In late 2004, South Korea was very concerned about U.S.
efforts to expand the U.S.-Japan security alliance. Many
believed the pace of change in Japan’s security posture

was too fast and feared its lofty status as America’s most
important ally in the Asia-Pacific would result in an
inevitable downgrade in South Korea’s own status. Some
sensed this was happening to counter China and, as a
“shrimp among whales,” South Korea was concerned about
the rising tensions between Japan and China. South Koreans
were also aware of the speculation that a Northeast Asia
command could be established at Camp Zama, Japan.
Although it failed to materialize, at the time Seoul likely
would have resisted any U.S. command structure which
subordinated U.S. forces in Korea to a headquarters
located in Japan. Seoul seemed to view this as an
indication that Korean interests were being subordinated
to Japanese ones.115 Although cultural exchanges
between the two countries were advancing dramatically
during the progressive years from 1998 to 2008,116 South
Korea remained wary of Japanese attempts to strengthen
bilateral security relations. Some of my discussions with
South Korean officials and academics indicated that Seoul
would continue to resist U.S. initiatives to expand U.S.-
ROK-Japan trilateral security cooperation. This was in
part because of the South’s historical legacy with Japan,
but also because it did not want to antagonize China
unnecessarily.117

The Korean progressives nevertheless tried to promote a
“future-oriented relationship” with Japan, but ultimately
failed. Both sides regularly clashed over colonial history,
territorial disputes involving Tokdo/Takeshima Island,
and Japanese politicians’ periodic visits to the Yasukuni
Shrine. These contentious issues prevented a closer
bilateral relationship from developing as Seoul and Tokyo
were constrained by the “emotional baggage” created
over decades.118 On August 10, 2012, near the end of his
term, Lee became the first (and only) South Korean
president to visit Tokdo Island. He likely anticipated it
would temporarily sacrifice the bilateral relationship with
Tokyo but would boost his dismal popularity rating at
home. The stunt worked as over 80 percent of South
Koreans approved of his visit to the island as they
prepared to celebrate Korea’s liberation from Japanese
rule on August 15.119

The bilateral relationship did not improve after Lee left office
in 2013.120 His successor Park Geun-hye refused to meet with
Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe until November 2015.121

She accused Abe of “undermining” the Japanese
government’s prior apologies for “Japan’s wartime system of
military brothels where many ‘comfort women’ worked as sex
slaves.” Similar to Lee’s exploitation of the visit to Tokdo,
Park seemed to take her hardline against Japan for “domestic
advantages,” perhaps in part due to her father’s mixed
legacy as the architect of the Korean economic miracle and
as a Japanese “collaborator.”122

Park and Abe finally met in Seoul in November 2015 and
agreed to resolve the comfort women dispute, which Park
described as the “biggest stumbling block” to better ties.123

In December 2015, the two sides’ foreign ministries
announced specific details regarding the deal. First, Tokyo
promised $8.3 million to “care for the women.” Second, the
money would “come directly from the Japanese
government,” which implies Tokyo was taking some
responsibility for the comfort women issue. Third, it
appeared to demonstrate a major concession by Abe as he
expressed anew his “sincere apologies and remorse from the
bottom of his heart to all those who suffered immeasurable
pain and incurable physical and psychological wounds as
‘comfort women’.” Finally, Seoul promised “not to criticize
Tokyo over the issue again.” The two leaders hoped the
agreement would be a “final and irreversible resolution of the
issue.”124 Washington lauded the Park-Abe agreement as it
attempted to promote trilateral security cooperation with
Tokyo and Seoul while confronting a more assertive China
and a nuclear-armed North Korea. However, the initial
reaction from the surviving comfort women (less than 50
remaining alive) was “far from welcoming.” They argued
Japan failed to admit its “legal responsibility and offer formal
reparations.”125 Park ignored public opposition and
approved the General Security of Military Information
Agreement to share intelligence with Japan in November
2016. It was hailed by Obama as it signaled a major step
toward achieving Washington’s goal of trilateral security
cooperation.126

After Park was impeached, the 2015 comfort women
agreement came under attack during the 2017 presidential
election,127 and Moon indicated he would “re-open” the
issue if he won the election.128 Moon kept his promise and
disestablished the Reconciliation and Healing Foundation
that was funded by the Japanese government to assist the
comfort women. The South Korean courts also declared
Japan’s Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Nippon Steel, and
Sumitomo Metal had to pay Korean workers for “unpaid
labor during World War II.” These moves are popular in
South Korea but the worsening of tensions may also help
Abe as he “pursues his own nationalistic agenda, with
proposals for reviving Japan’s pacifist constitution.” The
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situation got worse after Tokyo accused South Korea’s
navy of targeting one of its P-1 patrol aircraft with a fire
control radar in December 2018. Consequently, Japan
refused to hold working-level talks with South Korea’s
defense officials.129

Some argue the relationship is the worst it has been since
the two normalized official relations in 1965.130 However, the
relationship between Seoul and Tokyo became further
strained in July 2019 as Japan began to retaliate with export
restrictions on “three key industrial materials used in
semiconductors and displays,” in response to South Korea’s
court rulings over the use of wartime forced labor by
Japanese firms. On July 16, 2019, David Stillwell, the new
assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific affairs,
visited Seoul to play a mediator role and accommodate
Seoul’s request for U.S. assistance to “reverse Tokyo’s
recent export restrictions seen as a retaliatory step following
last year’s top court rulings.” After meeting with South
Korea’s foreign ministry officials, Stillwell stated that he
“sufficiently understood the seriousness of the issue.”131 In
late 2018, it was already anticipated that U.S. intervention
might be necessary to prevent rising tensions between the
two sides because they thwart U.S.-Japanese efforts to
“gather like-minded nations under the banner of a free and
open Indo-Pacific and counter China’s rising influence.”132

In other words, the trilateral relationship and the U.S.-ROK
alliance are key to realizing a free and open Indo-Pacific
region.

As a result, the U.S. must continue to push for trilateral
cooperation despite the frustrating and episodic setbacks
among its Northeast Asian allies. Washington must also be
aware that, in spite of the emotional baggage over
contentious issues, elites in both Seoul and Tokyo probably
realize they share similar values, and that matters. According
to a Pacific Forum opinion poll taken from late 2007 to early
2008, 34 percent of Japanese elites stated the U.S. resembled
their own values and South Korea was a close second with
32 percent. Almost the same percentage of South Korean
counterparts (35 percent) felt that the U.S. shared similar
values while another 33 percent chose Japan. What was
more surprising is that 75 percent of Japanese believed that
an alliance with Seoul was a good idea while 87 percent of
South Koreans agreed. Similar numbers were recorded when
elites were asked if they favored an alliance even after
Korean reunification.133

Admittedly, this poll is dated, but a joint poll conducted by
Japan’s Genron NPO and South Korea’s East Asia Institute
from May to June 2019 suggests there is still some room for
optimism. When respondents were asked whether they
supported strengthening U.S.-ROK-Japan trilateral security
cooperation, 45.8 percent of Japanese responded, “I do not
know,” but 43.3 percent supported the idea, an increase of

eight percent from 2018. Surprisingly, 66.2 percent of South
Koreans supported strengthening trilateral security
cooperation. Fully 60 percent of Japanese and 70 percent of
South Koreans said they supported the trilateral effort
because “it is crucial for the peace and stability of the
Korean peninsula.” About 40 percent of South Koreans also
supported the trilateral effort to counterbalance the “rise of
Chinese military power.” For South Koreans who opposed
trilateral security cooperation, over 60 percent said they
opposed it because “it increases the tension on the Korean
Peninsula,” an increase of 11 percent since 2018. Perhaps
most importantly, “the top answer of 2018, ‘cannot trust
each other due to historical issues,’ dropped by 31
percentage points to 24.7%.”134

The key lesson learned here is that, while
tensions in the ROK-Japan relationship
are deep-rooted and very difficult to resolve,
and the process may often appear as one
step forward and two steps back, the U.S.
must not give up.

These polling results are provisional; they can change
quickly over time. However, the evidence suggests there
may be a “reservoir of positive feeling” between the two
sides which can be used to establish a more stable
foundation for the relationship in due course.135 Soon after
this poll was taken, though, the impact of Japan’s July 2019
restriction on “three chemicals vital to South Korea’s
electronics industry, citing national security concerns,” is a
major problem since both sides are unwilling to
compromise.136

The key lesson learned here is that, while tensions in the
ROK-Japan relationship are deep-rooted and very difficult to
resolve, and the process may often appear as one step
forward and two steps back, the U.S. must not give up. As
Moon prepares to wage economic and diplomatic warfare
with Abe over the trade dispute,137 I suspect the bilateral
relationship will get much worse before it stabilizes.
Washington must do more to remain engaged with its allies
and continue to guide the development of the trilateral
relationship. As noted, Xi has already used the THAAD
issue to weaken the trilateral relationship and is likely to
view the recent disputes over the Japanese P-1
reconnaissance aircraft, plus the trade dispute, as yet
another opportunity to influence Seoul, given that he
perceives it as the “weakest link” in the U.S.-ROK-Japan
triangle.138 At the same time, South Korea will continue to be
mindful of China and prefer not to make a clear choice
between China and the U.S. What this suggests is that
Japan and South Korea must prioritize elevating the bilateral
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relationship by making significant concessions, such as
Tokyo renouncing its claims over Dokto Island and Seoul
offering clear steps Japan must take to “wipe the [history]
slate clean.”139 The reality is this kind of bold initiative is
unlikely, and the best one can expect is temporary trilateral
alignment.

CONCLUSION

As an Assistant Army Attaché in Seoul during the
progressive Sunshine years of the early 2000s, I was
aware that the U.S.-ROK alliance accomplished a

great deal despite the major policy differences existing
because of the ideological divide exposed within South
Korea, and between Seoul and Washington as South Korean
progressives rose to power. In the end, I argued that, despite
the challenges the alliance faced at the time, it proved to be
more resilient than previously imagined because it had
served both countries well since its formation after the
Korean War. While as of January 2019 there is a slight
decline in South Korean desire for USFK’s presence after
reunification, I have shown the strength of the alliance has
not changed much since I left Seoul in 2004. This was done
by examining six factors that were perceived to impact the
U.S.-ROK alliance while I was in Seoul—impeachment and
hyper-polarization of South Korean society,
democratization’s impact on the alliance, the future of the
U.S.-ROK alliance, the threat perception gap of North Korea,
the China factor, and the U.S.-ROK-Japan triangle—which
arguably caused the divide to occur and raised issues
challenging the rationale for the alliance. The alliance
demonstrated its surprising resilience, in large part, because
of China and North Korea.

First, the evidence suggests Moon has successfully
balanced his engagement with Kim Jong-un while
maintaining the U.S.-ROK alliance despite warnings he
would weaken the alliance. Second, South Korea’s
democratization continues to mature and this inevitably
leads to questioning of the alliance. However, Moon’s
deployment of the THAAD, the alliance decision to proceed
with the wartime OPCON transfer while stationing 28,500
U.S. troops in South Korea, and the hard-won compromise
leading to a burden-sharing agreement for 2019 suggest the
alliance remains strong. Third, while the North Korea threat
perception gap exists, the two sides have worked more
diligently since 2018 to accommodate the other side’s
security concerns by establishing a working-level policy
framework for coordinating their efforts toward the North.
Fourth, ROK-Japan relations have worsened significantly in
recent months due to rising tensions over colonial history,
military provocation, and trade issues. While there is some
hope the relationship can improve because both nations
share similar values, historical issues are likely to prevent an
enduring trilateral alignment. Nevertheless, the maintenance

of the U.S.-ROK-Japan security triangle will require active
U.S. leadership and timely intervention when its two allies
refuse to work together. This began with Stillwell’s visit, but
unless the history issue is resolved between allies in Seoul
and Tokyo the pseudo-trilateral security alliance that
Washington seeks will remain elusive for the foreseeable
future.

Fifth, China looms large in Northeast Asia and beyond, but
China’s assertive behavior continues to reinforce the idea in
South Korean minds that it cannot be trusted, especially
when it concerns North Korea. As long as the U.S. remains
committed to the alliance, it is likely most South Koreans will
view it as their long-term preferred partner. However, the
U.S. should be mindful of the trend in South Korea-China
relations which clearly suggests that, despite China’s
assertive behavior, Seoul is more accommodating to Beijing
than to Tokyo. Finally, the future of the U.S.-ROK alliance
remains on a positive trajectory as South Korea invests
close to $10 billion with the move of USFK Headquarters to
Camp Humphreys. While many support the wartime OPCON
transfer, others insist that the U.S. still lead the warfighting
because they believe South Korea does not yet possess the
military capability to deal with the North Korean threat, and
seek to maintain the alliance due to fears of U.S.
abandonment. In sum, despite the many challenges since the
early 2000s, so far the past suggests a cautionary tale for
those who question the resilience of the U.S.-ROK alliance.
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NATO Partners:
Are They Paying Their Fair Share or Not?

by Dr. Robert D. Gay, Jr.

Facts are stubborn things, but statistics are pliable.

- Samuel Langhorne Clemens, aka Mark Twain

In May 2012, as North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) members prepared to meet in Chicago, Illinois,
for their seventh summit in ten years, one of the long-

term challenges facing the alliance was financial and
military burden-sharing in the post-Cold War and post-9/
11 environment.  While it was believed that NATO
member states should meet the alliance’s goal of two
percent of gross domestic product (GDP) toward defense
spending, there appeared to be a gap between the United
States’ allocation of about 4.8 percent of its GDP on
defense and the average of 1.7 percent for the remaining
NATO members.  This deficiency is largely due to a
majority of NATO member states expending more than
half of their defense spending on personnel costs,
compared to closely one-third for the U.S.  As such, there
is less defense spending on items such as intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance programs by NATO
members than by the United States.

More recently, in July 2016, NATO released the defense
expenditures for each of its member countries, which
generated much discussion concerning whether or not
each was meeting the two percent target of defense
expenditure as a percentage of its respective GDP,
particularly Germany.1 This was based on the July 4, 2016,
release of “Defence Expenditures of NATO Countries
(2009-2016)”2 which, displayed in Figure 1 below, reflects
a comparison of respective NATO members’ GDP and
reported defense expenditures as a percentage of GDP for
2014 and 2015, as well as estimates for 2016.  As shown,
an apparent majority of NATO countries had failed in
meeting the two percent target threshold.

This concern, especially the disparity between North
American and NATO Europe military expenditures,
resurfaced this year, when it was shown that the former
spent just over four percent of its combined GDP on
military expenditures in 2010, declining to more than three
percent in 2017.  The latter has apparently held their
combined percentage of military expenditures to GDP at
about 1.5 percent during the same time period.3

Figure 1 – NATO Reported Defense Spending as Percentage of GDP (2014-2016)
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Nevertheless, a closer observation of the data used by
NATO to make these comparisons reveals the current
(nominal) GDP for each country was converted into
constant or real (inflation-adjusted) terms using the year
2010 as a benchmark.  Moreover, both respective NATO
members’ GDP and defense expenditures were converted
into U.S. dollars by using the average annual foreign
exchange rate between their respective national currency
and the U.S. dollar, published by the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) (NATO Public Diplomacy Division,
2016).  Using an average foreign exchange rate for each
NATO country’s currency (generally the Euro, as shown
in Figure 2 against the U.S. dollar), it is intended to
smooth the variance caused by imperfect mechanisms in
the foreign exchange market due to speculation, perceived
political and country risks, and other economic factors.

Figure 2 – U.S. Dollar per Euro
 (January 2014 to December 2015)

However, there is another straightforward method used to
compare the performance of countries to each other in real
or inflation-adjusted terms, which is widely used when
making standard of living comparisons.  Instead of
averaging the foreign exchange rate over a period of time,
the Organization of Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) publishes the Purchasing Power
Parity (PPP) conversion rate, which is used to convert a
respective country’s currency into real terms by using a
common basket of goods and services.  In other words,
by using a standardized market basket of goods and
services purchased in one country, how much would the
same market basket cost in another country?  This has
also been used by The Economist when it publishes its
annual “Big Mac Index,” by surveying what a country’s
exchange rate should be, using a Big Mac as a market
basket compared to the same cost in the U.S.

WHAT DOES ANOTHER INDEX SAY?

The question becomes, therefore, does the use of the
PPP, instead of averaging the currency rate to the
U.S. dollar and 2010 as a benchmark in converting to

real GDP, reveal a statistically different viewpoint of
respective NATO countries’ defense spending as a
percentage of their GDP?  To explore this issue, a narrow
focus of the top five NATO members by military
expenditures, as shown in Figure 3 for 2014, was used:
United States, United Kingdom, France, Germany, and
Italy.4

Figure 3 – NATO Members’ Military Expenditures
(U.S. dollars) in 2014

Using their respective GDP (non-converted or current
prices) and implied PPP conversion rates for 2014 and
2015, as reported in the International Monetary Fund’s
World Economic Outlook Database for 2016,5 the annual
defense expenditures as a percentage rate of GDP
reported by NATO were converted to a PPP basis.  A
comparison of the results is displayed in Table 1, and
shows that for European NATO members used in this
study the inflation-converted defense spending as a
percentage of GDP reported in the NATO study is less
than the PPP-converted information.  Thus, NATO
analysis based on the 2010 price benchmark and average
foreign exchange rates may underestimate each country’s
contribution in military expenditures to NATO.  In
addition, based on a PPP basis, the contribution in
military expenditures by the U.S., as a percentage of its
GDP, seems to be less when compared to methodology
employed by NATO.  Moreover, though Germany does
seem to expend less than two percent of its GDP on
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military expenditures, it is closer to the threshold using a
PPP index than with the method employed in NATO
reporting.

Country 2014 Defense 
Expenditures 
(millions U.S. 
dollars) 2010 
(constant) as a 

Percentage of GDP 

 

2014 Defense 
Expenditures 
(millions U.S. 

dollars) 
Purchasing Power 

Parity as a 
Percentage of 

GDP 

 

2015 Defense 
Expenditures 
(millions U.S. 
dollars) 2010 
(constant) as a 

Percentage of GDP 

 

2015 Defense 
Expenditures 
(millions U.S. 

dollars) 
Purchasing Power 

Parity as a 
Percentage of 

GDP 

United States 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.3 

United Kingdom 2.2 2.7 2.1 2.8 

France 1.8 2.2 1.8 2.5 

Germany 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.7 

Italy 1.1 1.4 1.0 1.5 

 

Table 1 – Difference in 2014 and 2015 Defense Expenditures
Based on 2010 Prices and PPP

Therefore, does converting from current to purchasing power
parity reflect a clearer picture of the military expenditures as a
percentage of GDP for NATO countries?  The general view is
that PPP applies to long-run variances in real exchange rates,
instead of in the short run, even with its shortcomings.  These
shortcomings in evaluating real exchange rates based on the
comparative market baskets method include, but are not limited
to, volatility in transaction costs (known also as the “border
effect,” where the greater the distance between the countries

involved, the substantial difference in price level between
them); lack of conformity and weights of market basket items
between countries; and the use of consumer price indices
(which measure the cost of a basket of goods (tradable) and
services (non-tradable) purchased by an average household
each month) versus producer price indices (that include output
prices of domestically produced goods, including raw materials
and inbound factory transportation costs).  Also, when using
PPP-converted information, relative PPP (or the percentage
change) is preferable over an absolute PPP measure.6

Since the NATO report concentrated on short-term data, in
comparing the years 2014 and 2015 for conducting their
analysis of determining whether or not members were meeting
the stipulated two-percent threshold of military expenditures to
their respective GDP, the real annual average of foreign
exchange rates used for currency conversion may have been
applicable.  Also, using moving averages, which have the effect
of “smoothing out” data by producing the average of values
over a set of time periods, for example three or six months, may
be more beneficial.  However, when making comparisons over a
longer term, as implied in the title of said report (i.e., 2009-2016),
using PPP-derived measures (absolute or relative) would seem
to be preferable.

Shown below are the defense expenditures used in the 2016
NATO report, expressed in respective national currencies
(nominal) between 2009 and 2016 (estimate).  These were
converted into real values using the year 2010 as a
benchmark (2010=0), and then expressed in U.S. dollars
using the average annual foreign exchange rate.
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After this was accomplished, the converted defense
expenditures were divided by each country’s real GDP to
obtain the percentage of defense spending to annual GDP
for comparison to the two percent NATO threshold (table
above).

However, given the consensus that PPP methodology is
possibly more reliable over longer periods of time, is there
a difference in the reported values from NATO if the
defense expenditures for the top five NATO members
(minus the U.S.) are converted to PPP values, and then
compared to their respective GDP level for the same time
period?  If so, is the difference significant enough
possibly to warrant the use of PPP-converted information
to compare across NATO defense expenditures involving
longer terms, versus an average of annual changes in
foreign exchange rates?

By employing the aforementioned methodology using the
most recent IMF reporting7 to convert NATO-reported
defense expenditures (Table 1) into their respective PPP
numerical values between 2009 and 2015 (since 2016 was
an estimated value in the original report, it was deleted for
the purposes of this research), and then dividing by their
respective PPP-converted GDP, the following percentages
of defense spending to GDP were determined:

Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

United 
Kingdom 

2.46 2.48 2.41 2.18 2.29 2.19 2.08 

France 2.02 1.96 1.87 1.87 1.86 1.83 1.79 

Germany 1.39 1.35 1.28 1.31 1.22 1.18 1.18 

Italy 1.40 1.35 1.33 1.28 1.25 1.14 1.07 

 

Table 2 – PPP-Converted Defense Spending as a
Percentage of PPP-Adjusted GDP

(2009-2015)

In comparison to the NATO-reported share of defense
spending to GDP at the beginning of this analysis, the above
converted information is very similar to it.  This would seem
to indicate, though both methodologies are comparable in
the long run, when comparing data in the shorter run it may
be more relevant to convert to PPP-converted values even
given their shortcomings.  To measure and compare
economic welfare or standard of living between countries, it
seems more practical to use PPP-converted economic data,
which adjusts for respective national variations in the prices
of both goods and services on a per capita basis.



American Intelligence JournalPage 154Vol 36, No 1, 2019

WHAT DOES IT ALL MEAN?

First, focusing only on comparable defense expenditures
overshadows other non-economic strategic
advantages the United States gains from its

membership in NATO: bases in Europe to launch and
support operations in other parts of the world (e.g.,
Middle East), international legitimacy provided by other
NATO members for U.S. military operations to enhance its
own security (e.g., Kosovo, Afghanistan, Libya, and
Syria), and potential political benefits from the integration
of former Warsaw Pact countries.  Thus, while it is
beneficial to make comparisons on defense spending
among NATO members to ascertain adherence to the
required threshold and possible effects on intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance programs, these need to
be made in comparison to the non-economic benefits of
NATO membership over the long term.

In addition to this, restricting our viewpoint only to
defense expenditures ignores the economic policies a
nation has chosen to prioritize and address.  Each country
is endowed with its unique and finite economic resources
or factors of production, which are identified in a narrow
sense as the natural resources, labor, and capital inputs to
produce goods and services.  Assuming a nation
efficiently employs its factors of production, a
combination of outputs that it can produce is displayed
by the production possibilities frontier (PPF) and
explained by the law of increasing relative or opportunity
cost.

Figure 4 – Production Possibilities Frontier and
Opportunity Costs8

Although the above chart appears complicated, it is not
as difficult as it seems.  As mentioned earlier, the PPF
represents the combinations of outputs from the effective
employment of a nation’s factors of production, in this
case between private and public sector goods (or
services).  Its concave shape indicates that, as an
economy increases the production of private (public)
goods, it incurs increasing costs in terms of public
(private) goods, which is measured by the slope of the
PPF.  These increasing relative or opportunity costs are
measured in what is being sacrificed or traded off in order
to obtain something else.9

This explanation can be narrowed to the “guns versus
butter” argument or the increasing opportunity costs for a
country investing in either military defense or civilian
goods (social).  Given it has finite resources at a given
point in time, a nation must choose between using its
finite natural resources, as well as human and physical
capital, for military defense or civilian goods and services.
As it increases the employment of factors of production
to its military defense (civilian) sector, it faces increasing
opportunity costs in terms of civilian (military defense)
with each iteration.  Thus, a national policy to shift
resources to meet an increasingly perceived civilian need
(e.g., increasing refugee movements, natural disasters,
humanitarian efforts), means a shift of resources from the
military defense sector (e.g., equipment, human resources,
alliances).  In addition to the non-economic strategic
advantages the U.S. gains from being a member of NATO,
another aspect to consider is the national policy of each
member regarding financing its military defense and
civilian sectors.

Lastly, a nation’s contribution of forces and capabilities
to NATO missions should also be considered.  For
example, neither Denmark (1.17%) nor Italy (1.11%)
qualifies for the “Two-Percent Club,” yet contribute
substantial forces to ongoing alliance missions.  In Mali,
for instance, Denmark stationed a 62-troop C-130 Hercules
detachment and an additional 199 troops in Iraq for 2017,
and plans to increase its contribution to NATO’s
Enhanced Forward Presence (EFP) in Estonia from five to
200 troops, as well as increase its presence in
Afghanistan to 150 personnel.  In all, Denmark has 702
troops deployed, of which 389 are contributed to NATO
missions.  Italy had 7,000 troops serving abroad in 2017,
1,037 of them in Afghanistan, and another 551 deployed
to the NATO Kosovo Force (KFOR).  However, regarding
members of the Two-Percent Club such as Greece (2.38%)
and Poland (2.00%), Greece had none of its 21,500
deployable troops assigned to NATO missions abroad,
and Poland deployed 198 of its military personnel to
Afghanistan.10  Speaking of Germany (1.19%), as of
February 2017 it had 4,700 military personnel contributed
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to ongoing NATO operations, including 450 troops and
30 tanks in Lithuania for NATO’s EFP, another 980
assigned to Afghanistan, and 550 serving in KFOR.11

Thus, in addition to considering other economic measures
to determine the percentage of a NATO country’s GDP
contribution to the security alliance (such as purchasing
power parity), a long-term versus short-term viewpoint is
needed to determine whether members are increasing,
decreasing, or continuing stable monetary contributors to
NATO.  However, this needs not be the only focus but
reinforced with non-economic strategic advantages to
being a NATO member, the other contributions being
made by a country to NATO missions, as well as the
national policies (military defense versus civilian sectors)
enacted which adversely affect a nation’s contribution to
the alliance via increasing opportunity costs.
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The Bid that Tipped the Balance of Power:
A Realist Approach for Intelligence Professionals
in Understanding the 2008 Russo-Georgian War

by Jessica "Zhanna" Malekos Smith

This article prioritizes a realist approach for
augmenting intelligence professionals’
understanding of the 2008 Russo-Georgian War

and asserts that Georgia’s desire to join the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization was a major factor in
precipitating conflict. Why is Georgia’s NATO bid
significant? As Tracey German explains, attaining
membership “has been central to Georgia’s foreign and
security policy thinking for well over a decade and has
shaped the country’s strategic direction.”1

Although other socio-political factors such as separatist
conflicts and personality politics contributed to the war,
the essay distinguishes them from a realist interpretation
of the conflict by drawing upon balance of power theory.
The rationale is that a “state’s identity in the international
system – whether it sees itself as a satiated or revisionist
power, a nation-state or an empire, provides an
intellectual framework that shapes decisions about how
power is employed.”2 Thus, balance of power is an
analytical prism for viewing how Georgia’s bid was a
critical driver.

Part I outlines the tenets of balance of power theory and
provides a historical overview of the Russo-Georgian
conflict. Part II explains why Georgia’s membership bid
irked Russian leadership and outlines the tension between
Russia and the West following the Cold War.  Part III
highlights other conflict drivers like Georgia’s and
Russia’s involvement in the separatist conflicts in South
Ossetia and Abkhazia, and the role played by cult of
personality. Part IV reasons that, although other factors
existed, they are ultimately subsidiary inputs because
balance of power offers a holistic account of the conflict.

PART I

In the words of noted economist Adam Smith, “The
theory that can absorb the greatest number of facts
and persist in doing so, generation after generation,

through all changes of opinion and detail, is the one that
must rule all observation.”3 Here, balance of power meets
Smith’s criteria for a time-tested theory. In fact, this realist

theory is often described as “one of the oldest and most
enduring concepts of international relations.”4 Balance of
power was substantially developed by neo-realist
Kenneth Waltz,5 and illuminates a state’s political, as well
as psychological, decision-making. Stephen Walt defines
it as this way: “When the dangers that strong states pose
seem especially clear and imminent, weaker states are
likely to increase their own military capabilities, form
defensive alliances, develop common military plans with
their partners, or even initiate war in an attempt to shift
the balance of power in their favor.”6

...as the U.S. developed closer ties with
Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili,
Moscow acted to balance against the West.

Nevertheless, can this theory illuminate the causes of the
war? Applying Walt’s definition here, balance of power
can, because it “predicts that states will balance against
the strongest state,”7 and as the U.S. developed closer
ties with Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili, Moscow
acted to balance against the West.8 According to Waltz,
“[T]he farther NATO intrudes into the Soviet Union’s old
arena, the more Russia is forced to look to the east rather
than to the west.”9 Since the war coincided with a period
of guarded hostility between Russia and the U.S., this
theory helps elucidate the power dynamics.10

Before we can examine the importance of Georgia’s bid,
however, it is necessary to have a historical backdrop.11

The reason is that “history influences a country’s
political agenda by shaping public perceptions of the
society’s purposes and problems.”12 The 2008 war was
Russia’s first “full-scale use of force” employed against a
former Soviet republic.13  From 1998 to 2008, Mankoff
sketches Russia’s thirst for power in the international
system as “Russia went from weak and fractious to
possessing the strength and confidence to launch a
massive military assault on a neighboring state in the face
of worldwide condemnation.”14 Prior to the 2008 conflict,
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there were disputes surrounding Georgia’s vision of
territorial unity, South Ossetia’s desire for national self-
determination, and Russia’s regional presence as a
“peacekeeper” in negotiating the 1992 Sochi Agreement.15

Russia’s Account – To Curtail Georgian Aggression

In 2008 the international community grappled with
disparate narratives of how the conflict began, as each
side cast blame against the other.16  Russia’s account is
that Georgia took the first aggressive step when its troops
stormed into the province of South Ossetia on August 7,
2008, and attacked Tskhinvali.17 The attack resulted in the
death of 2,000 civilians, to include Russian peacekeepers
in South Ossetia.18 Timothy Thomas writes that the
Russian press acknowledged “the reason for Georgia’s
aggression was their leader’s desire to enter NATO, for
which there is a mandatory condition to resolve all
territorial problems.”19

Russia initiated a crippling denial of
service cyber-attack against Georgian
government websites, thereby inhibiting
Georgia from broadcasting its narrative.

To check Georgian aggression, Russia branded Georgia’s
actions as genocide and marshaled domestic support for a
“humanitarian intervention” in South Ossetia and
Abkhazia.20 According to Marcel Van Herpen, this
narrative was “not only broadcast nationwide by the
Russian media and disseminated by Russian diplomats
abroad … it was personally explained by Vladimir Putin to
U.S. President George W. Bush” while attending the
Beijing Olympics.21

The propagation of this narrative also highlights the
adroitness of Russia’s disinformation campaign.22 Even
for Western audiences, Russia manipulated public
opinion because “[m]ost correspondents of Western
media in Moscow accepted uncritically the Russian
narrative ‘that the war started with a Georgian attack,
which was followed by a Russian response’.”23

Additionally, Russia initiated a crippling denial of service
cyber-attack against Georgian government websites,
thereby inhibiting Georgia from broadcasting its
narrative.24

Georgia’s Account – To Curtail Russian Aggression

The counter-narrative, however, is Georgia’s basis for
attacking Tskhinavli. Georgia was motivated by self-
defense concerns against Russia’s increased hostility and

efforts to gain de facto control of South Ossetia.25 In April
2008, Russia issued a presidential decree which enabled it
to conduct official state business directly with South
Ossetian and Abkhaz leadership.26 As a result of this,
“Tbilisi believed Russia to be pursuing a process of de
facto absorption of South Ossetia (and also the region of
Abkhazia, through parallel processes) into Russia.”27

Georgia denounced Russia for engaging
in ethnic cleansing by using the South
Ossetian militias as a covert proxy force.

That same month, Karagiannis noted “a Russian warplane
shot down a Georgian unmanned airborne vehicle flying
over Abkhazia.”28 It comes as little surprise then that
Georgia felt threatened by Moscow’s actions. In fact,
Georgia denounced Russia for engaging in ethnic
cleansing by using the South Ossetian militias as a covert
proxy force.29 In an interview with Luke Hardy of The
Guardian, the militia leader, Captain Elkus, admitted to
cleansing operations.30  It is Georgia’s stance that “faced
with a military buildup among South Ossetian forces and
unacceptable provocation against Georgian villages, it
began its assault soon after—but only after—Russia had
begun to move heavy armour through the Roki tunnel
onto Georgian territory.”31

Unfortunately, Russia’s propaganda about a Georgian-led
genocide was so effective it incited the South Ossetian
militias to “kill, rape and loot Georgian citizens with even
more fervor.”32 In the end, Russian forces captured South
Ossetia and gained a strategic position against Tbilisi in
Georgia proper, thereby belying Moscow’s self-defense
claims.33 Georgia suffered a costly military defeat and
political humiliation when Russia officially recognized
these two separatist provinces.34

PART II

From a Western standpoint, the word “paranoia”
could be used to describe Russia’s threat
perception of NATO and Western alliances with

post-Soviet states.35 Mankoff reasons, “Russia’s
sometimes manic approach to the former Soviet Union
is thus part of the larger dynamic of the Great Power
competition that has characterized Russian foreign
policy for the past decades-plus.”36 Russian leadership
was apprehensive of Georgia’s bid and viewed NATO
as a gadfly from the Cold War.37 German explains,
“Russian actions in Georgia (and now Ukraine) were
not about coercing just the government in Tbilisi.
Their actions are intended for a much wider audience,
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including both former Soviet states, which are more
westward-leaning than Moscow likes, and western states
and organizations.”38

Because the U.S. used military power to
help Kosovo attain independence, Russia
uses this precedent to justify its actions in
helping South Ossetia achieve autonomy
from Georgia.

Russia’s actions transcended defeating Georgia militarily,
but signaled the “powerlessness of great powers in
stopping Russia.”39 In analyzing why Georgia’s NATO
membership bid irked Moscow, it is vital to understand
how events were set in motion before 2008. Cheterian
attributes Moscow’s bitterness to NATO’s willingness to
consider Georgian and Ukrainian membership bids and the
“U.S. decision to install an anti-ballistic missile shield in
the Czech Republic and Poland.”40

The Kosovo Conflict also influenced Russia’s threat
perception. Russia was extremely taken aback by the
U.S.’s display of force in launching missiles against
Serbian targets in 1999.41 Peter Baker of The New York
Times reported that Moscow relies on the Kosovo
precedent to “justify support for pro-Moscow separatist
republics in places like Georgia.”42

Because the U.S. used military power to help Kosovo
attain independence, Russia uses this precedent to justify
its actions in helping South Ossetia achieve autonomy
from Georgia.43 Further, as Russia watched the U.S.
bombing campaign against Serbia, it engendered anti-
Western opinion and fear of being subjugated by the
West.44 Overall, Russia viewed Georgia’s desire to join
NATO with a jaundiced eye.

PART III

Apart from NATO fears, other conflict drivers like
the separatist conflicts in South Ossetia and
Abkhazia, and the cult of personality, shaped the

conflict. Combining the history of the Cold War and
Russian insecurity, along with strong political
personalities, the stage was set for heightened mistrust of
the West. In Mankoff’s estimation, “[A]rguments in the
1990s over NATO expansion or the West’s response to
ethnic cleansing merely foreshadowed the more serious
disputes a decade later over the war in Georgia.”45

In fact, Putin successfully engaged the Russian military
and people by addressing this fear and vowing to rebuild
and modernize Russian forces.46 Thus, a “more assertive

confrontational approach to dealing with rest of the
world” came to symbolize Putin’s rule.47 In February 2008,
President Saakasvili met with Putin and offered not to
have Georgia pursue NATO membership in exchange for
Moscow’s help with reabsorbing South Ossetia and
Abkahzia.48 Saakasvili described Putin’s response as,
“We do not exchange your territories for your geopolitical
orientation.”49 At first glance, this might appear to negate
the balance of power framework; however, it supports the
realist contention that Russia was wary of Western
influence in the region. Putin’s comments indicate that
Russia’s move was a long-term calculation to curb NATO
growth, not a sporadic peacekeeping mission to halt
genocide.50 Moreover, according to retired Russian Army
General Yury Baluevsky, Russia’s plan to invade Georgia
was “made by Putin before Medvedev was inaugurated
President and commander in chief in 2008.”51

Russia’s apprehension of Georgia was exacerbated by the
latter’s close collaboration with Western powers, as well
as its 2004 military attempts to reabsorb separatist
territories.52 For example, in May 2004 Saakashvili “forced
Ajaria’s autocratic ruler Aslan Abashidze to resign and
reintegrated the autonomous republic into Georgia.”53

Russia was also concerned that Georgia was clandestinely
undermining Russia by not combating Chechen militants
using the Pankisi Gorge to cross into Russia.54

Returning to the import of the “cult of personality,” similar to
Putin, Saakashvili also emphasized modernizing his state’s
military and infused it with a renewed sense of nationalistic
pride.55 Prior to the 2008 war, he declared Georgia had never
“been so strong as it is today. It has never had such an
opportunity to defend the unity of the state or such a
disciplined and well-trained army. Today we can fight any
adversary.”56

As the U.S. began providing political
and economic support to Georgia,
President Bush irked Russian leadership
when in 2005 he declared Georgia to be
“a beacon of liberty” in the post-Soviet
sphere.

Nevertheless, which political personality ordered the first
shot to be fired in this case? In 2009 the Council of the
European Union conducted a fact-finding mission under
Heidi Tagliavini to investigate the Russo-Georgian War.57

The Tagliavini Report lists Georgian troops as firing first;
however, Russian military forces violated international law
by crossing into Georgia’s territory to commit hostile acts.58



American Intelligence Journal Page 159 Vol 36, No 1, 2019

The report acknowledges the conflict as a “culminating point
of a long period of increasing tensions, provocation and
incidents,”59 and traces the degradation in relations between
the U.S. and Russia to George W. Bush’s presidency.60 In
fact, the prospects of U.S.-Russian cooperation had
significantly deteriorated, such that the military had listed
the U.S. as “the most significant threat to Russian security;
[and] stepped up its air and seaborne patrols even while
cozying up to American bete noire Hugo Chavez and
threatening to sell advanced hardware to Syria.”61

The beauty of international relations is
that no single “school of thought” is a
panacea to understanding conflict. Indeed,
realism, liberalism, and constructivism each
lend a unique perspective on war. However,
the realist theory is particularly useful
here in appreciating Russia’s fear of an
anarchic system with Western powers at
the helm.

As the U.S. began providing political and economic
support to Georgia, President Bush irked Russian
leadership when in 2005 he declared Georgia to be “a
beacon of liberty” in the post-Soviet sphere.62 Apart from
political support, the U.S. provided extensive military
support with equipment and training.63 The Tagliavini
Report states “[t]here were reportedly more than a
hundred U.S. military advisors in the Georgian armed
forces when conflict erupted in August 2008, and an even
larger number of U.S. specialists and advisors are thought
to have been active in different branches of the Georgian
power structures and administration.”64

PART IV

The beauty of international relations is that no single
“school of thought” is a panacea to understanding
conflict. Indeed, realism, liberalism, and

constructivism each lend a unique perspective on war.
However, the realist theory is particularly useful here in
appreciating Russia’s fear of an anarchic system with
Western powers at the helm.65

When Georgia began positioning itself as a potential ally
of the West, this alarmed Russian leadership, which
viewed it as a serious threat to its sovereignty.66 Russia
was disturbed by the prospect of NATO gaining a
toehold in the region, and took actions to curtail its
growth by militarily engaging Georgia. It was the fear of

encroaching Western expansion under NATO that was
a significant factor. This is why balance of power
theory is such a valuable framework for understanding
the drivers of conflict. It is an analytical prism that
enables us to engage in an all-encompassing analysis
of potential drivers of conflict in a coherent and
structured way.

Barry Posen, however, articulates the challenge of
assessing state action objectively, for “what seems
sufficient to one state’s defence will seem, and will
often be, offensive to its neighbours. Because
neighbours wish to remain autonomous and secure,
they will react by trying to strengthen their own
positions.”67 Even if Georgia’s ambitions to join NATO
were purely defense-oriented, such pursuits were
viewed by Moscow as offensive and part of the
West’s efforts to undermine Russia.68

In the end, Russia was victorious in the Russo-
Georgian War. Not only did Moscow gain a position of
dominance in controlling the Black Sea and halt
Georgia’s attempts to reintegrate territories, but it also
inhibited Georgia’s bid and thwarted NATO expansion
efforts.69 In summary, balance of power serves an
important purpose in elucidating the origins of the
conflict and why Georgia’s NATO ambitions were a
critical factor in precipitating war.

CONCLUSION

This article explored the importance of Georgia’s
NATO bid and how it is a significant factor—if not
the most significant factor—in explaining the

Russo-Georgian War. Despite the conflicting narratives
encircling the origins of the conflict, balance of power
helps us harmonize them by accounting for the central
fear of NATO expansion. As such, the 2008 war is best
viewed through the prism of balance of power theory.

[Author’s Note: I wish to thank Professor Jennifer Mitchell
of King’s College London for her generosity of time and
mentorship.]
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The Third Punic War:
An Intelligence Failure from Antiquity

by J. Robert Kane

OVERVIEW

Intelligence failures are often thought of in the modern
sense but it is difficult to criticize ourselves, colleagues,
or predecessors as having made mistakes and critical

errors that led to lapses in national security. Because of
this, an after-action review of an intelligence failure is
hard to analyze objectively in the contemporary
circumstance. Nevertheless, we have to learn from our
mistakes. We learn from history (namely the mistakes of
others) and sometimes it is easier to analyze events such
as these from afar in a much more objective manner. In
this article, a case from antiquity will be examined—the
Third Punic War between Rome and Carthage in the 2nd

century BC. By analyzing this case from antiquity, we
should be able to understand more objectively the root
causes and symptoms of the intelligence failure. We
should also be better able to study the analytical errors
that the Romans made in assessing the Carthaginian
threat and course of action. Specifically, the Romans
made the mistake of incorrectly interpreting Carthaginian
intentions through processes of groupthink and mirror-
imaging that led to a conflict which did not have to
happen. In the case of the cause of the Third Punic War,
better intelligence analysis could have saved immense
suffering. It was simply a case of failed intelligence. Some
intelligence failures result in terrorist attacks or
unanticipated military confrontations. Others result in
wars and, through history, lessons can be learned to avert
this possibility.

INTRODUCTION

Analyzing an intelligence failure comprehensively
requires the observer to be impartial and objective.
More often than not, after-action reviews of these

failures on behalf of intelligence services tend to be only
mildly effective because they either defend their own
actions or place blame on others. Out of fairness and
understanding, it is difficult to truly grasp the gravity of
the mistakes that led to an intelligence failure because
they are so near in our minds that it is hard to consider
ourselves, colleagues, or recent predecessors as having

made mistakes and errors that led to the failure in the first
place. It can drag many names through the mud while
ending careers in the process. Even the most honest of
intelligence professionals would be at odds with such a
debriefing process.

Much like the U.S. situation in the 2003
invasion of Iraq, the Romans won the war
and debilitated the enemy but the
intelligence surrounding the war in the
first place was not particularly clear and
even politicized at times to make certain
policy decisions.

When it comes to learning from mistakes, however, this
simply hinders the ability to get down to the rawness of
why the failure occurred in the first place. Analyzing
intelligence failures from history allows the observer to
understand the problems at play in the intelligence
process while also learning of the mistakes made that can
be applied to future scenarios and enhance the efficacy of
the intelligence cycle. Hence, examining a case of
intelligence failure from antiquity may be valuable to the
intelligence professional. Doing so is not a deep study of
classical history as much as it is an opportunity for those
in the Intelligence Community to analyze an intelligence
failure as a distant observer—a role that could better
allow an uncompromised mentality for averting the next
intelligence failure in the future. Empirically, knowing the
minute details of ancient history is rather meaningless.
Yet, the value of history is to learn more about ourselves
and this is precisely what this article is designed to
deliver.

This study will examine the Third Punic War between
Rome and Carthage. It marked one of the bloodiest battles
in antiquity. It was a deafening blow to Carthage and a
long-celebrated victory for Rome, augmenting the Roman
state’s prestige in foreign policy throughout the
Mediterranean region. Most important to note, the Third
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Punic War was an intelligence failure for the Romans both
on the policy level as well as tactically and operationally.
Much like the U.S. situation in the 2003 invasion of Iraq,
the Romans won the war and debilitated the enemy but
the intelligence surrounding the war in the first place was
not particularly clear and even politicized at times to make
certain policy decisions. Like the contemporary event, the
after-action review proved to be flawed on innumerable
levels. In short, this article presents the role of
intelligence and its failure in the Third Punic War for the
Romans in such a way as to illustrate the importance and
shortcomings of intelligence in foreign policy as depicted
through history.

BACKGROUND

Following two previous wars that devastated both Rome
and Carthage, the Romans would not tolerate any
development of Punic capabilities that would threaten

their own sense of well-being or security. Prior to this
conflict, the Second Punic War ended with a peace treaty
that resulted from a decisive Roman victory. At that point,
Carthage was restricted in its activities to such a degree that
it was nearly impossible for the Punic state to maintain any
sense of sovereignty or adequate defense. Because of a
Roman-imposed stipulation on Carthage in this accord that it
could not engage in military force without Rome’s consent,
Carthage was unable to defend itself even to a minimal extent
without Roman approval.

The invasion of the Numidians in 151 B.C. directly changed
that posture.1 The Carthaginians fought the Numidians
within their own territory but without Roman blessing.2 In
effect, Carthage violated the military-sanctioned terms of the
accord that the Romans saw as necessary to the agreement.3

While the Carthaginians fought for defensive purposes, their
military actions were in contravention of the Roman
sanctions. Nevertheless, this article considers why the
Romans fought the Carthaginians in the Third Punic War in
terms of intentions. It goes beyond violation of a mutual
agreement (although heavily disproportionate) but considers
the causal factors that led to Carthage’s destruction and
why the Romans fought to obliterate an enemy that was not
so tangible a threat as to threaten Roman national security.
More importantly, it brings attention to modern military
employment as a result of the failure of accurate intelligence.
By learning of intelligence failures in the past, it is our hope
that we can prevent failures in the future and avoid war
when it is unnecessary.

The Third Punic War is an anecdotal intelligence failure from
which we can learn. Most intelligence failures occur amid
some sort of controversy among national security officials,
military strategists, and intelligence professionals.
Controversy surrounds the basis for why the Romans waged

war against Carthage, but in this sense the motivation
appears to come from fear, false perceptions, and internal
dissonance. The flawed intelligence analysis appears to
result from groupthink and mirror-imaging.

WHAT MAKES A WAR JUST

To understand why the Romans waged war against
Carthage, first it is important to understand why and
how they waged war. To understand the idea of “just

war” for the Romans is to understand the Roman perception
of life and how their mentality was shaped by their own
culture. Who a group of people are and how they think
about security is generally a good indicator of the behavior
they will exhibit in the course of conflict and war.

In what is now the terminology of
international relations, “prestige” was an
important part of Roman defense and
perceived strength.

For the Romans, it goes beyond a condition where danger
and threat are confronted with force. Namely, it goes to the
Roman mentality of right and wrong.4 If the Romans were
slighted or felt that they were given some sort of perceived
injustice in the form of being wronged, that provided a
justification for escalated conflict and thus war was
warranted.5 This kind of justification for fighting wars gave
the Romans very wide latitude in defining what a just war
would be.  In what is now the terminology of international
relations, “prestige” was an important part of Roman defense
and perceived strength. If this was threatened, it was an
assault on not only Rome’s “pragmatic” security but also on
the perceptions of the Roman state. The act of declaring war
was justified under what the Romans felt as appropriate—
their idea of what was perceived as an indignation.6

To understand how a group of people will behave in the
course of conflict, either pre-meditated or spontaneous, one
needs to understand their cultural behavior. Failure to do so
results in mirror-imaging—thinking that the other side
should or will behave in a certain way because that is how
you would behave under similar conditions. For the Romans,
this proved to be a strong factor in their intelligence failure.

DRIVEN BY FEAR (REAL OR NOT)

While the aforementioned review adequately
provides insight into the Roman manner of making
war in a way that can help us understand the

Roman thought process leading up to the conflict with
Carthage, it does not make us understand the rational
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motivation for the Third Punic War. In this capacity,
however, starting a war against Carthage was a serious
deliberation that was riddled with serious contemplation
as to the war’s purpose. In the time preceding the
declaration of war, debate was strong and frequent.7 As
recounted in a representative selection of Senate reports,
a senior Roman official, Cato the Elder, frequently
proclaimed that Carthage must be destroyed (Carthagio
delenda est) almost invariably at the end of each of his
speeches.8 This alone provides a storied backdrop for
some of the serious proponents of Carthaginian
destruction. Other senators portrayed the Punic threat, as
Cato had done, as serious and imminent. There was fear of
the Carthaginians, even among rational actors. Regardless
of the actual intelligence surrounding the Carthaginian
threat, fear drove many Romans to build up the threat in
their minds in such a way that the intelligence produced
could be politicized.

Regardless of the actual intelligence
surrounding the Carthaginian threat, fear
drove many Romans to build up the threat
in their minds in such a way that the
intelligence produced could be politicized.

At the same time, numerous other senators argued in
opposition to such actions against Carthage as being
both rash and without sound judgment. Such senators
portrayed their counterparts like Cato as hawkish and
overly afraid, despite very real fears being perceived.
These same senators believed that actions or more
enforced sanctions against Carthage would be of no
benefit to Rome and would only aggravate the
Carthaginian problem and promote further resentment
toward the Roman state.

Therefore, what set the Romans off? What was the reason
for fearing a threatening force that demanded Roman
military intervention? If the perception that warranted war
was false, why did some see it and others not?

Perhaps the foremost reason for Roman military
intervention came from Carthage’s agreement not to wage
war without Roman approval. At the time, Carthage could
engage in military endeavors only with Roman approval. It
was this mandate that gave Rome the assurance that
Carthage would not become a military threat to it once
again.

The mandate weakened Carthage not only militarily but
also economically to the extent that it would never again
rise to a level of potentially dangerous power and

threaten Roman national security. Yet, the sanctions
against Carthage were too harsh in that there was no way
Carthage could reasonably abide by them. They were
untenable.

INCORRECTLY ASSESSED INTENTIONS

A leading justification for the Third Punic War came
from the idea that Carthage was felling timber in
order to build ships. The Roman perception of this

was that Carthage was building a navy in order to go war.
After all, many in Rome believed Carthage was a threat and
such actions would seem likely to reinforce that fear.

Accordingly, the Romans feared that a warfaring Carthage
was a likely threat to Rome and demanded that they
initiate a war against Carthage as a result. Rome assessed
that Carthage violated the peace agreement by preparing
for war. Fortunately, the Romans believed they had
gathered enough actionable intelligence to prevent
dangerous Carthaginian actions before it was too late.
The Romans believed they had found something in time
that could preserve their security; thus, pre-emptive
actions were necessary.

In what shares striking parallels to events of the modern
era, the Romans believed they had actionable intelligence
on Carthaginian activities on which they were able to act.
The only problem is that they were wrong. The
Carthaginians were indeed cutting down trees in order to
build ships, but they were not intended for war. What was
later discovered was that such ships were meant for
mercantile, maritime missions. Because of the failing
economic condition of the Carthaginians, they needed to
become more fiscally independent and economically
strong in order to survive.9 They had to develop some
sort of independence and self-sufficiency in order to
achieve a level of economic stability. It cannot be
imagined that Carthage would have been a capable
maritime city had it not developed new nautical efforts to
garner economic relief.10 However, the Romans mistakenly
assumed that such ships were designed for military use.

Their fear of a Punic threat led the Romans to believe that
these Carthaginian efforts were for military purposes.
Because of fear, they incorrectly assessed the intentions
of the Carthaginian activities. Instead of recognizing that
the ship-building was designed for benign, maritime
reasons, the Romans immediately assumed the worst.

The Romans failed to assess the nature of the ships being
designed such that military policy recommendations led to
a war when no reason was exhibited to warrant one. The
material sources were correct but the intentions were
wrong. The Romans saw the alleged building of a
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Carthaginian fleet as an example of what they expected to
see and not what the true case was at all. It was a case
driven by fear that prompted mistaken mirror-imaging. As
noted, it was not because of faulty raw intelligence but
rather an incorrect analysis of the information.

MIRROR-IMAGING:
ALWAYS A MISTAKE

From what we know of natural human behavior, people
do not believe what they want to believe but rather
what they expect to believe. That is exactly what we

know of the Roman assessment. The Romans already had
the malignant fear that the Carthaginians were preparing
for war and, when in the presence of less than clear
intelligence, assumed (incorrectly) that they were for
military reasons. The fear they already (consciously or
not) had in their minds was that Carthage was preparing
for war.11 Remember, this is not hard to understand
because, according to the Roman mentality, they may
very well have been doing the exact same thing. In the
case of the roles being reversed, the Roman mentality
would indicate that they would resort to military conflict
against their enemy in order to facilitate better internal
relations. However, that was not indicative of
Carthaginian behavior.

Perhaps one of the greater reasons that the Romans
perceived Carthage’s possibly benign actions to have
malevolent intent was due to their own understanding of
constructive imperialism.12 Controlling a large expanse of
territory that sometimes extended into faraway lands and
had no direct impact on Roman civilization, the Romans
may well have found that possessing control of such
territory had numerous benefits which increased their
imperial stature and strengthened their own foreign
policy.13 It can be argued that the Romans were
imperialistic by nature and their foreign policy reflected
this.

By subjugating others and creating a sense of fear in
subjects who were under Roman rule, it is not hard to
understand that the sense of fear and tension created a
situation that gave the Romans an upper hand in things
that would have otherwise been out of their control.14 The
frontier of the state could have served as a distinct buffer
zone that served as a separation between the savagery of
the outside, barbaric world and the civilization which
found itself inside of Rome.15 Such a buffer zone would
have fed into the Romans’ fear, further augmenting the
cognitive bias that would make them see things for what
they feared they were as opposed to seeing them for what
they were in reality.

This could have implicated itself in Rome’s relationship
with Carthage such that heightened tensions with the
enemy state would serve as a deterrence to unruly and
problematic behavior which would have threatened the
security interests of Rome.16 Rome could have heightened
tensions with Carthage in order to create a perception of
threat that was observed by others in order ironically to
create a situation of stability that was marked by Rome’s
dominance.17

If the Third Punic War was designed to
portray Carthage as an imminent threat
contrary to actionable intelligence, a denial
and deception campaign against the state
would have been rather easy to execute and
thereby garner support for Roman military
action against Carthage.

As complex as this sounds, it was not hard to do. After
all, the perceived threat of Carthage to Roman interests
was not fictitious and real evidence to substantiate this
position exists now as it did then. When thinking about
the Third Punic War, it is important to remember that the
preceding two wars were terrible on both sides. Both
Rome and Carthage were hit hard and the feelings that
had developed as a result had not yet subsided. The
illusion of a Carthaginian threat was not impossible to
believe when history would dictate that the threat had
been very real in the past. If the Third Punic War was
designed to portray Carthage as an imminent threat
contrary to actionable intelligence, a denial and deception
campaign against the state would have been rather easy
to execute and thereby garner support for Roman military
action against Carthage.

To believe that Carthage was a threat at the time, it was
not hard to have confidence in and believe Punic
capabilities were genuine. For strategic Romans to sew
fear in their fellow citizens would not have been difficult
at the time, especially if their lies contained some truth.
This demonstrates the potential for politicized
intelligence, especially when some (albeit at times minute
degrees of) intelligence exist. Whenever some intelligence
is available for analysis, the potential for politicization
exists. The more ambiguous the intelligence, the greater
the chance of politicized intelligence.

The rooted conception of the threatening nature of
Carthage was already enough for many to believe that
Carthage would always be a threat to Rome if it continued
to exist. As long as the conception of the Carthaginian
threat resided in the minds of at least some Romans who
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were in the strategic position to wield power, Carthage
would not be allowed to stand on its own ever again. In
this case, it seems likely that some Romans intentionally
used the Numidian insurgency in Carthage as an excuse
to wage war against the Carthaginians.

The more ambiguous the intelligence, the
greater the chance of politicized
intelligence.

Common sense would dictate that the Numidian-
Carthaginian conflict would have no foreseeable negative
impact on the Romans and thus it would be imprudent to
wage war against Carthage on these terms simply because
it acted in a defensive manner against the Numidian
insurgents. However, one faction in Rome did not see it
that way. A heavy debate ensued between Cato and
Scipio that shifted the political decision-making to one
side. Given the time and place, it is understandable from a
Roman vantage point that they would perceive a
Carthaginian military escalation against the Numidians as
indeed threatening to their own security as well as to the
friendship that was shared with Numidia. As Numidia was
indeed a Roman ally, Rome sided with the Numidians
against Carthage but that fact alone does not explain the
Roman involvement. Many times before and after, Rome
would excuse itself from any involvement, let alone
military involvement, to appease an ally which was acting
offensively and not in Roman interests or pursuant to
their survival. Still, the Romans intervened militarily in
this case.

Consequently, what can explain the Roman desire to
involve itself in a foreign military dispute that otherwise
had no bearing on its own strategic or tactical interests?
Some decision-makers in Rome used Carthaginian wood
procurement or conflict with Numidia as a pretense for
war, but the foremost justification would seemingly be
more understandable. There was a sense among the
majority that Carthage represented a threat to Rome
exhibited through some Carthaginian actions, although
these actions would later prove to be more benign than
initially observed. Whether through politicized or
incorrectly assessed intelligence, the role of intelligence
failure was critical to the Roman decision to wage war.

In the Roman Senate, when it came to courting popular
opinion among those who held some degree of power, the
charge was made that Carthage was and always would be
a threat.18 Moreover, while Carthage probably was not the
threat that it was portrayed at the time, it probably did fit
the bill at other times, both in the past and potentially in

the future.19 For this reason, liquidating the Carthaginian
potential for threat was more than rhetoric and had a basis
for maintaining effective Roman security. It can be argued
that Carthage could indeed become a future threat that
would result in new conflict as Rome’s history with
Carthage in the past would suggest. It is still
controversial today whether or not premature threat
elimination is either lawful or consistent with foreign
policy directives. Moreover, it is problematic if the course
of action for a threat, like in the case of Carthage, is
driven by failed intelligence.

The internal motivation for making the decision to wage
war against Carthage is not the fundamental reason for
Rome’s engagement in the war. Principally, the
Carthaginian procurement of wood for maritime purposes,
compounded by the Numidian conflict, represented the
foremost reason for a Roman engagement. Still, it is
important not to see either factor as a pretense for war but
rather see them both as legitimate causes that were just
incorrectly assessed as part of a larger threat when the
threat did not really exist.

CONCLUSION

As already described, the Carthaginian procurement of
wood for shipbuilding was incorrectly assessed for
warring purposes as opposed to maritime, as was

actually the case. This illustrates several examples of an
intelligence failure that are validated primarily by mirror-
imaging. The same example of this was found in the 2003
Iraq War, when U.S. President George Bush affirmed that
Iraq under Saddam Hussein represented an existential
threat because of his country’s possession of weapons of
mass destruction (WMDs). While the assessment was
incorrect, the justification for the war was not a pretense
and more of a strategic intelligence failure. In addition to
the U.S. Intelligence Community, every intelligence
service in the world believed that Hussein’s Iraq
possessed highly capable WMDs, as he once did possess
these munitions only a decade earlier. Nevertheless, Iraq
was presumed to be an imminent threat due to its
availability of WMDs. When none was found, an
intelligence failure that could be viewed as a pretext for
war was observed. The same thing goes for Carthage. If
the Carthaginians were indeed procuring wood in order to
build ships for war, Carthage would have been a threat to
the Romans. In this sense, the Carthaginians had to be
stopped and thus the Third Punic War would have been
justified in terms of its mode of operation.

As to the Numidian conflict, Carthage’s actions could
have easily been seen as a potential for threat despite
now obvious defensive rationales. Even more, Rome had
to become involved for more than just defensive reasons
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pertaining to its own national security. Like the Arab-Israeli
conflict in 1973, the U.S. was hesitant to take action
demonstrably. It was not until the Arabs came close to
defeating the Israelis that the U.S. elected to provide an
emergency resupply airlift to the Israelis under the rubric
Operation NICKEL GRASS. This action effectively changed
the course of the war in the Israelis’ favor. The rationale for
this action under both Henry Kissinger and Richard Nixon
was not to abandon their ally, Israel, in its time of need. It
was as simple as that. That was also most likely the case for
Rome’s defense of Numidia in the wake of conflict between
the Numidians and the Carthaginians despite Numidia being
on the offensive track and Carthage obviously being on the
defensive. More simply, the Carthaginian conflict, even
defensive in nature on its surface, represents a potential
threat if not closely examined (and even if mistakenly
assessed), and it is presumed that was the situation in the
case of the Third Punic War.

In that conflict, the justifications for war were present and
possessed some element of truth, but they turned out to be
mostly incorrect. It is better to call the leading justifications
and causes of the Third Punic War an intelligence failure.
This is important to consider both for understanding the
history of what led up to that war and understanding the
same potential for conflict in modern times. From antiquity
onward, we have seen definitive examples of intelligence
failures leading to military conflict on many occasions. More
importantly, we expect these failures will never cease. They
are hard to diagnose pre-emptively and can only be
explained given a reasonable amount of time after the
conflict via a post-mortem analysis. When found and
understood as now in the case of the Third Punic War,
however, they can serve as highly valuable learning
platforms and experiences to facilitate more highly
developed decision-making in the future.

NOTES
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Periochae, n. 48.
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Expansion,” pp. 152-157.
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Plutarch, Cato Maior, n. 26-27.
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fear that resulted, see Polybius, n. 3.6.12, 6.50, 8.10.6, 38.2.6-10,
38.3.5-7.
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of others, see S.R. Mattern, Rome and the Enemy: Imperial
Strategy in the Principate (Berkeley, University of California,
1999), pp. 211-221.
17 For more insight on the Roman desire for domination and
subjugation of neighbors for strategic reasons, see Polybius, n. 1.6,
1.10.5-9, 1.12.7, 1.20.1-2, 2.21.9, 2.31.8, 3.3.9, 3.32.7, 6.50.6.
With regard to the Roman means to achieve this, see n. 1.3.6-10,
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23, see Ernst Badian, Roman Imperialism in the Late Republic
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18 As an example of Senatorial discourse on the threat of Carthage,
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George Washington:
The Guerrilla King

by Peter Polack

The concept of guerrilla warfare is not decades—but
many centuries—old, with the earliest writing on the
subject by Chinese strategist Sun Tzu dating back to

the 6th century BC.1 Some guerrilla tactics are probably as
old as the first armed groups of cavemen, being a natural
evolution of conflict between groups of disproportionate
size.2 One of the earliest examples of guerrilla tactics
deployed by a consummate institutional military leader
was the Roman general Fabius Maximus, who took a
course of evade and harassment against Hannibal’s
columns when the opportunity arose, much to the dismay
of the Roman Senate which argued for a classic offensive
battle.3

There is a wide cross-section over time, region, and
country of many notable guerrilla leaders: Canadian Louis
Riel, Haitian Toussaint L’Overture, Cuban Antonio
Maceo, Salvadoran Farabundo Marti, Nicaraguan
Augusto Cesar Sandino, Irish Michael Collins, Ethiopian
Haile Selassie, Israeli Menachem Begin, Mozambican
Samora Machel, Peruvian Shining Path “Chairman
Gonzalo,” Mexican Zapatista Sub-Comandante Marcos,
and Chechen Shamil Basayev, just to name a few.

The inclusion of General George Washington may come as a
surprise to many. However, reference is made to the excellent
George Washington’s Surprise Attack by Phillip Thomas
Tucker that dissects Washington’s attack on Trenton,
conducted in a most guerrilla-like manner last seen in a larger
and more modern scenario at Dien Bien Phu in then-French
Indochina in 1954.

One of the earliest examples of guerrilla
tactics deployed by a consummate
institutional military leader was the Roman
general Fabius Maximus, who took a course
of evade and harassment against
Hannibal’s columns when the opportunity
arose.

Modern guerrilla warfare or insurgency has given rise lately
to the term “asymmetrical warfare,” in essence the conflict
between two opposing forces of different strength and
strategy.4 This differs from the classic historical conflict and

Washington Crossing the Delaware

The Metropolitan Museum of Art / Gift of John Stewart Kennedy, 1897
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war where opposing forces were well-matched in size and
weaponry. The concept of guerrilla, encompassing rural
areas of remote operations that offer vast areas of
camouflage from the enemy, has become muted against
conflicts increasingly related to population centers which
more resemble the siege of Stalingrad than the jungles of
Colombia.

George Washington was no novice when
it came to the art of war and derived
significant military experience as an
officer with the Virginia Militia during
the French and Indian Wars.

Until his unconventional victory at Trenton in December
1776, the military leader of the now United States of
America had incurred a series of losses, both on the
battlefield and of political confidence in his leadership,
most of them just after the Declaration of Independence
was signed on July 4, 1776. Shortly thereafter, the first
and largest battle of the war against the British took place
in August in Brooklyn, New York, also called the Battle of
Long Island. It saw the Revolutionary Army bested by a
professional force led by experienced and determined
officers. The British Army had several centuries of
development proven in many wars and was a formidable
force in which overconfidence naturally prevailed in the
American Revolution.5

Throughout the American Revolution the captors of
Revolutionary Army soldiers were surprised to discover
not soldiers but farmers, not sailors but tailors. George
Washington was no novice when it came to the art of war
and derived significant military experience as an officer
with the Virginia Militia during the French and Indian
Wars. In addition, he spent his early life as a surveyor in
the vast wilds of Virginia and Pennsylvania, which gave
him a comprehensive understanding of geography and the
interpretation of landscapes presented to him. This would
prove an invaluable asset in the coming years.6

Trenton was an authentic guerrilla action in which a
military leader, classically trained, sought to strike against
a fixed military position, which in its genre would have
resulted in retreat if faced with firm opposition or capture
of the target. Washington chose a plan to be implemented
in a manner and at a time not seen before in the
revolutionary conflict in the American colonies, which
was destined to catch the opposing elite force of German
mercenaries by surprise and, eventually, result in the
complete defeat of the Hessians. The plan was simple in
concept: The movement of several thousand soldiers to
face an encamped enemy half their number, at night, on

the well-known public holiday of Christmas Day,
accompanied by three times the artillery complement of
the target, in the dead of winter, moving across a swift,
wide, ice-ridden river.

The place of attack was the sparsely populated town of
Trenton, which had several roads leading to it across
open countryside making it vulnerable to attack from
several directions. Hessian commander Colonel Johann
Rall sought to forestall this possibility with regular
patrols. While he had several artillery pieces and had
discussed strategic placement from a protected
emplacement, this was never implemented. Rall also had a
regiment of several hundred men always on alternate
standby, which had their function diminished by false
alarms, poor weather, and little sleep. Today, this would
have been called a “quick reaction force.”

All this information had come to Washington from a
network of spies throughout British- controlled territory,
including Trenton. The necessary elements were in place
for a classic guerrilla action repeated throughout the
years, before and after Trenton.

The opposing soldiers were not colonial subjects and
unlikely to generate support from the local residents who
could support any attack or uprising. The Hessians were
considered the lowest level of soldiers, being mercenary
and often brutal in their actions on and off the battlefield.
This demonstrated similarity to any foreign incursion in
an independence or internecine struggle such as Vietnam,
Angola, or Afghanistan.

Washington had his force of over 2,000 men and 18 pieces
of artillery mustered at dusk to begin a Christmas night
crossing of the Delaware River from Pennsylvania into
British-held New Jersey across a flowing waterway beset
with large floes of ice that could crush or sink a boat.
Among the many vessels utilized for the event were long,
short-draft Durham boats capable of carrying many tons
of cargo and crewed by Massachusetts sailors from
Marblehead. The insurgent commander had his artillery
chief marshal the crossing as he went ahead with the first
boats across the Delaware, intending a sunrise attack.

Various delays including worsening weather saw the force
cross only nine miles north of Trenton in the early
morning. Washington nevertheless proceeded with his
plan and divided his force into east and west elements for
an encompassing attack on the slothful, but still
dangerous, Hessians.7
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The Trenton attack force had a key commander in Colonel
Henry Knox, who secured the crossing of men and cannon
before proceeding to Trenton where artillery was
strategically placed and moved, when necessary, to
command the open streets. Hessians were neither able to
form up for a significant counterattack or reduce themselves
to small, roving irregular bands under the Germanic military
theory prevailing at the time.

Over time, artillery has been replaced by
the ubiquitous rocket-propelled grenades,
wire-guided antitank mobile missiles, or
shoulder-fired antiaircraft missiles, and
more recently vehicle-borne explosive
devices.

In general terms, heavy and slow artillery have not been part
of the guerrilla arsenal, but instead used and discarded after
capture as part of an overall strategy, or retained if desired
for the rare occasions of securing base territory gathering
points. Over time, artillery has been replaced by the
ubiquitous rocket-propelled grenades, wire-guided antitank
mobile missiles, or shoulder- fired antiaircraft missiles, and
more recently vehicle-borne explosive devices.8

On December 26, 1776, Washington led his men to their first
encounter with a Hessian outpost, a mile from Trenton,
where there was an exchange of gunfire before the Hessians
fled to Trenton to warn their companions of the American
assault. Washington dispersed his men and cannon at key
points especially and ironically at King and Queen Streets—
apart from the name, the very spot Rall had contemplated,
but failed, establishing an artillery emplacement. The
disciplined Hessians repeatedly retreated, returning fire and
receiving cover fire from other soldiers as they moved
toward the north end of Trenton.

Colonel Rall, who took command after some delay, formed up
his men to come up the streets to overcome the rebel
artillery, but this failed at every attempt due to the volume of
fire from the American rebels and even from some citizens
using the protection of buildings along the open streets. The
Hessians then faced an overwhelming attack of men, musket
shot, and cannon fire which led to the capture and
abandonment of the Hessian cannons, forcing a full retreat
to the rising, open field to the north of Trenton where Rall
formed up his men in proper lines to counterattack. Some
Hessians fled the area completely in a wild melee to reach
safety and evade capture.

Washington repulsed this attack, during which Rall was
critically wounded. The Hessians broke and fled to a nearby
orchard having incurred about 100 casualties, many of whom
lay among them, which only increased their demoralized
stance facing abject defeat in North America for the first
time. German-descendant and German-speaking members of
Washington’s raiding party shouted out to the Hessians to
surrender, which they eventually did in acknowledgment of
the futility of further conflict. The captives were nearly one
thousand in number, with a dead commander, many dead
officers, and all their arms, artillery, and supplies seized by
the rebel army.9

Anne S.K. Brown Military Collection, Brown Univ. LibraryJohn Fawkes/Britishbattles.com

Map of the Battle of Trenton
The Battle of Trenton

Anne S.K. Brown Military Collection, Brown Univ. Library

Surrender of Hessian Soldiers at the Battle of Trenton
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Washington had achieved his first victory in 1776 after the
Declaration of Independence, which started a reversal of
fortune for the British in their American colonies and ended
at Yorktown in 1781 with French assistance to the American
Revolutionary Army. Naysayers of the D-Day effort to
liberate France and the rest of Western Europe should
remember this. Some may think that the decimation of the
Hessian force was a better outcome for the American cause,
but the example of a thousand defeated Hessian soldiers
marching through Pennsylvania to Philadelphia and in some
cases deserting to the rebel side was invaluable to
Washington as a propaganda tool.

NOTES
1 Sun Tzu on the Art of War-The Oldest Military Treatise in the
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of Oriental Printed Books, British Museum, 1910, 15.
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Hunter-Gatherers,” The New York Times, January 20, 2016.
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4 Richard Norton-Taylor, “Asymmetric Warfare,” The
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5 Michael Lee Lanning, The American Revolution 100,
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FACTS AND FEARS:  HARD TRUTHS
FROM A LIFE IN INTELLIGENCE.

James R. Clapper.
Chicago, Viking Press.  2018.

424 pages.

Reviewed by George W. Ridge, retired Dean of the University
of Arizona School of Journalism.  He was also a reporter and
editor for such newspapers as Stars and Stripes and
International Herald Tribune, and wrote approximately 850
published travel columns over a 15-year period.  In addition, he
and his wife wrote a weekly review of Tucson restaurants for
the Arizona Daily Star.  George has previously reviewed books
for such scholarly journals as Military Review and American
Intelligence Journal.

James R. Clapper served as the fourth Director of
National Intelligence, and was the top U.S. intelligence
officer from 2010 to 2017.  The telling line of his recent

book can be found on page 262 after President-elect Donald
Trump had lashed out at the Intelligence Community: “What
do we do now?” Clapper was asked by a young intelligence
officer.  “Speak truth to power and let the policy-makers
make policy,” replied Clapper, “especially if the person
doesn’t want to hear the truth that we tell him.”

This creed reemerges throughout the book.  Clapper is the
son of an intelligence officer.  He was a specialist in signals
intelligence and became the Director of the Defense
Intelligence Agency, retiring from the Air Force as a 3-star
general officer in 1995.  Much of Clapper’s narrative deals
with his career in the intelligence field, but he does seem to
be the one who emerged as “Johnny on the spot” when a
crisis arose.  He relates in detail how the Intelligence
Community responded to the multiple challenges of the past
decade.  Those challenges included the fatal tragedy of
Benghazi; the intelligence disaster of Edward Snowden; the
wars in Syria, Ukraine, and Afghanistan; and Osama bin
Laden’s lair in Pakistan.

Nor does the author shy away from his mistakes, unusual for
an intelligence officer.  After a look at the optimism that
supported the war aimed at finding weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) sites in Iraq in 2003, Clapper calls a
failure a failure:  “In an off-the-record breakfast with the
Washington media…I explained that we had made
assumptions the we shouldn’t have…and admitted I was
baffled that no WMD sites were discovered.”  As an aside,
Clapper also “leaks” a small insight into why caution is
necessary with the press: “The following morning I was

amazed to find…‘Spy Chief says Iraq moved weapons;
satellite images before war show heavy vehicle traffic into
Syria’.”

It is also unusual for a person who was in the upper ranges
of both military and civilian positions to assert the
responsibility for that war falls “squarely on the shoulders of
the administration members who were pushing a narrative of
a rogue WMD program in Iraq and on the intelligence
officers, including me, who were so eager to help that we
found what really wasn’t there.”  He does not note it, but
some of those same people are back in the current
administration.

Even though the book’s most imperative issue is the
Russian intrusion into the 2016 U.S. Presidential election,
Clapper’s most compelling narrative—almost a book in
itself—concerns the attack on the U.S. mission in Benghazi.
In the antecedents to this, Clapper asserts that he was again
“lambasted” for speaking intelligence truth that went against
the narrative of policymakers.  Clapper’s treatment of that
fateful night, however, seems as confused as the situation
was that evening.

Clapper’s book closes with hindsight regarding Russian
interference with the election of Donald Trump.  The author
asserts that President Trump, just like President-elect Trump,
“has shown an aggressive indifference to getting to the
bottom of the Russian interference.”  When Clapper left
government in January 2017, the Intelligence Community did
not have a smoking gun on any conspiracy between the
Russians and the campaign.  However, private citizen
Clapper now says it was self-evident that the two worked in
parallel operations that reinforced each other.  To Clapper,
the conspiracy theory is still an open subject.  [Editor’s
Note: This review was written some months before the so-
called “Mueller Report” was released by the Special Counsel
in March 2019, which essentially found insufficient evidence
of “collusion” with Russia to charge anyone in the Trump
campaign or administration.]

Get ready for a heavy read, sometimes tedious.  Furthermore,
most certainly fortify yourself by memorizing the three pages
containing military and civil service acronyms and
abbreviations.

[Editor’s Note: Lt Gen (USAF, Ret) Clapper gave a “book
talk” on this work at an NMIF-hosted event on November 6,
2018, in Reston, Virginia.  For a photo of the retired DNI
signing copies of his book for attendees, see AIJ, Vol. 35,
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No. 2, 2018, p. 6.  In addition to heading DIA while on active
duty, between his military retirement and his long service as
DNI under the Obama administration, General Clapper also
served as civilian Director of the then-National Imagery and
Mapping Agency, which became the National Geospatial-
Intelligence Agency in 2003, and subsequently as Under
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence under the George W.
Bush administration.  Clapper has appeared on CNN from
time to time as a consultant (affectionately referred to as a
“talking head,” along with his colleague Gen (USAF, Ret)
Michael Hayden, prior to the latter suffering a stroke in late
2018, a role deemed objectionable, or at least controversial,
by some observers).]

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

THE FUTURE OF INTELLIGENCE.
Mark M. Lowenthal.

Cambridge, UK, Polity Press.  2018.
139 pages.

Reviewed by Dr. Sam Baroni, Professor, College of Strategic
Intelligence, National Intelligence University, and former
Director of the NIU European Academic Center at Molesworth
Air Base, UK, which provides master’s-level instruction
primarily to students at EUCOM, AFRICOM, and USAFE.  She
teaches a broad spectrum of intelligence courses and is
currently serving as Acting Director of the NIU Leadership
and Management Certificate Program.

Dr. Mark Lowenthal served as Assistant Director of
Central Intelligence (ADCI) for Analysis &
Production; Vice Chairman for Evaluation, National

Intelligence Council; Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for Intelligence; and Staff Director for the House
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence (HPSCI).  He is
an author and Adjunct Professor at Johns Hopkins
University in Washington, DC.  He has written five books
and over 90 articles or studies on intelligence and national
security.  [Editor’s Note: Dr. Lowenthal currently heads his
own intelligence training and consulting company, located
in Northern Virginia.  In 2004 he agreed to serve in pro
bono status as the first and so far only Executive Director
of the International Association for Intelligence Education.
He has frequently been a guest speaker at NIU and for
several academic terms served as an adjunct there.]

In The Future of Intelligence, Dr. Lowenthal proposes a
survey of vectors that represent potential future issues for
intelligence.  He notes that the three essential functions
and activities of intelligence are analyzing, collecting, and
operations for intelligence purposes.  Distinctively, he
identifies the changes he foresees for intelligence brought
about by events and technologies in the midst of very

intense scrutiny and the availability of knowledge in the
public sector.  Lowenthal frames the book around theses
vectors or choices that represent potential obstacles or
threats as well as opportunities to intelligence, depending
on how they might be addressed. 

Unique to Lowenthal’s book, he identifies his main interest
as being to present a timely ongoing conversation about
the how and where intelligence is headed in what he
defines as years to come, something that few authors tend
to focus on versus immediate and long-term issues.  The
initial chapters offer a sort of definition and history of
intelligence reflective of his other works on intelligence,
reminding his readers that intelligence is one of the oldest
organized human activities as recorded in the Book of
Numbers in The Bible.

Lowenthal elucidates on what he considers current
challenges to intelligence, among them the convergence of
factors and issues such as rapid technological
development, big data, public access to information, and a
changing tolerance for intelligence operations and
collection.  He introduces his so-called “vectors,” and
each vector is comprised of several areas of interest that
he deems important to intelligence.  He outlines the
interests in technology as enabling/creating opportunity
or posing a threat.  Some technologies he asserts can be a
combination of both interests.  He cites the lack of
foresight in the commercialization of computers and the
wide-ranging effects and changes brought about by this
technology and the Internet.

Several technology-related opportunities and challenges
for intelligence are reviewed with a focus on the Internet of
Things, big data, and artificial intelligence.  While the
Internet of Things is briefly examined for the potential
vulnerabilities it poses, Lowenthal further addresses his
perception of the challenges and opportunities of big data
and artificial intelligence.  One might seek further direction
pertaining to the future of technological change and
intelligence, yet the author notes that he is not a technical
specialist.

Analysis, or “providing assessed intelligence to
policymakers” in support of reduced uncertainty and
decision advantage, is Lowenthal’s second vector of
potential dramatic change in the future of intelligence (p.
51).  Analysis offers what the author calls “value added
intelligence”—the holy grail, the ultimate product resulting
from the accumulation of the analyst’s knowledge and
experience.  Future challenges with the analysis vector,
Lowenthal asserts, include consistency of value-added
intelligence, big data and its potential issues, and product
delivery given policymakers’ desire for the use of hand-
held technologies. 
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The final vector of change in the future of intelligence
outlined by Lowenthal, along with technology and
analysis, is governance.  In this vector, governance is
noted to consist of oversight and policy issues.
Governance in relation to intelligence, the author notes,
consists of public support, responsiveness, oversight, and
control with emphasis varying due to political issues.
Within democracies, he observes, intelligence exists as a
service providing operational and analytic support to
policymakers.  Lowenthal addresses past and potential
future issues around transparency and secrecy. 

Overall, Lowenthal appears to be calling for further
democratization of intelligence, something he notes will be
a future challenge to intelligence.  Yet, he defines it by
issues such as transparency and oversight, among others. 
His three vectors and their descriptions are historical
remnants of his other books and case studies as well as
what he has gleaned from experience and interviews. 
There is a lack of organization and clarity, and little
reference to a major issue for the future of intelligence—
labor.  Regardless, Lowenthal should be given credit for
bringing some of the key issues to the forefront,
generating attention to the need for further discussion on
the future of intelligence.

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

THE LONDON CAGE: THE SECRET
HISTORY OF BRITAIN'S WORLD WAR II

INTERROGATION CENTRE.
Helen Fry.

New Haven, CT, Yale University Press. 2017.
256 pages.

Reviewed by Erik D. Jens, a National Intelligence University
faculty member specializing in intelligence collection,
ethics, and law.  Trained as a lawyer at the University of
Michigan, he served for many years as a Russian and
Persian Farsi linguist, Army NCO, commissioned officer,
and civilian intelligence officer with multiple deployments
to Iraq and Afghanistan.  Previously the NIU Senior Fellow
at the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School, where he began his
doctoral studies, he currently serves as Chair of the
Transnational Issues Department in the College of Strategic
Intelligence.

[Reviewer’s Note: The views and opinions in this review
should not be construed as asserting or implying U.S.
government endorsement of its factual statements and
interpretations or representing the official positions of
any component of the United States government].

Helen Fry, the author of 20-plus volumes addressing
intelligence and other wartime topics, has produced the
most comprehensive history to date of the “London Cage,”
Britain’s first and largest World War II-era detention and
interrogation center. Dr. Fry’s account of the Cage’s mission
and leadership, and especially of its methods—unremarkable
for the era, but appearing brutal if not worse to many modern
readers—will be of considerable value to anyone interested
in the role and methods of wartime interrogation from the
early 20th century through the present era.1

The first question many readers and potential readers will
have is: How brutal were the London Cage’s interrogations,
really? The answer seems to be—pretty brutal, sometimes.
The lack of much hard evidence such as contemporary
records and (as of 2017) living witnesses, does not prevent
Fry from building a strong case that, while very little
“torture,” as most people would understand it today, went
on in the Cage and similar interrogation centers throughout
Great Britain, their staffs routinely visited a good deal of
discomfort and humiliation upon many prisoners—especially
those deemed to possess unusually valuable information,
and those wearing their love of the Third Reich upon their
sleeve.

Nevertheless, all that is covered later in the book. Beginning
with a rather dry (though perhaps not to Londoners)
account of the 1940 real estate machinations involved in
selecting and procuring a suitable facility in downtown
London to house what would become the London Cage, Dr.
Fry lays out the organization and locations of the many
wartime interrogation facilities scattered across the country.
She provides a brief biography of the Cage’s wartime
commander, Colonel Alexander Scotland, and an overview of
the categories of prisoners—submariners and other sailors,
airmen, vast quantities of ground troops, and occasional
German spies—that passed through the Cage and the kinds
of intelligence gleaned therefrom.

The London Cage’s commander, Colonel Scotland, was one
of those larger-than-life characters who so often emerge in
tales from the era of British empire. Like Kipling’s fictional
soldiers Peachy and Danny, Scotland “had been most things
in his time.” First (and almost uniquely in the British officer
corps) a German soldier in his youth, he was later imprisoned
by the Germans under suspicion of spying, entailing almost
a year in solitary confinement with no reading materials
allowed and under constant threat of summary execution.
One could hardly ask for better cultural and operational
training for an interrogator specializing in eliciting
information from captured Germans.

Scotland’s interwar career, in and out of the military and the
intelligence profession, culminated in his appointment, in
1940, as the commander of a new British interrogation



American Intelligence JournalPage 174Vol 36, No 1, 2019

BOOKSHELF

facility. Originally planned for Dieppe, France, it was soon
moved to London due to the vagaries of war. In designing
the new facility and selecting and training its staff,
Scotland’s experiences with German psychology
convinced him that reminding German prisoners—
especially the Waffen SS, Gestapo officers, and other
“true believers”—of their inferior place in a military
hierarchy was key to eliciting cooperation. He relied on
many of the same established, intimidating, yet ethically
defensible, tactics that survive in current American
interrogation doctrine: Mutt and Jeff, We Know All, Pride
and Ego Down, etc.

Dr. Fry hints in almost every chapter of impending
revelations of Colonel Scotland’s abuse if not outright
torture of German prisoners. Yet in fact Fry, even by the
end of her narrative, cannot or will not claim outright that
torture—in the sense of torments inflicted deliberately to
force people to break and talk—occurred at the Cage. Of
course, there is a wide continuum between polite direct
questioning, on the one hand, and Inquisition-like
tortures on the other. The space between is full of
unpleasant, uncomfortable, and even painful measures—
sleep deprivation, forced exercise, humiliation, and a
thousand sadistic mind games—whose legal and/or
ethical classification as “torture” is very much open to
debate.

Whether Colonel Scotland resorted to unequivocally
inhumane techniques, up to and including torture, is a
question Dr. Fry repeatedly asks but seems reluctant to
answer definitively. This might stem largely from the
paucity of historical data on the topic—the British
government denied many of her declassification requests,
while claiming, not very plausibly, that other materials had
been damaged and destroyed. That said, Scotland
eschewed torture in interrogation as both immoral and
ineffective. However, when it was a question of instilling
physical cooperation in a recalcitrant German (what
proponents of post-9/11 enhanced interrogation used to
call “setting the conditions” for interrogation), he was far
more willing: “Nazi prisoners expected to be beaten up.”2

The veil of secrecy over the London Cage’s existence and
interrogation operations began to unravel in the course of
the Cage’s role in postwar investigations of German war
crimes, entailing some “rigorous” interrogation of German
officers accused both of concentration camp atrocities
and of mass slaughter of surrendering British troops and
recaptured POWs. In particular, one Lieutenant Colonel
Fritz Knochlein, who had commanded the massacre of
over 100 British prisoners, used his trial to accuse
Scotland and his interrogators of a range of abuses in
violation of the Geneva Conventions.3 In addition, the
trials of the German officers who had ordered and carried

out the murders of recaptured British airmen who had
escaped from Stalag Luft III (the basis of the film The
Great Escape) led to the grilling of Colonel Scotland in
open court about the nature of his interrogation
methods.4 In both cases, Scotland’s denials, plausible or
not, were generally accepted by the court, but these cases
illustrate one of the many problems with applying
coercive methods to any prisoner: the possible
“derailment” of any subsequent war crimes or related
prosecutions.

Dr. Fry ultimately makes a persuasive, well-supported
argument that Colonel Scotland, and many of his fellow
British interrogators during the war, treated some German
prisoners in violation of contemporary laws of war
including the Geneva Conventions. Fry clearly establishes
the existence of coercion short of literal torture—sleep
deprivation, forced exercise, psychological harshness,
and the like— beyond a reasonable doubt. Actual
physical assault such as beating and punching appears,
on balance, not to have been licensed but occasionally
tolerated. For the most spectacular claims, such as the
existence at the London Cage and a subsidiary camp of a
special “torture basement” with electrical shock
equipment and unspecified engines of torture, Fry offers
naught but a few second-hand anecdotes from those who
claim to have heard of such a place.

One of Fry’s claims, made almost as an aside in the course
of a discussion of unexplained deaths of German
prisoners, seems almost unbelievable. She cites a claim
from a secondary source (which does not itself provide a
source for the claim) that members of a Free French
detachment based in London—licensed by the British
government—intercepted three MI6 agents returning from
France. The Frenchmen then beat them for information,
covering up as suicide—with MI6’s reluctant
acquiescence—the death under torture of one of the
British agents (who had followed to the last his agency’s
orders to maintain silence).5 This sounds like the topic for
a fascinating follow-up book, if the truth could ever be
determined so long after the fact.

In addition to investigating the use of physical abuse in
interrogations, Dr. Fry devotes a chapter to the
enthusiastic use, by all the major European combatants,
of a variety of drugs, searching for the elusive “truth
serum.” By 1939, MI6 and the British Navy, at a minimum,
were actively pursuing this quest. By mid-1943, the U.S.
Office of Strategic Services (OSS) was likewise on the trail
of a truth serum, with no more success than the British.
While the search for a viable truth-inducing drug cocktail
proved a futile quest, the author’s research provides
some insight into the early days of the CIA, whose
postwar obsession with “truth drugs” led to the long-
running MK Ultra project—including, notoriously, the



American Intelligence Journal Page 175 Vol 36, No 1, 2019

BOOKSHELF

suicide of Army scientist Frank Olsen when he was
unwittingly dosed with LSD). Fry allows the reader to
trace the interest in drugs as interrogation aids from the
Cage, through British liaisons with the OSS and thence to
the CIA’s first generation of leaders and scientists in the
early Cold War.6

A useful companion volume to The London Cage might
be the interrogation memoirs of Lieutenant Colonel Robin
“Tin Eye” (so named for his monocle) Stephens, who
commanded Camp 020. This was the cage to which
Colonel Scotland’s facility sent German prisoners known
or suspected, via initial screening at the London Cage, to
be spies. Camp 020, in support of the famed British
intelligence operation Double Cross, interrogated and,
when possible, doubled willing agents back against
German intelligence, one of the century’s great
intelligence coups.

Tin Eye Stephens’ memoir, A Digest of Ham (Camp 020
had been located at Ham Common, a London suburb), lays
out his theories of how to conduct interrogation and who
should conduct it, as well as his absolute rejection of
physical abuse (albeit he was willing to threaten almost
anything, including sudden death, to get information or
cooperation).7

Lieutenant Colonel Stephens was as eccentric in his own
way as was Colonel Scotland. He brooked no interference
with his “breaking” of German spies. The two
interrogators did not get along; Stephens, nominally
subordinate to Scotland, nonetheless declared him
persona non grata at Camp 020 after Scotland visited the
camp without notice and first tried to inject a prisoner—
one of Stephen’s doubled German agents—with a “truth
drug,” then simply began beating him.8

This reviewer is left with the impression that
interrogations at the London Cage and its subsidiaries, as
overseen by Colonel Scotland, while impermissibly brutal
to the modern eye, were about as humane as they could
have been in the early 1940s, the world and the war in
those years being what they were. Certainly it was one of
the most humane (or least inhumane) interrogation
programs run by any World War II belligerent. While the
occasional excesses Dr. Fry documents are regrettable
and would justifiably call for correction, if not
prosecution, in 2018, historical context matters. Indeed, it
would have been remarkable—and not terribly plausible—
had Fry reported that throughout the war, across the
entire British network of interrogation sites, no
interrogators ever exceeded their instructions or
authority, or yielded to angry or vengeful impulses, in the
business of eliciting from captured Germans information
that would save British lives, if not help win the war itself.

Historical context must play a role here, and Dr. Fry’s
account—even assuming one accepts all her claims,
suggestions, and speculations as fact—may stir most
readers less to outrage than to mild regret, made even
more mild when one reflects on the nature of British
enemies in that war. In any case, Fry has produced a
valuable account, for the intelligence historian, of a little-
known chapter of Great Britain’s wartime intelligence
effort.

Notes
1 Helen Fry, The London Cage: The Secret History of Britain’s
World War II Interrogation Centre (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 2017).
2 The London Cage, 67.
3 Ibid., 155.
4 Ibid., 170.
5 The London Cage 201, citing Mark Birdsall and Deborah Plisko,
Classified: The Insider’s Guide to 500 Spy Sites in London
(Skipton, UK: Eye Spy Publishing, 2015), 252-53.
6 Ibid., 95.
7 Oliver Hoare, ed. Camp 020: MI5 and the Nazi Spies (Bath, UK:
Bath Press, Ltd., 2000). The book includes the entirety of
Stephens’ memoirs of his time commanding Camp 020,
commissioned by the British government after the war.
8 The London Cage, 84.
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KING OF SPIES: THE DARK REIGN OF
AMERICA'S SPY MASTER IN KOREA.

Blaine Harden.
New York, Viking Press. 2017.

208 pages.

Reviewed by MAJ (USA) Paul A. Kubik, who spent the last
ten years of his career as an Army intelligence officer and
has made five overseas deployments—four to the Middle
East and one to Africa.  Currently, he is based in the National
Capital Region and serves as a battalion XO.  He earned an
MSSI degree from NIU in 2017.

King of Spies presents the story of Air Force Major
Donald Nichols, who experienced both the thrills of
high achievement while conducting covert and

clandestine intelligence operations and the lows of being
a fugitive from U.S. law enforcement. The author
thoroughly researched Nichols’ life and military records,
and received approval for the declassification of several
documents that provided insight into Nichols’ cloak-and-
dagger operations inside North Korea. The details of his
autonomy and some of the actions taken by him leave the
reader pining for that level of autonomy while feeling
guilty of what that autonomy can bring.
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Maj Nichols felt at home inside North Korea, and he
created powerful friends to include several general
officers and the future first President of South Korea—
the controversial Syngman Rhee. Nichols also made
powerful enemies, but his relationship with Rhee was the
proverbial trump card he used anytime he had difficulty
with U.S. senior officers or diplomats. His operations
were effective but inefficient; often they were illegal, and
at times they were immoral or unethical. However, the
intelligence gained was voraciously consumed and
utilized by his superiors, which allowed him to continue
conducting intelligence operations with shockingly little
supervision between 1946 and 1957. Nichols provided
unparalleled insight into North Korea’s plans and
intentions, but his methods and his lifestyle would not be
in keeping with the values of the U.S. military. To
understand how this could come to fruition, the book
begins with Nichols’ childhood in Hollywood, Florida, in
the 1920s.

Nichols was the youngest of four boys born into a
dysfunctional and poverty-stricken family. His father
(Walter) was an unskilled laborer who worked for few
wages, and his mother (Myra) was known to have
intimate relations with random male suitors in the living
room and bathed in the kitchen sink. Walter died at age
53 shortly after Nichols went into the Army, and all his
life Nichols felt partial responsibility for his father’s
death because Nichols assumed he died of loneliness
after Myra left him. The dysfunctional relationship
between his parents, combined with how he saw his
mother carrying on with other men, may have caused a
deep hatred for women and adversely affected his moral
compass for the remainder of his life.

In 1942 Nichols began his career as an anonymous
carburetor repairman working out of Pakistan and
volunteering to work in the morgue due to higher than
normal mortality rates. Shortly thereafter, Nichols was
accepted into the U.S. Army Counterintelligence Corps
(CIC), received three months of training, and found
himself inside Korea in June 1946. Caught off- guard by
tensions on the ground, the senior U.S. officer inside
Korea gave vague guidance for the intelligence
community to collect information aggressively and gain
access to influential individuals. By August, Nichols had
ingratiated himself to Syngman Rhee.

Rhee and Nichols developed a bond that became
commensurate to a father-son relationship; Nichols was
the only person who could meet with Rhee without an
appointment. In 1949, when Nichols was only 26, Rhee
wrote a note to the U.S. Ambassador requesting Nichols
as his personal advisor for air affairs. Despite U.S.
insistence that Korea could not support an air force,

Rhee went ahead with his plans with Nichols as the
principal planner. During this time, the U.S. withdrew from
the Korean peninsula, viewing Korea as strategically
irrelevant. However, Rhee (ever worried about the Soviet
buildup in the north) still used Nichols in his role as an
intelligence officer and set his team to work identifying
North Korean plans and intentions.

While conducting intelligence collection and analysis of
the North Korean buildup, Nichols began sending reports
that contradicted the assessment given by the senior
intelligence officer in the Far East Command (Major
General Charles Willoughby). Willoughby believed there
was zero chance of North Korea invading the South. Some
of these contradictory reports made their way to the Joint
Staff and caused friction for Willoughby. Willoughby
attempted to have Nichols removed from his post, but
Nichols’ position had him working for the U.S.
Ambassador who protected him from Willoughby’s
infamous wrath. Subsequently, while most U.S. leaders
were caught off-guard by the invasion, Nichols was
prepared. He vacated his office in Seoul making sure to
destroy all the evidence of his sources, and he further
began funneling targets to the U.S. Air Force for bombing
raids.

Nichols continued his collection efforts and often found
himself executing daring missions such as flying over
Pyongyang at low altitudes or moving between enemy and
friendly lines at night. His personal accounts of bravery
appear inflated, but his acts of heroism precipitated multiple
awards for valor including the Silver Star, Distinguished
Flying Cross, Soldier’s Medal, and Purple Heart.
Simultaneously, Nichols sent multiple recruited assets into
hostile territory knowing that most of them were not likely to
return. Additionally, he was witness to multiple mass
executions of North Koreans at the hands of the South
Koreans. He appears to have reluctantly accepted these
executions as a fact of war, but he did express remorse when
learning that some of the individuals executed were not
communists. Despite witnessing war crimes and sending
agents to almost certain death, Nichols’ reports continued to
be utilized and relied upon by senior U.S. officials. Even
Willoughby, who had attempted to have Nichols removed
from his post, attempted to recruit Nichols to work
exclusively for him.

During the summer of 1951, the U.S. had more munitions
than targets and the war was stalemated. Nichols
transitioned his unit’s post to that of an interrogation
element. In doing this, he recruited additional agents to
conduct precarious forward reconnaissance missions, and
he would reportedly execute people he thought were
double agents. Nichols ran sources for the remainder of
the war and for a short duration beyond the armistice. He
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continued to receive accolades for his intelligence efforts
until 1957, when he was relieved of command and sent back
to the U.S.

After returning home permanently, Nichols faded into
obscurity. He was unceremoniously separated from the Air
Force for psychological issues, which precipitated a terrible
downward spiral. He was in and out of hospitals for
psychological treatment (to include electroshock therapy)
and moved in with his brother and family. Nichols continued
to cause problems there, eventually being charged with
sexual misconduct with multiple minors. He fled the U.S. for
approximately a year, but when he returned he was acquitted
of the charges and moved to northern Florida where he
wrote his memoirs. Much of his personal life remains
unknown. He reportedly had one biological child with a wife
whom no one ever met. Nichols brought back a teenage boy
from Korea who was supposedly his son, but stories of his
attraction to young Korean men and the apparent sham
marriage cast much doubt on the nature of the relationship
between Nichols and the person thought to be his son.
Despite the sexual impropriety that may or may not have
occurred, and despite his self-aggrandizement, people who
worked with Nichols generally agree that he was brave and
bold. His work did aid the U.S. war effort in Korea, but the
military likely gave him too much autonomy at too young an
age.

Overall, the book is well-researched, flows naturally, and
reads like a suspense novel. The only criticism is that the
book could have had a couple more maps, and some of the
picture inserts could have been of official Air Force
paperwork on Nichols. However, the interviews with
colleagues and family members provide a personal touch to
help provide context as to why Nichols may have acted in
the ways he did. The moral conflicts in the book provide
great case studies for anyone looking to debate the moral
nature of covert or clandestine operations. Moreover,
Nichols’ life highlights a key leadership teaching point for
military personnel: “How do leaders balance whether the
ends justify the means?” The answer may seem obvious, but
in a desperate situation there is certainly more gray area than
black and white.

Blaine Harden is the author of this and four other books on
North Korea. His journalism experience includes 28 years as
a national and international correspondent for The
Washington Post, four years working at various national and
international publications within the U.S., and multiple
contributions to PBS “Frontline.” In 2015 Gonzaga
University awarded Harden an honorary doctorate.
[Reviewer’s Note: All information was obtained from the
author’s website at https://www.blaineharden.com/sample-
page/.]
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Reviewed by Dr. Donald J. Hanle, Professor Emeritus and
recently retired Dean of the College of Strategic Intelligence,
National Intelligence University.  Dr. Hanle holds a PhD in
Military History from The George Washington University and
is a retired Air Force intelligence officer.

The West Point History of the American Revolution is a
worthy addition to the West Point History of Warfare
compendium following the two-volume West Point

History of World War II and the one-volume West Point
History of the American Civil War.  Superbly researched and
written by military historians Samuel J. Watson, Edward G.
Lengel, and Stephen Conway, this volume achieves, in six
short, highly readable chapters, a relatively comprehensive
examination of what is arguably one of the most complex
wars in U.S. history.  Touching on all facets of the war—
including the political, economic, social, cultural, ethnic, and
military factors—this work would easily serve as an excellent
foundation for any history professor teaching a course on
the American War of Independence.

In their assessment, Watson, Lengel, and Conway are quick
to point out that the American Revolutionary War was not,
as commonly believed, merely an irregular war of militiamen
ambushing conventional British and Hessian soldiers from
behind rocks and trees, but rather a conflict that was
simultaneously a conventional 18th century naval and
continental ground war, a civil war between Patriot Rebels
and Loyalists, an ethnic war between Native American
Indians and white settlers, an insurgency (a war for hearts
and minds) between the occupying power and the
revolutionaries, a guerrilla war, a coalition war with France
seeking to operate in close coordination with the Continental
Army, and finally a global war between major European
powers.  Given this, The West Point History of the American
Revolution is certain to be considered a required text by war
college and National Intelligence University professors of
strategy, asymmetric and irregular warfare, and operational
capabilities analysis, among others.

It should also be noted that beyond the excellent text of this
work are the incredibly well-rendered insets, maps, and
graphics which make the volume worthy of coffee table
display.  It is, quite simply, a beautiful book to hold and
thumb through.  These excellent additions are not merely
chrome, however, but rather add significantly to the
understanding of the text which they accompany.
Moreover, most of the maps and graphics are tailor-made for
this volume and reinforce, for instance, the economic
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importance of the southern colonies to Great Britain, or the
shifting ratio of the populations of North America to Great
Britain between 1700 and 1790, to give but two examples.
Another graphic/map depicts the space-to-time correlation
of the Saratoga Campaign, offering two parallel depictions
that afford the reader an at-a-glance relationship between
events and locations of opposing forces.

Chapter 1, written by Samuel Watson, achieves two essential
tasks in setting the foundation for the remainder of the work.
First, Watson examines the nature of warfare of the 17th and
18th centuries as it was affected by the conditions found in
North America during this time frame.  Second, he explores
the many factors contributing to the American Revolution.

Watson’s analysis of the physical nature of the terrain in
North America holds no surprises—America is vast, rugged,
and has a sparse population and poor communications,
especially as one leaves the coast.  However, his net
assessment between the Native American—hereafter
Indian—way of war and that of the European settlers is
excellent.  So too is his examination of the white settler militia
system.  This assessment goes a long way in explaining why
a significant portion of American political and military
leadership felt that the militia system ought to remain the
backbone of the American Army during the Revolutionary
War.

It is Watson’s analysis of the road to the Revolutionary War
that is the most important contribution to this work.  Factors
such as Great Britain’s benign neglect of the 16th century
toward her colonies due to internal strife—English Civil War,
Restoration, Glorious Revolution of Parliament (1688)—
helped to shape American colonial concepts of self-reliance
and self-governance.  As Great Britain became increasingly
engaged in defending the thirteen colonies from European
rivals, however, benign neglect gave way to a mercantilist
mindset; i.e., the colonies exist for the benefit of the mother
country, not the other way around.  It was a mindset that
ensured the colonists would chafe under the taxes London
believed was its due, but the colonists rejected them,
particularly since they had no representative means of
shaping British policies.

American colonists, like their English cousins, were wary of
centralized autocratic governments but, having spent nearly
a century living unfettered by interference from the British
government, Americans were even less tolerant of this form
of governance than Britons in Great Britain.  Thus, many
laws that would be considered commonplace by Englishmen
living in Sheffield or Kent were considered beyond the pale
by Americans.  As Great Britain began to assert more direct
control over the colonies by appointing governors who were
paid for and reported to the King rather than to those over
whom they governed, and then gave these same governors a

standing army to enforce royal decrees, a significant number
of Americans became incensed at being compelled under
such a system.  Having fought beside the British in the
French and Indian War, American colonists believed they
should be accepted as proper Englishmen, having at least
the rights thereof.  Being taxed without representation was
an affront to such an expectation.  So too were other laws,
such as the 1763 Proclamation Line that forbade colonists
from settling west of the Appalachian Mountains—laws
that, again, were enforced by British troops.

Still, as Watson concludes, the Revolution was never a
given.  It need not have happened. Indeed, there was much
debate among the colonists themselves regarding going to
war.  The colonists were by no means a homogeneous group
of like-minded individuals.  Serious differences between and
within colonies existed.  As Watson asserts, “Despite these
divisions, 150 years of social, political, economic and cultural
development and warfare had given rebellious colonists
some reasons for confidence as they confronted Britain in
1774 and 1775.”  The question would ultimately be:  Could
poorly trained but highly motivated minutemen best the
mercenaries and professional soldiers of a seemingly
uncaring and corrupt regime?

In Chapter 2, “The Times that Tried Men’s Souls; The
Revolutionary War from Lexington to Princeton,” Edward
Lengel picks up the thread of the story from Watson.
Lengel begins with a net assessment of the two principal
adversaries—Great Britain and the Colonies.  Here he delves
more deeply into the strengths and weaknesses of the
British military system as well as that of the American
patriots.  Aspects of the British Army such as discipline,
cohesion, training, and command and control are examined.
In this assessment, Lengel disposes of many of the myths
that have emerged in popular conceptions of the war.  The
British were far more adaptable to the warfighting conditions
found in the war—especially as it was waged against their
American opponent. The Royal Navy gave the British Army
essentially unlimited strategic movement along the coastline
of the colonies, although once debarked the Army would
find campaigning increasingly difficult as it moved inland.

The Americans, for their part, began by relying upon the
militia system, believing that patriotic fervor would offset
and eventually prove superior to the British military system.
Eventually, though, they were persuaded by George
Washington and other American generals that adopting a
more European, conventional approach based upon military
discipline and training was needed as well.

Lengel then unfolds the opening phases of the war with a
solid analysis of British and American plans and
perceptions.  Both sides, it seems, assumed it would be a
short war.  British General Gage had concentrated virtually
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all his armed forces in America in Boston to “overawe” the
rebels.  In so doing, he denuded the colonies of British
military presence, undermining what he hoped would occur.
Believing there was a vast silent majority of Americans who
were Loyalists at heart, he hoped they would rise up and
assert themselves once the few radicals in New England
were defeated.  These Loyalists soon learned that, unless
there were British troops nearby to protect them, speaking
out against the Patriots was detrimental to their person and
property.  Rather than quell the Revolution in its earliest
days, Gage’s strategy achieved the opposite.

The Americans believed they could defeat the British by
demonstrating their willingness to fight.  They did fairly well
at Lexington, Concord, and Bunker Hill, but it was not
enough.  First Massachusetts and then Virginia created
“provincial regulars” who would stand and fight as regulars.
By the time the British departed from Boston for New York
City, Congress had ordered the creation of the Continental
Army with Washington in command.

Lengel’s account of the battles of Long Island, New York,
the long retreat through New Jersey, and the surprise
counterattack by Washington at Trenton and Princeton are
very well-written and detailed.  They are accompanied by
excellent maps and charts that support the narrative and fill
in the gaps not otherwise covered.  Lengel, like many
historians, concludes that Washington’s strength as a
general is based less upon his tactical and operational
acumen as a field commander than as a leader who can
sustain the morale and cohesion of his army despite
repeated defeats and privation.  Indeed, as will be seen
throughout this work, Washington will lose nearly every
battle he fights but the last one.

The next three chapters cover the war from 1777—the
Saratoga and Philadelphia campaigns—to the finale at
Yorktown in 1781.  Written by Edward Lengel and Stephen
Conway and supported by the superb graphics and maps
that retain their quality throughout this volume, the major
battles and campaigns are not only examined in some detail
but are thoroughly assessed at the end of each chapter.  The
research and writing are on par with some of the best
American historians on the subject and afford the serious
student of the war no reason to object to what is presented
as fact nor the analyses that follow.  Moreover, the clarity
and conciseness of the writing, once again, mark this as an
excellent primer for those who know little about the war, its
causes, leaders, or major events that occurred.

That having been said, beginning with Conway’s Chapter 4,
which focuses on the British Southern Strategy and the war
for Georgia and the Carolinas, the work begins to depart from
a holistic understanding of the war to only that portion
about which the author is writing.  This in itself would not be

damaging, especially given the excellent examination of the
subject at hand—Conway’s exploration of the war in the
south is truly outstanding—but once Chapter 4 is over and
Chapter 5 commences one begins to realize a whole lot of the
war has been left out.  Chapter 4 begins with an excellent
analysis of why the British chose to move their main effort to
the south and leaves us with understanding that the British
strategy failed, despite repeatedly defeating American armies
such as at Camden and Guilford Courthouse.  Chapter 5 then
opens with the Yorktown campaign in 1781.  What is left out
of the discourse is what happened outside of the south,
particularly in 1779 and 1780.

Some of this is addressed with inserts and short remarks in
the text.  Nevertheless, major battles, such as the siege of
Rhode Island in 1778, the British campaign against
Connecticut in 1779, and the Battle of Stony Point that same
year, are essentially no more than footnotes.  The same
could be said for Washington’s Indian campaigns of this
same period.  Indeed, Washington and what could be
considered the main army of the Revolution are conspicuous
by their absence in the principal narrative covering 1779 and
1780.

The same could be said of the absence of any in-depth
assessment of the global war facing the British from 1778
onward.  While Conway tersely addresses the war in the
Caribbean in Chapter 4 and again briefly explores the global
nature of the war to help explain the ultimate British defeat in
Chapter 5, more is said in the insets than in the text itself.  This
is truly unfortunate for a work that purports its mission being to
“help cadets prepare to fulfill their sacred duty to the American
people,” and to “benefit not only West Point but all members of
the profession of arms.” In short, the failure to explore in detail
the strategic, military, and political issues facing America’s
principal enemy in this war is disappointing.

Such an oversight is not one British military historians tend to
make when examining this war, Piers Mackesey’s The War of
America 1775-1783 being but one excellent case in point.  The
simple sentence used by Conway regarding the fact the
widening war stretched British military and naval resources to
the breaking point is correct on its face, but how, why, and
where did the British shift those resources?  If all was lost when
the French intervened in 1778, then the Spanish in 1779, and the
Dutch in 1780, what hope did the British have for continuing
the war in the thirteen colonies?  Why did they do so?

Future and current military leaders, if they are to learn from
history, need a more complete picture and a deeper analysis of
the mindset of the enemy.  If Sun Tzu’s maxim that the ultimate
object is to defeat your enemy’s strategy is true, how does one
do so without a comprehensive examination of how the
intervention of European nations into the war changed the
British strategy vis-à-vis America?
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To an extent, it is understandable that the editors would not
want to expend much ink on a deeper exploration of the
battles for St. Lucia and other Caribbean islands, or the
British invasion of Nicaragua.  So too would it be difficult to
justify analyzing the fighting in the Mediterranean, the
impending invasion of England, the Anglo-Dutch War, or
the Battle of Pollilur in 1780, wherein the British suffered a
decisive defeat at the hands of Tipu Sultan and his French
allies.

Such rationale begins to wane, however, when considering
Spanish General Don Bernardo de Galvez’s contribution to
the war.  If the editors did not want to devote precious space
to examine that part of the war in which Americans did not
fight—a tough argument to sustain given their History of
World War II, Volume 1, has an entire chapter on the Russian
Front—it does not explain leaving out fighting that took
place on North American soil and most especially the siege
of Pensacola in 1781, a fight that included American soldiers.
De Galvez not only cleared the British fortified posts along
the Mississippi and liberated the fortified port city of
Mobile; he and his French allies liberated Florida.

More to the point, and as noted above, American Loyalists
fought at the siege of Pensacola—with a Maryland and a
Pennsylvania Loyalist regiment present as well as a battalion
of the 60th Foot (Royal Americans).  Also fighting alongside
the British were nearly 100 freed slaves and were it not for a
miscommunication, 300 American POWs—released from
Hudson River prison barges on the promise they would fight
Britain’s enemies other than their fellow Americans—were
within days of joining the fight.  Unfortunately, the British
ship that was carrying these POWs turned for Jamaica after
its captain learned in error that Pensacola had already fallen.

Again, acknowledging that space is limited, the typical
chapter in this work is roughly 50 pages.  By adding just two
more chapters, the wider war in the north and on the frontier
could have been more deeply explored as well as the global
war being faced by the British.  The current work is 297
pages (with index and bibliography). The West Point History
of World War II, Volume I, is 352 pages long.  The American
Revolutionary War deserves at least as much space.

Despite these misgivings, The West Point History of the
American Revolution remains an excellent text and one of
the best general histories of the war to date.  The final
chapter of the volume focuses on the aftermath of the war,
ratifying the Constitution, and the arduous task of bringing
thirteen disparate colonies together as one nation.  It marks a
perfect capstone to the larger work.  No serious library of the
American War for Independence will be complete without
this volume on its shelves.
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REASONING FOR INTELLIGENCE
ANALYSTS: A MULTIDIMENSIONAL

APPROACH OF TRAITS,
TECHNIQUES, AND TARGETS.

Noel Hendrickson.
Lanham, MD, Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2018.

356 pages.

Reviewed by Dr. John D. Sislin, a faculty member in the College
of Strategic Intelligence, National Intelligence University,
where he focuses on analysis and collection.  He previously was
an analyst at the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency.  He
received his PhD in political science from Indiana University.

As an intelligence analyst and university instructor, I
was doubly pleased to see the publication of Noel
Hendrickson’s Reasoning for Intelligence Analysts:

A Multidimensional Approach of Traits, Techniques, and
Targets. Hendrickson would seem to be a natural choice
to tackle this topic, given his credentials as an associate
professor in philosophy and founding faculty member of
James Madison University’s Intelligence Analysis
Program. He brings deep knowledge of theory and
methods of reasoning, plus several years of experience
working with students (and potential future Intelligence
Community analysts) to this endeavor. Hendrickson
writes that, through the book, he seeks “[t]o create a
comprehensive vision of ideal reasoning by intelligence
analysts in the Information Age and thereby provide an
educational background for aspiring analysts, an
expanded toolkit for intelligence professionals, and a
comprehensive theory of reasoning for intelligence-
focused academics and methodologists” (p. 2) [emphasis
in the original]. Hendrickson largely succeeds in these
efforts and has written a dense, but well-organized,
examination of the theory and practice of reasoning for
intelligence analysts, as promised by the book’s title.

Reasoning for Intelligence Analysts is divided into three
broad parts: background, the theory and practice of
reasoning, and an analyst’s toolkit. The first, context-
setting section consists of three chapters on reasoning,
intelligence analysis, and the Information Age.
Hendrickson eschews what has become an overused hook
for intelligence studies, referencing recent analytic
failures made by the IC (“missing” 9/11 and erroneously
reporting Iraq’s possession of weapons of mass
destruction) as justification for analytic reform. What,
then, is the rationale for this book? One challenging
reason is to present a theory of ideal analytic reasoning to
respond to challenges analysts face. This is daunting
because ironically it may be easier to develop an
approach than to understand either the scope or
consequences of less-than-ideal reasoning presumably
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being employed by current analysts. This may make it
difficult to assess the value added of this approach, in
spite of the fact that improved reasoning is of course a
positive step.

An issue in Part 1 of the book concerns the inclusion of
the Information Age as a central background theme.
Hendrickson correctly notes its impact on an intelligence
analyst’s day-to-day work. Some parts of the IC are
swimming in information (if not intelligence) generated by
the digital era. As well, information flows more rapidly
today and some IC customers might expect a similar
improvement in timeliness. Hendrickson describes the
Information Age as presenting three challenges to
reasoning: challenges of traits (e.g., anyone can weigh in,
regardless of skill); techniques (e.g., it is easier today to
be surrounded by people who think like you, rather than
expose yourself to a diversity of opinions); and targets
(e.g., too much noise). This discussion seems one-sided;
there are opportunities too. When it comes to the sources
of information underlying intelligence, increased speed
may increase timeliness; greater volume may increase
chances of solving mysteries; and greater variety may
mean access to new, previously unconsidered sources of
information. Moreover, the Information Age is no longer a
new phenomenon, though it continues to evolve, and
some of the challenges in acclimating to it have already
been accounted for by the IC. Finally, in focusing on the
Information Age, Hendrickson appears to overlook an
equally important driver—that of globalization and how that
has led to different types of targets, concerns, and things of
that nature. Increased linkages plus the devolution of power
to non-state actors create a much more complex world for IC
analysts, especially when compared to the Cold War era.

The book’s Parts 2 and 3 cover the theory and methods of
reasoning and examine positive analyst characteristics,
approaches, and questions. These chapters (especially
Chapter 5) are the intellectual heart of the book and describe
the author’s multidimensional vision of reasoning. On p. 56,
Hendrickson lays this out: “[T]he analyst’s reasoning
represents a multidimensional idea of good reasoning traits
(positive mental habits), good reasoning techniques
(transparent, rule-governed thinking), and good reasoning
targets (problem-specific focus on the challenges of
reasoning in intelligence such as insufficiency, irrelevance,
indeterminacy, and insignificance).” Each of the three
primary dimensions of reasoning is further subdivided into
four secondary dimensions and then into 12 tertiary
dimensions. Thus, the personal dimension (“who analysts
should be”) is ultimately a summation of 12 cognitive
virtues; the procedural dimension (“what analysts should
do”) consists of 12 cognitive rules or behaviors; and the
problem-specific dimension (“where analysts should go”) is
grounded in 12 cognitive domains or ideal questions (p. 67).

This is all very well discussed. While individually many of
Hendrickson’s ideas are perhaps not groundbreaking, as for
example in suggesting analysts be humble, the utility lies in
bringing all these ideas together under a central framework.

Parts 4 to 11 cover the analyst’s toolkit. The remainder of the
book asks and explores four questions: What is happening?
Why is it happening? When and where might changes
occur? How might the client respond? For each question, the
exploration is divided into alternating theoretical and
practical parts. The theoretical part provides a review of
current approaches, while the practical chapters focus on the
author’s suggested techniques. Parts 4 and 5 cover the
theory of hypothesis development; Parts 6 and 7 similarly
look at causal analysis; Parts 8 and 9 are concerned with
futures exploration; and Parts 10 and 11 examine strategic
assessment. Because these tools cover different questions,
it would not be useful to rank some as more important for an
analyst to know than the others; indeed, it seems all are
designed to be relevant and broadly applicable. One
challenge for any approach is some evidence that it is on
balance helpful. Hendrickson suggests that the quality of
analytic methods can be evaluated with respect to the ideal
for analyst reasoning. Methodologies can be assessed by
considering the personal (does the method promote the four
virtues?), the procedural (does the method push analysts to
acknowledge, value, and follow the good cognitive rules as
noted in secondary and tertiary dimensions?), and problem-
specific (does the method help analysts ask the good/right
questions?). While logical, empirical tests of the
consequences of applying these tools—perhaps to the
quality of analytic assessments or the analyst’s workflow—
might still be instructive.

One minor quibble: it may seem counterintuitive that more
jargon would be better, but references and terminology
related to the IC, its organizations, and processes are few in
the book. While Hendrickson sees the book as an academic
contribution to the IC, it might unintentionally also illustrate
a gap between intelligence practitioners and scholars of
intelligence studies, one similar to that between international
relations scholars and foreign policymakers, for instance.
This is not about whether the book is too practical for
academics or too theoretical for practitioners; rather it deals
with two cultures related by an interest in intelligence
studies, but each seeking credibility in the familiar and thus
being reticent to accept one another’s recommendations.

As noted at the outset, Hendrickson sees this book as
relevant to students, IC professionals, and academics.
Instructors of intelligence analysis absolutely ought to read
and reflect on this book. It is also a great reference for
students (e.g., the library should have a copy as well). I am
less certain how students would handle the book in a
classroom setting. Professor Hendrickson’s students get the
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benefit of his lecturing on ideas he has thought a lot about
as well as considerable academic time to go over this
material. The rest of us, without some basic knowledge in
argumentation, reasoning, critical thinking, and structured
analytic techniques, may find the book hard to follow,
especially as a first foray into the topic—although
Hendrickson counters that the book is designed for the
(possibly advanced) beginner. Finally, I am not sure I can
imagine individual analysts picking this up off a shelf in their
local bookstore (though it would not hurt). The author’s lack
of using a lot of insider jargon might come across as off-
putting to some analysts, as previously argued. However,
analysts pursuing outside educational opportunities might
find this an interesting read, especially if first introduced to a
few of the techniques that might resonate with their work;
that is, to some extent they should read from back to front.

This is a very thoughtful text to add to the canon of
literature on the study of intelligence, and particularly the
study of intelligence analysis. The book provides many
interesting and challenging ideas to work through and
debate with oneself the merits thereof. Anyone teaching
intelligence analysis ought to read this. More thoughtful or
advanced students studying intelligence analysis can expect
to find useful material as well.

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

RAVEN ROCK: THE STORY OF THE U.S.
GOVERNMENT’S SECRET PLAN TO SAVE

ITSELF – WHILE THE REST OF US DIE.
Garrett M. Graff.

New York, Simon & Schuster.  2017.
484 pages.

Reviewed by Dr. David J. Kritz, part-time faculty member for
American Military University, adjunct professor for
Marymount University, and an official reviewer for the Journal
of Leadership Education.  He recently retired from the U.S.
Air Force and the key position of MSSI Program Director at
National Intelligence University.

The author, Garrett M. Graff, successfully intertwines
entertaining historical storylines that may have led to
the alternative future of an annihilated United States.

Quickly, the reader is introduced to a mysterious setting that
focuses upon the construction of a secret AT&T facility
located in Stanfield, NC. This hillside complex is described as
a concrete bunker the size of a department store with 20,000-
pound blast doors. While community speculation of the
facility’s purpose continues to spread, the revelation
appears later that the “AT&T employees” were creating
communication lines for the defense of the nation. This was
one of many facilities built to enable air-to-ground

communications to military aircraft such as Air Force One.
Secure communication lines would allow a continuity of
government and retaliation against the Soviet Union in the
event of a nuclear strike. “Continuity of government” is the
official term to keep the government alive even if the majority
of the citizens die in an attack.

The story is addictive as the reader is taken on a journey
toward the beginning stages of the Cold War and concludes
with the September 11 terrorist attacks. In the beginning of
Raven Rock, Harry Truman, just elected President, receives a
briefing on “S1,” more widely known as the Manhattan
Project. Simultaneously, citizens learn about the true
destructive power of the atom bombs that were dropped on
Japan. The American consciousness was then forced to
consider for the first time that entire cities were vulnerable to
essentially instant destruction if the same or more powerful
weapons were used against the U.S.

Questions soon emerged: Who would be saved (elected
officials, but no family members)? Who would become
President if the current one dies (arguments were presented
to show this was not made explicitly clear)? Where would
everyone go (primarily to underground facilities such as
Raven Rock)? And what artifacts would be brought
underground for preservation? Graff adeptly illustrates what
historical artifacts have priority as he states it was decided at
the National Archives that the Declaration of Independence
would be saved before the Constitution, and the Library of
Congress knew it would save Abraham Lincoln’s
“Gettysburg Address” ahead of George Washington’s
military commission.

Raven Rock provides excellent insight into former U.S.
Presidents, ranging from Franklin Roosevelt through George
Bush “43,” all of whom struggled with difficult decisions on
how to best posture the nation following a weapon of mass
destruction attack. Graff’s authorship promotes the idea that
the Nuclear Age bestowed the emergence of thought that
altered thinking about the Presidency as a singular
individual to a more expansive concept. While the individual
who is President is replaceable, the position of the
Presidency is not.

The story posits how an equally or greater Soviet attack
would affect the U.S.  Truman, surprised that the U.S. had
only 13 missiles to fend off perceived Soviet aggression, is
faced with protecting the country and discusses options for
life underground to avoid annihilation. As incredulous as
this may sound, when it comes to having to live
underground, Americans learned many lessons from the
British during World War II. To learn how to live and
function underground, the Supreme Allied Commander,
General Dwight Eisenhower, kept his bunker next to
Churchill’s in 1940.
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For each incredibly nihilistic scenario presented to the
reader, the author balances the story with outlandish
narration that may remind one of Stanley Kubrick’s “Dr.
Strangelove.” The sun is not that wonderful was an
interesting piece of propaganda that was delivered
nationally in the event of a Soviet attack. Another example
includes a story for the public to consider on how ants and
humans share similar social issues.

In conclusion, I really enjoyed reading Raven Rock as
Graff’s talented writing enables readers to believe they are
tagging along with senior U.S. decision-makers and
scientists as the debate to build either a hydrogen or
thermonuclear bomb in response to the Soviets’ progression
unfolds. Paradigm shifts may occur when faced with life-
altering consequences. Leadership and policy decisions
need serious thought and debate toward how war is
conducted offensively, and defensively if necessary, as the
potential implications from this case study adroitly depict.
As conflict was not new to the U.S., the terms “national
interests” and “national defense” were already known, but
the critical concept of “national security” was emerging.
Finally, the most memorable and important concept
presented by Graff is that the President may be replaceable,
but the Presidency is not—it represents the very idea of the
democratic traditions of the United States.

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

HOW EVERYTHING BECAME WAR AND
THE MILITARY BECAME EVERYTHING.

Rosa Brooks.
New York, NY, Simon & Schuster.  2016.

438 pages.

Reviewed by Todd A. Kushner, a contracted assistant
professor at the National Intelligence University who
previously served with the State Department for 31 years as
a Foreign Service Officer, including in the Office of the
Counterterrorism Coordinator.  Overseas assignments
include Nigeria, Yugoslavia, Malaysia, and the Netherlands.
Todd was detailed to the U.S. Senate Immigration
Subcommittee and to Special Forces elements in Iraq.  He
holds an MS degree from the Industrial College of the
Armed Forces (now the Eisenhower School), an MA from the
University of Virginia, and a BS/BA from Southern
Methodist University.

Journalist, lawyer, professor, and Clinton/Obama political
appointee Rosa Brooks has written a lengthy but
readable and interesting primer on many of the major

civil-military and foreign policy issues of the day.  Brooks
warns the reader that the book “is not a memoir.  It is part

journalism, part policy, part history, part anthropology,
and part law, leavened with occasional stories,” only a
few of which are her own.

The anecdotes and policy discussions Brooks presents
are fascinating.  For example, she lays out a thought-
provoking case for the possibility that autonomous
battlefield weapons (or “killer robots,” as she terms them)
might actually make more ethical battlefield decisions than
would humans.  The chapter illustrating the intimate
acquaintance of UAV operators with their targets is
captivating and disturbing.  Readers cannot help but gape
with Brooks’ mother at the astonishment of discovering that
the Pentagon, “the heart of American military power, is [in
part] a shopping mall.”

With a strong military focus, How Everything Became War
contains only a few sections specifically tackling
intelligence.  “Spooks and Special Operators,” for instance,
addresses the increased collaboration between the CIA and
Special Operations with the result, Brooks notes, of “an
erosion of any distinction between the military and
intelligence community” and “the end result [of] confusion
and a lack of accountability.”

The motivation of How Everything Became War is to warn
of the dangers of “a world in which the globe is a
battlefield in a boundary-less war that can never end and
law has lost any ability to guide or constrain us.” (p. 364).
Determining whether a state is at war or at peace is the
foundation for applying international law to its behavior.
However, the environment in which the United States
operates cannot be satisfyingly described, according to
Brooks, as either war or peace, which seems an apt
description.  The wartime legal precedents the United
States is asserting to justify its counterterrorism practices
will come back to bite us, she warns, as their effect is to
undermine international rule of law, diminish the
predictability of U.S. behavior, threaten to militarize our
society, and degrade our civil liberties.

There are drawbacks to the author’s literary approach of
intermingling several disciplines and styles.  Although
Brooks introduces us in Chapter One to the structure of
the book, this structure is not always apparent when the
reader is engrossed in the text.  Her switches of
perspectives and tone, for example, are not always
smooth.  It is also unclear at times when she is relating
stories from her time at the Pentagon (as a policy advisor
to Undersecretary of Defense for Policy Michelle
Flournoy) and when she is telling stories from her
incarnations as a journalist.  The lack of seamlessly
stitched chapters, however, should not prompt a potential
reader to shy away.  The chapters themselves are
compelling.
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In writing the book, Brooks was no doubt influenced by the
divergent aspects of her background.  A human rights
advocate and child of anti-war activists, she married an
Army officer and, as Undersecretary Flournoy’s advisor,
became part of the system that asserts wartime rationales for
so many actions and looks to the military to address a wide
and increasing range of non-kinetic problems.  Brooks does
not pretend that solutions regarding how to think about and
justify these contemporary national security issues will be
easy.  This honesty draws in the reader as she invites us to
think through the problems with her.  Doing so, the reader
will not be disappointed.

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

A SPY NAMED “ORPHAN”:
THE ENIGMA OF DONALD MACLEAN.

 Roland Philipps.
London, Vintage Publishing, The Bodley Head, Ltd.

imprint.  2018.
440 pages.

Reviewed by COL (USA, Ret) William C. Spracher, a
professor at National Intelligence University and Director
of its Writing Center.  Before teaching full-time, Dr.
Spracher was editor at the National Intelligence Press.  He
has been at NIU since 2004 and has served as editor of the
American Intelligence Journal since 2009.  He holds degrees
from the U.S. Military Academy, Yale University, the U.S.
Army Command and General Staff College, and George
Washington University.  He served in Armor and MI
assignments prior to becoming a Latin America Foreign
Area Officer.  As a FAO, he most notably served in
SOUTHCOM J2 in Panama, in Army G2 in the Pentagon, as
Army Attaché to Peru, and as Defense Attaché to Colombia.
Unlike the subject of the book reviewed, Dr. Spracher was
strictly an overt HUMINT practitioner and did not dabble in
the clandestine arena.

A rather immense literature of spy lore exists regarding
the exploits of agents on all sides during the tense World
War II and Cold War eras.  “Burgess & Maclean” is an
almost legendary pairing in the lexicon of espionage; the
names roll off one’s tongue almost as easily as other
celebrated duos of the middle 20th century—”Laurel &
Hardy”, “Abbott & Costello”, “Mantle & Maris”,
“Rodgers & Hammerstein,” and “Mom & Apple Pie.”  Yet,
author Roland Philipps hones in on a single individual of
the notorious British spy ring for an in-depth profile in A
Spy Named Orphan: The Enigma of Donald Maclean.
Penning an intriguing book just about the same length as
the recently released Mueller Report on Russian meddling
in the 2016 U.S. elections and possible collusion between
the camps of Trump and Putin (a former KGB operative

himself), Philipps exhaustively examines the enigmatic,
complex figure labeled on the back cover as “Diplomat,
Husband, Patriot, Traitor, Deceiver, Spy.”  Maclean was
bestowed the codename “Orphan” by his initial Soviet
recruiter, followed in later years and subsequent handlers
by “Lyric,” “Homer,” and “Curzon.”

For a little background on the author, Philipps went into
publishing upon graduating from Cambridge University.
He has edited the work of leading British novelists,
politicians, historians, travelers, and biographers.  His
first full-length book effort, A Spy Named Orphan
emerged from his lifelong connections to Maclean and his
story.  After all, Maclean was one of the members of the
notorious “Cambridge Spy Ring,” known to Soviet
controllers as the “Three Musketeers” and later the
“Magnificent Five” (with two lesser figures, Anthony
Blunt and John Cairncross, thrown in for good measure).
The most well-known spies in that ring were Maclean,
Guy Burgess, and Kim Philby, who briefly surfaces from
time to time in the narrative; yet, the focus is on Maclean
himself and his family, career, motives, and foibles.  The
book draws on previously classified material and is
divided into 19 chapters.  It has excellent endnotes, a
comprehensive bibliography and index, and intriguing
photos of Maclean at various stages of his checkered life,
his once proud family, and some of his collaborators.
Extremely useful explanatory footnotes are included
within the text separate from the endnotes.

Cambridge historically has been non-conformist and anti-
establishment from the time of Oliver Cromwell (p. 26).  In the
fall term of 1933, Marxism found its way onto the campus
and the school was literally transformed overnight (p. 27).
Maclean studied Modern Languages—French and
German—and graduated in June 1934 with a degree, along
with a “burning certainty that socialism was the only way to
combat the capitalism that was now moving Europe toward
another crisis” (p. 43).  He had joined the Cambridge
University Socialist Society (CUSS), where Trinity College
acquaintances included Philby and Burgess, a homosexual.
According to the author, those two future spies had a total
lack of morality, unlike Maclean (p. 34).  Throughout the
book, it is clear the author harbors some sympathy and
favoritism for Maclean, whom he sees as a rather tragic
figure trying to balance competing loyalties.

That ambiguity, the sort of factor that can serve as a
motivation for espionage, is described eloquently by
Philipps in the following passage: “A few months after
leaving Cambridge, where he had been broadcasting his
youthful idealism, Maclean was now embarking on a life
where he would have to balance the betrayal that fulfilling
his expectations entailed and performing the public service
that was the other half of his family legacy.  It was a double
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belonging.  His early conditioning was to prove invaluable in
both his careers.” (p. 54)  Maclean’s father was a respected
member of the British Parliament and very Scottish.  He
raised his family in a rather strict fashion; a teetotaler, he
banned alcohol and tobacco use in the home.  This could
help explain why son Donald had a drinking problem for
much of his life, what the author refers to as “paranoid
alcoholism” and “occasional patterns of debauchery”
(p. 130).

Maclean seemed to live a life full of contradictions—a
childhood that was at the same time liberal and austere, a
Cambridge education that facilitated mixing in Communist
circles, a polished diplomat with a tendency toward wild binges,
a marriage (to an American named Melinda) complicated by
secrets, an accelerated rise through the Foreign Office, and a
gift for deception.  Philipps at one point characterizes
Maclean’s life this way: “Since the Nazi-Soviet Pact, spies of
sensitivity and conscience had been aware of living what
[Klaus] Fuchs called ‘controlled schizophrenia’ but with the
Russians as wartime allies control could be maintained.  For
Maclean, the non-scientist with his true feelings buried deep,
this ‘schizophrenia’ was less easy to control” (p. 235).

Overall, the book is written in an elegant style and carefully
edited to avoid mistakes.  However, this American reviewer was
not enamored with so many long, convoluted sentences
(though grammatically correct) written in the British style of
English.  Particularly annoying was the practice of using double
quotation marks inside single ones, just the opposite of how
American-style English is written.  There were only a few
typographical or punctuation errors detected.  One minor error
of fact probably would have gone unnoticed were it not for the
fact that this reviewer hails from the state of West Virginia.
Philipps described Senator Joseph McCarthy making an
explosive statement in February 1950, while visiting Wheeling,
Virginia, that he had a list of 205 Communists working in the
U.S. State Department.  Wheeling was the first capital of the
state of West Virginia when it seceded from Virginia in 1863,
quite a few decades before the “Red Scare” in the U.S. and
Maclean’s active years as a Soviet agent (p. 236).

Donald Maclean disappeared only moments before he was to
be unmasked as a spy, or as the author describes him, the
“perfect spy and Britain’s most gifted traitor.”  He defected and
ended up in the Soviet Union where he spent the rest of his life
until passing away in March 1983 at the age of 69, at first
celebrated as a hero but later largely forgotten.  During some of
the most critical years of World War II he was assigned to
Washington, DC, with his last post as head of the American
Office.  Ultimately, he became one of the key figures in the so-
called “Golden Age of Espionage,” when his perfidious actions
helped heighten the tensions of the Cold War.

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○
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As befits a woman in the monastic traditions of
Cambridge, I said little – but my own recollections
began to boil up from the cauldron of memories.

  — Elizebeth Friedman, to a friend1

The very nature of working in the intelligence industry
involves being an unsung hero; intelligence professionals
pride themselves on performing critical national security
work without external recognition or accolades for their
best efforts.  As a colleague once told me concerning
good management, “If everyone on the outside can see
how hard you’re working and how stressful it is, then
you’re not doing a very good job.”  This is very true for
tradecraft, whether operations or analysis.  When a
professional does his or her best work, nobody on the
outside can even see how hard he or she worked to keep
things moving along seamlessly, securely, and smoothly.
While all national security and intelligence professionals
are required to work diligently without expectation of fame
or fortune, this arguably has applied even more so for
women than men.  The former’s accomplishments in
history were often undervalued or overlooked, even
within their own industry.
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Recently two authors sought to shine a light on some of
these women, both choosing to examine the contributions
of peerless female codebreakers during the World War II era:
Jason Fagone, author of The Woman Who Smashed Codes,
and Liza Mundy, author of Code Girls: The Untold Story of
the American Women Code Breakers of World War II.  Each
of these books shares certain similarities but with
significantly different focuses and outcomes.  They both
leverage recently declassified documents from that era,
housed at the National Archives, to paint rich and well-
researched stories that help bring the contributions of these
female intelligence professionals to light.  Fagone’s book
focuses specifically on one woman, Elizebeth Friedman, and
her career in cryptology, and Mundy’s book tells the stories
of numerous women all working together in the same field
during World War II.  Together, they help the reader
recognize and appreciate the dramatic, yet historically
overlooked, contributions of women to the U.S. Intelligence
Community.

THE WOMAN WHO SMASHED CODES

Fagone’s book, The Woman Who Smashed Codes, tells
a largely personal story of Elizebeth Smith Friedman,
focusing on her early years and her career at Riverbank

in Aurora, Illinois; work with the U.S. Navy as a
cryptanalyst; employment with the Department of the
Treasury; and very heavily on her contributions to
codebreaking during World War II.  It is written from a more
narrative point of view, focusing as much on Elizebeth’s
relationship with her husband and her own efforts to care for
his career, his mental health challenges, and ultimately his
legacy in cryptanalysis—typically at the expense of her own
accomplishments.  In some ways, this is both the book’s
strength as well as its weakness.  The author chooses to
make Friedman’s story highly personal and narrative rather
than technical, focusing as much if not more on the woman
herself, her relationships, and her personality than it does
the actual mechanics and technicality of code.  It is a very
internal telling, looking at history through the lens of
Elizebeth’s position and what the author was able to
comprehend of her perceptions, based on transcripts,
interviews with colleagues, and the archival notes
themselves.  While it is clear that her contributions to the
field remained heavily overlooked until only the 1990s and
later, it remains unclear in this telling how much of this was
caused by society at the time and how much was by her own
personal choice.  Elizebeth sought to preserve her
husband’s legacy at the expense of her own, a threat that
continues in the book’s telling from their earliest days
together at Riverbank throughout their lives together and
even continuing into the years after William’s death, as she
undertook the herculean task of cataloguing all of his papers
and writings for donation to the Marshall Library at the
Virginia Military Institute.

The story of Elizebeth Friedman is compelling and a
fascinating read, but Fagone makes some of the same errors
in his accounting that Elizebeth likely endured throughout
her career as a leading cryptanalyst in her own right.  She
spent much of her career in William’s shadow, her
accomplishments often framed within the context of, or
alongside, those of her husband’s.  Even in this book, a
biography about Elizebeth herself and theoretically
dedicated to her own accomplishments, the author often
seems to corral her within the shadow of her husband.  For
instance, the very first line in the book, in the Author’s Note,
states, “This is a love story.”  It also holds true on the
dustcover of the book itself and its subtitle: “A true story of
love, spies, and the unlikely heroine who outwitted
America’s enemies.”  I cannot help but wonder if any author
would ever consider beginning a story of William Friedman
thusly, starting a biography of his life and accomplishments
in the field of cryptanalysis and his incredible contributions
to intelligence in World War II by telling the readers that
“this is a love story.”  It left me puzzling over who the
intended audience for the book was, by its choice to frame
the impressive and groundbreaking accomplishments of an
early female codebreaker and brilliant mind as a “love story.”
Unfortunately, this is not an entirely isolated trend in the
book.

While the author spends considerable time discussing
Elizebeth’s own achievements and brilliance, her
contributions to the field of cryptanalysis, and her numerous
accomplishments in the American war effort in World War II,
he also keeps her narrative closely interwoven with that of
her husband’s.  There are certainly acknowledgments about
the challenges Elizebeth faced as a woman in such a heavily
male-dominated field such as national security, but at times
this is framed in a way that makes it seem less a part of her
story and more just periodic asides for context rather than
the actual challenges she endured throughout the length of
her entire career.  The story intermixes anecdotes about her
abilities to crack codes that nobody else could with elements
such as the dinner parties she threw as a Washington wife.
The end result was a biography that, while intended to raise
visibility and awareness of this singular woman’s
monumental contributions to the field of cryptology, still
winds up telling a story as much about “Mrs. William
Friedman” as it does Elizebeth herself.  Even in her own
biography, Fagone allows her personal accomplishments to
remain intertwined and obscured by those of her husband.

CODE GIRLS

Liza Mundy’s contribution to this area, Code Girls,
takes a very different perspective from Fagone’s in
spite of leveraging many of the same resources in her

research.  In Code Girls, Mundy tells the story of many of
the women who toiled behind the scenes in America’s
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codebreaking efforts during World War II.  In doing so,
Mundy masterfully interweaves the personal stories of the
women themselves with highly detailed and technical
explanations of the work they performed.  This leaves the
readers with a much deeper understanding of the
codebreaking process, as well as an appreciation for the
genius and skill of these codebreakers.

Additionally, Mundy always places the stories of the “Code
Girls” firmly in the gendered context and constraints of the
time.  The reader is kept acutely aware of all the numerous
challenges these women faced in their efforts to become
contributors to the war effort.  She masterfully covers the
exacting standards placed upon women in order to be
considered for these roles, the challenges in obtaining
university-level education and employment for women
during the era, and also how much their contributions were
concealed once the war was over and they had to return and
resume more traditional female roles in American society.

For instance, Mundy details the exceptionally exacting
requirements applied to the code girls for interviews and
hiring, the scrutinizing of their character, the requirement
that many of them be single, and the additional constraints
that women experienced compared to the requirements
applied to their male counterparts. Many endured
exceptionally restrictive living accommodations with any
number of stereotypes associated with them, and even
married women could be discharged from duty for getting
pregnant and becoming mothers. Their lives become
fascinating windows into the social expectations of the era,
and one develops an acute and profound respect for how
difficult it was for these women to be brilliant intelligence
professionals, yet also bend themselves to the rigid social
constraints of the time. Overall, this helps the reader
maintain an appreciation not only for the women and their
technical accomplishments but also a much deeper and
richer understanding of the additional challenges and
structures imposed on these women at the time.

It is also useful to have these stories interwoven with each
other, as each of these “code girls” had her unique
personality and views on her role.  Dot Braden was dutiful,
curious, and determined.  Elizebeth Friedman was brilliant
but loyal to her husband and often unwilling to buck the
establishment or seek recognition for her own
accomplishments. Agnes Meyer Driscoll was stubborn and
exacting, sometimes chafing at the lack of recognition for her
successes, and perhaps more openly resentful of her
second-class status as a female codebreaker compared to her
male colleagues; she and Elizebeth did not get along well.
Ann Caracristi served her entire career in the field of
intelligence, starting as the head of a research section and
rising to become a senior member of the National Security
Agency.  Mundy’s work paints a rich tapestry of twenty

individual code girls, fleshing out each of their stories,
personalities, successes, and challenges.  This serves both
to humanize these stories for the reader and also to show the
diversity of viewpoints and feelings each of these women
held about their roles, their accomplishments, and the
discipline’s recognition of women as intelligence
professionals.

The important difference between The Woman Who Smashed
Code and the Code Girls is the role that women play in each
of the stories.  In the former, Elizebeth Friedman is a co-star
along with her husband William, her story so closely
intertwined with his throughout the book that it is difficult to
separate the two, or appreciate her own accomplishments
outside of the prism of her family.  In Code Girls, it is the
voices of the women themselves upon which the author
focuses, comparing and contrasting their thoughts,
accomplishments, and frustrations, and always keeping the
narrative lens either on the women themselves and their
successes, or the challenges they encountered.  Overall, it is
by far the stronger of the two works in terms of celebrating
the intellectual and strategic accomplishments of these
women, and helping the reader truly to appreciate the scope
and scale of what these women experienced in their efforts to
serve as members of the intelligence and national security
communities.

WOMEN IN INTELLIGENCE TODAY

It is worth noting that both of these books were published
in 2017, the same year the #MeToo movement was
gaining international recognition.  During that year, the

debate about the role of women in a number of fields began
to dominate discussions in social media as well as
workplaces around the world.  These books help to ground
readers in just how far women have come in the fields of
national security and intelligence, but also remind us of how
far they still have to go.  While women have not yet
achieved full and total equality in most industries, they have
made impressive gains in the last 70 years.  In both Code
Girls and The Woman Who Smashed Codes, the scientific
and intelligence accomplishments of these women were so
undervalued at times as to almost be disbelieved by leaders.
By 2017, 7.1 percent of all U.S. generals and admirals were
women.2

This is not to suggest that women have received full
equality in the fields of national security and intelligence.
Challenges remain, and women are still underrepresented in
leadership levels across all branches of the military services
and the national security enterprise.  Gender harassment and
discrimination still occur, though at far lower rates than
during the careers of these groundbreaking intelligence
cryptanalysts.  In 2017, an open letter written on behalf of
#MeTooNatSec, signed by 223 leading women in the fields
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of intelligence and national security, sought to highlight
many of the obstacles still faced by women in these
industries, while also recognizing the progress to date.3  The
books both document an important and formative period in
the history of women in intelligence, and help remind us just
how many accomplishments women have achieved in the
years since these Code Girls first put pencil to paper in
service of U.S. intelligence and national security.

The struggle inherent for the women in both of these books
is the paradox presented by serving nobly, and silently, in
the intelligence industry, while also struggling with
frustration at often not having their voices heard and
accomplishments recognized even within the field.  Too
often, their accomplishments were marginalized, credited to
male compatriots, or overlooked entirely.  These books
emphasize just how much the women who helped pioneer in
the field helped to make the modern accomplishments of
women in intelligence and national security possible, by
setting down these early foundations for success and
accomplishment.

Prior to World War II, women in America were largely
relegated to the traditional roles of wife, mother, nurse, or
teacher.  The accomplishments of the women in both of
these works showed the national security enterprise that
women could tackle extremely complex and rigorous work in
service to intelligence, all while maintaining focus and
absolute discretion about their efforts.  While women may
still encounter obstacles and challenges in the security
enterprise, it is clear that today’s professionals stand on the
shoulders of these remarkable women from the early and
mid-20th century, who took risks and served their country
with intelligence, courage, wit, and determination.  Theirs are

important legacies for U.S. history and cryptological
excellence, and their stories deserve to be heard and shared.
Both of these works accomplished that goal, albeit with very
different methods and levels of success.

[Editor’s Note: One of the annual student awards presented
at the graduation ceremony of the National Intelligence
University honors Elizebeth Friedman for her work in
cryptologic support of the U.S. Coast Guard during the
“Rum War” era when it was heavily engaged in supporting
Prohibition efforts, especially in the Caribbean.  The citation
for that award reads, “The Elizebeth S. Friedman Award,
presented by the Coast Guard Foundation, recognizes the
master’s thesis which most significantly contributes to the
U.S. Homeland Security Intelligence mission.”]

NOTES
1 Jason Fagone, The Woman Who Smashed Codes (New York:
Harper Collins, 2017), p. 331.
2 Katherine Kidder, Amy Schaefer, Phillip Carter, and Andrew
Swick, “From College to Cabinet: Women in National Security,”
Center for a New American Security, Washington, DC, 2017,
available at https://www.cnas.org/publications/reports/from-
college-to-cabinet (accessed May 1, 2019).
3 Maya Rhodan, “‘We, Too, Are Survivors’: 223 Women in
National Security Sign Open Letter on Sexual Harassment”, Time,
November 28, 2017, available at http://time.com/5039104/we-too-
are-survivors-223-women-in-national-security-sign-open-letter-on-
sexual-harassment/ (accessed April 10, 2019).
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