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SAIS Review vol. XXII no. 2 (Summer–Fall 2002)

Richard L. Russell is a professor at the Near East-South Asia Center for
Strategic Studies, National Defense University. He previously served
seventeen years as a political-military analyst at the Central Intelligence
Agency, where his work focused on security issues in the Middle East and
Europe. Russell is the author of George F. Kennan’s Strategic Thought: The
Making of an American Political Realist (New York: Praeger, 1999). The views
expressed in this article are those of the author and do not reflect the official
policy or position of the National Defense University, the Department of
Defense, or the U.S. Government.

Tug of War:
The CIA’s Uneasy Relationship
with the Military

Richard L. Russell

Public perception today is that the CIA enjoys a close working relationship with
the military, but that has not always been the case. Since its inception in 1947,
the CIA has traditionally had an uneasy relationship with the military. Dur-
ing the Cold War, the CIA’s relationship with the military was strained peri-
odically by conflicting analyses. Only since the end of the Cold War has the
relationship been on more sure footing. The Gulf War underscored the need
for national-level intelligence to meet the accelerating demands of the military
in an increasingly technology-driven and face-paced combat environment. Per-
ceived shortcomings during the campaign to liberate Kuwait led to a major
institutional effort to link the CIA more closely to the U.S. military by estab-
lishing the Office of Military Affairs (OMA) in 1992. The creation of the OMA,
however, is unlikely to eliminate differences of analytic opinion between the
agency and the military services. In fact, such conflicts will be healthy indica-
tors of the CIA’s rationale as a bureaucratic entity able to formulate indepen-
dent and objective analysis precisely because it has fewer vested interests in
military operations. The agency, however, must guard against being over-
whelmed by the intelligence demands of the military that could spread lim-
ited analytic assets thin, further erode the quality of analysis, and derail the
CIA from performing its critical mission of providing national intelligence and
strategic warning to civilian policymakers.

The Bush administration’s military campaign in Afghanistan
against the Taliban and Osama Bin Laden’s terrorist network

has brought attention to the Central Intelligence Agency’s (CIA)
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2     SAIS Review    Summer–FALL 2002

role in supporting the U.S. military. The relationship, however, is
poorly understood by the public and, surprisingly, even within the
corridors of government. The growing body of scholarly literature
on the CIA, moreover, tends to focus on human intelligence col-
lection and covert action—the likes of which operate in the Afghan
military campaign—while giving short shrift to the agency’s much
larger role in supporting the military with intelligence analysis.1

This gap is startling because the impetus for the CIA’s birth
emerged from the 1941 military debacle at Pearl Harbor and the
critical need to provide strategic warning to policymakers and the
military. The CIA’s ability to carry out this strategic warning func-
tion is being examined today in light of the tragic events of Sep-
tember 11 in New York, Washington, and Pennsylvania.

Any examination of the CIA’s strategic warning capability
must begin with assessing the scope of its mission, and under-
standing how the agency’s support of the military fits in its over-
all objectives. The CIA’s primary mission is to support the needs
of policymakers at the national level. As such, it allocates signifi-
cant resources to support national policymakers including the
President, the Vice President, the National Security Council staff,
and the Secretaries of State and Defense. The demand for intelli-
gence from these top civilian consumers increases exponentially
during times of crisis, which is also when the agency is expected
to commit resources to the military, including combat support
intelligence.

But how far should the CIA go in serving the intelligence
demands of the military services and commands? Why should the
CIA be increasingly charged with supporting warfighters when the
military commands are already served by intelligence staffs in each
of the armed services as well as in unified and specified commands,
and by the Defense Intelligence Agency? These questions are par-
ticularly pertinent when one considers that the collective analytic
resources of the military intelligence organizations dwarf those of
the CIA, which tasks only a small percentage of its analytic
workforce to conduct the military analysis of utmost interest to
military consumers. In a post-Gulf War effort to cater to the needs
of the warfighter, the CIA probably has created more of a demand
for intelligence analysis than it has the means to fulfill. Moreover,
serving a growing number of military intelligence demands is likely
to come at the expense of supporting civilian policymakers, who
rightfully have been the CIA’s primary audience. The agency may
be squandering its unique responsibility to act as an effective check
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THE CIA’S UNEASY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE MILITARY 3

and balance while protecting civilian policymakers from military
analysis slanted by operational equities, a problem that becomes
especially acute in times of war. If the CIA grows too close to the
interests of the military, it will lose its objectivity and relevance to
policymakers and will evolve into yet another entity of the intelli-
gence community increasingly dominated by the military. Such a
course of events would not be conducive to the effective civilian
control of the instruments of national power that are crucial for
waging war on terrorism or for defending the country against other
threats.

The Second World War and Shared Institutional Roots

The CIA’s roots are in the World War II organization of the Of-
fice of Strategic Services (OSS). The creator and inspiration for the
OSS was its director, William Donovan. According to Michael
Warner, a historian on the CIA’s history staff, the principal mis-
sion of the OSS was to support military operations in the field by
providing research, propaganda, and commando support. Warner
points out, though, that Donovan had not intended the OSS to
become a “spy” agency—running espionage operations abroad—but
eventually became convinced of the need for human operations
that constituted one of the staple missions of the OSS’s successor
organization, the CIA. 2

As part of the rapid demobilization of wartime assets after
Japan’s surrender that ended World War II, the OSS was disbanded
in October 1945. President Truman was suspicious of Donovan’s
proposal to perpetuate a combat support and intelligence agency
in peacetime, fearing that such an organization might be used for
domestic purposes, against U.S. citizens. As the United States
emerged as a superpower, however, the need for strategic intelli-
gence overrode Truman’s concerns and required the reestablish-
ment of an intelligence organization at the national level. Truman
formed the Central Intelligence Group (CIG), which was then con-
solidated into the Central Intelligence Agency under the National
Security Act of 1947. The CIA was to perform in peacetime many
of the missions that the OSS had performed during the war. Many
OSS veterans filled the leadership of the CIA, including four fu-
ture Directors of Central Intelligence: Allen Dulles, Richard Helms,
William Colby, and William Casey.3

The U.S. military also assumed some of the responsibilities
previously shouldered by the OSS.4  Special Forces personnel, like
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4     SAIS Review    Summer–FALL 2002

their CIA counterparts, regard Donovan and OSS as their organi-
zational ancestors. In creating the U.S. Special Operations Com-
mand (USSOCOM) in 1987, the military consciously looked to the
OSS as the model for interservice cooperation and unconventional
warfare. Warner assesses USSOCOM in part as the fulfillment of
Donovan’s hope that combined arms special operations would
become an integral part of U.S. warfighting capabilities.5

Military intelligence capabilities also increased dramatically
after World War II. In the 1960s, the Defense Intelligence Agency
(DIA) was created, buttressing the military service intelligence
units. The DIA was designed to meet the intelligence needs for the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense.

Cold War Discord

During the Cold War, as former Director of the National Security
Agency, General William Odom, opined, the CIA’s military intelli-
gence was “almost never used by the military services.”6  The rela-
tionship was periodically exacerbated by conflicts in analytic as-
sessments. The CIA and the military often sparred over estimates
of the Soviet Union’s military and strategic programs and the
course of combat, first in Korea and later in Vietnam.7

The agency first suffered a major blow to its reputation when
it failed to clearly predict the outbreak of the Korean War. As John
Ranelagh, the author of a highly regarded history of the CIA, re-
counts, “[i]t was a situation too reminiscent of Pearl Harbor: an

‘enemy’ had massed its forces and
launched a successful surprise at-
tack without the United States be-
ing prepared. The CIA’s overriding
purpose was to prevent another
Pearl Harbor, and the North Ko-
rean attack on South Korea on
June 25, 1950, was too close a par-
allel to pass without changes being
made.”8  U.S. and other forces op-
erating under the auspices of the
United Nations were subsequently
surprised again when they crossed

the Yalu River and were attacked by Chinese forces. Eliot Cohen
observes that in a paper prepared for President Truman shortly be-
fore Chinese intervention,

The agency first
suffered a major blow
to its reputation when
it failed to clearly
predict the outbreak of
the Korean War.
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THE CIA’S UNEASY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE MILITARY 5

CIA analysts concluded that the Chinese could intervene
effectively, but not necessarily decisively, in the Korean conflict.
Believing the time for successful intervention had passed, and
that such an intervention would only occur in the context of a
global war unleashed by the Soviet Union, the CIA concluded that
the Chinese would continue to give only covert aid to the North
Koreans.9

The tension and competition between the CIA and the mili-
tary intelligence community became more acute during the next
decade. Some of the CIA’s most bitter disputes with the military
centered on estimates of Soviet strategic nuclear forces, the so-
called “bomber” and “missile gaps.” In the early 1950s, the Air
Force estimated that the Soviet Union would have a bomber force
of more than a thousand aircraft within a decade, an inventory far
beyond that of the United States. The CIA disagreed and argued
that the Soviet industrial base was not sufficient to support such
a high rate of production. In 1956, U-2 photography confirmed
the CIA’s hunch and showed that the Soviets did not have a large
bomber fleet. By 1957, the CIA was confident that the Soviet stra-
tegic bomber force was actually much smaller, estimating it be-
tween 90 to 150 aircraft.10  During his presidential bid in 1960,
John F. Kennedy made a political issue out of the “missile gap,”
which heightened public concerns that the Soviets were racing
ahead of the United States technologically, a fear that was sparked
by the Soviet launching of Sputnik in 1957. President Eisenhower
knew from CIA analysis of U-2 photography that these fears were
overblown, but he refused to jeopardize his intelligence by releas-
ing it publicly just to calm fears. The Air Force, however, tried to
use the “missile gap” as it had used the “bomber gap” to obtain
larger budget appropriations.11  This approach backfired. Indeed,
part of the reason Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara created
the Defense Intelligence Agency was because he distrusted what he
saw as self-serving Air Force parochialism that drove its intelligence
analysis during the “missile gap” controversy.12

The apex of the CIA and military disputes during the Cold
War came during the Vietnam War. The agency took a dismal view
of a host of policy issues, including the political survival of the
South Vietnamese regime, prospects for the U.S.-led
counterinsurgency program in South Vietnam, the bombing inter-
diction campaign against North Vietnamese supply routes through
Laos and Cambodia, the effects of bombing against North Viet-
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6     SAIS Review    Summer–FALL 2002

nam, and order-of-battle estimates of Vietcong irregular forces
operating in South Vietnam.13  As James Wirtz points out, a key
CIA analyst responsible for order-of-battle estimates during the
Vietnam War estimated that the troop strength of the Vietcong in
South Vietnam was about six hundred thousand in 1967, twice the
size of the estimate produced by the Military Assistance Command,
Vietnam (MACV).14  Although subsequent history revealed the
military’s conservative estimate to be closer to the mark, Wirtz as-
tutely observes the more important lessons learned from the ana-
lytic disputes between the CIA and the military’s intelligence or-
ganization during the Vietnam War:

By the summer of 1967, CIA analysts, in contrast to officers at
MACV, had established a record of skepticism about achieving
American goals in Southeast Asia. Several factors probably
contributed to the differences in the assessments offered by
individuals working for these organizations. MACV analysts
focused on battlefield events, while CIA analysts tended to
integrate political, economic, and social developments into their
judgments about the conflict. Analysts working at CIA
headquarters also enjoyed a degree of detachment that was not
available in Saigon. CIA analysts had the luxury of focusing on
the big picture, while analysts working at MACV concentrated on
supporting the day-to-day conduct of military operations. In
addition, it was less onerous for CIA analysts to identify
weaknesses in the American war effort: the U.S. military and not
the intelligence community was largely responsible for the
implementation of U.S. policy in Vietnam.15

In short, as former CIA Director of Intelligence Ray Cline recalled,
“The CIA’s estimates and other analytical papers in the entire
Kennedy-Johnson era were more sober and less optimistic than
those of the Defense Department, particularly those of Secretary
of Defense McNamara.”16

The Vietnam War in the 1960s and 1970s was a lightening
rod for controversy between CIA and military intelligence analy-
sis in no small measure because the stakes were great for U.S. na-
tional security policy. The 1980s saw its fair share of discord be-
tween the intelligence and policy communities, though none gen-
erated as much controversy as the disputes that characterized the
CIA-military relationship during the Vietnam War. The tension in
the relationship was to come to the forefront again during the
1990–91 war against Iraq, which led to the largest deployment of
U.S. military forces abroad since the Vietnam War. That conflict
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THE CIA’S UNEASY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE MILITARY 7

again pitted the national-level analysis of CIA civilians against the
operational and tactical-orientated military intelligence analysis.
Whereas the former had few vested policy interests, the latter had
significant vested interests in the course of battle.

Gulf War Turning Point

The 1990–1991 Gulf War was a watershed event in the history of
the relationship between the CIA and the military. Public criticism
of the CIA’s analytic performance during the war by the Com-
mander-in-Chief of Central Command (CENTCOM) forces, Gen-
eral Norman Schwarzkopf, was a major contributing factor to the
instigation of reviews of national intelligence performance during
the Gulf War. A U.S. House Armed Services Committee report
found that while the intelligence community (IC) mobilized in
support of the Gulf War, some national intelligence agencies were
unfamiliar with or unresponsive to the intelligence needs of the
warfighter.17  The CIA, in particular, had traditionally viewed its key
intelligence consumers as civilian policymakers. In the aftermath
of the successful Gulf War, lawmakers were poised to go out of
their way to pay deferential treatment to the military and to fun-
nel national-level resources toward them with little regard for the
potential adverse consequences for civilian policymakers who also
had critical needs for intelligence. The House Committee also re-
ported the following findings:

• There was an inability to reliably disseminate intelligence
to the combat theater, which constituted one of the major
intelligence failures during the war.18

• The IC had an excellent analytical understanding of units,
locations, and equipment of Iraqi troops as well as of the
enemy’s military infrastructure. In addition, the community
also had a good understanding of Iraq’s chemical weapons
capabilities. The IC, however, had a poor understanding of
Iraq’s nuclear capabilities prior to the war. The Iraqis devoted
enormous wealth and expertise to their nuclear weapons
program and successfully shielded most of it from foreign
intelligence organizations with the use of sophisticated and
comprehensive denial and deception operations.19

• The most serious failure of U.S. intelligence during the war
was the production of battlefield damage assessment (BDA).
Postwar analysis showed that CENTCOM’s wartime BDA
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8     SAIS Review    Summer–FALL 2002

of destroyed Iraqi tanks during the air campaign was inflated.20

Although the CIA’s wartime BDA was closer to the mark,
the agency’s analytic performance was tainted by postwar
criticism, most prominently from General Schwarzkopf.21

The CIA was faulted for its lack of direct national intelligence sup-
port to theater commanders and for failing to integrate its capa-
bilities into the military planning and execution processes during
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. The House report found that al-
though “individual CIA analysts were in regular contact with their
counterparts in-theater and provided a substantial amount of use-
ful intelligence data to Operation Desert Storm planners, the CIA
as a whole adopted a ‘hands-off’ approach towards the concept of
joining the organized support given combat commanders. It re-
fused to actively participate in the Joint Intelligence Center (JIC)
located in the Pentagon, and instead sent only liaison officers.”22

In defense of the CIA’s predicament, several major factors
mitigated against fully participating in combat intelligence sup-
port. First, the CIA’s primary mission is to support the needs of
national-level policymakers. The full commitment of CIA resources
toward combat support intelligence would have siphoned off lim-
ited resources needed to support national policymakers, such as
the President, the National Security Council staff, and the Secre-
taries of State and Defense. The demand for intelligence from these
top civilian consumers, moreover, increased exponentially during
the Gulf War, further straining the CIA’s resources. CIA officials
told House investigators that they lacked the staff to join the JIC
and needed to remain outside of the JIC to provide independent
assessments for senior policymakers.23

The second mitigating circumstance to remember is that the
CIA’s resources and personnel—particularly for military analysis—
are dwarfed by those of the DIA, the service intelligence units, and
other military intelligence components. The Aspin-Brown Com-
mission, appointed in 1996, found that the Department of Defense
and its subordinate intelligence organizations spend 85 percent of
the annual funds allocated for U.S. intelligence. They also employ
85 percent of all intelligence personnel.24  The primary mission of
the service intelligence components is to support field command-
ers, whereas they are not responsible for supporting civilian
policymakers—precisely the reverse order of the CIA’s priorities.
Notwithstanding these constraints, the CIA answered over a thou-
sand requests for information from CENTCOM during the Gulf
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THE CIA’S UNEASY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE MILITARY 9

War and worked on daily joint intelligence assessments with other
intelligence agencies represented on the JIC.25

Nevertheless, the House report recommended several steps to
improve intelligence agencies’ understanding of the intelligence
interests and demands of the theater commander in wartime. First,
the report recommended frequent peacetime exercises of the the-
ater JIC with the participation of analysts from national intelli-
gence agencies. Second, periodic briefings should be given to se-
nior theater commanders on the capabilities and limitations of
national intelligence collection systems. Third, the committee sug-
gested the formation of permanent CIA liaison positions on the
Unified Commands (J2 staffs) of the United States’s Command-
ers-in-Chiefs (CINCs). Fourth, the report supported the develop-
ment by the CINCs of plans for further integration of theater in-
telligence capabilities. Finally, the House report recommended the
creation of a single, deployable JIC that would augment a regional
CINC’s staff during a crisis.26

Institutionalizing Post-Cold War Collaboration

Notwithstanding the CIA’s provision of intelligence analysis and
support to the military during the Gulf War, the negative dimen-
sions of the House report had a profound impact on the agency.
Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) Robert Gates wanted to sat-
isfy growing demands from Congress for reform while retaining
control over the process. He ordered a series of reports from four-
teen task forces on reorganizing the intelligence community, in-
cluding the CIA, and forwarded his recommendations to President
Bush in March 1992.27

The Creation of the Office of Military Affairs (OMA)
One of the major changes to the CIA stemming from the task
forces Gates instituted and the recommendations he presented to
President Bush was increasing intelligence support to the military.
To bridge the gap between the CIA and the military, Gates estab-
lished the Office of Military Affairs in 1992, whose mission he de-
scribed as follows:

This Office will be responsible for coordinating military and CIA
planning; strengthening the role of DCI representatives at major
commands and the Pentagon; developing procedures so that the
CIA is regularly informed of military needs for intelligence
support; developing plans for CIA support in national, theater
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10     SAIS Review    Summer–FALL 2002

and joint intelligence centers during crises; and the availability
of CIA officers for participating with the military on selected
exercises.28

The mission of the Office of Military Affairs is to ensure that the
U.S. military will have full access to a range of CIA intelligence,
from raw human intelligence reports to finished multidisciplinary
analysis, as well as operational support capabilities overseas. In
other words, the OMA is designed to act as a “clearing house,” dis-
seminating CIA products to the military commands and comple-
menting those intelligence materials coming from service intelli-
gence organizations and from the DIA.29

The OMA had been placed under the CIA’s Directorate of
Operations (DO)—the agency’s clandestine service, which runs glo-
bal human operations—but it subsequently was moved into the
DCI’s office. Gates had initially created the position of Associate
Director for Operations/Military Affairs to head the OMA. His suc-
cessor as DCI, John Deutch, later elevated the importance of CIA
support to the military by creating the Associate DCI for Military
Support (ADCI/MS) and subordinating the OMA to the Director
of Central Intelligence. The move bureaucratically elevated the of-
fice out of the DO, which reflected its ability to tap the resources
of the entire agency rather than rely exclusively on the clandestine
service.30

Today, the OMA works closely with the ADCI/MS, whose
office has a mandate to coordinate overall support from the intel-
ligence community to the U.S. military.31  As such, the ADCI/MS
serves as the principal adviser to the DCI on military issues. The
ADCI/MS also recommends, coordinates, and directs the imple-
mentation of all intelligence community policies in support of
military force plans, exercises, and operations, while reviewing the
allocation of the community’s resources to ensure adequate sup-
port to the military in the fields of research and development, ac-
quisition, plans, training, and operations. Another important task
is coordinating, integrating, and “deconflicting” CIA activities with
those of the military.32

The OMA is staffed by agency personnel from all of the CIA’s
four directorates—administration, intelligence, operations, and
science and technology. At any given time, the OMA hosts about
one hundred military officers on detachment from all four of the
armed services.33  Military services and commanders can contact the
OMA, which in turn taps the appropriate components within the
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THE CIA’S UNEASY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE MILITARY 11

CIA to answer or respond to queries from the military. The OMA
is thereby able to reduce the frustration within the military that
typically arises from trying to track down the appropriate CIA com-
ponent for action on a given issue. The components within the CIA
most frequently called upon to support the military include the
DO’s regional divisions, the DO’s Military and Special Programs
Division, the Directorate of Intelligence’s Issue Managers respon-
sible for regional and functional analytic expertise, various offices
in the Directorate of Science and Technology (DS&T), and the DCI
centers for counterproliferation, couterterrorism, and
counternarcotics.34  The DCI Center for Counterterrorism, for ex-
ample, undoubtedly plays an important role in exploiting docu-
ments and computer files captured in Afghanistan to help
CENTCOM pinpoint its elusive Al-Qaeda and Taliban enemies.35

Supporting the Military
The OMA performs a variety of tasks to link the CIA to the mili-
tary. The OMA, for example, assigns DCI representatives to the
staffs of the regional and functional military commands.36  These
representatives are senior agency officers, who generally serve in
these assignments for two to three years. The ADCI/MS chairs the
senior agency panel that selects the representatives from the can-
didates nominated by the CIA’s deputy directors.37  The OMA also
supports peacetime exercises of the CINCs by offering scenario
support and providing agency personnel as role players or control-
lers for war games.38

The OMA dispatches crisis reaction teams to bolster CIA con-
nectivity to CINCs in time of crisis and war. It taps into the ex-
pertise of various CIA components, particularly the DO and DI,
to contribute to National Intelligence Support Teams (NISTs) as-
signed to joint task force commanders.39  NISTs substantially bol-
ster the CINC’s intelligence staff with national-level intelligence.
Since the Gulf War, NISTs have provided intelligence support to
U.S. and multinational military operations in numerous trouble
spots, including Saudi Arabia, Somalia, the Balkans, Haiti, Bosnia,
Kosovo, and Albania.40

The OMA also sends out Crisis Operation Liaison Teams
(COLTs) who perform military liaison functions to temporarily
“surge” or augment stations and bases. COLTs facilitate the ex-
change of time-sensitive information between the CIA and the
military, complement existing station support, expand station
surge efforts without degrading collection against other require-
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12     SAIS Review    Summer–FALL 2002

ments, provide around-the-clock crisis coverage, enhance the
military’s situational awareness and force protection posture, and
provide secure communication between CIA stations and deployed
military forces.41  The OMA is also responsible for providing CIA
analysts to assist Department of Defense teams conducting battle
damage assessments during conflicts.42

In addition, the OMA supports the DCI representatives sent
to military academies and war colleges (the Air, Army, Navy, and
National War Colleges as well as the Marine Corps Command and
Staff College). DCI representatives are fully integrated into the fac-
ulties of these schools and teach courses on intelligence to help
ensure that military commanders are aware of the scope and
strengths of national-level intelligence collected and produced by the
CIA. They also teach courses on strategic intelligence, provide lec-
tures on international security issues, and organize agency briefings.43

The OMA staff at CIA headquarters has a training and edu-
cation program designed to both inform agency personnel about
military intelligence needs and to explain to military audiences
how the CIA can respond to their requirements. Visiting officers
to the OMA include general officers and admirals, military at-
taches, special forces and special operations officers, war college
and service school students, and intelligence officers from CIA
counterparts throughout the intelligence community.44

The formation of the OMA has given the agency a long over-
due focal point for interfacing with the military. The OMA’s ef-
forts are probably paying dividends—particularly in the war effort
in Afghanistan and against terrorism—by increasing the volume

and relevance of CIA intel-
ligence to the military as
well as developing stron-
ger personal ties between
institutions. A former
Commander-in-Chief of
U.S. Army Europe, Gen-
eral Frederick Kroesen, at-
tests, “[t]he cross assign-

ment of personnel, long recognized by the services as mutually ben-
eficial, is now producing a greater understanding between CIA op-
erators and their Army, Navy and Air Force counterparts.”45

The formation of the OMA
has given the agency a long
overdue focal point for
interfacing with the military.
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THE CIA’S UNEASY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE MILITARY 13

The Relationship’s Path Ahead

While the OMA provides an important bureaucratic conduit for
CIA and military relations, its creation has not had any significant
impact on the quality of CIA intelligence. Specifically, the OMA
does nothing to redress the CIA’s human intelligence collection
capabilities, which have been criticized in public for the failure to
penetrate the conspiracy leading to the tragic September 11 events
or to locate senior Al-Qaeda members, including Osama Bin Laden,
in the early stages of the Afghan campaign. Redressing these ma-
jor shortcomings will require an outside and independent evalua-
tion as well as reform of the CIA’s Directorate of Operations, re-
sponsible for the global collection of human intelligence.

Nor will the creation of OMA eliminate the periodic tensions
between the CIA and military intelligence organizations. The CIA
lost responsibility for conducting battle damage assessments as a
result of disputes with military intelligence organizations during
the Gulf War. Although the muzzling of the CIA’s independent
voice on this score may have reduced the potential areas of ana-
lytic dispute, the move has not sharpened the military’s ability to
conduct objective intelligence analysis. The objectivity of the
military’s BDAs during the recent Kosovo war was found lacking,
but its shortcomings received little public attention, in part be-
cause the CIA was not able to challenge them.46

The history of differing analytic assessments underscores the
validity and continuing relevance of one critical rationale for the
CIA’s inception. The CIA is needed to provide independent and
objective assessments, particularly on political-military issues, to
national-level policymakers, the most important of which is the
president and his or her closest advisers. The CIA’s bureaucratic
autonomy increases—but by no means guarantees—the prospects
for the president to receive intelligence assessments that are re-
moved from vested policy and operational interests. The military—
notwithstanding the best of intentions—will likely remain more
influenced by operational concerns that will taint intelligence
analysis.

The rise of the OMA will pose challenges for the CIA. The
military is a voracious consumer of intelligence that will put in-
creasing pressure on the CIA to tailor its analysis to fit military
needs. The CIA, with a “can do” cultural ethic, is likely to go out
of its way to meet these challenges, yet this carries associated costs.
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The military’s demands for CIA intelligence may inundate the
agency, particularly in time of war. The CIA is only one of thirteen

agencies in the intelligence community
and accounts for less than one-eighth
of the intelligence budget.47  By anal-
ogy, if the CIA were a military organi-
zation the size of a modern division,
brigades would represent directorates,
a battalion the working-level analysts,
and a company military analysts. Quite
simply, the CIA’s analytic manpower is
outgunned by the manpower available
within the military and its CINCs.
Most of the intelligence community al-
ready caters to the needs of the mili-
tary, leaving very few of the resources to

service the intelligence demands of national-level civilian
policymakers.

The CIA stands at the top of the hierarchy of the multitude
of intelligence organizations that constitute the U.S. intelligence
community for several reasons. The head of the CIA, the Director
of Central Intelligence, also acts as the nominal head of the entire
intelligence community. More importantly, the CIA stands alone
in the intelligence community as an entity that traditionally has
direct access to the president. This access grants the agency a
unique privilege and responsibility in the national security deci-
sion-making process. That unique position could be jeopardized
over the long run if the agency is overwhelmed by ever-growing
military intelligence requirements. As the agency services these
demands, the military will increasingly look to the CIA to fill the
voids left by the DIA and service intelligence components. The
OMA runs the risk of marketing CIA products too successfully
while agency managers fail to fill the depleted analytic ranks with
the talent needed to meet growing demands for a wide variety of
national security issues. The net result is likely to be a prolifera-
tion of inferior analysis tailored for military consumers, leaving
civilian policymakers’ needs neglected.

Indeed, the CIA’s attention to military consumers may, over
the longer run, degrade its ability to perform its warning mission
and divert attention away from issues of interest to civilian con-
sumers. Focusing too narrowly on the military threatens to over-
whelm the handful of agency analysts who follow military affairs,

The military is a
voracious consumer
of intelligence that
will put increasing
pressure on the CIA
to tailor its analysis
to fit military needs.
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leaving little time and resources for strategic analysis and warn-
ing issues that lie over the horizon. The military’s operational de-
mands—particularly in the midst of a crisis or combat—quickly
overpower peacetime demands for monitoring situations in which
crises have yet to occur. As one authoritative study observed, the
intelligence community’s “increasing preoccupation with military
priorities since the Soviet Union’s collapse has coincided with a
decline in the thoroughness and quality of intelligence to civilian
policymakers.”48

Some observers may even question the wisdom of establish-
ing a bureaucratic entity inside the CIA to support a particular
consumer, noting that there are no countervailing agencies ready
to service the intelligence demands of important national-level ci-
vilian consumers, notably the National Security Council, the De-
partment of State, and, more recently, the Office of Homeland Se-
curity. Given these potential shortcomings, the challenge of bal-
ancing both tasks—fulfilling military demands channeled through
the OMA while also handling other intelligence requirements for
the civilian side of the national security community—will be diffi-
cult for agency managers and analysts, especially with the United
States engaged in a war against terrorism.

One area of potential reform from congressional or executive
action to help guard against these pitfalls would be to order the
agency to trim its bloated managerial ranks that add little to ful-
filling the CIA’s mission and only serve to divert resources needed
to hire and retain analytic experts. The agency today excels at pro-
ducing bureaucrats, but fails miserably at nurturing experts needed
to produce first-rate intelligence analyses.49  As the war on terror-
ism rages on, the CIA—and the rest of the national security com-
munity—needs to become slimmer, smarter, and nimbler to fight
adversaries determined to attack our vulnerabilities.
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