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The head of the Intelligence Community (IC) has an undefined rolc in the
development of U.S. foreign policy. This leads to a problem whether the head of the IC
should be a policy advocate or policy ncutral. Each mecthod has its problems.
Historically, the heads of the IC have strived to remain policy neutral. When a head tries
to be a policy advocatc it has only led to disastrous results. The research question asked
was how should the head of the IC be involved with the development of U.S. foreign
policy?

John A. McCone, Director of Central Intelligence {DCI) from 1961 to 1965 was
one IC head that chose to be a policy advocate. During his tenure as DCI, Mr. McCone
interjected his views on policy with policymakers of the John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B.
Johnson Administrations. Centered on the debates of Vietnam War policy, DCI McCone
advocated a position that was at odds with other policymakers. While policymakers
sought a policy to contain U.S. involvement, DCI McCone advocated an expansive
approach to the conflict. As a result, he lost influence and damaged the credibility of the

IC.



This thesis traced DCI McCone’s role in policy development during the Kennedy
and Johnson Administrations. Using primary sourcc documcntation, a thorough analysis
was made of DCI McCone’s role in the policy debates on Vietnam. This research finds
that DCI McConc overstepped his role as head of the IC. DCI McConc was a constant
critic of administration policy towards the Vietnam War. This only served to undermine
his position with policymakers. At the same time, the IC provided objective analysis
questioning the optimistic assessment of policymakers. With DCI McCone’s position
undcrmined it carried over to the 1C. Before 1963, policymakers chosc to ignore
mtelligence assessments that contradicied their own assessment.

DCI McConc’s performance in policy formulation scrves as a warning to today’s
IC protessional. IC professionals that attempt to become an assertive policy advocate
will in the end be marginalized. This will not only have a ncgative cffect on their

influence but will be detrimental for the IC as a whole.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

THESIS OVERVIEW

Topic

Onc of the most difficult positions to fill in United States national sceurity is the
head of the Intelligence Community (IC). In this position the head of the IC stands at the
nexus of intelligence and policymaking. In that role the head of the IC must determine
what level of involvement he or she will have with foreign policy formulation. The
Dircctor can cither be a policy advocate or remain policy ncutral.

Throughout the history of the IC, there have been examples of the head of the IC
performing cither onc or both of these roles. Historically, intelligence leaders who arc
policy advocates become isolated by other members of the national security apparatus
within an administration. As a result of the Director’s 1solation, the 1C suffers, since the
analysis provided 1s oflen discarded by policymakers.

Dircctor of Central Intelligence (DCI) John A. McCone was an cxample of a DCI
being a policy advocate. John McCone served as DCI from 1961 to 1965, spanning the
administrations of John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson. DCI McConc interjected
himself into the foreign policy debates of both administrations. The purpose of this thesis

ts to cxamine the role playcd by DCI McCone in foreign policy formulation within both



of these admimistrations and determine the effects of his involvement on intelligence
mattcrs,

Today’s IC professional should study the case of DCI McCone. With the recent
cstablishment of the Dircctor for National Intelligenee {(DNI), strong Icadership is a
necessary quality. The DNI also needs to find his or her proper role in policy debates
within the administration they arc supporting. The cxample of DCI McConc shows that
if the DNI overreaches in policy debates, the effects will ripple throughout the IC. Not
only will the DNI loosc influence but also the IC. The casc of DCI McConc should stand
as a sober reminder to IC professionals as to whatl happens when the head ot the IC

looscs influence.

Research Question

The Issue. At the senior levels of government, intelhigence professionals face
two dilemmas when it comes to the support they provide for U.S. foreign policy goals.
Intelligence professionals can either be a policy advocate or policy neutral. Each
approach has its own risks for the intelligence professional. Whether the IC professional
fully embraces the policy or openly dissents, they may be accused of manipulating
intelligence to support their own position. If they remain neutral, they provide unbiased
reports on the problems with the policy but may be accused of offering nothing
constructive to remedy the situation. Intelligence professionals during the Vietnam War
faced these dilemmas.

The carly 1960°s was a turbulent time for the IC and DCI McConc. Coming into

office as DCI 1n the aflermath of the Bay of Pigs debacle in 1961, DCI McCone had to



work to regain the confidence and trust for national intelligence by senior officials
scrving in the John F. Kennedy Administration. John McConc was at the heart of scveral
foreign policy formulation debates that affected the nation as a whole including the 1962
Cuban Missile Crisis and the proper U.S. rolc in Victnam from 1963 to 1965,

During the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone showed a tendency to become
involved with policy formulation, arguing his point not only to other members of the
National Security Council but to the President directly. While the Cuban Missile Crisis
was short lived, it did 1llustrate the methods DCI McConc used to inscrt himsclf in policy
debates. These methods came 1o light during the debates leading up to the decision by
Lyndon Johnson to commit large U.S. military forces to defend South Victnam in the
summer of 1965.

While working to regain the confidence of senior political officials, DCI McCone,
with the backing from the 1C, became heavily involved in the policy debate on the correct
coursc of action for Victnam. From 1961-1965, the 1C produced over 40 national and
special intelligence estimates on the situation in Vietnam. The estimates were generally
pessimistic and argued that policics of the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations of
gradual escalatory violence against the Viel Cong (VC) and North Vietnam were not
succeeding. Competing against these national intelligence estimates were positive
reports from the State and Defense Departments, as well as senior U.S. officials in
Vietnam, such as the U.S. Ambassador and U.S. military commanders, that the current
policies were succeeding. Leading the intelligence side of the debate was DCI McCone.

Throughout the csealatory period from 1961-1965, John MeCone consistently

argued that the current policy of a gradual escalation against North Vietnam could not



succeed and a more aggressive approach was needed. As John McCone was advocating
for a new policy, he influenced Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) analysts to provide
analysis to suppott his position 1n the debate. In the end, President Johnson chose *“to
takc the appraisal of the situation from his Scerctary of Defense and his Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs rather than the appraisal of the intelligence analysts.”’ Marginalized, DCI
McConc resigned in April 1965, unable to stop policymakers from adopting a policy that

only led to a stalemate 1n Vietnam.

The Research Question. How should the head of the IC be involved with the

development of U.S. forcign policy?

The Hypothesis and the Key Questions

The Hypothesis. As a policy advocate, DCI John McCone lost his ability to be

an cffective leader of the Intelligence Community during the Kennedy and Johnson
Administrations.

Key Questions. The following key questions will help answer the rescarch

question.

1. Did DCI McConc undermine the IC by providing his own analysis or
pressuring analysts to change theirs?

2. Did DCI McCone attempt to sway intelligence analysis to support his position

it at odds with accepted policy?

" John MeCone, “Canversations with History,” Institute of International Studics, University of
California, Berkeley,” http:f/globetrotter.berkeley.edu/conversations/McCone/mecone-con(.himl (accessed
Qclober 9, 2007). Ilereafter ciled as John MeCone, Berkley intervicw.



3. Was his position undermined by other policymakers within the administrations
of Presidents Kennedy and Johnson?
4. Was his relationship with Presidents Kennedy and Johnson undermined by his

own actions?

Related Literature

Intreduction. The literature of the Vietnam Era, from primary and secondary
sourccs, covers 1n great detail the policy debates Kennedy and Johnson administration
officials had on the course to follow. Most of the literature focuses primarily on the
opcrational side of the debatc; the role intelligence played 1s discussced from cither former
intelligence officials or from scholars who focused on inteltigence. DCI McCone’s role
is unique. DCI McConc was a big belicver in keeping a written record and many of the
memorandums he wrote on specific topics or a sumimarization of a meeting he
participated in arc captured in the U.S. Department of State’s Forefgn Relations of the
United States (FRUS) series. While DCI McCone wrote extensively of his involvement,
he never wrote a memoir to capture his experience. In many of the secondary sourced
literature that focus on Vietnam policy development, DCI McCone makes sporadic
appearanccs; however, the litcraturc docs consistently cover onc dramatic appearance.
DCI McCone is regularly quoted, during April 1965, arguing against the policy of a
gradual escalation of forec against North Vietnam. DCI MeConce argued for a more
aggressive approach and prophesized that the current path would lead to failure. Most of

the literature on the April 1965 DCI McCone cpisode present it as a sign that the policy



the U.S. followed was destined to fail; however, none of the literature provide any
analysts on the outcomc 1f the U.S. followed DCI McConc’s recommendced path.

Primary sources used for this thesis are memorandums and notes, compiled in the
FRUS, written by officials who participated in the policy debates of the Kennedy and
Johnson Admunistrations. Further primary sources are books and journal articles that
give a more detailed examination of DCI McConc’s role in the policy debate. Sccondary
sources are works writlen by historians who studied the Vietnam War. Although these
works do not discuss 1n detail DCI McConc’s role, they place the policy debates in their
historical context. These works also give an objective view, removed from the passion of

participants, of thc Vietnam War.

Primary Sources. Onc inhcrent problem in focusing on intelligenee-related

material and the role it played in foreign poliey formulation is the classification issue.
Many of the key intclligenee participants wrote memoirs during that time. Two principal
advisors under DCI MeCone wrote memoirs. Richard Helms® wrote 4 Look Over My
Shoulder: A Life in the Central Intelligence Agency and William Colby” wrote Honorable
Men.: My Life in the CIA. The issue with their accounts is that most of the material they
cover is gencric, with many of the details needed to support their casc still classificd, at

the time of publication of their memoirs.

* Richard Helms was a carcer employee of the CTA who rose to the pasition of DCT{1967 — 1973).
Under DCT MeCone, Mr. Helms served as Deputy Director for Plans at CTA. In 1966 Mr. Helms beeame
Deputy Dircetor of Central Intelligence.

* William Colby was DCT MeCone’s principal assistant for Vietnam-related issues. From 1959-1962,
Mr. Colby was Chicf of Station in Saigon, South Vietnam. From 1962 to1968, Mr. Colby served as head of
tbe CIA’s Far East Division. From 1973 to 1976, Mr. Colby served as DCLL



Most primary information from DCI McCone is compiled 1n the FRUS. Mr.
McConc provided onc oral interview as part of the Lyndon B. Johnson Library oral
history project. The interview given by DCI McCone was conducted in 1972 and only
covered topics at a superficial level. Most of the interview examined the relationship DCI
McCone had with President Johnson and only gives a broad brush discussion of the
CIA’s role in Victnam. The Lyndon B. Johnson Library also captured intcrvicws with
othier key members of the national security apparatus, sucl as McGeorge Bundy,4
Clifford Clark,” and Robert McNamara.® The roles of Mr. Bundy and Mr. McNamara arc
the most important as they interacted the most with DCI McCone on policy debates.

The FRUS uscd for this thesis covered the period 1961-1965. The FRUS providces
good information on policy development for Vietnam during the Kennedy and Johnson
Administrations. The FRUS also includes a volume focused specifically on cach
administration’s management of the IC. Many of Mr. McCone’s memorandums are a part
of these scrics. At times, DCI McCone’s view of ¢vents did not reflect other
policymakers’ views of the same situation. For example, the FRUS has memorandums of
incetings written by officials within the Whitc House and then includes DCI MceCone’s
memorandum discussing the same meeting. While the White House version downplayed
the role DCI McCone had in the mecting, DCI McCone’s version leaves the impression

he was the central figure in the meeting. Many of these memorandums provide lus

* McGeorge Bundy served as the National Security Advisor for both Presidents Kennedy and Johnson,
from 1961-1966, Mr. Bundy played a key role in Vietnam policy formulation,

> Clark Clifford was a senfor policy advisor for several Demaocratic administrations going back to the
administration of President Harry S. Truman. Under President Kennedy, Mr. Clifford served as a member
of the President™s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board from 1961 and as its chairman from 1963, In 1968,
Mr. Clifford scrved as Scerctary of Defense under President Johnson.

® Robert McNamara, in time, becane the most dominant Victnam policy advisor for both Presidents
Kennedy and Johnson. Under both, he served as Scerelary of Defense [rom 1961 o 1968,



perspective on policy debates as well as his recollections of meetings with senior leaders,
such as Scerctary of Defense Robert MeNamara and President Lyndon Johnson.,

The Central Intelligence Agency’s Center for the Study of Intelligence has added
the only accounts that examine Victnam from the intclligenee perspective. In recent
years, the CIA declassified all national intelligence estimates related to Vietnam, from
1948 until 1975, and published it as Estimative Products on Vietnam 1948-1975.
Although the collection is unabridged, there is no background commentary to put each
cstimate into its historical context. Also, the unabridged collection docs not show the
evolution of each estimate from draft to finished product. This source will be used to
cxaming how DCI McConc presented intelligenec estimates to policymakers. 1t will also
be used to determine if DCI McCone accurately reflected the assessments of analysts.

Harold P. Ford’s C'74 and the Vietnam Policymakers: Three Episodes 1962-1968,
looks at the intelligence and policy interface during the Vietnam War. While not the
central thesis of his book, DCI MeCone’s role is examined cxtensively. Mr. Ford is
critical of policymakers, arguing that the policymaker ignored intelligence that pointed at
the weakness of the aceepted policy. Mr. Ford examines three episodes in the Vietnam
debate. The first covers the distortion in intelligence reporting, focusing on the rewrite of
National Intelligence Estimate (NIE)} 53-63. The sccond cpisode covers the cvents from
1963 to 1965 that led to President Johnson’s decision 1o commit 1o an open ended
involvinent in South Vietnam. The final episode covering the Tet Offensive will not be
utilized as it is outside the scope of this thesis. The first two epsiodes provide
information on DC1 McCone’s role. In the first episode, Mr. Ford gives a critical view of

DCI McCone’s intervention in the rewriting of NIE 53-63 to reflect the positive outlook



of policymakers. The second espisode examines DCI McCone’s evolving view of policy
and how hc arguced his policy position with policymakcers within the Johnson
Administration. On a whole, Mr. Ford is more critical of actions by policymakers than
the actions of DCI McConc,

David Robarge’s Jokhn McCone as Director of Central Imelligence 1961-1965 18
the only all encompassing biography of the tenurc of DCI McCone. Mr. Robarge gives a
sympathetic view of DCI McCone’s tenure. Although his focus is on the management of
the IC under DCI McConc, Mr. Robrage docs cover the role DCI McConc played in
foreign policy formulation. In his discussion, Mr. Robrage presents an image of DCI
McConc trying to do the right thing in terms of swaying policymakers to follow a
ditferent policy. Mr. Robarge also examines how DCI McCone’s personality affected his
rclationship with other policymakers.

Kenneth J. Campbell’s article “Jolin A. McCone: An Outsider Becomes DCI,”
from the Studies in Intelligence was written in 1988, His article is a very uncritical view
ot DCI McCone, arguing that the success of DCI McCone clearly shows that someone
without intelligenee experience can succeed as head of the IC. Mr. Campbell also veiws
DCI McCone’s role in policy matters as a way 1o sway policymakers in finding the
correct path. Mr. Campbell faults the policymakers, not DC1 McCone, for the breakdown
between the IC and the policymakers. The one problem with this source is the uncritical
cxamination of DCI McConc’s tenure. This source will be used alongside Mr. Robarge’s
account to examine in depth DCI McCone’s tenure.

John Helgerson’s book Ci4 Briefings of Presidential Candidates cxamines the

role the CIA played during the transition beiween presidents. Chapter three of liis book



covers the Kennedy and Johnson period. During the transition to President Johnson, Mr.
Helgerson examines not only that transition but also how DCI McConc and the 1C
suffered under President Johnson’s lack of mnterest in inteltigence. According to Mr.
Iclgerson, the problems about Victnam causcd the rupturce between the I1C and the
President. Further Mr. Helgerson shows that DCI McCone overreached in his
rclationship with President Johnson, providing him adviec that clcarly President Johnson
did not want to hear. This source will be used o examine how DCI McCone handled the
transition to President Johnson. Onc weakncss of the account 1s that Mr. Helgerson
attempts to cover the working relationship between both men in a very short section. It
only gives a broad overview of the relationship.

Robert McNamara’s In Retrospect The Tradegy and Lessons of Vietnam presents
the policymaker’s side of the arugment. Mr. McNamara, looking back on his cxperience
during this time expressed remorse for blindly following a policy that was doomed to fail.
He docs discuss the break with DCE McConc and although he agreed that DCI McCone’s
recomimendations had its merits, the fear of a wider war, bringing in China, eventually
led to it being discarded. Onc problem with using Mr. McNamara’s account is that he
wrote his memior to explain the mistakes made during the Vietnam War. All episdoes
discusssed arc from the viewpeint of why the United States should not have donc that
way. Mr. McNamara does not present his argument from the prespective from when he
was there scrving as Sceretary of Defense. As he was the lcad pelicymaker for the
Vietnam War, Secretary McNamara’s account demostrates how he dealt with DCI

McCone’s policy involvment.



Lyndon Johnson’s The Vantage Point Prespectives of the Presidency 1963-1969,
only covers the period up to 1965 in two chapters. 1lc presents his relationship with DCI
McCone as proper and not the candid advice seeking that others thought the president
asked for. President Johnson gocs out of his way to cxplain the rcasoning for following
the path of the gradual escalation in Vietnam. In the end, President Johnson came to rely
on the advice of Robert McNamara to the determinct of the opinions of others around
him, namely DCI McCone. The account in his memiors on the policy discusssion on
Victnam from the years 1963-1965 arc supcrficially covered. It was at this time he was
building the Great Sociely program and the Vietnam war was secondary. It was only
after 1965 docs President Johnson devote more attention to Victnam, llowcever cven in
his dicussions on the Vietnam War, President Johnson attempts to explain away his
decision often pointing to other advisors, like Scerctary McNamara, who were the lcad
agent on Vietnam policy. This source will be used to determine how President Johnson

viewed DCI McConce’s policy recommendations.

Secondary Sources. Beyond the account of those who directly participated in

Vietnam policy debates are other works that sought to take into account the whole time
period and not just Washington D.C. In books such as Fredrik Logevall’s Choosing War:
The Lost Chance for Peace and the Escalation of the War in Vietnam and Robert Mann’s
A Grand Delusion America’s Descent into Vietnam, both authors show how senior
officials blindly followed a policy towards conducting the war in Vietnam. Whether
policymakers were blinded by an anti-communist view of the world or fear of cscalating

the war 1o bring in China or the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) the U.S.



tailed to achieve success in Vietnam. Each succeeding debate further added to the
problcm and cntangled the U.S. in a quagmire. The issuc with finding good quality
secondary sources is the lack of attention they give to intelligence-related matters that
focus on the years 1961 to 1965, Intelligence did not play a key rolc in policy
development up to 1965. Intelligence plays more of an account after 1965, specifically
with 1ssucs like the Tet Offensive in 1968, where the use of intelligenee was morc hotly

debated.

Research Design

Research Design. Thc rescarch design used for this thesis was the historicism

method. This method places more importance on using primary source documentation o
understand the thoughts and actions of participants in policy dcbates than on using the
long-term view of secondary sources. This method provided for the proper examination
of DCI McConc’s role in forcign policy formulation as well as the interaction he had with
other key individuals. While the head of the 1C does have a toreign policy role in terms
of the conduct and management of covert actions, the role he played in actual policy

debate is undefined. DC1 McCone followed his own interpretation for this role.

Data Collection Strategy. This thesis utilized archival research. The U.S.

Department of State’s Foreign Relations of the United States scrics provided the best
unclassified primary source documents related to Vietnam. Although these documents do
not provide context, the usc of the memoirs of key participants plus Mr. Robarge’s

biography of DCI McCone filled in the context. Supporting the memoirs were the



objective analysis done by researchers, who took a long-term view of Vietnam and how

policymakers fumbled into Victnam,

Analytical Strategy. My analytical stratcgy first cxamined the model DCI

McCone established for the role intelligence played in policy debaies and how that vision
translated throughout the IC. Then bascd off that modcl, [ determined whether DCI
McCone followed it in the foreign policy formulation debates of the Kennedy and

Johnson Administrations.

Thesis Classification. The focus of the thesis remained at the unclassified level.

Since the early 1990’s, information pertaining to discussions within the Kennedy and
Johnson Administration becamc available through the declassification process. This
information was compiled in the FRUS. These documents open a window into the policy
dcbates at the time. For intelligence-specific matcerial, in the late 1990°s, the CIA
declassified all intelhgence estimates written about the Vietnam War. These estimates
covered the peried 1948 to 1975, The availability of declassificd information madc it
possible to write an unclassified thesis, with sufficient detail, 10 examine DCI McCone’s

role.

Chapter Overview
Chapter two will examine DCI McCone’s role 1n policy formulation in the
Kennedy Administration from 1961-1962. There were two focus arcas. The first arca

covers DCI McCone taking over as head of the IC and how he understood his role 10 be



with regards to foreign policy formulation. The second area covers DCI McCone’s
mvolvement in the Cuban Missile Crists, the event that opened the door for him to exert
more influence in the policy arena.

Chapter three examines DCI MceConc’s role in Vietnam policy during the last
year of the Kennedy administration, 1963. Two key events highlight DCI McCone’s
involvement. The first was his dirceted rewrite of NIE 53-63 against the advice of his
analysts. The second event was the role DCI McCone played 1n the debate on the fate of
President Ngo Dinh Dicm of South Victnam. While the policymakers rejected the
findings of the NIE and tainted the value of IC analysis on Vietnam, DCI McCone’s
advocacy against a coup in South Victnam started the proccess of his isolation.

Chapter four examines the role played by DCI McCone in the Lyndon Johnson
Administration. The first part of the chapter covers a bricf comparison of the Icadership
styles of Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. The second part of the chapter examines DCI
McCone’s cvolving view on the right policy to follow, which covered the years 1963 to
1965. 1n 1965, DCI McCone settled on a policy solution, a large scale, sustained air
campaign against North Vietnam, and advocated that position until the end of his tenure
as DCI.

Chaptcr five cxamines the difficultics the head of the IC has today. This chapter
specifically addresses DCI George Tenet’s role for operations in Afghanistan and in the
2002-2003 Iraq War Wcapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) debate. This chapter also
examines the similarities and ditferences on problems faced by DCI Tenet and DCI
McCone in their dealings with policymakers. In the end both became isolated within the

administrations they served.



Chapter six reexamines the research question and hypothesis posed for this thesis.
It next focuscs on the key questions asked at the beginning and summarizces their
conclusions. Based oft key findings, this chapter makes several recommendations for the
Dircctor of National Intclligence (DNI) to follow in order to cffectively work with
policymakers. It also examines how IC analysis could be ignored if the DNI loses

influence.

BACKGROUND ON JOHN MCCONE

Biographical Overvicew

John McCone was born on January 4, 1902. His life spanned the emergence of
the United States as a world power. Prior to World War 11, Mr. McConc worked in the
steel industry. When World War I started, he shifted his focus to support the war effort.
During World War 11, he led his corporation, the Scattle-Tacoma Shipbuilding
Corporation,’ in the building of ships and other war essential items. Following the
conclusion of the war, Mr. McCone entcred public service. Mr. McCone served in all
administrations, from Harry S. Truman to Lyndon B. Johnson, in one capacily or another.

In 1947, President Truman appointed him to the commission looking at the rolc a
future air force would have in United States national security. Mr. McCone “wrote the
military recommendations in the report, which beecame one of the key documents™® for

officials 1n the new Defense Department seeking to increase military spending on

" David Robarge, Jokn McCone as Director of Central Intelligence 1961-1965, (Washington D.C.:
Center for the Study of Intelligence, 2005), 10.

* David Robarge. 13.



airpower. Following his work on the commission, Mr. McCone went lo work for
Scerctary of Defense James Forrestal as the Special Assistant Deputy to Scerctary of
Defense 1n the newly establish Department of Defense. In this role, Mr. McCone
complcted the first consolidated budget for the U.S. military. e was also responsible for
mplementing the provisions of the National Security Act of 1947 with respect to Defense
Department operations.”

In 1949, afier serving with Secretlary Forrestal for several months, Mr. McCone
returncd to the private sector resuming his role in shipbuilding. Howcver this stint in the
private sector was short lived, as President Truman appointed him as Undersecretary of
the Atr Foree in 1950, Although Mr. McConc scrved as the Underscerctary for only onc
year, he accomplished a great deal. During this time, Mr. McCone “‘familiarized
[himsclf] with intclligence processes, burcaucracics, and personalitics.™ Alongside
mmersing himself in the details of national security, Mr. McCone’s leadership traits
werc first exposed. Mr. McCone intimidated his subordinates and he “treated high

"' He expected the highest standards of those who

ranking officers with conlempl.
worked for him and refused to aceept failure.'* In 1951, Mr. McCone returned to his
shipbuilding business again bul remained active in policy formulation as “U.S.

policymakers continued to seck his advice.”" In the midst of the Korean War (1950-

1953), Mr. McCone was called again lo serve the public interest. In 1952, Mr. McCone

* David Robarge, 13,
" David Robarge, 14.
! David Robarge, 14.
" David Robarge, 14.

" David Robarge, 15.
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conducted a tour of air facilities 1n Korea. Based on his analysis, he “recommended more

rigorous training for American personnel,”'

to assist in the U.S. prosceution of the
Korean War.

During the Dwight Eiscnhower Administration, Mr. McCone remained active in
the formulation of policy while holding no ofticial position. Mr. McCone, a staunch
Republican helped in President Eisenhower’s 1952 clection campaign, President
Eisenhower trusted the advice Mr. McCone offered. That trust altowed Mr. McCone to
have open access to President Eisenhower. Mr. McCone was a frequent visitor to the
White House holding private meetings “in the presidential residence.”” From his
cxtensive knowledge basc of national sccurity, “administration Icaders solicited his
counsel on defense reorganization, the military budget and dealings with European
lcaders.”™'®
In 1954, Mr. McCone accepled a position on the Department of State’s Public
Committee on Personnel.’” On this commission he focused on the need to break down
the barriers between the career diplomats and the bureaucrats in Washington.'®
Highlighting his busincssman skills he forced through a method that integrated the two

career services. In 1958, Mr. McCone returned to formal public service with his

appointment as Chairiman of the Atomic Encrgy Commission (AEC).

" David Robarge, 15,
" David Robarge, 15.
' David Robarge, 15.
" David Robarge, 15.

" David Robarge, 15.



The role he played as Chairman of the AEC foreshadowed his role as DCI. From
his involvement in policy formulation, his management of a large organization in the
tederal government, and his dealings with peers “greatly influenced how he would direct
the IC in the carly 1960s.”"” He arrived at an organization that was demoralized and
spent some time rebuilding its morale. He then engaged 1n an intense policy debate that
cnded up having him isolated within a presidential administration. Further, many of the
challenges McCone faced as DCI he encountered as Chairman of the AEC. Much like
the DCI, the Chairman of the AEC’s authority “cut across traditional dcpartmental lincs,
forcing him to carefully coordinate and negotiate most of the Commission’s imporiant
dccisions.”

It was during the debate on implementing a nuclear test ban that Mr. McCone
openly cxpressed opposition to an approved policy. In opposing the stated desires of the
Eisenhower Admunistration of concluding a nuclear test ban treaty with the Soviet Union,
Mr. McCone cnded up isolating himsclf within the administration. As a result of the
heated debate within the administration, President Eisenhower “start[ed] to distrust
McCone.™' President Eisenhower viewed MceConce as an advocate for the nuclcar
industry and not the administration. Having lost the policy debate within the
administration, McConc concluded his term at the AEC with no further participation in
policy debates. In January 1961 John Kennedy was maugurated as President of the

United States and Mr. McConc returned again to his shipbuilding business.

" David Robarge, 16.
* David Robarge, 19.
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Nine months later, Mr. McCone, a lifelong Republican, returned to public hfe
accepting the position of DCI i John F. Kennedy’s Administration. After the failurc of
the CIA backed 1nvasion of Cuba by anti-Castro forces in April 1961, the President
wanted new Icadership at the head of CIA. The choice of lohn McConc was a surprisc.
Mr. McCone did not know President Kennedy and knew very few members of his
administration.”* President Kennedy wanted a proven manager to take over the CIA,
John McCone fit that requirement. However, President Kennedy kept the decision from
othcr members of his administration, fecaring that if the information was known
betforehand, the “liberal s.0.b.’s [in the administration]...they'd destroy you before I can
get you confirmed."” In Scptember 1961, Mr, McConc joined the Kennedy

Administration as DCI.

McCone’s View of DCI’s Role in Policymaking

In the time prior to becoming DCL, John McConc was involved in pelicymaking,
whether working in the Defense Department or as head of the AEC. Even while not
holding office he still advised senior administration officials, to include President Dwight
Eisenhower, on policy matiers. When Mr. McCone assumed the position of DCI, he had
to fundamcntally alter the way he saw his rolc in policymaking. DCI McConce had to
reconcile his past experiences as a policy advocale into a position that required neutrality.

Mr. McConc recognized the dilemma faced by a DCIL. 1f the DCI was a policy

advocate he “may unconsciously skew his production of intelligence to support policies

3 .\ . .
= John McCone, Berkeley interview.

¥ John McConce, Berkeley interview.



which he espouses.”* Mr. McCone saw “no conflict during his tenure as DCI in his own
fulfillment of both functions, believing that he could ‘shift gears™ mentally and
emotionally.”™ Inan interview given after his time as DCI, Mr. McCone summed up his
rolc as DCI in policy formulation with the Kennedy and Johnson Admunistrations.
Describing his role in policy formulation his function was focused on

...provid[ing] intclligence and it was up to the President

and the Sceretary of State and the Sccretary of Defensc to

make the decisions. Now occasionally the President would

call upon me for my personal judgment on a policy

decision and when 1 would give 1t [ would qualify it

by saying that doing so it was beyond my compctence

as Director of Central Intelligence. In other words, I didn’t

want to get in the position where somebody might suspect

that our intelligence reports werc slantcd becausce | .

might have a particular personal view on a poliey matter.™
DCI McCone presented the ideal situation for how the head of the IC should work with
othcr policymakers in foreign policy formulation. The records, during his time as DCI,
showed that DCI McCone did not follow his own advice and upon retlection after his
time as DCI, Mr. McCone readily admits that “he involved himself in policy more than
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he should have.™" Mr. McCone provided unsolicited advice to policymakers and became
directly engaged in policy debates. Even his subordinates recognized the real role DCI

McCone played in policy formulation. Richard Helms, serving as his Deputy Director

for Plans in CIA, commented on DCI McCone’s role. According to Mr. Helims, DCI

* Kenneth J. Campbell, “John A. McCone: An Qutsider Becomes DCI,” Studies in Intelligence
(Summer 1988); 52,

* Kenneth J. Campbell, 52.

s

John A. MeCone, interviewed by Joc B. Frantz, August 19, 1970, Oral History Collection, Lyndon
Baines Johnson Lihrary, 28. Hereafter cited as John MeCone, oral interview.
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McCone “considered his role as DCI to fall within the circle of policymaking, and took
an active rolc in both the Kennedy and carly Johnson cras.”*®
In order for DCI McCone to get involved in the policy debate required the

analytical support from the CIA and the Office of National Estimate (ONE). Whilc these
elements provided the analysis for U.S. policy towards Vietnam, at times, DCI McCone
rclicd on his own analysis of cvents to back up his advocacy. William Colby, the CIA
lead for Vietnam, observed Mr. McCone’s use of his own analysis.

I don’t think it was the analyst; it was John McConc

largely. I mcan, McConc had the courage of his convictions.

He’d say things that were pretty far out, but he would say

them as recommendations. His estimates would be well-founded.

He would usc the analysts very well for their estimatces,

but he’d make his judgments about what we ought to do.

That was his business, not [the analysts].”
The combination of Mr. McConc’s involvement with policy formulation as an advocate
and relying on his own estimates of the situation was detrimental not only to the IC but

also to his ability to be an influential figure within the Kennedy and Johnson

Administrations.

* Richard Hebms, 4 Look over My Shoulder: A Life in the Central Intelligence Ageney, {(New York:
Ballantine Books, 2003), 306.

* William Calby, sceond interview conducted by Ted Gittinger, March 1, 1982, Oral History
Collection, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, 11.
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CHAPTER 2

JOINING THE POLICY DEBATE, 1961 - 1962

INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on two events that define DCI McCone’s role 1n asserting his
authority over the IC and his initial foray as a policy advocatc that would come to
dominate his tenure as DCIL. The first 1s the steps DCI McCone needed to take to assert
his authority over the 1C. Sincc the inception of the IC in 1947, DCI McConc was the
tirst individual with little or no experience with intelligence-related matters. His
nomination by President John Kennedy in 1961, replacing Allen Dulles,” was not well
received within the administration or IC. The years 1961 through 1962, DCI McCone
workced to asscrt his control over the IC.

The second area this chapter examines is the role DCI McCone played during the
Cuban Missile Crisis. During the summer and fall of 1962, DCI McConc asserted
himselt within the foreign policy establishment. DCI McCone participated in all the
dcbates within the Kenncdy Administration, advocating a hard line against the Sovicts.
At the conclusion of the crisis, DCI McCone found his voice in the policy debate but also

cxposcd himself to the challenges of being a policy advocate.

* Allen Dulles served as DCT from 1953-1961. Dulles was one of the few Bisenhower appointments to
carry pver int the Kennedy Administration.
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TAKING CHARGE OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

Nomination and Resistance

John McConc was not John Kennedy's first choicc for Dircctor of Central
Intelligence, but he needed John McCone. Reeling from the fallout from the Bay of Pigs
debacle in April 1961, President Kennedy looked to change national intelligence
leadership. At the time, President Kennedy decided to remove long-time DCI Allen
Dulles and looked for somconc who could better manage the 1C. Before scettling on John
McCone, President Kennedy offered the position of DCI to several influential members
of the forcign policy cstablishment, like Clark Clifford, before being persuaded by his
brother, Robert Kennedy, to ofter the job to John McCone.’' Robert Kennedy wanted

1'!3
2 John

“movers and docrs and activists, men who could cut through the.. . burcaucracy.
McCone fit that requirement.

DCI McConc’s appointment offered President Kennedy scveral positive
ouicomes. First, John McCone was a proven administrator, and 1n the view of President
Kennedy, the CIA needed an administrator to repair and better manage the Ageney.™
Second, John McCone’s appointment elevated the position of DCI above partisan

politics. In appointing a conscrvative Republican in a liberal Democratic administration,

DCI McCone shielded President Kennedy from criticism from the political right.”*

*! David Halberstam, 7he Best and the Brightest, (New York: Ballantine Books, 1992), 152, Hereafter
cited as David Halberstam, The Best and the Brightest.

* David Halberstam, The Best and the Brightest, 153.
* Kenneth J. Campbell, 50.

* Kennetb J. Campbell, 50.
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While DCI McCone solved some of President Kennedy’s immediate problems,
his nomination was not welled reccived by members within the Kennedy Administration.,
DCI McCone was appointed on September 27, 1961, but the furor of his nomination
began almost immediatcly. On September 28, 1961, McGeorge Bundy, President
Kennedy's National Security Advisor, wrote about the problems DCI McCone’s
nomination causcd.

The McCone appointment is the big news here. I, for one,
underestimated the strength of the opposition in the second
and third levels of CIA and State. It appcars that most of
the people involved in intelligence estimates on atomic
energy matters thought McCone was highly prejudiced. He
also had a reputation, in these circles, as an ‘operator’
whosc loyalty to Administration policy was doubtful. So
there is a significant problem in working out a pattern of
strong cooperation and support for him.”™

Another factor generating opposition to DCI McCone’s nomination was his role
in policymaking. There was a concern that DCI McCone might fail to understand his
new role of neutrality. In all his past government positions, DCI McCone was a policy
advocate. To his critics, the belief was that the CIA needed “a professional manager and
technician rather [than] a policy-oriented advocate.”*® This concern was shared by senior

leaders 1n the CIA, wondering whether John McCone would “have the objectivity to

. . . . . . . . 37
maintain rclatively unbiased national intelligence estimates.™

* U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign
Policv; Information Policy: United Nations: Scientific Matfers, " 91. Memorandum from the President's
Special Assistant for National Sceurity Affairs {(Bundy) to President Kennedy,” hitp/fwww state. goviripa’
ho/frus/kenned yifixxv/6008. him {accessed June 3, 2008). Subscquent citation of the Foreign Relations of
the United States will be shortened to FRUS with appropriate volume annotated.
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Overcoming Resistance

During the first fow months as DCI, John McCone had two pressing challenges to
overcome. The first was a combination of restoring the morale of the CIA as well as
building trust and confidence of his subordinatcs in his [cadership. The second challenge
was expanding the role and responsibility of the DCI, specitically ensuring that the DCI
was the principal intelligence officer for the President. In both instances, Mr. McConce
was largely successtul.

Inttial apprchension within CIA to McConc becoming DCI was quickly dissipated
by his administrative abilities and his refocusing ot CIA’s priorities. Prior to McCone
assuming the position of DCI, the CIA primarily focused on clandestine operations. DCI
McCone shifted that priority away from clandestine operations and towards the anatytical
opcrations of the Ageney. ITlis focus on the analysis aspect of the Ageney was madc with
the intent of 1t becoming the “best possible so 1t would have the maximum influence on
policymakers.™*

His subordinates were won over by his tough leadership style. Richard Helms,
reflecting on DCI MeCone’s dircetorship stated that “[DCI] McCone turned out to have

139

been exactly the right man to replace Allen Dulles.””” He further elaborated on the

impact DCI McConc had on the CIA.

McCone was another example of a man who might

have stepped straight from central casting in Hollywood.
His whitc hair, ruddy check, brisk gait, impcccable dark
suits, rimless glasses, aloof manner, and unmistakable
self-contfidence were the profile of a modern executive.
He had an extraordinary memory and the ability to pick
the essence from any document no matter how long or

* David Robarge, 37.

* Richard Helms, 191.
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complex, and o reduce it 1o a few senlences....For
McCone, deadlines were deadlines, and no
matter if sometimes unrealistic, were to be met to the
minute. He also knew that all manner of devils dwelt
in the details.*
Winning the support of his subordinates was only the first half of the task. e also

needed to expand his own authority as DCI over the whole of the Intelligence

Community.

Expanding His Authority
As leader of the IC, the position of the DCI is codified in law, the National
Sccurity Act of 1947, Whilc dircetly serving as head of the CIA, DCI McConc excrcised
his control over the rest of the IC through his chairmanship of the United States
Intclligence Board (USIB). National Sccurity Council Intclligenee Direetive (NSCID) 1,
released on January 18, 1961, detined the role of the USIB.
...to maintain the relationship necessary for the fully
coordinated intelligence community, and to provide for
a more effective integration of and guidance to the
national intelligence effort...*
When DCI McCone took over the USIB it was comprised of the following organizations:
CIA, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the National Security Agency (NSA), the
service departments of the Department of Defense (Army, Navy and Air Force), and the
Joint Staft.

NSCID | addressed the responsibilities of the DCL. In his role as Chairman of the

USIB, DCI McCone was responsible to “coordinate the foreign intelligence activities of

* Richard Helms, 195.

M Michael Wamer, ed., Central Intelligence: Orvigin and Evolution, {Washington D.C.: Center for the
Study of Intelligence, 2001), 61.

26



the United States 1n accordance with existing law and applicable National Security

22432

Council dircctives.”™ Further DCI McConc also played a central role in the

dissemination of NIEs. NSCID 1 elaborated on the requirements.
The Dircctor of Central Intclligence shall disscminate national
intclligence to the President, members of the National Sceurity
Council as appropriate, members of the U.S. Intelligence
Board and, subject to existing statutes, to such other components
of the government as the National Sccurity Council may from
time to time designate or the ULS. Intelligence Board may
recomimend.”
Along with his statutory authoritics, DCI McConce sought out a personal
endorsement of his position from President Kennedy. DCI McCone *“did not want to be
merely the president’s special assistant for intelligenee or have anyonc clsc in the

dd

administration assuming the role of national intelligence officer,”™ he wanted to be the

lcad intelligence person for the President and the government.

Solidifying His Authority

DC1 McCone ook a dual-track approach to sohditying his authority over the IC.
First, he reorganized the USIB. Sccond, he sought out President Kennedy’s endorsement
of his new stature. DCI McCone focused on reforming the structure of the USIB to
cnhance his position over the IC. As Chairman of the USIB, DCI McCone had the “most

145

important bureaucratic lever...for exerting force on these agencies.”” The first step he

took was to remove himscelf as the voice of the CIA on the USIB. The Deputy Dircetor

* Michael Warner, ed., 61.
* Michael Warner, ed., 65.
* David Robarge, 30.

* David Robarge, 64.
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of Central Intelligence sat on the USIB as the CIA representative. By removing himself
as the Agency’s advocate, DCI McCone became the President’s advocate.*

He further streamlined the USIB by removing the Joint Staff and the individual
military scrvices, In their place, DCI McCone, with concurrence from Scerctary of
Defense Robert McNamara, placed the newly established Defense Intelligence Agency as
the Department of Defense representative. In explaining his decision to the president,
McCone stated that “in limiting the regular membership of the United States Intelligence
Board....it would bc our view that substantive dissents...should continuc to be reflected
in estimates and other findings and decisions of the United States Intelligence Board.”"’

After complcting the reforms of the USIB in December 1961, DCI MceConc
sought President Kennedy’s endorsement. In a letter to DCI McCone, President Kennedy
gavce his personal endorsements to the changes made. e further endorsed DCI
McCone’s position as head of the IC.

In carrying out your ncwly assigned dutics as Dircctor of
Central Intelligence 1t is my wish that you serve as the
Government’s principal foreign intelligence ofticer, and
as such that you undertake, as an integral part of your
responsibility, the coordination and cffective guidance of
the total United States foreign intelligence effort.*®

Along with the endorsement, the level of access granted by President Kennedy

further enhanced DCI McCone’s position. DCI McCone was allocated almost weekly

* U .S. Departiment of State, FRUS, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign Policy; Information Policy:

United Nations: Scieniific Matters, 96, Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence McCone to
President Kennedy,” http:/fwww.state. pov/r/pa‘ho/frus/kennedyjfixxv/6009. htm {accessed June 3, 2008).

¥ U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign Poliey; Information Policy;
United Nations; Scientific Matters, *96. Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence MeCone to
President Kennedy,™ http:/fwww.state. govir/pa‘hoffrus/kenned v fixxv/6008. him (accessed June 3, 2008).

* U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign Poliey; Information Policy;
United Nations; Scientific Matters, 99, Memorandum From President Kennedy to Direetor of Central
Inielbgence McCone,” http:/iwww state. govirpa'ho/frus/kenned vy Fxxv/6009.him (accessed June 3. 2008).
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private meetings with the President to discuss a wide range of intelligence matters.
Increasing his own aceess cnhanced the 1C as well. Through his closeness with the
President, CIA analysis was considered by those in the Agency to be worthwhile and
readily accepted by scnior policymakers within the administration.”” By the end of 1962,
McCone had completed the reorganization he deemed necessary 1o position himself as
Icader of the IC. This new Ieadcership role allowed him a free hand to “dcal with

2250

policymakers...””" DCI McCone’s selt-confidence made him “a strong and assertive

figurc among policymakers,”™'

THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS - ENTERING THE POLICY DEBATE

Overview of Cuban Missile Crisis

The Cuban Missile Crisis was a confrontation between the United States and the
Sovict Union over the Soviets installing offensive nuclear missiles in Cuba. While the
actual event, termed the Cuban Missile Crisis, occurred during the last two weeks of
October 1962, a scrics of events in the summer of 1962 led to the confrontation between
the U.S. and the USSR. During the summer months of 1962, the Soviets shipped and
installed offensive missiles in Cuba. The Sovicts emplaced Surface-to-Air (SA)-2
missiles around sites 1in western Cuba (o protect the mstallation of Surface-to-Surface

(SS)-4 Mcdium-Range Ballistic Missiles (MRBMs) and $8-3 Intermediate-Range

* David Robarge, 38.
* David Robarge, 58.

' William M. Leary, cd., The Central Intetligence Agenev: History and Documents, (University of
Alabama: The University of Alabama Press, 1984), 77.
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Ballistic Missiles (IRBMs). The U.S. tracked Soviet activities through aerial surveillance
of Cuba. In August 1963, a dcbate cnsucd in Washington D.C. about Sovict intentions.
On one side was DCI McCone who saw the Soviet buildup as oftensive in nature. On the
other side was the 1C and policymakers within the Kennedy Administration who asscssed
Soviet intentions as defensive only. The Cuban Missile Crisis represented an important
turning point in how DCI McConc saw his rolc in policymaking. From the crisis, DCI
McCone “solidified his place in the Kennedy Administration as an active participant in

the policy proccss.”52

Prelude to October

Prior to the dramatic events of October 1962, DCI McCone was alone in his
asscssment of Soviet intentions in Cuba. Mcanwhile, the general conscensus within the
Kennedy Administration and the IC was that the Soviet support to Cuba was defensive in
naturc only. DCI McCone, using his own analysis, foresaw the buildup of Sovict
activities in Cuba in the summer of 1962 as offensive, not defensive, 1n nature. The basis
for his contentions stenuncd from his fervent anti-communist attitudes. Up until final
confirmation of Soviet activities on Cuba in mid October, DCI McCone remained at odds
with his own scnior analysts in the [C.

The basis for this difference stemmed from DCI McCone’s “businessman’s
intuition. ..to evaluate possibilitics.” While DCI McCone relied on intuition, his
analysts relied on available facts 1o make an assessment. DCI McCone and his analysts

saw the samce information and came to different conclusions on Sovict activitics. At the

* William M. Leary, ¢d., 77.

* David Robarge, 104.
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center of this dispute was the placement of Soviet SA-2 missile sites on Cuba. During
the 1960’s, the SA-2 was the Sovicts “main anti-aircraft weapon.™* The SA-2 could
destroy “‘largets at an altitude of 27 kilometers and a range of 35 kilometers.” SA-2"s
were uscd to protect key installations within the USSR and Eastern Europe. It was a
Soviet SA-2 missile that shot down the Gary Powers’s U2 in 1960. The emplacement of
SA-27s on Cuba allowed the Sovicts to install the S5-4s and §8-5’s under an cffective
anti-aircrafl shield from potential U.S. attacks.

DCI McConc, alone, saw this cmplacement of the SA-27s as a precursor to the
establishment of MRBM and IRBM sites on Cuba. Russell J. Smith, the head of the
Office of Current Intelligenee within CIA, laid out the analysts™ vicw on the placement of
the SA-2’s.

Throughout the 1950°s we watched them splash SA-27s all

over the Sovict Union, often in greater numbers and in

places for which U.S. military men could find no

reasonable justification. The Soviet Union also bestowed

SA-2’s lavishly on their Eastern European satcllite states.

So, to us it seemed neither particularly surprising nor

significant that SA-2s were going to Cuba by the boatload.™
This logical deduction was not supported by DCI McConc’s analysis.

To Director John McCone, this was not persuasive. He

was confident that investing so many SA-2s in Cuba meant

that the Sovicts intended to deploy somcthing they wished to
protect: offensive missiles to threaten the United States.”’

# Missilcthreat.com, “S-75 {SA-2 Guideline),” A Project of the Claremont Institute,
hitp:fwww . missilethreat.com/mssiledefensesystems/id. 4 7/system detail.asp (accessed June 20, 2008).

> Missilethreat.com, “8-75 {SA-2 Guideline),” A Project of the Claremont Institute,
hitp:/www . missilcthreat. com/missiledefensesysiems/id. 4 7/systemdetail.asp {accessed June 20, 2008).

** Russell 1. Smith, The Unknown CIA: My Three Decades with the Agency, (New York: Berkley Books,
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On September 19, 1962, the Office of National Estimates released Special
National Intclligenee Estimate (SNIE) 85-3-62, titled “The Military Buildup in Cuba,”
which backed the logic presented by Mr. Smith on Soviet activities on Cuba. The
conclusion of the SNIE emphasized the importance of the defensive nature of the
buildup. In the SNIE’s judgment, the Soviets were merely protecting their client stale
and not sccking a confrontation with the U.S. The SNIE further concluded that

2958
™ {hus

nstallation of oftensive weapons “nmight provoke US military intervention,
defeating the intent of the Sovicets to protect Cuba.

Adding to DC1 McCone's problems, most senior members of the Kennedy
Administration shared the same opinton of the IC on Sovict activitics. Up until mid
October 1962, DCI McCone’s assessmenl was dismissed as “a worst case scenario.™’
For DCI McCong, the problem was that all cvidence, up to that point, was unclcar as to
Soviet intentions. 1n discussing the Cuban Missile Crisis, Richard Helms succinetly puts

it, “McConc’s deductive logic was one thing, proof positive was another.”®

The Crisis in October

Proof positive occurred on 15 October 1962 when a U.S. U2 flight identified the

installation of $S-4 and $8-5 sites on Cuba.®' During the 196(s, the $S-4 was a single

warhead nuclear missile that “constituted the bulk of the Soviet offensive missile threat to

" U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol X Cuba, 1961-1962, “433. Special National Intelligence
Estimate,” http:ffwww.state. goviwwwiaboul statc/history/frus X421 443, html (aceessed June 3, 2008).
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Western Europe.”(‘2 The maximum range of the SS-4 was 2,000 kilometers. From
hardenced sites built in western Cuba, a §S-4 could recach Washington D.C. In hardenced
positions the reaction time for launch was “five to fifteen minutes.” The SS-5 was
similar in design to the SS-4; howcever, with cxtra fucl capacity the $$-5 range was
extended to 4,500 kilometers.** From Cuba, a SS-5 could reach San Francisco,
California. The reaction time for the $S-5 was the same as the $5-4.

From 15 October until 31 October, the missile crisis consumed the Kennedy
Administration. Within the administration the debate raged on how to cffectively deal
with the Soviet threat. DCI McCone was actively involved in all these debates. In the
first week of the crists, DCI McCone participated in over 30 mectings to debate the
proper course of action against Cuba and the Soviet Union."

On October 17, 1962, DCI McCone laid out in a memorandum his views and
recomimended options the administration should follow. He used this memorandum as a
basis for discussion with other policymakers in a mecting held on that same day. DCI
McCone reminded all that he alone correctly assessed Soviet intentions. © Next he went

into what hc perecived the consequences were of U.S. actions. In his judgment a harsh

“? Globalsecurity.org, "R-12 / SS-4 SANDAL,” hup:/fwww.globalsecurity.orgiwmdiworld/russia/t-
12.htm {accessed June 20, 2008).

 Globalsecurity.org, “R-12 / $8-4 SANDAL.” http:/iwww alobalsecurity.org/wmd/world/russia‘r-
12.htm {accessed June 20, 2008).

™ Globalsecurity.org, "R-14 / §$-5 SKEAN, ™ hitp:/iwww.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/russia‘t-14-
specs.htm (accessed June 20, 2008),

** Globalsecurity org, “R-14 / $8-5 SKEAN,” htp:/fwwiw globalsecurity org/wmdiworld/russia/r-14-
spees.him (aceessed lune 20, 2008).

b Mary §. McAuliffe, cd., €14 Documents on the Cuban Missile Crisis 1962, (Washington D.C.:
History Staff, Central Intelligence Agency. 1992), 158-159.
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response by the U.S. could result in the death of Soviet personnel, further increasing
tcnsions between the two superpowers. DCI McCone recommended the ULS, give
Soviets a limited amount of time, no more than 24 hours, to dismantle their operations in

Cuba. If they refused, DCI McCone recommended “we should make a massive surprisc

sirike at air fields, MRMB sites and SAM sites concurrently.”*®

As DCI McConc pressured policymakers to take a hard linc against the Sovicts,
he also worked to get the USIB 1n line with his thinking. Keeping the USIB informed on
deliberations within the White Touse, DCI McCong laid out the considered courses of
actions along with his analysis of each.

A discussion among the principals on October 18™ indicated
a probablc deeision, if any action is taken against Cuba, to
initiate a limited blockade designed to prevent the importation
into Cuba of additional arms....More extreme steps sich as
limited air strikes, comprehensive air strikes, or military
invasion would be withheld awaiting developments....The
arguments in favor of the blockade was principally that it
initiated a positive action which could be intensified at our
will or could be relaxed depending upon evolving
circumstances.... The obvious disadvantages are the protracted
nature of the operation, the difficulties of sustaining our
position in world opinion...and finally, the action does not
reverse the present trend of building an offensive capability
within Cuba....The above course of action is by no means
unanimous....] would like guidance from the USIB members
for my further discussions...”

On October 19, 1962, the USIB released Special National Intelligence estimate 11-18-62.
Its conclusions tracked with the thinking of DCI McCone.
US acceptance of the strategic missile buildup would provide

strong encouragement 1o Communists, pro-communists,
and the more anti-American sectors of opinion in Latin

LS. Department of State, FRUS, Vol X1 Cuban Missile Crisis and Aftermath, “26. Memorandum for
Discussion,” hitp:fwww.state.gov! www/iabout_state/history/frusX126_30.himl {aceessed June 3., 2008).
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America and elsewhere. Conversely, anti-Communist and

those who relate their own interests to those of the US

would be strongly discouraged. Tt scems clear that,

especially over the long run, there would be a loss of

confidence in US power and determination and a serious

decline of US influence generally....There is no reason

to belicve that a blockade of itsclf would bring down the

Castro rcgime. The Soviets would almost certainly excrt

strong pressure elsewhere to end the blockade.™

As the Cuban Missile Crisis playcd itsclf out over the two wecks, DCE MceCone’s

role evolved. Initially he confined himself with presenting current intelligence to
President Kennedy’s national sceurity tcam. As the crisis progressed, DCEMcConce
freely interjected his views into the policy debate. To better manage the crisis, President
Kennedy ercated the Exceutive Committee (EXCOM), a smaller group from the National
Security Councit. DCI McCone was a member of the EXCOM. Within the EXCOM, the
members formed into three groups: “tlawks’, who advocated “carly and strong usc of

1 , . . . . 72 ¢ ,
""" “Doves’ advocating reaching “a diplomatic settlement,”’* and ‘Owls

military force,
who mancuvered between the positions of the Hawks and Doves.”” DCEMcCone
belonged to the Hawk camp.

As these groups formed, the debates centered on four possible courses of actions:

“[1] airstrikes, [2] a blockade cast as an ultimatum o be followed by air attacks, [3] a

blockadc as a dclaying tactic to gauge Sovict intentions, and [4] a blockadc as an opening

.S, Department of State, FRUS, Vol Xi Cuban Missile Crisis and Aftermarh, *32. Special National
[ntelligence Hstimate,” http./f/www state, pov! www/about_state/history/frusX1/26 50, html (accessed June
3, 2008).
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"™ From DCI McCone’s point of view, he favored a blockade that led

o negotiations. ..
to airstrikes. In a meeting of the NSC on October 20, 1962, DCI McConc gave his
opinion on the courses of actions debated to President Kennedy.

McConc stated his opposition to an airstrike, but

admitted that in his view a blockade was not cnough. He

argued that we should institute the blockade and tell the

Russians that if the missiles were not dismantled within

scventy-two hours, the United Stated would destroy the

missiles by air attacks.”
This opinion tracked his earlier position on October 17, 1962.

On October 20, 1962, the Kennedy Administration scttled on a quarantine of
Cuba 1n response to Soviet actions. While DCI McCone questioned the effectiveness of a
quarantine, he did moderate his views to go along with President Kennedy’s decision.
McCone’s pushing for stronger action was a similar approach he took towards Vietnam
policy; gradual cscalation without a forceful backup was no solution.

Alongside serving an intelligence role for President Kennedy, DCI McCone also
served as his go between to senior leaders in the Republican Party, specifically former
President Eisenhower. In this role, DC1 McCone’s mission was to sell the
administration’s policy. During the crisis, DCI McCone held two private meetings with
Eisenhower to layout the position of the Kennedy Administration and also to provide his

. . .7
own view on the situation.””

™ David Robarge, 115.
LS. Department of State, FRUS, Vol X{ Cuban Missile Crisis and Aftermath, **34. Minutes of the
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On October 17, 1963, DCI McCone met with Eisenhower. 1n a memoranduim he
wrote to capturc the topics discussced, DCI McConc implicd that he and President
Eisenhower were 1n agreement as to the proper course of action.

In discuss[ing] the blockadces, [Eisenhowcer] mentioned the difficulty

of [a] type of opcration we would take if and when a Sovict ship, laden

with military hardware and personnel, is stopped on the high seas.

The question he raised, as do I, 1s “What would we do with the ship

then?’.. .1 told General Eisenhower that [ did not expect an answer

but both the President and I wished him to be fully informed and that

I would like to consult with him from time to time.””
DCT McCone met again with Eisenhower on October 21, 1963, During this meeting,
DC1 McCone and Eisenhower discussed at length military options available to the U.S.
During the mecting, Eisenhower sided with DCI McConc’s arguments against a surprisc
attack by the U.S.”™ Eisenhower agreed that the potential for increased tensions was 100
great. Through his cfforts, Eiscnhower backed the actions of President Kennedy towards
the Soviets and Cuba. By playing this role, DCI McCone managed to turn a potential
partisan adversary of the President into a supporter.

On October 24, 1962, the Soviet Union ceased their shipment of missiles to Cuba.
This began the next stage in the debate how to defuse the situation. The new debate
centered on agreeing to the removal of Soviet missiles in Cuba in exchange for the
removal of U.S. missiles from Turkey. As the threat of a military option subsided, the
question debated within the administration was how far to compromise with the Soviets.
DCI McConc argued during this period that the U.S. had the upper hand and should

demand the Soviets back down without giving them anything in return. Adlai Stevenson,

U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations (UN), argued for the removal of U.S. missiles

7 Mary S. McAuliffe, ed., 167-168.
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trom Turkey. He also argued that the U.S. should dismantle the naval base at
Guantanamo, Cuba and allow UN inspcctors to verify the dismantling of the missile sites.
DCI McCone strongly and vehemently opposed these suggestions.

[DCI] McConc disagreed with Ambassador Stevenson’s

linking of Sovict missiles in Cuba to U.S. missiles in Turkey.

He said the Soviet weapons in Cuba were pointed at our heart

and put us under great handicap in continuing to carry out

our commitments to the free world.”
DCI McCone worried that the “administration might be compromising too much.”™® He
further argued that only U.S. inspectors verify the dismantling of the missile sites in
Cuba.

DCI McConc did makce some contradictory statements as to the valuc of the
missiles based in Turkey. In an oral interview given several years afler the events of
October 1962, DCI McConc downplayced the importance of the missiles in Turkcey. As
DCI McCone related “nobody ever thought the missiles in Turkey were worth anything
anyways. ... Thcy never should have been put there in the first place. I opposed them. |

81 However at the time of the Cuban

wanted them taken out a couple of years before.
Missilc Crisis, DCI McCone was adamant in his opposition to a missile swap to the point

that he was excluded from further EXCOM meetings.®

" U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol X! Cuban Missile Crisis and Aftermarh, *79. Summary Record
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Crisis Fallout

By the end of October, the Cuban Missile Crisis had subsided, and DCI McConc
taced the repercussion of some of his actions. DCI McCone having correctly deduced
Sovict intentions did not fatl to remind cveryone within the National Sccurity apparatus
that he was correct. In using an “I told you so attitude,” he alienated several key
members of the Kennedy Administration that also played key roles in the Johnson
Administration, individuals like McGeorge Bundy and Robert McNamara. Bundy
commented about McCone’s performance. Bundy stated that he was tired of hearing how
right DCI McCone was in predicting the Soviets™ intentions that he “never want[ed] to
hear it again.”® Scerctary McNamara held a similar view towards McCone’s
performance. Secretary McNamara “privately criticized McCone for not predicting the
crisis hard cnough.” From Scerctary McNamara’s perspective, McCone’s correetness
did not hide the fact that the CIA failed 1o accurately predict the Soviet threat.*

Along with the criticism dirceted towards McCone’s activities, it was also
directed against the CIA and its poor analytical performance. The President’s Foreign
Intelligenee Advisory Board (PFIAB) reviewed the activities of the 1C and presented
their report to President Kennedy on February 4, 1963. The report concentrated on the
analysis provide by the IC. Commenting on SNIE 85-3-62, the PFIAB rcport concluded

that the “President and [policymakers] were ill served by the [SNIE].”® The PFIAB

* David Robarge, 129.
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report attacked every key finding made by the IC in the SNIE. The report served as an
indictment against the analytical performance of the IC.
We believe that the near-total intelligence surprise experienced
by the United States with respect to the introduction and
deployment of Soviet stratcgic missiles in Cuba resulted
in large part from a malfunction of the analytic process by which
intelligence indicators are assessed and reported. This
malfunction diminished the effectiveness of [policymakers],
national intclligence cstimators, and civilian and military
officers having command responsibilitics.®’
The report ignored DCI McCone’s perforimance during the Cuban Missile Crisis.

On February 28, 1963, DCI McCong scnt a imemorandum to President Kennedy
addressing the points of the PFIAB’s report. In his response, he attempted to explain the
failures of the IC’s analysis. According to DCI McCone, analysts “wcre so convinced
that the Soviets would not accept the inevitable confrontation resulting from the
placements of offensive missiles in Cuba, [analysts] were inclined to dismiss such

2+8R

evidence as there was to the contrary.”™ DCI McCone faulted the analysts’ ability to
understand the intent of the adversary. While he faulted the failure of his analysts, DCI
McCone did not fail to remind President that his “own views diftered from those of the
community.”w The PFIAB report, combined with DCI McCone’s assessment, only
served to undermine the IC’s analysis in the eyes of policymakers. The problems

exposed by the IC’s analysis would have a detrimental effect in policymakers accepting

IC analysis on Vietnam.
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In the end DCI McCone’s performance strained his relations with President
Kennedy, as it put into question DCI McConc’s “political loyaltics.™ Congressional
critics of the President “praised McCone for being the only administration figure 1o
predict what Moscow would do in Cuba.™' Congressional Republicans “used
[McCone’s] post crisis testimony before a Senate committee 1o support assertions that the
administration had blundered.” These events strained his relations with President
Kennedy. Prior to the ¢risis, DCI McCone enjoyed a close relation with President
Kennedy. After the erisis that relationship grew more distant and more businesslike.”
DCI McCone’s tack of access furthered his isolation within the administration, as the

administration dcbated the proper coursc to follow in South Vietnam.
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CHAPTER 3

DCI MCCONE AND VIETNAM POLICY IN THE KENNEDY
ADMINISTRATION, 1963

INTRODUCTION

During the first two ycars of the Kennedy Administration (1961-1962), DCI
McCone focused on establishing his position within the IC. In 1963, as President
Kennedy shifted his focus to South Victnam so too did DCI McConce. This chapter
examines DCI McCone’s role during the Vietnam debates of 1963. Two events occurred
during 1963 that highlighted his rolc. The first was DC1 McConc’s personal intervention
in changing the tone of a National Intelligence Estimate. The second event was the
dcbate on the fatc of South Vietnamese President Ngo Dinh Diem. Before discussing
these two events it is important to give a brief overview of U.S. Vietnam policy up to

1963,

OVERVIEW OF U.S. VIETNAM POLICY

Policy under the Eisenhower Administration

From 1954 onwards, the United States was involved in the conflict in Southeast

Asia. The U.S."s cffort concentrated on the survival of the South Vietnamesce regime.

The independence of Vietnam was established al the end of the Vietnamese war against
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France in 1954. At the time, Vietnam was divided into two parts. North Vietnam was
placed under communist rule, headed by 1o Chi Minh. South Victnam becamc a
democratic state under the rule of President Diem. When South Vietnam became
indcpendent, the United States provided aid and support.

Initial support from the United States came 1n the form of economic and military
assistancc. During the Eiscnhower Administration, a small numbcr of U.S. military
personnel were sent to train the new South Vietnamese military. The size of the U.S.
contingent remained below 1,000 troops throughout the Eiscnhower Administration.,
From its establishment, South Vietnam was fighting a communist led insurgency. The
main insurgent group was the Vict Cong (VC), which reecived military and financial
support from the government of North Vietnam. Throughout the remainder of the
Eiscnhowcer Administration, South Victnam, with limited U.S. support, fought the VC to
a stalemate but was never able to defeat them. Further adding to the problems in South
Vietnam was the incrcascd corruption in the Dicem regime. President Diem, a Catholic,
conducted a heavy repressive campaign against thie majority Buddhist population of
South Victnam. In South Victnam, 70% of the population was Buddhist.”

Under President Diem power resided 1n the minority Catholic population.
Between the two groups there was mutual animosity, with the majority Buddhist

05

population considering the Catholic population as “undesirable.”” With power residing
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in the Catholic minority “favoritism and abuses inevitably resulted.” In some provinces
of South Victnam where the population was complctely Buddhist, Icaders of the provinee
were all completely Catholic.”” As President Diem was the main supporter of the
Catholic minority population, they fervently supported President Diem. Catholics filled
the ranks of President Diem’s internal securily forces that were used against the
Buddhists.”™ These actions of the Diem regime only served to alicnate the local Buddhist

populace from supporting the government.

Policy under the Kennedy Administration

When John Kennedy came into office he directed a fundamental review of U.S.
Vietnam policy. Throughout 1961, the Kennedy Administration tried to determine a
correct course of action to follow in Victnam. Scnior policymakers recognized that
current U.S. policies on Vietnam were not working, as the VC was still unbeaten and the
Diem regime was losing popular support.

The Kennedy Adminisiration debated three possible courses of actions. The first
option, Kennedy could cominit large numbers of U.S. ground forces and begin large scale
conventional operations against the VC.” A second option was an increase in economic
and military aid to South Victmam with the intent of using the aid to coax Dicm into

reforming his regime.'” A third option was that the U.S. would commit to a minimal

* David Halberstam, 7he Making of a Quagmire, 119,
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presence in South Vietnam and provide all the necessary aid to Diem without strings.'"’
In November 1961, President Kennedy approved course of action three as U.S. policy.'”
However, for the remainder of Kennedy’s term the U.S. military’s role greatly expanded,
transforming “thc ‘limited-risk gamble’ of the Eiscnhower Administration into a ‘broad

. . . . . . 103
commitment’ lo prevent Communist domination of South Vieinam.”

THE REWRITE OF NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE 53-63

Introduction

A NIE is the conscnsus opinton of the entire IC. During the 1960°s, NIE’s were
written by the CIA’s Office of National Estimates (ONE). It was the responsibility of the
ONE to draft a NIE, and then present it to the rest of the 1C for review.  After the review
process, the compleled drafl was presented to the USIB for final approvat and
dissemination. Under DCI MceCone, the ONE produced “about 50 national intelligence
estimates a year.”'™ In February 1963, DCI McCone directed the ONE to rewrile

National Intclligence Estimate 53-63, Prospects in South Vietnam.

The Reason for DCI MeCone’s Interference
Why did DCI McCone force an unnecessary change 1o NIE 53-63 in February

19637 The main reason stems from the problems he faced within the administration after
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the Cuban Missile Crisis. He also struggled to reconcile his own negative views on the
situation in Victnam with the optimistic vicws of policymakers. In the end, DCI McCone
chose to align with the policymakers rather than with his analysts.

In 1962, DCI McConc, along with Sccrctary of Defense McNamara, vistted

Vietnam. While Secretary McNamara “returned with glowing accounts of improvements

20105

in South Victnam, DCI McConc held a more negative vicw on prospects in

106

Vietnam. ' DCI McCone's hardcore anti-communist views did not coincide with the

approach Kennedy chosc to take 1n Victnam,

[DCI] McCone disagreed with many of the diplomatic and
military tactics the administration was using in Vietnam and
qucstioned whether the United States could achieve its
objectives. He became frustrated over the discrepancy between
President Kennedy’s rhetoric and US actions....Impatience,

a search for clarity, and a penchant for efficiency characterized
McConc’s approach to the Victnam question.’’

Wlile carrying this attitude about U.S. eftorts in Vietnam, DCI McCone surprised CIA
analysts with his demand that NIE 53-63 be rewritten to reflect a more positive outlook
on Vietnam,'”

In February 1963, the draft of NIE 53-63 was presented to the USIB, DCI

McCone’s “voice in the administration had diminished afier the Cuban missile crisis

and.. .his persistent doubts about Victnam further strained his relations with
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. 1G9
policymakers.” 0

In February 1963, DCI McCone was conlending with the findings
from thc PFIAB on the IC™s performance during the Cuban Missile Crisis. Still dealing
with the fallout from the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone was in no mood lo present a
NIE that was at odds with the prevailing view of scnior members of the Kennedy
Administration.'"” In the draft of NIE 53-63, the analysts questioned the fighting
capabilitics of the South Vietnamese military and its Icadership, which if taken to its
logical conclusion questioned the capabilities of the U.S. to effectively train this force.'"
Such an asscrtion put DCI McConc into conflict with the views of Scerctary McNamara.

Believing he needed to repair lus relations with policymakers, DCI McCone undernined

his own analysts.

NIE Rewrite

Since 1948, the CIA produced over 70 intelligence estimates, summaries or
memorandums that dealt specifically with Southcast Asia,’'? without any interference
trom the DCI or policymakers. CIA analysts consistently maintained a pessimistic view
of the situation in Vietnam.'"

The 1nitial draft of NIE 53-63, written 1n September 1962, followed the same

pessimistic line as previous intelligence products on Vietnam. The draft took into
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account the current situation 1n Vietnam and attempted to present a balanced view on
what was occurring.

The draft had some good analysis, new data and so on....it implied
a possibility for swifter progress under a post-Diem Vietnamese
government. There was no claim that Diem had to go. There

was solid buttressing for the view that the Vietnam war had stalled.
The January 1963 batile at An Bac where Viet Cong soldiers stood
their ground and defeated South Vietnamese troops backed up by
helicopters and armored personncl carricrs, added further to the
substance.''*

The draft NIE was presented to the USIB in February 1963, and instead of embracing the
assessment of his analysts, DCI McCone “savaged the NIE.”'"® From DCI McCone’s
viewpoint, the NIE never took into account the views of people who understood the
situation in Victnam.''

After rejecting the draft, DCI McCone demanded a complete rewrite to retlect the
views of pelicymakers within the government. From his perspective, policymakers and
not his analysts knew the situation in Vietnam the best.'"’

According to Director McCone, the people who knew best

were [William] Colby; his chief of station, John Richardson; the
Army’s Chief of Staff [General Earl Wheeler] and its South
Victnam commandcr [General Paul Harkins], [U.S.] Ambassador
Fredrick Notling, the naval commander in the Pacific [Admiral
Harry D. Feltl], [Department of] State’s Roger Hilsman and the
NSC staffer for Southeast Asia, Michael Forrestal.''®

Since nearly all senior policymakers held an optimistic view on Vietnamn, the draft

of the NIE was not well received. Senior U.S. military personnel undercut the assertion
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that the South Vietnamese military was weak and 11l served by its leadership. The worst
comments came from the U.S, naval commander for the Pacific, Admiral Felt, ¢
compared the document to North Vietnamese propaganda.”q Unable to persuade
policymakers on their analysis, CIA analysts succumbed to the pressure and rewrote NIE
53-63. The resulling change 1n the document reflected the views held by senior
policymakers. Releascd on April 17, 1963 NIE 53-63, madc the following key judgment

We believe that Communist progress has been blunied and

that the situation is improving. Strengthened South

Victnamese capabilitics and cffcctivencss, and particularly

US involvement, arc causing the Viet Cong increasced difficulty,

although there are as vet no persuasive indications that the

Communist have been grievousty hurt, '
The importancce of the NIE’s findings was embraced by scnior policymakers. NIE 53-63
confirmed the optimistic reporting coming from U.S. officials in Vietnam. DCI McCone
uscd his position to force a changce to an NIE against the wishes of his analysts. While

DCI McCone thought he had aligned the IC with the assessment of policymakers. In

reality, he undermined the position of the IC.

NIE Fallout

Within one month of NIE 53-63"s release, a major uprising by the majority
Buddhist population in South Vietnam took place against the Diem regime. The size of
anti-government riots and increased activities by Viet Cong forces “invalidated [NIE 53-

63°] key judgmen‘[s.”121 Discarding their own involvement in the development of NIE
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53-63, senior policymakers 1in the Kennedy Admunistration concluded that DCI McCone
and his analysts at CIA “had produced another authoritative but inaccurate cstimate,”'*?

Realizing that he unduly influenced the development of the NIE, DCI McCone
sought to makc amends. DCI McConc personally apologized to the analysts and vowed
not to involve himself in the development of future NIEs.'” In not questioning the
asscssment of future NIEs, DCI McConc placed himsclf at a disadvantage with the
majorily of policymakers holding an optimistic view of Vietnam.

As the situation 1n Victnam worscned from May to July 1963, DCI McConce
approved a Special National Intelligence Estimate to update the judgments in NIE 53-63.
SNIE 53-2-63 was rclcased in luly 1963 with the following revised judgment:

The Buddhist crisis in South Vietnam has highlighted and
intensified a widespread and long-standing dissatisfaction
with the Diem regime and its stylc of government, If — as is
likcly — Diem fails to carry out truly and promptly the
commitiments he has made to the Buddhists, disorder

will probably flare again and the chances of a coup

or assassination attempts against him become better than

Eever. .. 124

As the situation in Vietnam deteriorated into August 1963, the Kennedy
Administration concluded that the problem was not the U.S. effort but the regime of
President Diem. In summer and fall 1963, policymakers within the administration
debated the fate of President Diem. These policymakers debated whether they should

suppott a coup against President Diem by the South Vietnamese military. DCI McCone
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interjected himself into this debate. Conung afler the problems of NIE 53-63, DCI

McConc entered this debate in a weak position and left in an cven weaker one.

THE FALL OF PRESIDENT NGO DINH DIEM

Background to the Coup Dchate

In May 1963, a crisis erupted in South Vietnam that undermined the U.S. effort
up to that point. Thc primary rcason for this crisis was the actions of President Diem
against the majority Buddhist population in South Vietnam. The crisis began on May 8,
1963. According to Buddhist belicvers, May 8 1s the birthday of the Buddha. To honor
the Buddha, Buddhist monks requested the right 1o wave the flag of Buddha. The Diem
government denied their request citing a government edict against the display of other
national flags. However a few days before this request the Diem regime allowed the
Vatican flag to fly over the city of Huc in honor of Diem’s brother, a Cardinal in the
Catholic Church. Tlus action infuriated the Buddhist majority population.

Defying government orders, the monks flew the flag of the Buddha on his
birthday. Further, thousands of Buddhist monks took to the streets of Hue in celebration
of the Buddha’s birthday. In retaliation, President Dicm ordered the South Vietnamese
military to suppress the demonstration. South Vietnamese forces fired on the crowd of
monks, killing ninc.'>* Two days later, over ten thousand monks took to the streets of
Hue to protest the government’s actions. President Diem responded by denouncing the

Buddhist movement as a comununist front organization and had the
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126 president Diem subsequently ordered the South Vietnamese military

leaders arresied.
to isolate the most active Buddhist pagodas,'®” around 1uc and Saigon. These cvents in
May 1963 invalidated the findings of NIE 53-63. The internal instability in South
Victnam highlighted the weakenced position of President Diem.

Through the summer months of 1963, the situation in South Vietnam continued (o
deteriorate. On Junc 11, 1963, a Buddhist monk sct himself on fire to protest the actions
of President Diem. These events shocked senior policymakers in Washingion D.C. All
the optimistic reporting they reccived prior to these cvents was shown to be wrong. For
DCI McCone these events led Lo his decision (o allow SNIE 53-63-2 to be published to
account for the new situation on the ground.

Throughout June and July 1963, the United States attempled lo force President
Diem to soften his position and mect the demands of the Buddhists. Each attempt by the
U.S. was met by an unyielding President Diem. By August 1963, most policymakers in
the Kennedy Administration concluded that the main problem in South Vietnam was the
rule of President Diem. President Diem’s continued hold on power only served 1o
weaken U.S. cfforts to stabilize South Victnam. In carly August, President Diem realized
the need to accommodate the U.S. position. President Diem promised the outgoing U.S.
Ambassador Fredrick E. Notling that he would refrain from any futurc actions against the
Buddhist monks."**

On August 21, 1963, President Diem broke his promise. Supported by his

brother Ngo Dinh Nhu, the head of South Vietnam’s internal security, President Diem
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ordered the CIA-trained South Vietnamese Special Forces to assault the Buddhist
pagodas'®” across the country. The raid resulted in the arrest of over 1,000 monks. '
President Diem’s action shocked policymakers in Washington and opened the debate on
his fatc; however, the debatc was not onc sided.  Policymakers formed into pro- and anti-
Diem factions. The anti-Diem faction, primarily the State Department and the U.S.
Embassy in South Victnam, saw thc removal of President Diem as the only way for the
U.S. to succeed in South Vietnam. The pro-Diem faction, primarily the Defense
Department and CIA, saw that there was no other Ieadership alternative to President
Diem and the U.S. had to make the best of a bad situation. DCI McCone was a member

of the pro-Dicm faction.

The Coup Debate in Washington D.C.

On August 23, 1963, Henry Cabot Lodge replaced Ambassador Notling in South
Vietnam. Like the McConc appointment, Lodge, a Republican, was appointed in an
altempt lo elevate Vietnam policy above partisan politics. With the new ambassador
camc a ncw policy for dealing with President Diem. Under Ambassador Notling, U.S.
policy was o use persuasion to get President Diem Lo reform. With Ambassador Lodge,
the new policy was to scck alternatives to the Diem’s rule if President Diem refused to
reform.

The change in policy occurred swiftly, without consent from the major
policymakers in the Kennedy Administration. In the last week of August 1963, all major

policymakers (President Kennedy, Secrctary McNamara, Scerctary Rusk, and DCI

12 Neil Shechan, ct al., 166.

" Neil Shechan, et al., 166.
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McCone) were out of town on vacation. The anti-Diem faction took advantage of the
vacuum in lcadcrship to sct in place a new U.S. policy 1n its rclationship with President
Diem. Officials in the State Depariment, Roger Hilsman"' and W. Averelt Harriman'>
and at the National Sccurity Council, Michacl Forrestal,'” sent a cable with new
instructions to Ambassador Lodge

[The] US Government cannot tolerate situation in which power

lics in Nhu's hands. Diem must be given chance to rid himsclf

of Nhu and his coterie and replace them with best military

and political personalities available. If, in spite of all of yvour

cfforts, Dicm remains obdurate and refuscs, then we must face the

possibility that Diem himsclf cannot be preserved. '**
Only after the cable was sent to Ambassador Lodge did President Kennedy see it. After
being told that it was supported by officials in State, Defense, and at CIA, President
Kennedy approved the message.

DCI McCone never saw the cable. At the time of the cable’s transmission, DCI

McCone was on vacation in California. Richard Helms, the duty officer at the time,
approved the cable, concluding that it was “a policy rather than an intelligence matter.”'*

Mr. Helms never informed DCI McCone. William Colby, working in the CIA Far East

Division, saw the cable after it had been approved by the President. Mr. Colby

! Roger Hilsman was the Director, Department of State Bureau of Intelligence and Research from

1961 to 1963, He then became Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Aftairs from 1963 to 1904,

2w . Averell Harriman was the Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs from 1961 to 1963.

He then became Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs from [963 to 1963,
"> Michael Forrestal was an aide on the National Security Council from 1962 to 1965,
" 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1T Vietnam, Jamiarv-Adugust 1963, “281. Telegram From the

Department of State to the Embassy in Vietnam,” htip:/fwww.state. govr/ pa‘ho/fruskennedyifiil/8 177 him
(accessed May 6, 2008).

Y William Colby, Honorahle Men My Life in the CI4, (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1978), 210.
Hercafter cited as William Colby, Honarable Men.
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understood the desire of DCI McCone to be informed on all policy related matters. He
passcd the information to DCI McConc on the cable’s content,

Ambassador Lodge understood his new nstructions 10 mean start planning a coup
against President Diem. Ambassador Lodge instructed the CIA Station Chicf in Saigon,
John Richardson, to contact discontented South Vietnamese generals who could lead a
coup against President Diem, With DCI McConc unable to communicate with Mr,
Richardson, William Colby instructed Richardson to obey the orders of Ambassador
Lodge.'**

On August 29, 1963, President Kennedy met with his senior level advisors to
discuss the new policy on President Diem. Deputy Director Marshall Carter represented
the CIA. Although not in attendance, DCI McCone passed his concerns through Bundy
to President Kennedy. As Bundy relayed, DCT McConc advocated against a coup. DCI
McCone recommended the U.S. attempt to persuade Nhu to leave the country voluntarily;
however, if a coup was the only option, DCI McConc stated that the U.S. needed
assurance that a coup could be successful.”’

For participants, the truc problem rested with Diem’s brother and not Diem.
Another concern was keeping U.S. involvement in any coup planning to a minimum so as
to not lct the Diem brothers know about U.S. activitics. Bundy summarized the opinion

of policymakers, “the coup was [South Vietnamese general’s] show and that [the U.S.]

13 William Colby, Honorable Men, 211.
7118, Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam., August-December 1963, 15, Memorandum of

Conference With the President,” hitp:fwww.state. govir/pa/hofArus/kennedyj 1w/ 8202 htm (accessed June

10, 2008).
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should stick with our plan, which was to support the Vietnamese effort.”™® At this
mcceting President Kennedy made scveral decisions. The first was for the U.S. military to
back up CIA approaches with the South Vietnamese military on coup planning.”’ The
sccond was Ambassador Lodge had the authority to suspend aid to the Diem regimg, after

" The third gave Ambassador Lodge authority over

approval from President Kennedy.
all overt and covert operations in South Vietnam.'*' In placing CIA covert activitics
under Ambassador Lodge, the CIA element in Saigon was isolated from DCI McCone’s
dircctions. At the time, Richardson maintained backdoor channcls with Nhu. Onec
Ambassador Lodge gained control of the CIA Station, he denied Richardson from any
further contact with Nhu.  All communications with Diem and his brother was through
Ambassador Lodge alone.

On Scptember 2, 1963, DCI McConc returnced to Washington D.C. From
September until the actual coup on November 2, DCI McCone held a consisient position.
He opposcd any attempt to forcefully remove President Diemn and his brother from

power. DCI McCone always favored using persuasion. There were several factors 1n his

opposition. The first was that any move against Dicm distracted from the mission of the

" 1.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, *15. Memorandum of
Conference With the President,” htip:/www state.povi/rpa‘ho/frus/kennedyifiivi8202.htm (accessed June
10, 2008).

%9 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, Augusi-December 1963, %15. Memorandum of
Conference With the President,” htip:/www state.pov/rpa‘ho/frus/kennedyifiivi8202.htm (accessed June
10, 2008},

U8, Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, August-December 1963, %15, Memorandum of
Conference With the President,” hitpfwww state. govinpadhodfrus/kenned v fivi8202. him (accessed Junc

10, 2008).

U118, Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, 15, Memorandum of
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U.S. to combalt the communist insurgency in South Vietnam. The second factor was that
DCI McCone saw no other lcadership alternative to President Diem.'*? The final factor
was a fear that a coup could lead to a protracted period of instability in South Vietnam.'*
Backing DCI McConc’s analysis was the analysis of Russcll J. Smith, Deputy Director
tor Intelligence. He presented his analysis to DCI McCone in a memorandum writlen on
Scptember 4, 1963, Mr. Smith’s analysis attempted to contradict the opinion of the anti-
Diem faction that the war could not be won with President Diem in power. Mr. Smith
concluded that the current Buddhist uprising was not affecting the South Victnamese

'** According to Mr. Smith, the war could still be

government’s etforts to defeal the VC.
won under President Diem, '™

As he had done in the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone laid out his position in
a memorandum he used as his talking points with policymakers. In a mecting held on
Septemiber 12, 1963 with senior policymakers, DCI McCone argued for the U.S. to
consider other options instead of a coup. DCI McCone continued to focus on the method
of persuasion aganst the Diem brothers. DCI McCone outlined several steps the U.S.

should support in licu of removing President Diem. DCI McCone argucd that the best

solution was to remove Nhu from a position of authority and restructure the Diem

'* David Robarge, 181,

'* David Robarge, 181,

"% ~Memorandum about ONE Memao: South Vietnam s Leader, 4 September [963,” in Estimative
Products on Vietnam [948-1975, {Washington D.C., National Intclligence Cauncil, April 2005), CD-ROM.
Hercafter cited as Memaorandiom abont ONE Memo, CD-ROM.
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government to bring in more dissents. — DCI McCone’s final argument was that the use

of scleetive pressurce on Diem showed U.S. resolve and that the war cffort could continue

with Diem still in power."*’

He requested that the CIA be allowed to resume
communications with Dicm. No actions were taken on any of DCI McConc’s
recomimendations during this meeting,.

Throughout the remainder of September 1963, the ULS. held to the position that
increased pressure, short of a coup, on President Diem would result in the necessary
improvements in his government. llowcever this opinion changed after a visit by
Secretary McNamara to Vietnam at the end of September. He concluded that not enough
pressurc was being placed on President Diecm. In his findings to President Kennedy,
Secretary McNamara stated that a coup against President Diem was too early and that the
U.8. should cxert maximum ceonomic and political pressurc on President Diem to
reform.'™ Secretary McNamara concluded that his recommendations would either lead
to reconciliation with President Diem or lead to an eventual coup against Diem.'™

During October 1963, the U.S. position shifted to the realization that a coup was
the only available option against President Dicm. While the pro-Dicm faction still

debated the need to remove President Diem, the anti-Diem faction, led by Ambassador

Lodge, pressed ahcad with planning a coup. DCI MeCone’s position was so consistent

M6 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, Augusi-December 1963, %99, Memorandum for the
Record of a Meeting.” http://www state.gov/t/pa‘ho fruskennedvifiiv/1 2648.htim (accessed May 6, 2008),

"% U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, August-December 1963, 99, Memorandum for the
Record of a Meeting,” http:/www state. gov/ripa‘ho/frus’kennedviffiv/1 2648 htm (accessed May 6, 2008).

"% 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-Decenber 1963, 167, Memorandum From
the Chairman of the loint Chiefs of Staff (Taylor) and the Seerctary of Defense (MeNamara) to the
President,” hilpziwww state.goviripad hodfrus/kennedyjtiv/ 1265 1.him {acecssed June 10, 2008).

%7118, Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-Decemper 1963, *172. Memorandum of
Meceting.” hitp:/www state.gov/t/pa’ hodltus/kenned v F1v/ 12651 . him {accessed June 10, 2008).
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against a coup that policymakers largely ignored him. An internal memorandum at the
Statc Department, written on October 18, 1963, identificd DCI McConc as a roadblock to
the maintenance of momentum in U.S. policy.ls ® The memorandum characterized DCI
McConc’s opinions as his “familiar visccral feclings.”"”' According to the Statc
Department officials, any policy not supported by DCI McCone was doomed to fail. In
the end, officials at the Statc Department discarded DCI McConce’s advice believing that
DCI McCone only wanted to return to the August period where the U.S. remained in tacit
supportt of President Diem, '™

Although his position was ridiculed by other policymakers, DCI McCone pressed
his casc directly to President Kennedy throughout the month of October 1963, As the
date for the coup approach, DCI McCone “warned President Kennedy personally that
removal of Dicm would result in not onc coup, but scveral coups — political turmoil that
might extend over several years.”' > In hindsight DCI McCone’s analysis was correct
when two months after the coup against President Diem, another faction within the South

Vietnamese military staged a coup against the military regime.

Wrys. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, 200, Memorandum From
the Special Assistant in the Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs {Neubert) to the Assistant Secretary of State for
Far Eastern Affairs (Hilsman),” http:/www state. pov/r/pasho/frusikennedyiffiv/ 12678 .t {accessed June
L0, 2008).

PUULS. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, Augusi-December 1963, “200. Memorandum From
the Special Assistant in the Bureau of Far Hastern Affairs {Neubert) to the Assistant Secretary of State for

Far Eastern Affairs (Hilsman),” httipedwww state sov//pasho/frus/kennedyffivi 12678 htm  {accessed June
10, 2008),

2118, Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, 2200, Memorandum
[rom the Special Assistant in the Burcau of Far Lastern Affairs (Neubert) to the Assistant Sceretary of
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During a meeting with the President at the end of October 1963, DCI McCone
summarized the situation in removing President Diem. DCI McConc used a bascball
analogy, pointing out that “if I was a manager of a baseball team, and I had one pitcher,
I’d kcep him in the box whether he was a good pitcher or not.”"** Although President
Kennedy was apprehensive about an impending coup, he never directed Ambassador
Lodgc to demand the South Vietnamese military to stop their planning. In that vacuum,
Ambassador Lodge pressed ahead with coup planning. By the end of October 1963, DCI
McConc’s position had been marginalized within the administration, with the U.S. tacitly
supporting the South Vielnamese military planned coup against President Diem.

On November 2, 1963, the long planned coup occurred resulting in the removal
and execution of Diem and his brother Nhu. Removing Diem forced the U.S. 1o become
more cntrenched in the affairs of South Vietnam. During the last two years of DCI
McCone’s tenure, his focus remained on Vietnam and finding the right policy; however,

this had to bc done under a new President, Lyndon Johnson.

" Robert MeNamara, In Retrospect. The Tragedy and Lessons of Vietnam, (New York: Times Books,

1995) 81-82.
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CHAPTER 4

DCI MCCONE AND VIETNAM POLICY IN THE JOHNSON
ADMINISTRATION, 1963-1965

INTRODUCTION

DCI McCone remained head of the IC through the first part of the Johnson
Administration {1963-1965). For DC1 McConc, the situation in Victnam remained his
most dominant foreign policy issue. Policymakers in the Johnson Administration
conducted numerous policy reviews from 1963 to 1965 to find the right formula for
success in South Vietnam. DCI McCone remained consistently pessimistic about the
chances of success in South Vietnam. Evcentually senior pelicymakers favored and
accepted a policy of a gradual escalation of force. The intent of the new policy was to
use limited air strikes against North Vietnam in order to pressure it into accepting a
negotiated solution. While policymakers coalesced around this policy, DCI McCone’s
views diverged to favor 4 more aggressive approach against North Vietnam. DCI
McCone saw that the only way to win in Vietnam was to conduct “a fullbore aerial
assault on North Vietnam.”'™ His policy views evolved through 1964. By 1965, DCI
McCone settled on advocating for a large sustained air campaign against North Vietnam.

He advocated this policy with President Johnson and other senior policymakers. It was in

"*7 David Robarge, 397.
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1965, lus final months as head of the IC, that DCI McCone “argued himself out of a
job, 1%

This chapter focuses on two areas. First this chapter focuses on the problems DCI
McConc faced under the leadership of Lyndon Johnson. Next this chapter focuscs on
DCI McCone’s evolving view of Vietnam policy and how he advocated his position with

other policymakers and the President.

WORKING FOR PRESIDENT JOHNSON

President Kennedy’s Style

DCI McCone never adjusted to the leadership style of President Johnson. More
comfortablc working under President Kennedy'’s style, DC1 McConc attempted to
transplant that leadership style onto President Johnson. Under President Kennedy, advice
was sought from a broad range of advisors. President Kennedy did not usc the
formalized structure of the National Security Council to debate policy matters; he
preferred a process where advisors debated 1ssues more openly and directly with him.
DCI McCone, while concerned with the lack of NSC meetings, utilized the freewheeling
style to gain almost an unrestricted access to President Kennedy. DCI McConc also
25157

enjoved the fact that President Kennedy was interested in all ““aspects of intelligence,

and spent time Icarning for “ways to usc the information and capabilitics the [1C]

® David Robarge, 423.

"7 David Robarge, 72.
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afforded him.”"*® President Johnson, on the other hand, never held the same “intellectual
curiosity toward intelligence.”'*”

Added to the problem of President Johnson's lack of interest in intelligence was
the limited contact the two had while Johnson served as Vice President under Kennedy.
The contact between the two men was sporadic at best; DCI McCone fell no obligation to
keep the Viee President informed of the world situation.'®” Further complicating this
situation was a directive by President Kennedy to deny giving the President’s
Intelligence Checklist (the precursor to today’s President Dailv Brief) to Vice President

141

Johnson due to their past political rivalry. ™ With little to no interaction between the

two, the moment Lyndon Johnson became President was a cold start for the both of them.

President Johnson’s Style

When Johnson assumed the presidency, the key change he made was to restrict
acccss. Shifting away from the NSC, President Johnson’s main policy formulation board
was the Tuesday Lunch Group.'® President Johnson utilized the NSC format merely as a
method of confirming alrcady agreed to policy positions developed by the President and a

small group of advisors. President Johnson preferred a smaller and more closely knit

"% David Robarge, 72.

" David Robarge, 72.

% John Helgerson, C74 Briefings of Presidential Candidates, * Chapter 3: Into Politics with Kennedy
and Johnson,” Central Intelligence Agency, https:fwww cia.govilibrary/center-for-the-study-of-
mtelbgence/esi-publications/books-and-monographs/ciu-bnebngs-ol-presidential-candidates/cia-6.him
(accessed May 15, 2008). lHerealler oted as John 1clgerson, CIA Briclings.

! John Helgerson, CTA Briefings.

' Christopher Andrew, For the President's Eyves Only: Secret Intelligence and the American

Presidency from Washington to Bush, (New York: HarperCollins, 1996), 318,
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group of advisors, who basically agreed with his positions.'® The key players in the
group were Scerctary of State Dean Rusk, Scerctary McNamara, and NSC Advisor
Bundy. In time Secretary McNamara became the most dominant policy advisor Lo
President Johnson. Although DCI McConc had a good working rclation with Sccrctary
Rusk, his relationship with Bundy and McNamara were strained since the Cuban Missile
Crisis.'™

With few allies, DCI McCone’s views were not supported by other members of
the Tuesday Lunch Group. The group met from February 1964 until Sceptember 1964,
with DCI McCone only attending six of the 27 tunch groups that met during that time.'®’
When the Tuesday Lunch Group resumed mecting in March 1965, DCI McConc attended

- . 166
none of those meetings.

It was this group that determined future Vietnam policy.
Unablc to get aceess to President Johnson, DCI McCone became frustrated in his job.
Believing that his opinions and advice were not listened to, DCI McCone contemplated
resigning on two occasions. The first in the summer of 1964; however, President

Johnson dissuaded him, asking him to hold on until after the Presidential elections in the

fall of 1964. The sccond time was in April 1965, which President Johnson accepted.

'* Harold P. Ford, 40-41.
' David Robarge, 356.
'* David Robarge, 356.

' David Robarge, 356.
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DCI MCCONE AND VIETNAM 1963-1964

The Transition
Lyndon B. Johnson assumed the presidency after the assassination of John F.
Kennedy on November 22, 1963, With no transition time, President Johnson inherited
not only the forcign policy challenges faced by President Kennedy but he also inherited
the entire national security apparatus of the Kennedy Administration. In needing stability
and continuity, President Johnson decided to keep all of President Kennedy’s advisors in
place.
The first mecting between DCI McConc and the new President occurred on
23 November 1963 in the oftice of National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy. The
outcome of that first meeting has been debated. Two participants, Russcll J. Smith and
Chester Cooper, presented two divergent views of what occurred during the meeting.
Russcll J. Simith, Deputy Dircctor for Intclligence, accompanicd DCI McConce on that
meeting. Mr. Smith recalls the meeting as follows:
We found the newly installed president in the basement
secretarial offices. He camme out of McGoerge Bundy’s
office and stood amid the clutter of secretaries typing and
telephones ringing and talked brietly with McCone and me.
Besides the compact, trim McConc he looked massive,
rumpled, and worried. He had no interest whatsoever in being
briefed, and after some inconsequential chatting, he turned
back into Bundy's office. We had no way of knowing it,
but we had just witnessed a preview of McCone’s future
relationship with Lyndon Johnson.'®’

Chester Cooper, who worked for Bundy at the NSC, presents a different interpretation of

the meeting. According to his version,

157 Russell 1. Smith, 199,
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McCone and the President went into Bundy’s office...
Bundy and I waited outside. McCone came away from
that short mecting tremendously impressed with the new
President’s sclf control. He had listened carcfully, and
asked some searching questions. He told the Director
he would ask for another detailed briefing.'®®

In his memoirs, President Johnson supported Mr. Cooper’s version of the meeting. '

Why the two different perspectives of the same meeting? Mr. Smith may have
written his account to place the blame of the strained relations on President Johnson and
chose one single point that highlighted the failed relations between the two men. In
reality the relationship between the two men deteriorated over time, with DCI MceCone
pressing his views on an increasingly uninterested President. From DCI McCone’s
perspective, this meeting and subsequent meetings with the President served only to
further his case for a more active role in policy formulation.

DCI McConc in a memorandum written scveral days after their first mecting
leaves the impression that President Johnson wanted to rely heavily on his advice in
policy matters.

He said that he felt my work in intelligence was of greatest
tmportance, but he did not wish me to confine myself to this
role. He said that he had observed that I had rather carefully
avoided expressing myself on policy or suggesting courses of
action and he suggested that it might be for interdepartmental
rcasons that I would wish to continuc to do this in mectings
(which he felt was a mistake), but nevertheless he invited and
would welcome my coming to him from time to time with

suggestions of courses of action on policy matters which, in my
opinion, were wisc cven though they were not consistent with

" Chester L. Cooper, The Lost Crusade: America in Vietnam, {New York: Dodd, Mead & Company,
1970}, 221-222.

" Lyndon Johnson, The Vantage Point Perspectives of the Presidency 1963-1969, {(New York: Holt,
Rinchart and Winston, 1971), 22.
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advice he was receiving from responsible people.'”
Scveral weeks later, in another mecting, DCI McConc again lcaves the impression that
President Johnson sought to expand the DCI’s role.
At breakfast the President immediately brought up his desire
to changc the image of the DCI from a cloak and dagger role
to the role of an adviser 1o the President on world situations derived
from intelligence sources which were of importance to the President
in rcaching policy decisions. For this rcason he intended to call upon
me for a great many activities which would be different from thosc
of the pasl.] 7!

For the remainder of his term, DCI McCone’s actions followed this perccived
guidance given by President Johnson. DCI McCone assumed that President Johnson
desired his input on policy matters. lowever, DC1 McConc’s “candor in providing
advice to the President eventually led to a strained relationship.”'”* Believing he could

cxpress himself more openly on policy matters, specifically on the Victnam War, only

1solated DCI McCone within the administration.

Setting the Course on the Vietnam War under President Johnson

DCI McCone, from the start of the Johnson Administration, focused primarily on
the situation in Vietnam. DCI McCone maintained a consistently pessimistic outlook on
Vietnam; however, his view on the correct policy was an cvolutionary process that started

1 1963 and was completed by the end of 1964. Almost immediately after assuming

" U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign Policv: Information Policy;
United Nations: Sciemitfic Marters, ©112, Memorandum for the Record ,™ http:/fwww state pov/r!
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office, President Johnson experienced the divergent views of his policymakers and DCI
McConc.

On November 25, 1963, Ambassador Lodge updated President Johnson on the
situation in Victnam after the coup against President Diem. In notes taken from the
meeting, DCI McCone relayed that Ambassador Lodge’s statements were “optimistic,
hopeful, and Teft the President with the impression that we arc on the road to victory.™'”
When asked for his opinion, DCI McCone stated that his assessment “was much less
encouraging.”'”™ DCI McCone stated VC activity had not been stopped and the new
South Vietnamese government was too weak 1o challenge the VC. He concluded there
was “no basis for an optimistic forccast of the future.”'” In this mecting President
Johnson agreed that the situation was serious but not to the extent portrayed by DCI
McConc.'™ President Johnson then focused on the need to improve the situation in
Vietnam and work to stabilize the new government.

On Novcember 26, 1963, President Johnson approved National Sceurity Action
Memorandum no. 273, establishing the policy the United States followed in Vietnam as
well as demanding policymakers work together.

It remains the central object of the United States in South
Vietnam to assist the people and Government of that country
to win their contest against the externally dirceted and supported

Communist conspiracy. The test of all U.S. decisions and actions
m this area should be the effectiveness of their contribution to this

purpose.

' U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, August-December 1963, 330, Memorandum for
the Record of Meeting,” hitp://www state.pov/r/pa‘ho/frus’kennedvifiivi12673 htm (accessed May 19,
2008).
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The President expects that all senior officers of the Government

will move cnergetically to insurc the full unity of support for cstablished
U.S policy in South Victnam. Both in Washington and in the ficld,

1t 1s essential that the Government be unified. It 1s of particular
importance that express or implied criticism of officers of other
branchcs be scrupulously avoided in all contacts with the Victnamesc
Government and with the press.'”’

In the first months of the Johnson Presidency, DCI McCone largely tracked with the
opinions of other policymakers on the situation in Victnam.

In December 1963, DCI McCone, along with Secretary McNamara, conducted a
fact finding mission to Victnam. During this visit, both McConc and McNamara shared
the same outlook on the future prospects m Vietnam. In his report to the President,
Scerctary McNamara stated that the situation in Vietnam was “very disturbing.”' ™
Secretary McNamara found faults not only m the new South Vietnamese government but
also in the effort made by the U.S. tcam in South Vietnam.'™ In the end Seerctary
McNamara argued that the situation is reversible but opened the door for a more

aggressive U.S. response if the situation did not improve.'™

""" U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, *331. National Security
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While DCI McCone agreed with many of Secretary McNamara’s conclusions,
DCT McConc felt *a little 1css pessimistic than [McNamara].'® From DCI McConc’s
perspective the main problem stemmed from allowing the coup against Diem to proceed,
with the new government in South Victnam unablce to counter the improving strength of
the VC. DCI McCone concluded that “there are more reasons to doubt the future of the
cffort undcer present programs. . .than there arc reasons to be optimistic about the future of
our cause in South Vietnam.”'** In the end President Johnson listened to the advice of
Scerctary McNamara. President Johnson concluded that “[McNamara’s] judgment was
closer 1o the hard truth.”'® While Secretary McNamara shared DCI McCone’s
pcssimistic views on Victnam it did not deter him from finding the right policy to follow

- L84
and “pursue the war effort.”

By the end of December 1963, Secretary McNamara
startcd to gain the car of President Johnson, convineed that he shared the “determination

- S - 31185
to find a winning formula.”

U U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, Augusi-December 1963, %375, Letter From the
Director of Central Intelligence (McCone) to President Johnson,™ http ./ www state.pov/1/
pa‘ho/frus’kennedyjfiiv/12675.htm (accessed May 19, 2008).

"2 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, August-December 1963, 7375, Letter From the
Director of Central Intelligence (McCone) to President Johnson,™ http:/fwww, state. pov/
ripa‘ho/trus’kennedyifiv/ 12675, htm (accessed May 19, 2008),

" Lyndon Johnson, 64.

"™ Tredrik Logevall, Choosing War: The Lost Chance for Peace and the Escalation of the War in

Fietnam. {Berkley: University of California Press, 1999), 90.

"3 Fredrik Logevall, 91.
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The March 1964 Visit to Vietnam

In January 1964, General Nguyen Khanh'*® Ted a coup against the military
government in South Vietnam. In ousting the government, any relative stability gained in
South Victnam was lost. Viewing the current situation in South Vietnam the IC
published SNIE 50-64, Short Term Prospects in South Vietnam, on 12 February 1964.
The SNIE supported DCI McConce’s previous negative outlook on South Victnam,
concluding:

That the situation in South Victnam is very scrious, and

prospects uncertain. Even with US assistance approximately

as 11 is now, we believe that; unless there is a marked improvement
in the effectiveness of the South Vietnamese Government

and armed forces, South Vietnam has at best an even chance

of withstanding the insurgency menacce during the next fow weeks
or months.""’

By March 1964, the situation in Victnam had not improved. As a result, President
Johnson ordered his top advisors back to Vietnam for another assessment. DC1 McCone
obscrved the new situation and presented his case for action. On March 3, 1964, DCI
McCone wrote a memorandum to Bundy. After observing the changes in South Vietnam,
DCI McConc concluded “*that the situation is worsc now than it was in December and

therefore 1 am more pessimistic of the future of the American cause 1n South Vietnam

than my December report reflects.”'™ DCI McCone next moved to his own analysis of

'*¢ Genral Nguyen Khanh was a general in the South Viethamese Army who participated in the coup

against President [iem, In 1963, General Khanh was Deputy Chief of Staff of the South Vietnamese Army,
Fram 1964 — 1965, he served as Prime Minister of South Vietnam, [n 1965 he became President of South
Vietnam, He was overthrown in February 1965,

W SNTE 30-64, Short Term Prospects in South Vietnam.” in Estimative Products on Vietnam 1948-
{975, (Washington D.C., National Intelligence Council, April 2003), CD-ROM.

" 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, {964, “68. Memorandum Prepared by the Director

of Central Intelligence {MeCone),” httprfwww. state. goviwww/about_state/history/vol 1728 69.html
{accessed May 19, 2008).
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the possible course of actions the U.S. should follow. The first course was for the U.S. to
accept a neutral South Victnam.” The sccond course was maintain the status quo and

" A third was to increase U.S. involvement in South Vietnanm.'”! A

hope for the best.
final coursc of action was to cxpand the operation into North Victnam,'*

While DCI McCone viewed the fourth course of action favorably, he believed that
the relative instability in South Vietnam precluded the application of this course, at the
time. Another aspect that precluded taking the fight to North Vietnam was the potential
cscalation of the war, bringing in China. DCI McConc, making his own asscssment,
concluded that the threat of Chinese intervention was nonexistent. He argued that, in his
opinion, U.S. attacks against North Victnam was not worth China in‘[crvcning.w3 In the
end DCI McCone concluded that, at the time, “carrying the war to North Vietnam would

. . . aald
not win the war in South Victnam,”'**

" U.S. Department of State, FRUS. Vol I Vietnam, 1964, *68. Memorandum Prepared by the Dircctor
ol Central Intelbgence {(McCone),™ httpriwww state goviwwwiabout state/istory/vol 1728 69.html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

"U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, “68. Memorandum Prepared by the Director of
Central Intelligence (McCone),™ http:/fiwww.state.gov/wwwiabout_state/history/vel_1128_69.htnl
(accessed May 19, 2008).

U U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol | Vietnam, 1964, “68. Memorandum Prepared by the Director
of Central [ntelligence (McCone),” http:fwww.state. goviwww/about state/history/vol /28 69.html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

"2 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol | Vietnam, 1964, “68. Memorandum Prepared by the Director
of Central [ntelligence (McCone),” hitp:/fwww state goviwww/iabout_state‘history/vol /28 69.html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

" 11.8. Department of State, FRUS, Vol | Vietnam, 1964, *68. Memorandum Prepared by the Dircetor
of Central Intelligenee (MeCone),” httpr/fwww.state goviwww/about_state/historyivol 1728 09.html
(accessed June 21, 2008).
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{accessed May 19, 2008).
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Supporting DCI McCone’s arguments was an internal analysis done by the CIA in
Fcbruary 1963, This analysis was done at DCI McConc’s personal request and not
disseminated 1o other policymakers.'” According to the CIA analysts the South
Victnamesce population is ncither siding with the government or with the VC, but arc
more “responsive to the latter because it fears the Ve Accordingly the South
Victnamese government necded to reassert itsclf with its own population and take the
fight to the VC. The analysts concluded that “the new regime will enjoy stability in
dircet proportion to the degree it galvanizes and cnergizes the government
apparatus. . .17 1n order to pursue tliis option 1n the future, DCI McCone argued for a
scrics of steps the U.S. should take to strengthen the South Vietnamese government.

In laying out his position for a harsher push against North Vietnam, McCone
placed himself at odds with other policymakers who looked for a more mcasured
approach. It was during the March 1964 visil thal Secretary McNamara and DCI
McCone diverged on the outlook for success. In his report presented to the President on
March 16, 1964, Secretary McNamara highlighted his proposed course of actions,
including arcas where DCI McConc dissented. In highlighting DC1 McCone’s dissent,

Secretary McNamara minimized DCI McCone’s case. Secretary McNamara lughlighted

' U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol { Vietnam, 1964, “38. Report From the Executive Director-
Comptroller of Central [ntelligence (Kirkpatrick) and the Station Chief in Saigon (de Silva) to the Director
of Central [ntelligence (McCone),” hitp:iwww.state. goviwww/about state/history/vol /28 69.html
(accessed July [, 2008).

"% U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, “3%. Report From the Executive Director-

Comptroller of Central Intelligence (Kirkpatrick) and the Station Chief in Saigon (de Silva) to the Director
of Central [ntelligence (McCone),” hitp:/fwww state goviwww/iabout_state‘history/vol /28 69 html
(accessed July [, 2008).

7118, Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, 38. Report From the Exceutive Dircetor-
Comptroller of Central [ntelligence (Kirkpatrick) and the Station Chief in Saigon (de Silva) to the Direetor
of Central Intelligence (MceCone),” httprfwww.state. goviwww/about_state/history/vol 1728 69.html
(accessed Tuly [, 2008).
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two areas of disagreement with DCI McCone, the stability of the current South
Victnamese government and future combat opcerations against North Victnam.,

In discussing the status of the South Vietnamese government, Secretary
McNamara argucd that the South Vietnamese government was far more stable than what
DCI McCone believed. Secretary McNamara concluded that “evidences of energy,
comprchension, and decision add up to a sufficiently strong chance of Khanh’s
[government] really taking hold mn the next few months for us to devote all possible
encrgy and resources to his support.™™ Scerctary McNamara pointed out DCI
McCone’s dissent by stating that DCI McCone only believed there was insufticient data

. . . 9y
to make a determination on the Khanh’s government.'”

Scerctary McNamara ignored
DCI McCone's recommendations on sieps to strengthen the South Vietnamese
government. As for futurc opcerations against North Victnam, Scerctary McNamara
argued that any actions against North Vietnam could result in destabilizing the new South
Vietnamese government.

By the end of his report Secretary McNamara concluded “that the situation in

South Vietnam ¢an be significantly improved in the next four to six months.™" He then
g y unp

highlighted DCI McCone’s opposition “that the situation in South Vietnam 1s so serious

"8 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol { Vietnam, 1964, “84. Memorandum From the Secretary of
Defense (McNamara) to the President.” http:/Awww. state. gov/www/iabout_state/historyvivol /70 107 html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

"9 U8, Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, “84, Memorandum From the Secretary of

Defense (MeNamara) to the President,” htip:/wwwostale. goviwwwiabout state/history/vol 1770 107 htiml
(accessed May 19, 2008).

“M .S, Departiment of State, FRUS, Vol T Vietnam, 1964, 84, Memorandum From the Sceretary of
Defense (MeNamara) to the President,” httpz/iwww stale.goviwww/about_stale/history/vol_i/70_ 107 htm]
(accessed May 19, 2008).
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that it calls for more immediate and positive action than I have proposed.”®' In giving
President Johnson a casc for futurce action for Victnam, Scerctary McNamara gained the
upper hand 1n the policy debate, summing up DCI McCone’s arguments as a case of any
action taken as “too little, too late. ™ Sceretary McNamara made twelve
recommendations to the President. The most important recommendations were for
increasced support to the South Victnamese government, an increasc in the size of the
South Vietnamese military, and to limit U.S. military operations to South Vietnam but be
in position to commenec operations against the North, if needed ™

Presented with a positive course of action 1o follow 1n Vietnam, President
Johnson accepted the advice of Scerctary McNamara. Scerctary McNamara assured the
President that “if we carry out energetically the proposals..., Khanh can stem the tide in
South Victnam, and within four to six months, improve the situation there.”?* On March
17, 2008, President Johnson ordered the release of National Security Action

Mcmorandum No. 288, which approved in total the recommendations of Sccretary

McNamara.”” In accepting all of Secretary McNamara’s proposals, President Johnson

! U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnan, 1964, *84. Memorandum From the Secretary of
Defense (McNamara) to the President.” http://www state. goxv/www/about_state‘history/yol_i/70_107. html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

2 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol [ Vietnam, 1964, “84. Memorandum From the Secretary of
Defense (McNamara) to the President.” http:/Awww state. goviwww/iabout_state/historvivol /70107 html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

% U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol [ Vietnam, 1964, “84. Memorandum From the Secretary of
Defense (McNamara) to the President,” http:/fwww state poviswww/about state/historyivol 1770 107 html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

*1).8. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, “86. Summary Record of the 524th Meeting
of the National Sceurity Couneil, Washington, March 17, 1964, Noon,” hilp/www slale.goviwww
fabout_state/historyivol _i/70_ 107 html (accessed May 20, 2008).

% 1S, Department of State, FRUS, Vol [ Vietnam, 1964, “87. National Sceurity Action Memorandwn
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had in effect discounted DC1 McCone’s arguments. By presenting DCI McCone'’s case
as only sccing the negative in all situations, Scerctary McNamara successfully minimized
DC1 McCone’s influence in President Johnson’s eyes. By the end of March 1964,

President Johnson “had lost confidence in McCone.”™®

The Summer and Fall Debates
As the war progressed through the summer of 1964, the situation on the ground in
South Victnam continued to detcriorate. Policymakers in Washington D.C. looked for a
new policy to improve the situation. Secretary McNamara described the new policy.
Its opening moves would include a congressional resolution
and communication with Hanoi, followed by a serics of
graduated military pressures, culminating in limited air
attacks against North Vietnam.*"”’
The IC cxamined this new policy in SNIE 50-2-64, Probable Consequences of Certain
US Actions with Respect to Vietnam and Laos, published on May 25, 1964. According to
the SNIE, in the short term, initial responses from North Vietnam may result in accepting

% However if U.S. attacks persisted, North Vietnam “might

a negotiated solution.
intermittently step up the tempo of the insurrection in South Vietnam.”*" The one

unresolved issue in the SNIE was the threshold of where North Vietnam would capitulate

20t

John Helgerson, CIA Briefings.

** Robert McNamara, 121,

"R SNIE 50-2-64, Probable Consequences of Certain US Actions with Respect to Vietnam and Laos.”
in Estimative Products on Vietnam [948- 1975, (Washington D.C., National Intelligence Council, April
2005), CD-ROM. Hereafter cited as SNIE 30-2-64, Probable Consequences of Certain US Actions with
Respect to Vietnam and Laos, CD-ROM.

% SNIE 50-2-64, Probabhie Consequences of Certain US Actions with Respect to Vietnam and Laos,
CD-ROM.
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to U.S. attacks and accept a negotiated settlement over regime destruction.”'” Only
sccing the short-term benefits Scerctary McNamara assumed that the analysis from the
SNIE supported the new policy. From Secretary McNamara’s perspective, the SNIE
“concluded there was a reasonable chance such a plan would Icad 11anoi to reduce the
tevel of insurgency.””""

In South Victnam, General Khanh was unable to mobilize his country to fight
against the VC. At the same time the South Vietnamese people also suffered from

»?1> Frustrated with the lack of

lcaders who were “undcer-traincd and over-worked.
progress in South Vietnam, President Johnson ordered his top advisors to Honolulu,
Hawaii in Junc 1964 to discuss the situation and present revised recommendations.

DCI McCone participated in these discussions in Honolulu and presented to the
asscmbled audicnec a consistently negative asscssment. From the records of the
conference, DCI McCone never addressed the conclusions of SNIE 50-2-64. He
maintained his pessimistic outlook on Vietham. On June 2, 1964, DCI McCone
summarized his view seeing “the downward spiral as cominuing.”2I3 According to DCI

McCone there was an erosion of the will to fight on the part of the South Vietnamesc.*'

Coming out of this conference was another series of recommendations from Secretary

Y SNIE 50 SNIE 50-2-64, Probable Consequences of Certain US Actions with Respect to Viemam and
Luos, CD-ROM.

*!' Robert McNamara. 121.
*'* Chester Cooper, 232.
U 8. Department of State, KFRUS, Vol | Vietnam, 1964, 189, Summary Record of Meetings,

Honolulu, Junc 2, 1964, 8:30-11:50 a.m. and 2:15-4 p.m..”” http:fwww state. gov/
www/aboul_stale/history/vol 1181 225 himl (aceessed May 20, 2008).

29118, Department of State, FRUS. Val I Vietnam, 1964, *189. Swmnmary Record of Meetings,
Honolulu, Junc 2, 1964, 8:30-11:50 a.m. and 2:15-4 p.m..”” http:fwww.state. gov/
www/aboul_stale/historyivol 11181 225 himl (aceessed May 20, 2008).
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McNamara. First the United States military needed to push South Vietnamese forces into
the provinees to counter the VC. Scecond the U.S. needed to increcasce the number of U.S.
military advisors. However, one action not agreed to were air strikes against the North.
Scerctary McNamara concluded that it was “unlikely that a strike against the north would

!12]:‘}

be desirable al any time within the next 3 to 6 months. To policymakers the fear of a
wider war, drawing in China, ncgated the advantages of massive air strikes against Notrth
Vietnam.

Muddling through the summer of 1964, U.S. policy and action changed
dramatically in August when North Vietnamese boats atlacked two U.S. desiroyers in the
Gulf of Tonkin, The U.S. Navy was opcrating ncar the North Victnamcesce coastline in
support of U.S. and South Vietnamese covert operations. The Gulf of Tonkin incident
resulted in a radical shift in U.S. policy and a dramatic cscalation of U.S. opcrations
against North Vietnam. At the time of the debate, Secretary McNamara realized that
limited combat operations against North Vietnam were nceessary. With Sceretary
McNamara pushing for surgical sirikes against North Vietnam, DCI McCone cautioned
the assembled group about the outcome of only conducting limited strikes. DCI McCone
stated that “proposed U.S. reprisals will result 1n a sharp North Vietnamese military

reaction.”®'® Further DCI McCone attempted to justify North Victnamese actions

The President: Do they want a war by attacking our ships in the
middle of the Gulf of Tonkin?

Director McCone: No. The North Vietnamese are reacting

1.8, Department of State, FRUS, Vol T Vietnam, {964,201, Paper Prepared for the President by the
Sceretary of Defense (McNamara), Washington, June 5, 1964, http:/iwww state. goviwww/
aboul_stateshistoryivol_i181 225 huml {accessed May 29, 2008).

1% 1.8, Department of State, FRUS, Vol T Vietnam, {964,278, Summary Notes of the 538th Meeting
of the National Sceurity Couneil, Washington, August 4, 1964, 6:15-6:40 p.m.,”
hitp:fwww state. goviwww! ubout stateshistoryivol 37255 308.html (accessed May 20, 2008).
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defensively to our attacks on their oft-shore islands. They are

responding out of pride and on the basis of defense considerations.

The attack is a signal to us that the North Victnamesc have the

will and determination to continuc the war. They arc raising the

ante.””’
President Johnson not wanting to appcar weak accepted the need to conduct reprisals
against North Vietnam. To solidify his position, he demanded support from the U.S.
Congress. Within days, Congress approved, with massive majoritics, the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution 1o authorize the President “1o take all necessary measures to repel any armed
attack against the forces of the United States and to prevent further aggression.™'"

As the U.S. prepared to take the fight to North Vietnam, the situation in the south
remaincd tenuous, with the South Victnamese government unablce to provide any form of
stability. CIA analysts concluded in SNIE 53-64, published on September 8, 1964, that
“at present the odds arc against the cmergencec of a stable government capable of
effectively prosecuting the war in South Vietnam.””'? However, at the same time, Bundy
concluded that “Khanh will probably stay in control and may makce somce hcadway in the

2220 .
’ In his memorandum, Bundy

next 2-3 months in strengthening the government.
presented the President with scveral options including continucd maritime opcrations and

surgical, limited strikes against North Vietnam. He did not argue for any expanded air

operation against North Victnam. During a mecting with President Johnson, on

A7 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol [ Vietnam, 1964, “27%. Summary Notes of the 538th Meeting
of the National Security Council, Washington, August 4, 1964, 6:15-6:40 p.m.,” http://www.state. gov/
www/about_state ‘historv/vol 17255 308.html (accessed May 20, 2008).

¥ Thomas H, Gort, “Joint Resolution of Congress H.J. RES 1145 August 7, 1964,
http:Swww . hbei.com S~tportitonkin htm (accessed May 20, 2008),

2 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Val I Vietnam, 1964, 341, Spccial National Intelligence Bstimate,”
hitp:fwww.state. goviwwwiabout_statehistory/vol 17339 345 html (accessed May 20, 2008).

*Y11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Val I Vietnam, 1964, 342, Memorandwn From the President’s
Special Assistant for National Sccurity Affairs (Bundy) to the President,” http:éfwww stale.goy
Avww/iabout state Austoryivol 17339 345 . html (accessed May 20, 2008).
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September 8, 1964, DCI McCone sided with the recommendations of Bundy, stating that
the “recommended actions were appropriate, and that a sustaincd air attack at present
would be dangerous because of the weakness of the [South Vietnamese government].”””'
In November 1964, the NSC conducted another systematic review of Victnam
policy. With representatives from all major agencies, including CIA, the group worked
to definc three possible options for the U.S. to follow in Victnam: option A was for the
U.S. to conduct reprisal strikes against North Vietnam, if needed,” oplion B called fora

2223

“program of suddcn, scvere, intensive bombings,” " against North Victnam, and finally

29224

option C called for “graduated airstrikes,” ™ against North Vietnam. These discussions

beecame the basis for U.S. policy for the “balance of (DCI) McConc’s tenure, ™%
During the debale, the group considered that option A was overcome by events on
the ground and that additional steps needed to be taken. The group also ruled out option

B as too dramatic that could widen the war beyond the control of the U.S.”*°

The group
coalcsced around option C with the U.S. undertaking “a gradually cscalating program of

military actions, including airstrikes against the North, as a way to coerce Hanoi into

- k]
ncgotiating.”?’

121

U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol { Vietnam, 1964, “343, Memorandum of a Meeting, White
House, Washington, September 9, 1964, 11 a.m.,” hitp://www.state. goviwww
fabout_state/historyivol_i¥339 345.hviml (accessed may 20, 2008).
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DC1 McCone’s position was still evolving. He did not like the “efticacy of the

h,”**® which option C presented. e clearly favored harsher action

incremental approac
against North Vietnani, but the relative instability of the South precluded any dramatic
push in that dircction.”” In the end, President Johnson sided with the analysis of the
NSC group and accepted option C as U.S. policy. On December 7, 1964, President
Johnson approved a new policy for the United States in Vietham. The new policy was
implemented in two phases. 1In the first phase, starting in early December 1964, “covert
opcrations and acrial reconnaissancc flights [into North Victnam] would be
intensified.”" In January 1965, the second phase begarn. In the second phase, “an
escalating scrics of acrial attacks against North Victnam would commence.”™! From this

pomt, DC1 McCone observed the new policy in action and concluded that more action

was nceded and looked towards continueus, intensified air strikes as the solution,

DCT MCCONE’S FINAL DAYS, 1965

Pursuing the Harder Line
In January 1965, DCI McCone recognized that the South Vietnamese government
may never rcach the level of stability he desired. DCI MceCone switched his advocacy to

following thie harder line regardless of the situation in the south. In policy terms, DCI

** David Robarge, 403.
** David Robarge, 403.
“" David Robarge, 403.

4! David Robarge, 403.

81



McCone came to embrace the assumplions around option B,”* the massive air strikes
against North Victnam. While DCI McConc’s position cvolved to quicker action against
North Vietnam, several other policymakers, such as Secretary McNamara, still held to the
slow cscalatory approach. DCI McConc was convinced that his path was the correct onc
to achieve success in Vietnam. DCI McCone concluded that the only way for the U.S. 1o
accomplish its objectives in South Victnam required “substantially incrcased air strikes

29233

against [North Vietnam]. DCI McCone not only tried to persuade other policymakers
but also appcaled dircetly to President Johnson. From February 1965 until his resignation
1 April 1965, DCI McCone made a concerted effort 1o get policymakers to accept his
VICWS.

On February 3, 1965, DCI McCone held a private meeting with President Johnson
to layout his vicw on the current situation in Victnam. Not only did he discuss
mtelligence matters but DCI McCone also offered policy recommendations to President
Johnson. First, DCI McConc¢ cominented on the weakness of the South Vietnamesc
government, which was unable to provide any form of stability in the south. DCI
McCone concluded that the current government’s days in power were “numbered.”™*
Second, DCI McCone stated that the policy the President approved last winter was a path
that could lead to defeat.

We could not win the way we were going and therefore we
must take military action against North Vietnam. 1advocated

bombing of sclected targets in North Victnam, starting in the south
and working north and carrying the raids on intensively, that is at

“< David Robarge, 404.
“* David Robarge, 404.

24 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Val T Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, *61. Memorandum for the
Record,™ http:/fwww.state. govd www/about state/history/vel 11756 70.himl {accessed May 21, 2008).
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least one a day. I said that we should gradually work towards the north
but should not strike deeply into North Vietnam territory.””

When questioned by the President whether these action could bring China into the
conflict, DCI McCone was dismissive of any threat.
I said there was a possibility that they would come in on the ground
but they had little capability in the air. I said we had to face this
contingency and be prepared to handle any possible development
but added that while Chinese Communist ground intervention was
a possibility, I did not estimate it as a probability under the course
of action advocated.™
This was the linc of argument DCI McConc followed for the remaindcer of his tenure,
strike North Vietnam without worrying about the potential consequences.

On February 7, 19635, the VC attacked a U.S. basc at Plicku, South Victnam
resulling in numerous U.S. casualties. In response o these atlacks, U.S. policymakers
supported increased reprisal attacks against North Victnam.”" This cscalation led to the
decision for the commencement of Operation ROLLING THUNDER. Following a visit
to Victnam, in carly February 1965, Bundy presented the President and other
policymakers a proposal for sustained, escalatory strikes against North Vietnam. In
advocating this method, Bundy rejected the proposals of DCI McConc for a massive

strike against the North. Bundy argued that “the best available way of increasing our

chance of success in Victnam s the development and exccution of a policy of sustained

“211.S. Department of State, FRUS, Val Il Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, *61. Memorandum for the
Record,” http:fwww state. goviwww fabout_state/historyfvol 11756 70.html {aceessed May 21, 2008).

2% 11.8. Department of State, FRUS, Val IT Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, *61. Memorandum for the
Record,” http:fwww state. goviwww fabout_state/historyfvol 11756 70.html {aceessed May 21, 2008).
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reprisal against North Vietnam.”>*

The recommendcd policy was debated by the National Sccurity Council ina
meeting on February 8, 2008. Two wrillen accounts of this meeting exist, one by the
White House and the sccond by DCI McConc. In the White Housce version, the only item
DCI McCone brought up was that Chinese reactions to U.S. actions will most likely be
limited in nature.™ DCI McCone, on the other hand, used this mecting as another
avenue lo present his arguments for a more dynamic response to North Vietnam. DCI
McConc believed the U.S. “should pursuc a systematic scrics of attacks against targets,
starting in the south sector of North Vietnam and that we should work toward the
notth.** According to DCI McCone, he could not aceept the proposals of Bundy.

Al this point I expressed very strong opinion that I felt that

our actions would not be positive enough, and would not be taken in

a sustainced and consistent manner. [ urged that we organizce to strike
cvery day or at least cvery second day and that we carry it on regardless
of what the Soviels say or what the Chinese Communisis say or what

anybody else says. In other words, my differing with the proposals
of Bundy was that I proposed a more rapid cadence of the opcration.
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Unwilling 1o conduct operations to the extent advocated by DCI McCone, President

Johnson accepted Bundy’s proposals. DCI McConc madc the saine arguments at another

NSC meeting on February 10, 1965, advocaling “very strongly an immediate U.S./[South

“8 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1f Viemam Januarv-June 1965, 84, Memaorandum From the
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about_statehistorvivol 1i/87 85 html (accessed May 21, 2008),
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Vietnamese] [air] strike of substantial proportions and urged that this be done

22242

promptly.
Weighing in on the reaction to a U.S. air campaign was a special national
intclligence cstimate. SNIE 10-3/1-65, published on February 18, 19635, concluded that
the type of air campaign advocated by Bundy would not cause North Vietnam to back
down; in fact the most likely rcaction by North Victnam “would probably be to continue
their pressures in the South.”** Directed by DCI McCone to examine his own proposal
for a larger air campaign, the analysts at CIA sided with DCI McConce’s position. The
SNIE concluded that a more sustained and aggressive air campaign could result in North
Victnam accepting conditions to ncgotiate with the U.S.*** In reference to possible
Chinese intervention, SNIE 10-3/1-65 sided with DCI McCone’s assessment. The SNIE
concluded that China would not “intervenc in Vietnam with substantial military
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forces. DC1 McCone, in a letter to the President, pointed out that the 1C’s analysis

gave greater weight to his policy proposal.>*®

Rejecting this advice, President Johnson sided with Bundy’s proposal and ordered

the comimencement of air strikes against North Vietnam under Operation ROLLING

¥ U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1T Vietnam January-June 1965, *99. Memorandum for the
Record,” hitp:/fwww state. goviww wiabout_state/history/vol 1i/96_99 htinl {accessed May 21, 2008).

B CSNIE 10-3/1-65, Communist Reactions to Possible U.S. Course of Actions Against North Vietnam,”
in Estimative Products on Vietnam 1948-1973, (Washington D.C., National Intelligence Council, April
2005}, CD-ROM. Hereafter cited as SNIE [0-3/1-63, Comntunist Reactions to Possible U.S. Course of
Actions Against North Vietngm, CD-ROM,

*SNIE 10-3/1-65, Communist Reactions 1o Possible U.S. Course of Acrions Against North Vieman,
CD-RDM.

5 SNIE 10-3/1-65, Commumist Reactions to Possible U.S. Course of Actions A gainst North Vietnan,
CD-ROM.

HUS. Department of State, FRUS, Vol i Vietam Januarv-June 1965, 7196, Memoranduwmn From
Dircetor of Central Intelligence MeCone to President Johnson,™ http:éwww.stale. goviwaw!
aboul state/ystory/ivol 17195 198 html (accessed May 21, 2008).
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THUNDER. Supporting limiied air operations against North Vietnam also had a
sccondary cffect of increasing U.S. ground troops into South Vietnam.™ The expanded

U.S. air bases in South Vietnam required additional U.S. ground forces to protect them.

Advocating and Leaving

In his last months, DCI McConc pushed several policymakers to accept his
prescription on Vietnam. However in several discussions, DCI McCone’s method of
pointing out the failurces of the cstablished U.S. policy and the rightness of his own
position further alienated and 1solated him. In a discussion with Secretary McNamara on
March 18, 1965, DCI McConc reminded Scerctary McNamara of the correctness of his
position. According to DCI McCone, Secretary McNamara agreed with his position that
the current air campaign was incffective**® DCI MceConc then reminded Scerctary
McNamnara that it was the conclusion of the IC that the air campaign could not succeed
and pointed out that a more forecful air campaign will reach the level of success desired
by the U.S.

During April 1965, his final month in office, DCI McCone continucd to push
policymakers and the President to accept his position. The catalyst for the push was an
April 1, 1965 NSC mecting where President Johnson approved an increase in U.S.
ground forces but not an increase in the air campaign against North Vietnam.** DCI

McCone rclayed his displeasure in the new mission for the U.S.

# Robert McNamara, 174.

.S, Department of State, FRUS, Vol H Vietnam Jamiarv-June 1965, 206, Memorandum for the
Record,” http:fwww state. goviwww/ab out_state/history/vol 117202 220.html {accessed May 21, 2008).

** David Robarge, 410.
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[ wished to point out that the air strikes have not brought an

indication that the DRV are softening in their attitude--if anything

thcy have hardened their position. [ stated that [ felt we must

consider this carcfully in view of yesterday's decision to change

the mission of the ground forces. ™"
Rccognizing that President Johnson had no intention of withdrawing from Victnam, DCI
McCone continued to advocate his position for a massive air campaign.™ By then his
own frustration of being isolated finally compelled DCI McConc to offer his resignation,
which was accepted by President Johnson on April 2, 1965. DCI McCone remained in
his position until the U.S. Scnatc approved his successor, retired Viee Admiral William
Rabron. DCI McCone’s last day in office was set for April 28, 1965. Free from the
burdens of keeping his job, DCI McConce continued to push his position until his last day
in office.

On April 21, 1965, President lohnson’s principal advisors mct to discuss a new
proposal from Secretary McNamara to increase U.S. ground forces in Vietnam by an
additional 30,000 troops, bringing the total ground force to roughly 80,000 troops. >
Secretary McNamara also argued that the current air campaign was sufficient to bring

cnough pressure on North Victnam to seek a negotiated solution.”> DCI McConc took

issue with this assessment pointing out:

=Y U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1 Vietnam Janarv-Jime 1965, “232. Memorandum for the

Record,” hrtp:/fwww state. gov! www/about_state‘historvivol 17221240 htiml {accessed Mayw 21, 2008),
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Sceretary of Defense MeNamara to President Johnson,” http:/fwww state. goviwww/about_state
fhistoryivol 12261 270.himl (accessed May 21, 2008).

“* .S, Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1T Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, ~265. Mcmorandum From
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...that the level of our bombing against [North Vietnam] had undoubtedly
inconvenienced and created difficulties for the VC and the

[North Victnam] in their supply and infiltration opcrations but had not
brought them to a halt, and I felt a continuation of such bombing

could be absorbed by the DRV and would stiffen their
determination rather than bring them to the conference table.
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DCI McConc reminded the President that the IC agreed with himm on the effectiveness of
the air campaign.”®® Policymakers, hearing the same critique from DCI McCone
discounted DCI McConc’s position.

Analysts from the IC continued to press policymakers on the weakness of their
assumptions of the air campaign. In a memorandum to policyimakers on April 21, 1965,
CIA analysts offered several conclusions based on the decision to conduct the air
campaign at current levels and to incrcase U.S. ground forces to 80,000 troops.zjf’ The
main conclusion offered was that without an increase in the air campaign, North Vietnam
most likely would continuc to follow their current policy of supporting the VC with

2

“additional men and equipment.””>’ With the IC firmly supporting DCI McCone, any
further analysis offered by the 1C under DCI McCone’s tenure were ignored by
policymakers. On April 21, 1965, President Johnson committed to a path of increased
ground presence without the adjoining increase in air activity.

DCI McCone, distraught over the decision, recorded a conversation with

Secretary of State Rusk. While continuing to point out the flaws in the current policy,

4 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1 Vietnam Januarv-Jime 1965, “266. Memorandum for the
Record.” hitpifwww state. goviw ww/iabout_state/history/vol 1172261 270.htm] {accessed May 21, 2008),
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DCI McCone highlhighted the comments made to him by Secretary Rusk. In Secretary
Rusk’s opinion, DCI McConc’s position was non-supportablc,

Rusk said that we could not be sure that carrying the bombing

north would bring them to the conference table. [McCone] pointed out
that the cxisting cstimate was that when the industrial north was
threatened, they very probably would seck some form of ncgotiation.
Rusk replied that the polices of the April 21st paper were not made
hurriedly, that my letter of April 2nd had been thoughtfully considered,
and the decision to pursuc the war on the basis outlined in the April
21st paper was dcliberately made after extended discussions

between McNamara, Rusk and Bundy. 258

On his final day as DCI, April 28, 1965, DCI McConc mct with the President, In
that meeting DCI McCone expressed his opposition to the policy position advocated by

258

Scerctary McNamara and supported by the NSC.” Included in his discussion was a
letter he gave the President laying out his views on the current policy. DCI McCone
argucd for the U.S. to conduct morc aggressive air strikes against the North, As DCI
McCone described the scene after giving the letier to President Johnson, the President
took it and “placed it on his desk without comment.”** DCI McCone concluded his
meeting and observed “this 1s as far as | can go or, for that matter, as far as the Agency
should go in this matter, which is of a strictly policy naturc.”"'

Why was DCI McCone’s position not supported by President Johnson and other

policymakers? Beyond the fact that President Johnson had lost confidence in DCI

=8 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Viemam January-June 1965, "275. Memorandum for the
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McCone, another factor was the fear of Chinese intervention if the U.S. dramaticaltlty
incrcascd air attacks against North Victnam. While DCI MceConc minimized the
possibility of Chinese intervention, several policymakers “fel that the risks of a sharply
incrcascd air war, including the possibility of decper Chinesce and Sovict involvement,
outweighed the possible advantages.”** In the end President Johnson accepted the views
of these advisors over the view of DCI McCong,

Another perspective on DCI McCone’s position came from Secretary McNamara,
arguing that the air strikes alonc could not change the opinion of North Victnam; it also

263

required an increase in ground activities in South Vietnam.”™” According lo Secretary

McNamara, following DCI McConc’s logic meant an air campaign “short of

2% Following the departure of DCI McCone, senior policymakers continued to

genocide.
grope with the proper course of action for the Victnam War. The final decision was
made in July 1965, having ignored the intelligence provided, to commit 1o an open ended
conflict in Vietnam. President Johnson ordered a massive increasc in U.S. ground
combat forces, and shifting U.S. ground forces to an active combat role against North
Vietnam and the VC. What President Johnson did not do was order an increase in the air

campaign, siding with Secretary McNamara’s analysis. In the end, DCI McCone,

attcmpting to be a policy advocate, caused him to losc influence with other policymakers.

262 Lyndon Johnson, 140.
% Robert MeNamara, 180.

2 Robert McNamara, 180.
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CHAPTER §

AFTER MCCONE

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines how the role of the head of the IC fared since DCI
McConc left office. The first arca covered is the how the DCI’s position has diminished
between the tenures of John McCone and George Tenet. The second part of this chapter
cxaminges the challenges faced by DCI Tenet in the Icad up to the Iraq War and how this
situation did or did not relate to the problems of DCI McCone. In focusing on DCI
Tenct, the arcas covered for comparison were his background prior to assuming the
position of DCI, how DCI Tenet took charge of the IC, how DCI Tenet fared under the
lcadership styles of President William J. Clinton and George W. Bush, how the CIA’s
success in Afghanistan elevated his status with President Bush and how DCI Tenet

undcrmined U.S. intclligence in the lead up to the lraq War in 2003,

FROM DCI MCCONE TO DCI TENET

Between DCI McCone and DCI Tenet, cleven men scrved as DCLL Singe the
tenure of DCI McCone, most DCls have refrained from the McCone model on policy
involvement, staying within their mandate of providing intelligence to determine the

teasibility of a debated policy. Once a policy was decided, the head of the IC has
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refrained from offering a different prescription. While this is the ideal role for the DCI
and the 1C, it has been difficult at times.

Since the tenure of DCI McCone, the position of DCI has often succumbed to
partisan politics. In 1967, Richard I1clms became DCI. He was onc of the few DCls to
hold his position across different administrations. DC1 Helms served not only President
Johnson but remained when Richard M. Nixon assumed the Presidency in 1969, In the
early 1970°s, William Colby (1973-1976) and George H. W. Bush (1976-1977) served as
DCIs. When Jimmy Carter assumed the presidency in 1977, he made the DCE another
political appointee, ousting then DCI Bush for Stanfield Turner simply because of a
change in administration.”® Four ycars later, Ronald Reagan replaced DCE Turner with
his own man, William Casey (1981-1987). Appointing DCI Casey established the
precedent for sclecting a new DCU at the beginning of a new administration.

In 1989, George H. W. Bush became President and attempted to revert back to the
old modcl of keeping the previous DCH in place. He kept William Webster (1987-1991),
a Reagan appointee 1n office. In 1991, President Bush appointed Robert Gates as DCI.
DCI Gates remained in his position until removed by William J. Clinton. After assuming
office, President Clinton appointed James Woolsey as DCI in 1993, Under President
Clinton the position of DCI further declined. In the two years DCI Woolscy served as
DCI, he only met President Clinton twice, “an all time low in the agency’s annals.”®
With little access to the President, DCI Woolsey became an incffective head of the 1C.

Adding to the problems faced by the IC in the Clinton Adminisiration was the

fallout from the Aldrich Ames cspionage casc. Morale at the CIA plummeted under DCH

*% Christopher Andrew, 427.

% Tim Weiner. Legacy of Ashes: The History of the CI4, (New York: Doubleday. 2007). 440.
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Woolsey. At the end of 1994, DCI Woolsey resigned. It took the Clinton Administration
almost three months to find a replacement.?®” In 1995, Deputy Scerctary of Defense John
Deuich finally agreed to become DCI. DCI Deutch served until 1997. In 1997, after
failing to get Anthony Lake™® approved as DCI, President Clinton nominated George
Tenet for the position of DCI. DCI Tenet served until 2004, the second longest tenure as

head of the 1C.>%7

BACKGROUND ON GEORGE TENET

DCT Tenet’s Background

DCI Tenet’s background in intelligence is markedly different from DCI McCone.
While DCI McConc had little to no cxperience in intelligence before taking charge of the
IC, DCI Tenet was well versed 1n intelligence-related matters. Prior to becoming DCI,
Tenet’s history of public scrvice, in onc form or another, was intelligence focused. From
the late 1980°s to 1993, DCI Tenet served as the staff director for the Senate’s Select
Committce on Intelligence (SSCI).

In 1993, with the beginning of the Clinton Administration, DCI Tenet transferred
to the National Scecurity Council staff. From 1993 until 1995, DCI Tcnet was the staff

officer in charge of intelligence.”™ In 1995, DCI Tenet was appointed by President

** Tim Weiner, 454-455,
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Clinton to the position of Deputy Director of Central Intelligence (DDCI), under DCI
Dcutch. When DCI Deutch left in December 1996, Tenct became the Acting Dircctor.
On July 11, 1997, President Clinton appointed George Tenet as DCI, after the failure of

the Anthony Lake nomination,””!

Taking Charge of the [C and Policymaking Role

Taking Charge. Like DCI McCone, DCI Tenet had to rebuild the morale of the

CIA. Inthe casc of DCI McConc it was the fallout from the Bay of Pigs. For DCI Tenct
it was the neglect of intelligence issues by the Clinton Administration during 1ts first
term. DCI Woolscy had no access to President Clinton and lcft after less than two years
in the job. DCI Deutch served afler no one else wanted the job, leaving after only two
years. From 1993 to 1997, President Clinton had three DCls. With little continuity at the
top, the position of the IC sieadily eroded. As a result of the end of the Cold War, the
IC"s budget declined under the Clinton Administration. DCI Tenet described the
situation, “the entire [IC], not just the CIA, lost billions of dollars in funding,”*”* Along
with a loss of funding, the 1C workforce was cut by 25 percent.”” These problems added
up to serious morale problems in the 1C.

DCI Tenet’s first task was to reestablish morale and assert his authority over the
IC. He pushed the Clinton Administration to approve an increase in the intelligence

budget. DCI Tenet pushed for an additional twe billion dollars per year for the next five

! Douglas Garthoff, 257,
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years (1997- 2002).*™ When he did not receive support from the Clinton Administration,
he went direetly to Congress for additional funding.””> More money for the IC was not
enough to rebuild morale, DCI Tenet also worked 1o strengthen the missions of the CIA.
When DCI McConce came into office he concentrated his cffort on expanding the
analytical aspect of the C1A. DCI Tenel focused his effort on rebuilding the clandestine
clement of the CIA. To DCI Tenct, the most important aspect of the CIA’s mission was
espionage and “stealing secrets.””’® Under DCI Tenet’s tenure, CIA increased the

277 with his focus on the

number of stations throughout the world by 30 pcreent.
clandestine side of the CIA’s mission, he neglected CIA’s analytical capacity. While
focusing on clandestinc opcrations proved a success in Afghanistan, the neglect of the
analytical aspects of the CIA proved disastirous during the 2002-2003 Iraq War debate.
Onc major arca of diffcrence between DC1 McConge and DCI Tencet was their

view of the role they played as head the IC. DCI McCone viewed his mission as head of
the IC first and head of CIA sccond. DCI Tenet took the opposite approach. DCI Tenct
viewed his leadership of CIA as more important than being head of the 1C. DCI Tenet
“believed first and forcmost that it was cssential to rebuild the dircctor’s base, CIA.™

Once he had rebuilt the CIA, he believed he could concentrate on repairing the morate in

the IC. DCI Tenct failed to provide proper oversight for the 1C as he concentrated his

™ George Tenet, 21,
275 GCUTgC Tenet, 21.
T GCUTgC Tenet, 22.
7 GCUTgC Tenet, 22.

274

George Tenet, 27.

95



etforts solely on the CIA. Without proper oversight, the IC entered the Iraq War debate

in a wcakenced posttion,

Policvmaking Role. Unlike DCI McCone, DCI Tenct had a clear view of his role

n policymaking. While DCI McCone actively engaged in the policy process, DCI Tenet
understood policymaking was not the purview of the intelligence professional.

»279

According to DCI Tenet, the IC doesn’t “make policy; [the IC] implements 1t. Even
with this attitude, DCI Tenct, on occasion, was drawn into the policy dcbatc.

Under the Clinton Administration, DC1 Tenet had a major policymaking role in
the Isracli-Palestinian conflict. DCI Tenet was responsible for working out the sceurity
arrangements between the Israelis and Palestinians. His work began in 1996 while he
was the Deputy Dircctor under DCI Deuteh and carried over mto his dircctorship. To
justify his new role, DCI Tenel saw it less as policymaking and more as being an “*honest
broker.””™ DCI Tenct allowed the two partics to negotiate dircetly with cach other and
attempted to minimize his own role. According to DCI Tenet, the less involved he was
the better it was for all the partics.”® Even with this view, DCI Tenet also understood the
need for his involvement. According to DCI Tenet, the CIA was the one “entity both

sides could trust.”** He served in this function as a policymaker until the Bush

Administration came into office. According to DCI Tenet, the Bush Administration did

> George Tenet, 55,
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not want the head of the IC involved n policymaking.”™ Under the Bush Administration,

DCI Tenet’s role centered on intelligenee-related matters, not policymaking.

Working Under Two Presidents
DC1 Tenet served two difterent presidents. Like DCI McCone, DCI Tenet had to
adjust to the challenges of two different styles of lcadership. Each president, in turn, had

a different vision for DCI Tenet’s involvement with policy matters.

President Clinton’s Leadership Stvle. When Clinion assumed office in 1993 he

had little to no understanding of the role of intclligence. The IC™s influence during
President Clinton’s first term steadily eroded. When DC1 Tenet assumed oftice, he had
to repair the strained relationship between the President and the 1C. In the Clinton
Administration, the DCI was granted cabinet level access, a precondition for DCI Deutch
accepting the job.”™ Even with cabinet level status, his access to President Clinton was
sporadic.™

President Clinten did have confidence in DCI Tenct’s leadership. On two
occasions, President Clinton backed up DCI Tenet 1in policy disputes. The first occurred

in 1996 during the Wye River Summit between Benjamin Netanyahu®® and Yasser

* George Tenet, 80,
* George Tenet, 136.
% George Tenet, 136.

¢ Benjamin Netanyahu was Prime Minister of Isracl from 1996 to 1999,
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Arafat. ™’ As part of the discussions, the Israelis demanded the release of Jonathan
Pollard,”™ in cxchangc for the Israclis accepting any ncgotiated scttlement with the
Palestinians. DCI Tenet and the IC adamantly opposed his release. According to DCI
Tenct, being actively engaged 1n the sccurity ncgotiations and allowing the releasc of
Pollard would have undermined his authority as head of the IC.** Any release of Pollard
would have implicd that DCI Tencet approved the release. DCI Tenct took his case
directly to President Clinton and threatened to resign if Pollard was released.”® In the
cnd, President Clinton supported the position of DCI Tenct, despite incrcased pressurc
from the Israelis.

The sccond occasion where President Clinton supported DCI Tenct was during
the Kosovo Air Campaign in 1999. During the air campaign, U.S. aircrafl accidentally
bombed the Chincse Embassy in Belgrade, Serbia. The U.S. military uscd data provided
by the CIA for striking targets in Belgrade. According to DCI Tenet, pressure mounted
35291

on the Whitc House to find a scapegoat, and DCI Tenet “scemed the likely candidatce.

In the end, President Clinton pushed back and kept DCI Tenet in oftice.

President Bush’s Leadership Style. When George W. Bush assumed the

Presidency, the access changed. While he lost his cabinct Icvel rank, his access to the
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President increased dramatically.””> As DCI McCone recognized the importance of his
access to the President, so too did DCI Tenct, According to DCI Tenct, “being in regular,
direct contact with the president 1s an incredible boon to a CIA director’s ability 1o do his
job.”*” DCI Tenct met with President Bush on a daily basis during his time as DCI,
ofien participating in the daily intelligence update 1o the President.

Over time this Ievel of aceess became a detriment to DCI Tenct, While Tenct
wanied to be an important member of the Bush Administration, and “please his

2% that closcncss to President Bush, in the end, caused him to losc his

supcriors,
effectiveness as a leader of the IC. During the policy debates 1n the Bush Administration

on the Iraq War, DCI Tencet sided with policymakers over his intelligence professionals.

DCI TENET AND OPERATIONS IN AFGHANISTAN

Following the terrorist attacks on Scptember 11, 2001, the U.S. moved to strike at
Al Qaida sanctuary bases in Afghanistan. I1 was the CIA operations in Afghanistan that
raiscd the staturc of DCI Tenet with President Bush. The basis for the CLAs success in
Afghamstan was the groundwork done prior 1o September 11.

Despite the lack of interest policy makers showed to Afghanistan
after the Soviet withdrawal, the CIA remained active in the area,
working to increase its network of HUMINT sources. In tfact, on
September 10, 2001, the CIA had more than one hundred sources
and subsourccs operating throughout the country. From this
network of sources, the CIA was able to build a winning
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strategy to defeat Al Qaida.””
The actions of the CIA showcascd the success of DCI Tenet’s focus of rebuilding the
clandestine service in the 1990°s.

On Scptember 17, 2001, President Bush directed the usc of Iethal opcrations
against the Al Qaida network and their sponsors, the Taliban, in Afghanistan. While the
Defense Department under Scerctary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld was unable to move
military forces fast enough to the region, the CIA filled in the void. Within days of the
presidential order, CIA paramilitary tcams werce on the ground fighting alongside the

Northern Alliance.?”®

The speed of CIA operations contrasted with the slowness of the
Defense Department brought friction between Scerctary Rumsfeld and DCIT Tenet.

DC1 Tenet downplayed any friction with Secretary Rumsfeld.™’ In the initial
stagcs of the operation in Afghanistan, the CIA was the lcad agencey, with the Defense
Department 1n a supporting role. It was not until mid October 2002 that U.S. Special
forces began to operate on the ground in Afghanistan. At this point, Scerctary Rumsfeld
asserled his position to be the sole person in charge of operations in Afghanistan. DCI
Tenct took the opposite view on the need to place CIA paramilitary tcams under the

authorily the Defense Department. DCI Tenet argued that the if the teams “fell under

Pentagon control, the big burcaucracy would stifle [CIA] initiative and prevent [the CLA]

ol (G of Henry A, Crumpton, “Intelligence and War; Afghanistan, 2001-
2002, in Transforming U5, Intelligence cd. Jennifer B, Shms and Burton Gerber, Washington D.C.,
Creprgetown University Press, 2005, for MST 611-10, litefligence and National Securifv Policy fur
National Defense Intelligenee College on January 6. 2008,

% The Northern Alliance was a eollection of varipus Afghani groups that fought against the Taliban.

7 George Tenel. 208.
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from doing the job....”™

The friction between the CIA and Defense Department on the operational side
carried over to the analytical side. On October 25, 2001, Secretary Rumsfeld directed the
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) to prepare an analysis claiming that the Northern
Alliance would not defeat the Taliban “before winter.””” DCI Tenet disputed the
findings of DIA, claiming that the CIA and Northern Alliance were making progress
towards defeating the Taliban.** On November 9, 2001, Defense officials briefed that
operations around the city of Mazar-i-Shairf, Afghanistan, were “not going well.””*' DCI
Tenet again contradicted this assessment. Supporting DCI Tenet were the views of Hank
Crumpton, the CIA’s Icad operations officer for Afghanistan, Mr, Crumpton claimed that
the Mazar-i-Sharif would fall with the next “twenty-four to forty-eight hours.”™" As DCI

303
In

Tenct explained the scene, “not cveryonc in the room agreed with [lank’s analysis.
the end, DCI Tenet proved correct with Mazar-1-Sharif falling the next day.

By the end of December 2001, Al Qaida and its Taliban allics were routed from
Afghamsian, forced to flee across the border into Pakistan. DCI Tenet and the CIA rose

in staturc. DCI Tenet was able, undcer short notice, implement President Bush’s directive

to attack Al Qaida after September 11, 2001. DCI Tenet’s confidence in the C1A also

% George Tenet, 216.

™ George Tenet, 217.
M George Tenet, 217.
¥ George Tenet, 217.
w2

George Tenet, 217.

! George Tenet. 217.
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rose. While the clandestine service preformed successtully, the analytical side, neglected

by DCI Tenet, would stumble during the Iraq War debate.

DCI TENT AND IRAQ WAR POLICY IN THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION

Undermining U.S. Intelligence for the Iraq War

The Iraq War presented a unique challenge to U.S. Intelligence as the Vietnam
War did in the 1960°s. In the Victnam War, persistent negative assessments by the 1C
resulted in policymakers ignoring the intelligence. In the case of Iraq’s Weapons of Mass
Destruction (WMD) stockpilces, the IC, on a consistent basis, provided supporting
imformation that bolstered the case for war against Iraq. Added to this were DCI Tenet’s
actions. In scvceral instances during the debate, DCI Tencet sided with policymakers
against intelligence professionals. As DCI McCone undermined the IC by getting them
to sidc with him against policymakcrs, DCI Tenet undermined the IC by the oppositc

effect.

The Irag WMD Debate. After Operation DESERT STORM, Saddam Hussein

and Iraq remained a major forcign policy problem for the U.S. During the 1990°s, the
U.S. adopted a policy of isolating Iraq through United Nations sanctions. The threat
posed by Saddamn to his neighbors required the U.S. to maintain a military prescnce in
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Afier the attacks on September 1, 2001, and subsequent

opcrations in Afghanistan in 2002, the Bush Administration relooked the threat posed by
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Saddam. In arguing the case for war, the Bush Admimstration used the threat of Iraq’s
WMD stockpile as a justification for invasion,

Inteltigence during this time supported the case for war. Throughout the 1990°s
the 1C concluded that Irag had a WMD stockpile. Unable to find cvidence to contradict
their analytical conclusions, the IC remained steadfast in their assessment on lraq’s
WMD capabilitics. DCI Tenet was at the center of this debate on Iraq. While DCI Tenct
refrained from being an advocate for a particular policy such as in the case of DCI
McConc, DCI Tenct did provide intelligence that only served to reinforee the
preconceived policy that Saddam Hussein was an imminent threat to the United States.

In justifying the war, the Bush Administration focuscd its casc on Iraq’s WMD
threat. Using already established intelligence, the admimstration made concrete
allcgations against Saddam. Thc most vocal advocatc for war was Viee President
Richard Cheney. Vice President Cheney presented a case for war to policymakers by
“overstat[ing] the intelligence,” available.™ At times this presented a challenge to DCI
Tenet. 1In August 2002, Vice President Cheney made an emphatic statement, in a speech
to the Veterans of Forcign Wars, that Irag had WMD.*® Vice President Cheney’s
sltalement was never cleared with C1A. As DCI Tenet remarked, the statement “went
well beyond what our analysis could support.™® Howcver, in his desirc to remain
influential 1n the Bush Admunistration, he never challenged Cheney’s remarks. While he
shicd away from correcting policymakers, he was not shy in challenging intclligence

professionals if they contradicted policymakers.

* George Tenet, 315.

* George Tenet, 315.

it

George Tenet, 315.
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In October 2002, statements made by President Bush and Deputly Director of
Central Intclligence (DDCIT) John McLaughlin appcarced to contradict cach other on Iraq’s
imminent threat. On October 2, 2002, DDCI McLaughlin testified before the SSCI, in
closcd scssion, that the threat of an attack by Saddam was low.> On October 7, 2002, in
a major address to the nation, President Bush argued that Iraq was an immediate threat to
the U.S. When DDCI McLaughlin’s statements were relcased to the public, the two
statemenis did not reconcile with one another. On orders from the White House, DCI
Tenet gave a public statement that refuted the contention of DDCI McLaughlin® DCI
Tenet sided with policymakers in this dispute, undermining his second in command.

In the Fall of 2002, while the Congress was debating the authorization for the usc
of force againsi Iraq, the IC was asked to provide a NIE on the slate of Iraq’s WMD.
Like NIE 53-63, the October 2002 Iraq NIE, Irag 's Weapons of Mass Destruction
Program, was extremely important to policymakers. The Iraq NIE presented the case to
policymakers that Iraq did possess WMD. The NIE’s key judgments were emphatic on
Iraq’s WMD program. The NIE concluded that:

Iraq has continued its weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
programs in defiance of UN resolutions and restrictions.
Baghdad has chemical and biological weapons as well

as missiles with ranges in excess of UN restrictions; if

left unchecked, it probably will have a nuclear weapon

during this decade.’”

The certitude of the key judgments confirmed “everything the White House was

7 George Tenet, 335.
** Tim Weiner, 486.

1.8, Diveetor for Central Intelligence, frag s Weapons of Mass Destruction Program, National

Intelligence Council (Washington D.C., 2003), 1.
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saying”SlD on Irag. Based on the findings in the NIE, Congress authorized the President
to usc force against Irag. As in the casc of NIE 53-63, the failurc to find Iragq’s WMD

proved the key judgments to have “been stunningly wrong.”""

Like in the Vietnam War,
the confidence in national intelligenee by policymakers was lost during the lraq War.
DCI Tenet’s early failure to concentrate on the analytical aspect of the CIA
contributed to undermining the intelligence effort. DCI Tenet never pushed for the 1C to
produce a quality product on Irag’s WMD program. While a normal NIE takes about six
months to complete, the Irag NIE was completed in three weeks, DCI Tenet admitted, in

232 . . .
% With a condensed timeline,

his memoirs, that he did not think a NIE “was necessary.
the quality of the work was poor. CIA incorporated information from various documents
and assembled them into the NIE.*"® As one author described the NIE, the CIA had
“produccd the worst body of work in its Tong history.””'* After reviewing all available
data, the SSCI published its report on July 9, 2004 that took Lo task the IC for the poor
quality of the NIE. Every judgment made in the NIE, the SSCI concluded, was not
supported by information available to the IC. While the NIE damaged the IC and DCI
Tenet’s reputation, his actions contributed to his fall.

After the fall of Saddam, the U.S. was unprepared for the chaos that ensued. Into

that void an insurgency fucled by Al Qaida, Sunni, and Shiite militants emerged.

Throughout the remainder of 2003 and into 2004, the U.S. struggled to contain the Iraqi

0 1im Weiner, 487,

' Thomas Ricks, Fiasco: The American Military Adventure in Irag, (New York: The Penguin Press,
2006), 52.
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insurgency. Much like the Vietnam analysis, CIA analysis of post-Saddam Iraq was
pessimistic. Even prior to the start of Opceration IRAQI FREEDOM, CIA asscssed that
the situation afler initial combat operations would be difficult. As DCI Tenet explains,
the CIA accurately predicted the outbreak of an insurgeney within Iraq.”"> From an
analysis done in January 2003, the CIA concluded that after the initiat euphoria of the
removal of Saddam, the Iragis would turn against the U.S. occupation.’'® CIA continucd
to provide this same outlook throughout 2004. In response to these assessments,
President Bush publically dismissed the findings., On Scptember 22, 2004, President

993]?

Bush claimed that analysts “were just guessing. President Bush’s rather dismissive

statement illustrates the loss of confidence in ULS. intelligence.

DCI Tenet’s Fall.

For DCI Tenet, while the NIE incident was a disaster for the IC, his personal
assurance to President Bush overstepped the bounds of solid analysis. On December 21,
2002, DDCI McLuaghlin brieted President Bush on the CIA’s evidence for Iraq’s WMD
Program. While the NIE mmade a definitive statcment on the existenee of WMDs, the
brief to President Bush underwhelmed him. President Bush commented that the evidence
was lacking. In his personal guarantee, DCI Tenct made the fatal comment “Slam
Dunk,”*'® to the President. DCI Tenet, in his memoirs, attempted to explain away the

comment, citing how this was made “ten months after the president saw the first

1% George Tenet, 426,
1% George Tenet, 424-425.

7 The White House, “President Bush Meets with Prime Minister Allawi in New York Tuesday,”
hitp:fwww . whilchouse. govimews/releases/2004/09/2004092 1-9 html (accessed May 28, 2008).

1% George Tenet, 359,
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3G

workable war plan for Iragq, for instance. In reality, DCI Tenet provided the needed

Justification for going to war. In the words of White Iousc Chicf of Staff Andrew Card,

: : - - 320
once DCI Tenet made his statement, 1t was “the confirmation,”

policymakers needed.
DCT Tenct staked his reputation as well as the reputation of the entire 1C on the existence
of Iraq’s WMD. With the head of the IC vouching for the intelligence, it was alt the
confirmation Prcsident Bush needed to invadce Iraq.

DCI Tenet not only undermined intelligence 1n front of U.S. policymakers but
also in the cycs of the world. Scerctary of State Colin Powell’s flawed UN speech on
Iraq’s WMD in February 2003 was based on intelligence provided by CIA. It was
Scerctary Powcll’s mission to arguc the casc for action against Iraq to the UN. Over the
course of several days in February 2003, Secretary Powell, DCI Tenet, and CIA analysts
worked on the speech. At times they were in conflict with Vice President Chencey’s
office. Aides within the Vice President’s office pushed to include material not
substantiated by the CIA.*' According to DCI Tenet, the goal “from beginning to end
was 1o come up with rhetoric that was both supported by underlying inteltigence and

++322

worthy of what we all hoped would be a defining moment. At the conclusion of thesc

32 Qecretary Powell

sessions, DCI Tenet believed they had “produced a solid product.
delivered his speech to the UN with DCI Tenet sitting behind him. DCI Tenet’s presence

demonsirated another facel in confirming all the assumptions made by the U.S. against

1 George Tenet, 359,

2 Robert Draper, Dead Certain: The Presidency of George W. Bush, (New York: Free Press, 2007),
186.
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Iraq. In the end, the speech was flawed, with each assertion made undermined by facts
on the ground. DCI Tenet succinetly summed up the results of the speech’s failure, the
“nation’s credibilily plummeted.”™** While it damaged the U.S.’s credibilily it also
damagced DCI Tenet’s credibility with other policymakers.

No WMD were found in Iraq after the U.S. invasion 1n 2003. DCI Tenet’s
position beeame tenuous within the administration. In order to divert attention away
from the President and policymakers on the failure to find Iraq’s WMD, the burden was
placed on DCI Tenct and the 1C. On several occasions, he was forced to shoulder the
blame that could have been shared by other policymakers. The most striking example
was the claim that Traq sought uranium from Niger.””® President Bush made this
accusation in his 2003 State of the Union address. In time this siatement proved false.
Instecad of sharing the blamc as the National Sccurity Council was responsible for
coordinating the drafl of the speech prior to its delivery, National Security Advisor
Condoleczza Rice shifted the blame to DCI Tenet. In placing the blaimme on DCI Tenet,
Rice was able to undermine his position within the White House. As DCI Tenet relays
“when reporters start asking 1f the president still has confidence in you, you know you arc

+ 326
in irouble.”

Marginalhized within the administration, DCI Tenet resigned in July 2004.
He was the sceond to last person to hold the poesition of DCL Peter Goss, former

chairman of the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, became DCI in

2004. Hc lasted in the position until 2006 when the position of DNI was cstablished.

¥ George Tenet, 374,
*3 Tim Weiner, 490.

** George Tenel. 464.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

INTRODUCTION

This final chapter reexamines the research question and hypothesis posed at the
beginning of the thesis. Next, this chapter answers the key questions used to focus the
research question. Based on key findings, this chapter then presents several
rccommendations on cnsuring the cffectivencss of the DNI in light of the lessons learned
trom DCI McCone’s tenure. Finally, this chapter examines potential future research in

the understanding of leadership.

HYPOTHESIS AND KEY QUESTIONS

Hypothesis Examined

This thesis looked at the role the head of the IC needs to play in the development
of American forcign policy. The head of the IC can either be a policy advocate or policy
neutral. In determining his proper role a delicate balance is needed. When examining the
tenure of John McConc as DCI, he overstepped his role as an intelligence Icader and
mserted himself too deeply in policy formulation.

In examining his role during the time period of the Kennedy and Johnson

Administrations, DCI McCone’s role expanded from initially focusing on intelligence
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matters and how they relate to policy to advocating, forcefully, a policy that was at odds
with other policymakers and the President. As the hypothesis addressced, as a policy
advocate, DCI John McCone lost his ability to be an eftective leader of the Intelligence

Community during the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations.

Key Question Examination
To further examine the validity of this hypotheses the following key questions

were asked and examined:

1. Did DCI McCone undermine the IC by providing his own analysis or
pressuring analysts to change theirs?

Yes. DCI McCone, scveral times during his tenure, relied on his own analysis in
discussions with policymakers. Often that analysis was at odds with his analysts. As in
the casc of the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone saw the intelligence in terms he
undersiood. Throughout the summer and fall 1962, DCI McCone and analysis in the 1C
presented two different interpretations of the same intelligence to policymakers. In
arguing his case, DC1 McCone undermined the analysis of the 1C. From a policymaker’s
perspective, if the head of the IC questions the analysis of the 1C why should the
policymaker believe the analysis. 1n the case of the Cuban Missile Crisis, although DCI
McCone alonc asscssed, correctly, the Soviet threat, he did long-term damage to the IC’s
credibility. The PFIAB’s report severely criticized the method of analysis made by the
IC, which DCI McConce never disputed, but reminding the President he was correct in his

assessmenl. In being proven right with respect to Soviet intentions, DCI McCone
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diminished the confidence 1n the analysis of the IC by senior members of the Kennedy
Administration. Undcrmining his analysts in the cycs of policymakers had a detrimental
consequence as the IC continued to provide negative assessments of selected policies
with regards to Victnam. DCI McConc’s attempt to reconcile the difference between the
analyst and the policymakers was met with disasirous results in early 1963.

DCI McConce’s order to rewrite NIE 53-63 attempted to reconcile the difference
in opinion between analysts and policymakers. Overreacting o accusations that the CIA
provided poor analysis to policymakers during the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone
torced his analysts to accepl the views of policymakers. In denying the ability of analysts
to providc unbiascd reporting, DCI McConc exposcd the CIA to a casc of politicization
of the intelligence. By allowing policymakers to determine what was going to be placed
in the NIE, DCI McConc lost his creditability when the situation in South Victnam
invalhdated the key findings of N1E 53-63. 1n the end, DCI McCone had to authorize the

publication of a subscquent SNIE to correct the mistakes in NIE 53-63.

2. Did DCI McCone attempt to sway intclligence analysis to support his
position if at odds with accepted policy?

Yes. DCI McCone in his final days pushed the IC to support him in his dcbates
with other policymakers about the course to follow in Vietnam. By 1965, DC1 McCone
was a strong advocate of his position of a large air campaign against North Victnam. At
the same time he constantly critiqued the policy advocated by President Johnson and
Scerctary MeNamara. While policymakers requested the IC examine the possible

ouicomes of the President’s policy, DCI McCone also directed the IC to determine
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potential endstates following his policy. Presenting IC analysis to policymakers that
supportcd his position on an intensified air campaign against North Victnam undermined
the objectivity of the IC. With policymakers already ignoring DCI McCone’s
recommendations and sceing the 1C analysis skewed towards the DCI position only

served to isolate the IC from policymakers.

3. Was his position undermined by other policymakers within the
administrations of Presidents Kennedy and Johnson?

Yes. DCI McCone was clearly an outsider in the Kennedy and Johnson
Administrations. On occasions his views of the Cold War and the rolc the United Statcs
should play were at odds with other policymakers. DCI McCone’s interaction with these
policymakers was the basis for the strained relations.

His poor relations with National Security Advisor Bundy and Secretary of
Defense McNamnara furthered his isolation.  As part of the National Sceurity Councll,
DCI McCone’s actions during the Cuban Missile Crisis undermined himself with Bundy,
who did not like to be reminded that he was wrong on Cuba. Alienating Bundy resulted
in DCI McCone losing a potential ally within the White House that could advocate for his
position.

As DCI McCone’s influence fell, Secretary McNamara’s influence rose. By
1965, Sccretary McNamara became the dominant policy adviser in the Johnson
Administration, controlling Vietnam policy. While DCI McCone maintained a position

closc to Sccretary McNamara, he did have a measurce of success in the policy; however,
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once he moved away from Secretary McNamara, DCI McCone had no allies in the White

Housc to providc any level of support for his position,

4. Was his rclationship with Presidents Kennedy and Johnson undermined
by his own actions?

Yes. In working for two Presidents as head of the 1C, DCI McConc clearly
enjoyed the working relationship he had with President Kennedy as opposed to the
working rclationship he had with President Johnson. The aceess he had with President
Kennedy, who apprecialed what the IC provided, altowed DCI McCone Lo maintain some
level of influence. In the transition to President Johnson, DCI MeConc tried to replicate
the interaction he had with President Kennedy. While at first President Johnson may
have wantced a good working relation with his head of the 1C, DC1 McCone’s over
aggressive approach alienated him.

DCI McConc assumed that President Johnson welcomed his opinion until it was
too late. Once President Johnson disregarded DCI McCone’s policy advice it also
marginalized the 1C. Without listening to the judgments of the I1C, President Johnson
committed himself along a path that the IC continuously advised would lead to, at best a

stalemate, and at worse defeat for the United States.
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KEY FINDINGS

Introduction

DCT McConc started his tenure as head of the IC 1n a strong position. 1l¢
successfully positioned himself to be a leader of the IC and not just a manager. In doing
s0, he forcefully advocated his position to policymakers. Paradoxically this advocacy
weakened him within the administrations he served. There are several factors that
contributed to DC1 McConc losing influence within the Kennedy and Johnson
Administrations. DCI McCone diminished influence had a cascading eftect throughout

the IC.

Key Findings

1. Being a policy advocate only served to marginalize DCI McCone within the
Kennedy and Johnson Adiministrations. The implication of the head of the IC being
marginalized is that it will also marginalize the IC. Timely and, as in the case of
Vietnam, accuratc analysis provided by the IC will be discarded by policymakers.
[gnoring the IC, policymakers will use their own assessment to determine the potential
outcomcs of an approved policy. In this cvent, policymakers will adjust their analysis to

ensure the policy will succeed.

2. DCI McCone’s tailure to work effectively with other members of the National

Sccurity Council isolated him within the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations. Each

organization within the national securily apparatus wants 1o ensure they are providing the
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best advice and analysis lo support a given policy. In the end the collective judgment
outwcighs the individual’s. The head of the 1C s in a delicate position as he/she is in
competition for the President’s ear from other policymakers. With no advocates
supporting his/hcr position within the national sccurity structure, the views of the head of
the IC can be either 1gnored or twisted in a way to show that he/she is in opposition to

approved policy,

3. The head of the 1C’s position was weakened once the DCI became another
political appointee. Serving at the pleasure of the President 1s difticult if your analysis
shows the President’s policy will fail. In order to maintain influcnee with the President,
the head of the IC may be forced 1o amend or suppress dissentling assessments from the
IC. By presenting to policymakcers want they want to hear, intelligence asscssments

become worthless and only serve lo parrotl the approved policy.

4. DCI McCone undermined the 1C’s analysis with policymakers either by
offering his own contradictory analysis or forcing the 1C to change its analytical
conclusions. The head of the IC is in a delicate position when offering his/her own
analysis to the President. If not in concurrence with the assessments of the IC, the DCI ‘s
separate conclusions only serves to undermine the IC. The President may just rely on the
asscssment of the head of the IC instead of the asscssiment of the entire IC. In those
events the IC becomes neutered, unable to exert any influence in developing the “right”
policics. If the analysis of the head of the IC proves wrong, the President not only may

ignore the head of the IC but also the analysis of the IC as well.
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5. Leadcrship is a trait that nceds to be taught within the IC. Intelligence
professionals have an aversion to assuming a leadership role. The head of the IC is only
cffective when he/she can marshal the entire resources of the 1C behind him/her.,
Backing up the head of the IC is the measured, unbiased analysis of the IC. A strong
Icader can usc these asscts to present to policymakers the potential outcomes of a policy.
A strong leader can work across the national security apparatus and build an effective
working rclationships with key figures. A strong lcader can also asscrt himsclf/herself
mto policy debates without overreaching as in the case of DCI McCone. Finally, a strong
lcadcr can stand up for the IC against disscnting opinions of policymakers, unlike in the

case of DCI Tenet.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

DCI McConc’s role in policy development presents a case of overrcaching. DCI
McCone’s actions only served to alienate him and undermine the IC. Studying the case
of DCI McConc will give intelligence professionals and future leaders an understanding
that the role of intelhigence in policymaking is a difficult one. Human nature will almost
certainly force an individual to interject his or her views into a policy debate if they
question the policy being implemented. This puts intelligence professionals in a delicate
position. Intelligence professionals need to find the right balance between advocacy and

neutrality. Intelligence professionals can and will be undermined 1f they take their role to
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either extreme. To guard against that situation, the IC needs to sirengthen its position 1n
the policymaking process. The DNI must be the onc to do this first. The DNI must work
1o get the business of intelligence above partisan politics. The strengthened position of
the DNI will enhance the ability of the IC to provide unbiascd analysis on policy and be

accepted by policymakers.

1. Establish a fixed term for the DNI.

The weakencd position of the head of the 1C began in the 1970°s when President
Carter failed to follow precedent and keep the incumbent DCI in office. Tyinga DCIto a
new administration only scrves to makce the position a political reward. Scrving the
interest of the current administration does not, necessarily, serve the interest of the nation.
Intelligenee and the support it provides to policy is a long-tcrm process. Linking the DNI
10 an administration forces the IC to focus on shori-term needs to the neglect of long-term
intcrests. As an cxample, DNI Mitch McConnell’s cfforts to intcgrate the 1C’s networks
prior to the conclusion of the Bush Administration are being rushed. The underlining
assumption is the hope that the next administration will accept what has been
accomplished and carry on with integration as 1ts goal. If the DNI had a fixed term then
rushing through projccts will end. The DNI can take a long-terin view in the interests of
the community and nation.

Establishing a fixed term for presidential appeintecs is not out of the norm. For
instance, the Chairman of the Federal Reserve, who manages the U.S. economy, serves a
fixed term of four years, with the potential for successive reappointiments. In the national

securily structure two key positions have fixed terms. The Director of the Federal Bureau

117



of Investigation serves a fixed term of ten years with no ability for reappointment. The
Chairman of the Joint Chicefs of Staftf scrves a fixed term of two years, with the
opportunity for one additional reappointiment. Making the position of DNI a fixed term
will produce scveral positive cffcets.

The length of the DNI’s term must be sufficiently long enough to altlow for the
DNI to concentrate on the needs of the IC, but not too long where his/her analysis
becomes stale. The ideal length should be five years. Not only will the DNI serve a two-
term President well, it also allows for a smooth transition to a ncw administration, First,
it allows for the DNI to crossover between administrations maintaining a level of
continuity in the national sccurity apparatus. Sccond, the length also gives the new
President the opportunity to establish intelligence goals and receive advice from a
scasoncd DNI in a dcliberate manner, Third, it also gives the new President time to cither
reappoint the current DNI or seek a new DNI. The DNI should be limited to only one
rcappointment. In the casc of DCI McCone, he served almost five years. In that time he

was able o establish his authority over the IC.

2. Support unbiased IC analysis.

The dilemma faced by an intelligence professional can be sumimed up in the
following scenario. Afier going through levels of vetting in the IC’s bureaucracy, the
DNI prescnts an analyst’s key conclusions to the President or a scnior policymaker.
However, 1n offering the analysis, the DNI claims not to believe it and proceeds to offer

his own analysis. The 1C’s credibility is lost to the policymaker. In the case of DCI
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McCone, he used either the 1C’s analysis 1o back up his policy recommendations or
provide his own analysis if he did not agree with the analytical conclusions.

The McCone and Tenet cases show how each DCI undermined the IC, causing
long-term damagc to the credibility of the 1C. During DCI McConc’s tenure, he undercut
the IC’s analysis. During the Cuban Massile Crisis he offered his own competing
analysis to policymakers. During the Victnam War, DCI McConc undercut the 1C by
insisting that NIE 53-63 reflect the views of the policymakers instead of the views of the
analysts. The cnd result was a flawed NIE where the key judgments were invalidated
within a month of its release in April 1963. Even the Iraq NIE exposed DCI Tenel to
undermining IC analysis. 1lis statcments to President Bush about the certitude of Iraq’s
WMD, destroyed the credibility of the IC when no WMD was found.

A rceent cxample shows how the head of the IC should support the IC’s analysis.
On December 3, 2007, the IC published the Iran NIE, entitled fran: Nuclear Intentions
and Capabilities, on Iran’s nuclcar program. The NIE concluded that Iran had not
restarted its nuclear program since 2003. At the time of its release, the Bush
Administration had attempted to present a casc of an impending threat posed by Iran.
The NIE appeared to contradict the position of policymakers. DNI McConnell, instead of
offcring his own conclusion or force the analysts to side with policymakers, maintained
his own impartiality. While policymakers complained, no one seriously questioned the
NIE judgments because DNI McConnell was not pushing his own agenda on Iran. The
credibility of the DNI and the IC are linked. A lose in credibility in one will result in the

other losing its credibility.
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3. Work to build effective relations with members of the National Security
Council.

The DNI, 1n order 1o be effective, must work closely with two key figures in any
administration: the National Sceurity Advisor, who can be the key advocate for the DNI
within the White House and the Secretary of Defense, whose view on foreign policy
mattcrs, cspecially in times of war, hold morc sway over others. While no relationship is
prefect, the need to educate these two on the importance of intelligence and its
fundamental role in American foreign policy belongs to the DNIL DCI McConc fatled to
understand or appreciate the importance of these two individuals. DCI McCone seemed
at times to believe he was morce important than Bundy and a co-cqual with Scerctary
McNamara.

The Defense Department’s establishment of the Undersccretary of Defense for
Intelligence (USDI) is an excellent example of tying the needs of the DNI with the
Scerctary of Defense. The USDI not only serves the Sccretary but he 1s also dual-hatted
1o serve the DNI. This position effectively links the two organizational leaders together.
A similar modcl can be sct up for the NSC. The National Sceurity Advisor should
establish a permanent position on the NSC specifically focused on intelligence matters.
While the DNI serves the needs of the President, the intelligence advisor on the NSC staff
can serve the needs of the National Security Advisor. The intelligence advisor on the
NSC staff should scrve in the same capacity as the USDI. First, this individual would be

the principal assistant to the National Security Advisor answering ntelligence-related
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matters. As the principal assistant, the advisor can educate the National Security Advisor
on the capabilitics of the IC and relay information between the Advisor and the DNIL
Second, with concurrence from the DNI, this individual would serve as the liaison
between the NSC and the 1C, filtering information to the proper agency. Third, from his
position on the NSC staft, the intelligence advisor can relay pressing 1ssues to the DNI

that ariscs in NSC mectings that do not involve the principals.

4. Establish a Leadership Block of Instruetions at the National Defense
Intelligence College.

Lcadcership i1s an important quality that should be studicd. Lcadcership is not the
sole property of the operators. Courses on leadership are taught at the Service Academies
as wcll as the Staff Colleges for cach of the Services. While the focus of training
leadership 1s on the combat officer, its function is just as important 1n the intelligence
ficld. In some aspecets, DCI MceConc was cffeetive because he considered himself a
leader and not a manager. In the realm of intelligence, senior personnel consider
themsclves managers first, not lcaders. There 1s a natural apprchension against striving to
take the leadership mantle. Also, historically there is a structural problem in denying the
head of the IC a leadership rele. From 1947 until 2006, when the DCI headed the 1C, the
only real authority he had was over CIA. DCI’s took two approaches to the rest of the
community. In the casc of DCI McCone, he attempted to lead it while DCI Tenet ignored
the IC and focused on running ClA.

The National Defense Intelligence College (NDIC) should establish a curriculum

focusing on leadership training, similar to the model used in the staff colleges. The U.S.
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Army Command & General Staft Colleges curriculum on leadership starts with a
foundation course, then examines Icadership and organizations, finally it gocs through
several case studies on leadership. One course cannot cover the challenges faced by
Icaders in the 1C today. The program nceds to be a scrics of courses, cxtending across
NDIC’s academic year, much like the Denial & Deception (D&D) ]Jrogram.3 " The
courses should be geared towards the intclligence professional and future leaders of the
IC.

The first coursc should lay the building block for the study of lcadership. It
should incorporate the concepts of critical thinking as well as give a historical overview
of the IC in order to understand today’s challenges faced by the IC. The sceond course
should examine leaders and organizations. This course should cover the challenges IC
Icaders facc in managing large and complex organizations. It should also look at how
leaders interact with one another to establish effective communications across the 1C and
national sccurity apparatus. The final coursc should be a scrics of case studies. This
course should examine how individual heads of the IC managed their responsibilities and
how they led the IC. This coursc should examine where they suceceded and where they
met challenges. More importantly, these courses should serve as a guide post for future

IC leadcers.

T The D&D program is a serics of courses that span the entire academic year at NDIC. The four
courses offered under the D&D program cover the entire spectrum of foreign denial and deception. At the
conclusion of the program, students receive a certificate from the Foreign Denial and Deception Committee

(FDDC).
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FUTURE RESEARCH

Leadership is a key element for all intelligence professionals. However, the DNI
1s considered more of a manager for the IC than its [cader. As an cxample, no onc claims
that the Secretary of Defense manages the Defense Department, he leads the Defense
Department. Like the Scerctary of Defensc, the DNI heads a large diverse organization.
Future studies should examine how the DNI can become a more effective leader of the
IC.

In the coming years, future DNIs will continue to define their position. Each DNI
will take a different approach to managing the IC and how they intcract with
policymakers. Each DNI will bring their strengths and weaknesses to the position. Since
DCI McCong, there have been few appointments to the head of the 1C that did not have
some background in intelligence-related matiers. One area to observe is the background
of thc DNI. A DNI who comges from a non-intelligence background may move towards
the DCI McCone model of policy involvement. DNIs with intelligence-related
background may become adverse to policy involvement.

For the future, researchers should examine how a DNI view his/her role in policy
development. The DNI's background is a valid starting point to determine how a DNI
will participate in policy discussions. Further research should examine whether the DNI
takcs an cxpansive view of his or her lcadership of the IC. Somc DNIs may attempt to
maintain a narrow view, controtling those areas under his or her direct management, like
in the casc of DCI Tenet. For some DNIs, they may follow DCI McConc’s method and

allempl Lo asserl lheir control over the entire IC.
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CONCLUSION

This thesis examined DCI McConc’s role in policymaking during the Vietnam
War era. DCI McCone, initially, saw his role in policymaking as policy neutral.
Howecver, his natural inclination was to beecome actively involved in policy debates. In
the years he served as DCI, he forced his way mto many of the policy discussions of the
time. In some cascs, like the Cuban Missile Crisis, he was somewhat successful. With
Vietnam, his advice was ignored. He pushed the wrong policy prescription on
policymakers. Whilc he belicved he was doing the right thing, his mcthods only scrved
1o marginalize him within the admunistrations he served. In today’s complex geo-
stratcgic environment, the DNI and the 1C needs to determing its role in policy
formulation. Finding the right balance will go a long way 1n ensuring that the DN and

the IC maintain its credibility with policymakers.
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APPENDIX A

LETTER FROM DCI MCCONE TO PRESIDENT JOHNSON APRIL 28, 1965

Dcar Mr. President:

I remain concerned, as | have said before to you, Secretary Rusk and Secretary
McNamnara, over the limited scale of air action against North Vietnam which we envision
for the next few months.

Spccetfically I feel that we must conduct our bombing attacks in a manner that will begin
to hurt North Victnam badly enough to cause the Hanoi regime to scck a political way out
through negotiation rather than expose their economy Lo increasingly serious levels of
destruction. By limiting our attacks to targets like bridges, military installations and lines
of communication, in cffect we signal to the Communists that our determination to win is
significantly modificd by our fear of widening the war.

In these circumstances the Communists are likely to feel they can afford to accept a
considerable amount of bomb damage while they improve their air defenses and step up
their insurgency in South Vietnam. If they take this line of action, in the next few months
they can present us with an cver-increasing guerrilla war against the reinforced Viet Cong
in terrain and circumstances favorable to the Communists.

If this situation develops and lasts several months or more, I feel world opinion will turn
agamst us, Communist propaganda will become increasingly eftective, and indeed
domestic support of our policy may erode.

I therefore urge that as we deploy additional troops, which I believe necessary, we
concurrently hit the north harder and inflict greater damage. In my opinion, we should
stirike their petroleum supplies, electric power nstallations, and air defense installations
(including the SAM sites which are now being built). I do not think we have to fear
taking on the MIG's, which after all the ChiNats defeated in 1958 with F-86's and
Sidewinders.

[ am not talking about bombing centers of population or killing innocent people, though
there will of course be some casualties. I am proposing to "tighten the tourniquet” on
North Vietnam so as to make the Communists pause to weigh the losses they are taking
against their prospeets for gains. We should make it hard for the Viet Cong to win in the
south and simultancously hard for Hanoi to endurc our attacks in the north.

I believe this course of action holds out the greatest promise we can hope for in our effort
to attain our ultimate objective of finding a political solution to the Vietnam problem.
This view follows logically, 1t sccms to mc, from our National Intelligenee Estimate of 18
February 1965, which concludes that the Hanoi regime would be more likely than not to
make an effort to "secure a respite” by some political move when and if, but not before, a
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sustained U.S. program of air attacks is damaging important economic or military assets
n North Vietnam.

Respectfully vours,

John A. McCone**®

¥ 11.8. Department of State, FRUS, Val Il Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, *279. Letter From Director of
Central Intelligence MceCone to President Johnson,” hilp/fwww stale.goviwww/about_stalce
dustoryivol 115271 285 himl (accessed June 10, 2008).
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

THESIS OVERVIEW

Topic

Onc of the most difficult positions to fill in United States national sceurity is the
head of the Intelligence Community (IC). In this position the head of the IC stands at the
nexus of intelligence and policymaking. In that role the head of the IC must determine
what level of involvement he or she will have with foreign policy formulation. The
Dircctor can cither be a policy advocate or remain policy ncutral.

Throughout the history of the IC, there have been examples of the head of the IC
performing cither onc or both of these roles. Historically, intelligence leaders who arc
policy advocates become isolated by other members of the national security apparatus
within an administration. As a result of the Director’s 1solation, the 1C suffers, since the
analysis provided 1s oflen discarded by policymakers.

Dircctor of Central Intelligence (DCI) John A. McCone was an cxample of a DCI
being a policy advocate. John McCone served as DCI from 1961 to 1965, spanning the
administrations of John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson. DCI McConc interjected
himself into the foreign policy debates of both administrations. The purpose of this thesis

ts to cxamine the role playcd by DCI McCone in foreign policy formulation within both



of these admimistrations and determine the effects of his involvement on intelligence
mattcrs,

Today’s IC professional should study the case of DCI McCone. With the recent
cstablishment of the Dircctor for National Intelligenee {(DNI), strong Icadership is a
necessary quality. The DNI also needs to find his or her proper role in policy debates
within the administration they arc supporting. The cxample of DCI McConc shows that
if the DNI overreaches in policy debates, the effects will ripple throughout the IC. Not
only will the DNI loosc influence but also the IC. The casc of DCI McConc should stand
as a sober reminder to IC professionals as to whatl happens when the head ot the IC

looscs influence.

Research Question

The Issue. At the senior levels of government, intelhigence professionals face
two dilemmas when it comes to the support they provide for U.S. foreign policy goals.
Intelligence professionals can either be a policy advocate or policy neutral. Each
approach has its own risks for the intelligence professional. Whether the IC professional
fully embraces the policy or openly dissents, they may be accused of manipulating
intelligence to support their own position. If they remain neutral, they provide unbiased
reports on the problems with the policy but may be accused of offering nothing
constructive to remedy the situation. Intelligence professionals during the Vietnam War
faced these dilemmas.

The carly 1960°s was a turbulent time for the IC and DCI McConc. Coming into

office as DCI 1n the aflermath of the Bay of Pigs debacle in 1961, DCI McCone had to



work to regain the confidence and trust for national intelligence by senior officials
scrving in the John F. Kennedy Administration. John McConc was at the heart of scveral
foreign policy formulation debates that affected the nation as a whole including the 1962
Cuban Missile Crisis and the proper U.S. rolc in Victnam from 1963 to 1965,

During the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone showed a tendency to become
involved with policy formulation, arguing his point not only to other members of the
National Security Council but to the President directly. While the Cuban Missile Crisis
was short lived, it did 1llustrate the methods DCI McConc used to inscrt himsclf in policy
debates. These methods came 1o light during the debates leading up to the decision by
Lyndon Johnson to commit large U.S. military forces to defend South Victnam in the
summer of 1965.

While working to regain the confidence of senior political officials, DCI McCone,
with the backing from the 1C, became heavily involved in the policy debate on the correct
coursc of action for Victnam. From 1961-1965, the 1C produced over 40 national and
special intelligence estimates on the situation in Vietnam. The estimates were generally
pessimistic and argued that policics of the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations of
gradual escalatory violence against the Viel Cong (VC) and North Vietnam were not
succeeding. Competing against these national intelligence estimates were positive
reports from the State and Defense Departments, as well as senior U.S. officials in
Vietnam, such as the U.S. Ambassador and U.S. military commanders, that the current
policies were succeeding. Leading the intelligence side of the debate was DCI McCone.

Throughout the csealatory period from 1961-1965, John MeCone consistently

argued that the current policy of a gradual escalation against North Vietnam could not



succeed and a more aggressive approach was needed. As John McCone was advocating
for a new policy, he influenced Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) analysts to provide
analysis to suppott his position 1n the debate. In the end, President Johnson chose *“to
takc the appraisal of the situation from his Scerctary of Defense and his Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs rather than the appraisal of the intelligence analysts.”’ Marginalized, DCI
McConc resigned in April 1965, unable to stop policymakers from adopting a policy that

only led to a stalemate 1n Vietnam.

The Research Question. How should the head of the IC be involved with the

development of U.S. forcign policy?

The Hypothesis and the Key Questions

The Hypothesis. As a policy advocate, DCI John McCone lost his ability to be

an cffective leader of the Intelligence Community during the Kennedy and Johnson
Administrations.

Key Questions. The following key questions will help answer the rescarch

question.

1. Did DCI McConc undermine the IC by providing his own analysis or
pressuring analysts to change theirs?

2. Did DCI McCone attempt to sway intelligence analysis to support his position

it at odds with accepted policy?

" John MeCone, “Canversations with History,” Institute of International Studics, University of
California, Berkeley,” http:f/globetrotter.berkeley.edu/conversations/McCone/mecone-con(.himl (accessed
Qclober 9, 2007). Ilereafter ciled as John MeCone, Berkley intervicw.



3. Was his position undermined by other policymakers within the administrations
of Presidents Kennedy and Johnson?
4. Was his relationship with Presidents Kennedy and Johnson undermined by his

own actions?

Related Literature

Intreduction. The literature of the Vietnam Era, from primary and secondary
sourccs, covers 1n great detail the policy debates Kennedy and Johnson administration
officials had on the course to follow. Most of the literature focuses primarily on the
opcrational side of the debatc; the role intelligence played 1s discussced from cither former
intelligence officials or from scholars who focused on inteltigence. DCI McCone’s role
is unique. DCI McConc was a big belicver in keeping a written record and many of the
memorandums he wrote on specific topics or a sumimarization of a meeting he
participated in arc captured in the U.S. Department of State’s Forefgn Relations of the
United States (FRUS) series. While DCI McCone wrote extensively of his involvement,
he never wrote a memoir to capture his experience. In many of the secondary sourced
literature that focus on Vietnam policy development, DCI McCone makes sporadic
appearanccs; however, the litcraturc docs consistently cover onc dramatic appearance.
DCI McCone is regularly quoted, during April 1965, arguing against the policy of a
gradual escalation of forec against North Vietnam. DCI MeConce argued for a more
aggressive approach and prophesized that the current path would lead to failure. Most of

the literature on the April 1965 DCI McCone cpisode present it as a sign that the policy



the U.S. followed was destined to fail; however, none of the literature provide any
analysts on the outcomc 1f the U.S. followed DCI McConc’s recommendced path.

Primary sources used for this thesis are memorandums and notes, compiled in the
FRUS, written by officials who participated in the policy debates of the Kennedy and
Johnson Admunistrations. Further primary sources are books and journal articles that
give a more detailed examination of DCI McConc’s role in the policy debate. Sccondary
sources are works writlen by historians who studied the Vietnam War. Although these
works do not discuss 1n detail DCI McConc’s role, they place the policy debates in their
historical context. These works also give an objective view, removed from the passion of

participants, of thc Vietnam War.

Primary Sources. Onc inhcrent problem in focusing on intelligenee-related

material and the role it played in foreign poliey formulation is the classification issue.
Many of the key intclligenee participants wrote memoirs during that time. Two principal
advisors under DCI MeCone wrote memoirs. Richard Helms® wrote 4 Look Over My
Shoulder: A Life in the Central Intelligence Agency and William Colby” wrote Honorable
Men.: My Life in the CIA. The issue with their accounts is that most of the material they
cover is gencric, with many of the details needed to support their casc still classificd, at

the time of publication of their memoirs.

* Richard Helms was a carcer employee of the CTA who rose to the pasition of DCT{1967 — 1973).
Under DCT MeCone, Mr. Helms served as Deputy Director for Plans at CTA. In 1966 Mr. Helms beeame
Deputy Dircetor of Central Intelligence.

* William Colby was DCT MeCone’s principal assistant for Vietnam-related issues. From 1959-1962,
Mr. Colby was Chicf of Station in Saigon, South Vietnam. From 1962 to1968, Mr. Colby served as head of
tbe CIA’s Far East Division. From 1973 to 1976, Mr. Colby served as DCLL



Most primary information from DCI McCone is compiled 1n the FRUS. Mr.
McConc provided onc oral interview as part of the Lyndon B. Johnson Library oral
history project. The interview given by DCI McCone was conducted in 1972 and only
covered topics at a superficial level. Most of the interview examined the relationship DCI
McCone had with President Johnson and only gives a broad brush discussion of the
CIA’s role in Victnam. The Lyndon B. Johnson Library also captured intcrvicws with
othier key members of the national security apparatus, sucl as McGeorge Bundy,4
Clifford Clark,” and Robert McNamara.® The roles of Mr. Bundy and Mr. McNamara arc
the most important as they interacted the most with DCI McCone on policy debates.

The FRUS uscd for this thesis covered the period 1961-1965. The FRUS providces
good information on policy development for Vietnam during the Kennedy and Johnson
Administrations. The FRUS also includes a volume focused specifically on cach
administration’s management of the IC. Many of Mr. McCone’s memorandums are a part
of these scrics. At times, DCI McCone’s view of ¢vents did not reflect other
policymakers’ views of the same situation. For example, the FRUS has memorandums of
incetings written by officials within the Whitc House and then includes DCI MceCone’s
memorandum discussing the same meeting. While the White House version downplayed
the role DCI McCone had in the mecting, DCI McCone’s version leaves the impression

he was the central figure in the meeting. Many of these memorandums provide lus

* McGeorge Bundy served as the National Security Advisor for both Presidents Kennedy and Johnson,
from 1961-1966, Mr. Bundy played a key role in Vietnam policy formulation,

> Clark Clifford was a senfor policy advisor for several Demaocratic administrations going back to the
administration of President Harry S. Truman. Under President Kennedy, Mr. Clifford served as a member
of the President™s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board from 1961 and as its chairman from 1963, In 1968,
Mr. Clifford scrved as Scerctary of Defense under President Johnson.

® Robert McNamara, in time, becane the most dominant Victnam policy advisor for both Presidents
Kennedy and Johnson. Under both, he served as Scerelary of Defense [rom 1961 o 1968,



perspective on policy debates as well as his recollections of meetings with senior leaders,
such as Scerctary of Defense Robert MeNamara and President Lyndon Johnson.,

The Central Intelligence Agency’s Center for the Study of Intelligence has added
the only accounts that examine Victnam from the intclligenee perspective. In recent
years, the CIA declassified all national intelligence estimates related to Vietnam, from
1948 until 1975, and published it as Estimative Products on Vietnam 1948-1975.
Although the collection is unabridged, there is no background commentary to put each
cstimate into its historical context. Also, the unabridged collection docs not show the
evolution of each estimate from draft to finished product. This source will be used to
cxaming how DCI McConc presented intelligenec estimates to policymakers. 1t will also
be used to determine if DCI McCone accurately reflected the assessments of analysts.

Harold P. Ford’s C'74 and the Vietnam Policymakers: Three Episodes 1962-1968,
looks at the intelligence and policy interface during the Vietnam War. While not the
central thesis of his book, DCI MeCone’s role is examined cxtensively. Mr. Ford is
critical of policymakers, arguing that the policymaker ignored intelligence that pointed at
the weakness of the aceepted policy. Mr. Ford examines three episodes in the Vietnam
debate. The first covers the distortion in intelligence reporting, focusing on the rewrite of
National Intelligence Estimate (NIE)} 53-63. The sccond cpisode covers the cvents from
1963 to 1965 that led to President Johnson’s decision 1o commit 1o an open ended
involvinent in South Vietnam. The final episode covering the Tet Offensive will not be
utilized as it is outside the scope of this thesis. The first two epsiodes provide
information on DC1 McCone’s role. In the first episode, Mr. Ford gives a critical view of

DCI McCone’s intervention in the rewriting of NIE 53-63 to reflect the positive outlook



of policymakers. The second espisode examines DCI McCone’s evolving view of policy
and how hc arguced his policy position with policymakcers within the Johnson
Administration. On a whole, Mr. Ford is more critical of actions by policymakers than
the actions of DCI McConc,

David Robarge’s Jokhn McCone as Director of Central Imelligence 1961-1965 18
the only all encompassing biography of the tenurc of DCI McCone. Mr. Robarge gives a
sympathetic view of DCI McCone’s tenure. Although his focus is on the management of
the IC under DCI McConc, Mr. Robrage docs cover the role DCI McConc played in
foreign policy formulation. In his discussion, Mr. Robrage presents an image of DCI
McConc trying to do the right thing in terms of swaying policymakers to follow a
ditferent policy. Mr. Robarge also examines how DCI McCone’s personality affected his
rclationship with other policymakers.

Kenneth J. Campbell’s article “Jolin A. McCone: An Outsider Becomes DCI,”
from the Studies in Intelligence was written in 1988, His article is a very uncritical view
ot DCI McCone, arguing that the success of DCI McCone clearly shows that someone
without intelligenee experience can succeed as head of the IC. Mr. Campbell also veiws
DCI McCone’s role in policy matters as a way 1o sway policymakers in finding the
correct path. Mr. Campbell faults the policymakers, not DC1 McCone, for the breakdown
between the IC and the policymakers. The one problem with this source is the uncritical
cxamination of DCI McConc’s tenure. This source will be used alongside Mr. Robarge’s
account to examine in depth DCI McCone’s tenure.

John Helgerson’s book Ci4 Briefings of Presidential Candidates cxamines the

role the CIA played during the transition beiween presidents. Chapter three of liis book



covers the Kennedy and Johnson period. During the transition to President Johnson, Mr.
Helgerson examines not only that transition but also how DCI McConc and the 1C
suffered under President Johnson’s lack of mnterest in inteltigence. According to Mr.
Iclgerson, the problems about Victnam causcd the rupturce between the I1C and the
President. Further Mr. Helgerson shows that DCI McCone overreached in his
rclationship with President Johnson, providing him adviec that clcarly President Johnson
did not want to hear. This source will be used o examine how DCI McCone handled the
transition to President Johnson. Onc weakncss of the account 1s that Mr. Helgerson
attempts to cover the working relationship between both men in a very short section. It
only gives a broad overview of the relationship.

Robert McNamara’s In Retrospect The Tradegy and Lessons of Vietnam presents
the policymaker’s side of the arugment. Mr. McNamara, looking back on his cxperience
during this time expressed remorse for blindly following a policy that was doomed to fail.
He docs discuss the break with DCE McConc and although he agreed that DCI McCone’s
recomimendations had its merits, the fear of a wider war, bringing in China, eventually
led to it being discarded. Onc problem with using Mr. McNamara’s account is that he
wrote his memior to explain the mistakes made during the Vietnam War. All episdoes
discusssed arc from the viewpeint of why the United States should not have donc that
way. Mr. McNamara does not present his argument from the prespective from when he
was there scrving as Sceretary of Defense. As he was the lcad pelicymaker for the
Vietnam War, Secretary McNamara’s account demostrates how he dealt with DCI

McCone’s policy involvment.



Lyndon Johnson’s The Vantage Point Prespectives of the Presidency 1963-1969,
only covers the period up to 1965 in two chapters. 1lc presents his relationship with DCI
McCone as proper and not the candid advice seeking that others thought the president
asked for. President Johnson gocs out of his way to cxplain the rcasoning for following
the path of the gradual escalation in Vietnam. In the end, President Johnson came to rely
on the advice of Robert McNamara to the determinct of the opinions of others around
him, namely DCI McCone. The account in his memiors on the policy discusssion on
Victnam from the years 1963-1965 arc supcrficially covered. It was at this time he was
building the Great Sociely program and the Vietnam war was secondary. It was only
after 1965 docs President Johnson devote more attention to Victnam, llowcever cven in
his dicussions on the Vietnam War, President Johnson attempts to explain away his
decision often pointing to other advisors, like Scerctary McNamara, who were the lcad
agent on Vietnam policy. This source will be used to determine how President Johnson

viewed DCI McConce’s policy recommendations.

Secondary Sources. Beyond the account of those who directly participated in

Vietnam policy debates are other works that sought to take into account the whole time
period and not just Washington D.C. In books such as Fredrik Logevall’s Choosing War:
The Lost Chance for Peace and the Escalation of the War in Vietnam and Robert Mann’s
A Grand Delusion America’s Descent into Vietnam, both authors show how senior
officials blindly followed a policy towards conducting the war in Vietnam. Whether
policymakers were blinded by an anti-communist view of the world or fear of cscalating

the war 1o bring in China or the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) the U.S.



tailed to achieve success in Vietnam. Each succeeding debate further added to the
problcm and cntangled the U.S. in a quagmire. The issuc with finding good quality
secondary sources is the lack of attention they give to intelligence-related matters that
focus on the years 1961 to 1965, Intelligence did not play a key rolc in policy
development up to 1965. Intelligence plays more of an account after 1965, specifically
with 1ssucs like the Tet Offensive in 1968, where the use of intelligenee was morc hotly

debated.

Research Design

Research Design. Thc rescarch design used for this thesis was the historicism

method. This method places more importance on using primary source documentation o
understand the thoughts and actions of participants in policy dcbates than on using the
long-term view of secondary sources. This method provided for the proper examination
of DCI McConc’s role in forcign policy formulation as well as the interaction he had with
other key individuals. While the head of the 1C does have a toreign policy role in terms
of the conduct and management of covert actions, the role he played in actual policy

debate is undefined. DC1 McCone followed his own interpretation for this role.

Data Collection Strategy. This thesis utilized archival research. The U.S.

Department of State’s Foreign Relations of the United States scrics provided the best
unclassified primary source documents related to Vietnam. Although these documents do
not provide context, the usc of the memoirs of key participants plus Mr. Robarge’s

biography of DCI McCone filled in the context. Supporting the memoirs were the



objective analysis done by researchers, who took a long-term view of Vietnam and how

policymakers fumbled into Victnam,

Analytical Strategy. My analytical stratcgy first cxamined the model DCI

McCone established for the role intelligence played in policy debaies and how that vision
translated throughout the IC. Then bascd off that modcl, [ determined whether DCI
McCone followed it in the foreign policy formulation debates of the Kennedy and

Johnson Administrations.

Thesis Classification. The focus of the thesis remained at the unclassified level.

Since the early 1990’s, information pertaining to discussions within the Kennedy and
Johnson Administration becamc available through the declassification process. This
information was compiled in the FRUS. These documents open a window into the policy
dcbates at the time. For intelligence-specific matcerial, in the late 1990°s, the CIA
declassified all intelhgence estimates written about the Vietnam War. These estimates
covered the peried 1948 to 1975, The availability of declassificd information madc it
possible to write an unclassified thesis, with sufficient detail, 10 examine DCI McCone’s

role.

Chapter Overview
Chapter two will examine DCI McCone’s role 1n policy formulation in the
Kennedy Administration from 1961-1962. There were two focus arcas. The first arca

covers DCI McCone taking over as head of the IC and how he understood his role 10 be



with regards to foreign policy formulation. The second area covers DCI McCone’s
mvolvement in the Cuban Missile Crists, the event that opened the door for him to exert
more influence in the policy arena.

Chapter three examines DCI MceConc’s role in Vietnam policy during the last
year of the Kennedy administration, 1963. Two key events highlight DCI McCone’s
involvement. The first was his dirceted rewrite of NIE 53-63 against the advice of his
analysts. The second event was the role DCI McCone played 1n the debate on the fate of
President Ngo Dinh Dicm of South Victnam. While the policymakers rejected the
findings of the NIE and tainted the value of IC analysis on Vietnam, DCI McCone’s
advocacy against a coup in South Victnam started the proccess of his isolation.

Chapter four examines the role played by DCI McCone in the Lyndon Johnson
Administration. The first part of the chapter covers a bricf comparison of the Icadership
styles of Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. The second part of the chapter examines DCI
McCone’s cvolving view on the right policy to follow, which covered the years 1963 to
1965. 1n 1965, DCI McCone settled on a policy solution, a large scale, sustained air
campaign against North Vietnam, and advocated that position until the end of his tenure
as DCI.

Chaptcr five cxamines the difficultics the head of the IC has today. This chapter
specifically addresses DCI George Tenet’s role for operations in Afghanistan and in the
2002-2003 Iraq War Wcapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) debate. This chapter also
examines the similarities and ditferences on problems faced by DCI Tenet and DCI
McCone in their dealings with policymakers. In the end both became isolated within the

administrations they served.



Chapter six reexamines the research question and hypothesis posed for this thesis.
It next focuscs on the key questions asked at the beginning and summarizces their
conclusions. Based oft key findings, this chapter makes several recommendations for the
Dircctor of National Intclligence (DNI) to follow in order to cffectively work with
policymakers. It also examines how IC analysis could be ignored if the DNI loses

influence.

BACKGROUND ON JOHN MCCONE

Biographical Overvicew

John McCone was born on January 4, 1902. His life spanned the emergence of
the United States as a world power. Prior to World War 11, Mr. McConc worked in the
steel industry. When World War I started, he shifted his focus to support the war effort.
During World War 11, he led his corporation, the Scattle-Tacoma Shipbuilding
Corporation,’ in the building of ships and other war essential items. Following the
conclusion of the war, Mr. McCone entcred public service. Mr. McCone served in all
administrations, from Harry S. Truman to Lyndon B. Johnson, in one capacily or another.

In 1947, President Truman appointed him to the commission looking at the rolc a
future air force would have in United States national security. Mr. McCone “wrote the
military recommendations in the report, which beecame one of the key documents™® for

officials 1n the new Defense Department seeking to increase military spending on

" David Robarge, Jokn McCone as Director of Central Intelligence 1961-1965, (Washington D.C.:
Center for the Study of Intelligence, 2005), 10.

* David Robarge. 13.



airpower. Following his work on the commission, Mr. McCone went lo work for
Scerctary of Defense James Forrestal as the Special Assistant Deputy to Scerctary of
Defense 1n the newly establish Department of Defense. In this role, Mr. McCone
complcted the first consolidated budget for the U.S. military. e was also responsible for
mplementing the provisions of the National Security Act of 1947 with respect to Defense
Department operations.”

In 1949, afier serving with Secretlary Forrestal for several months, Mr. McCone
returncd to the private sector resuming his role in shipbuilding. Howcver this stint in the
private sector was short lived, as President Truman appointed him as Undersecretary of
the Atr Foree in 1950, Although Mr. McConc scrved as the Underscerctary for only onc
year, he accomplished a great deal. During this time, Mr. McCone “‘familiarized
[himsclf] with intclligence processes, burcaucracics, and personalitics.™ Alongside
mmersing himself in the details of national security, Mr. McCone’s leadership traits
werc first exposed. Mr. McCone intimidated his subordinates and he “treated high

"' He expected the highest standards of those who

ranking officers with conlempl.
worked for him and refused to aceept failure.'* In 1951, Mr. McCone returned to his
shipbuilding business again bul remained active in policy formulation as “U.S.

policymakers continued to seck his advice.”" In the midst of the Korean War (1950-

1953), Mr. McCone was called again lo serve the public interest. In 1952, Mr. McCone

* David Robarge, 13,
" David Robarge, 14.
! David Robarge, 14.
" David Robarge, 14.

" David Robarge, 15.
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conducted a tour of air facilities 1n Korea. Based on his analysis, he “recommended more

rigorous training for American personnel,”'

to assist in the U.S. prosceution of the
Korean War.

During the Dwight Eiscnhower Administration, Mr. McCone remained active in
the formulation of policy while holding no ofticial position. Mr. McCone, a staunch
Republican helped in President Eisenhower’s 1952 clection campaign, President
Eisenhower trusted the advice Mr. McCone offered. That trust altowed Mr. McCone to
have open access to President Eisenhower. Mr. McCone was a frequent visitor to the
White House holding private meetings “in the presidential residence.”” From his
cxtensive knowledge basc of national sccurity, “administration Icaders solicited his
counsel on defense reorganization, the military budget and dealings with European
lcaders.”™'®
In 1954, Mr. McCone accepled a position on the Department of State’s Public
Committee on Personnel.’” On this commission he focused on the need to break down
the barriers between the career diplomats and the bureaucrats in Washington.'®
Highlighting his busincssman skills he forced through a method that integrated the two

career services. In 1958, Mr. McCone returned to formal public service with his

appointment as Chairiman of the Atomic Encrgy Commission (AEC).

" David Robarge, 15,
" David Robarge, 15.
' David Robarge, 15.
" David Robarge, 15.

" David Robarge, 15.



The role he played as Chairman of the AEC foreshadowed his role as DCI. From
his involvement in policy formulation, his management of a large organization in the
tederal government, and his dealings with peers “greatly influenced how he would direct
the IC in the carly 1960s.”"” He arrived at an organization that was demoralized and
spent some time rebuilding its morale. He then engaged 1n an intense policy debate that
cnded up having him isolated within a presidential administration. Further, many of the
challenges McCone faced as DCI he encountered as Chairman of the AEC. Much like
the DCI, the Chairman of the AEC’s authority “cut across traditional dcpartmental lincs,
forcing him to carefully coordinate and negotiate most of the Commission’s imporiant
dccisions.”

It was during the debate on implementing a nuclear test ban that Mr. McCone
openly cxpressed opposition to an approved policy. In opposing the stated desires of the
Eisenhower Admunistration of concluding a nuclear test ban treaty with the Soviet Union,
Mr. McCone cnded up isolating himsclf within the administration. As a result of the
heated debate within the administration, President Eisenhower “start[ed] to distrust
McCone.™' President Eisenhower viewed MceConce as an advocate for the nuclcar
industry and not the administration. Having lost the policy debate within the
administration, McConc concluded his term at the AEC with no further participation in
policy debates. In January 1961 John Kennedy was maugurated as President of the

United States and Mr. McConc returned again to his shipbuilding business.

" David Robarge, 16.
* David Robarge, 19.

! David Robarge, 25.



Nine months later, Mr. McCone, a lifelong Republican, returned to public hfe
accepting the position of DCI i John F. Kennedy’s Administration. After the failurc of
the CIA backed 1nvasion of Cuba by anti-Castro forces in April 1961, the President
wanted new Icadership at the head of CIA. The choice of lohn McConc was a surprisc.
Mr. McCone did not know President Kennedy and knew very few members of his
administration.”* President Kennedy wanted a proven manager to take over the CIA,
John McCone fit that requirement. However, President Kennedy kept the decision from
othcr members of his administration, fecaring that if the information was known
betforehand, the “liberal s.0.b.’s [in the administration]...they'd destroy you before I can
get you confirmed."” In Scptember 1961, Mr, McConc joined the Kennedy

Administration as DCI.

McCone’s View of DCI’s Role in Policymaking

In the time prior to becoming DCL, John McConc was involved in pelicymaking,
whether working in the Defense Department or as head of the AEC. Even while not
holding office he still advised senior administration officials, to include President Dwight
Eisenhower, on policy matiers. When Mr. McCone assumed the position of DCI, he had
to fundamcntally alter the way he saw his rolc in policymaking. DCI McConce had to
reconcile his past experiences as a policy advocale into a position that required neutrality.

Mr. McConc recognized the dilemma faced by a DCIL. 1f the DCI was a policy

advocate he “may unconsciously skew his production of intelligence to support policies

3 .\ . .
= John McCone, Berkeley interview.

¥ John McConce, Berkeley interview.



which he espouses.”* Mr. McCone saw “no conflict during his tenure as DCI in his own
fulfillment of both functions, believing that he could ‘shift gears™ mentally and
emotionally.”™ Inan interview given after his time as DCI, Mr. McCone summed up his
rolc as DCI in policy formulation with the Kennedy and Johnson Admunistrations.
Describing his role in policy formulation his function was focused on

...provid[ing] intclligence and it was up to the President

and the Sceretary of State and the Sccretary of Defensc to

make the decisions. Now occasionally the President would

call upon me for my personal judgment on a policy

decision and when 1 would give 1t [ would qualify it

by saying that doing so it was beyond my compctence

as Director of Central Intelligence. In other words, I didn’t

want to get in the position where somebody might suspect

that our intelligence reports werc slantcd becausce | .

might have a particular personal view on a poliey matter.™
DCI McCone presented the ideal situation for how the head of the IC should work with
othcr policymakers in foreign policy formulation. The records, during his time as DCI,
showed that DCI McCone did not follow his own advice and upon retlection after his
time as DCI, Mr. McCone readily admits that “he involved himself in policy more than
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he should have.™" Mr. McCone provided unsolicited advice to policymakers and became
directly engaged in policy debates. Even his subordinates recognized the real role DCI

McCone played in policy formulation. Richard Helms, serving as his Deputy Director

for Plans in CIA, commented on DCI McCone’s role. According to Mr. Helims, DCI

* Kenneth J. Campbell, “John A. McCone: An Qutsider Becomes DCI,” Studies in Intelligence
(Summer 1988); 52,

* Kenneth J. Campbell, 52.

s

John A. MeCone, interviewed by Joc B. Frantz, August 19, 1970, Oral History Collection, Lyndon
Baines Johnson Lihrary, 28. Hereafter cited as John MeCone, oral interview.

7 Kemnetb J. Campbell, 52.
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McCone “considered his role as DCI to fall within the circle of policymaking, and took
an active rolc in both the Kennedy and carly Johnson cras.”*®
In order for DCI McCone to get involved in the policy debate required the

analytical support from the CIA and the Office of National Estimate (ONE). Whilc these
elements provided the analysis for U.S. policy towards Vietnam, at times, DCI McCone
rclicd on his own analysis of cvents to back up his advocacy. William Colby, the CIA
lead for Vietnam, observed Mr. McCone’s use of his own analysis.

I don’t think it was the analyst; it was John McConc

largely. I mcan, McConc had the courage of his convictions.

He’d say things that were pretty far out, but he would say

them as recommendations. His estimates would be well-founded.

He would usc the analysts very well for their estimatces,

but he’d make his judgments about what we ought to do.

That was his business, not [the analysts].”
The combination of Mr. McConc’s involvement with policy formulation as an advocate
and relying on his own estimates of the situation was detrimental not only to the IC but

also to his ability to be an influential figure within the Kennedy and Johnson

Administrations.

* Richard Hebms, 4 Look over My Shoulder: A Life in the Central Intelligence Ageney, {(New York:
Ballantine Books, 2003), 306.

* William Calby, sceond interview conducted by Ted Gittinger, March 1, 1982, Oral History
Collection, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, 11.
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CHAPTER 2

JOINING THE POLICY DEBATE, 1961 - 1962

INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on two events that define DCI McCone’s role 1n asserting his
authority over the IC and his initial foray as a policy advocatc that would come to
dominate his tenure as DCIL. The first 1s the steps DCI McCone needed to take to assert
his authority over the 1C. Sincc the inception of the IC in 1947, DCI McConc was the
tirst individual with little or no experience with intelligence-related matters. His
nomination by President John Kennedy in 1961, replacing Allen Dulles,” was not well
received within the administration or IC. The years 1961 through 1962, DCI McCone
workced to asscrt his control over the IC.

The second area this chapter examines is the role DCI McCone played during the
Cuban Missile Crisis. During the summer and fall of 1962, DCI McConc asserted
himselt within the foreign policy establishment. DCI McCone participated in all the
dcbates within the Kenncdy Administration, advocating a hard line against the Sovicts.
At the conclusion of the crisis, DCI McCone found his voice in the policy debate but also

cxposcd himself to the challenges of being a policy advocate.

* Allen Dulles served as DCT from 1953-1961. Dulles was one of the few Bisenhower appointments to
carry pver int the Kennedy Administration.
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TAKING CHARGE OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

Nomination and Resistance

John McConc was not John Kennedy's first choicc for Dircctor of Central
Intelligence, but he needed John McCone. Reeling from the fallout from the Bay of Pigs
debacle in April 1961, President Kennedy looked to change national intelligence
leadership. At the time, President Kennedy decided to remove long-time DCI Allen
Dulles and looked for somconc who could better manage the 1C. Before scettling on John
McCone, President Kennedy offered the position of DCI to several influential members
of the forcign policy cstablishment, like Clark Clifford, before being persuaded by his
brother, Robert Kennedy, to ofter the job to John McCone.’' Robert Kennedy wanted

1'!3
2 John

“movers and docrs and activists, men who could cut through the.. . burcaucracy.
McCone fit that requirement.

DCI McConc’s appointment offered President Kennedy scveral positive
ouicomes. First, John McCone was a proven administrator, and 1n the view of President
Kennedy, the CIA needed an administrator to repair and better manage the Ageney.™
Second, John McCone’s appointment elevated the position of DCI above partisan

politics. In appointing a conscrvative Republican in a liberal Democratic administration,

DCI McCone shielded President Kennedy from criticism from the political right.”*

*! David Halberstam, 7he Best and the Brightest, (New York: Ballantine Books, 1992), 152, Hereafter
cited as David Halberstam, The Best and the Brightest.

* David Halberstam, The Best and the Brightest, 153.
* Kenneth J. Campbell, 50.

* Kennetb J. Campbell, 50.
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While DCI McCone solved some of President Kennedy’s immediate problems,
his nomination was not welled reccived by members within the Kennedy Administration.,
DCI McCone was appointed on September 27, 1961, but the furor of his nomination
began almost immediatcly. On September 28, 1961, McGeorge Bundy, President
Kennedy's National Security Advisor, wrote about the problems DCI McCone’s
nomination causcd.

The McCone appointment is the big news here. I, for one,
underestimated the strength of the opposition in the second
and third levels of CIA and State. It appcars that most of
the people involved in intelligence estimates on atomic
energy matters thought McCone was highly prejudiced. He
also had a reputation, in these circles, as an ‘operator’
whosc loyalty to Administration policy was doubtful. So
there is a significant problem in working out a pattern of
strong cooperation and support for him.”™

Another factor generating opposition to DCI McCone’s nomination was his role
in policymaking. There was a concern that DCI McCone might fail to understand his
new role of neutrality. In all his past government positions, DCI McCone was a policy
advocate. To his critics, the belief was that the CIA needed “a professional manager and
technician rather [than] a policy-oriented advocate.”*® This concern was shared by senior

leaders 1n the CIA, wondering whether John McCone would “have the objectivity to

. . . . . . . . 37
maintain rclatively unbiased national intelligence estimates.™

* U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign
Policv; Information Policy: United Nations: Scientific Matfers, " 91. Memorandum from the President's
Special Assistant for National Sceurity Affairs {(Bundy) to President Kennedy,” hitp/fwww state. goviripa’
ho/frus/kenned yifixxv/6008. him {accessed June 3, 2008). Subscquent citation of the Foreign Relations of
the United States will be shortened to FRUS with appropriate volume annotated.

* David Robarge, 31.

T Kenneth J. Campbell, 50.
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Overcoming Resistance

During the first fow months as DCI, John McCone had two pressing challenges to
overcome. The first was a combination of restoring the morale of the CIA as well as
building trust and confidence of his subordinatcs in his [cadership. The second challenge
was expanding the role and responsibility of the DCI, specitically ensuring that the DCI
was the principal intelligence officer for the President. In both instances, Mr. McConce
was largely successtul.

Inttial apprchension within CIA to McConc becoming DCI was quickly dissipated
by his administrative abilities and his refocusing ot CIA’s priorities. Prior to McCone
assuming the position of DCI, the CIA primarily focused on clandestine operations. DCI
McCone shifted that priority away from clandestine operations and towards the anatytical
opcrations of the Ageney. ITlis focus on the analysis aspect of the Ageney was madc with
the intent of 1t becoming the “best possible so 1t would have the maximum influence on
policymakers.™*

His subordinates were won over by his tough leadership style. Richard Helms,
reflecting on DCI MeCone’s dircetorship stated that “[DCI] McCone turned out to have

139

been exactly the right man to replace Allen Dulles.””” He further elaborated on the

impact DCI McConc had on the CIA.

McCone was another example of a man who might

have stepped straight from central casting in Hollywood.
His whitc hair, ruddy check, brisk gait, impcccable dark
suits, rimless glasses, aloof manner, and unmistakable
self-contfidence were the profile of a modern executive.
He had an extraordinary memory and the ability to pick
the essence from any document no matter how long or

* David Robarge, 37.

* Richard Helms, 191.
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complex, and o reduce it 1o a few senlences....For
McCone, deadlines were deadlines, and no
matter if sometimes unrealistic, were to be met to the
minute. He also knew that all manner of devils dwelt
in the details.*
Winning the support of his subordinates was only the first half of the task. e also

needed to expand his own authority as DCI over the whole of the Intelligence

Community.

Expanding His Authority
As leader of the IC, the position of the DCI is codified in law, the National
Sccurity Act of 1947, Whilc dircetly serving as head of the CIA, DCI McConc excrcised
his control over the rest of the IC through his chairmanship of the United States
Intclligence Board (USIB). National Sccurity Council Intclligenee Direetive (NSCID) 1,
released on January 18, 1961, detined the role of the USIB.
...to maintain the relationship necessary for the fully
coordinated intelligence community, and to provide for
a more effective integration of and guidance to the
national intelligence effort...*
When DCI McCone took over the USIB it was comprised of the following organizations:
CIA, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the National Security Agency (NSA), the
service departments of the Department of Defense (Army, Navy and Air Force), and the
Joint Staft.

NSCID | addressed the responsibilities of the DCL. In his role as Chairman of the

USIB, DCI McCone was responsible to “coordinate the foreign intelligence activities of

* Richard Helms, 195.

M Michael Wamer, ed., Central Intelligence: Orvigin and Evolution, {Washington D.C.: Center for the
Study of Intelligence, 2001), 61.
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the United States 1n accordance with existing law and applicable National Security

22432

Council dircctives.”™ Further DCI McConc also played a central role in the

dissemination of NIEs. NSCID 1 elaborated on the requirements.
The Dircctor of Central Intclligence shall disscminate national
intclligence to the President, members of the National Sceurity
Council as appropriate, members of the U.S. Intelligence
Board and, subject to existing statutes, to such other components
of the government as the National Sccurity Council may from
time to time designate or the ULS. Intelligence Board may
recomimend.”
Along with his statutory authoritics, DCI McConce sought out a personal
endorsement of his position from President Kennedy. DCI McCone *“did not want to be
merely the president’s special assistant for intelligenee or have anyonc clsc in the

dd

administration assuming the role of national intelligence officer,”™ he wanted to be the

lcad intelligence person for the President and the government.

Solidifying His Authority

DC1 McCone ook a dual-track approach to sohditying his authority over the IC.
First, he reorganized the USIB. Sccond, he sought out President Kennedy’s endorsement
of his new stature. DCI McCone focused on reforming the structure of the USIB to
cnhance his position over the IC. As Chairman of the USIB, DCI McCone had the “most

145

important bureaucratic lever...for exerting force on these agencies.”” The first step he

took was to remove himscelf as the voice of the CIA on the USIB. The Deputy Dircetor

* Michael Warner, ed., 61.
* Michael Warner, ed., 65.
* David Robarge, 30.

* David Robarge, 64.
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of Central Intelligence sat on the USIB as the CIA representative. By removing himself
as the Agency’s advocate, DCI McCone became the President’s advocate.*

He further streamlined the USIB by removing the Joint Staff and the individual
military scrvices, In their place, DCI McCone, with concurrence from Scerctary of
Defense Robert McNamara, placed the newly established Defense Intelligence Agency as
the Department of Defense representative. In explaining his decision to the president,
McCone stated that “in limiting the regular membership of the United States Intelligence
Board....it would bc our view that substantive dissents...should continuc to be reflected
in estimates and other findings and decisions of the United States Intelligence Board.”"’

After complcting the reforms of the USIB in December 1961, DCI MceConc
sought President Kennedy’s endorsement. In a letter to DCI McCone, President Kennedy
gavce his personal endorsements to the changes made. e further endorsed DCI
McCone’s position as head of the IC.

In carrying out your ncwly assigned dutics as Dircctor of
Central Intelligence 1t is my wish that you serve as the
Government’s principal foreign intelligence ofticer, and
as such that you undertake, as an integral part of your
responsibility, the coordination and cffective guidance of
the total United States foreign intelligence effort.*®

Along with the endorsement, the level of access granted by President Kennedy

further enhanced DCI McCone’s position. DCI McCone was allocated almost weekly

* U .S. Departiment of State, FRUS, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign Policy; Information Policy:

United Nations: Scieniific Matters, 96, Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence McCone to
President Kennedy,” http:/fwww.state. pov/r/pa‘ho/frus/kennedyjfixxv/6009. htm {accessed June 3, 2008).

¥ U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign Poliey; Information Policy;
United Nations; Scientific Matters, *96. Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence MeCone to
President Kennedy,™ http:/fwww.state. govir/pa‘hoffrus/kenned v fixxv/6008. him (accessed June 3, 2008).

* U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign Poliey; Information Policy;
United Nations; Scientific Matters, 99, Memorandum From President Kennedy to Direetor of Central
Inielbgence McCone,” http:/iwww state. govirpa'ho/frus/kenned vy Fxxv/6009.him (accessed June 3. 2008).
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private meetings with the President to discuss a wide range of intelligence matters.
Increasing his own aceess cnhanced the 1C as well. Through his closeness with the
President, CIA analysis was considered by those in the Agency to be worthwhile and
readily accepted by scnior policymakers within the administration.”” By the end of 1962,
McCone had completed the reorganization he deemed necessary 1o position himself as
Icader of the IC. This new Ieadcership role allowed him a free hand to “dcal with

2250

policymakers...””" DCI McCone’s selt-confidence made him “a strong and assertive

figurc among policymakers,”™'

THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS - ENTERING THE POLICY DEBATE

Overview of Cuban Missile Crisis

The Cuban Missile Crisis was a confrontation between the United States and the
Sovict Union over the Soviets installing offensive nuclear missiles in Cuba. While the
actual event, termed the Cuban Missile Crisis, occurred during the last two weeks of
October 1962, a scrics of events in the summer of 1962 led to the confrontation between
the U.S. and the USSR. During the summer months of 1962, the Soviets shipped and
installed offensive missiles in Cuba. The Sovicts emplaced Surface-to-Air (SA)-2
missiles around sites 1in western Cuba (o protect the mstallation of Surface-to-Surface

(SS)-4 Mcdium-Range Ballistic Missiles (MRBMs) and $8-3 Intermediate-Range

* David Robarge, 38.
* David Robarge, 58.

' William M. Leary, cd., The Central Intetligence Agenev: History and Documents, (University of
Alabama: The University of Alabama Press, 1984), 77.
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Ballistic Missiles (IRBMs). The U.S. tracked Soviet activities through aerial surveillance
of Cuba. In August 1963, a dcbate cnsucd in Washington D.C. about Sovict intentions.
On one side was DCI McCone who saw the Soviet buildup as oftensive in nature. On the
other side was the 1C and policymakers within the Kennedy Administration who asscssed
Soviet intentions as defensive only. The Cuban Missile Crisis represented an important
turning point in how DCI McConc saw his rolc in policymaking. From the crisis, DCI
McCone “solidified his place in the Kennedy Administration as an active participant in

the policy proccss.”52

Prelude to October

Prior to the dramatic events of October 1962, DCI McCone was alone in his
asscssment of Soviet intentions in Cuba. Mcanwhile, the general conscensus within the
Kennedy Administration and the IC was that the Soviet support to Cuba was defensive in
naturc only. DCI McCone, using his own analysis, foresaw the buildup of Sovict
activities in Cuba in the summer of 1962 as offensive, not defensive, 1n nature. The basis
for his contentions stenuncd from his fervent anti-communist attitudes. Up until final
confirmation of Soviet activities on Cuba in mid October, DCI McCone remained at odds
with his own scnior analysts in the [C.

The basis for this difference stemmed from DCI McCone’s “businessman’s
intuition. ..to evaluate possibilitics.” While DCI McCone relied on intuition, his
analysts relied on available facts 1o make an assessment. DCI McCone and his analysts

saw the samce information and came to different conclusions on Sovict activitics. At the

* William M. Leary, ¢d., 77.

* David Robarge, 104.
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center of this dispute was the placement of Soviet SA-2 missile sites on Cuba. During
the 1960’s, the SA-2 was the Sovicts “main anti-aircraft weapon.™* The SA-2 could
destroy “‘largets at an altitude of 27 kilometers and a range of 35 kilometers.” SA-2"s
were uscd to protect key installations within the USSR and Eastern Europe. It was a
Soviet SA-2 missile that shot down the Gary Powers’s U2 in 1960. The emplacement of
SA-27s on Cuba allowed the Sovicts to install the S5-4s and §8-5’s under an cffective
anti-aircrafl shield from potential U.S. attacks.

DCI McConc, alone, saw this cmplacement of the SA-27s as a precursor to the
establishment of MRBM and IRBM sites on Cuba. Russell J. Smith, the head of the
Office of Current Intelligenee within CIA, laid out the analysts™ vicw on the placement of
the SA-2’s.

Throughout the 1950°s we watched them splash SA-27s all

over the Sovict Union, often in greater numbers and in

places for which U.S. military men could find no

reasonable justification. The Soviet Union also bestowed

SA-2’s lavishly on their Eastern European satcllite states.

So, to us it seemed neither particularly surprising nor

significant that SA-2s were going to Cuba by the boatload.™
This logical deduction was not supported by DCI McConc’s analysis.

To Director John McCone, this was not persuasive. He

was confident that investing so many SA-2s in Cuba meant

that the Sovicts intended to deploy somcthing they wished to
protect: offensive missiles to threaten the United States.”’

# Missilcthreat.com, “S-75 {SA-2 Guideline),” A Project of the Claremont Institute,
hitp:fwww . missilethreat.com/mssiledefensesystems/id. 4 7/system detail.asp (accessed June 20, 2008).

> Missilethreat.com, “8-75 {SA-2 Guideline),” A Project of the Claremont Institute,
hitp:/www . missilcthreat. com/missiledefensesysiems/id. 4 7/systemdetail.asp {accessed June 20, 2008).

** Russell 1. Smith, The Unknown CIA: My Three Decades with the Agency, (New York: Berkley Books,
1992): 180.

3 Russell J. Smith, 180.
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On September 19, 1962, the Office of National Estimates released Special
National Intclligenee Estimate (SNIE) 85-3-62, titled “The Military Buildup in Cuba,”
which backed the logic presented by Mr. Smith on Soviet activities on Cuba. The
conclusion of the SNIE emphasized the importance of the defensive nature of the
buildup. In the SNIE’s judgment, the Soviets were merely protecting their client stale
and not sccking a confrontation with the U.S. The SNIE further concluded that

2958
™ {hus

nstallation of oftensive weapons “nmight provoke US military intervention,
defeating the intent of the Sovicets to protect Cuba.

Adding to DC1 McCone's problems, most senior members of the Kennedy
Administration shared the same opinton of the IC on Sovict activitics. Up until mid
October 1962, DCI McCone’s assessmenl was dismissed as “a worst case scenario.™’
For DCI McCong, the problem was that all cvidence, up to that point, was unclcar as to
Soviet intentions. 1n discussing the Cuban Missile Crisis, Richard Helms succinetly puts

it, “McConc’s deductive logic was one thing, proof positive was another.”®

The Crisis in October

Proof positive occurred on 15 October 1962 when a U.S. U2 flight identified the

installation of $S-4 and $8-5 sites on Cuba.®' During the 196(s, the $S-4 was a single

warhead nuclear missile that “constituted the bulk of the Soviet offensive missile threat to

" U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol X Cuba, 1961-1962, “433. Special National Intelligence
Estimate,” http:ffwww.state. goviwwwiaboul statc/history/frus X421 443, html (aceessed June 3, 2008).

* David Robarge, 106.
% Richard Helms, 212.
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Western Europe.”(‘2 The maximum range of the SS-4 was 2,000 kilometers. From
hardenced sites built in western Cuba, a §S-4 could recach Washington D.C. In hardenced
positions the reaction time for launch was “five to fifteen minutes.” The SS-5 was
similar in design to the SS-4; howcever, with cxtra fucl capacity the $$-5 range was
extended to 4,500 kilometers.** From Cuba, a SS-5 could reach San Francisco,
California. The reaction time for the $S-5 was the same as the $5-4.

From 15 October until 31 October, the missile crisis consumed the Kennedy
Administration. Within the administration the debate raged on how to cffectively deal
with the Soviet threat. DCI McCone was actively involved in all these debates. In the
first week of the crists, DCI McCone participated in over 30 mectings to debate the
proper course of action against Cuba and the Soviet Union."

On October 17, 1962, DCI McCone laid out in a memorandum his views and
recomimended options the administration should follow. He used this memorandum as a
basis for discussion with other policymakers in a mecting held on that same day. DCI
McCone reminded all that he alone correctly assessed Soviet intentions. © Next he went

into what hc perecived the consequences were of U.S. actions. In his judgment a harsh

“? Globalsecurity.org, "R-12 / SS-4 SANDAL,” hup:/fwww.globalsecurity.orgiwmdiworld/russia/t-
12.htm {accessed June 20, 2008).

 Globalsecurity.org, “R-12 / $8-4 SANDAL.” http:/iwww alobalsecurity.org/wmd/world/russia‘r-
12.htm {accessed June 20, 2008).

™ Globalsecurity.org, "R-14 / §$-5 SKEAN, ™ hitp:/iwww.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/russia‘t-14-
specs.htm (accessed June 20, 2008),

** Globalsecurity org, “R-14 / $8-5 SKEAN,” htp:/fwwiw globalsecurity org/wmdiworld/russia/r-14-
spees.him (aceessed lune 20, 2008).

b Mary §. McAuliffe, cd., €14 Documents on the Cuban Missile Crisis 1962, (Washington D.C.:
History Staff, Central Intelligence Agency. 1992), 158-159.

LS. Department of State, FRUS, Vol X7 Cuban Missile Crisis and Aftermath, *26. Memprandum for
Discussion,” hitp:fwww.state. gov/ www/about state/history/TrusX1726 50.honl {accessed June 3. 2008).
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response by the U.S. could result in the death of Soviet personnel, further increasing
tcnsions between the two superpowers. DCI McCone recommended the ULS, give
Soviets a limited amount of time, no more than 24 hours, to dismantle their operations in

Cuba. If they refused, DCI McCone recommended “we should make a massive surprisc

sirike at air fields, MRMB sites and SAM sites concurrently.”*®

As DCI McConc pressured policymakers to take a hard linc against the Sovicts,
he also worked to get the USIB 1n line with his thinking. Keeping the USIB informed on
deliberations within the White Touse, DCI McCong laid out the considered courses of
actions along with his analysis of each.

A discussion among the principals on October 18™ indicated
a probablc deeision, if any action is taken against Cuba, to
initiate a limited blockade designed to prevent the importation
into Cuba of additional arms....More extreme steps sich as
limited air strikes, comprehensive air strikes, or military
invasion would be withheld awaiting developments....The
arguments in favor of the blockade was principally that it
initiated a positive action which could be intensified at our
will or could be relaxed depending upon evolving
circumstances.... The obvious disadvantages are the protracted
nature of the operation, the difficulties of sustaining our
position in world opinion...and finally, the action does not
reverse the present trend of building an offensive capability
within Cuba....The above course of action is by no means
unanimous....] would like guidance from the USIB members
for my further discussions...”

On October 19, 1962, the USIB released Special National Intelligence estimate 11-18-62.
Its conclusions tracked with the thinking of DCI McCone.
US acceptance of the strategic missile buildup would provide

strong encouragement 1o Communists, pro-communists,
and the more anti-American sectors of opinion in Latin

LS. Department of State, FRUS, Vol X1 Cuban Missile Crisis and Aftermath, “26. Memorandum for
Discussion,” hitp:fwww.state.gov! www/iabout_state/history/frusX126_30.himl {aceessed June 3., 2008).

* Mary S. McAulifle, ed., 193-194.
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America and elsewhere. Conversely, anti-Communist and

those who relate their own interests to those of the US

would be strongly discouraged. Tt scems clear that,

especially over the long run, there would be a loss of

confidence in US power and determination and a serious

decline of US influence generally....There is no reason

to belicve that a blockade of itsclf would bring down the

Castro rcgime. The Soviets would almost certainly excrt

strong pressure elsewhere to end the blockade.™

As the Cuban Missile Crisis playcd itsclf out over the two wecks, DCE MceCone’s

role evolved. Initially he confined himself with presenting current intelligence to
President Kennedy’s national sceurity tcam. As the crisis progressed, DCEMcConce
freely interjected his views into the policy debate. To better manage the crisis, President
Kennedy ercated the Exceutive Committee (EXCOM), a smaller group from the National
Security Councit. DCI McCone was a member of the EXCOM. Within the EXCOM, the
members formed into three groups: “tlawks’, who advocated “carly and strong usc of

1 , . . . . 72 ¢ ,
""" “Doves’ advocating reaching “a diplomatic settlement,”’* and ‘Owls

military force,
who mancuvered between the positions of the Hawks and Doves.”” DCEMcCone
belonged to the Hawk camp.

As these groups formed, the debates centered on four possible courses of actions:

“[1] airstrikes, [2] a blockade cast as an ultimatum o be followed by air attacks, [3] a

blockadc as a dclaying tactic to gauge Sovict intentions, and [4] a blockadc as an opening

.S, Department of State, FRUS, Vol Xi Cuban Missile Crisis and Aftermarh, *32. Special National
[ntelligence Hstimate,” http./f/www state, pov! www/about_state/history/frusX1/26 50, html (accessed June
3, 2008).
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"™ From DCI McCone’s point of view, he favored a blockade that led

o negotiations. ..
to airstrikes. In a meeting of the NSC on October 20, 1962, DCI McConc gave his
opinion on the courses of actions debated to President Kennedy.

McConc stated his opposition to an airstrike, but

admitted that in his view a blockade was not cnough. He

argued that we should institute the blockade and tell the

Russians that if the missiles were not dismantled within

scventy-two hours, the United Stated would destroy the

missiles by air attacks.”
This opinion tracked his earlier position on October 17, 1962.

On October 20, 1962, the Kennedy Administration scttled on a quarantine of
Cuba 1n response to Soviet actions. While DCI McCone questioned the effectiveness of a
quarantine, he did moderate his views to go along with President Kennedy’s decision.
McCone’s pushing for stronger action was a similar approach he took towards Vietnam
policy; gradual cscalation without a forceful backup was no solution.

Alongside serving an intelligence role for President Kennedy, DCI McCone also
served as his go between to senior leaders in the Republican Party, specifically former
President Eisenhower. In this role, DC1 McCone’s mission was to sell the
administration’s policy. During the crisis, DCI McCone held two private meetings with
Eisenhower to layout the position of the Kennedy Administration and also to provide his

. . .7
own view on the situation.””

™ David Robarge, 115.
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On October 17, 1963, DCI McCone met with Eisenhower. 1n a memoranduim he
wrote to capturc the topics discussced, DCI McConc implicd that he and President
Eisenhower were 1n agreement as to the proper course of action.

In discuss[ing] the blockadces, [Eisenhowcer] mentioned the difficulty

of [a] type of opcration we would take if and when a Sovict ship, laden

with military hardware and personnel, is stopped on the high seas.

The question he raised, as do I, 1s “What would we do with the ship

then?’.. .1 told General Eisenhower that [ did not expect an answer

but both the President and I wished him to be fully informed and that

I would like to consult with him from time to time.””
DCT McCone met again with Eisenhower on October 21, 1963, During this meeting,
DC1 McCone and Eisenhower discussed at length military options available to the U.S.
During the mecting, Eisenhower sided with DCI McConc’s arguments against a surprisc
attack by the U.S.”™ Eisenhower agreed that the potential for increased tensions was 100
great. Through his cfforts, Eiscnhower backed the actions of President Kennedy towards
the Soviets and Cuba. By playing this role, DCI McCone managed to turn a potential
partisan adversary of the President into a supporter.

On October 24, 1962, the Soviet Union ceased their shipment of missiles to Cuba.
This began the next stage in the debate how to defuse the situation. The new debate
centered on agreeing to the removal of Soviet missiles in Cuba in exchange for the
removal of U.S. missiles from Turkey. As the threat of a military option subsided, the
question debated within the administration was how far to compromise with the Soviets.
DCI McConc argued during this period that the U.S. had the upper hand and should

demand the Soviets back down without giving them anything in return. Adlai Stevenson,

U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations (UN), argued for the removal of U.S. missiles

7 Mary S. McAuliffe, ed., 167-168.
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trom Turkey. He also argued that the U.S. should dismantle the naval base at
Guantanamo, Cuba and allow UN inspcctors to verify the dismantling of the missile sites.
DCI McCone strongly and vehemently opposed these suggestions.

[DCI] McConc disagreed with Ambassador Stevenson’s

linking of Sovict missiles in Cuba to U.S. missiles in Turkey.

He said the Soviet weapons in Cuba were pointed at our heart

and put us under great handicap in continuing to carry out

our commitments to the free world.”
DCI McCone worried that the “administration might be compromising too much.”™® He
further argued that only U.S. inspectors verify the dismantling of the missile sites in
Cuba.

DCI McConc did makce some contradictory statements as to the valuc of the
missiles based in Turkey. In an oral interview given several years afler the events of
October 1962, DCI McConc downplayced the importance of the missiles in Turkcey. As
DCI McCone related “nobody ever thought the missiles in Turkey were worth anything
anyways. ... Thcy never should have been put there in the first place. I opposed them. |

81 However at the time of the Cuban

wanted them taken out a couple of years before.
Missilc Crisis, DCI McCone was adamant in his opposition to a missile swap to the point

that he was excluded from further EXCOM meetings.®

" U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol X! Cuban Missile Crisis and Aftermarh, *79. Summary Record
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Crisis Fallout

By the end of October, the Cuban Missile Crisis had subsided, and DCI McConc
taced the repercussion of some of his actions. DCI McCone having correctly deduced
Sovict intentions did not fatl to remind cveryone within the National Sccurity apparatus
that he was correct. In using an “I told you so attitude,” he alienated several key
members of the Kennedy Administration that also played key roles in the Johnson
Administration, individuals like McGeorge Bundy and Robert McNamara. Bundy
commented about McCone’s performance. Bundy stated that he was tired of hearing how
right DCI McCone was in predicting the Soviets™ intentions that he “never want[ed] to
hear it again.”® Scerctary McNamara held a similar view towards McCone’s
performance. Secretary McNamara “privately criticized McCone for not predicting the
crisis hard cnough.” From Scerctary McNamara’s perspective, McCone’s correetness
did not hide the fact that the CIA failed 1o accurately predict the Soviet threat.*

Along with the criticism dirceted towards McCone’s activities, it was also
directed against the CIA and its poor analytical performance. The President’s Foreign
Intelligenee Advisory Board (PFIAB) reviewed the activities of the 1C and presented
their report to President Kennedy on February 4, 1963. The report concentrated on the
analysis provide by the IC. Commenting on SNIE 85-3-62, the PFIAB rcport concluded

that the “President and [policymakers] were ill served by the [SNIE].”® The PFIAB
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report attacked every key finding made by the IC in the SNIE. The report served as an
indictment against the analytical performance of the IC.
We believe that the near-total intelligence surprise experienced
by the United States with respect to the introduction and
deployment of Soviet stratcgic missiles in Cuba resulted
in large part from a malfunction of the analytic process by which
intelligence indicators are assessed and reported. This
malfunction diminished the effectiveness of [policymakers],
national intclligence cstimators, and civilian and military
officers having command responsibilitics.®’
The report ignored DCI McCone’s perforimance during the Cuban Missile Crisis.

On February 28, 1963, DCI McCong scnt a imemorandum to President Kennedy
addressing the points of the PFIAB’s report. In his response, he attempted to explain the
failures of the IC’s analysis. According to DCI McCone, analysts “wcre so convinced
that the Soviets would not accept the inevitable confrontation resulting from the
placements of offensive missiles in Cuba, [analysts] were inclined to dismiss such

2+8R

evidence as there was to the contrary.”™ DCI McCone faulted the analysts’ ability to
understand the intent of the adversary. While he faulted the failure of his analysts, DCI
McCone did not fail to remind President that his “own views diftered from those of the
community.”w The PFIAB report, combined with DCI McCone’s assessment, only
served to undermine the IC’s analysis in the eyes of policymakers. The problems

exposed by the IC’s analysis would have a detrimental effect in policymakers accepting

IC analysis on Vietnam.
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In the end DCI McCone’s performance strained his relations with President
Kennedy, as it put into question DCI McConc’s “political loyaltics.™ Congressional
critics of the President “praised McCone for being the only administration figure 1o
predict what Moscow would do in Cuba.™' Congressional Republicans “used
[McCone’s] post crisis testimony before a Senate committee 1o support assertions that the
administration had blundered.” These events strained his relations with President
Kennedy. Prior to the ¢risis, DCI McCone enjoyed a close relation with President
Kennedy. After the erisis that relationship grew more distant and more businesslike.”
DCI McCone’s tack of access furthered his isolation within the administration, as the

administration dcbated the proper coursc to follow in South Vietnam.
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CHAPTER 3

DCI MCCONE AND VIETNAM POLICY IN THE KENNEDY
ADMINISTRATION, 1963

INTRODUCTION

During the first two ycars of the Kennedy Administration (1961-1962), DCI
McCone focused on establishing his position within the IC. In 1963, as President
Kennedy shifted his focus to South Victnam so too did DCI McConce. This chapter
examines DCI McCone’s role during the Vietnam debates of 1963. Two events occurred
during 1963 that highlighted his rolc. The first was DC1 McConc’s personal intervention
in changing the tone of a National Intelligence Estimate. The second event was the
dcbate on the fatc of South Vietnamese President Ngo Dinh Diem. Before discussing
these two events it is important to give a brief overview of U.S. Vietnam policy up to

1963,

OVERVIEW OF U.S. VIETNAM POLICY

Policy under the Eisenhower Administration

From 1954 onwards, the United States was involved in the conflict in Southeast

Asia. The U.S."s cffort concentrated on the survival of the South Vietnamesce regime.

The independence of Vietnam was established al the end of the Vietnamese war against
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France in 1954. At the time, Vietnam was divided into two parts. North Vietnam was
placed under communist rule, headed by 1o Chi Minh. South Victnam becamc a
democratic state under the rule of President Diem. When South Vietnam became
indcpendent, the United States provided aid and support.

Initial support from the United States came 1n the form of economic and military
assistancc. During the Eiscnhower Administration, a small numbcr of U.S. military
personnel were sent to train the new South Vietnamese military. The size of the U.S.
contingent remained below 1,000 troops throughout the Eiscnhower Administration.,
From its establishment, South Vietnam was fighting a communist led insurgency. The
main insurgent group was the Vict Cong (VC), which reecived military and financial
support from the government of North Vietnam. Throughout the remainder of the
Eiscnhowcer Administration, South Victnam, with limited U.S. support, fought the VC to
a stalemate but was never able to defeat them. Further adding to the problems in South
Vietnam was the incrcascd corruption in the Dicem regime. President Diem, a Catholic,
conducted a heavy repressive campaign against thie majority Buddhist population of
South Victnam. In South Victnam, 70% of the population was Buddhist.”

Under President Diem power resided 1n the minority Catholic population.
Between the two groups there was mutual animosity, with the majority Buddhist

05

population considering the Catholic population as “undesirable.”” With power residing
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in the Catholic minority “favoritism and abuses inevitably resulted.” In some provinces
of South Victnam where the population was complctely Buddhist, Icaders of the provinee
were all completely Catholic.”” As President Diem was the main supporter of the
Catholic minority population, they fervently supported President Diem. Catholics filled
the ranks of President Diem’s internal securily forces that were used against the
Buddhists.”™ These actions of the Diem regime only served to alicnate the local Buddhist

populace from supporting the government.

Policy under the Kennedy Administration

When John Kennedy came into office he directed a fundamental review of U.S.
Vietnam policy. Throughout 1961, the Kennedy Administration tried to determine a
correct course of action to follow in Victnam. Scnior policymakers recognized that
current U.S. policies on Vietnam were not working, as the VC was still unbeaten and the
Diem regime was losing popular support.

The Kennedy Adminisiration debated three possible courses of actions. The first
option, Kennedy could cominit large numbers of U.S. ground forces and begin large scale
conventional operations against the VC.” A second option was an increase in economic
and military aid to South Victmam with the intent of using the aid to coax Dicm into

reforming his regime.'” A third option was that the U.S. would commit to a minimal

* David Halberstam, 7he Making of a Quagmire, 119,
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presence in South Vietnam and provide all the necessary aid to Diem without strings.'"’
In November 1961, President Kennedy approved course of action three as U.S. policy.'”
However, for the remainder of Kennedy’s term the U.S. military’s role greatly expanded,
transforming “thc ‘limited-risk gamble’ of the Eiscnhower Administration into a ‘broad

. . . . . . 103
commitment’ lo prevent Communist domination of South Vieinam.”

THE REWRITE OF NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE 53-63

Introduction

A NIE is the conscnsus opinton of the entire IC. During the 1960°s, NIE’s were
written by the CIA’s Office of National Estimates (ONE). It was the responsibility of the
ONE to draft a NIE, and then present it to the rest of the 1C for review.  After the review
process, the compleled drafl was presented to the USIB for final approvat and
dissemination. Under DCI MceCone, the ONE produced “about 50 national intelligence
estimates a year.”'™ In February 1963, DCI McCone directed the ONE to rewrile

National Intclligence Estimate 53-63, Prospects in South Vietnam.

The Reason for DCI MeCone’s Interference
Why did DCI McCone force an unnecessary change 1o NIE 53-63 in February

19637 The main reason stems from the problems he faced within the administration after
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the Cuban Missile Crisis. He also struggled to reconcile his own negative views on the
situation in Victnam with the optimistic vicws of policymakers. In the end, DCI McCone
chose to align with the policymakers rather than with his analysts.

In 1962, DCI McConc, along with Sccrctary of Defense McNamara, vistted

Vietnam. While Secretary McNamara “returned with glowing accounts of improvements

20105

in South Victnam, DCI McConc held a more negative vicw on prospects in

106

Vietnam. ' DCI McCone's hardcore anti-communist views did not coincide with the

approach Kennedy chosc to take 1n Victnam,

[DCI] McCone disagreed with many of the diplomatic and
military tactics the administration was using in Vietnam and
qucstioned whether the United States could achieve its
objectives. He became frustrated over the discrepancy between
President Kennedy’s rhetoric and US actions....Impatience,

a search for clarity, and a penchant for efficiency characterized
McConc’s approach to the Victnam question.’’

Wlile carrying this attitude about U.S. eftorts in Vietnam, DCI McCone surprised CIA
analysts with his demand that NIE 53-63 be rewritten to reflect a more positive outlook
on Vietnam,'”

In February 1963, the draft of NIE 53-63 was presented to the USIB, DCI

McCone’s “voice in the administration had diminished afier the Cuban missile crisis

and.. .his persistent doubts about Victnam further strained his relations with
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. 1G9
policymakers.” 0

In February 1963, DCI McCone was conlending with the findings
from thc PFIAB on the IC™s performance during the Cuban Missile Crisis. Still dealing
with the fallout from the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone was in no mood lo present a
NIE that was at odds with the prevailing view of scnior members of the Kennedy
Administration.'"” In the draft of NIE 53-63, the analysts questioned the fighting
capabilitics of the South Vietnamese military and its Icadership, which if taken to its
logical conclusion questioned the capabilities of the U.S. to effectively train this force.'"
Such an asscrtion put DCI McConc into conflict with the views of Scerctary McNamara.

Believing he needed to repair lus relations with policymakers, DCI McCone undernined

his own analysts.

NIE Rewrite

Since 1948, the CIA produced over 70 intelligence estimates, summaries or
memorandums that dealt specifically with Southcast Asia,’'? without any interference
trom the DCI or policymakers. CIA analysts consistently maintained a pessimistic view
of the situation in Vietnam.'"

The 1nitial draft of NIE 53-63, written 1n September 1962, followed the same

pessimistic line as previous intelligence products on Vietnam. The draft took into
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account the current situation 1n Vietnam and attempted to present a balanced view on
what was occurring.

The draft had some good analysis, new data and so on....it implied
a possibility for swifter progress under a post-Diem Vietnamese
government. There was no claim that Diem had to go. There

was solid buttressing for the view that the Vietnam war had stalled.
The January 1963 batile at An Bac where Viet Cong soldiers stood
their ground and defeated South Vietnamese troops backed up by
helicopters and armored personncl carricrs, added further to the
substance.''*

The draft NIE was presented to the USIB in February 1963, and instead of embracing the
assessment of his analysts, DCI McCone “savaged the NIE.”'"® From DCI McCone’s
viewpoint, the NIE never took into account the views of people who understood the
situation in Victnam.''

After rejecting the draft, DCI McCone demanded a complete rewrite to retlect the
views of pelicymakers within the government. From his perspective, policymakers and
not his analysts knew the situation in Vietnam the best.'"’

According to Director McCone, the people who knew best

were [William] Colby; his chief of station, John Richardson; the
Army’s Chief of Staff [General Earl Wheeler] and its South
Victnam commandcr [General Paul Harkins], [U.S.] Ambassador
Fredrick Notling, the naval commander in the Pacific [Admiral
Harry D. Feltl], [Department of] State’s Roger Hilsman and the
NSC staffer for Southeast Asia, Michael Forrestal.''®

Since nearly all senior policymakers held an optimistic view on Vietnamn, the draft

of the NIE was not well received. Senior U.S. military personnel undercut the assertion

"% John Prados, 106.
"% John Prados, 106.
"® Harold P. Ford, 12.
""" Harold P. Ford, 12.

" John Prados, 106.

48



that the South Vietnamese military was weak and 11l served by its leadership. The worst
comments came from the U.S, naval commander for the Pacific, Admiral Felt, ¢
compared the document to North Vietnamese propaganda.”q Unable to persuade
policymakers on their analysis, CIA analysts succumbed to the pressure and rewrote NIE
53-63. The resulling change 1n the document reflected the views held by senior
policymakers. Releascd on April 17, 1963 NIE 53-63, madc the following key judgment

We believe that Communist progress has been blunied and

that the situation is improving. Strengthened South

Victnamese capabilitics and cffcctivencss, and particularly

US involvement, arc causing the Viet Cong increasced difficulty,

although there are as vet no persuasive indications that the

Communist have been grievousty hurt, '
The importancce of the NIE’s findings was embraced by scnior policymakers. NIE 53-63
confirmed the optimistic reporting coming from U.S. officials in Vietnam. DCI McCone
uscd his position to force a changce to an NIE against the wishes of his analysts. While

DCI McCone thought he had aligned the IC with the assessment of policymakers. In

reality, he undermined the position of the IC.

NIE Fallout

Within one month of NIE 53-63"s release, a major uprising by the majority
Buddhist population in South Vietnam took place against the Diem regime. The size of
anti-government riots and increased activities by Viet Cong forces “invalidated [NIE 53-

63°] key judgmen‘[s.”121 Discarding their own involvement in the development of NIE
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53-63, senior policymakers 1in the Kennedy Admunistration concluded that DCI McCone
and his analysts at CIA “had produced another authoritative but inaccurate cstimate,”'*?

Realizing that he unduly influenced the development of the NIE, DCI McCone
sought to makc amends. DCI McConc personally apologized to the analysts and vowed
not to involve himself in the development of future NIEs.'” In not questioning the
asscssment of future NIEs, DCI McConc placed himsclf at a disadvantage with the
majorily of policymakers holding an optimistic view of Vietnam.

As the situation 1n Victnam worscned from May to July 1963, DCI McConce
approved a Special National Intelligence Estimate to update the judgments in NIE 53-63.
SNIE 53-2-63 was rclcased in luly 1963 with the following revised judgment:

The Buddhist crisis in South Vietnam has highlighted and
intensified a widespread and long-standing dissatisfaction
with the Diem regime and its stylc of government, If — as is
likcly — Diem fails to carry out truly and promptly the
commitiments he has made to the Buddhists, disorder

will probably flare again and the chances of a coup

or assassination attempts against him become better than

Eever. .. 124

As the situation in Vietnam deteriorated into August 1963, the Kennedy
Administration concluded that the problem was not the U.S. effort but the regime of
President Diem. In summer and fall 1963, policymakers within the administration
debated the fate of President Diem. These policymakers debated whether they should

suppott a coup against President Diem by the South Vietnamese military. DCI McCone
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interjected himself into this debate. Conung afler the problems of NIE 53-63, DCI

McConc entered this debate in a weak position and left in an cven weaker one.

THE FALL OF PRESIDENT NGO DINH DIEM

Background to the Coup Dchate

In May 1963, a crisis erupted in South Vietnam that undermined the U.S. effort
up to that point. Thc primary rcason for this crisis was the actions of President Diem
against the majority Buddhist population in South Vietnam. The crisis began on May 8,
1963. According to Buddhist belicvers, May 8 1s the birthday of the Buddha. To honor
the Buddha, Buddhist monks requested the right 1o wave the flag of Buddha. The Diem
government denied their request citing a government edict against the display of other
national flags. However a few days before this request the Diem regime allowed the
Vatican flag to fly over the city of Huc in honor of Diem’s brother, a Cardinal in the
Catholic Church. Tlus action infuriated the Buddhist majority population.

Defying government orders, the monks flew the flag of the Buddha on his
birthday. Further, thousands of Buddhist monks took to the streets of Hue in celebration
of the Buddha’s birthday. In retaliation, President Dicm ordered the South Vietnamese
military to suppress the demonstration. South Vietnamese forces fired on the crowd of
monks, killing ninc.'>* Two days later, over ten thousand monks took to the streets of
Hue to protest the government’s actions. President Diem responded by denouncing the

Buddhist movement as a comununist front organization and had the
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126 president Diem subsequently ordered the South Vietnamese military

leaders arresied.
to isolate the most active Buddhist pagodas,'®” around 1uc and Saigon. These cvents in
May 1963 invalidated the findings of NIE 53-63. The internal instability in South
Victnam highlighted the weakenced position of President Diem.

Through the summer months of 1963, the situation in South Vietnam continued (o
deteriorate. On Junc 11, 1963, a Buddhist monk sct himself on fire to protest the actions
of President Diem. These events shocked senior policymakers in Washingion D.C. All
the optimistic reporting they reccived prior to these cvents was shown to be wrong. For
DCI McCone these events led Lo his decision (o allow SNIE 53-63-2 to be published to
account for the new situation on the ground.

Throughout June and July 1963, the United States attempled lo force President
Diem to soften his position and mect the demands of the Buddhists. Each attempt by the
U.S. was met by an unyielding President Diem. By August 1963, most policymakers in
the Kennedy Administration concluded that the main problem in South Vietnam was the
rule of President Diem. President Diem’s continued hold on power only served 1o
weaken U.S. cfforts to stabilize South Victnam. In carly August, President Diem realized
the need to accommodate the U.S. position. President Diem promised the outgoing U.S.
Ambassador Fredrick E. Notling that he would refrain from any futurc actions against the
Buddhist monks."**

On August 21, 1963, President Diem broke his promise. Supported by his

brother Ngo Dinh Nhu, the head of South Vietnam’s internal security, President Diem
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ordered the CIA-trained South Vietnamese Special Forces to assault the Buddhist
pagodas'®” across the country. The raid resulted in the arrest of over 1,000 monks. '
President Diem’s action shocked policymakers in Washington and opened the debate on
his fatc; however, the debatc was not onc sided.  Policymakers formed into pro- and anti-
Diem factions. The anti-Diem faction, primarily the State Department and the U.S.
Embassy in South Victnam, saw thc removal of President Diem as the only way for the
U.S. to succeed in South Vietnam. The pro-Diem faction, primarily the Defense
Department and CIA, saw that there was no other Ieadership alternative to President
Diem and the U.S. had to make the best of a bad situation. DCI McCone was a member

of the pro-Dicm faction.

The Coup Debate in Washington D.C.

On August 23, 1963, Henry Cabot Lodge replaced Ambassador Notling in South
Vietnam. Like the McConc appointment, Lodge, a Republican, was appointed in an
altempt lo elevate Vietnam policy above partisan politics. With the new ambassador
camc a ncw policy for dealing with President Diem. Under Ambassador Notling, U.S.
policy was o use persuasion to get President Diem Lo reform. With Ambassador Lodge,
the new policy was to scck alternatives to the Diem’s rule if President Diem refused to
reform.

The change in policy occurred swiftly, without consent from the major
policymakers in the Kennedy Administration. In the last week of August 1963, all major

policymakers (President Kennedy, Secrctary McNamara, Scerctary Rusk, and DCI
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McCone) were out of town on vacation. The anti-Diem faction took advantage of the
vacuum in lcadcrship to sct in place a new U.S. policy 1n its rclationship with President
Diem. Officials in the State Depariment, Roger Hilsman"' and W. Averelt Harriman'>
and at the National Sccurity Council, Michacl Forrestal,'” sent a cable with new
instructions to Ambassador Lodge

[The] US Government cannot tolerate situation in which power

lics in Nhu's hands. Diem must be given chance to rid himsclf

of Nhu and his coterie and replace them with best military

and political personalities available. If, in spite of all of yvour

cfforts, Dicm remains obdurate and refuscs, then we must face the

possibility that Diem himsclf cannot be preserved. '**
Only after the cable was sent to Ambassador Lodge did President Kennedy see it. After
being told that it was supported by officials in State, Defense, and at CIA, President
Kennedy approved the message.

DCI McCone never saw the cable. At the time of the cable’s transmission, DCI

McCone was on vacation in California. Richard Helms, the duty officer at the time,
approved the cable, concluding that it was “a policy rather than an intelligence matter.”'*

Mr. Helms never informed DCI McCone. William Colby, working in the CIA Far East

Division, saw the cable after it had been approved by the President. Mr. Colby

! Roger Hilsman was the Director, Department of State Bureau of Intelligence and Research from

1961 to 1963, He then became Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Aftairs from 1963 to 1904,

2w . Averell Harriman was the Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs from 1961 to 1963.

He then became Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs from [963 to 1963,
"> Michael Forrestal was an aide on the National Security Council from 1962 to 1965,
" 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1T Vietnam, Jamiarv-Adugust 1963, “281. Telegram From the

Department of State to the Embassy in Vietnam,” htip:/fwww.state. govr/ pa‘ho/fruskennedyifiil/8 177 him
(accessed May 6, 2008).

Y William Colby, Honorahle Men My Life in the CI4, (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1978), 210.
Hercafter cited as William Colby, Honarable Men.
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understood the desire of DCI McCone to be informed on all policy related matters. He
passcd the information to DCI McConc on the cable’s content,

Ambassador Lodge understood his new nstructions 10 mean start planning a coup
against President Diem. Ambassador Lodge instructed the CIA Station Chicf in Saigon,
John Richardson, to contact discontented South Vietnamese generals who could lead a
coup against President Diem, With DCI McConc unable to communicate with Mr,
Richardson, William Colby instructed Richardson to obey the orders of Ambassador
Lodge.'**

On August 29, 1963, President Kennedy met with his senior level advisors to
discuss the new policy on President Diem. Deputy Director Marshall Carter represented
the CIA. Although not in attendance, DCI McCone passed his concerns through Bundy
to President Kennedy. As Bundy relayed, DCT McConc advocated against a coup. DCI
McCone recommended the U.S. attempt to persuade Nhu to leave the country voluntarily;
however, if a coup was the only option, DCI McConc stated that the U.S. needed
assurance that a coup could be successful.”’

For participants, the truc problem rested with Diem’s brother and not Diem.
Another concern was keeping U.S. involvement in any coup planning to a minimum so as
to not lct the Diem brothers know about U.S. activitics. Bundy summarized the opinion

of policymakers, “the coup was [South Vietnamese general’s] show and that [the U.S.]

13 William Colby, Honorable Men, 211.
7118, Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam., August-December 1963, 15, Memorandum of

Conference With the President,” hitp:fwww.state. govir/pa/hofArus/kennedyj 1w/ 8202 htm (accessed June

10, 2008).
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should stick with our plan, which was to support the Vietnamese effort.”™® At this
mcceting President Kennedy made scveral decisions. The first was for the U.S. military to
back up CIA approaches with the South Vietnamese military on coup planning.”’ The
sccond was Ambassador Lodge had the authority to suspend aid to the Diem regimg, after

" The third gave Ambassador Lodge authority over

approval from President Kennedy.
all overt and covert operations in South Vietnam.'*' In placing CIA covert activitics
under Ambassador Lodge, the CIA element in Saigon was isolated from DCI McCone’s
dircctions. At the time, Richardson maintained backdoor channcls with Nhu. Onec
Ambassador Lodge gained control of the CIA Station, he denied Richardson from any
further contact with Nhu.  All communications with Diem and his brother was through
Ambassador Lodge alone.

On Scptember 2, 1963, DCI McConc returnced to Washington D.C. From
September until the actual coup on November 2, DCI McCone held a consisient position.
He opposcd any attempt to forcefully remove President Diemn and his brother from

power. DCI McCone always favored using persuasion. There were several factors 1n his

opposition. The first was that any move against Dicm distracted from the mission of the

" 1.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, *15. Memorandum of
Conference With the President,” htip:/www state.povi/rpa‘ho/frus/kennedyifiivi8202.htm (accessed June
10, 2008).

%9 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, Augusi-December 1963, %15. Memorandum of
Conference With the President,” htip:/www state.pov/rpa‘ho/frus/kennedyifiivi8202.htm (accessed June
10, 2008},

U8, Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, August-December 1963, %15, Memorandum of
Conference With the President,” hitpfwww state. govinpadhodfrus/kenned v fivi8202. him (accessed Junc

10, 2008).

U118, Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, 15, Memorandum of
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U.S. to combalt the communist insurgency in South Vietnam. The second factor was that
DCI McCone saw no other lcadership alternative to President Diem.'*? The final factor
was a fear that a coup could lead to a protracted period of instability in South Vietnam.'*
Backing DCI McConc’s analysis was the analysis of Russcll J. Smith, Deputy Director
tor Intelligence. He presented his analysis to DCI McCone in a memorandum writlen on
Scptember 4, 1963, Mr. Smith’s analysis attempted to contradict the opinion of the anti-
Diem faction that the war could not be won with President Diem in power. Mr. Smith
concluded that the current Buddhist uprising was not affecting the South Victnamese

'** According to Mr. Smith, the war could still be

government’s etforts to defeal the VC.
won under President Diem, '™

As he had done in the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone laid out his position in
a memorandum he used as his talking points with policymakers. In a mecting held on
Septemiber 12, 1963 with senior policymakers, DCI McCone argued for the U.S. to
consider other options instead of a coup. DCI McCone continued to focus on the method
of persuasion aganst the Diem brothers. DCI McCone outlined several steps the U.S.

should support in licu of removing President Diem. DCI McCone argucd that the best

solution was to remove Nhu from a position of authority and restructure the Diem

'* David Robarge, 181,

'* David Robarge, 181,

"% ~Memorandum about ONE Memao: South Vietnam s Leader, 4 September [963,” in Estimative
Products on Vietnam [948-1975, {Washington D.C., National Intclligence Cauncil, April 2005), CD-ROM.
Hercafter cited as Memaorandiom abont ONE Memo, CD-ROM.
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government to bring in more dissents. — DCI McCone’s final argument was that the use

of scleetive pressurce on Diem showed U.S. resolve and that the war cffort could continue

with Diem still in power."*’

He requested that the CIA be allowed to resume
communications with Dicm. No actions were taken on any of DCI McConc’s
recomimendations during this meeting,.

Throughout the remainder of September 1963, the ULS. held to the position that
increased pressure, short of a coup, on President Diem would result in the necessary
improvements in his government. llowcever this opinion changed after a visit by
Secretary McNamara to Vietnam at the end of September. He concluded that not enough
pressurc was being placed on President Diecm. In his findings to President Kennedy,
Secretary McNamara stated that a coup against President Diem was too early and that the
U.8. should cxert maximum ceonomic and political pressurc on President Diem to
reform.'™ Secretary McNamara concluded that his recommendations would either lead
to reconciliation with President Diem or lead to an eventual coup against Diem.'™

During October 1963, the U.S. position shifted to the realization that a coup was
the only available option against President Dicm. While the pro-Dicm faction still

debated the need to remove President Diem, the anti-Diem faction, led by Ambassador

Lodge, pressed ahcad with planning a coup. DCI MeCone’s position was so consistent

M6 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, Augusi-December 1963, %99, Memorandum for the
Record of a Meeting.” http://www state.gov/t/pa‘ho fruskennedvifiiv/1 2648.htim (accessed May 6, 2008),

"% U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, August-December 1963, 99, Memorandum for the
Record of a Meeting,” http:/www state. gov/ripa‘ho/frus’kennedviffiv/1 2648 htm (accessed May 6, 2008).

"% 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-Decenber 1963, 167, Memorandum From
the Chairman of the loint Chiefs of Staff (Taylor) and the Seerctary of Defense (MeNamara) to the
President,” hilpziwww state.goviripad hodfrus/kennedyjtiv/ 1265 1.him {acecssed June 10, 2008).

%7118, Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-Decemper 1963, *172. Memorandum of
Meceting.” hitp:/www state.gov/t/pa’ hodltus/kenned v F1v/ 12651 . him {accessed June 10, 2008).

58



against a coup that policymakers largely ignored him. An internal memorandum at the
Statc Department, written on October 18, 1963, identificd DCI McConc as a roadblock to
the maintenance of momentum in U.S. policy.ls ® The memorandum characterized DCI
McConc’s opinions as his “familiar visccral feclings.”"”' According to the Statc
Department officials, any policy not supported by DCI McCone was doomed to fail. In
the end, officials at the Statc Department discarded DCI McConce’s advice believing that
DCI McCone only wanted to return to the August period where the U.S. remained in tacit
supportt of President Diem, '™

Although his position was ridiculed by other policymakers, DCI McCone pressed
his casc directly to President Kennedy throughout the month of October 1963, As the
date for the coup approach, DCI McCone “warned President Kennedy personally that
removal of Dicm would result in not onc coup, but scveral coups — political turmoil that
might extend over several years.”' > In hindsight DCI McCone’s analysis was correct
when two months after the coup against President Diem, another faction within the South

Vietnamese military staged a coup against the military regime.

Wrys. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, 200, Memorandum From
the Special Assistant in the Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs {Neubert) to the Assistant Secretary of State for
Far Eastern Affairs (Hilsman),” http:/www state. pov/r/pasho/frusikennedyiffiv/ 12678 .t {accessed June
L0, 2008).
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the Special Assistant in the Bureau of Far Hastern Affairs {Neubert) to the Assistant Secretary of State for
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10, 2008),
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During a meeting with the President at the end of October 1963, DCI McCone
summarized the situation in removing President Diem. DCI McConc used a bascball
analogy, pointing out that “if I was a manager of a baseball team, and I had one pitcher,
I’d kcep him in the box whether he was a good pitcher or not.”"** Although President
Kennedy was apprehensive about an impending coup, he never directed Ambassador
Lodgc to demand the South Vietnamese military to stop their planning. In that vacuum,
Ambassador Lodge pressed ahead with coup planning. By the end of October 1963, DCI
McConc’s position had been marginalized within the administration, with the U.S. tacitly
supporting the South Vielnamese military planned coup against President Diem.

On November 2, 1963, the long planned coup occurred resulting in the removal
and execution of Diem and his brother Nhu. Removing Diem forced the U.S. 1o become
more cntrenched in the affairs of South Vietnam. During the last two years of DCI
McCone’s tenure, his focus remained on Vietnam and finding the right policy; however,

this had to bc done under a new President, Lyndon Johnson.

" Robert MeNamara, In Retrospect. The Tragedy and Lessons of Vietnam, (New York: Times Books,

1995) 81-82.
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CHAPTER 4

DCI MCCONE AND VIETNAM POLICY IN THE JOHNSON
ADMINISTRATION, 1963-1965

INTRODUCTION

DCI McCone remained head of the IC through the first part of the Johnson
Administration {1963-1965). For DC1 McConc, the situation in Victnam remained his
most dominant foreign policy issue. Policymakers in the Johnson Administration
conducted numerous policy reviews from 1963 to 1965 to find the right formula for
success in South Vietnam. DCI McCone remained consistently pessimistic about the
chances of success in South Vietnam. Evcentually senior pelicymakers favored and
accepted a policy of a gradual escalation of force. The intent of the new policy was to
use limited air strikes against North Vietnam in order to pressure it into accepting a
negotiated solution. While policymakers coalesced around this policy, DCI McCone’s
views diverged to favor 4 more aggressive approach against North Vietnam. DCI
McCone saw that the only way to win in Vietnam was to conduct “a fullbore aerial
assault on North Vietnam.”'™ His policy views evolved through 1964. By 1965, DCI
McCone settled on advocating for a large sustained air campaign against North Vietnam.

He advocated this policy with President Johnson and other senior policymakers. It was in

"*7 David Robarge, 397.
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1965, lus final months as head of the IC, that DCI McCone “argued himself out of a
job, 1%

This chapter focuses on two areas. First this chapter focuses on the problems DCI
McConc faced under the leadership of Lyndon Johnson. Next this chapter focuscs on
DCI McCone’s evolving view of Vietnam policy and how he advocated his position with

other policymakers and the President.

WORKING FOR PRESIDENT JOHNSON

President Kennedy’s Style

DCI McCone never adjusted to the leadership style of President Johnson. More
comfortablc working under President Kennedy'’s style, DC1 McConc attempted to
transplant that leadership style onto President Johnson. Under President Kennedy, advice
was sought from a broad range of advisors. President Kennedy did not usc the
formalized structure of the National Security Council to debate policy matters; he
preferred a process where advisors debated 1ssues more openly and directly with him.
DCI McCone, while concerned with the lack of NSC meetings, utilized the freewheeling
style to gain almost an unrestricted access to President Kennedy. DCI McConc also
25157

enjoved the fact that President Kennedy was interested in all ““aspects of intelligence,

and spent time Icarning for “ways to usc the information and capabilitics the [1C]

® David Robarge, 423.

"7 David Robarge, 72.
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afforded him.”"*® President Johnson, on the other hand, never held the same “intellectual
curiosity toward intelligence.”'*”

Added to the problem of President Johnson's lack of interest in intelligence was
the limited contact the two had while Johnson served as Vice President under Kennedy.
The contact between the two men was sporadic at best; DCI McCone fell no obligation to
keep the Viee President informed of the world situation.'®” Further complicating this
situation was a directive by President Kennedy to deny giving the President’s
Intelligence Checklist (the precursor to today’s President Dailv Brief) to Vice President

141

Johnson due to their past political rivalry. ™ With little to no interaction between the

two, the moment Lyndon Johnson became President was a cold start for the both of them.

President Johnson’s Style

When Johnson assumed the presidency, the key change he made was to restrict
acccss. Shifting away from the NSC, President Johnson’s main policy formulation board
was the Tuesday Lunch Group.'® President Johnson utilized the NSC format merely as a
method of confirming alrcady agreed to policy positions developed by the President and a

small group of advisors. President Johnson preferred a smaller and more closely knit

"% David Robarge, 72.

" David Robarge, 72.

% John Helgerson, C74 Briefings of Presidential Candidates, * Chapter 3: Into Politics with Kennedy
and Johnson,” Central Intelligence Agency, https:fwww cia.govilibrary/center-for-the-study-of-
mtelbgence/esi-publications/books-and-monographs/ciu-bnebngs-ol-presidential-candidates/cia-6.him
(accessed May 15, 2008). lHerealler oted as John 1clgerson, CIA Briclings.

! John Helgerson, CTA Briefings.

' Christopher Andrew, For the President's Eyves Only: Secret Intelligence and the American

Presidency from Washington to Bush, (New York: HarperCollins, 1996), 318,
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group of advisors, who basically agreed with his positions.'® The key players in the
group were Scerctary of State Dean Rusk, Scerctary McNamara, and NSC Advisor
Bundy. In time Secretary McNamara became the most dominant policy advisor Lo
President Johnson. Although DCI McConc had a good working rclation with Sccrctary
Rusk, his relationship with Bundy and McNamara were strained since the Cuban Missile
Crisis.'™

With few allies, DCI McCone’s views were not supported by other members of
the Tuesday Lunch Group. The group met from February 1964 until Sceptember 1964,
with DCI McCone only attending six of the 27 tunch groups that met during that time.'®’
When the Tuesday Lunch Group resumed mecting in March 1965, DCI McConc attended

- . 166
none of those meetings.

It was this group that determined future Vietnam policy.
Unablc to get aceess to President Johnson, DCI McCone became frustrated in his job.
Believing that his opinions and advice were not listened to, DCI McCone contemplated
resigning on two occasions. The first in the summer of 1964; however, President

Johnson dissuaded him, asking him to hold on until after the Presidential elections in the

fall of 1964. The sccond time was in April 1965, which President Johnson accepted.

'* Harold P. Ford, 40-41.
' David Robarge, 356.
'* David Robarge, 356.

' David Robarge, 356.
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DCI MCCONE AND VIETNAM 1963-1964

The Transition
Lyndon B. Johnson assumed the presidency after the assassination of John F.
Kennedy on November 22, 1963, With no transition time, President Johnson inherited
not only the forcign policy challenges faced by President Kennedy but he also inherited
the entire national security apparatus of the Kennedy Administration. In needing stability
and continuity, President Johnson decided to keep all of President Kennedy’s advisors in
place.
The first mecting between DCI McConc and the new President occurred on
23 November 1963 in the oftice of National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy. The
outcome of that first meeting has been debated. Two participants, Russcll J. Smith and
Chester Cooper, presented two divergent views of what occurred during the meeting.
Russcll J. Simith, Deputy Dircctor for Intclligence, accompanicd DCI McConce on that
meeting. Mr. Smith recalls the meeting as follows:
We found the newly installed president in the basement
secretarial offices. He camme out of McGoerge Bundy’s
office and stood amid the clutter of secretaries typing and
telephones ringing and talked brietly with McCone and me.
Besides the compact, trim McConc he looked massive,
rumpled, and worried. He had no interest whatsoever in being
briefed, and after some inconsequential chatting, he turned
back into Bundy's office. We had no way of knowing it,
but we had just witnessed a preview of McCone’s future
relationship with Lyndon Johnson.'®’

Chester Cooper, who worked for Bundy at the NSC, presents a different interpretation of

the meeting. According to his version,

157 Russell 1. Smith, 199,
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McCone and the President went into Bundy’s office...
Bundy and I waited outside. McCone came away from
that short mecting tremendously impressed with the new
President’s sclf control. He had listened carcfully, and
asked some searching questions. He told the Director
he would ask for another detailed briefing.'®®

In his memoirs, President Johnson supported Mr. Cooper’s version of the meeting. '

Why the two different perspectives of the same meeting? Mr. Smith may have
written his account to place the blame of the strained relations on President Johnson and
chose one single point that highlighted the failed relations between the two men. In
reality the relationship between the two men deteriorated over time, with DCI MceCone
pressing his views on an increasingly uninterested President. From DCI McCone’s
perspective, this meeting and subsequent meetings with the President served only to
further his case for a more active role in policy formulation.

DCI McConc in a memorandum written scveral days after their first mecting
leaves the impression that President Johnson wanted to rely heavily on his advice in
policy matters.

He said that he felt my work in intelligence was of greatest
tmportance, but he did not wish me to confine myself to this
role. He said that he had observed that I had rather carefully
avoided expressing myself on policy or suggesting courses of
action and he suggested that it might be for interdepartmental
rcasons that I would wish to continuc to do this in mectings
(which he felt was a mistake), but nevertheless he invited and
would welcome my coming to him from time to time with

suggestions of courses of action on policy matters which, in my
opinion, were wisc cven though they were not consistent with

" Chester L. Cooper, The Lost Crusade: America in Vietnam, {New York: Dodd, Mead & Company,
1970}, 221-222.

" Lyndon Johnson, The Vantage Point Perspectives of the Presidency 1963-1969, {(New York: Holt,
Rinchart and Winston, 1971), 22.
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advice he was receiving from responsible people.'”
Scveral weeks later, in another mecting, DCI McConc again lcaves the impression that
President Johnson sought to expand the DCI’s role.
At breakfast the President immediately brought up his desire
to changc the image of the DCI from a cloak and dagger role
to the role of an adviser 1o the President on world situations derived
from intelligence sources which were of importance to the President
in rcaching policy decisions. For this rcason he intended to call upon
me for a great many activities which would be different from thosc
of the pasl.] 7!

For the remainder of his term, DCI McCone’s actions followed this perccived
guidance given by President Johnson. DCI McCone assumed that President Johnson
desired his input on policy matters. lowever, DC1 McConc’s “candor in providing
advice to the President eventually led to a strained relationship.”'”* Believing he could

cxpress himself more openly on policy matters, specifically on the Victnam War, only

1solated DCI McCone within the administration.

Setting the Course on the Vietnam War under President Johnson

DCI McCone, from the start of the Johnson Administration, focused primarily on
the situation in Vietnam. DCI McCone maintained a consistently pessimistic outlook on
Vietnam; however, his view on the correct policy was an cvolutionary process that started

1 1963 and was completed by the end of 1964. Almost immediately after assuming

" U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol. XXV Organization of Foreign Policv: Information Policy;
United Nations: Sciemitfic Marters, ©112, Memorandum for the Record ,™ http:/fwww state pov/r!
pa'hoifrusikennedy i fxxv/ 6009 . him {accessed June 7, 20083,

"L 1LS. Department of State, FRUS, Vol XXV Organization of Foreign Policy: Information Policy;
United Nations; Scientific Matters, 115, Memorandum for the Record " hllp/fwww stale.govir!
pa‘hofrusskennedyjfixxv/6009 . him {accessed June 7, 2008).
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office, President Johnson experienced the divergent views of his policymakers and DCI
McConc.

On November 25, 1963, Ambassador Lodge updated President Johnson on the
situation in Victnam after the coup against President Diem. In notes taken from the
meeting, DCI McCone relayed that Ambassador Lodge’s statements were “optimistic,
hopeful, and Teft the President with the impression that we arc on the road to victory.™'”
When asked for his opinion, DCI McCone stated that his assessment “was much less
encouraging.”'”™ DCI McCone stated VC activity had not been stopped and the new
South Vietnamese government was too weak 1o challenge the VC. He concluded there
was “no basis for an optimistic forccast of the future.”'” In this mecting President
Johnson agreed that the situation was serious but not to the extent portrayed by DCI
McConc.'™ President Johnson then focused on the need to improve the situation in
Vietnam and work to stabilize the new government.

On Novcember 26, 1963, President Johnson approved National Sceurity Action
Memorandum no. 273, establishing the policy the United States followed in Vietnam as
well as demanding policymakers work together.

It remains the central object of the United States in South
Vietnam to assist the people and Government of that country
to win their contest against the externally dirceted and supported

Communist conspiracy. The test of all U.S. decisions and actions
m this area should be the effectiveness of their contribution to this

purpose.

' U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1V Vietnam, August-December 1963, 330, Memorandum for
the Record of Meeting,” hitp://www state.pov/r/pa‘ho/frus’kennedvifiivi12673 htm (accessed May 19,
2008).

' Lyndon Johnson, 43.
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The President expects that all senior officers of the Government

will move cnergetically to insurc the full unity of support for cstablished
U.S policy in South Victnam. Both in Washington and in the ficld,

1t 1s essential that the Government be unified. It 1s of particular
importance that express or implied criticism of officers of other
branchcs be scrupulously avoided in all contacts with the Victnamesc
Government and with the press.'”’

In the first months of the Johnson Presidency, DCI McCone largely tracked with the
opinions of other policymakers on the situation in Victnam.

In December 1963, DCI McCone, along with Secretary McNamara, conducted a
fact finding mission to Victnam. During this visit, both McConc and McNamara shared
the same outlook on the future prospects m Vietnam. In his report to the President,
Scerctary McNamara stated that the situation in Vietnam was “very disturbing.”' ™
Secretary McNamara found faults not only m the new South Vietnamese government but
also in the effort made by the U.S. tcam in South Vietnam.'™ In the end Seerctary
McNamara argued that the situation is reversible but opened the door for a more

aggressive U.S. response if the situation did not improve.'™

""" U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, *331. National Security
Action Memorandum No. 273, http:/Awww, state. pov/r/pa‘ho/frusikennedyjfiiv/12673. htm (accessed May
19, 2008).

R US. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Fietnam, August-December 19603, "374. Memorandum
From the Secretary of Defense (McNamara) to President Johnson,” hitp:/fwww.state. pov/r!
pa‘ho/frusikennedyjfiiv/12675 htm (accessed May 19, 2008),

' U8, Department of State, FRUS. Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, 374, Memorandum
[rom the Scerctary of Defense (MeNamara) to President Johnson,” httpr/fwww. state. gov/it!
pa‘ho/frusskennedyjffiv/12675.htm (accessed May 19, 2008).

"1).S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, August-December 1963, "374. Memorandum
From the Scerctary of Defense (MeNamara) to President Johnson,™ http:/fwww.state. govir!
pa‘ho/frusikennedyjfiv/12675.htm (accessed May 19, 2008).
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While DCI McCone agreed with many of Secretary McNamara’s conclusions,
DCT McConc felt *a little 1css pessimistic than [McNamara].'® From DCI McConc’s
perspective the main problem stemmed from allowing the coup against Diem to proceed,
with the new government in South Victnam unablce to counter the improving strength of
the VC. DCI McCone concluded that “there are more reasons to doubt the future of the
cffort undcer present programs. . .than there arc reasons to be optimistic about the future of
our cause in South Vietnam.”'** In the end President Johnson listened to the advice of
Scerctary McNamara. President Johnson concluded that “[McNamara’s] judgment was
closer 1o the hard truth.”'® While Secretary McNamara shared DCI McCone’s
pcssimistic views on Victnam it did not deter him from finding the right policy to follow

- L84
and “pursue the war effort.”

By the end of December 1963, Secretary McNamara
startcd to gain the car of President Johnson, convineed that he shared the “determination

- S - 31185
to find a winning formula.”

U U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol IV Vietnam, Augusi-December 1963, %375, Letter From the
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The March 1964 Visit to Vietnam

In January 1964, General Nguyen Khanh'*® Ted a coup against the military
government in South Vietnam. In ousting the government, any relative stability gained in
South Victnam was lost. Viewing the current situation in South Vietnam the IC
published SNIE 50-64, Short Term Prospects in South Vietnam, on 12 February 1964.
The SNIE supported DCI McConce’s previous negative outlook on South Victnam,
concluding:

That the situation in South Victnam is very scrious, and

prospects uncertain. Even with US assistance approximately

as 11 is now, we believe that; unless there is a marked improvement
in the effectiveness of the South Vietnamese Government

and armed forces, South Vietnam has at best an even chance

of withstanding the insurgency menacce during the next fow weeks
or months.""’

By March 1964, the situation in Victnam had not improved. As a result, President
Johnson ordered his top advisors back to Vietnam for another assessment. DC1 McCone
obscrved the new situation and presented his case for action. On March 3, 1964, DCI
McCone wrote a memorandum to Bundy. After observing the changes in South Vietnam,
DCI McConc concluded “*that the situation is worsc now than it was in December and

therefore 1 am more pessimistic of the future of the American cause 1n South Vietnam

than my December report reflects.”'™ DCI McCone next moved to his own analysis of

'*¢ Genral Nguyen Khanh was a general in the South Viethamese Army who participated in the coup

against President [iem, In 1963, General Khanh was Deputy Chief of Staff of the South Vietnamese Army,
Fram 1964 — 1965, he served as Prime Minister of South Vietnam, [n 1965 he became President of South
Vietnam, He was overthrown in February 1965,

W SNTE 30-64, Short Term Prospects in South Vietnam.” in Estimative Products on Vietnam 1948-
{975, (Washington D.C., National Intelligence Council, April 2003), CD-ROM.

" 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, {964, “68. Memorandum Prepared by the Director

of Central Intelligence {MeCone),” httprfwww. state. goviwww/about_state/history/vol 1728 69.html
{accessed May 19, 2008).
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the possible course of actions the U.S. should follow. The first course was for the U.S. to
accept a neutral South Victnam.” The sccond course was maintain the status quo and

" A third was to increase U.S. involvement in South Vietnanm.'”! A

hope for the best.
final coursc of action was to cxpand the operation into North Victnam,'*

While DCI McCone viewed the fourth course of action favorably, he believed that
the relative instability in South Vietnam precluded the application of this course, at the
time. Another aspect that precluded taking the fight to North Vietnam was the potential
cscalation of the war, bringing in China. DCI McConc, making his own asscssment,
concluded that the threat of Chinese intervention was nonexistent. He argued that, in his
opinion, U.S. attacks against North Victnam was not worth China in‘[crvcning.w3 In the
end DCI McCone concluded that, at the time, “carrying the war to North Vietnam would

. . . aald
not win the war in South Victnam,”'**

" U.S. Department of State, FRUS. Vol I Vietnam, 1964, *68. Memorandum Prepared by the Dircctor
ol Central Intelbgence {(McCone),™ httpriwww state goviwwwiabout state/istory/vol 1728 69.html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

"U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, “68. Memorandum Prepared by the Director of
Central Intelligence (McCone),™ http:/fiwww.state.gov/wwwiabout_state/history/vel_1128_69.htnl
(accessed May 19, 2008).

U U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol | Vietnam, 1964, “68. Memorandum Prepared by the Director
of Central [ntelligence (McCone),” http:fwww.state. goviwww/about state/history/vol /28 69.html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

"2 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol | Vietnam, 1964, “68. Memorandum Prepared by the Director
of Central [ntelligence (McCone),” hitp:/fwww state goviwww/iabout_state‘history/vol /28 69.html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

" 11.8. Department of State, FRUS, Vol | Vietnam, 1964, *68. Memorandum Prepared by the Dircetor
of Central Intelligenee (MeCone),” httpr/fwww.state goviwww/about_state/historyivol 1728 09.html
(accessed June 21, 2008).

1 1S, Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1 Vietnam, 1964, <68, Memorandum Prepared by the Director
of Central Intelligenee (McCone),” httpiéiwwwstate. goviwww/aboutstate/histery/vol 172869 html
{accessed May 19, 2008).
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Supporting DCI McCone’s arguments was an internal analysis done by the CIA in
Fcbruary 1963, This analysis was done at DCI McConc’s personal request and not
disseminated 1o other policymakers.'” According to the CIA analysts the South
Victnamesce population is ncither siding with the government or with the VC, but arc
more “responsive to the latter because it fears the Ve Accordingly the South
Victnamese government necded to reassert itsclf with its own population and take the
fight to the VC. The analysts concluded that “the new regime will enjoy stability in
dircet proportion to the degree it galvanizes and cnergizes the government
apparatus. . .17 1n order to pursue tliis option 1n the future, DCI McCone argued for a
scrics of steps the U.S. should take to strengthen the South Vietnamese government.

In laying out his position for a harsher push against North Vietnam, McCone
placed himself at odds with other policymakers who looked for a more mcasured
approach. It was during the March 1964 visil thal Secretary McNamara and DCI
McCone diverged on the outlook for success. In his report presented to the President on
March 16, 1964, Secretary McNamara highlighted his proposed course of actions,
including arcas where DCI McConc dissented. In highlighting DC1 McCone’s dissent,

Secretary McNamara minimized DCI McCone’s case. Secretary McNamara lughlighted

' U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol { Vietnam, 1964, “38. Report From the Executive Director-
Comptroller of Central [ntelligence (Kirkpatrick) and the Station Chief in Saigon (de Silva) to the Director
of Central [ntelligence (McCone),” hitp:iwww.state. goviwww/about state/history/vol /28 69.html
(accessed July [, 2008).

"% U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, “3%. Report From the Executive Director-

Comptroller of Central Intelligence (Kirkpatrick) and the Station Chief in Saigon (de Silva) to the Director
of Central [ntelligence (McCone),” hitp:/fwww state goviwww/iabout_state‘history/vol /28 69 html
(accessed July [, 2008).

7118, Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, 38. Report From the Exceutive Dircetor-
Comptroller of Central [ntelligence (Kirkpatrick) and the Station Chief in Saigon (de Silva) to the Direetor
of Central Intelligence (MceCone),” httprfwww.state. goviwww/about_state/history/vol 1728 69.html
(accessed Tuly [, 2008).
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two areas of disagreement with DCI McCone, the stability of the current South
Victnamese government and future combat opcerations against North Victnam.,

In discussing the status of the South Vietnamese government, Secretary
McNamara argucd that the South Vietnamese government was far more stable than what
DCI McCone believed. Secretary McNamara concluded that “evidences of energy,
comprchension, and decision add up to a sufficiently strong chance of Khanh’s
[government] really taking hold mn the next few months for us to devote all possible
encrgy and resources to his support.™™ Scerctary McNamara pointed out DCI
McCone’s dissent by stating that DCI McCone only believed there was insufticient data

. . . 9y
to make a determination on the Khanh’s government.'”

Scerctary McNamara ignored
DCI McCone's recommendations on sieps to strengthen the South Vietnamese
government. As for futurc opcerations against North Victnam, Scerctary McNamara
argued that any actions against North Vietnam could result in destabilizing the new South
Vietnamese government.

By the end of his report Secretary McNamara concluded “that the situation in

South Vietnam ¢an be significantly improved in the next four to six months.™" He then
g y unp

highlighted DCI McCone’s opposition “that the situation in South Vietnam 1s so serious

"8 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol { Vietnam, 1964, “84. Memorandum From the Secretary of
Defense (McNamara) to the President.” http:/Awww. state. gov/www/iabout_state/historyvivol /70 107 html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

"9 U8, Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, “84, Memorandum From the Secretary of

Defense (MeNamara) to the President,” htip:/wwwostale. goviwwwiabout state/history/vol 1770 107 htiml
(accessed May 19, 2008).

“M .S, Departiment of State, FRUS, Vol T Vietnam, 1964, 84, Memorandum From the Sceretary of
Defense (MeNamara) to the President,” httpz/iwww stale.goviwww/about_stale/history/vol_i/70_ 107 htm]
(accessed May 19, 2008).
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that it calls for more immediate and positive action than I have proposed.”®' In giving
President Johnson a casc for futurce action for Victnam, Scerctary McNamara gained the
upper hand 1n the policy debate, summing up DCI McCone’s arguments as a case of any
action taken as “too little, too late. ™ Sceretary McNamara made twelve
recommendations to the President. The most important recommendations were for
increasced support to the South Victnamese government, an increasc in the size of the
South Vietnamese military, and to limit U.S. military operations to South Vietnam but be
in position to commenec operations against the North, if needed ™

Presented with a positive course of action 1o follow 1n Vietnam, President
Johnson accepted the advice of Scerctary McNamara. Scerctary McNamara assured the
President that “if we carry out energetically the proposals..., Khanh can stem the tide in
South Victnam, and within four to six months, improve the situation there.”?* On March
17, 2008, President Johnson ordered the release of National Security Action

Mcmorandum No. 288, which approved in total the recommendations of Sccretary

McNamara.”” In accepting all of Secretary McNamara’s proposals, President Johnson

! U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnan, 1964, *84. Memorandum From the Secretary of
Defense (McNamara) to the President.” http://www state. goxv/www/about_state‘history/yol_i/70_107. html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

2 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol [ Vietnam, 1964, “84. Memorandum From the Secretary of
Defense (McNamara) to the President.” http:/Awww state. goviwww/iabout_state/historvivol /70107 html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

% U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol [ Vietnam, 1964, “84. Memorandum From the Secretary of
Defense (McNamara) to the President,” http:/fwww state poviswww/about state/historyivol 1770 107 html
(accessed May 19, 2008).

*1).8. Department of State, FRUS, Vol I Vietnam, 1964, “86. Summary Record of the 524th Meeting
of the National Sceurity Couneil, Washington, March 17, 1964, Noon,” hilp/www slale.goviwww
fabout_state/historyivol _i/70_ 107 html (accessed May 20, 2008).

% 1S, Department of State, FRUS, Vol [ Vietnam, 1964, “87. National Sceurity Action Memorandwn
No. 288, httprfwww.state. gov/wwa/aboulstale/historyfvol 1770107 html (accessed May 20, 2008).
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had in effect discounted DC1 McCone’s arguments. By presenting DCI McCone'’s case
as only sccing the negative in all situations, Scerctary McNamara successfully minimized
DC1 McCone’s influence in President Johnson’s eyes. By the end of March 1964,

President Johnson “had lost confidence in McCone.”™®

The Summer and Fall Debates
As the war progressed through the summer of 1964, the situation on the ground in
South Victnam continued to detcriorate. Policymakers in Washington D.C. looked for a
new policy to improve the situation. Secretary McNamara described the new policy.
Its opening moves would include a congressional resolution
and communication with Hanoi, followed by a serics of
graduated military pressures, culminating in limited air
attacks against North Vietnam.*"”’
The IC cxamined this new policy in SNIE 50-2-64, Probable Consequences of Certain
US Actions with Respect to Vietnam and Laos, published on May 25, 1964. According to
the SNIE, in the short term, initial responses from North Vietnam may result in accepting

% However if U.S. attacks persisted, North Vietnam “might

a negotiated solution.
intermittently step up the tempo of the insurrection in South Vietnam.”*" The one

unresolved issue in the SNIE was the threshold of where North Vietnam would capitulate

20t

John Helgerson, CIA Briefings.

** Robert McNamara, 121,

"R SNIE 50-2-64, Probable Consequences of Certain US Actions with Respect to Vietnam and Laos.”
in Estimative Products on Vietnam [948- 1975, (Washington D.C., National Intelligence Council, April
2005), CD-ROM. Hereafter cited as SNIE 30-2-64, Probable Consequences of Certain US Actions with
Respect to Vietnam and Laos, CD-ROM.

% SNIE 50-2-64, Probabhie Consequences of Certain US Actions with Respect to Vietnam and Laos,
CD-ROM.
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to U.S. attacks and accept a negotiated settlement over regime destruction.”'” Only
sccing the short-term benefits Scerctary McNamara assumed that the analysis from the
SNIE supported the new policy. From Secretary McNamara’s perspective, the SNIE
“concluded there was a reasonable chance such a plan would Icad 11anoi to reduce the
tevel of insurgency.””""

In South Victnam, General Khanh was unable to mobilize his country to fight
against the VC. At the same time the South Vietnamese people also suffered from

»?1> Frustrated with the lack of

lcaders who were “undcer-traincd and over-worked.
progress in South Vietnam, President Johnson ordered his top advisors to Honolulu,
Hawaii in Junc 1964 to discuss the situation and present revised recommendations.

DCI McCone participated in these discussions in Honolulu and presented to the
asscmbled audicnec a consistently negative asscssment. From the records of the
conference, DCI McCone never addressed the conclusions of SNIE 50-2-64. He
maintained his pessimistic outlook on Vietham. On June 2, 1964, DCI McCone
summarized his view seeing “the downward spiral as cominuing.”2I3 According to DCI

McCone there was an erosion of the will to fight on the part of the South Vietnamesc.*'

Coming out of this conference was another series of recommendations from Secretary

Y SNIE 50 SNIE 50-2-64, Probable Consequences of Certain US Actions with Respect to Viemam and
Luos, CD-ROM.

*!' Robert McNamara. 121.
*'* Chester Cooper, 232.
U 8. Department of State, KFRUS, Vol | Vietnam, 1964, 189, Summary Record of Meetings,

Honolulu, Junc 2, 1964, 8:30-11:50 a.m. and 2:15-4 p.m..”” http:fwww state. gov/
www/aboul_stale/history/vol 1181 225 himl (aceessed May 20, 2008).

29118, Department of State, FRUS. Val I Vietnam, 1964, *189. Swmnmary Record of Meetings,
Honolulu, Junc 2, 1964, 8:30-11:50 a.m. and 2:15-4 p.m..”” http:fwww.state. gov/
www/aboul_stale/historyivol 11181 225 himl (aceessed May 20, 2008).
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McNamara. First the United States military needed to push South Vietnamese forces into
the provinees to counter the VC. Scecond the U.S. needed to increcasce the number of U.S.
military advisors. However, one action not agreed to were air strikes against the North.
Scerctary McNamara concluded that it was “unlikely that a strike against the north would

!12]:‘}

be desirable al any time within the next 3 to 6 months. To policymakers the fear of a
wider war, drawing in China, ncgated the advantages of massive air strikes against Notrth
Vietnam.

Muddling through the summer of 1964, U.S. policy and action changed
dramatically in August when North Vietnamese boats atlacked two U.S. desiroyers in the
Gulf of Tonkin, The U.S. Navy was opcrating ncar the North Victnamcesce coastline in
support of U.S. and South Vietnamese covert operations. The Gulf of Tonkin incident
resulted in a radical shift in U.S. policy and a dramatic cscalation of U.S. opcrations
against North Vietnam. At the time of the debate, Secretary McNamara realized that
limited combat operations against North Vietnam were nceessary. With Sceretary
McNamara pushing for surgical sirikes against North Vietnam, DCI McCone cautioned
the assembled group about the outcome of only conducting limited strikes. DCI McCone
stated that “proposed U.S. reprisals will result 1n a sharp North Vietnamese military

reaction.”®'® Further DCI McCone attempted to justify North Victnamese actions

The President: Do they want a war by attacking our ships in the
middle of the Gulf of Tonkin?

Director McCone: No. The North Vietnamese are reacting

1.8, Department of State, FRUS, Vol T Vietnam, {964,201, Paper Prepared for the President by the
Sceretary of Defense (McNamara), Washington, June 5, 1964, http:/iwww state. goviwww/
aboul_stateshistoryivol_i181 225 huml {accessed May 29, 2008).

1% 1.8, Department of State, FRUS, Vol T Vietnam, {964,278, Summary Notes of the 538th Meeting
of the National Sceurity Couneil, Washington, August 4, 1964, 6:15-6:40 p.m.,”
hitp:fwww state. goviwww! ubout stateshistoryivol 37255 308.html (accessed May 20, 2008).
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defensively to our attacks on their oft-shore islands. They are

responding out of pride and on the basis of defense considerations.

The attack is a signal to us that the North Victnamesc have the

will and determination to continuc the war. They arc raising the

ante.””’
President Johnson not wanting to appcar weak accepted the need to conduct reprisals
against North Vietnam. To solidify his position, he demanded support from the U.S.
Congress. Within days, Congress approved, with massive majoritics, the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution 1o authorize the President “1o take all necessary measures to repel any armed
attack against the forces of the United States and to prevent further aggression.™'"

As the U.S. prepared to take the fight to North Vietnam, the situation in the south
remaincd tenuous, with the South Victnamese government unablce to provide any form of
stability. CIA analysts concluded in SNIE 53-64, published on September 8, 1964, that
“at present the odds arc against the cmergencec of a stable government capable of
effectively prosecuting the war in South Vietnam.””'? However, at the same time, Bundy
concluded that “Khanh will probably stay in control and may makce somce hcadway in the

2220 .
’ In his memorandum, Bundy

next 2-3 months in strengthening the government.
presented the President with scveral options including continucd maritime opcrations and

surgical, limited strikes against North Vietnam. He did not argue for any expanded air

operation against North Victnam. During a mecting with President Johnson, on

A7 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol [ Vietnam, 1964, “27%. Summary Notes of the 538th Meeting
of the National Security Council, Washington, August 4, 1964, 6:15-6:40 p.m.,” http://www.state. gov/
www/about_state ‘historv/vol 17255 308.html (accessed May 20, 2008).

¥ Thomas H, Gort, “Joint Resolution of Congress H.J. RES 1145 August 7, 1964,
http:Swww . hbei.com S~tportitonkin htm (accessed May 20, 2008),

2 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Val I Vietnam, 1964, 341, Spccial National Intelligence Bstimate,”
hitp:fwww.state. goviwwwiabout_statehistory/vol 17339 345 html (accessed May 20, 2008).

*Y11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Val I Vietnam, 1964, 342, Memorandwn From the President’s
Special Assistant for National Sccurity Affairs (Bundy) to the President,” http:éfwww stale.goy
Avww/iabout state Austoryivol 17339 345 . html (accessed May 20, 2008).
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September 8, 1964, DCI McCone sided with the recommendations of Bundy, stating that
the “recommended actions were appropriate, and that a sustaincd air attack at present
would be dangerous because of the weakness of the [South Vietnamese government].”””'
In November 1964, the NSC conducted another systematic review of Victnam
policy. With representatives from all major agencies, including CIA, the group worked
to definc three possible options for the U.S. to follow in Victnam: option A was for the
U.S. to conduct reprisal strikes against North Vietnam, if needed,” oplion B called fora

2223

“program of suddcn, scvere, intensive bombings,” " against North Victnam, and finally

29224

option C called for “graduated airstrikes,” ™ against North Vietnam. These discussions

beecame the basis for U.S. policy for the “balance of (DCI) McConc’s tenure, ™%
During the debale, the group considered that option A was overcome by events on
the ground and that additional steps needed to be taken. The group also ruled out option

B as too dramatic that could widen the war beyond the control of the U.S.”*°

The group
coalcsced around option C with the U.S. undertaking “a gradually cscalating program of

military actions, including airstrikes against the North, as a way to coerce Hanoi into

- k]
ncgotiating.”?’

121

U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol { Vietnam, 1964, “343, Memorandum of a Meeting, White
House, Washington, September 9, 1964, 11 a.m.,” hitp://www.state. goviwww
fabout_state/historyivol_i¥339 345.hviml (accessed may 20, 2008).

“ Harold P. Ford. 68.
23 Harold P, Ford, 68.
*** Harold P. Ford, 68.
*** David Robarge, 402.
*** David Robarge, 402.

7 David Robarge, 402.
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DC1 McCone’s position was still evolving. He did not like the “efticacy of the

h,”**® which option C presented. e clearly favored harsher action

incremental approac
against North Vietnani, but the relative instability of the South precluded any dramatic
push in that dircction.”” In the end, President Johnson sided with the analysis of the
NSC group and accepted option C as U.S. policy. On December 7, 1964, President
Johnson approved a new policy for the United States in Vietham. The new policy was
implemented in two phases. 1In the first phase, starting in early December 1964, “covert
opcrations and acrial reconnaissancc flights [into North Victnam] would be
intensified.”" In January 1965, the second phase begarn. In the second phase, “an
escalating scrics of acrial attacks against North Victnam would commence.”™! From this

pomt, DC1 McCone observed the new policy in action and concluded that more action

was nceded and looked towards continueus, intensified air strikes as the solution,

DCT MCCONE’S FINAL DAYS, 1965

Pursuing the Harder Line
In January 1965, DCI McCone recognized that the South Vietnamese government
may never rcach the level of stability he desired. DCI MceCone switched his advocacy to

following thie harder line regardless of the situation in the south. In policy terms, DCI

** David Robarge, 403.
** David Robarge, 403.
“" David Robarge, 403.

4! David Robarge, 403.
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McCone came to embrace the assumplions around option B,”* the massive air strikes
against North Victnam. While DCI McConc’s position cvolved to quicker action against
North Vietnam, several other policymakers, such as Secretary McNamara, still held to the
slow cscalatory approach. DCI McConc was convinced that his path was the correct onc
to achieve success in Vietnam. DCI McCone concluded that the only way for the U.S. 1o
accomplish its objectives in South Victnam required “substantially incrcased air strikes

29233

against [North Vietnam]. DCI McCone not only tried to persuade other policymakers
but also appcaled dircetly to President Johnson. From February 1965 until his resignation
1 April 1965, DCI McCone made a concerted effort 1o get policymakers to accept his
VICWS.

On February 3, 1965, DCI McCone held a private meeting with President Johnson
to layout his vicw on the current situation in Victnam. Not only did he discuss
mtelligence matters but DCI McCone also offered policy recommendations to President
Johnson. First, DCI McConc¢ cominented on the weakness of the South Vietnamesc
government, which was unable to provide any form of stability in the south. DCI
McCone concluded that the current government’s days in power were “numbered.”™*
Second, DCI McCone stated that the policy the President approved last winter was a path
that could lead to defeat.

We could not win the way we were going and therefore we
must take military action against North Vietnam. 1advocated

bombing of sclected targets in North Victnam, starting in the south
and working north and carrying the raids on intensively, that is at

“< David Robarge, 404.
“* David Robarge, 404.

24 11.S. Department of State, FRUS, Val T Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, *61. Memorandum for the
Record,™ http:/fwww.state. govd www/about state/history/vel 11756 70.himl {accessed May 21, 2008).
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least one a day. I said that we should gradually work towards the north
but should not strike deeply into North Vietnam territory.””

When questioned by the President whether these action could bring China into the
conflict, DCI McCone was dismissive of any threat.
I said there was a possibility that they would come in on the ground
but they had little capability in the air. I said we had to face this
contingency and be prepared to handle any possible development
but added that while Chinese Communist ground intervention was
a possibility, I did not estimate it as a probability under the course
of action advocated.™
This was the linc of argument DCI McConc followed for the remaindcer of his tenure,
strike North Vietnam without worrying about the potential consequences.

On February 7, 19635, the VC attacked a U.S. basc at Plicku, South Victnam
resulling in numerous U.S. casualties. In response o these atlacks, U.S. policymakers
supported increased reprisal attacks against North Victnam.”" This cscalation led to the
decision for the commencement of Operation ROLLING THUNDER. Following a visit
to Victnam, in carly February 1965, Bundy presented the President and other
policymakers a proposal for sustained, escalatory strikes against North Vietnam. In
advocating this method, Bundy rejected the proposals of DCI McConc for a massive

strike against the North. Bundy argued that “the best available way of increasing our

chance of success in Victnam s the development and exccution of a policy of sustained

“211.S. Department of State, FRUS, Val Il Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, *61. Memorandum for the
Record,” http:fwww state. goviwww fabout_state/historyfvol 11756 70.html {aceessed May 21, 2008).

2% 11.8. Department of State, FRUS, Val IT Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, *61. Memorandum for the
Record,” http:fwww state. goviwww fabout_state/historyfvol 11756 70.html {aceessed May 21, 2008).

37 Robert McNamarta, 170.
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reprisal against North Vietnam.”>*

The recommendcd policy was debated by the National Sccurity Council ina
meeting on February 8, 2008. Two wrillen accounts of this meeting exist, one by the
White House and the sccond by DCI McConc. In the White Housce version, the only item
DCI McCone brought up was that Chinese reactions to U.S. actions will most likely be
limited in nature.™ DCI McCone, on the other hand, used this mecting as another
avenue lo present his arguments for a more dynamic response to North Vietnam. DCI
McConc believed the U.S. “should pursuc a systematic scrics of attacks against targets,
starting in the south sector of North Vietnam and that we should work toward the
notth.** According to DCI McCone, he could not aceept the proposals of Bundy.

Al this point I expressed very strong opinion that I felt that

our actions would not be positive enough, and would not be taken in

a sustainced and consistent manner. [ urged that we organizce to strike
cvery day or at least cvery second day and that we carry it on regardless
of what the Soviels say or what the Chinese Communisis say or what

anybody else says. In other words, my differing with the proposals
of Bundy was that I proposed a more rapid cadence of the opcration.

241
Unwilling 1o conduct operations to the extent advocated by DCI McCone, President

Johnson accepted Bundy’s proposals. DCI McConc madc the saine arguments at another

NSC meeting on February 10, 1965, advocaling “very strongly an immediate U.S./[South

“8 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1f Viemam Januarv-June 1965, 84, Memaorandum From the

President's Special Assistant for National Security Aftairs (Bundy) to President Johnson,”
http:fwww state poviwww/a bout_state/history/val_ii/81_86.humnl (accessed May 21, 2008).

PY U8, Department of State, KFRUS, Vol II Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, "87. Summary Notes of the
547th Meeting of the National Security Council.” hitp:/www state, goviwww/
about_statehistorvivol 1i/87 85 html (accessed May 21, 2008),

9118, Department of State, FRUS, Val 1 Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, “88. Memurandum for the
Reeord,” http:fwww state gov/ www/about_state/historyfvpl 1178795 html {accessed May 21, 2008).

#1118, Departiment of State, FRUS, Val 1 Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, 8%, Memorandum for the
Record,” http:fwww state. goviww wiabout_state/historyfvol 1787 95 himl {acecessed May 21, 2008).
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Vietnamese] [air] strike of substantial proportions and urged that this be done

22242

promptly.
Weighing in on the reaction to a U.S. air campaign was a special national
intclligence cstimate. SNIE 10-3/1-65, published on February 18, 19635, concluded that
the type of air campaign advocated by Bundy would not cause North Vietnam to back
down; in fact the most likely rcaction by North Victnam “would probably be to continue
their pressures in the South.”** Directed by DCI McCone to examine his own proposal
for a larger air campaign, the analysts at CIA sided with DCI McConce’s position. The
SNIE concluded that a more sustained and aggressive air campaign could result in North
Victnam accepting conditions to ncgotiate with the U.S.*** In reference to possible
Chinese intervention, SNIE 10-3/1-65 sided with DCI McCone’s assessment. The SNIE
concluded that China would not “intervenc in Vietnam with substantial military

?!245

forces. DC1 McCone, in a letter to the President, pointed out that the 1C’s analysis

gave greater weight to his policy proposal.>*®

Rejecting this advice, President Johnson sided with Bundy’s proposal and ordered

the comimencement of air strikes against North Vietnam under Operation ROLLING

¥ U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1T Vietnam January-June 1965, *99. Memorandum for the
Record,” hitp:/fwww state. goviww wiabout_state/history/vol 1i/96_99 htinl {accessed May 21, 2008).

B CSNIE 10-3/1-65, Communist Reactions to Possible U.S. Course of Actions Against North Vietnam,”
in Estimative Products on Vietnam 1948-1973, (Washington D.C., National Intelligence Council, April
2005}, CD-ROM. Hereafter cited as SNIE [0-3/1-63, Comntunist Reactions to Possible U.S. Course of
Actions Against North Vietngm, CD-ROM,

*SNIE 10-3/1-65, Communist Reactions 1o Possible U.S. Course of Acrions Against North Vieman,
CD-RDM.
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THUNDER. Supporting limiied air operations against North Vietnam also had a
sccondary cffect of increasing U.S. ground troops into South Vietnam.™ The expanded

U.S. air bases in South Vietnam required additional U.S. ground forces to protect them.

Advocating and Leaving

In his last months, DCI McConc pushed several policymakers to accept his
prescription on Vietnam. However in several discussions, DCI McCone’s method of
pointing out the failurces of the cstablished U.S. policy and the rightness of his own
position further alienated and 1solated him. In a discussion with Secretary McNamara on
March 18, 1965, DCI McConc reminded Scerctary McNamara of the correctness of his
position. According to DCI McCone, Secretary McNamara agreed with his position that
the current air campaign was incffective**® DCI MceConc then reminded Scerctary
McNamnara that it was the conclusion of the IC that the air campaign could not succeed
and pointed out that a more forecful air campaign will reach the level of success desired
by the U.S.

During April 1965, his final month in office, DCI McCone continucd to push
policymakers and the President to accept his position. The catalyst for the push was an
April 1, 1965 NSC mecting where President Johnson approved an increase in U.S.
ground forces but not an increase in the air campaign against North Vietnam.** DCI

McCone rclayed his displeasure in the new mission for the U.S.

# Robert McNamara, 174.

.S, Department of State, FRUS, Vol H Vietnam Jamiarv-June 1965, 206, Memorandum for the
Record,” http:fwww state. goviwww/ab out_state/history/vol 117202 220.html {accessed May 21, 2008).

** David Robarge, 410.

86



[ wished to point out that the air strikes have not brought an

indication that the DRV are softening in their attitude--if anything

thcy have hardened their position. [ stated that [ felt we must

consider this carcfully in view of yesterday's decision to change

the mission of the ground forces. ™"
Rccognizing that President Johnson had no intention of withdrawing from Victnam, DCI
McCone continued to advocate his position for a massive air campaign.™ By then his
own frustration of being isolated finally compelled DCI McConc to offer his resignation,
which was accepted by President Johnson on April 2, 1965. DCI McCone remained in
his position until the U.S. Scnatc approved his successor, retired Viee Admiral William
Rabron. DCI McCone’s last day in office was set for April 28, 1965. Free from the
burdens of keeping his job, DCI McConce continued to push his position until his last day
in office.

On April 21, 1965, President lohnson’s principal advisors mct to discuss a new
proposal from Secretary McNamara to increase U.S. ground forces in Vietnam by an
additional 30,000 troops, bringing the total ground force to roughly 80,000 troops. >
Secretary McNamara also argued that the current air campaign was sufficient to bring

cnough pressure on North Victnam to seek a negotiated solution.”> DCI McConc took

issue with this assessment pointing out:
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...that the level of our bombing against [North Vietnam] had undoubtedly
inconvenienced and created difficulties for the VC and the

[North Victnam] in their supply and infiltration opcrations but had not
brought them to a halt, and I felt a continuation of such bombing

could be absorbed by the DRV and would stiffen their
determination rather than bring them to the conference table.

254
DCI McConc reminded the President that the IC agreed with himm on the effectiveness of
the air campaign.”®® Policymakers, hearing the same critique from DCI McCone
discounted DCI McConc’s position.

Analysts from the IC continued to press policymakers on the weakness of their
assumptions of the air campaign. In a memorandum to policyimakers on April 21, 1965,
CIA analysts offered several conclusions based on the decision to conduct the air
campaign at current levels and to incrcase U.S. ground forces to 80,000 troops.zjf’ The
main conclusion offered was that without an increase in the air campaign, North Vietnam
most likely would continuc to follow their current policy of supporting the VC with

2

“additional men and equipment.””>’ With the IC firmly supporting DCI McCone, any
further analysis offered by the 1C under DCI McCone’s tenure were ignored by
policymakers. On April 21, 1965, President Johnson committed to a path of increased
ground presence without the adjoining increase in air activity.

DCI McCone, distraught over the decision, recorded a conversation with

Secretary of State Rusk. While continuing to point out the flaws in the current policy,

4 U.S. Department of State, FRUS, Vol 1 Vietnam Januarv-Jime 1965, “266. Memorandum for the
Record.” hitpifwww state. goviw ww/iabout_state/history/vol 1172261 270.htm] {accessed May 21, 2008),
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DCI McCone highlhighted the comments made to him by Secretary Rusk. In Secretary
Rusk’s opinion, DCI McConc’s position was non-supportablc,

Rusk said that we could not be sure that carrying the bombing

north would bring them to the conference table. [McCone] pointed out
that the cxisting cstimate was that when the industrial north was
threatened, they very probably would seck some form of ncgotiation.
Rusk replied that the polices of the April 21st paper were not made
hurriedly, that my letter of April 2nd had been thoughtfully considered,
and the decision to pursuc the war on the basis outlined in the April
21st paper was dcliberately made after extended discussions

between McNamara, Rusk and Bundy. 258

On his final day as DCI, April 28, 1965, DCI McConc mct with the President, In
that meeting DCI McCone expressed his opposition to the policy position advocated by

258

Scerctary McNamara and supported by the NSC.” Included in his discussion was a
letter he gave the President laying out his views on the current policy. DCI McCone
argucd for the U.S. to conduct morc aggressive air strikes against the North, As DCI
McCone described the scene after giving the letier to President Johnson, the President
took it and “placed it on his desk without comment.”** DCI McCone concluded his
meeting and observed “this 1s as far as | can go or, for that matter, as far as the Agency
should go in this matter, which is of a strictly policy naturc.”"'

Why was DCI McCone’s position not supported by President Johnson and other

policymakers? Beyond the fact that President Johnson had lost confidence in DCI
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McCone, another factor was the fear of Chinese intervention if the U.S. dramaticaltlty
incrcascd air attacks against North Victnam. While DCI MceConc minimized the
possibility of Chinese intervention, several policymakers “fel that the risks of a sharply
incrcascd air war, including the possibility of decper Chinesce and Sovict involvement,
outweighed the possible advantages.”** In the end President Johnson accepted the views
of these advisors over the view of DCI McCong,

Another perspective on DCI McCone’s position came from Secretary McNamara,
arguing that the air strikes alonc could not change the opinion of North Victnam; it also

263

required an increase in ground activities in South Vietnam.”™” According lo Secretary

McNamara, following DCI McConc’s logic meant an air campaign “short of

2% Following the departure of DCI McCone, senior policymakers continued to

genocide.
grope with the proper course of action for the Victnam War. The final decision was
made in July 1965, having ignored the intelligence provided, to commit 1o an open ended
conflict in Vietnam. President Johnson ordered a massive increasc in U.S. ground
combat forces, and shifting U.S. ground forces to an active combat role against North
Vietnam and the VC. What President Johnson did not do was order an increase in the air

campaign, siding with Secretary McNamara’s analysis. In the end, DCI McCone,

attcmpting to be a policy advocate, caused him to losc influence with other policymakers.

262 Lyndon Johnson, 140.
% Robert MeNamara, 180.

2 Robert McNamara, 180.

90



CHAPTER §

AFTER MCCONE

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines how the role of the head of the IC fared since DCI
McConc left office. The first arca covered is the how the DCI’s position has diminished
between the tenures of John McCone and George Tenet. The second part of this chapter
cxaminges the challenges faced by DCI Tenet in the Icad up to the Iraq War and how this
situation did or did not relate to the problems of DCI McCone. In focusing on DCI
Tenct, the arcas covered for comparison were his background prior to assuming the
position of DCI, how DCI Tenet took charge of the IC, how DCI Tenet fared under the
lcadership styles of President William J. Clinton and George W. Bush, how the CIA’s
success in Afghanistan elevated his status with President Bush and how DCI Tenet

undcrmined U.S. intclligence in the lead up to the lraq War in 2003,

FROM DCI MCCONE TO DCI TENET

Between DCI McCone and DCI Tenet, cleven men scrved as DCLL Singe the
tenure of DCI McCone, most DCls have refrained from the McCone model on policy
involvement, staying within their mandate of providing intelligence to determine the

teasibility of a debated policy. Once a policy was decided, the head of the IC has
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refrained from offering a different prescription. While this is the ideal role for the DCI
and the 1C, it has been difficult at times.

Since the tenure of DCI McCone, the position of DCI has often succumbed to
partisan politics. In 1967, Richard I1clms became DCI. He was onc of the few DCls to
hold his position across different administrations. DC1 Helms served not only President
Johnson but remained when Richard M. Nixon assumed the Presidency in 1969, In the
early 1970°s, William Colby (1973-1976) and George H. W. Bush (1976-1977) served as
DCIs. When Jimmy Carter assumed the presidency in 1977, he made the DCE another
political appointee, ousting then DCI Bush for Stanfield Turner simply because of a
change in administration.”® Four ycars later, Ronald Reagan replaced DCE Turner with
his own man, William Casey (1981-1987). Appointing DCI Casey established the
precedent for sclecting a new DCU at the beginning of a new administration.

In 1989, George H. W. Bush became President and attempted to revert back to the
old modcl of keeping the previous DCH in place. He kept William Webster (1987-1991),
a Reagan appointee 1n office. In 1991, President Bush appointed Robert Gates as DCI.
DCI Gates remained in his position until removed by William J. Clinton. After assuming
office, President Clinton appointed James Woolsey as DCI in 1993, Under President
Clinton the position of DCI further declined. In the two years DCI Woolscy served as
DCI, he only met President Clinton twice, “an all time low in the agency’s annals.”®
With little access to the President, DCI Woolsey became an incffective head of the 1C.

Adding to the problems faced by the IC in the Clinton Adminisiration was the

fallout from the Aldrich Ames cspionage casc. Morale at the CIA plummeted under DCH

*% Christopher Andrew, 427.
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Woolsey. At the end of 1994, DCI Woolsey resigned. It took the Clinton Administration
almost three months to find a replacement.?®” In 1995, Deputy Scerctary of Defense John
Deuich finally agreed to become DCI. DCI Deutch served until 1997. In 1997, after
failing to get Anthony Lake™® approved as DCI, President Clinton nominated George
Tenet for the position of DCI. DCI Tenet served until 2004, the second longest tenure as

head of the 1C.>%7

BACKGROUND ON GEORGE TENET

DCT Tenet’s Background

DCI Tenet’s background in intelligence is markedly different from DCI McCone.
While DCI McConc had little to no cxperience in intelligence before taking charge of the
IC, DCI Tenet was well versed 1n intelligence-related matters. Prior to becoming DCI,
Tenet’s history of public scrvice, in onc form or another, was intelligence focused. From
the late 1980°s to 1993, DCI Tenet served as the staff director for the Senate’s Select
Committce on Intelligence (SSCI).

In 1993, with the beginning of the Clinton Administration, DCI Tenet transferred
to the National Scecurity Council staff. From 1993 until 1995, DCI Tcnet was the staff

officer in charge of intelligence.”™ In 1995, DCI Tenet was appointed by President

** Tim Weiner, 454-455,
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Clinton to the position of Deputy Director of Central Intelligence (DDCI), under DCI
Dcutch. When DCI Deutch left in December 1996, Tenct became the Acting Dircctor.
On July 11, 1997, President Clinton appointed George Tenet as DCI, after the failure of

the Anthony Lake nomination,””!

Taking Charge of the [C and Policymaking Role

Taking Charge. Like DCI McCone, DCI Tenet had to rebuild the morale of the

CIA. Inthe casc of DCI McConc it was the fallout from the Bay of Pigs. For DCI Tenct
it was the neglect of intelligence issues by the Clinton Administration during 1ts first
term. DCI Woolscy had no access to President Clinton and lcft after less than two years
in the job. DCI Deutch served afler no one else wanted the job, leaving after only two
years. From 1993 to 1997, President Clinton had three DCls. With little continuity at the
top, the position of the IC sieadily eroded. As a result of the end of the Cold War, the
IC"s budget declined under the Clinton Administration. DCI Tenet described the
situation, “the entire [IC], not just the CIA, lost billions of dollars in funding,”*”* Along
with a loss of funding, the 1C workforce was cut by 25 percent.”” These problems added
up to serious morale problems in the 1C.

DCI Tenet’s first task was to reestablish morale and assert his authority over the
IC. He pushed the Clinton Administration to approve an increase in the intelligence

budget. DCI Tenet pushed for an additional twe billion dollars per year for the next five

! Douglas Garthoff, 257,
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years (1997- 2002).*™ When he did not receive support from the Clinton Administration,
he went direetly to Congress for additional funding.””> More money for the IC was not
enough to rebuild morale, DCI Tenet also worked 1o strengthen the missions of the CIA.
When DCI McConce came into office he concentrated his cffort on expanding the
analytical aspect of the C1A. DCI Tenel focused his effort on rebuilding the clandestine
clement of the CIA. To DCI Tenct, the most important aspect of the CIA’s mission was
espionage and “stealing secrets.””’® Under DCI Tenet’s tenure, CIA increased the

277 with his focus on the

number of stations throughout the world by 30 pcreent.
clandestine side of the CIA’s mission, he neglected CIA’s analytical capacity. While
focusing on clandestinc opcrations proved a success in Afghanistan, the neglect of the
analytical aspects of the CIA proved disastirous during the 2002-2003 Iraq War debate.
Onc major arca of diffcrence between DC1 McConge and DCI Tencet was their

view of the role they played as head the IC. DCI McCone viewed his mission as head of
the IC first and head of CIA sccond. DCI Tenet took the opposite approach. DCI Tenct
viewed his leadership of CIA as more important than being head of the 1C. DCI Tenet
“believed first and forcmost that it was cssential to rebuild the dircctor’s base, CIA.™

Once he had rebuilt the CIA, he believed he could concentrate on repairing the morate in

the IC. DCI Tenct failed to provide proper oversight for the 1C as he concentrated his

™ George Tenet, 21,
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etforts solely on the CIA. Without proper oversight, the IC entered the Iraq War debate

in a wcakenced posttion,

Policvmaking Role. Unlike DCI McCone, DCI Tenct had a clear view of his role

n policymaking. While DCI McCone actively engaged in the policy process, DCI Tenet
understood policymaking was not the purview of the intelligence professional.

»279

According to DCI Tenet, the IC doesn’t “make policy; [the IC] implements 1t. Even
with this attitude, DCI Tenct, on occasion, was drawn into the policy dcbatc.

Under the Clinton Administration, DC1 Tenet had a major policymaking role in
the Isracli-Palestinian conflict. DCI Tenet was responsible for working out the sceurity
arrangements between the Israelis and Palestinians. His work began in 1996 while he
was the Deputy Dircctor under DCI Deuteh and carried over mto his dircctorship. To
justify his new role, DCI Tenel saw it less as policymaking and more as being an “*honest
broker.””™ DCI Tenct allowed the two partics to negotiate dircetly with cach other and
attempted to minimize his own role. According to DCI Tenet, the less involved he was
the better it was for all the partics.”® Even with this view, DCI Tenet also understood the
need for his involvement. According to DCI Tenet, the CIA was the one “entity both

sides could trust.”** He served in this function as a policymaker until the Bush

Administration came into office. According to DCI Tenet, the Bush Administration did

> George Tenet, 55,
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not want the head of the IC involved n policymaking.”™ Under the Bush Administration,

DCI Tenet’s role centered on intelligenee-related matters, not policymaking.

Working Under Two Presidents
DC1 Tenet served two difterent presidents. Like DCI McCone, DCI Tenet had to
adjust to the challenges of two different styles of lcadership. Each president, in turn, had

a different vision for DCI Tenet’s involvement with policy matters.

President Clinton’s Leadership Stvle. When Clinion assumed office in 1993 he

had little to no understanding of the role of intclligence. The IC™s influence during
President Clinton’s first term steadily eroded. When DC1 Tenet assumed oftice, he had
to repair the strained relationship between the President and the 1C. In the Clinton
Administration, the DCI was granted cabinet level access, a precondition for DCI Deutch
accepting the job.”™ Even with cabinet level status, his access to President Clinton was
sporadic.™

President Clinten did have confidence in DCI Tenct’s leadership. On two
occasions, President Clinton backed up DCI Tenet 1in policy disputes. The first occurred

in 1996 during the Wye River Summit between Benjamin Netanyahu®® and Yasser

* George Tenet, 80,
* George Tenet, 136.
% George Tenet, 136.

¢ Benjamin Netanyahu was Prime Minister of Isracl from 1996 to 1999,
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Arafat. ™’ As part of the discussions, the Israelis demanded the release of Jonathan
Pollard,”™ in cxchangc for the Israclis accepting any ncgotiated scttlement with the
Palestinians. DCI Tenet and the IC adamantly opposed his release. According to DCI
Tenct, being actively engaged 1n the sccurity ncgotiations and allowing the releasc of
Pollard would have undermined his authority as head of the IC.** Any release of Pollard
would have implicd that DCI Tencet approved the release. DCI Tenct took his case
directly to President Clinton and threatened to resign if Pollard was released.”® In the
cnd, President Clinton supported the position of DCI Tenct, despite incrcased pressurc
from the Israelis.

The sccond occasion where President Clinton supported DCI Tenct was during
the Kosovo Air Campaign in 1999. During the air campaign, U.S. aircrafl accidentally
bombed the Chincse Embassy in Belgrade, Serbia. The U.S. military uscd data provided
by the CIA for striking targets in Belgrade. According to DCI Tenet, pressure mounted
35291

on the Whitc House to find a scapegoat, and DCI Tenet “scemed the likely candidatce.

In the end, President Clinton pushed back and kept DCI Tenet in oftice.

President Bush’s Leadership Style. When George W. Bush assumed the

Presidency, the access changed. While he lost his cabinct Icvel rank, his access to the
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President increased dramatically.””> As DCI McCone recognized the importance of his
access to the President, so too did DCI Tenct, According to DCI Tenct, “being in regular,
direct contact with the president 1s an incredible boon to a CIA director’s ability 1o do his
job.”*” DCI Tenct met with President Bush on a daily basis during his time as DCI,
ofien participating in the daily intelligence update 1o the President.

Over time this Ievel of aceess became a detriment to DCI Tenct, While Tenct
wanied to be an important member of the Bush Administration, and “please his

2% that closcncss to President Bush, in the end, caused him to losc his

supcriors,
effectiveness as a leader of the IC. During the policy debates 1n the Bush Administration

on the Iraq War, DCI Tencet sided with policymakers over his intelligence professionals.

DCI TENET AND OPERATIONS IN AFGHANISTAN

Following the terrorist attacks on Scptember 11, 2001, the U.S. moved to strike at
Al Qaida sanctuary bases in Afghanistan. I1 was the CIA operations in Afghanistan that
raiscd the staturc of DCI Tenet with President Bush. The basis for the CLAs success in
Afghamstan was the groundwork done prior 1o September 11.

Despite the lack of interest policy makers showed to Afghanistan
after the Soviet withdrawal, the CIA remained active in the area,
working to increase its network of HUMINT sources. In tfact, on
September 10, 2001, the CIA had more than one hundred sources
and subsourccs operating throughout the country. From this
network of sources, the CIA was able to build a winning

X
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strategy to defeat Al Qaida.””
The actions of the CIA showcascd the success of DCI Tenet’s focus of rebuilding the
clandestine service in the 1990°s.

On Scptember 17, 2001, President Bush directed the usc of Iethal opcrations
against the Al Qaida network and their sponsors, the Taliban, in Afghanistan. While the
Defense Department under Scerctary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld was unable to move
military forces fast enough to the region, the CIA filled in the void. Within days of the
presidential order, CIA paramilitary tcams werce on the ground fighting alongside the

Northern Alliance.?”®

The speed of CIA operations contrasted with the slowness of the
Defense Department brought friction between Scerctary Rumsfeld and DCIT Tenet.

DC1 Tenet downplayed any friction with Secretary Rumsfeld.™’ In the initial
stagcs of the operation in Afghanistan, the CIA was the lcad agencey, with the Defense
Department 1n a supporting role. It was not until mid October 2002 that U.S. Special
forces began to operate on the ground in Afghanistan. At this point, Scerctary Rumsfeld
asserled his position to be the sole person in charge of operations in Afghanistan. DCI
Tenct took the opposite view on the need to place CIA paramilitary tcams under the

authorily the Defense Department. DCI Tenet argued that the if the teams “fell under

Pentagon control, the big burcaucracy would stifle [CIA] initiative and prevent [the CLA]
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296

The Nurthern Alliance was a epllectipn of varipus Afghani groups that fought against the Taliban.

7 George Tenel. 208.

100



from doing the job....”™

The friction between the CIA and Defense Department on the operational side
carried over to the analytical side. On October 25, 2001, Secretary Rumsfeld directed the
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) to prepare an analysis claiming that the Northern
Alliance would not defeat the Taliban “before winter.””” DCI Tenet disputed the
findings of DIA, claiming that the CIA and Northern Alliance were making progress
towards defeating the Taliban.** On November 9, 2001, Defense officials briefed that
operations around the city of Mazar-i-Shairf, Afghanistan, were “not going well.””*' DCI
Tenet again contradicted this assessment. Supporting DCI Tenet were the views of Hank
Crumpton, the CIA’s Icad operations officer for Afghanistan, Mr, Crumpton claimed that
the Mazar-i-Sharif would fall with the next “twenty-four to forty-eight hours.”™" As DCI

303
In

Tenct explained the scene, “not cveryonc in the room agreed with [lank’s analysis.
the end, DCI Tenet proved correct with Mazar-1-Sharif falling the next day.

By the end of December 2001, Al Qaida and its Taliban allics were routed from
Afghamsian, forced to flee across the border into Pakistan. DCI Tenet and the CIA rose

in staturc. DCI Tenet was able, undcer short notice, implement President Bush’s directive

to attack Al Qaida after September 11, 2001. DCI Tenet’s confidence in the C1A also

% George Tenet, 216.
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rose. While the clandestine service preformed successtully, the analytical side, neglected

by DCI Tenet, would stumble during the Iraq War debate.

DCI TENT AND IRAQ WAR POLICY IN THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION

Undermining U.S. Intelligence for the Iraq War

The Iraq War presented a unique challenge to U.S. Intelligence as the Vietnam
War did in the 1960°s. In the Victnam War, persistent negative assessments by the 1C
resulted in policymakers ignoring the intelligence. In the case of Iraq’s Weapons of Mass
Destruction (WMD) stockpilces, the IC, on a consistent basis, provided supporting
imformation that bolstered the case for war against Iraq. Added to this were DCI Tenet’s
actions. In scvceral instances during the debate, DCI Tencet sided with policymakers
against intelligence professionals. As DCI McCone undermined the IC by getting them
to sidc with him against policymakcrs, DCI Tenet undermined the IC by the oppositc

effect.

The Irag WMD Debate. After Operation DESERT STORM, Saddam Hussein

and Iraq remained a major forcign policy problem for the U.S. During the 1990°s, the
U.S. adopted a policy of isolating Iraq through United Nations sanctions. The threat
posed by Saddamn to his neighbors required the U.S. to maintain a military prescnce in
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Afier the attacks on September 1, 2001, and subsequent

opcrations in Afghanistan in 2002, the Bush Administration relooked the threat posed by
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Saddam. In arguing the case for war, the Bush Admimstration used the threat of Iraq’s
WMD stockpile as a justification for invasion,

Inteltigence during this time supported the case for war. Throughout the 1990°s
the 1C concluded that Irag had a WMD stockpile. Unable to find cvidence to contradict
their analytical conclusions, the IC remained steadfast in their assessment on lraq’s
WMD capabilitics. DCI Tenet was at the center of this debate on Iraq. While DCI Tenct
refrained from being an advocate for a particular policy such as in the case of DCI
McConc, DCI Tenct did provide intelligence that only served to reinforee the
preconceived policy that Saddam Hussein was an imminent threat to the United States.

In justifying the war, the Bush Administration focuscd its casc on Iraq’s WMD
threat. Using already established intelligence, the admimstration made concrete
allcgations against Saddam. Thc most vocal advocatc for war was Viee President
Richard Cheney. Vice President Cheney presented a case for war to policymakers by
“overstat[ing] the intelligence,” available.™ At times this presented a challenge to DCI
Tenet. 1In August 2002, Vice President Cheney made an emphatic statement, in a speech
to the Veterans of Forcign Wars, that Irag had WMD.*® Vice President Cheney’s
sltalement was never cleared with C1A. As DCI Tenet remarked, the statement “went
well beyond what our analysis could support.™® Howcver, in his desirc to remain
influential 1n the Bush Admunistration, he never challenged Cheney’s remarks. While he
shicd away from correcting policymakers, he was not shy in challenging intclligence

professionals if they contradicted policymakers.

* George Tenet, 315.

* George Tenet, 315.
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In October 2002, statements made by President Bush and Deputly Director of
Central Intclligence (DDCIT) John McLaughlin appcarced to contradict cach other on Iraq’s
imminent threat. On October 2, 2002, DDCI McLaughlin testified before the SSCI, in
closcd scssion, that the threat of an attack by Saddam was low.> On October 7, 2002, in
a major address to the nation, President Bush argued that Iraq was an immediate threat to
the U.S. When DDCI McLaughlin’s statements were relcased to the public, the two
statemenis did not reconcile with one another. On orders from the White House, DCI
Tenet gave a public statement that refuted the contention of DDCI McLaughlin® DCI
Tenet sided with policymakers in this dispute, undermining his second in command.

In the Fall of 2002, while the Congress was debating the authorization for the usc
of force againsi Iraq, the IC was asked to provide a NIE on the slate of Iraq’s WMD.
Like NIE 53-63, the October 2002 Iraq NIE, Irag 's Weapons of Mass Destruction
Program, was extremely important to policymakers. The Iraq NIE presented the case to
policymakers that Iraq did possess WMD. The NIE’s key judgments were emphatic on
Iraq’s WMD program. The NIE concluded that:

Iraq has continued its weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
programs in defiance of UN resolutions and restrictions.
Baghdad has chemical and biological weapons as well

as missiles with ranges in excess of UN restrictions; if

left unchecked, it probably will have a nuclear weapon

during this decade.’”

The certitude of the key judgments confirmed “everything the White House was

7 George Tenet, 335.
** Tim Weiner, 486.

1.8, Diveetor for Central Intelligence, frag s Weapons of Mass Destruction Program, National

Intelligence Council (Washington D.C., 2003), 1.
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saying”SlD on Irag. Based on the findings in the NIE, Congress authorized the President
to usc force against Irag. As in the casc of NIE 53-63, the failurc to find Iragq’s WMD

proved the key judgments to have “been stunningly wrong.”""

Like in the Vietnam War,
the confidence in national intelligenee by policymakers was lost during the lraq War.
DCI Tenet’s early failure to concentrate on the analytical aspect of the CIA
contributed to undermining the intelligence effort. DCI Tenet never pushed for the 1C to
produce a quality product on Irag’s WMD program. While a normal NIE takes about six
months to complete, the Irag NIE was completed in three weeks, DCI Tenet admitted, in

232 . . .
% With a condensed timeline,

his memoirs, that he did not think a NIE “was necessary.
the quality of the work was poor. CIA incorporated information from various documents
and assembled them into the NIE.*"® As one author described the NIE, the CIA had
“produccd the worst body of work in its Tong history.””'* After reviewing all available
data, the SSCI published its report on July 9, 2004 that took Lo task the IC for the poor
quality of the NIE. Every judgment made in the NIE, the SSCI concluded, was not
supported by information available to the IC. While the NIE damaged the IC and DCI
Tenet’s reputation, his actions contributed to his fall.

After the fall of Saddam, the U.S. was unprepared for the chaos that ensued. Into

that void an insurgency fucled by Al Qaida, Sunni, and Shiite militants emerged.

Throughout the remainder of 2003 and into 2004, the U.S. struggled to contain the Iraqi

0 1im Weiner, 487,

' Thomas Ricks, Fiasco: The American Military Adventure in Irag, (New York: The Penguin Press,
2006), 52.
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insurgency. Much like the Vietnam analysis, CIA analysis of post-Saddam Iraq was
pessimistic. Even prior to the start of Opceration IRAQI FREEDOM, CIA asscssed that
the situation afler initial combat operations would be difficult. As DCI Tenet explains,
the CIA accurately predicted the outbreak of an insurgeney within Iraq.”"> From an
analysis done in January 2003, the CIA concluded that after the initiat euphoria of the
removal of Saddam, the Iragis would turn against the U.S. occupation.’'® CIA continucd
to provide this same outlook throughout 2004. In response to these assessments,
President Bush publically dismissed the findings., On Scptember 22, 2004, President

993]?

Bush claimed that analysts “were just guessing. President Bush’s rather dismissive

statement illustrates the loss of confidence in ULS. intelligence.

DCI Tenet’s Fall.

For DCI Tenet, while the NIE incident was a disaster for the IC, his personal
assurance to President Bush overstepped the bounds of solid analysis. On December 21,
2002, DDCI McLuaghlin brieted President Bush on the CIA’s evidence for Iraq’s WMD
Program. While the NIE mmade a definitive statcment on the existenee of WMDs, the
brief to President Bush underwhelmed him. President Bush commented that the evidence
was lacking. In his personal guarantee, DCI Tenct made the fatal comment “Slam
Dunk,”*'® to the President. DCI Tenet, in his memoirs, attempted to explain away the

comment, citing how this was made “ten months after the president saw the first

1% George Tenet, 426,
1% George Tenet, 424-425.

7 The White House, “President Bush Meets with Prime Minister Allawi in New York Tuesday,”
hitp:fwww . whilchouse. govimews/releases/2004/09/2004092 1-9 html (accessed May 28, 2008).
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workable war plan for Iragq, for instance. In reality, DCI Tenet provided the needed

Justification for going to war. In the words of White Iousc Chicf of Staff Andrew Card,

: : - - 320
once DCI Tenet made his statement, 1t was “the confirmation,”

policymakers needed.
DCT Tenct staked his reputation as well as the reputation of the entire 1C on the existence
of Iraq’s WMD. With the head of the IC vouching for the intelligence, it was alt the
confirmation Prcsident Bush needed to invadce Iraq.

DCI Tenet not only undermined intelligence 1n front of U.S. policymakers but
also in the cycs of the world. Scerctary of State Colin Powell’s flawed UN speech on
Iraq’s WMD in February 2003 was based on intelligence provided by CIA. It was
Scerctary Powcll’s mission to arguc the casc for action against Iraq to the UN. Over the
course of several days in February 2003, Secretary Powell, DCI Tenet, and CIA analysts
worked on the speech. At times they were in conflict with Vice President Chencey’s
office. Aides within the Vice President’s office pushed to include material not
substantiated by the CIA.*' According to DCI Tenet, the goal “from beginning to end
was 1o come up with rhetoric that was both supported by underlying inteltigence and

++322

worthy of what we all hoped would be a defining moment. At the conclusion of thesc

32 Qecretary Powell

sessions, DCI Tenet believed they had “produced a solid product.
delivered his speech to the UN with DCI Tenet sitting behind him. DCI Tenet’s presence

demonsirated another facel in confirming all the assumptions made by the U.S. against

1 George Tenet, 359,
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Iraq. In the end, the speech was flawed, with each assertion made undermined by facts
on the ground. DCI Tenet succinetly summed up the results of the speech’s failure, the
“nation’s credibilily plummeted.”™** While it damaged the U.S.’s credibilily it also
damagced DCI Tenet’s credibility with other policymakers.

No WMD were found in Iraq after the U.S. invasion 1n 2003. DCI Tenet’s
position beeame tenuous within the administration. In order to divert attention away
from the President and policymakers on the failure to find Iraq’s WMD, the burden was
placed on DCI Tenct and the 1C. On several occasions, he was forced to shoulder the
blame that could have been shared by other policymakers. The most striking example
was the claim that Traq sought uranium from Niger.””® President Bush made this
accusation in his 2003 State of the Union address. In time this siatement proved false.
Instecad of sharing the blamc as the National Sccurity Council was responsible for
coordinating the drafl of the speech prior to its delivery, National Security Advisor
Condoleczza Rice shifted the blame to DCI Tenet. In placing the blaimme on DCI Tenet,
Rice was able to undermine his position within the White House. As DCI Tenet relays
“when reporters start asking 1f the president still has confidence in you, you know you arc

+ 326
in irouble.”

Marginalhized within the administration, DCI Tenet resigned in July 2004.
He was the sceond to last person to hold the poesition of DCL Peter Goss, former

chairman of the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, became DCI in

2004. Hc lasted in the position until 2006 when the position of DNI was cstablished.

¥ George Tenet, 374,
*3 Tim Weiner, 490.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

INTRODUCTION

This final chapter reexamines the research question and hypothesis posed at the
beginning of the thesis. Next, this chapter answers the key questions used to focus the
research question. Based on key findings, this chapter then presents several
rccommendations on cnsuring the cffectivencss of the DNI in light of the lessons learned
trom DCI McCone’s tenure. Finally, this chapter examines potential future research in

the understanding of leadership.

HYPOTHESIS AND KEY QUESTIONS

Hypothesis Examined

This thesis looked at the role the head of the IC needs to play in the development
of American forcign policy. The head of the IC can either be a policy advocate or policy
neutral. In determining his proper role a delicate balance is needed. When examining the
tenure of John McConc as DCI, he overstepped his role as an intelligence Icader and
mserted himself too deeply in policy formulation.

In examining his role during the time period of the Kennedy and Johnson

Administrations, DCI McCone’s role expanded from initially focusing on intelligence
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matters and how they relate to policy to advocating, forcefully, a policy that was at odds
with other policymakers and the President. As the hypothesis addressced, as a policy
advocate, DCI John McCone lost his ability to be an eftective leader of the Intelligence

Community during the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations.

Key Question Examination
To further examine the validity of this hypotheses the following key questions

were asked and examined:

1. Did DCI McCone undermine the IC by providing his own analysis or
pressuring analysts to change theirs?

Yes. DCI McCone, scveral times during his tenure, relied on his own analysis in
discussions with policymakers. Often that analysis was at odds with his analysts. As in
the casc of the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone saw the intelligence in terms he
undersiood. Throughout the summer and fall 1962, DCI McCone and analysis in the 1C
presented two different interpretations of the same intelligence to policymakers. In
arguing his case, DC1 McCone undermined the analysis of the 1C. From a policymaker’s
perspective, if the head of the IC questions the analysis of the 1C why should the
policymaker believe the analysis. 1n the case of the Cuban Missile Crisis, although DCI
McCone alonc asscssed, correctly, the Soviet threat, he did long-term damage to the IC’s
credibility. The PFIAB’s report severely criticized the method of analysis made by the
IC, which DCI McConce never disputed, but reminding the President he was correct in his

assessmenl. In being proven right with respect to Soviet intentions, DCI McCone
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diminished the confidence 1n the analysis of the IC by senior members of the Kennedy
Administration. Undcrmining his analysts in the cycs of policymakers had a detrimental
consequence as the IC continued to provide negative assessments of selected policies
with regards to Victnam. DCI McConc’s attempt to reconcile the difference between the
analyst and the policymakers was met with disasirous results in early 1963.

DCI McConce’s order to rewrite NIE 53-63 attempted to reconcile the difference
in opinion between analysts and policymakers. Overreacting o accusations that the CIA
provided poor analysis to policymakers during the Cuban Missile Crisis, DCI McCone
torced his analysts to accepl the views of policymakers. In denying the ability of analysts
to providc unbiascd reporting, DCI McConc exposcd the CIA to a casc of politicization
of the intelligence. By allowing policymakers to determine what was going to be placed
in the NIE, DCI McConc lost his creditability when the situation in South Victnam
invalhdated the key findings of N1E 53-63. 1n the end, DCI McCone had to authorize the

publication of a subscquent SNIE to correct the mistakes in NIE 53-63.

2. Did DCI McCone attempt to sway intclligence analysis to support his
position if at odds with accepted policy?

Yes. DCI McCone in his final days pushed the IC to support him in his dcbates
with other policymakers about the course to follow in Vietnam. By 1965, DC1 McCone
was a strong advocate of his position of a large air campaign against North Victnam. At
the same time he constantly critiqued the policy advocated by President Johnson and
Scerctary MeNamara. While policymakers requested the IC examine the possible

ouicomes of the President’s policy, DCI McCone also directed the IC to determine
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potential endstates following his policy. Presenting IC analysis to policymakers that
supportcd his position on an intensified air campaign against North Victnam undermined
the objectivity of the IC. With policymakers already ignoring DCI McCone’s
recommendations and sceing the 1C analysis skewed towards the DCI position only

served to isolate the IC from policymakers.

3. Was his position undermined by other policymakers within the
administrations of Presidents Kennedy and Johnson?

Yes. DCI McCone was clearly an outsider in the Kennedy and Johnson
Administrations. On occasions his views of the Cold War and the rolc the United Statcs
should play were at odds with other policymakers. DCI McCone’s interaction with these
policymakers was the basis for the strained relations.

His poor relations with National Security Advisor Bundy and Secretary of
Defense McNamnara furthered his isolation.  As part of the National Sceurity Councll,
DCI McCone’s actions during the Cuban Missile Crisis undermined himself with Bundy,
who did not like to be reminded that he was wrong on Cuba. Alienating Bundy resulted
in DCI McCone losing a potential ally within the White House that could advocate for his
position.

As DCI McCone’s influence fell, Secretary McNamara’s influence rose. By
1965, Sccretary McNamara became the dominant policy adviser in the Johnson
Administration, controlling Vietnam policy. While DCI McCone maintained a position

closc to Sccretary McNamara, he did have a measurce of success in the policy; however,
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once he moved away from Secretary McNamara, DCI McCone had no allies in the White

Housc to providc any level of support for his position,

4. Was his rclationship with Presidents Kennedy and Johnson undermined
by his own actions?

Yes. In working for two Presidents as head of the 1C, DCI McConc clearly
enjoyed the working relationship he had with President Kennedy as opposed to the
working rclationship he had with President Johnson. The aceess he had with President
Kennedy, who apprecialed what the IC provided, altowed DCI McCone Lo maintain some
level of influence. In the transition to President Johnson, DCI MeConc tried to replicate
the interaction he had with President Kennedy. While at first President Johnson may
have wantced a good working relation with his head of the 1C, DC1 McCone’s over
aggressive approach alienated him.

DCI McConc assumed that President Johnson welcomed his opinion until it was
too late. Once President Johnson disregarded DCI McCone’s policy advice it also
marginalized the 1C. Without listening to the judgments of the I1C, President Johnson
committed himself along a path that the IC continuously advised would lead to, at best a

stalemate, and at worse defeat for the United States.
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KEY FINDINGS

Introduction

DCT McConc started his tenure as head of the IC 1n a strong position. 1l¢
successfully positioned himself to be a leader of the IC and not just a manager. In doing
s0, he forcefully advocated his position to policymakers. Paradoxically this advocacy
weakened him within the administrations he served. There are several factors that
contributed to DC1 McConc losing influence within the Kennedy and Johnson
Administrations. DCI McCone diminished influence had a cascading eftect throughout

the IC.

Key Findings

1. Being a policy advocate only served to marginalize DCI McCone within the
Kennedy and Johnson Adiministrations. The implication of the head of the IC being
marginalized is that it will also marginalize the IC. Timely and, as in the case of
Vietnam, accuratc analysis provided by the IC will be discarded by policymakers.
[gnoring the IC, policymakers will use their own assessment to determine the potential
outcomcs of an approved policy. In this cvent, policymakers will adjust their analysis to

ensure the policy will succeed.

2. DCI McCone’s tailure to work effectively with other members of the National

Sccurity Council isolated him within the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations. Each

organization within the national securily apparatus wants 1o ensure they are providing the
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best advice and analysis lo support a given policy. In the end the collective judgment
outwcighs the individual’s. The head of the 1C s in a delicate position as he/she is in
competition for the President’s ear from other policymakers. With no advocates
supporting his/hcr position within the national sccurity structure, the views of the head of
the IC can be either 1gnored or twisted in a way to show that he/she is in opposition to

approved policy,

3. The head of the 1C’s position was weakened once the DCI became another
political appointee. Serving at the pleasure of the President 1s difticult if your analysis
shows the President’s policy will fail. In order to maintain influcnee with the President,
the head of the IC may be forced 1o amend or suppress dissentling assessments from the
IC. By presenting to policymakcers want they want to hear, intelligence asscssments

become worthless and only serve lo parrotl the approved policy.

4. DCI McCone undermined the 1C’s analysis with policymakers either by
offering his own contradictory analysis or forcing the 1C to change its analytical
conclusions. The head of the IC is in a delicate position when offering his/her own
analysis to the President. If not in concurrence with the assessments of the IC, the DCI ‘s
separate conclusions only serves to undermine the IC. The President may just rely on the
asscssment of the head of the IC instead of the asscssiment of the entire IC. In those
events the IC becomes neutered, unable to exert any influence in developing the “right”
policics. If the analysis of the head of the IC proves wrong, the President not only may

ignore the head of the IC but also the analysis of the IC as well.
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5. Leadcrship is a trait that nceds to be taught within the IC. Intelligence
professionals have an aversion to assuming a leadership role. The head of the IC is only
cffective when he/she can marshal the entire resources of the 1C behind him/her.,
Backing up the head of the IC is the measured, unbiased analysis of the IC. A strong
Icader can usc these asscts to present to policymakers the potential outcomes of a policy.
A strong leader can work across the national security apparatus and build an effective
working rclationships with key figures. A strong lcader can also asscrt himsclf/herself
mto policy debates without overreaching as in the case of DCI McCone. Finally, a strong
lcadcr can stand up for the IC against disscnting opinions of policymakers, unlike in the

case of DCI Tenet.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

DCI McConc’s role in policy development presents a case of overrcaching. DCI
McCone’s actions only served to alienate him and undermine the IC. Studying the case
of DCI McConc will give intelligence professionals and future leaders an understanding
that the role of intelhigence in policymaking is a difficult one. Human nature will almost
certainly force an individual to interject his or her views into a policy debate if they
question the policy being implemented. This puts intelligence professionals in a delicate
position. Intelligence professionals need to find the right balance between advocacy and

neutrality. Intelligence professionals can and will be undermined 1f they take their role to
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either extreme. To guard against that situation, the IC needs to sirengthen its position 1n
the policymaking process. The DNI must be the onc to do this first. The DNI must work
1o get the business of intelligence above partisan politics. The strengthened position of
the DNI will enhance the ability of the IC to provide unbiascd analysis on policy and be

accepted by policymakers.

1. Establish a fixed term for the DNI.

The weakencd position of the head of the 1C began in the 1970°s when President
Carter failed to follow precedent and keep the incumbent DCI in office. Tyinga DCIto a
new administration only scrves to makce the position a political reward. Scrving the
interest of the current administration does not, necessarily, serve the interest of the nation.
Intelligenee and the support it provides to policy is a long-tcrm process. Linking the DNI
10 an administration forces the IC to focus on shori-term needs to the neglect of long-term
intcrests. As an cxample, DNI Mitch McConnell’s cfforts to intcgrate the 1C’s networks
prior to the conclusion of the Bush Administration are being rushed. The underlining
assumption is the hope that the next administration will accept what has been
accomplished and carry on with integration as 1ts goal. If the DNI had a fixed term then
rushing through projccts will end. The DNI can take a long-terin view in the interests of
the community and nation.

Establishing a fixed term for presidential appeintecs is not out of the norm. For
instance, the Chairman of the Federal Reserve, who manages the U.S. economy, serves a
fixed term of four years, with the potential for successive reappointiments. In the national

securily structure two key positions have fixed terms. The Director of the Federal Bureau
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of Investigation serves a fixed term of ten years with no ability for reappointment. The
Chairman of the Joint Chicefs of Staftf scrves a fixed term of two years, with the
opportunity for one additional reappointiment. Making the position of DNI a fixed term
will produce scveral positive cffcets.

The length of the DNI’s term must be sufficiently long enough to altlow for the
DNI to concentrate on the needs of the IC, but not too long where his/her analysis
becomes stale. The ideal length should be five years. Not only will the DNI serve a two-
term President well, it also allows for a smooth transition to a ncw administration, First,
it allows for the DNI to crossover between administrations maintaining a level of
continuity in the national sccurity apparatus. Sccond, the length also gives the new
President the opportunity to establish intelligence goals and receive advice from a
scasoncd DNI in a dcliberate manner, Third, it also gives the new President time to cither
reappoint the current DNI or seek a new DNI. The DNI should be limited to only one
rcappointment. In the casc of DCI McCone, he served almost five years. In that time he

was able o establish his authority over the IC.

2. Support unbiased IC analysis.

The dilemma faced by an intelligence professional can be sumimed up in the
following scenario. Afier going through levels of vetting in the IC’s bureaucracy, the
DNI prescnts an analyst’s key conclusions to the President or a scnior policymaker.
However, 1n offering the analysis, the DNI claims not to believe it and proceeds to offer

his own analysis. The 1C’s credibility is lost to the policymaker. In the case of DCI
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McCone, he used either the 1C’s analysis 1o back up his policy recommendations or
provide his own analysis if he did not agree with the analytical conclusions.

The McCone and Tenet cases show how each DCI undermined the IC, causing
long-term damagc to the credibility of the 1C. During DCI McConc’s tenure, he undercut
the IC’s analysis. During the Cuban Massile Crisis he offered his own competing
analysis to policymakers. During the Victnam War, DCI McConc undercut the 1C by
insisting that NIE 53-63 reflect the views of the policymakers instead of the views of the
analysts. The cnd result was a flawed NIE where the key judgments were invalidated
within a month of its release in April 1963. Even the Iraq NIE exposed DCI Tenel to
undermining IC analysis. 1lis statcments to President Bush about the certitude of Iraq’s
WMD, destroyed the credibility of the IC when no WMD was found.

A rceent cxample shows how the head of the IC should support the IC’s analysis.
On December 3, 2007, the IC published the Iran NIE, entitled fran: Nuclear Intentions
and Capabilities, on Iran’s nuclcar program. The NIE concluded that Iran had not
restarted its nuclear program since 2003. At the time of its release, the Bush
Administration had attempted to present a casc of an impending threat posed by Iran.
The NIE appeared to contradict the position of policymakers. DNI McConnell, instead of
offcring his own conclusion or force the analysts to side with policymakers, maintained
his own impartiality. While policymakers complained, no one seriously questioned the
NIE judgments because DNI McConnell was not pushing his own agenda on Iran. The
credibility of the DNI and the IC are linked. A lose in credibility in one will result in the

other losing its credibility.
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3. Work to build effective relations with members of the National Security
Council.

The DNI, 1n order 1o be effective, must work closely with two key figures in any
administration: the National Sceurity Advisor, who can be the key advocate for the DNI
within the White House and the Secretary of Defense, whose view on foreign policy
mattcrs, cspecially in times of war, hold morc sway over others. While no relationship is
prefect, the need to educate these two on the importance of intelligence and its
fundamental role in American foreign policy belongs to the DNIL DCI McConc fatled to
understand or appreciate the importance of these two individuals. DCI McCone seemed
at times to believe he was morce important than Bundy and a co-cqual with Scerctary
McNamara.

The Defense Department’s establishment of the Undersccretary of Defense for
Intelligence (USDI) is an excellent example of tying the needs of the DNI with the
Scerctary of Defense. The USDI not only serves the Sccretary but he 1s also dual-hatted
1o serve the DNI. This position effectively links the two organizational leaders together.
A similar modcl can be sct up for the NSC. The National Sceurity Advisor should
establish a permanent position on the NSC specifically focused on intelligence matters.
While the DNI serves the needs of the President, the intelligence advisor on the NSC staff
can serve the needs of the National Security Advisor. The intelligence advisor on the
NSC staff should scrve in the same capacity as the USDI. First, this individual would be

the principal assistant to the National Security Advisor answering ntelligence-related
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matters. As the principal assistant, the advisor can educate the National Security Advisor
on the capabilitics of the IC and relay information between the Advisor and the DNIL
Second, with concurrence from the DNI, this individual would serve as the liaison
between the NSC and the 1C, filtering information to the proper agency. Third, from his
position on the NSC staft, the intelligence advisor can relay pressing 1ssues to the DNI

that ariscs in NSC mectings that do not involve the principals.

4. Establish a Leadership Block of Instruetions at the National Defense
Intelligence College.

Lcadcership i1s an important quality that should be studicd. Lcadcership is not the
sole property of the operators. Courses on leadership are taught at the Service Academies
as wcll as the Staff Colleges for cach of the Services. While the focus of training
leadership 1s on the combat officer, its function is just as important 1n the intelligence
ficld. In some aspecets, DCI MceConc was cffeetive because he considered himself a
leader and not a manager. In the realm of intelligence, senior personnel consider
themsclves managers first, not lcaders. There 1s a natural apprchension against striving to
take the leadership mantle. Also, historically there is a structural problem in denying the
head of the IC a leadership rele. From 1947 until 2006, when the DCI headed the 1C, the
only real authority he had was over CIA. DCI’s took two approaches to the rest of the
community. In the casc of DCI McCone, he attempted to lead it while DCI Tenet ignored
the IC and focused on running ClA.

The National Defense Intelligence College (NDIC) should establish a curriculum

focusing on leadership training, similar to the model used in the staff colleges. The U.S.
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Army Command & General Staft Colleges curriculum on leadership starts with a
foundation course, then examines Icadership and organizations, finally it gocs through
several case studies on leadership. One course cannot cover the challenges faced by
Icaders in the 1C today. The program nceds to be a scrics of courses, cxtending across
NDIC’s academic year, much like the Denial & Deception (D&D) ]Jrogram.3 " The
courses should be geared towards the intclligence professional and future leaders of the
IC.

The first coursc should lay the building block for the study of lcadership. It
should incorporate the concepts of critical thinking as well as give a historical overview
of the IC in order to understand today’s challenges faced by the IC. The sceond course
should examine leaders and organizations. This course should cover the challenges IC
Icaders facc in managing large and complex organizations. It should also look at how
leaders interact with one another to establish effective communications across the 1C and
national sccurity apparatus. The final coursc should be a scrics of case studies. This
course should examine how individual heads of the IC managed their responsibilities and
how they led the IC. This coursc should examine where they suceceded and where they
met challenges. More importantly, these courses should serve as a guide post for future

IC leadcers.

T The D&D program is a serics of courses that span the entire academic year at NDIC. The four
courses offered under the D&D program cover the entire spectrum of foreign denial and deception. At the
conclusion of the program, students receive a certificate from the Foreign Denial and Deception Committee

(FDDC).
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FUTURE RESEARCH

Leadership is a key element for all intelligence professionals. However, the DNI
1s considered more of a manager for the IC than its [cader. As an cxample, no onc claims
that the Secretary of Defense manages the Defense Department, he leads the Defense
Department. Like the Scerctary of Defensc, the DNI heads a large diverse organization.
Future studies should examine how the DNI can become a more effective leader of the
IC.

In the coming years, future DNIs will continue to define their position. Each DNI
will take a different approach to managing the IC and how they intcract with
policymakers. Each DNI will bring their strengths and weaknesses to the position. Since
DCI McCong, there have been few appointments to the head of the 1C that did not have
some background in intelligence-related matiers. One area to observe is the background
of thc DNI. A DNI who comges from a non-intelligence background may move towards
the DCI McCone model of policy involvement. DNIs with intelligence-related
background may become adverse to policy involvement.

For the future, researchers should examine how a DNI view his/her role in policy
development. The DNI's background is a valid starting point to determine how a DNI
will participate in policy discussions. Further research should examine whether the DNI
takcs an cxpansive view of his or her lcadership of the IC. Somc DNIs may attempt to
maintain a narrow view, controtling those areas under his or her direct management, like
in the casc of DCI Tenet. For some DNIs, they may follow DCI McConc’s method and

allempl Lo asserl lheir control over the entire IC.
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CONCLUSION

This thesis examined DCI McConc’s role in policymaking during the Vietnam
War era. DCI McCone, initially, saw his role in policymaking as policy neutral.
Howecver, his natural inclination was to beecome actively involved in policy debates. In
the years he served as DCI, he forced his way mto many of the policy discussions of the
time. In some cascs, like the Cuban Missile Crisis, he was somewhat successful. With
Vietnam, his advice was ignored. He pushed the wrong policy prescription on
policymakers. Whilc he belicved he was doing the right thing, his mcthods only scrved
1o marginalize him within the admunistrations he served. In today’s complex geo-
stratcgic environment, the DNI and the 1C needs to determing its role in policy
formulation. Finding the right balance will go a long way 1n ensuring that the DN and

the IC maintain its credibility with policymakers.
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APPENDIX A

LETTER FROM DCI MCCONE TO PRESIDENT JOHNSON APRIL 28, 1965

Dcar Mr. President:

I remain concerned, as | have said before to you, Secretary Rusk and Secretary
McNamnara, over the limited scale of air action against North Vietnam which we envision
for the next few months.

Spccetfically I feel that we must conduct our bombing attacks in a manner that will begin
to hurt North Victnam badly enough to cause the Hanoi regime to scck a political way out
through negotiation rather than expose their economy Lo increasingly serious levels of
destruction. By limiting our attacks to targets like bridges, military installations and lines
of communication, in cffect we signal to the Communists that our determination to win is
significantly modificd by our fear of widening the war.

In these circumstances the Communists are likely to feel they can afford to accept a
considerable amount of bomb damage while they improve their air defenses and step up
their insurgency in South Vietnam. If they take this line of action, in the next few months
they can present us with an cver-increasing guerrilla war against the reinforced Viet Cong
in terrain and circumstances favorable to the Communists.

If this situation develops and lasts several months or more, I feel world opinion will turn
agamst us, Communist propaganda will become increasingly eftective, and indeed
domestic support of our policy may erode.

I therefore urge that as we deploy additional troops, which I believe necessary, we
concurrently hit the north harder and inflict greater damage. In my opinion, we should
stirike their petroleum supplies, electric power nstallations, and air defense installations
(including the SAM sites which are now being built). I do not think we have to fear
taking on the MIG's, which after all the ChiNats defeated in 1958 with F-86's and
Sidewinders.

[ am not talking about bombing centers of population or killing innocent people, though
there will of course be some casualties. I am proposing to "tighten the tourniquet” on
North Vietnam so as to make the Communists pause to weigh the losses they are taking
against their prospeets for gains. We should make it hard for the Viet Cong to win in the
south and simultancously hard for Hanoi to endurc our attacks in the north.

I believe this course of action holds out the greatest promise we can hope for in our effort
to attain our ultimate objective of finding a political solution to the Vietnam problem.
This view follows logically, 1t sccms to mc, from our National Intelligenee Estimate of 18
February 1965, which concludes that the Hanoi regime would be more likely than not to
make an effort to "secure a respite” by some political move when and if, but not before, a
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sustained U.S. program of air attacks is damaging important economic or military assets
n North Vietnam.

Respectfully vours,

John A. McCone**®

¥ 11.8. Department of State, FRUS, Val Il Vietnam Januarv-June 1965, *279. Letter From Director of
Central Intelligence MceCone to President Johnson,” hilp/fwww stale.goviwww/about_stalce
dustoryivol 115271 285 himl (accessed June 10, 2008).
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