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Senator Bob Graham

I’m 68 years old, and I spent more than a majority of my years on this Earth thinking of many of you as being our adversary. And now it is a significant thing than we can sit together and talk about issues of our common concern. 

There are some peculiarities about American intelligence. One is that Americans really don’t like intelligence. That rose out of our earliest history. Second, we didn’t like intelligence because we didn’t think it’s really important for us. We had a big ocean on the East and the big ocean in the West, which are fundamental protectors. 9/11 changed a lot of that reality. 

With 9/11 we began to realize that those two oceans were not as much of the security and defense protection that is an imperative for us. Now we have to deal with people we didn’t know much about. They were very asymmetrical to the U.S., and we are going to need a heightened intelligence capacity in order to raise our level of understanding. Finally, as part of dealing with terrorist organizations is the fact that you can’t wait until they act first and then respond. We rather have to take preemptive action. And we still are paying a price for not having that high standard of knowledge before we went into Iraq. 

Another reality of U.S. intelligence is that we have been historically a relatively insulated country, which is reflected in the lack of our language skills. Therefore, it’s very important that we have good liaison relations with our foreign partners, e.g. it gives us better understanding of the Middle East and Central Asia. It was not until 1947 that the U.S. established its first civilian intelligence agency. Earlier we had some intelligence efforts, for instance during the Second World War we had the OSS – the Office of Special Services. After that war the OSS was disbanded and that was a reflection of our disinclination to engage into intelligence. So, since 1947, as the Cold War broke out, we have the Intelligence Community (IC), which is composed of more than a dozen agencies dealing with signals, satellite, and human intelligences (HUMINT). But we have to admit that this system of intelligence does not always serve us well for a couple of reasons:

1. The agencies tried to adapt themselves to new realities within their own responsibility and proficiency. E.g. the National Reconnaissance Office can take the best pictures in the world but they are not always certain of what images to take and where they should be taking them.
2. Our IC has a tendency to be slow to change the perception of the nature of a threat and the status of the U.S. relative to threat’s changes. We have put an emphasis on technical rather than HUMINT intelligence as it was relevant and reliable in the Soviet threat period, e.g. for monitoring the activities of the Soviet nuclear submarines and for intercepting important military communication lines. But today’s realities are different. You can look at Osama bin Laden all the time through the lens of a camera but you can’t tell what his intentions are. And for the last five years Osama bin Laden has stopped using the telephone, and now he is largely a black hole in our intelligence collection.     

After 9/11 there was a series of attempts to realize what happened, how it happened, what lessons can be learned and what reforms are necessary to reduce the chances for that occurring again. One of those attempts was the joint House and Senate intelligence committees’ enquiry on 9/11. Some of the things we have found were that the IC had not made the transformation needed from the Cold War to the post Cold War threats. Second, that the IC had had a tendency to focus on the micro information but not on the macro knowledge. In 1986 the intelligence services could tell you how many telephones there were in the Kremlin but they could not tell you that the Soviet Union was on the verge of collapse. And I think it recurred again in the run up to the war in Iraq. The IC was telling us that there were precisely 550 sites in Iraq where weapons of mass destruction were either being stored or produced and of those 550, 530 were of high priority. They could give you the street numbers. When we invaded Iraq it appeared that the data was inaccurate and deceptive, and they did not find weapons of mass destruction.

3. Our HUMINT had become lawfully limited and was not compatible with the information we needed together from human sources.   

So, after our recent intelligence reform we have established a new National Intelligence Director who sits on top of 15 agencies and has the responsibility of setting priorities, asking questions of the agencies and minimizing internal conflict.

Within this intelligence reform our intent was not creating geographically organized joint entities but rather creating entities that will be focused on particular threats. The first of those threats is counter-terrorism, and the second is proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The National Intelligence Director has the responsibility to establish additional centers, as it is determined that there is a threat that justifies that. My own expectation is that over the next decade we will probably develop a dozen more of these centers as threats emerge and as the need to have a coordinated intelligence collection and analysis against the occurring threats increases. 

In terms of HUMINT, I don’t think that there is any single answer to that issue. There going to be a variety of efforts undertaken. In particular, important is the studying of foreign languages, which for the next 10-25 years will play a special role, e.g. those of Middle East, Central Asia and China.  

