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Abstract 

 

The thesis demonstrates how the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) deliberately and effectively used 

public secrecy in the Cold War to gain legitimacy as a national security institution at home. From a 

young organisation to a key government institution, the CIA knew it had to shape the public debate 

by influencing mainstream newspapers in the United States, persuading them that it was a vital 

component of statecraft needed to fight the Cold War. The Agency was obsessed with its public 

portrayal and recognised it held a strange symbiotic relationship with the press. Its presence was 

routinely covered in newspapers as outlets focused on CIA functions and activities, including 

controversial exposures and revelations about its operations. Officials had to proactively engage 

with the press by cultivating a positive public image. CIA achieved this through assessing coverage 

and selectively releasing material that satisfied public fascination about it while keeping its 

operational secrecy intact.       

Public secrecy shaped CIA-press relations. The Agency dictated what the press could publish and 

formed close bonds with key correspondents and columnists who supported the CIA. Reporters were 

excited to offer their readers exclusive insights and glimpses into the Agency, but these accounts did 

not disclose sensitive material and instead presented carefully curated narratives. The CIA’s 

operational secrecy endured throughout the Cold War because selective access to material shaped 

coverage, and newspapers across the political spectrum legitimised its deepest secrets. A broad Cold 

War consensus touted CIA as the first line of defence in its vital intelligence work against the Soviet 

Union. This ensured the Agency was in a strong position to ward off criticism and scrutiny, especially 

as arguments that it should be reformed or abolished failed to gain traction in the press. Public 

secrecy provides a unique window into the political, social, and cultural history of CIA.  
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Introduction 

 

“A serious endeavor should be made to reverse the present unfortunate trend wherein the Central Intelligence 

Agency finds itself advertised almost exclusively as a secret service organization. It should be presented instead 

to the public as the centralized coordinator of intelligence. This will help to cover rather than uncover its secret 

operations.” - Dulles Report, 1949 1  

“The Central Intelligence Agency is responsible for clandestine operations abroad, although it often seems its 

conduct is as open as a daily newspaper.” - Jack Raymond, 1963 2 

“CIA has been guilty of some embarrassing apparent failures and excesses, so its operations should be reviewed. 

But let us be careful we do not destroy the agency in the process…those who tinker with it must do so with 

sophistication and perspective.” - Franklin Lindsay, 1975 3 

 

The Central Intelligence Agency’s (CIA) headquarters at Langley is a physical testament to 

the tension between secrecy and publicity in modern America. On the one hand, the large, public 

building is the nerve centre for the CIA’s secret intelligence work. It is where the Agency collects, 

analyses, and disseminates intelligence while guarding U.S. national security. On the other, Langley’s 

recognisable architecture as the “big white cliff on the Potomac,” is known throughout the greater 

Washington area and the wider United States. Langley is shorthand for CIA; a secret intelligence 

agency recognised around the world.4 

Langley has also intrigued the press because of a seeming juxtaposition between secrecy 

and openness. It has been a focal point, a beacon, for journalists to hone questions about CIA 

activities and its place within American democracy. In the Cold War, it offered a mystique that 

piqued press reporters’ interest as they investigated the secret espionage organisation. The press 

widely reported on the construction of Langley, but Agency officials were not concerned over the 

exposure of CIA material. Journalists were eager to print information, with editorials, opinion pieces, 

and public letters saturating newspaper pages. The project was, after all, enormous and difficult to 

hide. The Evening Star (ES) stated that Langley is “such an important move” that it cannot be 

 
1 Allen W. Dulles, William H. Jackson, and Mathias F. Correa, The Central Intelligence Agency and National 
Organization for Intelligence (Report to the National Security Council, 1 January 1949), National Security 
Archive, 36 (hereafter Dulles Report). 
2 Jack Raymond, “Role of ‘Black Arts,’” NYT, March 18, 1963, p. 12.  
3 Franklin Lindsay, “The Dangers of Damaging the CIA,” WP, January 28, 1975, p. A18. 
4 Marquis Childs, “CIA Impact on Foreign Policy,” WP, May 21, 1962, p. A18. 
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concealed “without letting the public in on it.”5 As the historian Timothy Melley succinctly argues, 

“the secret is that there is no secret…the covert state is hidden right out in the open.”6  

Moreover, senior CIA officials welcomed the fact the Agency’s headquarters were widely 

debated because it allowed important public relations (PR) benefits. It satisfied the press’s desire to 

learn more about the Agency, depicting CIA as an important part of the U.S. national security state 

and central to modern American government. Allen Dulles, the Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) 

during Langley’s construction, and Stanley Grogan, his close advisor shaping the Agency’s PR, openly 

conversed with reporters about the move. They happily provided details about how the site was 

chosen, its facilities, and its impact on CIA. “Construction was inevitable,” Dulles told Fairfax citizens 

at a turkey dinner and informal talk.7 Both recognised that for the CIA to operate and thrive in a 

society with an inquisitive press, it could not function solely in the shadows. Their candour with 

reporters, Congressional hearings, businesses, and citizen groups in promoting the Langley site set 

the precedent for how the Agency engaged in public debates about its secrecy. It was pointless, as 

Marquis Childs noted, to insist on total secrecy, with Dulles eager newspapers did not “overstress 

the ‘hush-hush’ nature of the CIA.” Rather, it needed public acceptance and buy-in to effectively 

carry out its intelligence objectives.8  

Langley challenges the axiom that intelligence agencies need total secrecy to accomplish 

their work. The CIA actively embraced a curious space between secrecy and publicity to gain a 

stronger foothold in U.S. politics and society by shaping the public debate around it. Officials openly 

discussed the Agency to satisfy public fascination whilst emphasising the need for secrecy on 

operational details and to effectively perform its duties. During the early decades of the Cold War 

CIA successfully cultivated a positive public image. But even when press and public scrutiny grew, 

the Agency continued to shape the narrative. The press acted more as a symbiotic partner to CIA 

than has been recognised. It was neither a friend nor a foe, relying on the CIA’s selectiveness to 

access material and satisfy the public’s interest in the Cold War. This work explains how and why the 

CIA was in both the shadow and the spotlight through “public secrecy.”  

 
5 “More Light Needed,” ES, March 25, 1955, p. A16. 
6 Timothy Melley, The Covert Sphere: Secrecy, Fiction, and the National Security State (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 2012), 22. 
7 “Dulles Pledges CIA Will Fit In,” WP, May 9, 1957, p. B12. 
8 Marquis Childs, “Great Expansion of Secret CIA Emphasized by Its New Building,” SLPD, November 1, 1959, 
page unknown. 
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*** 

The CIA is supposed to be a secretive organisation. In theory, we should know little about its 

structure, leaders, capabilities, activities, even its location. All this is not only public knowledge but 

widely known and debated. From Hollywood films to all forms of news outlets, the “CIA” acronym is 

firmly established within the public eye. The Agency has been dubbed an “invisible government,” 

using “dirty tricks” to usurp American democracy and foreign policy, whilst being described by 

former CIA employees as a “cult,” a “company,” and “an experiment in amorality.”9 It has also been 

celebrated for its “cloak-and-dagger” exploits, moments of technical brilliance and ingenuity that 

aided Cold War intelligence, such as the Berlin Tunnel, the U-2 Spy Plane, and the Glomar Explorer 

project. Whether positively or negatively, CIA is universally known. The Agency’s chief historian, 

 
9 “Cloak and Dagger for John A. McCone.” Life Magazine, October 6, 1961, p. 53; David Wise and Thomas B. 
Ross, The Invisible Government (New York: Random House, 1964); Leslie H. Gelb, “Should We Play Dirty Tricks 
in the World?” NYT, December 21, 1975. p. 209; Victor Marchetti and John Marks, The CIA and the Cult of 
Intelligence (New York: Knopf, 1974); Philip Agee, Inside the Company: CIA Diary (London: Stonehill, 1975); 
John Stockwell, In Search of Enemies: A CIA Story (New York: Norton, 1984). 
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David Robarge called it “the most open secret organization in the world.”10 How did CIA come to 

occupy a position unique among intelligence agencies, even for a western democratic political 

system?  

The answer lies in the tension between the CIA maintaining its operational secrecy and 

promoting publicity to gain acceptance as a political and cultural institution in Cold War America. 

Understanding how CIA became accepted as the “most open secret organization” is not just about 

its foreign exploits but also its approach at home. Examining its status within U.S. society shows the 

institutional development of the secret organisation and, critically, how it managed its public image 

during the Cold War. Exploring how CIA navigated domestic processes reveals what motivated key 

officials and how these decisions provide a unique window into the US state and the history of 

modern America.11 This thesis offers an original view into how and why CIA secrecy emerged, 

endured, and flourished throughout the Cold War. The Agency’s emergence and development as an 

influential organisation at the centre of the U.S. government demonstrated that its public secrecy 

was able to thrive despite systematic press coverage. CIA was a major talking point for American 

newspapers, but the Agency was not perturbed by such publicity, so long as its operational secrets 

remained intact.  

Newspapers played a crucial role in legitimising CIA secrecy. Reporters were eager and 

excited to offer readers a peek inside the secret realm with exclusive stories, often written in 

hyperbole to dramatise the Agency’s work. There was also a recognition of the need to preserve CIA 

secrecy for fear of undermining the essential intelligence mission against the Soviet Union. It 

reflected a strong consensus between CIA and the press in shielding the Agency’s operational 

details. The outcome was that press support for CIA secrecy remained remarkably consistent 

throughout the Cold War. Despite periods of increased scrutiny, when the press actively questioned 

CIA’s activities and place within American democracy, reporters and newspapers continued to 

support the sanctity of the Agency’s operational secrecy.     

Reporters, columnists, editors and officials ensured that CIA secrecy was protected because 

they argued a weak Agency left the nation defenceless in the Cold War. From Dulles and Grogan to 

future DCIs such as William Colby and William Casey, CIA employed a PR approach that depicted 

itself as an essential instrument of U.S. statecraft. Through periods of heightened and diminished 

public attention, this thesis explores the complexity of CIA secrecy as the Agency navigated a fine 

 
10 David Robarge, “CIA in the Public Spotlight: The Central Intelligence Agency and Public Accountability,” 
Journal of Intelligence History, 9, no. 1-2 (2009), 105.  
11 Daniel Bessner and Frederik Logevall, “Recentering the United States in the Historiography of American 
Foreign Relations,” Texas National Security Review, 3, no. 2 (2020), 42, 53-55. 
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line between protecting the secrecy of its work and sustaining its status as a publicly accepted 

government institution.    
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Figure 1.2 The CIA in the public spotlight. The press were keen to publish any information relating to the CIA 
ranging from the mundane lives of its leaders to vacancy advertisements, to obituaries for those who served in 
it. Source: “Austrian Evening,” ES, June 18, 1954, p. 36; “Cloak & Dagger Cupid Gets its Man: McCone,” NYDN, 
August 5, 1962, p. 340; “Geographers & Cartographers,” SLPD, June 21, 1964, p. 54; “Florence Gorski, Once 
With CIA,” ES, April 6, 1962, p. 22. 
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Public Secrecy  

 

Public secrecy was a deliberate and effective approach that was actively developed and 

managed by the CIA. Agency officials knew CIA had to keep the public onside to gain legitimacy as a 

national security institution at home. Officials recognised that influencing the mainstream press was 

essential in shaping public opinion as they strived to maintain favourable newspaper coverage and 

positive relations with key press members. They formed a complex, symbiotic relationship that 

allowed CIA to protect its secrecy whilst being in the public spotlight. The press benefitted from this 

because it meant they established close relations with the Agency and the information they 

obtained had satisfied public fascination. Crucially, CIA made it appear that it was enhancing 

democratic discourse through acts of transparency, which were often superficial, to meet the key 

goal of keeping its operational secrecy intact. Public secrecy leads to two important insights about 

the CIA during the Cold War. The first is how CIA discussed its own secrecy without revealing 

important material. The second relates to how the Agency took advantage of CIA-press relations to 

analyse its coverage and allow access to certain newspapers and journalists.  

Firstly, public secrecy dominated the minds of senior officials who recommended methods 

to improve the organisation’s public image in numerous internal documents and private 

correspondences. CIA had to proactively engage the press, they argued, as it could not forever hide 

behind the cloak of secrecy. While it could not shield itself entirely from the press, it could shape the 

release of information. Selective leaks of material helped frame popular discourse around the 

Agency, and officers recognised that publicity was a powerful tool for portraying favourable images 

of the CIA. “Could we not leak some success stories?” one CIA station chief asked, “these…stories 

could retain elements of risk, excitement and clever work in a good cause.” While it was recognised 

that “CIA will never become a folk hero,” there was an awareness that “a few good, rattling stories 

about past successes might improve [CIA] image.”12      

The CIA used public secrecy to manage what information the press obtained. Officials 

selectively provided snippets of information they knew would satisfy public fascination. Allowing 

some press access to discuss CIA’s functions, structure, location, and certain activities shaped 

coverage whilst ensuring the Agency’s innermost secrets were not published. Reporters felt they 

gained exclusive insights, without unearthing new or truly secretive details about the Agency. They 

 
12 CIA, “Memorandum for: Deputy Director for Support from Richard Helms,” May 24, 1966, CIA-RDP84-
00780R001500050039-1, https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP84-00780R001500050039-1.pdf, 
accessed 9th January 2025. 
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were also helping to maintain essential CIA secrecy by publishing information officials were happy to 

circulate in the public sphere.  

The CIA knew access to certain material would be beneficial for its public image. Releasing 

information that depicted the Agency as essential to statecraft and the first line of defence in the 

Cold War was a concerted CIA PR effort to gain legitimacy. DCIs Allen Dulles and William Colby 

recognised the PR benefits as they built a close relationship with key correspondents and columnists. 

Both offered material useful to tell an embellished CIA story. Both provided details about its 

functions and capabilities, its location, and its role within American democracy. They aimed to instil 

a narrative that portrayed CIA secrecy as sacrosanct by avoiding the unearthing sensitive material, 

such as operational secrets, and by depicting unauthorised disclosures as detrimental to the 

Agency’s intelligence efforts. Both also attempted to shape public debate through written articles 

and interviews. While Dulles relied on a press which was largely supportive of CIA secrecy in the 

initial Cold War years, Colby adapted to a new period of intelligence accountability in the 1970s. But 

both recognised the importance of public secrecy for the CIA.  

What could and could not be said helped create a favourable narrative. CIA has always 

attempted to suppress critical publications while encouraging positive coverage. On the one hand, 

after Dulles’s forced resignation in 1961, officials permitted the publication of The Craft of 

Intelligence because it defended the Agency after the Bay of Pigs and upheld the view that CIA 

secrecy was crucial in the context of Cold War national security.13 On the other, journalistic critiques 

such as The Invisible Government and accounts from disgruntled former employees faced deliberate 

CIA efforts to block their works by depicting them as security threats and damaging to the Cold War 

effort.14 These publications became popular as they provided an inside scoop into the capabilities, 

functions and structures of the hidden state. They exposed CIA overreach and abuses of power by 

questioning the Agency’s motives, activities, and its reliance on secrecy. For the Agency though, it 

undermined the very secrecy they strived to maintain.15 

 
13 Allen Dulles, The Craft of Intelligence (New York: Harper and Row, 1965). 
14 Kaeten Mistry, “The Rise and Fall of Anti-Imperial Whistleblowing in the Long 1970s,” in Whistleblowing 
Nation: The History of National Security Disclosures and the Cult of State Secrecy, eds. Kaeten Mistry and 
Hannah Gurman (New York: Columbia University Press, 2020), 130-131, 137-140; Richard H. Immerman, “From 
the Mundane to the Absurd: The Advent and Evolution of Prepublication Review,” in Whistleblowing Nation: 
The History of National Security Disclosures and the Cult of State Secrecy, eds. Kaeten Mistry and Hannah 
Gurman (New York: Columbia University Press, 2020), 187-212. 
15 Wise and Ross, The Invisible Government; Marchetti and Marks, The CIA and the Cult of Intelligence; Agee, 
Inside the Company; Stockwell, In Search of Enemies; Frank Snepp, Irreparable Harm: A Firsthand Account of 
How One Agent Took on the CIA in an Epic Battle Over Secrecy and Free Speech (New York: Random House, 
1999); Christopher R. Moran, Company Confessions: Revealing CIA Secrets (London: Biteback Publishing, 2015), 
133-137. 
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The second insight of public secrecy relates to the CIA-press relationship. Agency officials 

recognised the benefits by analysing how CIA was depicted in the press. Since its establishment in 

1947, a file of domestic press clippings was created for officials to survey press opinion.16 These were 

maintained in the Agency’s initial years as early leaders spoke to and cultivated key correspondents 

both publicly and privately. CIA obtained and stored a multitude of press clippings under Dulles, and 

it continued to assess coverage after the Bay of Pigs fallout in 1961 under DCI John McCone. In the 

1970s, Colby recognised the CIA had to continue monitoring the press because he feared 

investigative reporters, who began to scrutinise its activities, would generate wider criticism of the 

Agency. Analysing coverage was not a priority under William Casey, as he attempted to keep the 

press at a distance, but he soon realised the Agency could not abandon its relationship with the 

press if it wanted to shape public debate.   

The CIA granted selective access to certain newspapers and journalists to report on the 

national security state and to satisfy public fascination with secrecy. For reporters and papers to 

maintain Agency sources and have access to off-the-record information, they had to exert 

responsibility and voluntarily withhold publishing some material. Outlets, such as Time, Life 

Magazine, The Reporter, and the NYT cooperated with the Agency by allowing officers access to 

their sources of information, providing cover for intelligence operations, and promoting 

anticommunist rhetoric. Objections and dissent were nonetheless present behind the scenes. In 

private, reporters questioned CIA cooperation and sometimes clashed with the Agency when told to 

suppress publishing on operations.17  

Press self-censorship was vital in protecting CIA secrecy as journalists shared Agency 

concerns that withholding such material helped to defend the nation. The press argued that, as a 

young organisation, CIA secrecy needed strident protection. After the 1961 Bay of Pigs, coverage 

expanded significantly as the press reported on CIA’s development as a governmental institution 

 
16 CIA, “Agency Clipping Service,” November 26, 1963, CIA-RDP80B01676R000600130001-3, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP80B01676R000600130001-3.pdf, accessed 2nd June 2025. 
17 See John Foran, “Discursive Subversions: Time Magazine, the CIA Overthrow of Mussaddiq, and the 
Installation of the Shah,” in Cold War Constructions: The Political Culture of United States Imperialism, 1945-
1966, ed. Christian G. Appy (Amherst: The University of Massachusetts Press, 2000), 157-182; Elke van Cassel, 
“In Search of a Clear and Overarching American Policy: The Reporter Magazine (1949-68), the US Government 
and the Cold War,” in The US Government, Citizen Groups, and the Cold War: The State-Private Network, eds. 
Helen Laville and Hugh Wilford (London: Routledge, 2006), 149-176; Richard J. Aldrich, “American Journalism 
and the Landscape of Secrecy: Tad Szulc, the CIA and Cuba,” History, 100, no. 340 (2015); Simon Willmetts, 
“The CIA and Time Magazine: Journalistic Ethics and Newsroom Dissent,” Diplomatic History, 48, no. 5 (2024), 
719-743; Harrison E. Salisbury, Without Fear or Favor: An Uncompromising Look at the New York Times (New 
York: Ballantine Books, 1980), 576; David P. Hadley, The Rising Clamor: The American Press, the Central 
Intelligence Agency, and the Cold War (Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 2019), 12-15, 99; Kathryn J. 
McGarr, City of Newsmen: Public Lies and Professional Secrets in Cold War Washington (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2022), 2-3. 
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when it moved to its new headquarters at Langley. Under William Colby, amid criticism about its 

past activities, most of the mainstream press was mindful of not undermining its current and future 

operations as they accused investigative reporters of compromising CIA secrecy. In the 1980s, the 

mainstream press accepted that the conservative political shift under President Ronald Reagan 

meant CIA secrecy would be reinforced, as DCI William Casey attempted to regain lost ground 

through legislation and executive power. 

To understand why reporters were hesitant to publish secret CIA information, it is useful to 

distinguish between government and CIA secrecy. On the one hand, government secrecy has deeper 

roots that began at the start of the twentieth century.18 Establishing state secrets set the benchmark 

for what material journalists could and could not publish. The press initially refrained from criticising 

state secrecy in the early Cold War years. By the 1960s and 1970s, the Supreme Court strengthened 

the press’s First Amendment protections, most notably in the 1971 New York Times Co. v. United 

States decision. Public disillusionment increased over executive abuses of power as investigative 

journalists embodied an adversarial press that targeted and attacked government secrecy.19 On the 

other, the press accepted and legitimised CIA secrecy because it emphasised the protection over 

national security secrets. It helped to build the notion that the Agency’s intelligence capabilities 

needed to be shielded because it was the first line of defence in the Cold War. Guarding national 

security secrets dictated how the press portrayed CIA as reporters negotiated with the organisation 

on the severity of disclosing material and notified the Agency before publication.20 

What Newspapers and Why? 

 

The CIA has always been fascinated by its public portrayal. Just as the press wants to know 

more about it, the Agency wants to know more about what the press thinks of it. Over the decades, 

 
18 Ted Galen Carpenter, The Captive Press: Foreign Policy Crises and the First Amendment (Washington DC: 
Cato Institute, 1995), 18-30; Hannah Gurman and Kaeten Mistry, “The Paradox of National Security 
Whistleblowing: Locating and Framing a History of the Phenomenon,” in Whistleblowing Nation: The History of 
National Security Disclosures and the Cult of State Secrecy, eds. Kaeten Mistry and Hannah Gurman (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 2020), 16-17; Sam Lebovic, State of Silence: The Espionage Act and the Rise of 
America’s Secrecy Regime (New York: Basic Books, 2023). 
19 Samantha Barbas, “The Enduring Significance of New York Times v. Sullivan,” in The Future of Press Freedom: 
Democracy, Law, and the News in Changing Times, eds. RonNell Andersen Jones and Sonja R. West 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2025), 256; Allison Aviki, Jonathan Cedarbaum, Rebecca Lee, et al., 
“The Pentagon Papers Framework, Fifty Years Later,” in National Security, Leaks and Freedom of the Press: The 
Pentagon Papers Fifty Years On, eds. Lee C. Bollinger and Geoffrey R. Stone (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2021), 2-3; Geoffrey R. Stone, Top Secret: When Our Government Keeps Us in the Dark (Lanham, MD: 
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2007), 21. 
20 Michael Schudson, “The Multiple Political Roles of American Journalism,” in Media Nation: The Political 
History of News in Modern America, eds. Bruce J. Shulman and Julian E. Zelizer (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 2017), 195; Tom Wicker, On Press (New York: Viking Press, 1978), 235-236. 
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this press clipping service has been maintained and expanded to the point that using the CIA Records 

Search Tool (CREST) today will often produce a wealth of historical press articles on a wide range of 

subjects.21 Officials focused on the NYT, Washington Post (WP), ES, St. Louis Post-Dispatch (SPLD), 

Los Angeles Times (LAT), Chicago Tribune (CT), New York Daily News (NYDN), Philadelphia Inquirer 

(PI), and The Baltimore Sun (TBS). These outlets will be examined in the thesis. CIA read, clipped, 

monitored, and responded to them because they spanned across the political spectrum. The papers’ 

consistent of coverage of the CIA, combined with their popularity, helped to sow and maintain 

support for CIA secrecy by depicting the Agency as a vital instrument of statecraft in the Cold War.22  

Although the CIA sought to shape public debate, the Cold War press were not pawns of the 

Agency. During the Second World War, a strong commitment to the U.S. war effort meant the press 

held a shared responsibility by voluntarily withholding national security information. A 1947 report 

by University of Chicago president Robert M. Hutchins argued that the press’s wartime sense of 

responsibility reflected the American democratic ethic. It acted as a cornerstone of press freedom 

and should be shared by reporters, editors, and publishers across the nation. Drawing on wartime 

experiences, the Hutchins Commission called for an ethos of “social responsibility” that helped 

shape postwar journalist ethics. Responsibility came to be understood by editors and publishers as a 

moral obligation to defend American democracy. In the context of a zero-sum Cold War, this meant 

the press did not want to render the Agency ineffective in its mission against the Soviet Union.23  

 
21 Kaeten Mistry, “The Hollow Archive: The CIA’s Digitized Declassified Records,” H-Diplo Forum on Scholars 
and Digital Archives: Living the Dream? (2021-2), 15. 
22 For works that explore the modern history of the American newspaper and their politics, see: David R. 
Davies, The Postwar Decline of American Newspapers, 1945-1965 (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2006); James Brian 
McPherson, Journalism at the End of the American Century, 1965-present (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2006); Alan 
Brinkley, The Publisher: Henry Luce and His American Century (New York: Knopf, 2010); Matthew Pressman, On 
Press: The Liberal Values That Shaped the News (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2018); For works 
that focus on mainstream newspapers, see: David Halberstam, The Powers That Be (New York: Knopf, 1979); 
Salisbury, Without Fear or Favor; Deborah Davies, Katherine the Great: Katherine Graham and the Washington 
Post (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1979); For works that focus on conservative media see: James 
Brian McPherson, The Conservative Resurgence and the Press: The Media’s Role in the Rise of the Right 
(Evanston, IL, 2008); Nicole Hemmer, Messengers of the Right: Conservative Media and the Transformation of 
American Politics (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2016); Laurence R. Jurdem, Paving the Way 
for Reagan: The Influence of Conservative Media on US Foreign Policy (Lexington, KY: University Press of 
Kentucky, 2018); Matthew Pressman, “The New York Daily News and the History of Conservative Media,” 
Modern American History, 4, no. 3 (2021), 219-238.     
23 For a thorough account of the Hutchins Commission, see Stephen Bates, An Aristocracy of Critics: Luce, 
Hutchins, Neibuhr, and the Committee that Redefined Freedom of the Press (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
2020); William L. Rivers and Wilbur Schramm, Responsibility in Mass Communication, rev. ed., (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1969), 47-51; Sam Lebovic, Free Speech and Unfree News: The Paradox of Press Freedom in 
America (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2016), 140-145; Davies, The Postwar Decline of American 
Newspapers, 23-24; McGarr, City of Newsmen, 59-62. 
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Defending American democracy meant protecting the institutions designed to defend the 

nation. This shared social responsibility influenced the outlets examined in this thesis. The 

prestigious NYT and the WP were widely read national newspapers, which crucially reached every 

member of Congress and the executive branch. The NYT had an experienced cohort of foreign affairs 

correspondents whose connections with government officials brought them into close proximity to 

the U.S. state. After the war, NYT journalists Hanson Baldwin and Wallace Carroll relied on their 

contacts with intelligence officers to advise on their stories. Whilst WP did not have its own foreign 

bureau until the mid-1950s when it dramatically increased its readership, it had key reporters such 

as Chalmers M. Roberts, whose credentials made WP a prominent voice for intelligence-reporting. 

The Alsop brothers, Joseph and Stewart, maintained close intelligence connections, and their strong 

anticommunist rhetoric gave the paper “a hard-line image in foreign affairs.”24  

While the ES was not comparable in its foreign affairs reporting, it was vital in conveying the 

CIA’s story at home, particularly within the local Washington community. The paper’s local history 

was closely intertwined with the Agency’s development as a key government institution. The outlet 

became one of the most popular and richest newspapers by the 1950s. Because of its focus on local 

news and its desire to preserve Washington suburbia, it devoted extensive reporting to the nearby 

CIA headquarters. The ES employed Constantine Brown, a key foreign affairs correspondent who 

provided extensive and dedicated commentary over the CIA’s creation and development. His 

coverage was aided by George Beveridge, Mary Lou Werner, and Richard Fryklund, who published 

information relating to the Agency. Their travels abroad and on the home front during the war, 

coupled with the paper’s devotion to local news, made it an important outlet for reporting on the 

CIA, and officials paid close attention in surveying its coverage.25      

Prominent regional papers, the SLPD, LAT, CT, NYDN, PI, and TBS are examined because they 

provided a running CIA commentary throughout the Cold War. Each spoke to a distinct geographic 

audience. While not part of NYT and WP’s close ties to officialdom, they still served as important 

outlets for reporters who covered the Agency such as Marquis Childs and Joseph Kraft. The SLPD was 

prolific in its call for the Agency to expand and strengthen after the war whilst the zero-sum context 

of the Cold War changed CT and NYDN from papers who were anti-CIA to Agency supporters. The 

 
24 Hadley, The Rising Clamor, 14-16, 30, 68; Salisbury, Without Fear or Favor, 151; David M. Barrett, The CIA 
and Congress: The Untold Story from Truman to Kennedy (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2005), 167; 
Halberstam, The Powers That Be, 305-306; Lebovic, Free Speech and Unfree News, 145; Chalmers M. Roberts, 
In the Shadow of Power: The Story of the Washington Post (Cabin John, MD: Seven Locks Press, 1989), 290, 
334. 
25 Faye Haskins, The Evening Star: The Rise and Fall of a Great Washington Newspaper (Lanham, MD: Rowman 
& Littlefield, 2019), 1-2, 54, 165, 186; Donald A. Ritchie, Reporting from Washington: The History of the 
Washington Press Corps (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 331.  
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LAT, PI, and TBS were key contributors to the public debate in the 1970s, keeping readers abreast of 

the evolving organisation under DCI Colby, and they aided his PR efforts.26 

Literature on CIA PR, CIA-Press Relations, Agency History, and the Secrecy State  

 

The thesis argues that CIA PR has been used since its establishment because officials 

recognised the importance of shaping the public debate. They understood that keeping the press 

onside was key, by thoroughly analysing coverage and building close relations to influential 

journalists. The thesis expands upon David Shamus McCarthy’s Selling the CIA, which examines CIA 

PR from the 1970s and argues that “CIA secrecy and CIA PR…have been inseparable from each 

other.”27 While McCarthy highlights a neglected aspect of CIA culture, this thesis will show that CIA 

PR has a deeper history. It was a key component of public secrecy that dictated the decisions made 

by Agency officials.  

Works by Wesley Wark and Larry Valero have demonstrated the use of PR before the CIA’s 

establishment. Both focus on William Donovan, the Director of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), 

who conducted a vigorous PR campaign to support the Agency’s creation.28 Simon Willmetts has 

contributed important work that traces Donovan’s and Allen Dulles’s PR efforts to forge a positive 

public image for U.S. intelligence and CIA. His research offers essential insight into how CIA officials 

shaped public debate to stifle criticism. His observations on Dulles’s persona provide a crucial 

window into how the former DCI continued to cultivate a favourable press image for his Agency 

following his forced resignation after the Bay of Pigs.29    

To understand the relationship between the CIA and the press, it is necessary to 

acknowledge what is meant by a “Cold war consensus” and why the term has been contested. 

Scholars such as Louis Hartz and Arthur Schlesinger Jr. laid the intellectual and ideological 

foundations for this consensus by arguing that liberalism constituted the “American way of life.” It 

was dominant, underpinned U.S. hegemony in the postwar world, and required an “activist” foreign 

 
26 Hadley, The Rising Clamor, 9. 
27 David Shamus McCarthy, Selling the CIA: Public Relations and the Culture of Secrecy (Lawrence: University 
Press of Kansas, 2018), 8. 
28 Wesley K. Wark, “‘Great Investigations:’ The Public Debate on Intelligence in the US after 1945,” Defense 
Analysis, 3, no. 2 (1987), 119-132; Larry Valero, “‘We Need Our New OSS, Our New General Donovan, Now’: 
The Public Discourse over American Intelligence, 1944-53,” Intelligence and National Security, 18, no. 1 (2003), 
91-118. 
29 Simon Willmetts, “The Burgeoning Fissures of Dissent: Allen Dulles and the Selling of the CIA in the 
Aftermath of the Bay of Pigs,” History, 100, no. 340 (2015), 167-188; Simon Willmetts, “The CIA and the 
Invention of Tradition,” Journal of Intelligence History, 14, no. 2 (2015), 112-128. 
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policy to defend it against the perceived monolithic threat of communism.30 This commitment to 

protecting American liberal democracy at all costs was implemented by the architects of U.S. Cold 

War diplomacy, and a bipartisan consensus dictated the formulation of foreign policy.31  

Senior government and CIA officials helped sustain this consensus through their support for 

U.S. internationalism and anticommunism.32 Robert Dean’s Imperial Brotherhood demonstrates how 

masculinity and class forged these views during the early Cold War. Members of the foreign policy 

elite attended the same prestigious private schools and joined the same exclusive social clubs that 

emphasised conformity.33 These men shared privileged backgrounds that helped shape U.S. foreign 

policy by influencing the decisions made by senior officials. OSS and CIA men were recruited from Ivy 

League universities that reinforced consensus values by instilling shared beliefs in masculinity and 

internationalism, whilst their strong anticommunist views had laid the groundwork for the Agency’s 

covert network and influenced its covert operations.34      

The foreign policy elite were able to enact a long-term consensus because U.S. hegemony 

was accepted “from top to bottom,” Thomas J. McCormick writes.35 The Cold War not only shaped 

elite decision-making but it also permeated American culture and society. Anticommunism 

“intensified on American soil,” moulding everyday life and becoming a powerful tool to fight the 

Cold War at home.36 Containing communism was not solely a foreign policy aim; it influenced 

domestic processes, from family life to citizenship.37 Anxieties over a nuclear holocaust also helped 

to reinforce this early Cold War consensus. The fear of atomic warfare had dominated the minds of 

 
30 Louis Hartz, The Liberal Tradition in America: An Interpretation of American Political Thought since the 
Revolution (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1955), 10-11; Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Vital Center: The Politics of 
Freedom (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 1998), 159, 163. 
31 Lloyd C. Gardner, Architects of Illusion: Men and Ideas in American Foreign Policy (Chicago: Quadrangle 
Books, 1970); Walter LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War (New York: Knopf, 1985), 141, 190.  
32 Thomas J. McCormick, America’s Half-Century: United States Foreign Policy in the Cold War (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University, 1989), 15-16. 
33 Robert D. Dean, Imperial Brotherhood: Gender and the Making of Cold War Foreign Policy (Amherst: 
University of Massachusetts Press, 2001), 3, 6, 29. 
34 Hugh Wilford, The Mighty Wurlitzer: How the CIA Played America (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 
2008), 19, 250; Hugh Wilford, “‘Essentially a Work of Fiction’: Kermit ‘Kim’ Roosevelt, Imperial Romance, and 
the Iran Coup of 1953,” Diplomatic History, 40, no. 5 (2016), 925; Burton Hersh, The Old Boys: The American 
Elite and the Origins of the CIA (New York: Scribner, 1992). 
35 McCormick, America’s Half-Century, 10. 
36 Stephen J. Whitfield, The Culture of the Cold War (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991), 10. 
37 Elaine Tyler May, Homeward Bound: American Families in the Cold War Era (New York: Basic Books, 1988); 
Andrea Friedman, Citizenship in Cold War America: The National Security State and the Possibilities of Dissent 
(Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2015), 9-10. 
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Americans as public discussions over urban dispersal and civil-defence planning intensified, 

especially in the nation’s capital.38  

On the press and culture of American journalism, a consensus is more complicated. The 

conventional narrative argues that Cold War reporters merely parroted the U.S. government and CIA 

until the late 1960s and 1970s, when an adversarial press became critical of foreign policy. Daniel 

Hallin argues that journalists were committed to sustaining this form of press consensus during the 

early Vietnam War because government officials remained unified in their policy aims. Only when 

dissent within the government emerged in the latter stages of the war did the press adopt a more 

critical stance.39 But this overlooks the complex reality journalists lived in. Their work depended on 

their organisation, cultural traditions, and institutional constraints. Therefore, the news is “far more 

complicated than anything one could reduce to an articulate political ideology.”40  

This is where the notion of a universal “press consensus” falls apart. Journalists were 

expected to report objectively on the news, but covering foreign policy, including the CIA, required 

access to filtered official sources within the highest echelons of the U.S. government.41 Reporters 

recognised that to maintain access to government and CIA information, they would have to 

reproduce the official line. In print they did so, but privately journalists held reservations over Cold 

War policies. As Kathryn McGarr argues, an early Cold War press consensus is exaggerated because 

journalists and editors knew the “official version was not always true” and privately voiced their 

grievances.42  

However, the careers of the Washington D.C. press corps were dependent on maintaining 

the accessibility of information gleaned from an elite few. To gain exclusive insights into the elusive 

world of U.S. intelligence, reporters had to be mindful over the handling of CIA secrets. Journalists 

knew, for example, that the CIA instigated coups in Iran and Guatemala but they kept details of the 

operations hidden from the public for fear of losing their elite sources and connections that guided 

their reporting. A form of press consensus therefore developed within the elite circle of the press 

and the foreign policy establishment. It was sustained because discussions over the shielding of CIA 

 
38 Paul Boyer, By the Bomb’s Early Light: American Thought and Culture at the Dawn of the Atomic Age (New 
York: Pantheon Books, 1985), 319-323; Sarah E. Robey, Atomic Americans: Citizens in a Nuclear State (Ithaca, 
NY: Cornell University Press, 2022), 11. 
39 Daniel C. Hallin, The “Uncensored War”: The Media and Vietnam (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1986), 9, 74. 
40 Michael Schudson, The Power of News (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1995), 13, 16. 
41 Edward S. Herman and Noam Chomsky, Manufacturing Consent: The Political Economy of the Mass Media 
(New York: Pantheon Books, 1988), 2. 
42 McGarr, City of Newsmen, 11-14. 
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secrets were conducted within exclusive, segregated, white, male press clubs and background 

briefings that stifled “press dissent and helped maintain a culture of secrecy.”43 

McGarr argues that Washington correspondents shared a social homogeneity that shaped 

what could be discussed and published in print. But what about the conventional narrative that 

argues the consensus broke down in the late 1960s and 1970s? Recent works demonstrate 

adversarial journalism began earlier. Correspondents turned to interpretive reporting in the 1950s, 

by including their own judgments and analysis into their articles. Journalists questioned rather than 

blindly accepted what they were being told as “it implied that the true meaning of the news was 

neither self-evident nor universally agreed upon.”44 Interpretive reporting also resulted in a rise in 

“contextual stories” since the 1950s, reflecting journalism’s “growing professionalism, growing 

skepticism, and a growing pride in independence.”45 Lastly, the increase in analytical reporting 

contributed to a broader critical press culture that undermines the notion of a monolithic consensus. 

Concentrated ownership of newspapers and commercial media markets led to press criticism over 

regulation and government policies that restricted access to information under the guise of national 

security. It produced a surge of sustained criticism from editors and reporters.46 

David Hadley’s seminal work The Rising Clamor challenges the idea of a monolithic press 

consensus by demonstrating that CIA press criticism began earlier in the 1950s. Hadley examines the 

shifting CIA-press relationship and shows how journalists shaped CIA history. He also argues that the 

Bay of Pigs invasion ultimately broke the Cold War consensus, resulting in sustained CIA criticism. His 

focus on the public debate is notably important. However, this thesis is distinct in three key areas. 

First, it explains there was surprising continuity in CIA-press relations. Turning points were less 

significant in newspaper coverage because press support for CIA secrecy remained more consistent 

than is recognised. Public secrecy was ever-present and endured because of the press. For example, 

the thesis argues that the press did not entertain ideas such as dismantling the CIA after the Bay of 

Pigs.47  

Second, Hadley’s methodology uses a wide range of periodicals from the mainstream outlets 

such as the NYT and WP to moderate liberal and conservative newspapers to demonstrate how the 

CIA was covered. His justification for selecting the NYT, a “cornerstone of U.S. journalism,” and the 

 
43 Ibid; Willmetts, “The CIA and Time Magazine,” 725-726. 
44 Pressman, On Press, 7-8, 42-43. 
45 Michael Schudson and Katherine Fink, “The Rise of Contextual Journalism, 1950s-2000s,” Journalism, 15, no. 
1 (2014), 17. 
46 Lebovic, Free Speech and Unfree News, 146-147, 166-167. 
47 The Bay of Pigs is seen as a pivotal point in the CIA-press relationship, see for example Wilford, The Mighty 
Wurlitzer, 225-248. 
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WP, with its “close ties to officialdom,” is convincing and one which this thesis adopts. However, this 

study moves beyond the political binaries of newspapers to show there was a greater press 

consensus in supporting CIA secrecy that transcended left-right domestic politics. Third, The Rising 

Clamor emphasises the CIA’s dominant role as a covert influencer of the press. The thesis will 

instead argue that reporters, editors, and publishers were all responsible for legitimising CIA 

secrecy.48  

This thesis demonstrates a greater continuity in CIA-press relations throughout the Cold 

War. It builds on Gregg Herken’s The Georgetown Set and McGarr’s City of Newsmen, which examine 

how government officials and reporters shaped CIA-press relations in the early Cold War. Herken 

and McGarr focus on Washington’s political and social culture to argue that exclusive private 

connections between government officials and reporters helped promote a form of Cold War 

consensus.49 For example, the Alsop brothers and the WP owner Philip Graham were associates of 

Allen Dulles, and the DCI even invited Graham for an exclusive tour of Langley.50 These works are 

important because they show how an anticommunist rhetoric, accompanied by internationalism, 

formed the ideological foundation of CIA-press relations. Journalists had experienced the horrors of 

the Second World War and contributed to the total war ethic either by serving in the armed forces 

or reporting from Europe. Reporters, editors, and publishers established a strong devotion to the 

protection of the United States and believed the nation should lead the postwar world. Supporting 

the creation of the CIA was key to ensuring this.  

Overviews of CIA history have grown exponentially over the years. Key survey texts have 

chartered the institutional histories of the Agency since the establishment of intelligence studies as 

an academic field in the 1980s.51 Other works have traced Congressional oversight of the CIA and 

examined CIA connections with private citizens and groups.52 These texts focus on the Agency as a 
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covert organisation, examining its covert operations abroad and its secret domestic relationships 

with Congress and private groups. As a result, they overlook CIA’s overt image and presence at 

home. They do not address the role the press played in covering the Agency or why the CIA was 

obsessed with its domestic reputation. Nor do they explain how CIA sought to influence their public 

profile. 

CIA invoked national security to shape public debate. It ensured operational secrecy was 

protected and it was employed as an essential PR tool to dictate what CIA material the press could 

and could not publish. Although the concept of national security has a longer genealogy that 

originates in the interwar period, it gained prominent public attention in the early Cold War. With 

the creation and rapid development of the secrecy state, secret government agencies like CIA sought 

to shape the nature of public debate.53 Since the end of the Cold War, historians have attempted to 

unearth the modern secrecy regime through archival and digital research. In 1992, the Agency 

announced it would release documents detailing its Cold War operations in a new “openness 

initiative.” The result was a single official history written by Nick Cullather on Operation PBSUCCESS, 

the CIA’s 1954 covert intervention in Guatemala. His work faced numerous hurdles including delays, 

vetoes, and redactions. In the book’s forward, Cullather criticised the CIA’s slow declassification 

efforts and noted the wider academic scepticism surrounding its openness program, which George 

C. Herring, a member of the Agency’s Historical Review Panel, described as a “brilliant public 

relations snow job.”54  

The promise to declassify thousands of CIA documents proved unfruitful. Six years later, CIA 

officials still opposed releasing material because they feared it would reveal the Agency’s post-Cold 

War sources and methods.55 National security was used to protect CIA secrecy. It has proved to be 

an effective concept used by the Agency to limit public discussion against the unearthing of 

important documents relating to its history. It has been used to deflect criticism during the Cold War 
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and continues to this day to dictate what information historians, and the public can access about the 

organisation.56 

To understand why the CIA was able to withhold information by invoking national security, it 

is important to acknowledge the modern evolution of U.S. secrecy. Since the twentieth century, the 

U.S. state has protected national security secrets. Statutes such as the 1911 Defense Secrets Act and 

the 1917 Espionage Act helped establish a modern secrecy regime that compartmentalised and 

protected national security material.57 The press held a responsibility for the preservation of national 

security secrets during the Second World War.58 The devastating impact of a total war ignited a 

shared desire to protect the nation through loyalty to the Allied cause. This combination of press 

responsibility for national security and the fear of disclosing it had set the foundations for 

journalistic practices into the Cold War.59  

Amid anticommunist hysteria and paranoia, the U.S. state expanded official secrecy in the 

early Cold War years by rapidly increasing the classification of material through a series of Executive 

Orders in the 1950s. It was not long before the issue of overclassification was recognised, as 

restrictions on information available to the public increased.60 This received public attention and 

criticism by individuals and members of the press such as the freedom of information movement in 

the 1950s. Congressman John Moss and WP editor Russell Wiggins wanted stronger First 

Amendment rights to tackle the expansion of state secrecy.61 Others have since cited the increase, 

“culture,” and “routinisation” of classification, noting it as antithetical to the idea of an informed 

public.62  
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It has inevitably led to gaps in knowledge, which have routinely been filled by fantasy and 

fiction.63 Fascination with secrecy gained momentum during the Cold War with the rise of the 

national security state and public attention on it. The public know the national security state exists, 

and this creates a tension between openness and secrecy.64 Langley, for example, is an open secret 

because it is recognisable as the CIA’s headquarters, but intelligence operations planned at the site 

are hidden. The public accept that certain material must be withheld and the CIA needs to cover its 

operations so it can be effective. But there remains an interest to discover more about the Agency, 

and officials recognised they could use public fascination to protect CIA from exposure. Public 

secrecy was an effective way to achieve this. For example, DCIs Allen Dulles and William Colby 

framed the CIA’s release of non-operational material to the press as the work of a transparent 

organisation that upheld the American democratic ethic, while maintaining strict protection over 

crucial operational secrets.65  

This thesis connects the separate literatures on CIA PR, press relations, and government 

secrecy through a research methodology analysing both press coverage and CIA PR to explain why 

CIA secrecy endured throughout the Cold War. In doing so, it fills a gap in our knowledge about how 

and why the Agency remained a powerful political and cultural force in modern America. Histories of 

the CIA is often told through specific periods, whether examining covert operations abroad or 

domestic turning points such as its relationship with the press. This study moves beyond those 

approaches to argue that public secrecy was an enduring feature in the Cold War. It was a deliberate 

strategy used by the CIA to keep the press onside and ensured support for its secrecy remained at 

the forefront of CIA-press relations.  

The structure of the work examines key moments in the public debate that emphasise the 

CIA’s domestic role. It complements the extensive literature on CIA power abroad to produce a more 

complete picture of a critical political, social, and cultural organisation.66 By examining the words of 

columnists, editors, and the CIA itself, the research undertaken demonstrates that the Agency was 
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central to public debate since its creation. The thesis argues that maintaining a positive public profile 

was a key aim for CIA officials.  

Chapter Outline 

 

The chapters explore the complexity of CIA secrecy and how the press legitimised it during 

the Cold War. Chapter one shows how secrecy was used to promote the new agency after the war. It 

was strongly supported from foreign correspondence journalists who stated that only a free, 

independent, and strong CIA could effectively defend the nation. The second chapter starts in 1953, 

after Senator Joseph McCarthy accused the Agency of harbouring communists. CIA secrecy shifted 

towards protection against carnivalesque political spectacles that put it in the spotlight. Through the 

efforts of Allen Dulles and Stanley Grogan, the CIA became an established government institution, as 

demonstrated by its move to Langley. The thesis sheds light on Grogan’s role as the Agency’s PR man 

which has largely been overlooked by scholars. 

Chapter three begins with the aftermath of the failed 1961 Bay of Pigs operation. CIA 

secrecy was increasingly questioned as a threat to American democracy. This was highlighted by 

reporters, but it did not reflect a turning point for the Cold War consensus as newspapers continued 

to support the CIA in its broader Cold War mission. The fourth chapter follows William Colby’s 

“managed transparency,” through which he sought to rewrite Agency history, acknowledge past 

mistakes, and restore its public image. Colby’s CIA received help from those in the press who were 

reluctant to punish it, fearing that criticism could either damage the CIA’s intelligence capabilities or 

risk destabilising it completely. Lastly, CIA secrecy in the fifth chapter was strongly supported 

through legislation and executive power. Executive Order (EO) 12333, the Intelligence Identities 

Protection Act (IIPA), the push for total CIA exemption from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 

and William Casey’s threat to prosecute news organisations all enhanced Agency secrecy. Assessing 

press coverage became a key CIA PR approach as senior officials continued to strive for effective 

solutions to cultivate a positive public image.  

The chapters show how CIA secrecy endured throughout the Cold War. It influenced how the 

organisation adapted its press relations. Public secrecy spurred internal CIA decisions to survey press 

coverage, release material, manage key reporters, promote successful stories whilst clamping down 

on negative ones all to shape public debate. The thesis reveals a broader consensus during the Cold 

War that saw key parts of the mainstream press maintain support for CIA secrecy. 
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1. Reporting on the Secret Agency: Justifying CIA Secrecy in the Early Cold War 

 

“The logic of experience and the example set by other major powers should make obvious that we need a 

centralized foreign intelligence system…the all-important value of this being that it would be a guarantee against 

ignorance of the objectives and intention of other countries and thus be most helpful to those who must shape 

the diplomatic and military policies of the Nation in the years ahead.” - ES, 1945 67  

“Action this session is imperative if our security plans are not to be severely hampered…Congress had better get 

a move on.” - WP, 1947 68 

“The weakest spot in Uncle Sam’s armor today is the lack of an adequate intelligence service, which is more 

important to national defense than several peacetime divisions or task forces.” - Constantine Brown, 1947 69 

 

In May 1952, Gardner “Mike” Cowles Jr., the owner of Look magazine, wrote to DCI Walter 

Bedell Smith requesting permission to publish an article on the CIA’s functions and “the half dozen 

most important men in the organization.”70 Cowles, a liberal internationalist and ardent supporter of 

NATO who feared Soviet expansion was eager to demonstrate that the newly established CIA would 

be a valuable organisation in the Cold War. He proposed John Gunther to write the article, a well-

known reporter who previously published a series of books titled Inside where he travelled to 

various regions of the world and documented the changing political climates. The series made him a 

popular and respected reporter on international affairs. 

Gunther wrote to Smith the following day, outlining his intention to produce a “serious 

article on the whole CIA setup and its corollary activities,” along with a brief profile on Smith for a 

sequel to his 1947 book Inside U.S.A. Cautious about trusting reporters, the DCI nonetheless knew 

the importance of press coverage. Smith’s response echoed the view held by senior officials that CIA 

should respond to the press while maintaining its secrecy. “I can’t say that I am happy over your 

letter,” Smith responded, “because as you know we feel here that the less said about CIA the better 

for our work.” But Smith recognised the importance of engaging the public sphere. He agreed to the 

article, noting “I would rather it be by Look [and] John Gunther than…anybody else.” Offering his 
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support, and that of Deputy DCI Allen Dulles, Smith approved publication, as long as they both could 

“check the article before.”71 

Several recommendations were listed and sent to Colonel Sheffield Edwards, head of the 

CIA’s Office of Security. A passage that described how the Agency “ceaselessly…picks up 

newspapers, magazines…from every corner of the globe,” was highlighted because it could be 

“detrimental to [CIA] collection efforts.” The Agency’s PR man, Colonel Chester B. Hansen stated the 

article would benefit CIA, because “Gunther tosses it three fat bouquets: CIA is good: its people are 

good: if need be they can play rough.”72 A few weeks before publication, the upcoming article was 

advertised in ES, NYDN, and SLPD under the headline “No War with Russia!” It featured the 

description “How does the CIA operate? Who are the men who head this most secret of secret 

agencies? Read startling facts never before revealed in ‘Inside CIA’ by one of America’s best 

reporters –John Gunther—in Look!”73 

Gunther’s article listed the Agency’s departments and named the men who headed them. 

He covered the CIA and Smith in a positive light, claiming the organisation “are doing a first-class 

job” and Smith “is something special.”74 Despite the favourable publicity, some CIA officials 

questioned why an article needed to be published in the first place. In a memorandum to Edwards, 

one said the article “should be killed” and another argued Look had damaged Agency security 

because it gave some officers who once “revered the sacrosanctity of this Agency” license to talk 

more freely about it, and “some of the more loquacious ones could not and did not refrain from 

identifying themselves.” It states the decision to accept publication was hasty and for the future “it 

might be a good idea to forewarn everyone.”75 The episode demonstrated the CIA’s attempt, albeit 

informal, at PR in the early Cold War. In 1951 Smith appointed the Agency’s first press officer, 
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Colonel Hansen. Before Hansen’s tenure, the CIA and its predecessor the Central Intelligence Group 

(CIG), did not formally designate anyone to conduct relations with the press.76 

This chapter demonstrates why there was no requirement for a CIA PR official until 1951. 

During the Agency’s early years, the dominant voice of internationalist columnists and their 

newspapers campaigned for a strong, independent CIA. Senior officials did not need to cultivate a 

positive public image because it was already being moulded by reporters who covered earlier efforts 

to establish an intelligence system. They focused on the CIG; an organisation they branded as a 

failure to provide effective intelligence in the early Cold War. The CIA offered a new hope. Reporters 

were keen to witness its creation and promoted the strengthening of it. The Agency received broad 

press support because it was seen as an expert intelligence outfit, essential for guarding the United 

States against surprise attacks like Pearl Harbor, and it enabled the nation to compete with other 

major world powers that reporters constantly warned were well versed in espionage. The NYT’s 

Hanson Baldwin declared CIA was the “first line in defense.” It would prove cost-effective whilst 

saving the country, proclaimed Constantine Brown in the ES. And, as the Alsop brothers insisted, it 

ensured that intelligence was given an important and authoritative position at the heart of the U.S. 

government. “It is a prudently professional bureaucracy,” Stewart Alsop noted in his memoir, for “it 

performs an…indispensable, function.”77  

Internationalist reporters across the political spectrum played a crucial role in establishing 

early CIA support. Scholars have tended to focus on CIA criticism during this period, placing emphasis 

on the CT and its claims that the Agency resembled a Gestapo, threatening American democracy. 

This view overlooks how and why many newspapers became ardent CIA supporters. Arguments 

made by internationalist reporters dominated the public debate, compared to the isolationist 

rhetoric of CT and NYDN. This chapter moves beyond the conventional history of CIA origins to show 

how an emerging Cold War consensus shaped positive reporting on the Agency. It argues that 

anticommunism shaped coverage because it stressed that the CIA was a pivotal organisation in 

determining America’s Cold War fate. Internationalist journalists promoting U.S. leadership argued 

the Agency needed stronger legislative authority, a professionalised status through civilian 
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leadership, freedom from bureaucratic turf wars with other departments, and an expansion of its 

capabilities. 

Public Reaction to Donovan’s Proposal 

 

The CT front page reported on a leaked proposal from William Donovan, head of OSS, to 

establish a permanent peacetime intelligence service. The article, written by Walter Trohan in 

February 1945, opposed the proposal and argued it would grant the new intelligence chief 

“tremendous power” and would “permit spying at home.” The CT criticised the plan again the 

following day. Trohan quoted anti-New Deal Congressmen, whose statements reaffirmed his and the 

paper’s Gestapo claims whilst an editorial argued that Donovan’s plan “suggests…how eager the 

war-expanded bureaucracy is to find ways to reorganize itself for bigger and better pay rolls once 

the excuse of war necessity can no longer be invoked.”78 
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 Figure 1.1 The CT was the notable outlier because it opposed overwhelming press support of a permanent 
intelligence service after the war. The piece titled “Super-Spy Idea Denounced as New Deal OGPU” picked certain 
statements from anti-New Deal Congressmen to reinforce the paper’s Gestapo claims. Source: “Super-Spy Idea 
Denounced as New Deal OGPU,” CT, February 10, 1945, p. 1. 
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Trohan’s Gestapo criticism led to a surge in press coverage, revealing broad support for the 

establishment of an intelligence service. ES and WP were quick to defend the proposal, arguing it 

aided the nation’s security. ES highlighted a member for the Senate’s Military Affairs Committee 

who said, “there was a need for strengthening the system of obtaining foreign information.” A WP 

editorial criticised Congressmen who opposed the plan, stating their “unfavorable reaction…may be 

traced to headline reading,” for the plan “deserves consideration on its merits as a contribution to 

our national security.”79         

Wallace Deuel was an experienced diplomatic journalist. Writing in the ES he called the 

intelligence plan “far too serious a matter to be undertaken frivolously.”80 An internationalist 

reporter, Deuel served in the OSS and later with the CIA. He was a member of the exclusive 

Metropolitan and Cosmos Clubs and cultivated an extensive informal network throughout his career. 

He used the contacts he made whilst he served in OSS to meet regularly with key government 

officials and became a source they trusted. He defended Donovan’s proposal because the two were 

close associates. Deuel promoted the establishment of an intelligence service because it reflected 

his vision of expanding U.S. leadership and helped to maintain his network of inside sources by 

reassuring them of his support.81 

The OSS was dissolved on 20 September 1945. Journalists knew the organisation would be 

disbanded and ES editorials echoed Deuel’s advocacy for an intelligence service. It argued the United 

States cannot revert to its intelligence setup before OSS. Written in hyperbole, ES urged Congress to 

take “appropriate action” to fulfil Donovan’s proposal, otherwise, the U.S. “will once again have the 

odd and somewhat hazardous distinction of being the only major power in the world without a 

permanent system of co-ordinated global intelligence.”82 William H. Harrison, an ES editor, warned 

that if the U.S. did not replace OSS with a suitable intelligence organisation, the nation “will give up 

the peacetime advantages of such a system and again become the only major country in the world 

without an adequate, centralized foreign intelligence service.”83  

Donovan served as the OSS’s chief spokesman and recognised the importance of PR in 

promoting public support for the organisation. The public understood intelligence was necessary to 

protect the nation after the war, and Donovan knew he could shape public debate by emphasising 
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intelligence was a key component of statecraft.84 PR played a vital role in pushing his agenda for the 

creation of a permanent intelligence service. He leaked successful OSS operations, highlighting its 

wartime achievements. By mid-September accounts of prior OSS activities in Europe and Africa were 

released to reporters. Harrison stated the organisation “has more than justified its existence,” 

claiming it “must be credited with having rendered an indispensable service during the war.”85   

The NYT stated the OSS “commandos, operating behind enemy lines in sixteen nations, had 

delivered more than 27,000 tons of American supplies and weapons to the underground…sabotaged 

ahead of invasions…supplied military intelligence and had rescued several thousand American 

airmen.”86 Marquis Childs argued in the WP that “an OSS might have saved us from Pearl Harbor,” 

whilst other articles praised it in its contribution to the Nazi surrender in Italy and honoured fallen 

agents who served in resistance groups.87 Editorials remarked that “enough is…known…to make it 

certain that the organization contributed substantially to victory on every front where the war was 

fought” and it “has played a part of value beyond computation.”88 Donovan understood that he 

could mount a effective PR campaign through his exclusive and informal press connections. Although 

his intelligence proposal failed to pass, he could rely on internationalist reporters to highlight OSS 

successes and lay the groundwork for press support for a centralised intelligence service.89    

The Alsops’ Support for Centralised Intelligence 

 

Syndicated columnists began to show their concerns over a bureaucratically weak 

intelligence organisation. When the CIG was established in January 1946, columnists criticised it as 

ineffective because they argued it was created during a period of bureaucratic tensions to satisfy 

government departments who wanted control over postwar intelligence. The CIG was supervised by 

the National Intelligence Authority (NIA), which was chaired by the secretaries of State, Navy, and 

War.90 President Truman wanted it to be placed only in a facilitating role to provide the President 
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with daily intelligence. There was no mention of covert operations. With its lack of legal stature, 

limited budget, confusion over functions and departmental oversight, it was a weak organisation 

from its foundation.91  

Columnists wanted a strong and independent intelligence service. The ES featured an article 

by George Fielding Eliot. A Major who served in the U.S. Army’s intelligence unit, Eliot wrote in his 

military affairs column that intelligence should not be the victim of bureaucratic turf wars. 

Information gathered by the new intelligence agency “may be vital in our safety” and “it should not 

be subjected to any departmental watering or alteration to fit preconceived ideas of internal 

prejudices.”92 Despite the CIG’s weak foundations, an ES editorial praised the NIA as a step toward 

addressing the neglected issue of intelligence centralisation.93      

Joseph and Stewart Alsop were internationalist columnists who shaped the public debate. 

Examining their background is important to understand why the pair had fiercely advocated for a 

stronger intelligence service. The Alsops were part of the “Georgetown set,” a group of elite 

Washington government officials and journalists, all of whom lived in close proximity in the “close-

knit village of narrow, leaf-strewn cobblestoned streets and tidy redbrick mansions next to the 

Potomac River.”94 The Alsops shared the same privileged education and social life as their 

neighbours. They served in the war with Joe enlisting in the Navy whilst Stewart joined the OSS. 

Contacts with government and intelligence officials influenced their internationalist view as they 

promoted the benefits of U.S. intelligence throughout their careers in journalism.95 

Stewart supported Donovan’s push for a peacetime intelligence service with the help of 

former OSS and future CIA officer Tom Braden. They promoted OSS operations in several articles, 

and in 1946 they wrote a best-seller called Sub Rosa: The OSS and American Espionage. “On the 

whole,” it concluded, “there seems to be very little doubt that the experiment called OSS was worth 

the effort it expended.”96 Stewart assisted Donovan’s PR, whilst Joe, a “cold warrior,” grew 

increasingly concerned with Russia as an emerging global superpower. Joe often criticised the 
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Truman administration as appeasers to the Soviets.97 In their nationally syndicated column, “Matter 

of Fact,” the Alsops supported the development of postwar Europe to limit Soviet influence. But it 

was their fascination with espionage that drove the brothers to campaign for the establishment of a 

permanent intelligence agency.98 

The Alsops extensively covered the ongoing dispute over who should oversee U.S. 

intelligence in Washington. As bureaucratic tensions between the State, Navy, and War Departments 

eased by early 1946, they praised the breakthrough. “To grasp the import of this decision, one must 

contrast what is now projected with what we have had in the past.” They stated that postwar 

intelligence should not be at the behest of the military and State. They saw intelligence as having an 

entrenched position within the government and argued it should be taken seriously rather than used 

sporadically. They praised John Magruder, the former OSS Deputy Director, for proposing 

intelligence be conducted by an independent agency. If Congress approved this plan, “it will no 

longer be necessary to form this country’s international policy in ignorance and partial blindness.”99    

The appointment of Admiral Sidney W. Souers as the first head of central intelligence in 

January 1946 was a specific case the Alsops used to state CIG was bureaucratically ineffective.100 A 

reserve naval officer and St. Louis businessman who helped draft the EO creating the NIA, Souers 

was reluctant to take up the role and served only on an interim basis for six months, during which he 

oversaw the CIG’s creation. The Navy and State Departments, alongside the President, had restricted 

CIG’s authority by limiting Souers’ role as facilitator to the NIA. Under his leadership, CIG only held 

two-hundred and fifty employees and in April 1946, three months prior to Souers stepping down as 

DCI, the NIA met three times.101  

The Alsops praised the appointment of Souers because it demonstrated that intelligence was 

gaining a foothold within the administration. “It can be said…that American foreign policy is at or 

near some sort of turning point.” But CIG’s authority needed to go further, the brothers asserted. To 

recognise the importance of intelligence, “there must be a turning point…a more clearly defined 

policy is now desirable.”102 The Senate’s Military Affairs Committee recommended a bill to create 
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the CIA in April. This was publicly discussed throughout 1946 until the passage of the National 

Security Act the following year. The legislation was regularly delayed because it faced numerous 

hurdles caused by disagreements between the Army, Navy, and State Departments.103  

During this period the Alsops criticised the bureaucratic turf wars and urged Congress to 

approve the unification bill immediately. They noted its delay, fearing that amidst departmental 

infighting, key capabilities in intelligence analysis would be lost. CIG needed OSS-style authority, the 

pair contended. It needed to be strengthened by having its own powers in intelligence analysis. They 

warned that if Congress would not grant this, the U.S. would be critically unprepared in the Cold 

War. “No law will be placed on the statute books…and sound American defense planning will 

continue to be impossible…Central Intelligence will lack the inner mechanism which is needed by all 

good secret services.”104     

The columnists emphasised that intelligence was being undervalued and allowed to wither 

away by costly interdepartmental feuds. It needed independence, a professional staff, and strong 

funding support. As debate focused on whether Souers would transfer the functions of the War 

Department’s operational arm, the clandestine Strategic Services Unit (SSU), to J. Edgar Hoover’s 

Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the Alsops expressed deep concern.105 They despised Hoover, 

after rumours he had leaked Donovan’s proposal in an effort to secure a role for the FBI in postwar 

intelligence.106 The CT’s Gestapo comparison was “obviously silly,” the Alsops assured readers, since 

Donovan’s plan did not include internal police powers. But they applied the Gestapo criticism to 

Hoover’s FBI, as the brothers warned a “dangerous pattern” would emerge if the organisation 

acquired espionage powers.107 
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Figure 2.2 The Alsops argued for an end to what they saw as petty bureaucratic squabbles inhibiting the 
creation of a strong, professionalised, postwar intelligence system. The prospect of Hoover’s FBI conducting 
foreign intelligence greatly concerned them. Source: Joseph and Stewart Alsop, “Move to Merge Secret 
Service,” SLPD.   
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The SSU was liquidated when Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenberg became DCI in June 1946. Nephew of 

the Republican Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg, serving in the Air Force and a director of army 

intelligence during the war, Vandenberg made it his priority to develop an intelligence service. As 

Director he worked with CIG’s general counsel Lawrence Houston who compiled a report to him 

stating it held “no substance or authority to act on its own responsibility.” Vandenberg and Houston 

oversaw the expansion of CIG as they aimed to grant it a strong legislative stature.108 

Titled “Our Spy System Has Turned Pro,” Stewart Alsop began his article proclaiming that 

“the foundations for a competent, professional, American secret service are quietly being laid.” He 

applauded the arrival of Vandenberg, describing him as the “professional intelligence officer,” and a 

sign that the CIG was expanding, that intelligence was being taken seriously, and that it was gaining 

a foothold in the administration. The “passive editing and planning stage is now over,” he said. SSU 

needed to be dissolved as the organisation “made some astonishing mistakes” and created too many 

departmental adversaries. A professionalised agency, focusing on foreign intelligence was now in the 

works, Stewart asserted, but it needed an established directive otherwise it could not survive 

without its own staff and independent budget. “Time is short,” Stewart declared, “a competent 

intelligence service may become America’s first line of defense.”109  

Their experiences and internationalist outlook provided the Alsops with the impetus to 

advocate for a centralised intelligence service. Their column shaped public debate because they 

pressed for a series of reforms to strengthen CIG. Despite their continued support, CIG was still 

considered a weak bureaucratic organisation. It was at the mercy of bureaucratic turf wars, but its 

power was slowly growing. The Alsops wanted it strengthened, and they wanted it immediately. The 

threat of an expansive Soviet Union was consistently referenced as the reason why an intelligence 

service was a necessity. The Alsops accused the administration of being negligent in protecting U.S. 

security whilst their status and influence inspired other correspondents to join their campaign. 

Constantine Brown and the Push for a Stronger CIG 

 

The Alsops helped ignite public discussion about the advantages of a centralised intelligence 

service. They sought immediate action and warned that delay imperilled U.S. national security. This 

rhetoric was used by others in the effort to persuade Congressmen to quickly pass the unification 

bill. Comparisons over the state of U.S. intelligence before and after the war were made with 
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constant reminders that the nation was woefully unprepared before Pearl Harbor. Columnists cited 

the attack to argue America would be ready and not caught off-guard again if it had an independent, 

powerful intelligence agency that could provide ample warning of such a surprise assault.    

A series written by the correspondent Clarke Beach started with “nobody doubts the need” 

for an intelligence system. “We managed to recover from the sneak attack on Pearl Harbor, but our 

military leaders warn that we can’t afford the luxury of another such surprise party.” CIG contributed 

to weak intelligence as it was still in a “formative stage.” It lacked careerist professionals, its foreign 

agents and funding were limited due to bureaucratic infighting, whilst DCI Vandenberg did not have 

the authority to direct intelligence units. Only imperative action from Congress would remedy this, 

Clark stated.110 The series was reprinted in the SLPD where it was highlighted next to an editorial 

fiercely criticising CIG’s lack of autonomy and legal stature. Unlike ES and WP, the SLPD regularly 

criticised Truman throughout his presidency. His character, integrity, and decision-making were 

routinely scrutinised. It blamed the President for enacting “a meaningless, powerless paper 

organization on top of the existing inadequate muddle.” The United States requires a central 

intelligence service it declared, “not the house of cards with which OSS has been replaced.”111  

The Alsops and SLPD were not alone in their aggressive pursuit of a central intelligence 

service. Another columnist who held strong convictions regarding CIG’s lacklustre prestige was the 

ES’s foreign affairs correspondent, Constantine Brown. His reporting highlighted a growing 

awareness within the public debate that the government and Congress were failing to pursue and 

elevate the importance of postwar intelligence. Like the Alsops, Brown was an internationalist who 

championed postwar U.S. leadership. However, unlike the brothers, Brown did not serve in the 

military or intelligence services, thought he still harboured a fascination with intelligence.  

Brown was one of the first American reporters to interview Russia’s Vladimir Lenin and 

worked for the Chicago Daily News during the First World War. He became friends with future DCI 

Allen Dulles, whom he met in Turkey at the U.S. embassy while reporting overseas on the final days 

of the Ottoman Empire. By the time CIG was established, he was an experienced reporter. When the 

ES editors, Newbold and Theodore Noyes persuaded him to join their paper in 1931, Brown began 

writing his conservative column titled “This Changing World.” Initially it argued the U.S. recognise 
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and engage commercially with the Soviet Union, but the war changed his views on Russia. In 1943 he 

predicted the Soviet Union would be America’s main adversary after the war.112 

Brown’s articles stressed that centralised intelligence provided America with the key 

infrastructure it needed to be worthy of a superpower. He argued it was essential for the nation’s 

development after the war. He responded to an ES editorial, printed on the same page, that warned 

recent Soviet infiltration in Canada should instigate calls to adopt an effective counterespionage 

system.113 Brown declared, the Soviets have “broken the ‘gentlemen agreement,’” as he accused the 

United States of being “the most backward nation in the world, so far as espionage is concerned. We 

improvise this vital function while we are in a ‘shooting war’ and rush to dismantle it as soon as the 

enemy has surrendered.” The nation has to learn from the “European powers” he proclaims, who 

“have old and tried intelligence and counter-intelligence services which function efficiently in time of 

peace to prevent any surprises…we have been and are continuing to be even now amateurish in a 

matter which the few who realize its importance regard as being as vital as physical military 

preparedness.”114 

Brown consistently criticised CIG. “The Central Intelligence Group is…like a new 1946 

automobile which lacks a motor…it is bound to remain stationary because it lacks the necessary 

funds to operate it.” Like George Fielding Eliot, Brown stated the CIG is limited due to 

interdepartmental squabbles. The organisation is powerless to claim its authority and the 

intelligence reports it provided to the President “contained little more than had been published in 

the various American newspapers.”115 The CIG was a “failure,” and Brown called on Congress to 

provide appropriations and grant the organisation the legal authority to become an independent 

agency. He argued “until the CIG becomes an organization created by an act of Congress headed by 

permanent government officials confirmed by Congress and provided with the necessary 

appropriations, it is doubtful that any individual, regardless of how able he may be, can produce the 

results necessary for the defense of the country.”116 
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Figure 2.3 Constantine Brown was a key supporter of intelligence as a professional enterprise. His substantial 
commentary on the state of intelligence has been overlooked by scholars. His piece titled “CIG Called Failure 
as Spy Bureau,” criticises the CIG as a weak organisation. It adds to Brown’s broader concern that the slow 
development of U.S. intelligence risked the nation’s security. Source: Constantine Brown, “CIG Called Failure 
as Spy Bureau,” ES, November 10, 1946, p. C1. 
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The fear of Soviet expansion dominated Brown’s column. Like the events in Canada, he used 

the recent Soviet interference in Latin America to argue CIG was not a competent organisation to 

protect the nation. The fact that communist influence occurred within the western hemisphere 

worried Brown. A coup in Nicaragua’s capital, Managua, in May 1947 shocked the ES correspondent 

who argued that due to a lack of funds and authority, the CIG is operating on a “shoestring.” He 

concluded “the United States seems to be unaware of the importance of an intelligence organization 

and because of the lack of money and misplaced prejudices, is proceeding as amateurishly as before 

Pearl Harbor.”117 Brown recognised the pitfalls that befell CIG and knew that urgent reforms needed 

to be passed to protect the nation. His anticommunist and internationalist views made him a key 

figure in pushing the call for a stronger intelligence service. His column aimed to jolt government 

officials and legislators to back a centralised intelligence system.   

Public Debate Over the National Security Act 

 

Newspapers followed the Congressional hearings and development of the National Security 

Act.118 The NYT, WP, SLPD, and ES all argued that swift passage was essential in providing 

intelligence a greater status in the U.S. government as they criticised opponents of the unification 

bill. Bureaucratic tensions between the Army and Navy Departments were scrutinised as papers 

called for an immediate compromise to quicken the passage of the National Security Act. These 

outlets covered the recommendations from the Congressional Pearl Harbor Committee and a report 

by the Strategic Bombing Survey, to argue the U.S. have been reluctant to utilise intelligence.119 The 

committee and survey recommended intelligence be centralised. The press used its findings to 

emphasise CIA was vital to the nation’s security. “Security of the country requires a genuine 

intelligence service,” SLPD exclaimed, “until such an intelligence arm is created, there will be a 

dangerous breach in the nation’s defense.” WP commented that the “continued heckling and 

pecking away at the merger bill on minor grounds is a disservice to national security when time is of 

the essence.”120  
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A month before its passage, the bill became a clash between internationalist and isolationist 

columnists and papers. On the one hand reporters such as Brown and the Alsops wanted the bill to 

pass through Congress immediately because national security was under threat. The Alsops declared 

that until the bill is passed, the U.S. “is the only major power in the world without an agreed national 

strategy.”121 Brown highlighted abroad events such as Anastasio Somoza’s takeover in Nicaragua and 

Soviet influence in Hungary to demonstrate the State Department was not receiving adequate 

intelligence reports. “There is no intelligence service worthy of the name in the United States 

today…the lackadaisical attitude of Congress has placed us at the bottom among nations.”122      

On the other hand, CT and the NYDN’s correspondent John O’Donnell argued unification was 

a conspiracy to install an intelligence agency that would control the U.S. government, implement 

foreign policy, and spy on its own citizens. Trohan maintained his Gestapo charge alongside CT 

editorials that argued this new agency would cost the taxpayer. It claimed the salaries for 

intelligence officers and the DCI were extortionate. Trohan and CT views contrasted with Brown’s 

justification for the expenditure. They used these figures to say CIG “forced liquidation of the army’s 

world-wide intelligence work” and it was “wasteful, because it is a symptom of developing 

militarism.” Whereas Brown said the annual cost does not matter because “a central intelligence 

organization, if properly organized and functioning, could save the country, in the long run, billions 

of dollars.”123        

John O’Donnell echoed Trohan’s Gestapo accusation. He mentioned the term frequently in 

his NYDN column “Capitol Stuff.” He accused CIG of intervening in the War Department and FBI’s 

intelligence authority “which have destroyed or weakened their intelligence efforts.” He also alleged 

that “some of our deeply disturbed professional spies…may reach into the Treasury.”124 O’Donnell 

frequently published conspiratorial rhetoric including antisemitic, homophobic, racist, and 

misogynistic comments to argue that America was infiltrated by communists. He often criticised the 

U.S. government where his views prompted a reporter to label him a “Naziphile” and FDR to 

mockingly award him with a Nazi Iron Cross at a press conference.125 
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July intensified public debate over the bill.126 WP and SLPD called for unification whilst ES 

reiterated Brown’s remarks that the National Security Act would be a cost-saving measure. 

Supporters of the bill stressed that immediate passage was vital, and they soon dominated public 

discussion. “A difference of a few hours in getting information, a difference of a few words in its 

accuracy, may in the future make the difference between life and death for this nation,” George 

Fielding Eliot wrote. “We cannot depend on the separate, uncoordinated intelligence efforts of the 

various departments.”127 SLPD urged Congress to pass the bill or risk the nation’s security. “Too 

much is enough…the long, wasteful debate over unifying the armed forces should end in this session 

of Congress.” The paper proclaimed that “nothing is more essential to the purposes of the bill” than 

the establishment of a CIA.128    
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Figure 2.4 Internationalist reporters wanted the National Security Act to be passed immediately. The article 
titled “Need for Central Intelligence Unit Desperate,” was an example of the hyperbolic rhetoric used to argue 
that the U.S. should not go back to relying on other foreign powers for intelligence. Source: Eliot, “Need for 
Central Intelligence Unit Desperate,” SLPD. 
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The bill was passed by the House’s Expenditures committee on 13 July.129 The chair, Clare 

Hoffman, spoke publicly over his reservations on the issue that CIA could become too powerful. 

Described as a “pre-war isolationist,” Hoffman had neither experience nor interest in U.S. foreign 

affairs, but he was fearful that the bill’s wording could pave the way for a military dictatorship.130 He 

passed it because military unification was “inevitable,” but his concerns were predictably picked up 

by CT who reiterated their Gestapo accusation. Trohan feared that the “alliance of Wall streeters 

and brass hats” could turn CIA into a “secret police force…under the vague language of the bill.”131 

Meanwhile ES assured their readers that a “Gestapo ban” was implemented.”132 

The National Security Act passed the Senate on 24 July and became law two days later. It 

dissolved CIG, and the CIA replaced it. Again, differences emerged between internationalists and 

isolationists. On the day of its passage, Brown and NYT’s Hanson Baldwin congratulated Congress 

but stressed CIA needed a clearer purpose. It poses “a major contribution to national defense and 

prevention of more Pearl Harbors…the…bill represents a substantial strengthening of American 

defense at a time when it has had to labor under restricted budgets in the face of growing perils 

abroad,” Brown remarked. But the Agency requires “a proper conception of its mission,” away from 

the “‘eager beaver’ complex which would surely bring it into conflict with the senior defense 

agencies.”133 Similarly, Baldwin declared the bill’s “passage…ends the long legislative struggle…but 

the President’s signature will by no means solve the many problems still posed. A tremendous 

reorganization is impending.”134  

Brown and Baldwin were happy to see CIA’s formation, but they wanted to see it 

strengthened. Compared to CT rhetoric who described the National Security Act as a hidden effort to 

consolidate military authority. The paper labelled the new Defense Secretary James Forrestal as a 

“dictator” and “generalissimo.” It accused him and Secretary of State George C. Marshall of plotting 

a world war. “At any moment,” the paper argued, Forrestal and Marshall “can bring on a war" to 

which “most of the men in the new department of defense…would not be averse to this 

outcome…another war would give them back all of this eminence and power.” It criticised Congress 
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in committing the “most monumental blunder in its history…when Congress is back in session, its 

first problem should be…to save the Republic.”135   

The CT was the outlier as internationalist correspondents dictated public debate. The 

National Security Act demonstrated that they were influential in their aim of establishing CIA. They 

often wrote in hyperbole to stress the bill needed to be passed immediately to ensure the Agency 

has its own legislative authority to protect national security. They backed the bill and hoped it would 

pass because they saw that U.S. Cold War survival depended on an efficient CIA. In contrast, the 

influence of isolationist opinion was rapidly curtailing. The conspiratorial rhetoric of CT and NYDN 

that warned of a military coup did not change the momentum that internationalists had ignited for a 

stronger CIA. Events in Latin America would only lend more credence towards the internationalist 

cause.        

The Crisis in Bogota  

 

“Men are needed, men in uniform, and now—to back up our cold war diplomacy.” The WP 

urgently responded to events in Bogota.136 Colombia’s capital was hosting an important conference 

with the Secretary of State George Marshall aimed at strengthening U.S. and Latin American 

relations to limit communist influence. During the conference the popular liberal leader and 

presidential favourite Jorge Gaitán was shot and killed on 9 April. His assassination prompted 

widespread rioting and political violence. Colombia’s President and Marshall blamed the revolt on 

communists and the Soviet Union. What happened in Bogota gravely concerned internationalist 

reporters because they saw a communist-inspired revolution in the western hemisphere and the 

newly established CIA failed to predict it.137        

Scholars have shown Bogota caused a surge in anti-CIA coverage because the press focused 

on CIA intelligence failure. But internationalists portrayed the Agency in a sympathetic light due to 

its early existence, and they promoted the view that officials should expand CIA’s intelligence 

capabilities.138 Bogota strengthened the case for a stronger CIA. It brought anticommunism to the 
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forefront of public debate because of its proximity. Fear of Soviet influence so close to home led to 

press coverage over what lessons could be learnt from the event. It became a lightning rod for 

internationalists to argue that the Agency needed to be independent and acquire additional 

government support. 

Marquis Childs did not accuse CIA of failing to warn officials during Bogota. He asserted the 

CIA “cannot achieve perfection over-night.” It needed a clearer jurisdiction. Documents show 

officials’ concern with replacing FBI agents with CIG representatives. The lines were blurred over 

which agency held authority over foreign intelligence in Latin America before Bogota.139 Childs 

argued FBI “jealousy” over its loss of power in the region and uncertainty over CIA statutory 

authority hindered its intelligence effort. He stated urgent reform was required, “we need, and 

quickly, an efficient, mature agency that can bring together all source of information and analyze 

them promptly. The kind of explosion that occurred in Bogota should not come as a surprise.”140 

Childs reflected the SLPD editorial board over what it claimed was the government’s 

haphazard approach in establishing an intelligence service. The newspaper consistently portrayed 

the CIG as a weak agency and supported an increase in U.S. defence spending, development of 

atomic weapons, and mobilisation of forces to counter communism. This view deepened with the 

news that the Soviet Union won political control in Czechoslovakia a month prior to the Bogota riots 

in what was referred to as a period of “war-scare.”141 SLPD published two hawkish editorials urging 

the U.S. prepare itself for war with the Soviet Union. “Never before has the American way of life 

been in such potential danger,” the nation would be “tragically ill-prepared” to meet a state of 

emergency. It supported increasing the defence force with a selective service bill for military 

conscription and argued CIA expand its authority and capabilities to make it “second to none.”142               

The crisis in Bogota prompted WP to support increased military expenditure and defence 

mobilisation. It proclaimed intelligence was essential for discerning the aims of hostiles without the 

costly outcome of a war, “brains are more important than brawn in coping with the Soviet’s engine 
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of conquest, ideas more than arms.” The CIA needed strengthening, it declared, as it should be given 

“the status it deserves.” An ex-intelligence officer responded to the WP to defend CIA. He argued it 

provides vital work, but its potential is stifled by the Truman administration who seemed hesitant to 

unleash it.143  

The new DCI Roscoe H. Hillenkoetter was sent to Congress to provide a statement on why 

CIA failed to warn about Bogota. He cared about CIA-press relations and worked previously with 

Joseph Alsop and Hanson Baldwin to establish a positive public profile. He knew that charges of 

intelligence inefficiency were damaging, and he emphasised the press were unjustifiably attacking 

the CIA.144 The DCI issued a public statement announcing CIA was vulnerable because of increased 

press coverage. “From time to time in the past two years, the Agency, and its predecessor group, 

have been the object of attack in the press…Public controversy inevitably tends to blow such cover 

of our personnel as has been pain-stakingly developed.”145  

Hillenkoetter aimed to deflect scrutiny onto the State Department for failing to acknowledge 

CIA intelligence. His statement emphasises the public secrecy approach. It was designed to urge 

press restraint over publishing sensitive material, but the DCI shared CIA intelligence. Described by 

NYT as “perhaps the first authorized publication in United States history of top-secret intelligence 

documents,” it was a glimpse inside the CIA that the press reacted to.146 A WP editorial stated that 

Hillenkoetter’s comments “caused intelligence officers a lot of astonishment,” whilst Marquis Childs 

called it an “unusual step of making public secret intelligence reports.” Hillenkoetter’s appearance 

was later cited in the Dulles-Jackson-Correa Report as an example of a broader CIA security problem 

where its operations and activities became the focus of public discussion after the DCI’s “damaging 

disclosures.”147 It was an early example of a DCI using public secrecy but was shunned by the Dulles 

Report because it was not a managed leak orchestrated by PR officials. Allen Dulles and Stanley 

Grogan would set the benchmark for what the press could discuss when they led CIA PR five years 

later. 

 
143 “The X at Bogota,” WP, April 13, 1948, p. 14; O.P. “Intelligence Evaluation,” WP, April 17, 1948, p. 6. 
144 Rogg, The Spy and the State, 261; Hadley, The Rising Clamor, 33-34; Ranelagh, The Agency, 188-189. 
145 CIA, “Stenographic Transcript of Hearings Before the Special Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments,” April 15, 1948, CIA-RDP86B00269R000900080001-3, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP86B00269R000900080001-3.pdf, accessed 20th February 
2024. 
146 William S. White, “Marshall Scoffed at Early Warnings on Reds in Bogota,” NYT, April 16, 1948, p. 1; William 
S. White, “A ‘Pearl Harbor’ in Bogota Charged,” NYT, April 17, 1948, p. 7. 
147 “Crisis in Defense,” WP; “Secret Intelligence,” WP, May 22, 1948, p. 8; Marquis Childs, “Washington Calling: 
Uncoordinated Security,” WP, April 22, 1947, p. 11; The Dulles Report, 34-35. 



45 
 

The DCI’s statement succeeded in making the case for a stronger, independent CIA. The LAT 

and WP said that Bogota indicated “our government has much to learn in the handling of 

intelligence,” whilst “several lessons can be drawn from the Bogota affair.” Both argued intelligence 

was not given the prestige it deserves. Bureaucratic tensions still inhibit CIA’s work, and the National 

Security Act was weak because intelligence coordination is still “little more than a glittering facade.” 

These points were repeated by Childs, who stated that “internal rivalries and suspicions” are 

contributing to a “lack of real coordination…a matter for serious concern.” WP noted that the “lack 

of awareness of the importance on intelligence is due to lack of understanding of the nature of the 

crisis in our relations with Russia. We have a Cold War on our hands…if we continue to let grass grow 

under our feet, the choice sooner or later will be a shooting war abroad or a bust at home.”148    

Hillenkoetter’s testimony was met with sincere praise from Constantine Brown. Initially after 

Bogota, Brown defended the Agency. It was a young organisation and did not have the “time yet to 

train men capable of performing all the complex duties given to it.” After the DCI accused the State 

Department of failing to acknowledge CIA intelligence, Brown proclaimed the Agency “has been fully 

vindicated.” Like the WP, Brown accused government officials for not stressing the importance of 

intelligence, “it is clear that those who should have paid attention to its warnings still hold the view 

that intelligence is just a game played by some young men who delight in sending alarming reports 

about conditions abroad.” Brown was not concerned that Hillenkoetter released Agency intelligence 

to the press. He backed the release of material as long as it shaped support for the CIA. “Perhaps it 

will be advisable for the intelligence services to alter their policy and release to the public really 

important communications dealing with matters other than national defense. The public, by showing 

concern, could compel Washington officials to pay more attention to intelligence warnings when 

they are received.”149     

The SLPD agreed with Brown’s view that the State Department was to blame for Bogota. CIA 

is “inadequate” the editorial began because it needs its own powers to evaluate intelligence. Bogota 

should instigate support for the Agency’s development and full independence. More damning was 

that the U.S. has not learnt from Pearl Harbor. “It does no good to possess information unless we 

understand it was one of the lessons…learned at the cost of blood and treasure in the Second World 

War.” It called Truman’s support of CIA weak, concluding “it is the President’s duty to replace this 

makeshift with an organization that can perform every function it should perform, and do it 
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independently.”150 CT was even briefly swayed by Hillenkoetter’s testimony. They blamed Marshall 

for ignoring Agency intelligence and invoked the recent memory of Pearl Harbor. “Once again 

intelligence had advance information of ‘enemy’ designs, once again nothing was done about it.” 

However, the paper did not shift from its anti-CIA rhetoric. It accused Hillenkoetter of “running an 

espionage service for Russia at American expense.”151 

Bogota alarmed reporters because of its proximity to the United States. The event renewed 

public attention on CIA. “In its year of life the CIA properly has kept out of the news, but out of the 

revolt in Bogota have come developments disturbing to the future of the agency,” the LAT 

summarised.152 The intelligence failure supported the argument that CIA was the nation’s first line in 

defence. It played into the hands of internationalist reporters that wanted the Agency to become an 

independent organisation immediately. Bogota added to prior arguments over the delay of the 

National Security Act. It inspired hyperbole rhetoric to see CIA’s authority quickly strengthened and 

expanded.  

“The Big Job is Civilian and Diplomatic.” Press Support for a Civilian DCI 

 

Internationalists promoted independence and strength as important aspects of a strong CIA 

and argued a civilian leader provided a professional approach to peacetime intelligence. They saw 

DCI continuity as the solution to military domination in intelligence. Reporters depicted military 

leadership as a hinderance to CIA as they argued that military figures saw it solely as a wartime 

venture. Their control weakened the prestige of intelligence because it accounted for the sporadic, 

amateurish, brief tenures of DCIs who viewed it merely as a stepping stone to achieving a 

worthwhile profession in the military. “I think some men should specialize in intelligence,” DCI 

Vandenberg said in an interview, “but they shouldn’t devote all their life to it.”153   

Reporters claimed intelligence continued to be under-developed and under-utilised in the 

early Cold War. They feared officials might disregard its importance because it was not considered a 

serious profession. They asserted that a civilian leader would aid the development of U.S. 

intelligence by granting it the status of a respected, careerist, professionalised, and standalone 
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enterprise. A civilian DCI would be free from the constraints of bureaucratic rivalries and provide 

clear guidance for CIA to fight the Cold War. They could effectively conduct covert operations, 

improve intelligence coordination, and ensure the nation was protected.      

The call for a civilian DCI began in July 1946 because of an ongoing Congressional committee 

over Pearl Harbor and a leaked report of army intelligence capabilities. The committee and report 

proposed intelligence should be a careerist endeavour with longer periods of tenure and training. 

The ES stressed that Congress provide funding to aid the future of intelligence whilst WP went 

further and stated the DCI “should, of course, be civilian” because the military “could easily ruin the 

agency’s effectiveness and leave the country once again with the same sort of warped, one-sided 

interpretation of intelligence that led to Pearl Harbor…the divorce from the military should be 

absolute.”154 

The call for a civilian DCI shifted the view of NYDN. The outlet joined internationalists in 

proposing that intelligence be free from military interference. The news Vandenberg was stepping 

down in early 1947, led the paper to comment “here we go, off on the same old single-track 

railroads and trying to stick to the ancient Army-Navy idea of rotating officers regularly…If the U.S. is 

to have the intelligence network it deserves, Congress will have to…do something about making 

intelligence a career, not an occasional two-year tours of duty in Washington.”155 In his pursuit of a 

stronger CIA, internationalist Hanson Baldwin was a keen supporter of a civilian leader. He argued 

the military was the “weakest link of the whole present intelligence set-up.” The brief tenures of 

DCIs Souers and Vandenberg were debilitating to the future of intelligence, “no such frequent shifts 

in the future can be tolerated,” intelligence must contain “at least a strong cadre of long-term, 

thoroughly competent personnel…this cadre must make intelligence their career.”156   

The debate over the National Security Act intensified in April 1947. Public debate focused on 

what authority should be provided to the DCI. The WP and ES criticised the bill for its lack of 

clarification over a civilian DCI as they stated U.S. intelligence suffered from a lack of coordination 

due to a high turnover of temporary leaders. “By rights this job should be one of high honor and long 

tenure,” if military control continues, the DCI role “will be regarded as a shelf,” WP claimed.157 “One 
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of the major weaknesses of our prewar intelligence system was the tendency of the War and Navy 

Departments to regard intelligence assignments as little more than pleasant peacetime interludes in 

the careers of Army and Navy officers,” the ES responded, “the…director…is proving to be just 

another temporary assignment for Army and Navy officers.”158 

When Roscoe H. Hillenkoetter replaced Vandenberg in May 1947 it was rumoured 

Vandenberg would step down earlier since he sought a career in the Air Force.159 WP reported it 

shows a “fundamental weakness in our intelligence set-up…that is the weakness of permitting a 

military man to retain his active duty status while serving as director of central intelligence.” They 

proposed the unification bill grant an extended tenure for future DCIs.160 Hillenkoetter served as a 

Navy admiral. He did not desire a career in intelligence and reluctantly accepted the DCI position. He 

was leader when the National Security Act passed and continued to serve until 1950. SLPD hoped 

Hillenkoetter could transform CIG from a “shell” into an “intelligence service such as the security of 

the United States demands,” whilst a WP correspondent wanted him to make CIG “as familiar to the 

American man in the street as is the FBI.”161 

The ES argued Hillenkoetter be given extended authority and influence within the U.S. 

government. The paper wanted him to have a longer tenure to back their view that intelligence 

should be a separate career platform. Like Souers and Vandenberg, the ES feared Hillenkoetter 

would only serve a brief time. “How long…Hillenkoetter will be permitted to remain as head of the 

group is a matter of concern to those who have deplored the prewar policy of relegating intelligence 

to the approximate role of a step-child of the armed services…he should be given plenty of time to 

carry out his task before being transferred somewhere else.”162  

The liberal WP columnist Drew Pearson focused closely on Hillenkoetter’s tenure. His widely 

circulated column, the “Merry-Go-Round,” unearthed “major policy disputes and petty political 

spats, accomplishments and blunders, hypocrisy and malfeasance” including “the disastrous fact 

that this vital agency has been under so many different heads in so short a time.”163 A WP editorial 

criticised the lack of a civilian DCI because it left U.S. intelligence vulnerable to military control. 

Whilst Congress debated the National Security Act, it warned the future of intelligence could 
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become a series of meaningless makeshifts. The solution was to implement civilian roles for all the 

top intelligence officials rather than solely the DCI.164  

The National Security Act specified the DCI would be appointed by the President after 

Senate approval. He could either be chosen by “the commissioned officers of the armed services or 

from among individuals in civilian life.” A clause stated the DCI “shall be subject to no supervision, 

control, restriction, or prohibition (military or otherwise) other than would be operative…if he were 

a civilian in no way connected with the Department of the Army…Navy…Air Force, or the armed 

services.” However, if the DCI served in the military, then it would “in no way affect any status, 

office, rank, or grade he may occupy or hold in the armed services.” In other words, serving as DCI 

did not affect the careers of military personnel.165      

Internationalists continued to campaign for a civilian DCI in 1950 amidst rumours that 

Hillenkoetter would be stepping down. WP opposed military influence and said another leadership 

change weakens DCI continuity. In June 1950, the paper claimed a civilian leader was essential in 

establishing a stronger CIA. It blamed Hillenkoetter for permitting “military confreres” that infested 

the Agency with “malcontents, overdeveloped specialists and petty dabblers in policy.” For the 

security of the nation, the paper contended, it was vital for President Truman to appoint “a 

nonpolitical civilian of national standing, and a man devoid of outside ambitions and of devotion to 

the military hierarchy,” as there “can be no second best intelligence agency at a time when any 

mistake might be the fatal one.”166   

Walter Bedell Smith’s appointment postponed the prospect of civilian leadership. Smith held 

a mixture of military and diplomatic experience. He assisted General Eisenhower as Chief of Staff of 

the Allied Forces during the Second World War and served as ambassador to the Soviet Union 

between 1946 to 1948.167 Like Hillenkoetter, Smith was reluctant to take the DCI job. Constantly 

under severe pain due to stomach ulcers, his appointment was delayed in the Senate because it 

drew questions over whether he could remain in his job for an extended time.168 The WP said Smith 

could not endure a long tenure as “such a gruelling assignment, in view of his physical condition, 

would do him no service.” Smith became another DCI caught in the crosshairs of WP criticism over 

the lack of DCI continuity.169  
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Although WP were disappointed by Smith’s selection, other publishers such as Mike Cowles 

were supportive and less keen to advocate for a civilian DCI. A letter sent by Cowles in January 1951 

offered to meet with Smith to discuss a forthcoming Look article criticising the slow road to 

intelligence professionalisation. Whilst Cowles stated he felt the article should run to show the 

public “the confusion which has existed in our government in the intelligence area during the past 

decade,” he disagreed with the author who supported a civilian DCI and said he wanted to see it 

rephrased.170           

William Harding Jackson was picked as Deputy DCI in August 1950. A lawyer, Jackson was 

involved in a report a year earlier alongside Smith’s successor Allen Dulles and assistant to former 

Secretary of Defense James Forrestal, Matthias Correa. The Dulles Report advocated for CIA 

organisational reform including the removal of Hillenkoetter as DCI.171 Notably, it blamed 

bureaucratic turf wars for impacting CIA independence and undermining broader intelligence 

professionalisation.172 It highlighted military officers, “many of them on relatively short ‘tour of duty’ 

assignment,” have discouraged civilian personnel from undertaking a CIA career.173 After the report’s 

publication, Dulles and Jackson remained associates. Dulles sent a letter to Jackson showing recent 

WP editorials continue to advocate for a civilian DCI. “I…gather that there may be some 

developments there in the not too distant future.” He was correct as WP praised Jackson’s 

appointment adding it would benefit intelligence because staff would be picked “on the basis of 

ability,” rather than military rank.174    

Jackson became the poster boy of civilian progression within the intelligence field. He 

offered reporters an opportunity to delve deeper into the CIA. His civilian status meant he could 

discuss the Agency in ways that would have been difficult had he been serving in the military. 

Journalists gained information from Jackson about the CIA’s role, functions and status. He featured 

in several interviews. An article examining his public profile was published by the well-known 

reporters turned talk show hosts, Tex McCrary, and Jinx Falkenburg. Describing Jackson as a “special 

genius,” who is “brilliantly equipped” to fight the Cold War, they declared “Americans should know 

him better.”175 Jackson was also interviewed by the ES at the CIA headquarters in downtown 
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Washington. He cited DCI Smith’s remark that he was “his professional civilian,” and Jackson 

acknowledged that the CIA had begun to recognise the importance of its press relations, though he 

noted briefly that this “presented very difficult problems.”176  

Reporters consistently pointed to the issue of DCI continuity in the call for a civilian leader. If 

directors were constantly changing, U.S. intelligence remained unstable, and its prestige remained in 

doubt. A careerist pathway was essential for the development of intelligence, internationalists 

claimed. The ES asserted that military leadership “is a dangerously wrong concept…that should be 

rectified under the new defense program.” Positive coverage of Jackson’s appointment 

demonstrated that reporters wanted to see some form of civilian leadership. Their support behind it 

was driven by the desire to see a stronger CIA. They also recognised another advantage: civilian 

leadership offered them a rare glimpse inside the hidden world of CIA.177    

CIA Expansion: The Hoover Commission and CIA Act 

 

A commission headed by former President Herbert Hoover in 1948 investigated the Bogota 

crisis. It recommended methods to reform CIA organisation promoting civilian leadership and 

improving coordination.178 Hoover and Wall Street lawyer, Ferdinand Eberstadt, compiled a report 

with Congressmen, government officials, and Intelligence Community (IC) leaders.179 A separate 

investigation led by Dulles, alongside Correa and Jackson, was already underway. The Eberstadt 

report was public whereas the Dulles Report was confined to the executive. However, outlets knew 

that Dulles was investigating the CIA. The ES reported in late-July that a “shakeup” of the intelligence 

services was due.180 

Papers interpreted the findings of the Eberstadt Report as a failure, in part, of the Agency. 

They highlighted the report’s criticism showing a lack of professional intelligence officers in CIA and 

argued that bureaucratic tensions hindered its effectiveness.181 The report reinforced the 

internationalist view that CIA needed immediate independence for its development. CT proved to be 

the outlier. It continued its anti-CIA rhetoric, blaming it for sluggish intelligence reports in Latin 

America and linked the Commission’s findings to a broader criticism of U.S. intelligence. The paper 
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remarked “our super-sleuths must have qualified by passing a correspondence course entitling them 

to tin stars and water pistols.”182   

The Eberstadt report was released in December 1948. SLPD and ES emphasised the report’s 

rhetoric because it reflected their own arguments for an independent CIA. Passages in the report 

such as the National Security Act “was not working well,” and contained “defense deficiencies,” 

were picked to portray CIA, which was “sound in principle,” as being undermined by poor executive 

decisions.183 A report criticised Air Force intelligence for its assessment of Soviet military intentions 

following the 1947 coup of Czechoslovakia. It showed CIA rectified the intelligence error by 

“correctly [evaluating] the available information in good time.” It concluded that the Soviet Union 

was not intent on military action.184 The Alsops wrote that Truman preferred CIA intelligence to that 

produced by the military. WP remarked CIA “emphasizes the necessity…to remain apart from and 

above the military…In the atomic age, to act just once on erroneous intelligence might well prove 

fatal.”185 

The ES noted the National Security Act’s “defense deficiencies” were due to “the painfully 

slow progress of unification.” Echoing its view that CIA was vital in the Cold War effort and 

insufficient attention was being paid to either its status and intelligence, the editorial argued the Air 

Force blunder underlined “the gravity of the situation and the urgency of meeting it.” In its defence 

of CIA, ES remarked it was “all the more deplorable to learn that, three years after the close of 

World War II, we are woefully weak in the field of collecting and evaluating foreign intelligence.” 

Intelligence is undervalued, ES claimed, because officials continue to ignore its importance. The 

military are “plagued by poor choice of personnel and rapid rotation of officers,” whereas “the only 

reassuring note in the report” was that CIA “setup is a sound one.”186 

The NYDN shifted from its isolationist stance and downplayed fears that CIA expansion 

would lead to a military dictatorship. It praised CIA work in Bogota and argued it needed to be given 

greater autonomy. It emphasised the comments made by Ellis M. Zacharias. The Navy admiral 
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criticised military intelligence, stating that it was unreliable. NYDN declared these “oldtime 

intelligence setups” are impeding the work of CIA. The military “don’t like spies…we need lots of 

spies, and good ones; so let’s have them and let’s listen to their reports.” Their editorial drew 

backlash from a reader who echoed the conspiracy that the national security state was sabotaging 

the nation. However, NYDN was not completely pro-CIA in its rhetoric as it argued the State 

Department’s intelligence capabilities needed to be “reorganized, and enlarged if necessary…as fast 

as possible?”187     

The SLPD, WP, ES, and NYDN argued the Hoover Commission had shown CIA’s effectiveness 

was inhibited by bureaucratic rivalries. The competition amongst several military intelligence 

agencies and CIA spurred Congress to pass the Central Intelligence Agency Act in June 1949. The Act 

“emerged as a linchpin of CIA operations” when DCI Smith took over.188 It allowed the organisation 

to expand its staff and foreign agents, whilst acquiring fundings “without regard to the provisions of 

law and regulations relating to the expenditure of Government funds; and for objects of a 

confidential, extraordinary, or emergency nature,” granting the DCI sole authority in the matter.189 

Baldwin wrote a five-part series supporting the strengthening of CIA. In it he argued that 

interdepartmental turf wars impeded the Agency. “Friction has been pronounced between various 

intelligence agencies of Government…the CIA…and the [FBI]…the result today is a marked 

depreciation in the quantity and quality of our intelligence as compared to the war years.”190    

Under the leadership of Carl Vinson, the House’s Armed Services committee passed the CIA 

Act on 7 March, expanding its covert capabilities.191 Hillenkoetter knew that the CIA’s institutional 

development depended on the support of sympathetic members of Congress. He contacted Vinson, 

congratulating him on the bill’s passage, writing “I wish to express to you my very sincere 

appreciation for the magnificent manner in which your Committee has handled the CIA legislation.” 

Likewise, Hillenkoetter praised Dewey Short, another committee member, for his “interest and 
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thoughtfulness at all the…hearings,” for they “were extremely helpful to us.”192 The Act divided the 

Senate. Legislators promoted Trohan’s Gestapo allegations because they feared the CIA Act may lead 

to unwarranted domestic overreach. Hillenkoetter reiterated the National Security Act forbade any 

police powers and wanted to conduct a testimony in camera to avoid “security implications.”193 It 

was approved by the Senate in late May and passed into law on 20 June.194   

The press generally agreed that Hillenkoetter’s in camera approach was necessary because 

the Act involved CIA operational secrecy. But the DCI’s testimony and the secret Congressional 

hearings fuelled press coverage because it maintained public fascination over CIA. An ES editorial 

said it “presents Congress with the difficult problem of reconciling open legislative processes with 

the need for utmost secrecy in regard to the bill’s subject matter…Congress has no alternative but to 

implement the plan with as little publicity as possible.”195 WP meanwhile claimed the CIA Act was 

not “secret…the bill itself is perfectly open, like any other legislation.” Provisions that were added 

during the Armed Services committee hearings had to be hidden, the paper asserted, otherwise 

releasing these details would “thwart the clandestine operations of the agency…it would be foolish 

to assume that all intelligence activities can be conducted in a goldfish bowl.”196 

The NYDN were not concerned over Hillenkoetter’s secret testimony. “We don’t know much 

about the bill to strengthen the nation’s intelligence service…only one of its provisions has received 

any publicity up to now. But from what has been reported about the Act, it looks smart.” The paper 

now distanced itself from the anti-CIA rhetoric of CT. Whilst it echoed its warning against allowing 

foreigner “extra-clever-counter-spies” into the nation as part of the CIA Act, it concluded “the main 

object is to build a US spy system which can operate at least as effectively as the British and Russian 

intelligence services have long done. This hush-hush bill has the look of a big step in that 

direction.”197 SLPD was the outlier opposing the secret Congressional debates. In their editorial 

titled, “Let’s Have Some Discussion,” the paper questioned “whether legislation…needs to be 

handled on such a hush-hush basis that it cannot be discussed on the floor of the House…Congress 
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are not too impressive when they wear cloaks, brandish daggers and talk in impassioned 

whispers.”198  
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Figure 2.5 In the editorial titled “‘Spy’ Bill Looks Good,” the NYDN had praised the 1949 CIA Act. The paper was 
now distancing itself from its previous anti-CIA rhetoric, leaving CT as one of the only major newspapers that 
opposed the Agency. Source: “Spy Bill Looks Good,” NYDN.        
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Rumours persisted Hillenkoetter was stepping down as DCI.199 In May, it was confirmed he 

would leave the CIA. The Dulles Report criticised Hillenkoetter’s leadership, arguing that only a 

strong director could aid Agency intelligence coordination.200 Truman had already chosen Smith to 

take over in October, despite reports suggesting that he was reluctant to take the post.201 

Meanwhile, Hillenkoetter and his CIA were facing sustained criticism following the outbreak of the 

Korean War. The invasion of South Korea from the Communist North in June 1950 not only shocked 

the Truman administration but also prompted the press to question whether CIA intelligence had 

been effective in predicting the conflict.202 Hillenkoetter gave another testimony before the Senate’s 

Appropriations Committee to answer why there was no warning. The DCI responded that it was not 

CIA’s job to evaluate intelligence it received.203 ES and WP reacted to his comments and claimed if 

the Agency was not responsible for evaluation, who was, and what was the Agency’s role within the 

rapidly volatile Cold War?     

The ES called for a Congressional CIA watchdog from a recommendation made by the 

Hoover Commission report.204 Drew Pearson remarked that the Agency reported “the world seemed 

more peaceful” two days prior to the outbreak of war.205 WP called for Hillenkoetter’s resignation 

accusing him of failing to acknowledge that CIA was an evaluator of intelligence. The Korean War 

shows that “CIA does not have the stature it should have.” Whether this was because it is a new 

agency, the paper said, or because Hillenkoetter’s military background led him to neglect the 

importance of intelligence, the answer was the same: the CIA needed clearer guidance.206 The CT 

seized the opportunity to continue their anti-CIA crusade. The Agency was disorganised, and the 

confusion over its functions “is precisely as useful as a man without a head.”207 

Like the Bogota crisis, the Korean War reinforced internationalists support for CIA. 

Questioning whether the Agency was caught napping, the WP stated it provided adequate 

information about North Korea’s intentions. “Much as this newspaper believes that a shakeup in CIA 

is overdue, the responsibility for the lapse cannot be laid entirely at the…agency’s doorstep.” The 
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WP argued that the Agency required greater stability, noting that its lack of status created “so much 

friction with other departments.”208 Responses to the editorial reinforced CIA support. A former 

naval intelligence officer argued intelligence is “valueless unless ‘operations’ [act] on what is 

provided.” Another reply stated that CIA cannot function properly in its current setup. It has been 

torn between overzealous leaders such as Vandenberg who “wanted CIA to run the whole show” 

without the thought of “why it was physically and psychologically…impossible,” and legislators like 

Clare Hoffman who wanted to restrict its functions. It placed the CIA in a “hopeless and helpless 

spot.”209 

Criticisms emerging from the executive branch’s Eberstadt survey and the Dulles Report, 

together with the outbreak of the Korean War, drove CIA development. Reporters rallied to defend 

the Agency, promoting the view that CIA was at the mercy of petty bureaucratic squabbles. The 

result was a spate of intelligence failures. Internationalists argued if CIA could break free, gain full 

independence, and decide its own future, it would become a strong government institution, worthy 

of being the nation’s first line of defence. For CIA-press relations, this shows for the first time in CIA’s 

existence that reporters were seriously debating the issue of secrecy during the Congressional 

hearings on the 1949 CIA Act. 

*** 

After the Second World War, liberal and conservative internationalists supported the 

strengthening of CIA because they firmly believed in U.S. postwar leadership. They argued, often in 

hyperbole, that it was vital for the nation’s security to acquire a centralised peacetime intelligence 

service. They commonly referred to Pearl Harbor and the dissolution of OSS as examples of 

intelligence neglection and accused other government departments of being responsible for the 

CIA’s limitations. Before the National Security Act, support for CIA only deepened. Foreign events 

such as the Soviet Union’s tightening grip over eastern Europe, the creation of Cominform, and the 

fear for communist victories in France and Italy resulted in broad press support of CIA.210 

Internationalists argued it was an essential institution in the early Cold War. The executive and 

Congress were pressured to act and pass the National Security Act as quickly as possible. 

The Cold War consensus also engulfed opponents of CIA. Criticisms over bureaucratic 

rivalries, particularly after the 1948 Bogota riots, had shifted the NYDN from anti-CIA to echoing the 
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internationalist views of the WP, SLPD, and ES. The NYDN operated as a subsidiary of Robert 

McCormick’s Tribune company, and both were known as “the most effective isolationist bloc in the 

daily press.”211 Publisher Joseph Medill Patterson parroted CT because he shared a disdain for FDR 

and the growth of executive power during his presidency. The paper was an FDR critic for so long 

“that not even war or concepts of ‘national unity’ had mellowed them.”212 The establishment of the 

national security state should have made the IC an easy target for the NYDN but its shift had 

emphasised just how strong and influential support for CIA had become. The CT meanwhile 

continued its anti-CIA rhetoric up to the mid-1950s when its owner, Robert McCormick, died.213  

This period was significant for the emergence of columnists who began to write frequently 

on U.S. intelligence. Baldwin and the Alsops cultivated close relationships with government officials, 

had supported the strengthening of intelligence and the appointment of a civilian DCI, but the ES’s 

Constantine Brown is a figure who has largely been overlooked by scholars, yet he played an equally 

important role in shaping the public debate. Over the next decade, Brown continued to provide 

essential commentary on the CIA’s development until his death in 1966. His close relationship with 

Allen Dulles was sustained through his wife, Elizabeth Churchill Brown, a WP reporter. The Browns 

covered political life in Washington and travelled abroad where they established contacts with 

numerous diplomats and officials, including Dulles himself. The future DCI met frequently with the 

couple, often inviting them to dinner parties and even sent Elizabeth an inscribed copy of his 1963 

book The Craft of Intelligence.214  

As DCI, Smith became a focal point for reflection on the growing phenomenon of CIA secrecy 

that continued into the next decade. Secrecy was beginning to be debated by reporters and 

legislators who argued it could be used on the one hand to hide blunders and inefficiency but on the 

other was necessary to prevent national security disclosures. Challenging secrecy, one reporter 

noted, “is a lot harder to combat. You can’t tell Americans what’s going on and at the same time 

keep potential enemies from finding out.”215 Similarly, Clarke Beach wrote “our government has told 

more than any other government about its espionage agency.”216 In the next decade, with CIA firmly 

 
211 Michael Stamm, Dead Tree Media: Manufacturing the Newspaper in Twentieth-Century North America 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2018), 228-232.  
212 Rudgers, Creating the Secret State, 25-26. 
213 Wark, “Great Investigations,” 120; Stephen Bates, “Prejudice and the Press Critics: Colonel Robert 
McCormick’s Assault on the Hutchins Commission,” American Journalism, 36, no. 4 (2019), 424; Troy, Donovan 
and the CIA, 255-256. 
214 “Dear Elizabeth,” October 20, 1965, Dulles Papers, Series 1, Box 6, Folder 10; Brown, The Coming of the 
Whirlwind, 330-340.  
215 Proctor Mellquist, “Ten Men Can Save America,” ES, April 16, 1950, p. 4.  
216 Clarke Beach, “Agents of Central Intelligence Are Nameless Heroes of Cold War,” SLPD, October 23, 1949, p. 
3B. 



60 
 

established, the ongoing Cold War, and the expansion of covert operations, the Agency’s secrecy 

aligned with the concept of security. Fears of CIA communist infiltration were uttered by Senator 

Joseph McCarthy. The new head of CIA, Allen Dulles defended his Agency, but he would also be able 

to count on numerous columnists and newspapers who fiercely protected CIA. 
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2. From McCarthy to Langley: Public Secrecy Confirms the CIA in Cold War America 

                 

“All I know for certain about the…Agency is…Dulles smokes an excellent grade of pipe tobacco…all other 

information concerning his globe-girdling organization…is a mystery.” - Fred Othman, 1955 217  

“In a free society in which there is an inherent distrust of secret government, the CIA has stirred surprisingly little 

suspicion despite its remarkable expansion.” - Marquis Childs, 1959 218  

“The fact that the CIA could send out public invitations to lay the cornerstone of its hidden headquarters reflects 

a basic split personality that plagues the agency and occasionally makes it the butt of unkind jokes. This 

dichotomy pervades much of what the CIA does. On the one hand it is supersecret; on the other hand it isn’t.” - 

The Invisible Government, 1964 219  

 

A series of letters in 1953 and 1954 demonstrated a conflict of interest between the newly 

appointed DCI Allen Dulles and Joseph McCarthy. The Senator from Wisconsin stated the CIA was 

infiltrated by communists. McCarthy’s accusation gained public attention because they 

encompassed a string of charges, he directed at the CIA. Previously he accused an Agency official, 

William Putman Bundy, of financing the defence fund of Alger Hiss, a former State Department 

official convicted of perjury over his affiliation to a communist espionage group.220 “The conviction 

of…Hiss only scraped the surface,” he declared. McCarthy’s letters to Dulles urged him to force 

Bundy to testify at the Senate. Dulles refused, citing national security concerns.  

“Your insistence that…Congress is not entitled to obtain information about improper 

conduct on the part of your top officers is extremely revealing,” McCarthy responded. Dulles said the 

charges were receiving “widespread circulation both in the United States and abroad,” and it “raised 

some questions as to our security.”221 The letters highlighted a growing concern amongst officials 

that McCarthy was attacking the organisation’s security. They feared his charges of communist 

infiltration would prompt press coverage to focus on CIA secrecy and lead to a deeper investigation 

into the Agency that might compromise its operational secrets. Yet the CIA was never truly under 

threat, because the press shared the same fear: that McCarthy might expose sensitive material.   
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This chapter shows that CIA public secrecy became embedded within the broader Cold War 

security equation. The Agency’s security was interpreted by CIA officials and the mainstream press 

as shielding its operational secrecy. Both argued that as a young organisation, the CIA needed to be 

fiercely protected because it was a vital organisation within the zero-sum context of the Cold War. A 

shared view in protecting CIA operational secrecy helped sustain CIA-press relations. Both saw 

undermining this left the nation vulnerable. Whilst McCarthy’s charges did not threaten the Agency, 

the press supported Senator Mike Mansfield in extending Congressional oversight in the form of a 

Joint Committee (JC), because it shielded CIA from future sensationalist attacks. The CIA argued 

Mansfield’s proposal undermined its secrecy and relied on senior legislators and the administration 

to keep oversight limited. 

The role Allen Dulles played is essential in understanding the CIA’s public secrecy approach 

in the 1950s. As DCI, he used his position to release carefully selected pieces of information to 

reporters whilst emphasising the press’s responsibility to protect national security. Correspondents 

relied on Dulles for insight into the CIA and received only a cultivated narrative that was designed to 

promote its effectiveness as an essential organisation in the Cold War. Yet Dulles could not shape 

public debate alone. He relied on Stanley Grogan, an influential and overlooked PR official to help 

analyse press coverage. Grogan developed a methodical system that involved extending the CIA’s 

press clipping service to monitor what was being said about the Agency, and he recommended what 

actions Dulles should take to quell criticism.             

The CIA’s relocation of its headquarters to Langley was a monumental event that etched the 

Agency’s place at the heart of the U.S. government. The move led to extensive press coverage. It 

aided CIA public secrecy because papers like ES on the one hand emphasised that secrecy 

surrounding its operations were vital to the Cold War effort, whilst on the other the paper satisfied 

public fascination by publishing any available details regarding its relocation. Langley was an open 

secret because it offered the public a view into CIA’s hidden world, but it did not unearth sensitive 

material. Dulles and Grogan were happy for reporters to debate whether CIA should move to 

Langley as it deflected attention from its operational secrecy.   

McCarthy’s Decline and the CIA’s Reaction 

 

Liberal and conservative reporters were generally unified in their disdain for McCarthy. His 

anticommunist crusade led to multiple accusations of communist infiltration in the government. His 
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sensationalist approach targeted the press, provoking considerable anger among journalists.222 

Reporter Marquis Childs criticised McCarthy’s disregard for national security in his 1950 accusations 

against the State Department, whilst the conservative New York Post called McCarthy’s campaign 

the “hoax of the century.”223 The Senator’s political prestige deteriorated when he accused CIA of 

communist infiltration in July 1953. A year later his rhetoric of communist subversion backfired. He 

was universally portrayed as a bully and as a “mob monster,” whose little support he had initially in 

the press quickly vanished.224  

Many Washington reporters were appalled at the extensive coverage McCarthy was 

receiving. The NYT editor Arthur Hays Sulzberger urged journalists to scrutinise the Senator’s 

attacks. Constantine Brown said journalists were portraying McCarthy as “the only important issue in 

our national life” rather than interpreting the substance of his claims.225 As staunch CIA defenders, 

the Alsop brothers loathed McCarthy and became a constant thorn in his side.226 They accused the 

Senator of damaging national security and impeding CIA’s work in the Cold War. “It is probably 

hardly worth mentioning that we are losing the Cold War here in Germany…this…is a problem that 

deserves the attention of Senator McCarthy…who bellow about ‘Reds’ at home and 

meanwhile…continuously forward Soviet purposes abroad.” Joe Alsop urged President Eisenhower 

to defend Dulles against McCarthy, and when the administration blocked Bundy to testify before the 

Senator, they praised the decision. “Against the background of past Administration appeasement of 

McCarthy, this event is so politically meaningful…Such is the story of an incident that may well be 

remembered as the turning of the tide.”227   

McCarthy’s low reputation in 1953 contrasted with the favourable coverage Allen Dulles 

received when he took over CIA. Picked to head the Agency in January, his broad support limited 

McCarthy’s accusations and helped to shield the CIA against the Senator. In contrast with their views 
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on McCarthy hindering national security, ES and NYT portrayed Dulles as a symbol of patriotism who 

protected the nation’s security through his knowledge and expertise in intelligence. Brown praised 

Dulles’s efforts during the Second World War by emphasising his “highly satisfactory” and 

“outstanding” role in OSS covert operations that lead to Nazi surrender in Northern Italy. He argued 

Dulles is the best choice because “there are few if any Americans civilians who know as much as he 

does about so-called cloak-and-dagger techniques or who can match his qualifications for running 

the big and largely supersecret organization…the Nation can be confident that its top intelligence 

organization will be effectively run in his experienced hands.”228   
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The ES wanted Dulles to sustain a long tenure at CIA. The paper drew comparisons to J. 

Edgar Hoover’s FBI, and claimed Dulles can ensure loyalty, efficiency, and establish CIA as an FBI 

equivalent “world famous” organisation.229 Likewise, NYT commended Eisenhower for making an 

“excellent choice” in selecting him. The paper stated his experience in “this complex subject,” 

provides “a stimulus…so necessary if the intelligence service is to develop.” Their editorial 

concluded, “altogether, the outlook for a purposeful and imaginative development of our 

intelligence service is excellent.”230 Dulles refused to testify and instructed other CIA officials to do 

the same, as McCarthy accused the DCI of thwarting his investigation. The DCI requested Eisenhower 

limit the Senator’s attacks by emphasising CIA operational secrecy was at risk if CIA employees 

testified. In return, Eisenhower supported the DCI.231  

The administration and CIA were united against the Senator. Dulles and Eisenhower strongly 

believed in pursuing covert operations and preserving the secrecy those operations required. 

Eisenhower demanded McCarthy could not investigate CIA because it undermined its secrecy. A 

compromise soon developed. The Senator wanted Bundy to testify, but Dulles reiterated his security 

concerns. Dulles met with McCarthy and a deal was agreed that the Senator’s Congressional 

committee would turn over information it had on Bundy to the Agency and Dulles assured McCarthy 

that Bundy would not conduct further activities. The press incorrectly reported that Dulles had 

agreed to let Bundy testify. In a rare occurrence, the CIA publicly denied that any agreement was 

made and declared that the subpoenas on undercover agents compromised their position abroad, 

damaging the security of the Agency.232 

CIA memorandums show the attacks were taking its toll on agents’ morale. Officials were 

concerned that a McCarthyite investigation might publicly unearth CIA secrets. CIA feared the 

charges could provide an impetus for further evaluation and legislative oversight. A public spectacle 

was something Dulles wanted to avoid. Lyman B. Kirkpatrick, serving as the Agency’s Inspector 

General, was aware of the potential backlash CIA could face and highlighted that McCarthy’s charges 

could affect morale amongst agents and officers. “I feel obliged to call [to] your attention what I 

consider to be a serious state of morale among personnel…these officers have indicated that they 

and others at their level are giving serious consideration to leaving the Agency…both of these 
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officers indicated their concern of a McCarthy investigation and indicated their worry of what such 

an investigation might reveal, and its effects on the future of the Agency.”233 

PR officer Stanley Grogan recommended Dulles make no public statement. Grogan insisted 

that if a response had to be made, Dulles could choose one that emphasised McCarthy’s 

“carelessness for the national security by not having all of his staff members security-cleared when 

they had access to classified material.”234 He urged Dulles to wait until McCarthy’s most vocal 

opponent in the Senate, Stuart Symington, confronted the Senator on the Hill. Symington held good 

relations with the CIA since its creation. He supported the National Security Act and met with CIA 

staff regularly whilst serving on the Senate’s Armed Services committee. CIA officials praised him for 

his public defence in Congress, and he was on the CIA’s list of preferred Congressional contacts.235 

He served on McCarthy’s committee until the charges of communist infiltration in the State 

Department. Symington resigned after McCarthy refused to fire his staff director, J. B. Matthews, 

who wrote an article on communist penetration of the Protestant clergy.236 

Grogan and Kirkpatrick kept Dulles informed of potential damage McCarthy could do if he 

was allowed to pursue his CIA investigation. The three claimed CIA operational secrecy was under 

threat. They argued the Senator’s attacks risked damaging the organisation’s intelligence efficiency, 

undermine agents’ morale, and potentially unearth sensitive material. McCarthy’s reputation 

collapsed as Dulles took over CIA. Accusing journalists of communist influence placed him in the 

crosshairs of a hostile press, whilst the appointment of Dulles as head of CIA placed him in an 

advantageous position. 
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Figure 3.2 A memorandum from Grogan instructing Dulles not to make an immediate statement 
over McCarthy’s charges. If Dulles felt it was necessary to, Grogan put forward a list of potential 
statements. Source: CIA, “(Untitled),” June 16, 1954, CIA-RDP75-00149R000500050088-9.  
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Cultivating the CIA Profile: Dulles and Grogan 

 

CIA operational secrecy dominated the minds of Agency officials as they monitored and 

responded to press coverage. Dulles recognised as DCI he could use public secrecy to cultivate a 

positive image of CIA by releasing selective pieces of information to the press. He knew reporters 

remained uncertain in their coverage of national security affairs and exploited their hesitancy to 

dictate what information they could publish. Journalists who were close associates of Dulles had to 

refrain from publishing when it came to sensitive material, but they also had to maintain a close 

relationship with the DCI in the hope of gaining valuable information. Dulles used his personal 

celebrity when communicating with reporters alongside an image of a “professional” DCI who 

worked tirelessly behind-the-scenes to make CIA an effective intelligence organisation. The public 

secrecy approach that involved engaging with the press and offering carefully curated snippets of 

CIA information was praised by newspapers because it gave them a peek inside CIA whilst 

withholding important operational details. The Dulles leadership was depicted by the New York 

Herald Tribune as “unusual” because “someone connected with intelligence” understood “the 

importance of getting the facts across to the public,” whilst NYT claimed Dulles “broken with all 

secret-service tradition by speaking publicly and maintaining press contacts to prevent total 

mystery.”237 

Dulles’s interview with U.S. News and World Report in March 1954 exemplified his strategy 

of public secrecy. He used this interview to emphasise the press’s responsibility when reporting on 

the CIA and to steer journalists in their future coverage of the Agency. He focused on CIA security 

concerns and framed them through the zero-sum dynamics of the Cold War. He stated the Soviet 

Union receives “many advantages” in espionage because of “our free system of government” which 

“is open to the public” and made the point clear that he “would give a good deal if I could know as 

much about the Soviet Union as the Soviet Union can learn about us by merely reading the press. 

Sometimes I think we go too far in what our Government gives out officially…We tell Russia too 

much. Under our system it is hard to control it.”238  

Some local newspapers saw through the deliberate public secrecy approach. They noted the 

contradictions in the DCI’s remarks. How could he comment on press responsibility over national 

security information whilst disclosing this publicly? One article gained traction and was reprinted 
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several times. It accused Dulles of proceeding “to outline the operations of his supposedly super-

secret agency for publication in this magazine. Some of the details he so willingly supplied should be 

very useful to the Soviets.”239  Whereas a Michigan paper said, “the press…are not telling Russia 

more than the press…have been able to learn from government agencies.” The DCI “is wrong in 

appearing to make the press the villain,” whilst a North Carolinian newspaper recalled, “the fault is 

with those who clear this material, for only they can judge the security value.” Intelligence and 

security officials should ask themselves, “are all our secrets really secrets?” stressed the Illinois’ 

Decatur Herald.240    

Dulles wanted to shape the public debate and used his authority to inform journalists about 

CIA activities. He built a close press relationship by allowing some access to material that did not 

compromise CIA secrecy whilst arguing the press withhold stories he felt compromised its secrecy 

and instead back the Agency’s legitimacy. In April 1953, Dulles held his first background briefing with 

a group of foreign policy reporters, the Overseas Writers Club. In the non-attributable meeting, NYT 

reporter Walt Waggoner made notes that were copied and stored at CIA. It stated that Dulles 

wanted to shape press-relations to “avoid having to go…to ask that certain information not be 

printed.” The ES correspondent and Agency defender, David Lawrence, provided a report to 

Kirkpatrick.241 

Dulles could depend on the press withholding CIA material because it encapsulated this 

period of communist anxieties in the Cold War. By 1955, however, Dulles was more forceful in 

limiting information to journalists. In a meeting he said he was dissatisfied with a “recent directive” 

that covered CIA-press relations. “Mr. Dulles does not want any unauthorized leakage of classified 

matters from CIA employees,” the minutes stated. “He noted that newsmen use a great deal of 

ingenuity and through multiple contacts manage to acquire accurate classified data…a certain 

amount of control over contacts with the press is necessary.”242  

Newspapers reported the restrictions Dulles implemented. In a survey to several federal 

agencies on solutions to improve providing information to the public, ES stated the CIA provided a 
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statement that said there was “no need…to improve [the] making [of] information available.”243 

Dulles wanted to control press coverage. He could rely on Grogan to keep him updated on the CIA’s 

public profile. A former reporter, Grogan served as press liaison for the War Department where he 

was credited for converting it “into an aggressive public relations effort.”244 In 1951, he became the 

CIA’s press officer a year later when it began to formally recognise its PR department. Grogan 

became one of the longest serving press officers in the Agency’s history where he served for eleven 

years until November 1963.245 

Grogan’s tenure demonstrated CIA’s fascination with its public image as its press clipping 

service was extensively increased. Grogan read press articles for at least three hours a day, and he 

worked alongside seven assistants who selected, marked, and copied articles for distribution to 

Dulles. Their analysis of press articles amounted up to thirty-six hours a day. Twenty-two daily and 

Sunday newspapers were regularly sent to the DCI often containing over a hundred pages of 

clippings. Under Grogan other departments such as the Historical Intelligence Collection (HIC), the 

CIA Library, and the clandestine Directorate of Plans increased their press clipping services. Grogan 

often informed Dulles of trusted press sources, proposals for responding to critical articles, and 

recommendations for modifying his speeches, all with the aim of promoting the CIA’s public 

image.246  

Two reporters who published articles critical of the CIA spurred Grogan and Dulles to take a 

proactive PR approach. Allen Drury covered McCarthy’s charges and proposals by Mansfield in ES 

and Iowa’s Waterloo Daily Courier. Drury was a novelist who focused on Washington’s political life. 

His highly acclaimed Advise and Consent was based partly on his experiences as a Congressional 

reporter for the United Press and NYT where he warned against executive overreach.247 The rapid 

growth of CIA under Dulles made it a prime target for Drury. In August 1953, his articles prompted 

Grogan to send a memorandum to Dulles. Grogan notes that Drury differed in his reporting in the 

Courier to criticise CIA, stating that McCarthy’s sensationalism had ruined the opportunity to 

scrutinise the Agency. Drury wrote that CIA “badly needs investigation” and a “shaking-up.”248 
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Grogan stated that Drury’s ES article “indicated none of the bias that he expresses in 

his…Courier story.” He recommended Dulles write a letter to ES editor Benjamin M. McKelway 

urging he contact Drury to clarify his comments since Dulles was “as desirous as anyone to keep CIA 

as strong a security agency as human effort makes possible.” Grogan suggested Dulles included a 

passage stating, “I can assure you that no one is more anxious than I to have CIA and its security 

activities improved and bettered wherever possible.”249 McKelway’s reply echoes the cautious 

approach editors took when conversing with the Agency. He said he would have raised concerns to 

Drury if he published anti-CIA material. When writing for NYT, Drury published “another out-of-town 

column” shortly after claiming Dulles tried to get him fired. Grogan insisted that he “is prejudiced 

against the CIA and should not ever cover any CIA story…because of this bias.”250  

The Agency could not prevent reporters from publishing critical material, but it could 

recommend publishers and editors confront their staff on articles deemed unfavourable to CIA. 

Warren Unna was another reporter who wanted to examine executive authority and political 

corruption in the United States. Like Drury, Unna drew Grogan’s attention as he sought to warn 

Dulles. Joining WP in 1952 he focused on Washington politics before writing on Asian affairs and 

eventually becoming the bureau chief in New Delhi.251 In the 1950s he wrote several articles critical 

of CIA. In January 1958 he disclosed that a disagreement took place between the DCI and 

Eisenhower over daily intelligence reports. In a national security council meeting, Unna reported 

that Dulles told the president his administration pays little attention to CIA findings.  

Eisenhower replied that CIA should attach maps signposted with visible red arrows to make 

their reports decipherable.252 Unna stated that he was given the information from a CIA employee 

who had no knowledge of the 1955 directive issued by Dulles on contacts with the press. Lyman B. 

Kirkpatrick urged the DCI to reiterate to officials that any employee who leaks information is “simply 

tending to bring discredit upon themselves and the whole Agency.”253 Grogan considered Unna’s 

article an embarrassment to the CIA and sent a memorandum to reiterate the directive. The meeting 

noted that any CIA employee providing information to the press would be checked and certified by 

Grogan. The minutes stated Unna’s story may have never been published if this directive was 
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followed by staff.254 Unna also produced a Harper’s article that featured in the Congressional Record. 

It attracted legislators who were keen to observe more information about CIA. It highlighted how 

Dulles wanted less public intrusion into his organisation.255 The DCI responded by urging that CIA 

employees highlight such an article involving the Agency and raise them at future meetings.256         

Dulles and Grogan worked together to prevent critical stories of the CIA whilst promoting a 

positive public image. Grogan ensured the DCI was kept abreast of CIA coverage and he made CIA 

more proactive in its press responses. It reflected a broader shift in Agency policy that argues against 

the notion that the secretive organisation were not concerned about its public portrayal. Surveying 

press coverage was a dedicated effort across all departments that expanded under Grogan. “No man 

ever had a more devoted or a wiser advisor in the field of public relations than I did in you,” Dulles 

praised the CIA’s press officer after hearing the news of his retirement. “Your wide knowledge of the 

personalities in the press and of their competence, their affection for you, were of the greatest help 

in our work…I feel that in the years of our work together we helped in the really difficult task of 

making the work of CIA better understood in the press and by the public than in the past.”257 

Support for a JC and Questioning Secrecy 

 

Press support for CIA was strong in response to McCarthy’s charges. Newspapers legitimised 

CIA secrecy amidst the backdrop of a public investigation they characterised as sensationalist, 

careless, reckless, and damaging to the security of the nation. They shielded CIA by backing 

Mansfield’s JC to counter McCarthy. The liberal NYT, WP, and SLPD wanted a watchdog committee 

to provide effective Agency oversight.258 The conservative ES and NYDN were more cautious because 

they feared sensitive CIA information would be released by “blabbermouths” in Congress, but they 

preferred professional legislators, supervising the Agency behind closed doors, rather than a public 

McCarthyite exposé.259 
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“The conflict of secrecy versus public accountability in a democracy is receiving renewed 

attention as a result of the [McCarthy] charge” NYT reporter Anthony Leviero claimed.260 The attacks 

ignited a broader public discussion over legislative supervision. The Agency surveyed press coverage 

and in a memorandum to Dulles, Grogan highlighted that in a survey of 129 editorials featuring CIA 

in newspapers across the nation, from local to large news outlets, only seven were regarded as 

“anti.” He noted that “pro” articles either expressed “faith in the CIA, trust in the leadership, or at 

least sufficient confidence to warrant support of Senator Mansfield’s proposal.” The “confidence” 

Grogan points to, demonstrates that he branded articles mentioning CIA and a JC not as criticism to 

the Agency, but as a precaution to shield its security against McCarthy.261   
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Figure 3.3 An early example of CIA press clipping. Grogan’s responsibility as CIA’s PR man was to survey 
coverage. The McCarthy charges prompted public discussion on the Agency where all but seven of the 129 
editorials analysed were considered “anti,” demonstrating CIA’s strong press support. Source: CIA, 
“Memorandum for the Director,” July 7, 1954, CIA-RDP75-00149R000500050083-4.      
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The WP emphasised protecting CIA operational secrecy from McCarthy’s investigation. “It is 

downright condescending of the Senator…to assure…Allen Dulles, that if he and his assistants appear 

before the committee ‘we will not expose their secret, classified operations.’” McCarthy’s charges 

“raises the question of protection of vital national secrets.” The paper supported a JC, arguing that 

“some sort of legislative check on the operations…would help…to protect secrets and to prevent 

future fishing expeditions.” It stressed however that “membership in Congress does not 

automatically entitle a person to national secrets…there would be little point in having an 

intelligence agency at all if its operations could be blabbed to the winds by any cheap political 

demagogue seeking publicity.” A JC would remedy this, because “a carefully chosen watchdog 

committee could both reassure the country and safeguard the agency from invasions by political 

demagogues.”262 

The ES warned that whilst McCarthy’s attacks endangered CIA, Congress must take 

responsibility in ensuring his investigation is limited. CIA’s work is “too critical to be banded about on 

Capitol Hill.” The paper praised an “excellent” speech made by Mike Monroney where the Senator 

argued that Congress has unnecessarily interfered with government departments. “More and more 

we neglect our own duties as we eager-beaver ourselves into assuming legislative direction of the 

executive department.” Legislators should return to the philosophy of “I believe” instead of the 

McCarthyite assumption of “I doubt.”263 Like Symington, Monroney was a trusted legislator within 

CIA and was likewise on their list of preferred contacts. His arguments regarding limited 

Congressional supervision were not surprising given his close relationship with CIA.264 Echoing 

Monroney, ES remarked that “Mr. McCarthy is not the Senate,” and this lack of faith in the Agency 

“is as fully capable of injury to our Government and its institutions as the Communists.”265      

Support for a JC was also voiced by Hanson Baldwin. Throughout 1953 and 1954 when 

Mansfield introduced his legislation, he supported oversight. Like Mansfield, he initially hoped that a 

JC would undermine McCarthy’s investigation. As the Senator’s influence waned in 1954, Baldwin 

maintained his advocation for a JC, citing concerns to abuses to power, a lack of accountable funds, 

and administrative waste within the Agency. His support echoed his prior backing for the Eberstadt 

group. He advised it and urged the CIA harbour closer relations with other government departments 
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and improve coordination. Naturally his support for closer Congressional supervision would come 

next.266  

Baldwin wanted to preserve CIA operational secrecy however he raised wider concerns that 

it is unaccountable. His NYT article in July 1953 acts as a bridge between the initial anti-McCarthy 

rhetoric stemming immediately after his charges and the beginning of a wider intrigue that 

examined Agency secrecy. Like WP, Baldwin wrote that legislators should be picked based on their 

loyalty in protecting CIA secrets. Shielding the Agency from further McCarthyite attacks was one 

reason why a JC should be adopted, he states, another was to limit the influence of some CIA agents 

“who are themselves attracted by the megalomania of secrecy.” Baldwin recognised the influence of 

former OSS officers who staunchly believed in clandestine methods, and he warned their desire for 

secrecy could instigate future criticism against the Agency. “A…committee might protect 

the…Agency from destructive and irresponsible attacks…and provide constructive and essential 

legislative supervision.”267        

The McCarthy attacks led journalists to question CIA’s relationship with Congress. In an 

opinion piece titled “C.I.A. Plays Vital Role in National Security,” Anthony Leviero highlighted that the 

organisation “has been granted…a degree of immunity from accountability.” This is because of the 

CIA’s contribution to the national defence, “of preventing an atomic Pearl Harbor,” will weaken any 

initiative from legislators to scrutinise the Agency for fear of compromising its vital role in protecting 

the nation.268 Walter Lippmann acknowledged that “it is good that…CIA is not to be demolished and 

publicly degraded.” Dulles’s refusal to appear before McCarthy “is not a criterion for immunity.” In 

response to Lippmann, a reader wrote to the WP editor to express disagreement with his argument. 

“To jeopardize the success of this organization is to place the security of the country in a more 

precarious position…does not security mean secrecy?…certainly Mr. Lippmann would agree that 

security is a criterion for immunity.”269       
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Figure 3.4 McCarthy’s attacks led reporters to defend CIA. NYT was an avid supporter of a JC and argued that 
CIA needed legislative oversight to avoid being dragged unnecessarily into the public spotlight through a 
McCarthyite spectacle that could unearth sensitive material. Leviero’s piece titled “C.I.A. Plays Vital Role in 
National Security,” quoted CIA as a “new and strange baby.” Source: Leviero, “C.I.A. Plays Vital Role in National 
Security,” NYT.      
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Dulles was cautious in referencing a JC in public statements and interviews as CIA continued 

to monitor press coverage. He was against it because he wanted to maintain limited oversight and 

use his close association to senior officials in the Senate’s Armed Services and Appropriations 

Committees to keep critical legislators away.270 In a letter to the White House’s (WH) Chief of Staff, 

Dulles reiterated his view that CIA operational secrecy would be compromised if more Congressmen 

snooped into it. He was “somewhat apprehensive” to the idea that “if this staff were to look over my 

shoulder all the time on sensitive operations, a serious question of security might arise unless the 

personnel of the staff was most carefully selected.”271  

In the face of McCarthy’s attacks, CIA secrecy was broadly supported, but the DCI’s refusal 

for him and Bundy to testify led reporters to ask the bigger questions regarding CIA’s role in 

American democracy. The McCarthy charges unified hawkish and liberal reporters in protecting the 

Agency. Whilst Baldwin urged U.S. military preparedness and Lippmann warned of CIA’s growth and 

influence within the government, they both agreed that it needed a stronger system of checks and 

balances. Firstly, to offset McCarthy, whom both considered a danger to CIA’s operational secrecy 

and secondly to examine wider questions over the organisation and its place within American 

democracy.   

Press Reaction to Mansfield’s Proposal and the Internal Survey Groups 

 

Mansfield’s JC proposal selected eighteen members from the House and Senate like the 

nuclear weaponry watchdog group, the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC). He reintroduced his 

proposal to Congress in March 1954. It led to a compromise that limited the membership from 

eighteen to ten. “There is a profound difference between an essential degree of secrecy to achieve a 

specific purpose and secrecy for the mere sake of secrecy…once secrecy becomes sacrosanct, it 

invites abuse.”272 Press reaction to the JC illustrates a different tone from WP compared to the 

previous year. It shows the paper’s JC support was because of McCarthy’s attacks. After he failed to 

subpoena Dulles and Bundy, his popularity plummeted and there was limited concern that he would 

succeed in unearthing CIA secrets. After the JC was reintroduced, WP repeated their concerns 

highlighting the Agency’s security as they did a year prior. The paper reversed their JC support and 

stated that Congressional oversight risked compromising CIA operational secrecy. 
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The WP argued in late-March that the current system of oversight was adequate. In echoing 

Dulles, the paper claimed, “another committee with broad powers to investigate might be one too 

many, and there would be additional opportunities for leaks…its secrets must be protected.”273 ES 

said the committees were receiving a poor reputation since McCarthy, and this was shown by the 

reaction to Mansfield’s proposal. It argued Congress could not be trusted with sensitive material. 

“The legislative branch…has never passed the necessary laws or changed its rules to…safeguard 

confidential material to which it has access.” Congressmen require security clearances, “senatorial 

tradition and custom have lagged far behind the rapidly changing security situation…until some 

action is taken, a large gap in the Nation’s security wall will remain.”274 The conservative reporter 

George Sokolsky published his WP column arguing that a JC is “unsound…espionage requires 

violations of normal public procedures because its essential characteristic is secrecy.”275     

Despite Mansfield’s proposal stalling in the Senate, NYT maintained its support. Baldwin 

published an article noting a JC “might have improved and protected the intelligence services.” He 

criticised the committees for meeting irregularly and remarked “this…secrecy, unless somehow 

scrutinized, can breed inefficiency or danger to a democracy.”276 He denounced Dulles for not 

supporting a JC. The reporter was close friends with the DCI and often relied on him for information 

on the CIA. This affiliation took a negative turn when his article was criticised by Dulles.277 NYT 

editors supported Baldwin, arguing that whilst secrecy is needed for intelligence, CIA should not be 

beyond Congressional oversight. WP saw Congressional interference as a hinderance to Agency 

security whereas NYT argued that closer supervision could only improve it.278     

A JC failed to pass the Senate because key Congressional opponents, including the chair of 

the Armed Services Committee, Leverett Saltonstall, Richard Russell, and Appropriations Committee 

chair Styles H. Bridges had worked with Dulles to stall any progression.279 Dulles relied on 

Eisenhower who proposed an executive group to limit oversight reform. The President exclaimed 

that a JC “would be passed over his dead body.”280 Eisenhower created a task force, directed by 

General Mark Clark under the supervision of former President Herbert Hoover, to examine CIA’s 

operational setup.281 In June 1954 the Hoover Commission began its investigation into the Agency’s 
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“progress and management.” Dulles wanted to form an internal committee involving Kirkpatrick and 

Grogan to highlight CIA’s determination to expand and avoid the oversight debate. He insisted that 

information given to the task force be focused on “our needs for a new building” and “advice on 

Career Service legislation.”282  

Dulles worked with legislators to propose a Congressional group be established to divert 

attention from his Agency. He met with the “S.O.S. Club,” an exclusive fraternal group of newly 

elected Republican Congressmen who often met with Eisenhower and Dulles to discuss policy and 

intelligence.283 They were loyal representatives to the President who backed him consistently. One 

was Peter Frelinghuysen Jr. who proposed a Presidential commission to conduct a detailed survey on 

the CIA. The DCI praised the Congressman for his “constructive and helpful attitude.” Dulles was 

keen on a discreet executive committee because he wanted to avoid what he claimed were 

overzealous legislators who will scrutinise the Agency. He recommended Frelinghuysen’s proposal 

be submitted to General Clark.284  

Dulles objected to the Hoover Commission’s recommendation to examine CIA covert 

activities. In July 1954 he urged Eisenhower establish another internal group headed by General 

James H. Doolittle to deflect further scrutiny. The Doolittle Report surveyed the CIA’s operational 

capabilities and reported back to Eisenhower. It echoed early Cold War anticommunist anxieties and 

emphasised the protection of operational secrecy. The report echoed the underlining purpose of 

public secrecy. It was supportive of covert action, stating that “the American people…understand 

and support this fundamentally repugnant philosophy,” even though the public had no knowledge of 

it. The report recommended tighter security procedures such as restricting the “too easy access to 

much of C.I.A.’s classified data.” Despite these criticisms, it was favourable to the Agency and found 

it was doing a “creditable job.” The findings were sent to the President in September.285  

The ES supported the executive groups because it reinforced their view that Congress could 

not keep secrets. The Hoover Commission received press coverage shortly after it was established 
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whilst the Doolittle survey did not receive acknowledgment until October due to the highly secretive 

nature of its work. ES remarked the Commission, “offers a reasonable and promising way…to obtain 

an objective check.” Its findings “may safely assume that they are calculated to improve and 

strengthen our intelligence arm…It would have been most unwise and possibly dangerous to 

national security to have conducted congressional hearings on the reports of…infiltration mentioned 

by Senator McCarthy…in an era of cold war tension…it is good to know that the youthful CIA is doing 

a reasonably effective job.”286 

The CT differed in its coverage because of its anti-CIA bias. In a profoundly scathing editorial, 

the paper stated the Hoover Commission is interfering with Congress’s right to scrutinise CIA. “The 

CIA should enjoy no more self-conferred exemption than any other agency which was created by 

Congress and can be abolished by Congress.”287 The CT’s anti-CIA rhetoric reflected the views of its 

owner, Robert McCormick. It was not until 1955 when he died that the paper would cover CIA more 

favourably. As Grogan noted, it “has changed very much since Colonel McCormick’s death.” Walter 

Trohan, who was initially critical of Dulles, changed his view of the DCI. Grogan recalled he has 

recently “been very friendly,” and “he thinks Mr. Allen Dulles is doing pretty good.”288  

McCarthy’s attacks in 1953 and the Mansfield proposal a year later led to a shift in press 

coverage. With McCarthy not able to pursue his investigation, WP and ES were concerned over 

Congressional leaks. The term “blabbermouth” became synonymous with conservative coverage on 

oversight and ES trusted the Eisenhower’s executive groups over the legislative chambers. Baldwin 

and the NYT, however, favoured the creation of a JC which the paper continued to voice its support 

over. The paper maintained its defence of a JC when Mansfield reintroduced his proposals. Also, 

press hesitancy to trust CIA secrets with Congress had aided Dulles in his effort to stymy any impetus 

for oversight. The DCI relied on the executive branch and close connections with senior 

Congressmen who wanted to maintain their access to CIA information and therefore helped to block 

any momentum toward legislative reform.       

The Deepening Press Debate Over a JC  

 

The Hoover Commission recommended a JC in June 1955 that effectively undermined 

Eisenhower and Dulles’s efforts to suppress calls for oversight.289 Grogan characterised the final 
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Clark report as “highly critical” and the press will “highlight the criticisms” in its findings. To manage 

the potential fallout, he urged Dulles accept an invitation to an exclusive dinner with correspondents 

hosted by NYT correspondent William Lawrence. Grogan noted it will provide the chance for Dulles 

to “give the CIA an opportunity to have its viewpoints considered…without attribution to the Agency 

or any of its personnel.”290 An alternative proposal urged Dulles meet with “a selected press group 

for a conference.” Both chose the second option and the DCI met privately with reporters from NYT, 

WP, and ES.291    

Despite the DCI’s best efforts to quell criticism, the press began to change their views over a 

JC and supported the idea. The biggest shift occurred within the WP editorial board. Initially 

supportive of a watchdog to protect CIA from McCarthyite accusations, the paper then opposed it 

the following year as they claimed it would compromise operational secrecy. However, after 

Mansfield reintroduced his proposal in 1955, WP shifted again to support it. “Initially this newspaper 

was sceptical of such a step,” their editorial proclaimed, but they were “persuaded…that some 

broader congressional review would on balance be desirable and could be accomplished safely.”292  

Why did the WP alter their stance on a JC? By the mid-1950s, the paper experienced several 

changes. Its readership grew enough to compete with the NYT, and it purchased its archconservative 

rival the Washington Times-Herald in 1954. Its expansion allowed it to extensively cover national 

security issues. Russell Wiggins also became WP executive editor in 1955. He frequently warned 

about news censorship and was critical of the increase in government secrecy under the Eisenhower 

administration.293 Wiggins questioned the government’s reliance on using national security to hide 

abuses of power and overreach which he argued was “an integral part of a vocabulary of every 

totalitarian regime.” As a member of the American Society for Newspaper Editors (ASNE), Wiggins 

stated that editors could directly quote government officials from “off-the-record” ASNE 

conventions if the information could be verified elsewhere.294 His 1956 book, Freedom or Secrecy, he 

warned that the increase in executive power had curtailed press freedom in the interests of 
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“security.” His role as WP executive editor meant the paper supported more robust legislative 

checks on the government, including CIA.295    

The Hoover Commission reinforced NYT support for a JC. The paper repeated its claim that a 

watchdog safeguarded CIA from public criticism. It criticised the oversight system after the Hoover 

report. They noted that legislators should implement “closer and more formal liaison with the C.I.A. 

than the extremely tenuous connection that now exists through informal subcommittees.”296 In their 

October editorial titled “Controls for the C.I.A.,” the paper argued the Agency is “virtually beyond 

the law” and that supervision would benefit it “for its own protection.”297 The editorial caught the 

attention of Grogan who wrote a memorandum to Dulles affirming the article was written by 

Baldwin. The NYT correspondent, Grogan notes, “has been outspoken in his belief that the Agency 

has too many employees…he is the Shining Knight in Armor for the military and reflects anti-CIA 

feeling from the Pentagon.” Grogan argued that Baldwin’s criticism stemmed from his connection 

with the military. A solution recommended Dulles talk to NYT publisher, Arthur Hays Sulzberger, 

about the “contradictory and misleading” editorial.298  

Sulzberger responded to Dulles because he held a strong bond with the CIA. This spanned 

from his close relationship to the IC prior. He received a letter from the head of the CIG, Gen. Hoyt S. 

Vandenberg detailing him its functions. Sulzberger replied, declaring “you and your representatives 

will always meet with the fullest cooperation from all of us here at The New York Times.”299 This 

amity was extended to Dulles as the two regularly met over lunch, sometimes at the NYT building, 

and attended cocktail parties and receptions with their spouses. The pair’s close friendship meant 

personal matters often dictated their conversations.  

Dulles relied on the “security minded” NYT publisher to persuade his staff to withhold 

publication pertaining to sensitive CIA material or instruct them to edit their articles to appease the 

DCI. Sulzberger also signed a secrecy agreement with CIA, allowed officers to use NYT as cover for 

their activities, and permit its reporters to provide information to the Agency on suspected foreign 

agents. Grogan recognised the Dulles-Sulzberger relationship could provide advantages for CIA PR. 
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He stated that officers write numerous letters to the NYT to challenge Baldwin’s editorial. “Twelve 

such letters has a big effect; twenty means a top level staff conference.”300   
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Dulles depended on Sulzberger and he also counted on the President to stifle any remaining 

momentum for a JC. Eisenhower proposed another solution in 1956 when he established an eight-

member executive board, the President’s Board of Consultants on Foreign Intelligence Activities 

(PBCFIA). It included key figures who were involved in past and future CIA surveys such as James 

Figure 3.5 Grogan analysed NYT coverage over a JC. He shows that Baldwin wrote one of their editorials calling 
for more oversight and suggested to Dulles that he meet with Sulzberger to clarify the “contractionary and 
misleading” article. Source: CIA, “Memorandum for the Director,” October 19, 1955, CIA-RDP74-
00297R000200030055-0. 
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Doolittle and chairman of MIT James R. Killian. CIA preferred executive oversight and were willing to 

share their covert operations and activities to the President’s advisory group rather than risk 

Congressional scrutiny.301 Executive oversight split press coverage. The NYT were disappointed with 

Eisenhower’s actions and continued their support for a JC whilst the WP and ES trusted the 

executive groups to appropriately investigate and make adequate CIA reforms. Executive oversight 

was supported by Dulles and other CIA officials, including Kirkpatrick, who served as the Agency’s 

liaison officer. Kirkpatrick stated the PBCFIA provided an efficient check on CIA and criticised 

opponents who remarked the board were biased in their findings on the Agency.302 He earnt the 

trust of the DCI who would later chose Kirkpatrick to head an internal investigation after the Bay of 

Pigs fiasco. 

Despite Eisenhower’s efforts to divert legislators away from debating a JC, NYT reaffirmed 

their call for it. An opinion piece by Baldwin was similar in tone to his anonymous editorial back in 

October. He argued PBCFIA should not preclude the creation of a JC. He remarked “it is not powerful 

enough, or broad enough.” The Mansfield proposal would allow for regular checks on CIA than “any 

periodic check” given by PBCFIA. “The need for such support and control should be obvious; it could 

mean national life or death in the atomic age.” His conclusion summarised the NYT position, “if war 

is too important to be left to the generals, it should be clear that intelligence is too important to be 

left unsupervised.”303   

Editorials in the WP demonstrate a friendlier tone towards PBCFIA, declaring it “can perform 

a highly important function.” Despite Wiggins’ influence on the editorial board, the paper was less 

visceral on CIA. If the president’s survey group did not interfere with covert operations, WP 

declared, it “should insure a broad check on the effectiveness of both CIA and the military 

intelligence agencies.” But it concluded it be beneficial to oversight if “a more specific legislative 

link” can be found.304 “There is a serious question whether the authority of the committee goes far 

enough” the conservative Wall Street Journal remarked. “Surely the Congress…has a responsibility to 

watch carefully over an agency it created.” Dulles should have no role in dictating whether his CIA is 

subject to Congress, another editorial concluded, “he should not be the lone judge in matters that 

have to do with the intentions of other nationals for war and peace.”305     
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A vote by the Senate Rules Committee in late-January ruled in favour of the Mansfield 

resolution despite Eisenhower’s opposition. The Senate debated the bill in April 1956. Mansfield’s 

proposal witnessed increased support in Congress. It was sponsored by thirty-four Senators, but 

speeches given by Richard Russell and Carl Hayden, the chairmen of the Senate’s Armed Services 

and Appropriations Committees, had stalled the proposal and as a result it failed to garner enough 

votes to pass.306 Russell argued “it would be more desirable to abolish the CIA and close it up…than 

to adopt any such theory as that all Members of the Congress…are entitled to know the details of all 

the activities of this farflung organization.” Hayden’s speech warned “there must be secrets. There 

are men all over the world who are engaged in the service of the CIA…Are we to tell the dictators in 

Moscow how much money we are spending in employing these men, and where they are 

employed?”307 

Russell and Hayden’s speeches drew comparisons between ES, WP, and NYT. The ES 

supported the view that CIA received “enough supervision.” It praised the chairmen in their 

“convincing testimony,” stating how both “represent the full Congress and are in position to pass 

judgement on the need for and manner of expenditure of intelligence funds…there is no evident 

need for a broader diffusion of supervision.”308 In contrast, WP opposed the statements, it is “hardly 

enough to keep legislators abreast of policy…we think that the principle of accountability is one that 

merits fuller recognition in the case of the CIA.”309 The NYT were disappointed with the outcome of 

the Mansfield bill. An editorial said it “clearly deserved a better fate…such a committee would be of 

great service to the C.I.A. itself in lessening the natural Congressional and public suspicion of any 

secret agency.”310      

The JC proposal fuelled public discussion over an issue CIA wanted to avoid: its operational 

secrecy. The WP were supportive of executive survey groups because it would avoid a public 

spectacle whilst maintaining oversight. However, the newspaper wanted to challenge the broader 

notion of executive power under Wiggins, and this resulted in a shift in the editorial position to 

favour Congressional oversight. The position of NYT did not change as it continued to argue CIA 

would benefit from closer oversight. CIA operational secrecy was the main concern for Baldwin and 
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Sulzberger over public accountability. A safer, protected Agency, they argued, under greater 

Congressional supervision, would be less vulnerable to public McCarthyite attacks which could 

unearth sensitive material and damage its operational secrecy. ES highlighted the advantages of 

establishing a JC in their opinion pieces but their editors, under the direction of Benjamin M. 

McKelway, opposed the measure. 

McKelway met with Dulles prior and was the host of a journalism award ceremony.311 Like 

Sulzberger, he held a close association with Dulles. It was unsurprising that their editorial position 

echoed the DCI’s view regarding the threat to operational secrecy if a JC was established. Despite 

Mansfield introducing his bill three times over three years, it failed to pass the Senate, but the 

Senator ignited a public discussion over CIA-Congressional oversight. The debate on the 

establishment of a JC continued throughout the Dulles tenure but no subsequent action was 

taken.312 Dulles was successful in guarding his CIA against further legislative checks. The DCI 

recognised that heightened discussion of the CIA’s relationship with Congress risked exposing 

operational secrecy, particularly if it led to an increase in oversight. Dulles relied on executive groups 

and friendly Congressmen to block reform. But this failed to stem coverage over legislative oversight 

because it was still a significant debating point within the press. One key debate Dulles could shape 

more effectively, however, was the relocation of the CIA’s headquarters.        

The Open Secret: CIA and Langley   

 

The construction of Langley is a monumental moment in CIA history because it firmly and 

physically established the Agency in American politics, culture, and society. The move was widely 

known and acknowledged in the press. The immense coverage it received is remarkable given CIA’s 

supposedly secret status. Langley was an open secret that served to benefit CIA and Dulles in 

shaping the public debate. Its details were plastered across numerous articles, editorials, and public 

letters, yet the press neither revealed classified material nor unearthed CIA operational secrecy. 

Langley offered a unique window that satisfied public fascination because journalists covered the 

domestic impact of Agency security by reporting on its relocation to a large public building on the 

Potomac River. James Reston recalled the move to Langley brought the NYT closer to the WH, and 

the foreign-policy establishment, from gaining information by the “crumbs off embassy dinner 
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tables,” to becoming “a bureau of specialists on everything from the missiles and the budget to the 

social activities of the president’s wife.”313  

Langley received attention across the nation, but local Washington papers reported 

extensively on it. The WP featured articles highlighting the move but due to its national reach and 

growing emphasis on covering foreign affairs, it could not explore the evolving nature of CIA and 

Langley in detail. In contrast, the ES, a local Washington paper, could afford to devote copious 

amounts of information regarding CIA’s transfer to the new site.314 ES reporters such as George 

Beveridge, who won a Pulitzer Prize in 1958 for his coverage documenting the changes in downtown 

DC, and William A. Millen, kept readers abreast of information involving the CIA’s move.315                

ES reported in August 1954 that the CIA were exploring the possibility of establishing a new 

headquarters. This was due to security concerns because the Agency were housed in numerous 

buildings in the Foggy Bottom area of downtown Washington.316 The influential Doolittle Report 

noted in the same year that “the potential security risks inherent in such wide-spread dispersal make 

it essential that the Agency continue its efforts to consolidate the headquarters facilities into fewer, 

more adequate buildings.” Dulles considered the dilapidating, thirty-nine temporary buildings or 

“Tempos” as “the number one enemy target,” as agents would have to navigate these buildings 

sometimes holding secret documents in broad daylight.317  

The “Tempos” were built during the First and Second World War and were deemed as public 

eyesores with local citizen groups and reporters campaigning for their removal. They were costly to 

maintain, former official Richard Helms remembered, “the repairs needed repairing.”318 The Foggy 

Bottom area was cited for its lack of efficiency for intelligence work by Dulles and Colonel Lawrence 

K. White, an ex-intelligence officer who oversaw CIA’s relocation. The DCI pushed for the Agency to 

be housed in a single building. These statements were evident in letters sent to Harland 

Bartholomew, the chairman of the regional planning authority, the National Capital Planning 

Commission. In 1954 plans were underway to demolish the Tempos.319 
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The historian Andrew Friedman explains that Langley was chosen because of its geographic 

setting and the rich social life it encompassed. Dulles penchant for celebrity and his personal 

connections to senior government officials and key members of the press made his decision easier. It 

meant he could be closer to his sister Eleanor, who lived in the McLean area. She was already well 

known among government officials due to her family connections and her work as a diplomat who 

oversaw the State Department’s West Berlin aid program.320 At her bungalow she hosted private 

gatherings for senior CIA, government, and military officials, where discussions of foreign policy and 

operational planning took place. It was not only downtown D.C. where powerful figures met, the 

Washington suburbs also provided an ample setting to gather and discuss policy. Moving CIA into 

the area allowed Dulles “to spur a redesign of the landscape of power of the capital along a 

countrified suburban axis.”321 

The proposed move highlighted CIA public secrecy. An ES front page in March 1955 reported 

that despite it being a “closely guarded secret,” the Agency planned to relocate in Virginia. It was 

disclosed by Stanley Grogan that CIA was “very interested” in the site and planned to start 

construction in April. The Agency met with planners to discuss the installation of water and electric 

supply to the Langley site. ES noted the new structure would cost thirty-eight million to build and 

housed between eight to ten thousand employees. The Langley move “is bound to have a heavy 

impact on Fairfax County planning,” and the influx of CIA employees to the area will cause “king-

sized” traffic jams. Fairfax County lacked funds for road construction. It asserted that Langley could 

result in the immediate demolition of around forty Tempos, a move which was campaigned for and 

favoured by the paper.322  
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Figure 3.6 X marks the spot. The CIA’s plan to relocate to Langley featured on the front page of the ES, 
demonstrating how important the move was in local Washington. Source: Werner, “CIA Plans $38 Million 
Building,” ES.   
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The CIA met with the regional planning commission in March to hear the grievances its 

members held. The meeting was conducted secretly, and it revealed during a citizen vote that CIA 

requested the head of the local planning commission to withhold some details of the construction.323 

The ES pointed out the decision “drew laughter when…[CIA] omitted estimates of cost, size and the 

number of CIA employees affected – all of which have been printed in newspapers.” The paper 

criticised the closed meeting and stated that whilst CIA “has the right to pull down the curtain on its 

super-secret operations. There is nothing super-secret…about its plan to build a large headquarters 

in nearby Virginia.” The meeting was “illogical,” and it was “hard to believe that…CIA revealed…its 

innermost secrets…yet the press and the public were excluded from the meeting, despite the desire 

of council officials to admit reporters…it is all right for…CIA to keep the public in the dark about its 

intelligence work, but the citizens of Fairfax County are entitled to more light on CIA building 

plans.”324 

The ES was critical of Langley. It highlighted the concern that realtor prices and commercial 

development would increase due to the Agency’s presence. The paper campaigned for the 

rejuvenation of the D.C. area, including the removal of Tempos which it argued would restore the 

area’s scenic attraction, but it also stressed for the development of bridge extensions and road 

widening surrounding D.C., allowing for the easing of traffic congestion. One discussion point was 

the potential expansion of the George Washington Memorial Parkway. The ES supported this and 

argued that if CIA was going to build a “little Pentagon,” near the Potomac River, then it should not 

interfere with planned development on the Parkway’s extension.325 

In late-March and April it was disclosed that CIA were considering other sites such as nearby 

Arlington, Alexandria, Maryland, and Southwest D.C. Editorials in the ES and WP reflected the 

papers’ opposition to Langley. Debate highlighted Cold War nuclear anxieties as both outlets 

preferred CIA remain in the D.C. area because the Agency would be able to respond at a quicker rate 

to a national emergency such as the detonation of an atomic bomb. Both added it would be 

meaningless for CIA to reside outside the Capital, for its location should be by the side of the 

national government, placed near the WH. The WP remarked, “the difficulties would be 

compounded with an agency whose prime function is to keep in intimate daily contact with the 

Administration…the hazards of locating…the CIA in a target area simply must be accepted.”326 The ES 

stated, “if atomic-era dispersal were a factor in choosing a new location, the CIA would not, of 
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course, be considering a site near Langley…Langley is well within the target area of an atomic or 

hydrogen bomb aimed at Washington.”327  

Grogan noted the reasoning behind why ES editor Benjamin McKelway and WP owner Philip 

Graham supported the D.C. area over Langley was because “it will help the business of their big 

advertisers.” He states however there was a difference between the papers. The ES will support a 

move to Langley if Dulles informs McKelway he “will not waver” and pick the site despite the 

negotiation’s outcome with the Planning Commission. The paper’s desire to see the destruction of 

the remaining Tempos, Grogan explains, meant it would support a move to Langley, as long as Dulles 

makes his backing explicit. The WP, however, does not want a Langley relocation “under any and all 

circumstances,” as the paper’s “news columns have been slanted in reporting against Langley.”328  

Dulles publicly argued CIA relocation was about security whereas in private it concerned 

Langley’s geographical setting. Moving out of downtown Washington was a priority for Dulles. The 

city was undergoing major structural changes. The ES was adamant that the CIA remain in the D.C. 

area and whilst it covered the costs of development and impact of Washington if the Agency moved, 

it framed the debate through the lens of a zero-sum Cold War. During the height of the atomic age, 

the ES and WP argued that moving the CIA out of the city hindered a national emergency response in 

the case of a nuclear detonation.      

 

 

 

 

 
327 “Why Not Keep CIA Here?” ES, April 1, 1955, p. A18; “Good Place to Have It,” ES, April 5, 1955, p. A14; 
George Beveridge, “CIA Abandons Langley Site for New Home,” ES, April 8, 1955, p. B2; “Why Hunt 
Elsewhere?” ES, April 11, 1955, p. 10; “Time to Pick a Site—Here,” ES, April 23, 1955, p. A6. 
328 CIA, “(Untitled),” January 18, 1956, CIA-RDP78-04718A002700050020-7, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP78-04718A002700050020-7.pdf, accessed 15th September 
2023. 



95 
 

 

Figure 3.7 Langley became a major point of discussion in the ES. Some of the details are shown here in a letter urging Dulles not 
to build at Langley from the Planning Commission, a picture of the Commission’s members, and an airview of the proposed 
Langley site. Source: “Why the CIA Should Not Locate in Langley,” ES, July 15, 1955, p. 37; George Beveridge, “CIA Director Seeks 
Okay on Langley Site for Agency” ES, November 4, 1955, p. 39; “Looking North,” ES, December 4, 1955, p. 8.  
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“You’ll Hardly Know It’s There.” Choosing Langley and Laying the Cornerstone 

 

In May 1955 the CIA narrowed their options to either build at Langley or the Winkler Tract in 

Alexandria. Arlington voted against the Agency’s relocation whilst Fairfax County officials were keen 

for CIA to build at Langley. Fairfax planning supervisors agreed to provide installations for sewage 

treatment to the site. Colonel White acknowledged that most Fairfax citizens and planners 

“wholeheartedly welcome” CIA. Dulles appeared in public Congressional sessions to outline why a 

new headquarters was needed. Speaking to the Senate, he highlighted the Agency’s security. Dulles 

publicly spoke of security in a conventional sense, one that was “suited to the 1950s, a bureaucratic, 

systemic notion of protection.”329 Dulles and White stressed it was vital CIA required an area within a 

twenty-minute access to the WH, Pentagon and State Department. Speaking to the Senate’s Armed 

Services Committee, Dulles requested fifty-six million dollars for construction, but a compromise was 

reached for forty-six with Congress granting an additional eight-and-a-half million on the condition 

the Tempos were demolished and the Parkway extended to accommodate a larger volume of 

traffic.330 

It was leaked that CIA favoured Langley instead of Alexandria. The ES published a letter by 

the members of the Planning Commission to Dulles. It warned the site will cause high costs to the 

taxpayer, damage to the local scenery, and strain the already reduced facilities such as sewage 

works and road construction. Another letter was published in ES by the mayor of Alexandria urging 

CIA to move there. The area’s facilities would be adequate for the site, he writes, and it also has 

wide support from the local population. Despite the insistence that Alexandria was a preferrable 

location, Dulles went ahead with Langley. This was largely due to Langley’s one-hundred-and-forty-

acre land which was preferrable to Alexandria’s hundred acres but the main factor, highlighted by 

Dulles and White, was the surrounding forest filled with tall trees.331  

Dulles publicly stated CIA security was fundamental in choosing Langley. He said the area’s 

dense forest provided vital screening from nearby public roads. Situated on government land was 

also a deciding factor. It was owned by the Bureau of Public Roads and the forest was owned by the 

National Park Service. The area could be expanded and covered in the event of a national 
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emergency, and it would not attract commercial development unlike the Winkler Tract in Alexandria. 

The DCI recognised the advantages of the Parkway in alleviating traffic congestion for his commuting 

employees. The reaction to Langley as CIA’s preferred location led to press coverage. Reiterating 

their desire for the Agency to locate in southwest Washington, the ES remarked that Langley is not 

security related.332 

“Since there is no indication that CIA considers the Washington Metropolitan Area unsafe in 

the atomic era…the security issue is not involved.” It would not cost CIA additional funds for 

constructing facilities, ES claimed, if it relocated to the D.C. area as all the required facilities are 

already there.333 Members of the public wrote to WP to highlight other locations CIA could be 

situated that benefitted its security. One reader suggested the estate of the former Undersecretary 

of State Sumner Welles. The area is “within a 24-minute radius of the White House and…affords a 

perfect location with respect to evacuation in the event of emergency.” Whilst another reader 

argued for the Winkler Tract site stating, “from a security standpoint,” CIA “could have the river on 

one side and parkways on other sides. It would be nearer the Pentagon and Washington than 

Langley is.”334 

By the time Dulles arranged a meeting with the Planning Commission in November, the DCI 

already decided on Langley. In an interview with ES, Dulles repeated his rhetoric, ensuring that CIA 

security was a priority in selecting a new headquarters. “I know we need it badly…we’re scattered 

around in temporary buildings…the buildings were supposed to fall down…in about five years, but 

here they are—and we’re still working in them.” In publicly backing Langley, Dulles asserted he 

wants “a model office building.” After asking for clarification, he replied “I’m going to put the 

building a little outside of Washington. I’m going to put it…in a park area where there can be plenty 

of space for cars.”335  

The DCI was referring to his preferred model of a campus-style building that imitated design 

structures of major corporations and scholarly institutions. At the heart of his public statements on 

security, the DCI argued that CIA staff would not need to leave the Langley site if all amenities were 

available on-site such as car parking and lunch cafeterias. He said in a letter to Bartholomew, it 

would alleviate traffic congestion throughout the day and keep CIA employees situated at Langley. It 
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became a unique selling point for Dulles to make when he appeared before the Planning 

Commission.336 

The WP continued their opposition to Langley. Public debate highlighted other locations for 

CIA. Proposing the Alexandria site, WP stated the construction of a CIA headquarters would ruin the 

scenic suburban area along the Potomac. Langley is “one of the few remaining park-like 

retreats…this is as important in its way to the character of Washington.” In replies to the editorial, 

readers wrote in to argue CIA should relocate to a smaller site, rather than “the present 

extraordinary set-up,” and the National Park Service should focus on forest preservation instead of 

granting CIA a new home, the “Langley plan can only be explained as an unrealistic whim in the 

higher reaches of officialdom.”337  

The paper urged Congress question the architectural firm who consulted on behalf of CIA, 

Clarke and Rapuano. It stated the company’s explanation behind the selection of Langley “makes 

some highly unusual reading.” WP queried the decision not to pick the Alexandria site. The “waggish 

suggestion” put forward by the CIA argued that drivers on the roads near Langley “might be able to 

gaze into CIA’s windows (and, we presume, to read supersecret documents by the use of telescopic 

windshields).” The debate over housing the Agency drew in public response. A reader commented 

that placing CIA in Langley’s wooded area will not guarantee security. The discussion should not be 

about choosing a secure location, but the ability for CIA to be able to recruit employees who are not 

security risks. It concluded “it may be that Mr. Dulles selected Langley merely because he wants to 

have his agency located on that beautiful site above the Potomac.”338 

By early-December the WP were concerned that Langley would go ahead. It implied the CIA 

were forcing the proceedings through the Planning Commission to get it approved quickly. “Is it not 

time to end this absurd situation in which the CIA pushes around all sound planning…from 

Washington?” The paper urged the commission to oppose construction. It reiterated CIA would not 

be safe at Langley if an atomic attack occurred. “Dispersal…meaning that CIA employees might be far 

enough away to avoid being vaporized by a nuclear blast but not far enough to avoid being maimed 

or irradiated—would be a complete sham.” Concern over Langley grew so intense that WP even 
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suggested the Agency remain at their current location in Foggy Bottom. It preferred the preservation 

of Tempos rather than the site on the Potomac. The editorial’s rhetoric caught the attention of a 

reader who accused the paper of failing to be objective. Describing himself as a native Virginian, he 

said he welcomed CIA’s proposed move, considering it a “patriotic honor.”339 

The growing coverage of the CIA’s move led to numerous public letters in the ES. These 

opinions ranging from residents, economists, and members of citizen groups focused on the impact 

to the local scenery. Replies to an editorial that warned “undesirable changes” would occur 

regardless of CIA’s relocation also highlighted issues over road and bridge development, and there 

was broad agreement that CIA would exacerbate prolonged traffic jams and congestion. Occasional 

pro-Langley letters hoped that the new headquarters would quicken road improvements and the 

Parkway’s development. The public statements Dulles issued regarding a modern campus-style was 

received favourably by one reader who stated, “I think it is about time for Government employees to 

be released from the Pentagonian monstrosities…and to be given pleasant working surroundings,” 

whilst another reader complained that Langley will “naturally close out the general public and…will 

not endear his [Dulles] agency to the people of this country.”340   
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Figure 3.8 CIA’s relocation brought with it extensive press coverage, including members of the public who were 
eager to send letters to state their own views on the move. “CIA Site” is just one of many conversations over 
Langley the ES featured. Source: Colean, “CIA Site,” ES, November 24, 1955; Hugh P. King, “CIA Site,” ES, 
November 24, 1955, p. A30. 
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On 17 December, in a vote of six-to-five the Planning Commission rejected the Langley 

site.341 Dulles wrote to Bartholomew to express his disappointment with the result. “This proposed 

development of ours at Langley is not an ordinary type that planners may place in a category.” He 

proclaimed Langley was the preferred choice for the CIA and there would be no inclination of a 

move into the downtown area. Dulles argued against the Planning Commission’s report that stated 

the CIA’s move would disrupt the local community. He reiterated his ES interview and assured 

Bartholomew that Agency employees would have no contact with the residential community 

because of the available car parking and lunch cafeterias on-site. As noted in the numerous letters 

sent to WP and ES, Dulles stressed that funds would be available for development of the Memorial 

Parkway if the site was approved.342 

Despite an WP editorial urging the planning commission to request another site 

immediately, in February 1956 the commission reversed its decision and approved Langley.343 In 

their final report published in March, the commission remarked that the January letter sent by 

Dulles had shifted the commission’s vote to approve Langley. Specifically, the report points to the 

DCI’s statements that he was not free to select a site in downtown DC and avowed to improve CIA 

security. It noted “that by virtue of emergency measures already taken it is important to him to 

locate on the west side of the Potomac River.” Dulles may have influenced the outcome, but 

incremental changes in the Commission’s membership helped to sway the vote. One who abstained 

and another who voted against were replaced by two supporters of the site.344 “By a strange 

coincidence,” a Congressman noted, “CIA requested a reconsideration of its proposal” and the 

Langley site was approved in a 7 to 5 vote.345  

The role of Dulles was instrumental in the Langley site. He used public secrecy to obtain 

approval. On the one hand he argued his case for it in public speeches and statements. He openly 

discussed the practicalities of building Langley such as the need for car parking, cafeterias, and funds 

for the Parkway. On the other he stressed that CIA needed to locate its new headquarters away from 

the city, away from public roads and prying eyes. The Agency was still a covert arm of the 

government, he argued, and needed to withdraw from sight. Preserving the rustic rural setting was a 

priority for Dulles, as “the cloaks and daggers will all be lost in the trees.”346 
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Shortly after news broke that Langley was accepted as the new site, editorials scrutinised 

the decision. CIA obtaining Langley “reflects the disorganized planning in the Capital area,” it will 

become “contagious…to Federal agencies for building their headquarters, many will seek to take 

advantage of the privilege,” WP warned. Whilst it remarked that proposed developments to the 

Parkway from funds given to the CIA site “is desirable,” there must be no exception made for the 

Agency in restricting further development along the Potomac.347 ES questioned the Commission’s 

sudden reversal, it “adds confusion to a thoroughly confusing picture…it is all rather bewildering.” 

The resulting close seven-five vote “will encourage opponents of the CIA invasion of Langley to 

continue their fight—perhaps at the Capitol.”348 

Speaking to the local McLean Lions Club in 1957, Colonel White assured members that the 

new “attractive” CIA headquarters will not disturb the community. He said due to the site’s 

convenience, employees will not have to travel constantly between local residential areas. He told 

members that contracts were underway for the development of the Parkway, and CIA will be able to 

save funds for the Washington area because it will be able to centralise operations.349 Dulles also 

travelled to Fairfax County to speak with local citizens. In an informal speech and dinner to residents 

he declared, “you’ll hardly know its there. It certainly isn’t going to be any Pentagon. We are known 

as the quiet service.”350 

Placing all employees under one roof invited questions regarding how many employees CIA 

had. When asked this in a public Congressional session, Dulles said that the Agency could not reveal 

such information. ES remarked the number of CIA employees could be deciphered from publicly 

available information involving the schematics for the Langley headquarters that were openly 

discussed by Dulles in an earlier Congressional session.351 Fortunately for the Agency, the number of 

employees were only estimated and not certain figures, but it demonstrates that CIA’s battle with 

publicity in this scenario resembles the experiences of the AEC. It similarly treaded a fine line 

between secrecy and the growing public interest of their work, often resulting in disputes over 

misinformation.352  
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Reporters could only make guesswork from the snippets of public information they received 

regarding Langley. The move aided the rejuvenation of public roads and bridges in the Washington 

suburbs. Congress voted to provide funds to the area and contracts were approved to extend the 

Parkway. The demolition of Tempos was delayed because CIA continued to occupy them until 

Langley was operational in 1962, and concerns persisted over the lack of investment in the Northern 

Viriginia area.353 The final touches were made to the site in 1959. Dulles wanted Langley to be his 

own and included a motto that was etched onto the building’s stone indefinitely. He chose the 

Biblical passage “Ye shall know the truth and the truth shall make you free.” Dulles contacted the 

pious Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson, who mentioned the verse in a magazine article and 

expressed his intention to place the inscription at Langley. “It has always been my purpose to use 

this quotation prominently…it seems to me particularly appropriate for the work that I am doing.”354     

To celebrate Langley, CIA would be “getting ready for the biggest public splash in its 

thirteen-year history” on 3 November 1959.355 The PR event was orchestrated to show Langley as an 

open secret. Dulles wanted a “formal ceremony, with full protocol and publicity.” He planned to give 

a speech to commemorate the occasion and urged President Eisenhower to lay the building’s 

cornerstone and speak at the ceremony.356 To prepare for such a momentous event, officials sent 

recommendations to both the DCI and the President’s speeches. Officials wanted the speeches to 

showcase CIA as a formidable new institution firmly rooted in recent U.S. history. Kirkpatrick urged 

Dulles to highlight the significance of Langley. Mentioning the existence of a “permanent building,” 

will demonstrate that intelligence “has achieved a permanent role in the United States 

Government.” The speech provides an opportunity to cultivate a positive public image, Kirkpatrick 

insisted. It should proclaim that the CIA’s work largely consists of “coordination and…research,” 

rather than covert operations, that is “usually prominent in the public mind.” He urged Dulles to 

state that Langley will not interfere in the suburban area, adding, “we hope it will bring nothing but 

good.”357                 

Grogan advised Dulles to revise some passages to invoke a patriotic rhetoric. Modifications 

were proposed such as changing the line “The Agency grew out of our World War II experience,” to 

“America’s World War II experience.” Another proposition was to clarify the DCI’s point on CIA 
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domestic powers. Dulles initially said that the National Security Act wisely omitted the Agency from 

having “internal security functions or police powers. However, the scope of the jurisdiction granted 

is ample.” Grogan recommended that Dulles rewrite the passage to reiterate that CIA has no internal 

security powers. He feared the mention of domestic powers would revive past Gestapo criticisms 

and scrutiny. It would inevitably come to haunt the Agency fifteen years later.358        

Filled with patriotism and pageantry, the cornerstone ceremony was designed by Dulles to 

portray the new headquarters as a place of prolonged sustainability. Kirkpatrick proposed the 

President make references to Langley that signified U.S. intelligence now held profound influence 

and a firm foothold within the government because of the CIA. Kirkpatrick wanted it known that the 

Agency was the pinnacle of intelligence professionalisation. In the context of a zero-sum Cold War, 

where national defence was vital, CIA’s professionalism and expertise as an intelligence outfit 

protected the nation. These recommendations were added as the President laid the cornerstone.359 

Dulles invited reporters including several who either wrote about CIA or were personal friends of the 

DCI. He hoped to showcase CIA’s rising prominence amongst friends and critics alike. The list 

included ES’s George Beveridge, Constantine Brown, and Benjamin McKelway, WP’s Russell Wiggins 

and Phil Graham, NYT’s James Reston and Arthur Krock, CT’s Walter Trohan, and columnists Joseph 

Alsop, Walter Lippmann and Drew Pearson. Speaking to them, Eisenhower declared, “on this spot 

will rise a beautiful and useful structure. May it long endure, to serve the cause of peace.”360 
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The move to Langley echoed the changes in the Washington area. From urban renewal in 

removing the Tempos, to broader social changes, D.C. experienced a rapid population growth that 

caused concern for potential traffic jams which in turn fuelled criticism for the CIA’s new location. 

The Agency’s move to Fairfax resembled a broader economic shift within the county. It changed 

from a quiet rural area into a bustling Washington suburb interconnected to the city centre. The 

headquarters impacted local political life as Fairfax saw its Democratic grip loosen with the election 

of three Republicans, one was voted in solely for his opposition to the Langley site. Other federal 

Figure 3.9 The cornerstone ceremony was a PR event the CIA used to show they had a new “home” and were now an entrenched 
organisation within the U.S. government. Images show Eisenhower’s speech at Langley, laying the cornerstone next to Dulles, and an 
official signed document of the event. Source: “50 Years in Langley,” 4-5; J.J. Green, “How the CIA Headquarters Broke New Ground in 
Langley, Va.,” WTOP News, October 31, 2014, https://wtop.com/j-j-green-national/2014/10/how-the-cia-headquarters-broke-ground-
in-langley-va/. 
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organisations such as the AEC joined in the exodus from downtown Washington to the suburbs. The 

allure of downtown D.C. as an effective place of government efficiency had vanished by the end of 

the 1950s.361 

Rather than the openness of Foggy Bottom where secret documents were handled in plain 

sight, Langley symbolised an open secret, a visible periphery between publicity and secrecy. Its 

physical appearance and location were easily identifiable from the coverage it received. However, 

Langley served as a place where covert operations were planned, and in the conventional sense of 

concealing intelligence methods, required a high level of security. Reporters came to regard Langley 

as a seismic event which they questioned the Agency’s standing in American democracy. They saw 

the new building as a phase of crucial development for CIA, and as one NYT reporter noted, Langley 

had “brought out of official hiding an important Federal agency.”362 

No longer was the CIA a young intelligence organisation, it was now a functioning arm of the 

U.S. government. The physical appearance of Langley meant reporters could connect the building to 

CIA’s status, whereas the various dilapidated buildings at Foggy Bottom harboured no focal point 

where reporters could hone their questions regarding CIA secrecy. “Despite the secrecy,” the SLPD 

reporter Marquis Childs remarked, “there is one public clue to the number of employees…two 

parking lots…will provide for 3000 cars.”363 The “existence of such a large organization,” WP 

declared, “with many of its operations in the secret category, raises some perplexing questions for 

diplomacy and some philosophical questions for democratic theory.”364 

*** 

From the McCarthy attacks in 1953 to the cornerstone laying at Langley in 1959, press 

coverage centred around the concept of security. As this chapter explores, the interpretation of 

security resulted in a fierce protection of CIA operational secrecy. Because the Agency was only six 

years old at the time McCarthy accused it of harbouring communists, press reaction was raw in its 

defence of the young organisation against the Senator. It aided the Agency that most journalists 

already despised McCarthy. It was also fortunate that the popular Allen Dulles took over the same 

year. His public appearances, close connections to reporters, and strong relationship with 

Eisenhower hindered any ground McCarthy might have made in his CIA attacks.  
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The chapter argues that public secrecy is essential to understanding why officials and the 

press defended CIA operational secrecy. Dulles and Grogan were key in driving this deliberate 

approach to cultivate a positive public image. The DCI shaped public debate by detailing certain 

aspects of his Agency he wanted to disclose whilst withholding information that he deemed would 

incite questions over its intelligence effectiveness or statutory authority. Grogan aided the DCI’s 

efforts by expanding CIA’s capabilities at surveying press coverage. He maintained a list of press 

contacts and recommended who were the most influential figures for Dulles to talk too to effectively 

enact their PR strategy.  

Newspapers discussed public secrecy as they began to call for a JC to offset McCarthyite 

investigations. They argued the publicity surrounding these investigations would unearth critical CIA 

secrets. Only oversight conducted by a responsible, hidden group of legislators could maintain CIA 

secrecy. Press coverage shifted from instant protection in the face of McCarthy towards 

accommodating a broader discussion involving CIA secrecy and accountability amidst moderate 

Congressional reforms. Except NYT, who consistently supported closer supervision, other papers 

were not criticising, but highlighting, the CIA-Congress relationship.  

The construction of Langley was profoundly linked to the theme of public secrecy. Despite its 

apparent secret status, CIA’s relocation attracted immense press coverage. It was a large, loud 

project that required wider public rejuvenation in the area such as the rerouting of traffic, road 

widening, bridge-building, the installation of electric, water and sewage treatment. CIA could not 

hope to keep eager reporters away as the location provided a focal point for them to hone their 

questions regarding the Agency. Press coverage highlighted CIA’s spatial dynamics. The public 

debate featured discussions over national security concerns such as emergency procedures if an 

atomic bomb impacted Washington.  

Langley showed CIA’s emerging role within the U.S. government, but it also symbolised the 

public nature of the Agency, for it had to adapt to reporters highlighting its massive structure along 

the Potomac River. CIA was now out in the open and vulnerable to domestic and foreign criticism. 

From McCarthy to Langley, the Agency was a young organisation, and the press were adamant in 

protecting its secrecy. But debates soon turned to highlighting its secrecy as CIA would face its 

biggest PR test yet after the Bay of Pigs. Agency officials recognised that maintaining the institution’s 

secrecy meant continuing the work Dulles and Grogan established in assessing its press coverage.   
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3. Maintaining Headlines: Positive Public Discussions after the Bay of Pigs 

 

“We have, by our peculiar genius for bad-taste publicity, made the CIA into something it was not supposed to be, 

and it should not be. It ought to have remained a secret agency. Its existence could not have been unknown, but 

it very well could, and should, have remained undiscussed.” - Ralph McGill, 1961 365  

“The C.I.A., more than any other single agency, represents the dilemma modern America faces in a world where 

it proclaims the Democratic ethic but where the consequences of nuclear miscalculation and surprise are 

intolerable.” - Ben H. Bagdikian, 1963 366 

“Experience has demonstrated that it is impossible to prevent the information media from acquiring knowledge 

of the Agency’s activities.” – Anonymous CIA Official, 1966 367   

 

The 1961 Bay of Pigs led to broader CIA coverage from the press. Scholars argue the event 

was a turning point as CIA faced press and Congressional criticism that questioned its compatibility 

with American democracy. The Agency became a “lightning rod for the public’s wider anxieties 

regarding US government secrecy.”368 Columnists such as Drew Pearson and Arthur Krock were 

critical of it. ES popular foreign affairs reporter and Agency defender Constantine Brown even joined 

the anti-CIA rhetoric. Its secrecy “can all too easily get out of hand…when the supersleuths begin to 

make their own policy…they begin to become a government within a government.” CIA could not 

block the arrival of critical books including Andrew Tully’s CIA: The Inside Story, and David Wise and 

Thomas B. Ross’s critical The Invisible Government. Members of Congress also sought CIA oversight. 

Congressmen John V. Lindsay, Eugene McCarthy and J. William Fulbright rejuvenated Mike 

Mansfield’s JC proposal that had gained support from NYT, WP, and SLPD.369  

This chapter argues that this period reflected greater continuity in CIA-press relations. The 

Bay of Pigs heightened public attention on CIA, and the press probed into it, but secrecy continued 

to be a hallmark of the Agency’s activities because it was now an embedded institution within the 

U.S. government. Its completed move to a new forty-six million headquarters in the Washington 
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suburbs demonstrated that CIA was now a prominent organisation. The construction of Langley 

shows that it was not withdrawing from the public spotlight, it was here to stay. It became a public 

celebrity, and its visibility meant it had to continue engaging with the press. CIA did not hide behind 

the cloak of secrecy; instead, it grew obsessed with its public image. The Bay of Pigs led to reform 

including the resignation of Allen Dulles, but the Agency persisted in surveying press coverage. There 

was a concerted internal effort to expand Stanley Grogan’s press clipping service under the new DCI 

John McCone, as CIA attempted to stay ahead of critical material. Dulles, now a private citizen, 

contributed to the Agency’s effort in shaping public debate but soon discovered he did not have the 

same influence he once did as DCI.  

CIA public secrecy continued to influence what the press published, and mainstream outlets 

aided the organisation in preserving secrecy because they never questioned its existence. They 

maintained a rigid defence of its intelligence collection capabilities as they argued secrecy was 

necessary in the Cold War effort. But occasionally public secrecy went too far, and officials became 

concerned that maintaining public fascination about CIA could lead to security issues or increased 

press scrutiny. Public access to the new Langley site, traffic congestion, travel to the site, and 

highway signs were all cited by officials as risks compromising the Agency’s secretive nature. 

Likewise, the release of critical CIA books, such as The Invisible Government, prompted swift action 

from officials who bemoaned that too much CIA material was in the public domain, and could 

instigate entrenched press criticism.          

Press Reaction to the Bay of Pigs 

 

Reporters adopted a sympathetic rhetoric aimed at diverting criticism after the Bay of Pigs 

as the mainstream press argued CIA was a necessary intelligence outfit in the Cold War. Initially, the 

press did not acknowledge the operation took place. But when it could no longer be contained, 

journalists grappled with the notion of self-censorship and began to extensively report on the event. 

“The official line in Washington was that this was a ‘secret’ operation, but it was about as secret as 

opening day in Yankee Stadium,” declared James Reston in NYT on 26 April 1961. A week after the 

Bay of Pigs operation, Reston notes that the failed Cuba invasion became public knowledge long 

before it was implemented.370 In January, NYT reported the training of exiles in Guatemala who were 

opposed to Cuba’s leader, Fidel Castro.371 The paper’s foreign affairs correspondent, Tad Szulc 

reported in Miami in early-April that training camps were being used in Florida. He recalled the “men 
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come and go quietly on their secret missions of sabotage and gun-running into Cuba.” Szulc 

disclosed there would be multiple guerrilla landings whilst the preparations for an invasion were 

mounting despite John F. Kennedy (JFK) administration’s reluctance in aiding it.372  
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The aim of the Bay of Pigs was to stifle communist influence in Cuba. Its proximity was a 

concern for officials. CIA trained and funded anti-Castro rebels whilst the Eisenhower and JFK 

administrations attempted to distance broader U.S. involvement. However, pressure to continue led 

to a recall on military action. JFK reduced air support and eventually cancelled air strikes. The 

absence of air cover resulted in a humiliating defeat and surrender for the Cuban anti-Castro Brigade 

2506. CIA involvement was confirmed by Szulc’s source in Miami, but the NYT refused to disclose 

any connection to the Agency in the days leading up to the invasion.373 NYT editor Turner Catledge 

took the decision to withhold details of the operation because he disputed Szulc’s prediction that 

the invasion was “imminent,” and orchestrated by CIA. Broadly, refusal to publish the story 

stemmed from an act of self-censorship because editors and publishers felt an obligation to suppress 

information relating to national security.374  

Arthur Hays Sulzberger’s successor and de facto publisher, Orvil Dryfoos, wanted to avoid 

the story altogether. In a “continuing gentlemen’s agreement,” DCI Allen Dulles urged Reston to not 

publish any information containing CIA involvement. He also met with Szulc and attempted to 

persuade him to do the same, but the reporter declined and persevered to get NYT editors to 

include CIA in his scoop. The uncertainty surrounding publication led the paper to withhold any 

acknowledgment that the Agency was training, funding, and directing the operation.375 “If the press 

had used its freedom,” remarked Reston, “it might have been influential even in the White 

House.”376      

The WP and ES followed the government line by withholding coverage. It was not until a day 

after the initial landings that WP’s national security correspondent, Chalmers M. Roberts, confirmed 

the U.S. government was involved.377 WP “performed miserably,” Roberts recalled. Not only did it 

fail to send reporters to Miami, but critical articles were pulled by Philip Graham, a move not 

questioned by the apparent crusader of press freedom, Russell Wiggins, as both supported the 

operation.378 An editorial defended it and CIA’s role was not disclosed until 23 April.379 Similarly, the 

ES did not mention CIA’s involvement until subsequent investigations into why the operation failed 
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were underway.380 Connections between the JFK administration and Washington outlets 

represented the political culture in D.C., as David Halberstam notes, “the government’s norms were 

more sacred in Washington.”381 ES loyalty to JFK was shown in the “seventeen pages of articles, 

photographs, and words devoted to his inauguration.”382         

The NYT included CIA connection with the Bay of Pigs operation as Szulc remarked five days 

after the initial landings, this “has been an open secret in Florida and Central America for 

months…the C.I.A. planned, coordinated and directed the operations that ended in the defeat on a 

beachhead in southern Cuba.” Despite CIA’s “inexcusable” and “stupid miscalculations,” NYT 

editorials maintained the paper’s internationalist view by arguing that Cuban regime change was a 

necessity. The U.S. should “lay down a positive policy which will promote the cause of freedom in 

this hemisphere” and a “great power must take setbacks as well as victories.”383 

Ralph McGill, an ES correspondent, lambasted the openness of the operation and the attacks 

on the Agency that followed. The CIA is afforded the “same sort of glamour treatment given our 

movies stars, and the public has become accustomed to soap operas in which our spies always outdo 

the wicked ones who are against us.” He said CIA was too publicised and linked the organisation with 

the public’s longtime acknowledgment of the FBI, stating Dulles was “as familiar to the American 

people as…Hoover, whose FBI is not secret.”384 Hoover implemented various PR campaigns to 

manage his and the FBI public image. On the one hand, the FBI domestic intelligence role meant it 

had to establish some form of PR. On the other, CIA activities were abroad, and it was under less 

public pressure to develop a similar campaign. But Dulles pushed for a proactive PR approach to 

cultivate a profile he felt was appropriate for CIA.385  

A longtime friend of Dulles, David Lawrence, framed the Bay of Pigs aftermath as a call to 

protect CIA at the hands of communists he argued have infiltrated the nation. Soviet agents “look 

with satisfaction at the controversy they have helped to stir up in this country over the activities of 

the CIA.”386 Lawrence’s anticommunist rhetoric resembles the private conversations he held with 

Dulles. The DCI sent him copies of his speeches on the Soviet economy and translated excerpts from 
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the Soviet magazine Pravda.387 Lawrence wrote another article highlighting concern from foreign 

powers over CIA. “It was rather disquieting to have some of the European officials…say privately that 

they are worried about the future of the…Agency…above all, this correspondent is impressed with 

the observation made to him repeatedly that it would be a mistake for the…Government to…take 

the risk of turning back the clock…to America’s intelligence achievements during the last decade or 

more.”388  

JFK established temporary executive groups to investigate why the Bay of Pigs failed. 

Headed by General Maxwell Taylor, the Taylor committee criticised the government for the 

invasion’s poor planning whilst Robert F. Kennedy’s group investigated the implementation of CIA’s 

clandestine operations.389 Overall, the committees failed to address questions over CIA power and 

influence. JFK continued to support covert operations, and the final Taylor report stated CIA 

intelligence was not to blame for the operation’s failure.390 The Agency “came out looking much 

better than it should have.” The President effectively barred Congress and any legislative reforms for 

oversight by keeping CIA authority at the behest of the executive. Although it did push outlets to 

argue for a JC, they were confident that the executive would provide adequate CIA reforms.391  

The NYT and ES supported JFK’s appointments. They praised Taylor’s “unquestioned ability, 

experience and perception” when he was picked to be JFK’s military advisor. The new head of the 

President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB), James R. Killian Jr., was admired because he 

had the “highest quality advice” available.392 Establishing executive groups also served to deflect 

unwanted publicity. Mainstream outlets understood details surrounding the invasion and proposed 

CIA reforms would be concealed. Reporters could only make guesswork from the partial information 

released. They were convinced that meaningful change would occur from the executive. Rumours 

circulated from the Taylor report that Dulles would leave, CIA would be stripped of its functions and 

only remain as an intelligence collecting outfit. The final report was sent to JFK in June with no major 
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reforms. Former official Richard Bissell, who was responsible for the operation, recalled that it was 

“very fair…reasonable” and “mild.”393           

CIA was aware news outlets were focusing on the investigations. An internal memorandum 

from Lyman B. Kirkpatrick, demonstrates the PFIAB could implement changes to CIA “if for no other 

reason than public consumption.” It stated the administration believed operations have become too 

publicised. To prepare for potential CIA reorganisation, Kirkpatrick issued five proposals for CIA 

reorganisation. These included moving the office of the DCI out of the headquarters and into the WH 

to quell the view put forward by mainstream papers that CIA held a dominant position within the 

executive branch and actively shaped foreign policy.394       

Rumours continued to mount that the Agency would be radically changed. Reporters were 

concerned and highlighted the investigations would go too far and argued CIA became a scapegoat 

to distract from the executive’s poor decision-making. SLPD assured its readers America “must have 

an intelligence agency…it should be the world’s best…there is no question that the…mission is a 

necessary one.” In his Matter of Fact column, Joseph Alsop wrote that CIA has “been used as a kind 

of general fire brigade” for mistakes made by the executive’s lack of foresight in foreign policy. 

“What is amazing is that this agency stood up so well for so long under the burden it was improperly 

required to carry.”395 Initially mainstream newspapers adhered to comply with self-censorship and 

protect CIA operational secrecy that stemmed from the early Cold War years. But as the operation 

became harder to ignore, outlets argued it should have remained secret and depicted CIA in a 

sympathetic manner. They proclaimed its secrecy was an essential component in maintaining its 

crucial fight in the Cold War. This argument was used by Allen Dulles who, after leaving CIA, saw his 

chance to improve the Agency’s image as a private citizen. 

“Works 16 Hours a Day”: The Resignation of Dulles and Shaping the Public Debate 

 

Allen Dulles continued to mould the public debate after the Bay of Pigs. His forced 

resignation made him a private citizen and freed him from the constraints he had as DCI at 
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promoting his former Agency. Dulles sought to promote intelligence as an effective practice to 

protect the U.S. with the aim of emphasising that CIA was a vital statecraft organisation needed for 

the nation’s defence. Between the aftermath of the Cuban invasion and his official resignation in 

November, Dulles was given responsibility to oversee recommendations brought forward by the 

Taylor committee. His presence on the board allowed him to promote the CIA, urging the committee 

not to dismantle the Agency.396 The imminent departure of Dulles brought his CIA legacy into the 

public debate. He acted as its spokesperson, and the press linked his persona with the Agency. 

Outlets were filled with praise and admiration for Dulles, and positive coverage reflected wide 

support for the CIA.    

Dulles sought to mitigate the fallout from the Bay of Pigs by testifying in camera at a Senate 

hearing. He refused to talk with reporters after the sessions concluded.397 His Congressional 

appearances limited further criticism. He relied on legislators who vehemently supported the 

Agency. Representative Charles Bennett, who served on the House’s Armed Services, spoke to the 

Miami Herald stating CIA should not be blamed for the invasion. Dulles wrote to Bennett shortly 

after to thank him for his support “at this time when we are the target of so much uninformed press 

hostility.” Likewise, Dulles also depended on the House Appropriations chair, Clarence Cannon, who 

wrote to JFK to declare that he has been “exceptionally reliable, efficient, and competent.”398  

Dulles recognised he could limit damage to his Agency’s image by promoting the rhetoric 

that press criticism risked national security. He aimed to convince the WH that CIA was under attack 

from overzealous reporters. He sent a memorandum to a presidential advisor, urging the creation of 

a “committee of senior press representatives to receive background briefings on sensitive and 

classified matters.”399 He wrote to the President’s Special Counsel on 8 May to include a 

memorandum be presented to JFK when he met the press the following day, “stressing the types of 

instances where damaging information has been published.”400 He also replied to a public letter 
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urging JFK to not dismantle the Agency. Dulles argued it was important CIA does not acknowledge 

press coverage for fear of disclosing “information of considerable significance affecting our national 

security.”401    

 

 

 

Figure 4.2 Dulles used CIA public secrecy. Whilst he provided CIA information to the press in public interviews, 
statements, and speeches, he also noted the press prints too much information about the Agency. In this 
memorandum to one of JFK’s advisors, he argued the press could print sensitive national security material. 
Source: CIA, “U.S. Press Articles,” May 5, 1961, CIA-RDP80B01676R000800050011-9. 
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Public discussion featured the DCI’s personality and his public secrecy approach. Papers 

commented how he retained CIA secrecy whilst remaining within the public eye. Coverage linked 

Dulles’s tenure to a broader notion of American patriotism and its democratic ethic. The liberal 

Herald Tribune noted Dulles’s “itch” to reveal secrets was symbolic of the American “extroverted, 

ebullient, and ambitious” nature.402 NYT said Dulles utilised “public speeches…newspaper men in his 

office and at his home, and travelled abroad without concealment.”403 Whilst other outlets argued 

that publicity hindered Dulles and his CIA. They stated the Agency could not be effective due to 

America’s obsession in having its secret intelligence agencies made public. It could result in the 

disclosure of intelligence agents’ identities and the “members of free society,” are “unwilling” to 

admit that CIA secrecy is necessary in the Cold War.404         

Newspapers created a narrative that characterised Dulles as a spymaster and covert action 

hero by highlighting his background and personal accolades. It proved successful in preserving his 

and CIA’s prestige. The Herald Tribune and Miami Herald recalled his OSS service. Both praised his 

work in intelligence, for they “are still talked of with awe” where he “matched wits daily with 

Gestapo agents.”405 The CIA also publicly circulated a report to promote the pro-Dulles narrative. 

Picked up by the NYT, it stated how Dulles’s wartime role in intelligence contributed to the surrender 

of German troops in Northern Italy.406 The narrative served to promote the successes of prior covert 

operations and push the view that the CIA was a vital organisation. As the military analyst for SLPD 

declared, CIA is “one of the most effective intelligence systems in the world.”407  

Dulles stepped down as DCI on 28 November 1961. At the ceremony marking his departure, 

JFK awarded him the National Security Medal. “Your successes are unheralded,” whilst “your failures 

are trumpeted,” declared the President. He praised the outgoing DCI as an “outstanding public 

servant.” WP declared his exit “should not be allowed to obscure long-range achievements…[he] is 

entitled to a generous salute from the American people.”408 Now a private citizen, Dulles adapted to 
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a post-CIA life as he continued to promote the organisation’s public image through press contacts he 

cultivated as DCI. Likewise, his departure did not stop the press from systematically covering the 

Agency as it maintained other contacts across the wider national security establishment. But his 

resignation briefly marked a moment where eager reporters were uncertain as to where they could 

secure an inside look of the CIA. The completion of the Langley site had alleviated these concerns.       

Langley: The Finished Product 

 

The Langley headquarters firmly established the CIA within American political and cultural 

life. Its construction shortly after the Bay of Pigs fiasco demonstrated that executive and press 

support for CIA remained strong. It was now an intelligence service that held a prominent position 

within the U.S. government. It was an open secret, and it acted as the quintessential example of CIA 

public secrecy. The site satisfied public fascination because it was a new location that acted as a 

focal point, and it served to offer reporters a chance to ask how a secretive organisation could 

operate within an open society. Public secrecy was designed to provide the press with an inside, 

exclusive story about CIA so it did not expose sensitive material, but sometimes it offered the press 

too much information. The decisions made after Langley’s construction conflicted with the 

suggestions made by Agency officials who wanted it as a secure building, away from outsiders, and 

made only for the use of CIA employees.  

Langley was Dulles’s greatest legacy as it acted as “the spatial articulation” of his 

“philosophies of intimacy, secrecy, security, and efficiency.”409 JFK allowed Dulles to continue his 

tenure until the site was finished so he could resign on a “high note.” Just as its construction 

received immense coverage from Washington’s ES and WP during the 1950s, the finished product, 

built within the forests of McLean, continued to receive wide press attention.410 The site resembled 

Dulles’s public secrecy approach. The careful disclosures of information he provided to reporters 

whilst reprimanding unofficial leaks and stating the U.S. releases too much national security material 

can be compared to the structure at Langley. Details of CIA’s covert operations would be held in rigid 

secrecy, in this instance hidden behind sealed doors requiring the use of staff passes and badges, but 

the public image of the Agency became increasingly visible because it now occupied a massive 

building along the Potomac. Pictures of its ongoing construction and final form featured in 

newspapers constantly.  
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Dulles saw Langley as the optimum space to uphold what Andrew Friedman refers to as 

bureaucratic efficiency. The relocation of CIA into the wooded areas of McLean, away from close-

knit downtown D.C., and the consolidation of all operational branches into one integral, secure 

building aligned with Dulles’s desire to gain desired results from less expenditure. Langley also 

complemented his successor, John McCone, in his approach to improve communication internally 

and further consolidate his authority as DCI.411 The site offered minimal administrative waste and 

cheaper methods to produce and analyse intelligence whilst reinforcing CIA security. The coverage it 

received encapsulated the inherent conflict between Langley’s secrecy and its visibility.412 

In August 1961, Sheffield Edwards, the head of the Agency’s Office of Security, sent a 

memorandum to Dulles. “There are definite security advantages to be achieved by the relocation of 

Agency personnel under the present plan at the new headquarters site…that will tend to correct a 

series of security deficiencies which are inherent in the separation of the Agency components in a 

total of [redacted] buildings located throughout the metropolitan area.” Edwards was concerned 

about the number of couriers who constantly transferred sensitive documents to separate CIA 

buildings in downtown D.C. He argued they could be reduced alongside the guards required to 

protect both them and classified material because all transfers would take place at Langley. The site 

provided “complete building control, both of the ground surrounding the building and the building 

itself, on a full 24 hour basis.”413  

Edwards stated the site enabled CIA to control visitation and cover the identities of officers 

due to limited access available through the “main thoroughfares” supplied with “adequate 

protection over the surrounding grounds.” The high volume of traffic on the highways would make it 

“practically impossible” for the public to identify officers as they enter and leave the site. He insisted 

Langley is for CIA use only. Other government agencies “effectively destroy the elaborate security 

controls over the new building. No other agency employs the same type of security control as 

CIA.”414 His desire for a secure CIA-only space ran contrary to the decision the Agency took several 

months later to allow the public to dine at the headquarters’ cafeteria. As Friedman notes, the 

cafeteria was designed to be visible from the nearby access road and was featured in numerous 
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Langley photographs. It held a small public section and a “larger, secret side” behind doors that 

required badges for CIA officers. An ES correspondent, Myra MacPherson, visited the public section 

and experienced dining at the site.415 

A renowned journalist, MacPherson documented political life in Washington. She was sent 

by the ES to report on the public opening of Langley. Arriving at the site, she remarked that a “guard 

smiled at the gate of the barbed wire fence where a posted sign said in big red letters only 

authorized personnel could enter.” She describes the cafeteria as a place where outsiders and CIA 

officers shared the same space. “They talked in soft tones,” often about Dulles, whilst she noticed 

“outside the cafeteria, are two double doors and one guard.” She asked a nearby guard if she could 

make a phone call to her friend, “‘certainly,’ he said, letting me by…for a brief moment I was in 

restricted territory…I went inside the phone booth and called a friend and said, ‘I thought you might 

like to know, I’m at CIA.’ It impressed very little.” She found another door, “one four times 

larger…that must surely be where the real important conversations go on, for that area was…off-

limits.”416  

The MacPherson story encapsulates CIA public secrecy. It is an example that demonstrates 

how reporters viewed Langley with a melodramatic fascination and depicted it as a quintessential 

location for getting the inside story about the hidden work of a national security institution. But 

MacPherson did not unearth anything new or secretive about the Agency. Instead, the article served 

only to satisfy the public’s desire to know more about the Langley complex. The article succeeded in 

advancing CIA’s aims to make it appear as a transparent organisation by opening the cafeteria to the 

public. The Agency today continues to allow reporters to dine at the site where they are still allured 

to the open secrecy of Langley. “Everyone pulls out cash to keep from blowing any covers with credit 

cards,” a food critic for WP attested, “I assume any flies on the wall have been vetted or swatted.”417              
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Despite Edwards’s aim for optimal CIA security, Langley generated a wave of public 

discussion. The new headquarters, its secret agents and officers, had become part of the debate 

around the broader public sector rejuvenation surrounding the nation’s capital.418 The Agency was 

measured in ES special edition pieces that frequently mentioned Langley as a reoccurring 

component and theme to the architectural and commercial development of McLean and D.C. 

Describing Langley as Fairfax County’s “Big Secret,” and a spot which tourists are eager to see, ES 

praised the development of the site in promoting the DC area, “McLean is on the map of current 

history–socially, politically, and all very hush-hush—internationally, too.” It revealed, “in the last few 

years something very close to a miracle has been happening in Washington.” It asserted DC was 

“bustling with a perfectly phenomenal number of new developments of every conceivable nature—

perhaps the greatest period of activity in its history.”419 

Langley’s development was highlighted as an example of the suburban sprawling life. As 

occurred during the 1950s, reporters campaigned and promoted for the removal of the Tempos. The 

old buildings received hostile coverage. A desire to see them demolished fuelled support for the 
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has been a ‘New Frontier’ of History Ever Since the Frontier Days,” WP, April 23, 1961, p. F1.  
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Figure 4.3 An extract of the MacPherson article and where she would have dined, the public cafeteria building. 
Source: MacPherson, “Getting into CIA Easy if You’re Real Hungry,” ES; 50 Years in Langley, 21. 
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Agency’s relocation. Rumours of their destruction by the General Services Administration (GSA) was 

used as an indicator to reveal when the CIA moved into Langley. Correspondents hated the idea that 

the remaining Tempos would still be standing after CIA staff vacated the premises. D.C. federal land 

expansion and gradual movement of Agency employees during the 1950s and early 1960s stalled any 

hope for removing the buildings. It was not until 1964 that five of the Tempos were destroyed.420    

The press favoured CIA relocation, but Langley was not without its critics. It became a focal 

point for public grievances. Protests occurred outside its entrance after the failed Bay of Pigs 

operation and local McLean residents frequently opposed the opening of “Langley Lodge,” an 

exclusive social club for senior CIA staff.421 Local citizens were concerned that the CIA site and 

broader federal incursion into their suburban land brought commercial encroachment. They 

campaigned to preserve land, parks, recreation areas, and older apartments such as the Potomac 

Palisades. Planning permissions and rezoning applications for apartment projects alarmed the 

community and Congressmen feared that federal expansion would pave the way for future 

infringement, impacting the Potomac River’s “scenic beauty.”422  

The CIA shared Washington residents’ distaste over apartment rezoning but in the interest 

of security. It informed GSA amidst concern that citizens living in the new higher apartments would 

be within “spying distance” and able to observe the headquarters. GSA contacted the landowners 

who occupied the twenty-six acres close to Langley and offered to buy their land. One stated that 

GSA “said something about national security,” because “our house is directly in front of the CIA 

building…but we’re too low to see much.” The SLPD quipped “wouldn’t it be cheaper to move DCI’s 

office? And still cheaper just to pull down the shades?”423 
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The movement of CIA employees from crowded areas of downtown D.C. to the suburbs was 

highlighted by the Agency as a security issue. The movement was difficult to conceal and reflected 

the growing disillusionment CIA employees held. Officials spurned the site’s publicity and thought it 

“was too big and ostentatious for a secret organization.” They held a profound nostalgia for the old 

Tempo buildings.424 “The real trouble with this new building,” one officer recalled, “is that it tends to 

make an honest woman of the old madam—you know, no spittoons, keep the antimacassars clean, 

and no champagne in the morning. We ought to be lurking in scrabby old hide-outs, with the plaster 

peeling and stopped-up toilets. There’s something about the atmosphere of this building that leads 

to too many memos, too many meetings, and not enough dirty work.”425  

Unlike Edwards who envisioned a secure Langley, various officers only saw a building 

compromised with numerous security risks. It was “at odds with the anonymity, closed social 

networks, and unsupervised freedom abroad through which clandestine operators had come to 

understand their work.”426 On 19 September 1961 Stanley Grogan contacted the Deputy Director for 

Administration, Lawrence K. White. He stated he received a call from a reporter who was inquiring if 

CIA had begun to move into the new building. White responded, asking Grogan to inform the 

 
424 Wallace Carroll, “C.I.A. Study Held to Limit Changes:,” NYT, June 5, 1961, p. 6. 
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Figure 4.4 Reporters used the CIA building as a focal point to measure the 
ongoing commercial and residential development within the surrounding 
area. Source: “Potomac Hills Offering,” ES, June 23, 1962, p. 30.   
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journalist that CIA staff were moving in small groups until the site was completed in 1962. White 

insisted no further publicity continue about the relocation of CIA staff.427  

Press coverage continued as reporters measured the completion of Langley and the transfer 

of staff by monitoring the level of traffic congestion on nearby highways and bridges.428 Estimates 

provided a rough number of CIA staff by monitoring their travel patterns. This ran contrary to 

Edwards’s claim that Langley was secure because the highways provided necessary cover to Agency 

officers. The Arlington County Board recommended that CIA stagger their working hours whilst CIA 

proposed rerouting traffic. Both agreed that additional bridge construction would help relieve 

congestion.429 Reporters highlighted humorous stories surrounding growing frustration of Agency 

officers who used canoes to cross the Potomac River rather than face traffic jams.430 In the 1950s 

reporters feared CIA’s relocation led to traffic congestion and urged the extension of bridges and 

highways, notably the Parkway. By 1961 these discussions similarly featured in ES and WP. After 

Langley’s completion, reporters blamed the influx of traffic to the increase in CIA staff.431 They 

supported new highways, bridges and road widening to link Langley to the rest of Washington. The 

papers argued that bypasses could connect CIA to the Washington Beltway, a major ring road 

completed in 1964, and link all major federal government institutions.432  
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Agency officials grew concerned by other security issues. These included the use of local D.C. 

bus firms that meant members of the public arrived directly at the site and highway signs that 

marked the entrance to Langley. Reporting focused on a decision made by Arnold Lines, the 

northern Virginian bus company, in suspending a proposal to increase its fares for travel to the site 

whilst another company established transit buses to arrive at Langley, making it quicker for 

Washington citizens residing in the northwest.433 The ES, the Arlington County Board, and a member 

of Congress called it “ridiculous” that the National Park Service allowed public buses to Langley, a 

supposedly secret destination, whilst it refused travel to the publicly open new Dulles International 

Airport.434              
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Figure 4.5 Traffic congestion increased due to the Langley project, but it was also a way for the 
press to measure the movement of CIA staff to and from the site. The ES supported the 
construction and extension of bridges, such as the Cabin John Bridge because it would alleviate 
traffic. Source: “Another Maryland-Virginia Link Forges Ahead,” ES, May 4, 1962, p. 75. 
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The CIA became the “only secret intelligence organization in the world situated on a four-

lane highway with large signs pointing the way to its doors.”435 In 1962, the Attorney General Robert 

Kennedy disapproved of the signs, declaring they “did not blend with the hush-hush atmosphere” 

and warned they brought unnecessary publicity. JFK ordered Dulles to remove them stating “if you 

don’t get those signs down, I’m going to come out there and take them down myself.” Dulles initially 

disagreed, stating he “regarded publicity and accessibility as assets for an intelligence service.” 

Eventually he gave the order to Lawrence K. White to quickly remove the signs, White contacted the 

National Park Service to take them down quietly, stating “we don’t need any publicity.”436 It failed to 

work; reporters noted the signs were removed and cited a CIA officer who “said the agency decided 

that by now everyone who needs to know how to get to the new building should know the 

directions.”437 The Agency reinstated the signs in 1973 under DCI James Schlesinger only for them to 

be repeatedly stolen.438           

Langley dominated the minds of reporters and Agency officials alike. For the CIA it was a 

momentous achievement yet uncertainty over security issues continued to occupy internal 

discussion. For the press, Langley was not only a symbol of an entrenched, stronger national security 

state, it also presented an opportunity to discuss why a nominally secretive organisation could reside 

in a visible, public building. The site provided a focal point for journalists to measure the prestige and 

reputation of CIA whilst contemplating the larger questions surrounding its relationship to 

democracy. The move provoked a longing from correspondents to extract specific details such as 

deciphering the Agency’s phone number and estimating how many employees it housed, leading to 

a confirmation provided by the Soviet embassy.439 In 1963 NYT reporter Ben H. Bagdikian proclaimed 

the CIA “occupies one of the most imposing new buildings in the Washington area,” as it enters its 

“middle-aged respectability.”440  
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Dulles Post-CIA and The Craft of Intelligence 

 

Dulles’s tenure emphasised CIA public secrecy. He shaped the Cold War consensus by 

meeting with the press and offering selective pieces of CIA information to push forward a positive 

image of his Agency. He cultivated press alliances with a view that demonstrated CIA was essential 

for the Cold War effort. Dulles made the point clear that press self-censorship was important in 

shielding material he did not want published. He consistently made the argument that the press 

talks too openly and leaks too much CIA material. As a private citizen, Dulles continued to argue that 

the Soviet Union takes advantage of the press’s openness. Informally he advocated a de-facto British 

D-Notice where the government requests that editors delay or not publish material considered 

sensitive. “Governments do not have to tell all the facts all the time...I believe we…are inclined to 

talk too much…to give away too many secrets voluntarily…we go ahead year to year and say all this 

information…and I don’t think we ever looked into whether it is necessary.” He acknowledged the 

Figure 4.6 Langley serves as the prime example of CIA public secrecy. Its construction received extensive press coverage 
throughout. Source: “New Home for Intelligence Agency,” ES, July 6, 1962, p. 21; “CIA Headquarters: The Finished Product,” WP, 
July 6, 1962, p. A1.   
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U.S. could not pass legislation like the British Official Secrets Act because of the First Amendment; 

however, he remarked that “this is a broad field which should be studied.”441 

Post-CIA, Dulles continued shaping the narrative that his Agency was a vital component of 

national security. He wrote an entry for the Encyclopaedia Britannica about intelligence in late-1962. 

Receiving help from other officials, it showed that the entry was a broader CIA PR strategy to 

emphasise the point that intelligence was an essential statecraft component. The HIC’s Walter 

Pforzheimer, the Director of Security Sheffield Edwards, and spokesman Stanley Grogan all 

contributed. Pforzheimer provided the historical knowledge, Edwards checked potential security 

ramifications, and Grogan acted as liaison to the now private citizen Dulles.442 Edwards noted the 

material used had been “publicly disclosed by open sources,” and concluded it did not reveal CIA 

sensitive material.443 Grogan informed Dulles that CIA checked and approved it. But he was 

concerned that Dulles, writing as a former DCI, “could…cause some people to erroneously believe 

that this is an authoritative account participated in by the…Agency,” and stated CIA “disclaim any 

and all responsibility for its content.”444 Dulles proposed publishers insert a forward removing any 

CIA acknowledgement.445    

The article covered the history of intelligence methods, and it allowed Dulles to argue the 

press discloses too much CIA material. He reinforced the view that the Soviet Union takes advantage 

of press freedom. “We are faced with an antagonist that has raised the arts of espionage to an 

unprecedented height,” whilst the “press is overzealous in seeking ‘scoops.’” He states the Second 

World War demonstrated “the importance of secrecy,” but the Cold War shows “our adversary takes 

every advantage of what we divulge openly or make publicly available.”446 WP were not convinced as 

it declared “no objective person could read Mr. Dulles’ formidable defense of the CIA without 
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acquiring the conviction that the organization is of the greatest importance to the country’s 

survival.”447 

Nevertheless, the entry served as a stepping stone to Dulles’s book The Craft of Intelligence. 

Published in 1963, it was written alongside other CIA officials as Dulles sought to reinforce the 

narrative that intelligence has deep U.S. historical roots. Dulles uses this to show CIA is a necessary 

organisation in the Cold War. Repeating his Britannica article, he wrote “fortunately, there is a 

growing awareness of the dangers we face in the Cold War…national security requires us to resort to 

secret intelligence operations.”448 Promoting the CIA led to fears that The Craft could prompt 

reporters to scrutinise its secrecy. Galley proofs highlighted the fear that a former DCI writing about 

prior CIA operations “gives some credence to any speculation…a broader question of policy is raised 

as to whether this is in the best interests of all concerned.” John McCone, Dulles’s successor, uttered 

to Grogan he did not want CIA involvement “if there is a question of security or violation of 

security.” The CIA’s PR man was fearful that the organisation’s attribution might damage its image. 

He was concerned that the book could be seen as pro-CIA propaganda and draw too much public 

attention to the Agency.449 

Shortly after extracts were published in Harper’s magazine, Grogan sent a memorandum to 

McCone concerning Hollywood producers who asked him if they could make a CIA documentary 

series. Dulles “had told a great deal, [and] I explained…that CIA is a secret and silent 

organization…we could not in any way cooperate in this venture…I pointed out that were we to see 

their writers…I could be sure that I would be reading in various columns that CIA has assisted in this 

program.” White also reminded his fellow colleagues that the Agency should not promote the 

Harper’s article for the benefit of recruiting employees, “we must not mail it to libraries or others in 

the CIA envelope.”450         
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Grogan continued to distance the former DCI’s personal remarks from CIA. As a private 

citizen, Dulles discussed press censorship without ramifications he would otherwise face as DCI. He 

intended to publish a draft chapter from the book for the Saturday Evening Post. It explored the 

inherent conflict within the U.S. surrounding press freedom and secrecy. Dulles flaunted the idea of 

the British D-Notice system in the paper, “I think this…would be worthwhile studying to see whether 

any of its features could usefully be adopted in this country.”451 In a memorandum to McCone, 

Grogan stated he held no issues regarding publication if the CIA was not attributable, “I see no 

reason why Mr. Dulles should not publish this highly controversial article as his own and without any 

CIA connection.” However, “it will not be popular with the Press…I think Mr. Dulles…will have to run 

for cover.” Dulles contacted Stewart Alsop to proceed with publication, but the article was rejected 

by the paper as “Dulles was no longer in high demand.”452 

Grogan’s assertions were correct as reviews of The Craft began to emerge. They were mainly 

critical as reporters saw past the public secrecy approach. Journalists were disappointed nothing 

new was being unearthed from Dulles about CIA that was not already known from public sources. 

The former DCI’s avoidance of the Bay of Pigs fiasco and his accusation that the press was mistaking 

“the actual role in intelligence,” were depicted by newspapers as nothing more than CIA 

propaganda.453 “He believes the organization sacrosanct, and any criticism, heresy,” one 

correspondent noted, whilst another called him “almost childish,” in his dismissal of CIA criticism. 

WP’s Chalmers Roberts accused Dulles’s view of the press as a “highly limited one” for expressing 

thought towards the D-Notice system declaring “here one must disagree completely.” Dulles aims to 

shape public debate because press freedom and the press’s right to know is the “crux of the CIA 

problem.”454 

Despite the negative reviews, Dulles sent copies of The Craft to his close friends and 

associates as gifts. Aiming to shape a narrative that argued CIA was a vital organisation, Dulles 

wanted advice about publishing a revised edition that could be presented as a school and university 

textbook for students. He contacted former President Harry Truman and asked if he could offer any 

comments about the book. He praised The Craft but emphasised the main aim of intelligence is to 
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keep the President informed.455 These comments were echoed in an WP article, written by Truman 

in December 1963. It criticised the Agency’s obsession with covert operations. “For some time I have 

been disturbed by the way CIA has been diverted from its original assignment…I never had any 

thought that when I set [it] up…that it would be injected into peacetime cloak and dagger 

operations…I…would like to see…CIA…restored to its original assignment as the intelligence arm of 

the President…and…its operational duties…terminated or properly used elsewhere.”456    

Truman’s comments gained traction. The Washington Daily News wrote “Mr. Truman knows 

whereof he speaks…he knows that unfettered and unaccountable power such as is vested in…CIA is 

bound to feed upon itself.” It was a “diatribe” article, a letter sent to Dulles proclaimed. A WP 

editorial emphasised that the CIA’s covert operations be removed. “What is at issue is the wisdom of 

combining…functions that should be separate.”457 Upon reading Truman’s article and the WP 

editorial, Dulles sent a letter to the former WH counsel and Truman’s liaison, Clark Clifford. In the 

letter, the former DCI stated he emphasised CIA was Truman’s “baby…a point he may well have 

overlooked in the fifteen years which has elapsed.” Dulles said he was “deeply disturbed” about 

Truman’s comments and explained the former President presided over CIA expansion into covert 

operations. “To destroy the expertise which has been developed…since 1948…would…seriously 

prejudice our national security.”458              

In early-1964, CIA officials were concerned that the weight of a former President’s criticism 

would increase calls for it to be dismantled. A former CIA officer wrote to Dulles stating he called on 

the WP to withhold its editorial, and “much to my surprise…they did [publish].” Annoyed, he wrote 

in a public letter to refute WP. “There is too much talk about CIA. It is not a topic for public 

discussion…President Truman’s statement should have been underplayed and not again brought in 

public attention by an editorial.”459 Clifford urged Dulles to meet with Truman to clarify his 

comments and mitigate any further press criticism. As Dulles noted, the CIA experienced a “chorus 
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of attacks…which have followed HST’s article.” The pair met in April and Dulles said Truman “seemed 

quite astounded at it…he said that this was all wrong.”460  
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Figure 4.7 Titled “Limit CIA Role to Intelligence,” Truman’s article caused a stir between the former 
President and Dulles. CIA officers were concerned the piece would bring the organisation 
unnecessary public scrutiny after the Bay of Pigs fiasco. Truman however insisted he was shocked 
at how the article was published. Source: Truman, “Limit CIA Role to Intelligence,” WP.     
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The Truman incident encapsulated Dulles’s attempts to defend his Agency, a strategy he 

utilised until he died in 1969. He used public secrecy to argue the press leaks too much information. 

As DCI, Dulles managed the press effectively because he could release selective pieces of 

information he knew would not compromise CIA but provide enough information to keep reporters 

satisfied. Post-CIA, Dulles thought he wielded enough influence to convince the press that the U.S. 

could adopt a form of stricter censorship. But as a private citizen he soon discovered that he did not 

have the same authority he once did. He had lost public influence. The former DCI tried to shape 

public debate with publication of The Craft, but negative headlines harmed its public image. After 

Dulles, the CIA continued its press relations. Its approach evolved under a new DCI. 

John McCone and the 1964 PR Disaster 

 

Dulles’s departure did not slow the CIA’s momentum. It was publicly recognised as a key part 

of the government. It was a celebrity, “and like all celebrities,” it had to promote its public image 

through “continuous media engagement.”461 McCone knew CIA had to continue its press relations. 

Although he often spoke about tightening security and further restricting the flow of Agency 

information to the press, notably in one example he said, “I certainly am not worried about the 

comments made in the press,” in response to a critical article by syndicated columnist Doris Fleeson. 

It was nevertheless under his leadership that CIA expanded its press survey capabilities.462 Like 

Dulles, he wanted to monitor press coverage immediately as he was provided a “ring binder of press 

clippings dealing with his appointment,” but McCone proved less effective.463 His experience as chair 

of AEC meant he took a stricter approach to secrecy. He still held contacts with the Washington 

press corps but unlike Dulles’s affinity for publicity, McCone did not have a close press 

relationship.464  

He stressed that reporters should focus less on covert operations because it risked CIA 

secrecy and he emphasised the Agency’s compatibility with the National Security Act.465 He wanted 
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his name stripped from any publication and wrote to This Week’s publisher stating he intends “to 

follow the recommended policy of not making public speeches, receiving honorary degrees, 

attending Commencement exercises or writing articles for the press.”466 Even collaborating with CIA-

defender Stewart Alsop in 1963 over an article, he urged any attribution be removed from the 

record.467      

Press coverage continued under McCone. Reporters were keen to see what changes he 

would introduce as DCI. His nomination and appointment were followed with great interest in 

reporters who wanted to know what the CIA’s next steps were after Dulles. Agency defender Joseph 

Alsop applauded McCone’s nomination as a triumph against the “soft-boiled ideas” that argued the 

Agency is “immoral, illiberal, and un-American.”468 Patriotic hyperbole characterised his nomination, 

labelling him as a figure who would steer the CIA on the right track in the Cold War. Coverage 

measured how McCone adapted his CIA as it adjusted to its new Langley surroundings, as Chalmers 

Roberts put it, the new DCI “thinks that the agency can become more anonymous even though it is 

impossible to hide its shiny new multimillion dollar headquarters.”469  

McCone’s coverage was overwhelmingly positive. His background as a former AEC chief was 

highlighted and praised when JFK nominated him in September 1961.470 NYT Tom Wicker, a notable 

CIA critic, remarked McCone was “decisive and strong-willed” whilst an editorial declared he had 

“shown in his past governmental posts that he has the qualities needed for effective performance in 

Washington: high administrative ability, driving energy and the capacity to get along well with 

Congress.”471 ES asserted that the Agency will be more efficient because McCone was “no stranger 

to big, secret Government operations” and his “record inspires confidence.”472 His “credentials are 
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impeccable,” and he “looks like a good choice,” proclaimed the NYDN, whilst the LAT declared “he 

has a deserved reputation.”473 

McCone experienced some backlash to his appointment, but it did not gain any traction.474 

Senator Eugene McCarthy consistently questioned him for his lack of qualifications and argued that 

an inexperienced candidate should not be considered for an agency that required further 

Congressional oversight. Despite support from SLPD into McCarthy’s criticism, the Senator’s 

opposition did not prevent McCone’s appointment.475 Similarly, the liberal correspondent, Drew 

Pearson, featured McCone in several of his “Merry-go-round” columns. He highlighted McCone’s 

financial stake in Standard Oil that he said were in direct conflict with his upcoming role as DCI.476  

LAT criticised Pearson as their editorial declared his “treatment…is sheerly vindictive,” and 

“answers the question why many men of ability are reluctant to serve the government.” A reader 

supported it, stating “if you are under contract to publish his stuff can’t you bury it where it is 

difficult to find?”477 McCone was officially appointed DCI in February 1962. Pearson continued to 

accuse him of possessing “great power” in “molding U.S. foreign policy,” but his disapproval went 

unnoticed as the ES congratulated the new DCI, remarking his appointment is “more desirable since 

there seems to have been a studied effort in some segments of the press to discredit him and 

destroy public confidence in his fitness for the job.”478 

McCone’s relationship with the press had demonstrated that CIA remained obsessed with 

their portrayal. At a time when the organisation was under public scrutiny, McCone maintained and 

even extended its offensive PR strategy. In August he sent a memorandum reviewing CIA-press 

policy as he reminded employees to declare any contacts with press members weekly to senior 

officials. Another surfaced in 1965 repeating the order near the end of his tenure.479 Lyman B. 
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Kirkpatrick, now Executive Director, wrote to other senior officials proposing CIA centralise Stanley 

Grogan’s press clipping service. This proposal echoed the call for greater efficiency and reduced 

wastage that aligned with the Langley relocation to “better serve the needs of everybody more 

economically.”480 He instructed HIC’s Pforzheimer to “conduct…a factual survey of what clipping is 

going on in the Agency.” His survey concluded the service should be centralised and expanded.481  

Under McCone’s leadership, senior officials took active steps to go beyond the Dulles era by 

dramatically increasing CIA collection and analysis of press coverage. Succeeding Grogan, Paul M. 

Chretien was the new CIA PR official. He found the Agency was not adequately collecting press 

clippings. He called for more employees to aid in collating and reviewing major and local 

newspapers. Gaps were also persistent in analysing foreign press periodicals, but Chretien asserted 

“it may be wise to defer action in this area until we have the system, procedures and capability of 

properly handling the domestic press.” The survey recommended that the DCI receive a daily 

clipping book, alongside other senior officials. Clippings featuring former and current employees 

“will be indexed and filed in the press personalities files,” including individuals who are named in 

papers’ “society” sections.482                 

Expanding the clipping service aligned with the Agency’s move to conduct a rare press 

conference in January 1964. It aimed to bolster McCone’s aim to shift coverage on the CIA’s 

analytical branch rather than its covert operations. The DCI reiterated Dulles’s PR approach. He 

authorised ES reporter Charles Bartlett to cite a CIA report on an estimate of the Soviet economy in 

December 1963. By early-January details of the conference were published by LAT and coverage 

focused on why the CIA had decided to conduct the event in the first place. McCone’s strategy 

backfired because the press were accustomed to his nonattributable approach, and reporters held 

little interest in the information he provided.483 The Deputy Director of Intelligence, Ray S. Cline, who 

 
480 CIA, “Agency Clipping Service,” November 26, 1963. 
481 CIA, “Press Clip Project,” May 26, 1964, CIA-RDP80B01676R000600130007-7, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP80B01676R000600130007-7.pdf, accessed 10th December 
2024. 
482 CIA, “Press Clip Project Meeting 2:00, 2 June 1964 – DCI Conference Room,” June 2, 1964, CIA-
RDP80B01676R000600130005-9, https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP80B01676R000600130005-
9.pdf, accessed 10th December 2024; “Chretien Named Advisor to CIA,” WP, November 12, 1963, page 
unknown. 
483 “Soviet Economy in Bad Shape, CIA Discloses,” LAT, January 8, 1964, p. 1; Matthew Cecil, “Unveiling the 
‘Sick Elephant’: CIA Public Relations and the Soviet Economic Forecast Controversy of 1964,” American 
Journalism, 36, no. 2 (2019), 184-185. 



138 
 

briefed journalists at the event, recalled that reporters were only involved in the conference because 

it included a tour at Langley where they could write “colorful stories” about CIA.484  

The press argued the conference served as nothing more than an attempt at CIA 

propaganda. The satirical writer for WP George Dixon remarked the Agency “called in a batch of 

reporters and became as garrulous as Little Orphan Annie.” Whilst ES declared, “the Langley seminar 

directors aren’t even trying to manage the news. All they want is to create a better institutional 

image…the best image for an intelligence agency remains no image at all.”485 It was a “blunder,” the 

NYT remarked, as it hoped the PR event would be the CIA’s last. The Agency “has gone completely 

off its rocker,” the LAT said, “it is a sick elephant. And a sick elephant is a formidable danger.”486  

The CIA surveyed the negative coverage it received. A memorandum instructed other 

departments to provide their feedback.487 The Director of Security and Lawrence K. White stated the 

conference endangered CIA’s sources and methods, staff morale, and led to an impetus for closer 

Congressional oversight including the creation of a JC.488 The medical staff chief reported that the 

conference’s coverage “has served to perpetuate an internal uneasiness that had been subsiding” 

whilst the Director of Training feared the negative publicity “could deter qualified young men and 

women from seeking a career in the Agency.”489 The Director of Finance replied scathingly that 

colleagues were “disappointed to think that CIA would feel it necessary to try to improve their image 

to the public since…the public, had learned to accept…that an intelligence agency was expected 

to…never brag about accomplishments and remain anonymous individually!”490  
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Other responses from the conference demonstrated a split between officials and a broader 

uncertainty that shows how conflicting views have frequently persisted over CIA public secrecy. On 

the one hand, Cline, who briefed the press under McCone, proposed the Agency ease its secrecy 

surrounding its agents and let them be identified to CIA rather than the “US Government (a tag 

which is often either meaningless or ridiculous.)”491 On the other, two officers who were often 

suspicious of the press used the conference’s negative publicity to argue CIA should further increase 

its secrecy.  

The Office of National Estimates’ Sherman Kent, and Deputy Director for Plans, Richard 

Helms opted for limits in CIA-press relations. Kent responded “I have long held the American press 

and the people who work for it in the very lowest esteem. An Agency such as ours cannot possibly 

win by having any dealings whatsoever with the press. It is my honest opinion that over the long run 

we will do better by taking the knocks as they come and maintaining a dignified silence.”492 Helms 

argued the press often cover the clandestine service as “a motley crew of adventurers intent upon 

taking U.S. policy into their own hands.” He proposed that CIA never again be attributable and 

instead issue “extremely selective, informal, off-the-record conversations by senior CIA officials with 

a limited number of key reporters.”493  

McCone acknowledged that coverage focused on the CIA’s sudden shift toward making its 

information attributable rather than on the value of the material obtained. He recognised the 

conference’s publicity opened old wounds such as the call for increased Congressional oversight.494 

As the heads of CIA departments were writing their responses to the initial memorandum, McCone, 

Kirkpatrick, Cline, Helms, and Chretien drafted a new policy that echoed the DCI’s aim of controlling 

CIA information. It established a tighter network between CIA and the executive branch, whilst 

proposing the creation of “a committee on public relations,” headed by Kirkpatrick, “to review and 

approve all activities in press relations.” It stated that CIA does not release any intelligence estimates 

in the future and it should be under no obligation to make information attributable. “It would 

appear wise,” McCone declared, “to return to a steadfast and stringent policy of no open news 

 
491 CIA, “Agency Relations with News Media,” January 16, 1964, CIA-RDP80B01676R000100130041-4, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP80B01676R000100130041-4.pdf, accessed 12th December 
2024. 
492 CIA, “Memorandum for the Acting Director from Sherman Kent,” January 27, 1964, CIA-
RDP79R00904A001000050044-0, https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP79R00904A001000050044-
0.pdf, accessed 12th December 2024,  
493 CIA, “Agency Relations with News Media,” January 16, 1964, CIA-RDP80B01676R000100130041-4.  
494 CIA, “Agency Relations with News Media,” January 16, 1964; CIA, “Recent CIA Publicity,” January 13, 1964, 
CIA-RDP80B01676R001500050003-0, https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-
RDP80B01676R001500050003-0.pdf, accessed 12th December 2024.  



140 
 

releases or conferences.” He did however allow CIA attribution if it adhered to a “sound security 

approach.” He included this in a memorandum sent to President Lyndon Johnson on 29 January.495  

McCone’s tenure reflected greater continuity in CIA-press relations. He recognised the 

Agency could not hide behind the shadows and had to engage with reporters. He tried to change 

some approaches such as instilling more control over CIA material that was noted by the 

investigative reporter Jack Anderson.496 But McCone could not stop the press from systematically 

covering his CIA. He and other senior officials were adamant on surveying it by maintaining and 

expanding its press clipping service. McCone realised he could not dramatically shift CIA-press 

relations after Dulles’s long tenure which was fuelled by the former DCI’s publicity.  

Reaction to Congressional Scrutiny 

 

The public debate over Congressional oversight intensified after the Bay of Pigs but two 

events provoked distinct reactions from the press and CIA. The first was Dulles’s Britannica entry. In 

it he opposed further supervision, asserting the current system involving Congress’s Appropriations 

and Armed Services was adequate and concealed sensitive CIA material. He warned more 

committees or a JC risked compromising CIA secrecy because its budget and operations could be 

revealed. He wanted to limit a public discussion on supervision, but the opposite occurred. JC 

supporters such as Senators Wayne Morse, William Fulbright, Eugene McCarthy, and Mike Mansfield 

all saw their commitments for increased oversight gain support due to Dulles’s statements.497 

The press was not uniform in its support over increasing oversight. On the one hand, NYT 

continued its JC advocation referring to Dulles’s “mistaken” remarks on the matter whilst SLPD 

responded that further supervision limited the “broad authority” that “may induce secret agents to 

act on their own assumptions.”498 On the other, the ES and LAT warned against increased CIA checks 

because it would damage the organisation’s secrecy. A JC proposal is “unimpressive to say the least,” 

ES said, whilst a JC would increase the “chances of a serious information leak” imperilling the lives of 

agents, “certainly no thinking congressmen wants that to happen.”499        
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The second event was the publication of two articles by Senator Eugene McCarthy and 

Representative John V. Lindsay both advocating a JC. Shortly after Truman’s critical WP article, 

McCarthy published an article in the Saturday Evening Post. He argued CIA receives “superficial” 

oversight and limited executive supervision. Readers praised the Senator. “Thank goodness someone 

had the courage to challenge the all-powerful-all-knowing…Agency,” one said, whilst another 

remarked “McCarthy is to be commended for his courage.”500 In contrast, CIA defender Stewart 

Alsop wrote a reply refuting McCarthy’s article as “hogwash.” The Agency “is rather like the boy in 

school who always gets slapped around because everybody knows he won’t hit back…CIA is 

unquestionably the most supervised agency in the Government,” and it is “just plain silly…to 

suppose that…CIA is ‘a law unto itself.’”501 

A month after McCarthy’s article, Lindsay produced a scathing attack in Esquire. General 

Counsel Lawrence R. Houston knew the Congressman would criticise CIA a year before the article’s 

publication. He was cited as an example of a broader “congressional problem” that could be rectified 

by changing the CIA’s “negative attitude” to one which the Agency “should be able to have some 

discussion and…improve our general congressional relationship.” Lindsay’s annoyance with McCone 

and the CIA’s reluctance to share information led him to support and propose a JC.502 Like McCarthy, 

Lindsay outlines the failure of current oversight procedures. He describes the organisation as an 

“immensely powerful and extremely expensive secret organization” at the heart of government 

which uses excessive secrecy to influence foreign policy. A JC would effectively safeguard CIA whilst 

maintaining the concealment of its operations.503 

McCone denounced the articles. A public discussion over a JC infuriated the DCI as he 

criticised “this continued prattle about a watchdog committee.” He referred to the authors as “sons 

of bitches,” and called the accusations “a series of absolute misstatements.” He threatened to resign 

in protest if Lindsay and McCarthy continued to gain press and Congressional support.504 Dulles 
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likewise feared CIA scrutiny would increase and sent a letter to both Congressmen. To McCarthy, he 

reiterated his statement he made to Truman a few weeks prior. He was “deeply disturbed” by the 

Senator’s article and wanted to set a meeting with him to discuss what Dulles claimed were 

incorrect statements. On a JC, the former DCI concluded “I respect your position here although I do 

not wholly agree with it.”505 

Months before the article was published, Dulles wrote to Lindsay to say he disagreed with 

his argument that Congress were kept in the dark about the Agency. “Over the last 

decade…Congress and…CIA are on the right track.” A JC, “seems to me hardly consistent either with 

security or with the executive functions in the field of intelligence.” The ex-DCI took a similar 

approach and offered to meet with him to “talk the matter over.” He sent another saying he was 

“deeply disturbed” about the article’s promotion in the NYT with the headline “N.Y. Congressman 

Blasts the CIA. What is wrong with the CIA? Will its secret powers upset the democratic processes of 

our nation?” Dulles criticised Lindsay for not meeting with him sooner.506 Unbeknownst to Lindsay, 

the advertisement of his article shocked him. He wrote to Esquire saying he was “astonished and 

concerned.” The article was “quite complimentary,” and offered “a very moderate reasoned 

discussion of a recognized problem.”507  

The Agency’s Legislative Counsel analysed both articles. It contended that McCarthy claimed 

CIA usurped foreign policy. “McCarthy attacks only the CIA,” a memorandum noted, portraying it as 

an “invisible government.”508 The Esquire article was adapted from a Congressional speech Lindsay 

gave prior as his earlier accusations that CIA shaped foreign policy did not appear in the article. In 

response CIA established a task force involving Paul Chretien to “gather any possible information 

which will shed light on the origins of Lindsay’s thoughts and phrases.” Despite apologising to 

Lindsay for failing to provide him with CIA material, McCone ensured that he worked closely with the 
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current oversight procedures and encouraged members to meet him more frequently to suppress 

proposals for a JC. Dulles worked behind the scenes to ensure further legislative oversight failed.509 

Dulles maintained contact with Congressional members as a private citizen to examine 

whether support was growing for a JC which he reiterated back to the Agency. He received a letter 

from the House’s Armed Services member, Leslie Arends. A fervent CIA supporter, he said “I do not 

find myself in agreement” with Lindsay’s article, “too many people are beginning to take ‘pot shots’ 

at…CIA…Suffice to say I do not like the trend.”510 Arends gave a speech on the House floor where he 

declared the Agency provided valuable intelligence in the Cold War.511 “Much of the criticism…is not 

constructive,” he said as he praised the current oversight procedures as satisfactory and stated CIA 

supervision remain secret. Dulles wrote back to the Congressman, congratulating him on his speech, 

“I thought it was excellent.”512 

McCone, Dulles, and other senior officials recognised CIA could not distance itself from press 

and Congressional criticism. It had to respond if it wanted to curb further scrutiny. The Agency did 

succeed in stifling proposals for increased oversight because it could rely on friendly Congressional 

stalwarts to counter any momentum for a JC. CIA’s position was aided because the press was split 

over introducing reform. NYT continued their support, but LAT raised concerns over the impact to 

CIA effectiveness whilst NYDN argued CIA material could become public knowledge that would 

benefit U.S. adversaries, a line parroted from Dulles’s Britannica entry.513 CIA dealt with 

Congressional scrutiny behind the scenes but they took a more forceful approach against critical 

publications. 

Surveying the Narrative: CIA Reaction to the Invisible Government and the NYT Series 

 

The 1964 publication by journalists David Wise and Thomas B. Ross, The Invisible 

Government, relied heavily on publicly available sources. The extent of accessible open information 

the authors obtained could be easily gleaned from material in the public domain. It emphasised how 
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much CIA material was available to any journalist who wanted to write an account of the Agency. It 

demonstrated that CIA public secrecy went too far because it undermined Agency efforts in 

portraying a positive public image. The book argued CIA operated without supervision within the 

broad authority given to it by the President and the executive. The organisation works “outside of 

the normal Constitutional checks and balances,” whilst it “has grown rapidly and…has increased 

proportionately.”514  

Despite the authors claim that “much of the material has never been printed anywhere else 

before,” The Invisible Government used press articles and public Congressional records to write a 

history of CIA covert operations. It exposed the inherent CIA conflict between secrecy and publicity. 

Marquis Childs exclaimed, “where is the dividing line between secrecy and the right to know?” 

Whilst Ben Bagdikian wrote “the existence of institutionalized secrecy poses problems of judgement 

on books like this one. The authors draw from the open record of indisputable accuracy, but they 

also provide missing links and draw inferences presumably based on information whose source is 

not cited because the best sources on secret operations don’t talk for the record. This leaves the 

public uncertain.”515  

Other reviews were more critical by arguing it failed to unearth new CIA information. “No 

ordinary citizen could read the book without learning much that he never knew before,” one NYT 

reporter stated, whilst intelligence scholar Harry Howe Ransom commented “this book will be less 

revealing to the Kremlin than to the American public.”516 Conservative coverage depicted the 

authors as unpatriotic liberals whose only aim was to damage CIA’s reputation. Writing in the 

National Review, William Buckley called it “so palpably absurd,” the purpose of the book was to 

“simply to make a little scandal and make a little money.” He accused the authors of compromising 

CIA security by revealing the names of agents, a foreshadow of criticisms to emerge in the next two 

decades.517  

Despite The Invisible Government not revealing new material to the press, CIA, now in “panic 

mode,” attempted to censor it because they characterised it as a radical publication that could 

disclose sensitive CIA information. The Agency already acquired the book’s galley proofs and 
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McCone established a task force to examine any potential security breaches.518 CIA argued that 

whilst the book relies on public sources, it compromises the organisation’s security because it is 

combined with uncited material. “This book is a classic case of the whole being a far more damaging 

security erosion than the individual parts which compose it,” Richard Helms wrote to the DCI. 

“Soviet intelligence might be able to compile this kind of compendium out of individual items which 

have appeared in print, but they would not have access to those knowledgeable individuals in 

Washington who have contributed to the mortar between the bricks.”519  

The Office of Security could not identify any violations and concluded that prosecution 

would be unlikely. In a meeting with the authors, McCone stated the book risked national security 

and provided “a vast stockpile of material for critical speeches and editorials.” He urged the authors 

to remove ten potentially damaging security breaches, but Ross and Wise refused to comply. Fearing 

the book would damage its public image and endanger the lives of its agents, McCone contacted the 

editor of Look, Mike Cowles, to remove their planned excerpts of it and threatened the editor of the 

book’s publisher, Random House, with prosecution under the Espionage Act.520  

McCone could not stop publication. CIA attempted to plant fake reviews in Life and Reader’s 

Digest as well as leaking information to journalists that claimed the book harboured security 

breaches. The combined effort failed, and publication ensued. The Agency surveyed press reaction 

and discovered the term “invisible government” was already gaining traction before the book was 

released with Harry Howe Ransom and Senator Eugene McCarthy having mentioned the term. With 

publication however, Paul M. Chretien noted that numerous articles, editorials, and columnists were 

now highlighting and using it more frequently as the focus of their CIA criticism.521    

The CIA continued to survey the impact of The Invisible Government and ordered a report on 

the “usages” of it abroad. McCone aimed to show journalists the book resulted in attacks on CIA and 

was “a favourite source of Soviet propagandists.” Helms’ assertions the book benefitted Soviet 

intelligence was correct but CIA’s intention to ban the publication caused more damage for its public 

image. The reviews of it demonstrated the book did not disclose anything new about CIA, but the 
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Agency’s efforts to see it removed increased its appeal, allowing it to become part of a broader 

conspiracy theory that argued the Agency dictated American foreign policy.522     

The growing use of the term “invisible government” led reporters to eye more scoops on 

CIA. NYT published a five-part, front-page series in April 1966. Correspondents Tom Wicker, Jack 

Raymond, Max Frankel, Robert Phelps and Edwin Kenworthy met with McCone to discuss 

publication and any potential security breaches in July 1964. Because of its national reach and 

prestige, the NYT were cautious in its portrayal of the Agency. Editors Harrison Salisbury and James 

Reston stressed they were careful not to reveal sensitive CIA material. It played a role in their 

decision to comprise the articles with “such great care and…remarkable attention to the views of the 

agency involved.” Maintaining close connections with Agency officials and their reliance on valuable 

CIA information had played an important part in the publication of the NYT series. The CIA remained 

non-attributable, echoing the aims of McCone and other senior officials, whilst Reston and Wicker 

were able to keep their journalistic privileges with access to CIA information.523  

Cooperating with the NYT shifted McCone’s approach to the press as he came to the end of 

his tenure. The outgoing DCI no longer relied on a reactive strategy or attempted to censor stories 

he felt damaged CIA’s image. But NYT cautiousness played into McCone’s hands as the articles 

“raised probing questions but no alarms.”524 The first article sympathised with the Agency, stating it 

has “been accused of almost anything anyone wanted to accuse it of.” It was controlled effectively, 

Wicker and others argued and did not resemble an “invisible government.” The second and third 

articles delved into CIA’s covert operations and intelligence capabilities. CIA received praise for its 

activities in the Congo, and its use of electronic spying was described as “extremely good.” The 

fourth article concluded that there was “widespread feeling” that a JC “would do the agency’s vital 

functions more harm than good,” whilst the fifth reiterates the notion that CIA was not out of 

control and the executive branch should be held accountable if the Agency exceeds its statutory 

authority.525  

Despite the NYT’s tame commentary, former press officer Stanley Grogan was cautious to 

cooperate with the paper. After retiring due to ill health, he was retained for consultative advice for 

Chretien. Grogan disapproved of the upcoming series in a memorandum to Helms which he titled 
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“NEW YORK TIMES Threat to Safety of the Nation.” In it, Grogan emphasised the threat to national 

security if NYT published the series and added it may provide impetus for Congress to limit CIA 

power.526 He proposed the Agency establish a counter effort led by the current DCI William Raborn 

and Helms to converse with NYT editors to “create a preventive atmosphere.” McCone reiterated 

Grogan’s concerns about the dangers to national security and insisted that certain passages were 

changed to prevent the exposure of agents. Other corrections suggested removing references to 

Truman’s WP article and the Agency’s ties with the anticommunist organisation, the Congress for 

Cultural Freedom. These suggestions were ignored, nevertheless, Grogan was successful because the 

CIA persuaded the NYT not to publish a book based on the series.527  

The Invisible Government and NYT series demonstrated CIA could not avoid the public 

spotlight. McCone’s attempts to shape the narrative by curbing critical publications and articles was 

not radically different from Dulles. But CIA was a celebrity now and had to maintain an offensive, 

proactive PR strategy. It could not censor critical publications, as doing so caused more harm 

towards the Agency’s image. NYT series revealed to many officers that reporters were eager to learn 

more about CIA, and it could no longer afford to distance itself from the press. These thoughts were 

handed to Helms as he instructed officers to forward their views on the CIA’s publicity. “The 

newspaper medium is anxious to establish closer relations with the Agency,” expressed one officer. 

“We must develop better personal relations with key figures in TV, radio and the press,” exclaimed 

another, “we must realize that CIA is no longer in the shadows, it is in the public domain.”528 

*** 

This chapter argues the CIA maintained its obsession with its public profile amidst increasing 

press scrutiny during this period. Three key themes emerge from it. First, the Bay of Pigs did not 

break the Cold War consensus. Despite systematic reporting, CIA’s existence was never questioned 

after the invasion as the press argued it remained a vital organisation in fighting the Cold War. Its 

relocation to the Washington suburbs emphasised its influence and role within the U.S. government. 

The move increased press coverage because reporters were eager to understand how a supposedly 

secret intelligence institution could be situated in a large, visible building.  

Second, this period demonstrates the DCI’s image is linked to CIA. After his tenure, Dulles 

knew that as a private citizen he could use his speeches, television, newspaper interviews, and The 
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Craft, to portray a romanticised view of the Agency. It made him a magnet for the press who wished 

to know more about it. With this he could shape the public debate by establishing a narrative that 

argued national security is in danger if further press and Congressional scrutiny occurred. He also 

learnt that this approach could only go so far. His insistence that the U.S. could adopt a model akin 

to the British D-Notice system revealed a clear division between the perspectives of secrecy-minded 

officials and a free press. It demonstrated that Dulles could never discuss extreme censorship as DCI 

without incurring strident press criticism that would be directed solely at the CIA. John McCone, 

portraying the image of the sombre bureaucratic leader, in contrast, could not afford to debate such 

issues as DCI.  

Third, despite McCone’s attempts to keep the press distant, its press coverage dominated 

internal discussion. Stanley Grogan, Lyman B. Kirkpatrick, Walter Pforzheimer, and Paul Chretien 

expanded its press survey capabilities whilst multiple internal recommendations were put forward to 

make the Agency more proactive in its press relations. They argued CIA’s PR strategy should 

continue to be on the offensive, as it needed to be ahead of the curve to combat negative coverage 

and shape the narrative. Coverage was measured after CIA’s own ventures into publicity and the 

emerging critical publications about it. Agency officials recognised the importance of its image for 

reasons such as recruitment, morale, and bureaucratic survival. The aftermath of the Bay of Pigs 

served as CIA’s first major PR test dealing with an eager press who wanted to write more about it. Its 

functions and activities were widely documented as it now became an entrenched institution within 

the U.S. government. It had to manage its secrecy whilst maintaining its public persona. It was a PR 

skill that became incredibly useful that William Colby sought to exploit in the 1970s. 
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4. Managed Transparency: William Colby and Public Secrecy after the Hersh Revelations 

 

“The almost hysterical excitement that surrounds any news story mentioning C.I.A., or even referring to a 

perfectly legitimate activity of C.I.A., has raised the question whether secret intelligence operations can be 

conducted by the United States.” - William Colby, 1975 529 

“The careful reader will also notice certain inconsistencies or even inaccuracies in some of Colby’s statements. 

Although many were challenged, I have no way of knowing what Colby’s sources are or whether future 

researchers can prove him right or wrong.” - Playboy, 1978 530  

“I thought that if I could be responsive on things that were proper, that Congress had a proper interest in 

knowing, that I could convince the congressmen not to get into the more sensitive stuff. And I think that 

essentially worked.” - William Colby, 1983 531 

 

A memorandum was sent to William Colby on 20 December 1974 from CIA’s Director of 

Political Research Lewis J. Lapham about a recent interview Colby gave to U.S. News and World 

Report. He reminded the DCI that CIA needed to tell the public more effectively its overt intelligence 

capabilities. “It should have been possible…to place appropriate emphasis on the non-collection, 

non-operational aspects of CIA’s mission.” It shows that CIA wanted to place less emphasis on 

“the…exclusive focus on clandestine collection” because the Agency was entering a period where it 

had to confront adversarial reporters and members of Congress. In this period of intelligence 

accountability, debate over its covert operations risked the exposure of CIA operational secrets 

Colby wanted to protect.532  

Lapham’s memorandum was sent two days before the investigative journalist Seymour 

Hersh revealed MHCHAOS, a CIA covert operation established in the late 1960s. Designed to expose 

foreign communist influence within the U.S., the surveillance program intensified, targeting civil 

rights groups, anti-Nixon figures, and anti-Vietnam War demonstrators. Hersh’s article portrayed the 

Agency as a sinister organisation, whose excessive power resulted in overreach that held a complete 

disregard for the rights of American citizens.533         
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This chapter argues that Colby utilised an approach of managed transparency to limit the 

fallout from the Hersh article and to protect CIA secrecy. The Agency was entering a crucial period 

where it had to employ PR more effectively. Managed transparency was designed to repair the 

Agency’s tarnished image by making it appear open about past misdeeds. The DCI aimed to maintain 

CIA secrecy by directing the press and Congress’s attention to a reformed CIA. He reiterated in 

several public appearances, speeches and interviews that his Agency changed. It was no longer an 

organisation fuelled by the OSS old-boy clandestine culture that relied on complete institutional 

secrecy. It would not stray into illegal activities or use excessive secrecy to shield itself from public 

accountability. It espoused the virtues of a professionalised, moral institution that remained “within 

the Constitution and the laws of our country.”534 

Colby recognised his Agency had to cooperate with a new era of Congressional oversight. He 

used CIA public secrecy to disclose pieces of material to the press and legislative investigators whilst 

keeping the most sensitive secrets shielded. The historian Christopher Moran argues the DCI was 

willing to share the CIA’s “bad secrets” to save its “good secrets.”535 Managed transparency revealed 

CIA’s “bad secrets,” for example Colby admitted his Agency overstepped its statutory authority when 

it conducted domestic surveillance. But in providing these concessions, Colby hoped the press and 

Congress would be less likely to probe into the “good secrets” he wanted protection over, such as 

CIA’s collection capabilities and the identities of undercover agents. “A public convinced of the CIA’s 

value,” Colby writes in his memoir Honorable Men, “will help protect its true secrets.”536 

Colby relied on a press that were reluctant to challenge CIA secrecy. Although Hersh 

symbolised a new wave of investigative journalists who wanted to expose the hidden national 

security state, much of the press remained broadly positive towards CIA. Scholars often highlight this 

period when the Agency experienced intense scrutiny and attack from the whole press. However, 

Colby utilised mainstream press hesitancy to bolster his managed transparency approach. The DCI 

argued a reformed, professionalised CIA required press self-censorship and reminded reporters of 

their responsibility in withholding sensitive material. Journalists agreed with Colby that shielding the 

“good secrets” was vital in protecting CIA secrecy. Newspapers defended CIA’s collection capabilities 

during the Glomar Explorer project, an operation to raise a sunken Soviet nuclear submarine. Whilst 

debate over CIA’s existence never gained traction. Opinion pieces and editorials supported 
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Congressional oversight because it aided in clarifying the intended purpose of CIA outlined in the 

National Security Act. 

Colby had mixed success in halting publication of CIA activities and unlike Allen Dulles he 

failed to prevent further Congressional oversight. He knew Hersh well and, from previous 

experience, had built a friendly relationship with the reporter to keep sensitive material withheld. 

He recognised that Hersh was representative of a more intrusive press, one less likely to stop writing 

critical articles simply because the DCI demanded it. Colby met several times with him and 

persuaded him to withhold publishing the details of the Glomar Explorer project in late-1973. A year 

later Colby failed to suppress publication over CIA activities in Chile.537 The article led to the Senate 

establishing a committee on 27 January 1975 under chairman Senator Frank Church. Impetus for a 

thorough investigation grew after President Ford mentioned CIA conducted foreign assassinations in 

an off-the-record remark.  

The House also began its work in July under Representative Otis Pike. The prospect of 

Congress investigating CIA brought former officials such as David Atlee Phillips, Ray S. Cline, Harry 

Rositzke and Lyman B. Kirkpatrick to contribute to public debate. They represented the old guard 

and complicated Colby’s managed transparency because they feared his approach would destroy 

their Agency. Whilst they agreed that he had to cooperate with the Congressional committees, they 

saw Colby’s approach as eroding CIA secrecy to overzealous legislators. Rositzke and Cline argued 

that working with Congress was a delicate issue. Congressional investigations hindered the CIA’s 

work as disclosures presented a danger to U.S. national security.538 

Managed transparency offered Colby a way to appease both an intrusive press and 

Congressional investigators. The DCI used it to go on the offensive after Hersh’s article. Appearing 

forthcoming in his public Congressional sessions and public statements about CIA’s past indiscretions 

aided the DCI’s image as many reporters saw him as a responsible leader who reformed it for the 

better. Colby did want to change the CIA, he realised it could not stay silent during this period, but 

his managed transparency approach had helped to preserve CIA secrecy. The newspapers examined 

in this chapter show that they did not support investigative, adversarial reporters such as Hersh. 

Colby meanwhile, had found it easier to shape a narrative that advocated press sympathy and 

support for CIA.   

 
537 John Prados, Lost Crusader: The Secret Wars of CIA Director William Colby (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2003), 267, 291-292; Hadley, The Rising Clamor, 137. 
538 Harry Rositzke, “Controlling Secret Operations,” NYT, October 7, 1974, p. 35; Ray S. Cline, “The Value of the 
C.I.A.,” NYT, November 1, 1974, p. 39; Prados, Lost Crusader, 306; McCarthy, Selling the CIA, 24. 



152 
 

Reaction to the Hersh Article 

 

Titled “Huge C.I.A. Operation Reported in U.S. Against Antiwar Forces,” Hersh’s NYT article 

accused CIA of “violating its charter” by conducting “a massive, illegal domestic intelligence 

operation during the Nixon administration.” Hersh stated CIA breached their legal authority by 

violating the National Security Act. Under the Agency’s counterintelligence chief, James Jesus 

Angleton, CIA targeted anti-Vietnam war protestors and collected thousands of files on American 

citizens obtained by mail surveillance, break-ins and wiretapping. The article instigated public 

discussion over CIA and brought its role within American democracy to the forefront of the 

debate.539 

Two events took place that demonstrated that the CIA needed to adapt to a new period of 

intelligence accountability. The first was Watergate. Agency officials feared the ongoing 1972 

political scandal implicated the organisation because of former officer E. Howard Hunt. His 

involvement drew press coverage linking CIA with Watergate. However, press reaction was 

sympathetic for the Agency because it argued the Agency was used as a scapegoat at the hands of a 

corrupt Nixon government.540 Colby realised that the rigid secrecy the former DCI Richard Helms 

relied upon was damaging the CIA’s public image. He recalled he wanted officials to “keep cool, do 

not get lured into any speculation, don’t volunteer any information, and just stay the hell away from 

the whole damned mess.” Colby later criticised Helms in creating “the very climate of suspicion and 

implied culpability that we have been, justifiably, trying to avoid.”541           

The second event concerned a memorandum sent on 9 May 1973 from Colby’s predecessor 

James R. Schlesinger. It instructed current and former officials to inform him of “activities now going 

on, or that have gone on in the past, which might be construed to be outside the legislative charter.” 

A list of these activities from 1959 to 1973, known as the “family jewels,” was assembled by Colby. 

This 693-page document detailed CIA covert activities including domestic operations.542 Colby knew 

it would be damaging because of the ongoing Watergate scandal. He repeatedly told the Senate 

during his confirmation hearings that CIA would not conduct illegal activities under his leadership. 
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He wanted to construct an image that the Agency changed, and this involved avoiding scrutiny of 

past misdeeds. Colby ordered an internal investigation into the “family jewels” and fired Angleton, 

but he asserted that “family skeletons are best left…in the closet.”543     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
543 Hersh, “Huge C.I.A. Operation,” NYT; Jeffrey-Jones, The CIA and American Democracy, 191; Ranelagh, The 
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Figure 5.1 Hersh’s NYT article on CIA engaging in domestic surveillance. The article spurred public debate on 
the Agency. Source: Hersh, “Huge C.I.A. Operation,” NYT. 
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The Hersh story did not trigger a hostile press reaction. Despite scholars calling it 

“devastating” and a “turning point” where it “shocked public opinion and played into the hands of 

the covert-operational doves,” a broader negative press response to the article aided Colby’s 

managed transparency approach.544 There was no outcry over it because the public already knew of 

CIA’s domestic activities. Ramparts, a local Californian magazine, disclosed in 1967 that the CIA were 

covertly funding the National Student Association and other private organisations.545 Stuart Loory’s 

1974 article in the Columbia Journalism Review revealed how Agency officials infiltrated and 

manipulated the press.546 Hersh “alone did not produce a groundswell of support for changes in the 

oversight of intelligence,” Cynthia Nolan writes. Nearly three-thirds of participants in public opinion 

polls proclaimed the Hersh scoop was “blown up out of proportion.”547 Kathryn Olmsted also 

explains how the revelations did not lead to further anti-CIA rhetoric. Instead, the press was 

reluctant to challenge the secrecy of the national security state and criticised journalists for doing 

so.548  

Many reporters disapproved of what they saw as Hersh’s arrogant demeanour, and his story 

became the subject of ridicule amongst his and the NYT competitors. Uncertainty revolved around 

NYT executive editor Abe Rosenthal, who was neither known nor liked by members of the 

Washington press elite. Across the political spectrum, the press downplayed the story. 

Correspondent Walter Pincus, writing in the liberal New Republic, a publication that once called for 

the abolishment of CIA a decade earlier, criticised Hersh. He stated the findings were “hardly fresh” 

and lacked importance.549 WP editor, Benjamin Bradlee, accused Hersh of sensationalism. An WP 

editorial echoed these criticisms, “so far…no solid evidence has been produced.” Whilst Laurence 

Stern wrote it contained “haziness of detail.”550 Liberal reporters argued CIA was at the behest of a 

corrupt Nixon administration that was willing to drag it into committing illegal activities, whilst 

conservatives declared CIA became the nation’s “whipping boy.” Both sides argued that unearthing 
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CIA secrecy did nothing but leave it vulnerable to the benefit of the Soviet Union’s intelligence 

services.551  

Colby knew Hersh was going to publish his findings. The NYT reporter collected information 

over two years and pressured the editors to publish. In December 1974, minutes from internal CIA 

meetings show that the Agency was investigating Hersh.552 Colby met with and prepared Congress’s 

Appropriations and Armed Services on 19 December and said Hersh “planned to write a lengthy 

article in Sunday’s New York Times on alleged CIA activities.”553 But Colby realised he could not 

discredit Hersh through investigation. He had to adapt the Agency’s response away from its prior 

reaction to the Ramparts exposure. The CIA aimed to discredit the magazine by finding any 

communist connection. It soon expanded through MHCHAOS, an operation combined with the FBI’s 

counterintelligence program, COINTELPRO, that saw CIA survey and spy on hundreds of critical 

publications and citizens. The unearthing of the “family jewels” blew this widespread operation out 

in the open and CIA could not maintain it.554         

Colby used managed transparency to provide a response to the charges. The article stated 

the domestic operations were “massive.” Immediately, this claim was disputed by the DCI. Colby told 

President Ford prior to the article’s publication it would be embarrassing for CIA and the 

administration. Two days after the story broke, he sent a report to the President. He argued the 

operations listed fell within the CIA’s statutory authority. Some actions were “improper,” Colby 

confessed, but he asserted they were terminated when the “family jewels” were collated the 
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previous year. In a public statement, Ford reiterated Colby’s remarks whilst Hersh reported the DCI 

admitted the charges.555        

 

 

 
555 “Dear Mr. President,” December 24, 1974, Colby Papers, Series 4, Box 12, Folder 4; Gerald R. Ford, A Time 
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Figure 5.2 Colby’s report to Ford refuting Hersh’s charges. Part of the managed 
transparency approach was to emphasise the CIA did not exceed its statutory 
authority. Source: “Dear Mr. President,” December 24, 1974, Colby Papers. 
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Papers and reporters portrayed Colby as a responsible DCI who steered CIA in the right 

direction. Managed transparency limited further press investigations into CIA. It argues against 

scholars who have viewed the Hersh revelations as a turning point. John Ranelagh notes how the 

Hersh article “was the start of the public scrutiny of the history of the CIA,” and Loch K. Johnson says 

the article changed the “state of ignorance” the public held. Rhodri Jeffreys-Jones states it was 

“open season on the CIA,” whilst David Hadley describes how CIA became a “partisan issue” either 

criticised by liberals or defended by conservatives. However, CIA’s image was tied closely to Colby, 

and his actions reflected how the press portrayed it regardless of political affiliation.556  

Colby was admired by the press because of his candid attitude. NYT argued it was 

“reassuring” that the DCI said CIA terminated domestic operations whilst Joseph Kraft declared that 

these operations were implemented under the Nixon administration and are now disbanded. “No 

one should be under the impression that the spirit of the Nixon presidency is still dominant in 

Washington.”557 Conservative newspapers rallied around the CIA. The ES defended the use of 

domestic spying, claiming “in this wicked world we have to be as wicked as everyone else,” America 

is “lucky to have the self-sacrificing agency spooks available to do our wickedness for us.” 

Correspondent William Buckley published an article condemning the charges as anti-American. It 

was an “ideological fuss,” as he turned the blame towards Hersh who has “no particular quarrel with 

America’s enemies.”558   

William A. Rusher, another reporter who joined Buckley as publisher for his conservative 

magazine National Review condemned Hersh’s piece as “political propaganda” from the “liberal 

media.” Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, conservative WP and PI columnists consistently argued 

that CIA secrecy had to be protected from what they characterised as the press’s unwarranted 

attacks. They condemned Hersh for impacting Agency morale and compromising its ability to “fulfil 

necessary functions in a still dangerous world.” The columnists declared CIA was not at fault because 

it was subjected to government interference and ordered to follow a directive by former President 

Lyndon B. Johnson.559 
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Reaction across the political spectrum to the Hersh scoop benefitted Colby’s managed 

transparency. Positive CIA coverage placed the DCI in a good position to defend his Agency. The 

attacks on Hersh led Colby to proclaim that under his responsible leadership, CIA was going to 

change. The press portrayed it as a victim to the excessive and reckless powers of the executive 

branch. An uncontrollable Agency was seen as the outcome of decisions made by previous 

administrations. Managed transparency allowed Colby to dispute the charges of a “massive” 

operation whilst admitting prior misdeeds his Agency committed. But, like the press, he declared the 

“family jewels” was old news, and part of a bygone era of CIA culture that held no influence in the 

current organisation and political climate. With the aid of the press who were quick to minimise 

Hersh’s charges, another revelation benefitted Colby. 

The Glomar Explorer 

 

Press hostility to Hersh placed Colby in a strong position to deflect scrutiny from CIA’s 

collection capabilities. In contrast to Helms who stayed silent during the Ramparts and Watergate 

scandals, Colby went on the offensive. Whilst Hersh faced negative coverage over unearthing the 

CIA’s domestic collection methods, another CIA operation was leaked in the spring of 1975. Articles 

published details of the Glomar Explorer project. It provided Colby another opportunity to use 

managed transparency to protect CIA secrecy. He argued the operation’s cover was paramount to 

shielding the Agency’s “good secrets” and it provided valuable intelligence in the broader context of 

the Cold War. When Glomar Explorer was leaked, it unified reporters who declared it should never 

have been revealed. Correspondents stated it served as an example of CIA technical ingenuity and 

brilliance. The operation rallied press support of the CIA and dismissed Hersh’s allegations outright. 

Press reaction to the Glomar Explorer placed CIA in a strong position to maintain its secrecy. 

Project Azorian involved the raising of a Soviet nuclear submarine that sunk in the Pacific Ocean in 

1968. The aim was to obtain the Soviet nuclear warhead and ballistic missile codes for intelligence 

purposes. CIA constructed a ship, named the Glomar Explorer, to recover the sunken sub from the 

ocean floor. To prevent disclosure of the project, CIA contacted entrepreneur Howard Hughes to 

cover the operation behind a commercial business venture. The project however was fuelled with 

leaks because the size of the operation was difficult to conceal as “hundreds of…government 

officials and private contractors already knew.”560   
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Coverage demonstrates the leaks benefitted CIA because revealing the story bolstered 

efforts from reporters to protect its collection capabilities. Todd Bennett explains that the project 

revelation challenges “just how transformative the 1970s really were when it came to matters of 

national security. Unauthorized disclosure of the still active operation provoked a backlash by 

foreign policy hawks concerned that transparency was moving too far, too fast, and resulting in the 

indiscriminate release of sensitive information…That backlash restrained the congressional and 

journalistic revolutions before they could expose more intelligence secrets, and…was among the 

reasons Glomar played a pivotal but unappreciated role in saving the CIA from the clutches of 

transparency.”561   

Investigative reporters Hersh and Jack Anderson learnt details of Glomar Explorer through 

leaks. Colby worked behind the scenes to ensure the operation remained secret. Hersh knew the 

operation in 1973, and Colby feared he would publish details of it the following January. He called a 

U.S. official to advise him on what to do. The unnamed individual said the DCI could talk to someone 

within the NYT to “come down on him” because “appealing to that guy’s sense of discretion will do 

you no good.” He called Hersh “not to talk about it anymore,” but became concerned when the story 

appeared on the front page of the LAT in February.562 He spoke to Brent Scowcroft, the Deputy 

National Security Advisor, to state he had been in contact with LAT, NYT, and WP to persuade them 

not to publish. Colby also talked to the CIA’s PR officer, Angus Thuermer, the following month to 

praise the lack of coverage. The DCI instructed Thuermer that if he heard the words “CIA” and 

“ocean” together, to inform him immediately.563   
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Despite Colby’s efforts, journalists revealed the operation in March.564 Reluctance to publish 

beforehand demonstrated that press responsibility was still prevalent. It demonstrates how 

journalists were caught between publishing for the sake of public interest or risk wider accusations 

 
564 Seymour M. Hersh, “C.I.A. Salvage Ship Brought Up Part of Soviet Sub Lost in 1968,” NYT, March 19, 1975, p. 
97; Jerry Cohen and George Reasons, “CIA Recovers Part of Russian Sub,” LAT, March 19, 1975, p. A1; Thomas 
O’Toole, “CIA Recovered Part of Soviet A-Sub,” WP, March 19, 1975, p. A1; Colby, Honorable Men, 416. 
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that the press was deliberately sabotaging CIA. Reporter Jack Anderson stated he felt some 

reservation over potentially revealing the operation, but he recalled he published because the 

Soviets already knew about the project.565 The press reacted favourably to the Glomar Explorer leak. 

Editorials argued it was evidence of an effective use of CIA intelligence collection that benefitted U.S. 

national security. Reporters used the operation to distinguish between unethical CIA activities that 

violated the law, like domestic surveillance, and honourable activities that were directed against 

foreign adversaries such as the Soviet Union, emphasising the Cold War consensus. Coverage 

portrayed the operation as an example of technical ingenuity and risk-taking that would otherwise 

not exist if the CIA was abolished. Editorials were filled with patriotic undertones and a sense of 

triumphalism after the project was revealed. 

“This really brilliant effort,” labelled NYT is “a useful reminder of how essential good 

intelligence is for the national security,” CIA “is only to be commended for this extraordinary effort 

to carry out its essential mission.” The WP likewise said CIA “was performing its prime function 

brilliantly.” The LAT disagreed that the operation, costing around $350 million, was money wasted. 

“The project was intrinsically worthwhile…this technological breakthrough to harvest the ocean floor 

for a more universal good is extraordinary.” The operation is a reminder to those who would 

dismantle the CIA over its domestic surveillance activities. “It would be a mistake to let the national 

outrage over these mistakes divert resources from the vital task of maintaining an excellent 

intelligence apparatus…to implement one of the most astonishing salvage operations in marine 

history.”566 

The NYDN applauded the “alert, imaginative, energetic and ingenious” CIA whilst CT, no 

longer an anti-CIA paper, called Glomar Explorer “a bold and proper CIA effort” that “warrants pride 

and comfort.” The NYDN criticised the publicity surrounding the operation, stating it “jeopardized 

plans for a renewed effort to raise the rest of the sub.” It argued the event raises a “perplexing 

question: How can the U.S. reconcile the public’s right to know and the press’ duty to inform with 

the CIA’s legitimate need for secrecy?” Positive coverage reinforced Colby’s managed transparency 

approach because it argued that disclosing the operation undermined CIA’s intelligence capabilities, 

NYDN concluded the “tell-all treatment accorded the sub-salvage effort shows that there are ample 

grounds for worry.”567  
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Opinion pieces also joined in the pro-CIA coverage. The event demonstrated “the amazing 

expertise of the United States in science and technology,” reporter Bob Wiedrich declared, “some 

day that same recovery vessel might rescue a couple hundred sunken American submariners. And 

that will have been worth $350 million twice over.” Joseph Kraft remarked the Glomar Explorer 

“should impart a modicum of balance and sanity to the raging debate about this country’s black 

operations.” The operation “fully justifies secrecy,” and “the rest of the United States, including the 

press, is not embarked on a relentlessly hostile, undiscriminating effort to get security agencies.”568 

Carolyn Lewis similarly argued the press needs to “settle down” and stop portraying CIA as “evil,” 

whilst Bill Anderson feared continued leaks would blow the cover of agents.569  

Liberal and conservative papers celebrated CIA’s use of technical intelligence collection. The 

press made the case why CIA secrecy was important and criticised disclosures of the operation. The 

press’s reaction to the Hersh charges placed Colby in a strong position but the coverage of Glomar 

Explorer reinforced it. Press hostility towards the leaks demonstrated there was a growing sense CIA 

staved off the worst from Hersh and the pendulum shifted towards protecting CIA secrecy. The 

submarine mission was as a guide for what reporters could not reveal for fear of damaging the 

Agency’s core objective which was the gathering of foreign intelligence. It represented a consensus 

between the mainstream press and CIA on the need for protecting intelligence capabilities. 

Colby Shapes the Narrative 

 

Colby’s managed transparency attempted to shift CIA’s public image away from the previous 

culture of clandestinity. He argued CIA changed from the days of the “old boys,” who were trying to 

revive “the halcyon past of their OSS and early Cold War derring-do days” and the strict secrecy 

accompanying it. This new approach, Colby states, was a task for CIA “to know the past and correct 

what could not be justified under today’s standards.” He hoped by appearing forthcoming in 

interviews and writing articles on the work of intelligence, he would be able to drag his CIA out of 

the public spotlight by downplaying the sensationalism surrounding it.570 

Colby argued the Agency was necessary to fight the Cold War, and its effectiveness was 

impeded by investigative reporters who were keen on unearthing its secrecy. He declared the 

Agency changed; it was now a moral organisation that would no longer commit unlawful acts. Colby 
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stated in a New Orleans speech to news executives and editors in April 1975 that the Agency 

transformed under his leadership, into a professionalised arm of intelligence that was willing to 

conform to American “open society.” But this change required a professional, responsible press that 

should protect the “good secrets.” The press has “enormous power and freedom under our 

Constitution, choose which subjects to call to public attention and which ones to ignore.” It must 

reduce its “sensational headlines” and “consider carefully whether CIA really should be the 

sensational lead in any story in which it is mentioned even incidentally.”571  

Colby effectively demanded the press keep sensitive CIA material withheld. He instigated a 

PR offensive where he met with the editor of Pennsylvania’s Lebanon News, Ted Gress, for an 

exclusive interview at Langley. The “United States needs the CIA more than ever right now,” Gress 

declared. Colby reiterated it was a changed organisation. “Spying” was associated with the “old 

days,” and the Agency was “in the process of re-evaluation.” Prior “exaggerations” about CIA and 

“transgressions” were in the past, “I’m pretty sure we are clear…people here want to do the right 

thing.” Gress used material from the interview and provided a three-part series on the Agency in 

which he argued that it was under attack “mostly by the leftist-liberal news media.”572 

The DCI replied to negative comments regarding his Agency. In April, former CIA official Tom 

Braden wrote in the WP and argued it should be dismantled. Braden’s position was curious because 

it contrasted with what he published earlier. He wrote a Saturday Evening Post article in 1967 where 

he fervently defended CIA covert operations after the Ramparts scandal. Braden provided extensive 

details about his and the Agency’s collaboration with private citizen groups, trade unions, and front 

organisations. The extent to which Braden revealed these sensitive details caused discontent within 

CIA. Former DCI Allen Dulles called the article “atrocious,” and severed all communication with 

Braden. In 1975, after Dulles died, Braden continued his feud by stating his former boss made CIA a 

“gargantuan monster,” built on “power” and “arrogance.” He recommended it be “shut down,” and 

Langley left “standing empty.”573  

 
571 CIA, “Intelligence and the Press Address to the Associated Press Annual Meeting by William E. Colby on 
Monday, 7 April 1975,” April 7, 1975, CIA-RDP91-00901R000500030011-1, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP91-00901R000500030011-1.pdf, accessed 17th July 2024; 
Martin Arnold, “Colby Tells Publishers That C.I.A. Is Jeopardized by Sensational Headlines,” NYT, April 8, 1975, 
p. 10; “Sensational Headlines Imperil CIA, Colby Says,” LAT, April 8, 1975, p. 4; Colby, Honorable Men, 19.   
572 Ted Gress, “CIA’s Big Problem is Seen as Attacks from All Sides,” Lebanon News, April 15, 1975, p. 18; Ted 
Gress, “Notes From A Newsman’s Notebook,” Lebanon Daily News, April 15, 1975, p. 18; Ted Gress, “Colby 
Sees CIA as Vital Function,” Lebanon Daily News, April 17, 1975, p. 38; Ted Gress, “CIA Reworking Philosophy 
To Avoid Errors Of Past,” Lebanon Daily News, April 21, 1975, p. 18. 
573 Thomas W. Braden, “Why I’m Glad the CIA is ‘Immoral,’” Saturday Evening Post, 240, no. 10, (1967), 10-14; 
“Dear Don,” July 28, 1967, Dulles Papers, Series 1, Box 8, Folder 27; Tom Braden, “CIA: Power and Arrogance,” 
WP, April 17, 1975, p. C2; Hadley, The Rising Clamor, 104-106; Wilford, The Mighty Wurlitzer, 244-245. 



165 
 

Colby was reluctant to reply to Braden’s original article that featured in Saturday Review but 

after it gained traction and was reprinted in WP, Colby stated he felt “I must challenge its accuracy 

and its wisdom.” In his response the DCI declared CIA has changed. It “is no longer a sacred 

establishment.”  The words “power” and “arrogance,” have been replaced with “a new and 

American concept of responsible intelligence.” He finds it “strange” Braden’s comments contrast 

with his prior 1967 article. Braden would dismantle CIA and “retreat” from its critics, instead of 

revealing the “untold story of modern intelligence in the best journalistic tradition.” Braden’s call for 

its abolishment was the outlier and one of the most extreme Colby faced. The article aided Colby’s 

argument that CIA was a new organisation because it served as a personal indictment against the 

previous Dulles leadership.574 

Daniel Tyler Moore, the head of the International Platform Association (IPA) was a former 

OSS officer. He urged Colby to speak at IPA because he was concerned that the press and Congress 

could “cause a public reaction which may seriously damage and curtail…intelligence activities.” The 

IPA convention provides a “determined and probably successful effort” to argue for CIA reform. He 

promised Colby the event would receive broad media coverage. It presented an opportunity to 

highlight “the historic facts concerning the numerous nations that have been ushered off the world’s 

stage because they lacked an effective intelligence service.” Moore stressed the event would hold 

considerable influence because reporters across the political spectrum would be in attendance.575 

Angus Thuermer recommended Colby go to the event because it provided a chance for CIA 

“to move over to the attack,” and pave the way for other officials to speak, “if the audiences seemed 

significant enough.” The event offered an opportunity for Colby to inform the press about the 

workings of intelligence with the aim of diverting attention from CIA’s past mistakes. The DCI 

confirmed he would appear and discuss “the real nature of modern American intelligence, as distinct 

from the sensational misconceptions which are widespread.” Moore replied he would ignore time 

limits that were usually placed on speakers so that Colby could argue “that any reforms of the 

intelligence community do not cut down to the muscle of its critical and important functions.”576   

Colby was able to shape the narrative and dispel criticism by arguing his Agency changed. He 

realised he could eliminate the stigma from previous illegal activities and restore a new CIA era 
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involving public education about the workings of intelligence whilst repeating the days of mistakes 

were well and truly behind. He used public secrecy to argue CIA was receiving unwarranted publicity. 

For example, he invited WP reporter George Lardner to Langley to state that CIA was receiving too 

much publicity.577 And he said power and influence in the Agency’s early years was nothing like CIA 

now as its “mistakes” was the “the old image of 1947.” Colby proudly proclaimed this “climate…no 

longer exists.” He mentioned this in a speech at the Naval War College in June and it gained 

attention in newspapers who referred to the event as a monumental shift in CIA’s public image. It 

will fit “the new reality of 1975,” the DCI concluded. Managed transparency was used to shape press 

coverage, and it was designed to deflect Congressional scrutiny.578 

The Rockefeller Commission 

 

President Ford established an executive commission chaired by the Vice President Nelson 

Rockefeller shortly after the Hersh revelations on 4 January 1975. It was given a narrow mandate to 

investigate the extent of CIA’s domestic activities to avoid other scandals that might lead to 

extensive press coverage. The commission was created with the aim of asserting executive control of 

the investigation and restricting further calls for Congressional involvement. Ford selected the 

commission’s pro-CIA members and worked alongside former DCI Helms and the Secretary of State 

Henry Kissinger with the aim of deliberately limiting potential damage from the Hersh charges. 

Ford’s attempts to keep the CIA issue within executive control was viewed with suspicion by the 

press who argued it restricted reform.579 

Liberal papers loathed the Rockefeller commission because it was an executive group they 

argued would “whitewash” CIA. “The real initiative for enforcing effective oversight on the nation’s 

intelligence community, continues to lie in Congress,” NYT said, whilst the SLPD noted “it is time for 

Congress to assume its primary responsibility for investigating the CIA investigators.” Joseph Kraft 

wrote “the committee will be virtually helpless.” He also questioned Rockefeller’s nomination 

because of his links to the WH. The call for a JC deepened with editorials in NYT and TBS arguing it 

would provide clearer legislative guidelines for the CIA.580    
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Colby knew CIA was entering into an era of accountability and personally responded to the 

revelations and appeared before the commission. He could afford to talk to the commission 

members about CIA’s previous mistakes whilst protecting its “good secrets.” His willingness to be 

forthcoming about the Agency’s past ran in contrast to Ford, Kissinger, and Helm’s aim to cover it 

up. It even served as a surprise to Rockefeller who pulled Colby aside and told him not to divulge too 

much information.581 The CIA’s “old boys” and Ford’s inner-circle could not decipher why Colby was 

being honest. They did not grasp his aim to change the image of his Agency and it angered Kissinger 

that the DCI was no longer “a political nonentity who could be controlled.”582        

The commission provided Colby a perfect opportunity to make the point explicit that his 

Agency moved on from the past. He met Ford on 13 January 1975 to discuss the next steps and was 

accompanied by former DCIs Schlesinger and Helms where he testified for the first time before the 

commission.583 Colby used public secrecy by arranging meetings with members to cultivate a positive 

relationship. He gave Rockefeller a courtesy call in late January and invited members for a tour at 

Langley. In late-February he arranged an informal breakfast meeting with David Belin, the 

commission’s executive director, who wanted an independent inquiry.584  

The Rockefeller report released in June. It benefitted public secrecy because it maintained 

executive power over CIA and it shifted public discussion away from Hersh’s charges towards 

attention on why the section detailing foreign assassinations was not included. Reporters focused on 

why this information was withheld as they blamed the WH instead of the CIA. Despite prior warnings 

that the commission would be a whitewash exonerating the Agency, editorials in mainstream 

newspapers praised the “trenchant” report which provided a “strong indictment of many CIA 

actions.” WP hoped the Church committee would continue to unearth CIA-sponsored 

assassinations.585 
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The report concluded CIA’s activities were “improper,” but argued against broader changes 

to the National Security Act and “ambiguities have been partially responsible for some…of the 

Agency’s deviations within the United States from its assigned mission.” Ultimately the report 

defended the Agency. It noted CIA required protection from “public allegations that a democracy 

does not need an intelligence apparatus.”586 And whilst news outlets criticised the executive 

commission, they agreed CIA was an essential statecraft organisation. NYT stated, “in this dangerous 

world, the United States must have a well-run agency to gather information about foreign 

nations…The excesses and aberrations of the C.I.A. do not erase that necessity, nor do they cancel 

out the useful work the agency has performed at times.”587 

The SLPD commented “we are not prepared to advance this contention if there is any 

prospect of restoring the CIA to its original purpose.” TBS acknowledged that whilst the Agency were 

guilty of violations, Congress should not reduce “the need for its expertise in information 

gathering…Just as liberty must be protected from the excesses of our own government, so must it be 

protected from foreign systems opposed to our democracy.” The SLPD latched on the Commission’s 

finding that CIA was used by the Nixon government to cover for Watergate by implicating it.588 Many 

left-leaning reporters believed it was involved at the time. Only an investigation by David Wise and 

the Commission led journalists to argue CIA was abused for political purposes by Nixon.589         

Colby and the Church Committee 

 

Colby experienced minimal hostility from the Rockefeller Commission, largely because it did 

not want him to disclose too much information. But the Congressional investigations gave Colby his 

biggest PR test yet. The Senate formally started their investigation on 27 January 1975 with the 

Church committee. The group investigated the broader aspect of CIA’s leadership, structure, and 

received favourable newspaper coverage because it was seen to be a responsible inquiry that raised 

serious questions regarding CIA’s covert operational functions whilst arguing not to dismantle it. The 

committee was seen by newspapers as a measured and reliable investigation compared to the Pike 
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Committee, that many in the press loathed.590 As a former member of the Church committee, Loch 

K. Johnson stated, “the more criticism the House got, the more responsible we looked.”591  

Colby already met six times with Congress’s oversight committees before he testified at the 

Church committee. Its domestic activities and budget were only discussed three times during this 

period. At these meetings Colby attempted to shape the narrative to argue CIA was under attack. He 

testified publicly on 15 January before the Senate’s Appropriations Committee to “restore public 

confidence.” The DCI repeated his statement he sent to Ford shortly after Hersh’s article that stated 

the charges were “not accurate.” As Colby recalls, coverage after his public testimony was 

“enormous” which featured on the front pages of NYT and WP.592   

Colby states that press reaction was unfavourable to his testimony because journalists 

wanted to dig deeper into CIA. The opposite was true, Colby’s Congressional appearances resulted in 

positive coverage and a call for some secrecy to remain. NYT praised his testimony as a “good 

example of how the public interest in disclosure can be served without violating the intelligence 

community’s legitimate responsibilities for secrecy.” Joseph Kraft focused on the DCI’s statements 

that leaks were emerging from within the Agency before Hersh’s scoop. CIA secrecy was in peril 

because its biggest weakness were leaks of sensitive material. “Genuine national secrets may be 

revealed, so is the precious principle…that officials not be beaten over the head for acts committed 

in the totally different atmosphere of 15 years ago.”593 Colby used managed transparency to 

informally meet with Congressmen. He provided a briefing detailing the CIA’s budget, in which 

Senator John Tower later recalled that Colby “was much more open…than I would have wanted.”594  

Some of the Church committee’s hearings were publicised and televised. Church often 

briefed reporters and detailed the heated exchanges between his committee, CIA, and the WH. 

Colby used his managed transparency approach by discussing, at length, the extent of CIA covert 
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operations to the committee because it limited any Congressional momentum towards unearthing 

CIA’s “good secrets.”595 Newspaper coverage and Church’s hyperbole benefitted Colby because it 

shifted press attention away from the Agency’s domestic operations to the public’s fascination over 

CIA-backed assassinations.596 Church’s comments like the Agency were “behaving like a rogue 

elephant on a rampage,” and his unearthing of a CIA-issued poisoned dart gun in a televised session 

made headline news but did not reveal the “good secrets” Colby wanted hidden. The DCI was 

pleased for Church to turn the publicly admired investigation into a media frenzy.597  

Colby was able to use the dart gun hearing to present “a briefcase full of exotic CIA 

weapons” and engage in a lengthy, public testimony with Church about the origins and capabilities 

of the weapon. Colby used his testimony to appeal to the press and public’s fascination with the 

clandestine nature of biological warfare. The DCI talked extensively about CIA’s laboratory storage 

facilities housing shellfish toxin and cobra venom. More importantly, the hearing provided Colby the 

opportunity to state that intelligence under his leadership was modernising. He made the point 

explicit that his Agency had changed. “We are engaged…in resolving the dilemma between the 

necessary secrets of intelligence and the equally necessary exposure of our government’s workings 

to our people…In former times, this contradiction was resolved in favor of almost total intelligence 

secrecy.” Colby however declares CIA cannot afford to be too open otherwise “we risk seriously and 

unnecessarily injuring our intelligence.”598  

Church compromised with the Ford administration and CIA for the release of classified 

material. The Senator’s desire to run for President had quickened the committee’s proceedings 
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because he could not mount a presidential campaign whilst chairing it. This resulted in a rushed 

investigation that did not effectively question issues surrounding CIA reform and it increased press 

scepticism because the committee was seen to only further Church’s own political career. When the 

committee began in January 1975, Church was already receiving public letters encouraging him to 

run for President. By the time of its 1976 final report, the public mood had shifted, it benefitted 

Colby because it ended with a sense of “national weariness at hearing any more about wrongdoings 

of the past.”599   

The report put forward several findings including the extent of CIA’s domestic surveillance 

program, “where there was tangible evidence that illegal conduct was likely to occur,” and failures 

by Congress “to define the scope of domestic intelligence activities…to uncover excesses, or to 

propose legislative solutions.” It resonated with the opinions of columnists and reporters who 

desired stronger oversight so CIA could operate within clear legal guidelines, but they wanted to 

retain CIA as they saw it as an important integral part of the national security establishment. It 

proposed a “substantial curtailment of the scope of domestic surveillance,” but it blamed CIA’s lack 

of clear guidelines at the hands of the executive and Congress.600  

Colby welcomed the report’s conclusions. The findings complemented his argument that his 

Agency changed. The committee criticised the family jewels report and the older culture of 

intelligence secrecy. It helped Colby maintain CIA’s “survival,” because the group never 

recommended dismantling it. The committee’s impact was marginal because it failed to unearth the 

“good secrets” Colby wanted shielded and resulted in limited CIA reform.601 Whilst it paved the way 

for increased oversight with the establishment of the Senate’s Select Committee on Intelligence 

(SSCI), which “acted as the nation’s conscience,” Colby proudly noted it would make sure the 

“essential secrets are kept.”602 Church’s hyperbole, his headline-grabbing comments and actions all 

effectively diluted the scope and impact of his committee. By the end of its investigation, the press 

impetus for CIA scrutiny weakened.  
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Colby and the Pike Committee 

 

The correspondence between Colby and the Pike committee was fuelled with animosity and 

suspicion on both sides. On the one hand Colby called the House member a “jackass,” who was 

nothing more than a publicity seeker, and eager to pry open sensitive CIA secrets. Whilst Agency 

officers referred to the Pike group as “a miserable bunch…really irresponsible…terribly 

inexperienced and naïve.”603 On the other, the representative from New York argued that the DCI 

and CIA were deliberately using secrecy to obstruct details that ought to be within the public’s 

interest.604 Colby previously taken the opportunity to release a public statement to the House 

Appropriations committee on 20 February 1975. He stated the “exaggerations and 

misrepresentations” from Hersh have caused “irreparable harm to our national security apparatus” 

by hampering relations with foreign intelligence services, risking the lives of intelligence agents, and 

reducing Agency morale. He asked that Congressional investigations are conducted in a responsible 

manner.605  

Colby’s statement before the House committee led to reaction within the press. The LAT 

focused on the rare occasion that a DCI has publicly appeared to defend the Agency whilst a TBS 

editorial called Colby “forthcoming,” who has told Congress, “more than they thought they were 

asking.” Compared to Helms, whose reliance on secrecy had led the former DCI “into a series of 

embarrassing changes of testimony under congressional questioning…Mr. Colby seems to realize 

that only thorough co-operation with Congress and the Rockefeller Commission can he re-establish 

public confidence in his agency.”606  

Otis Pike formed the Committee in July 1975 after Lucien Nedzi was replaced due to his prior 

knowledge of the family jewels.607 The committee experienced press hostility from its inception 

because of constant leaks. His appointment was initially praised but leaks of the group’s proceedings 

angered investigative reporters such as CBS reporter Daniel Schorr because it diverted attention 

from CIA onto the mishandling of sensitive information from the committee. “The issue of leaks 
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versus national security reached a climax.”608 It provided President Ford an excuse to undermine it 

and block the final report’s publication which Pike referred to as a “cover-up.” Parts were already 

leaked as Schorr noted when he received sparse sections of it after a closed committee session in 

January 1976, “there won’t be much news left when it is released.”609 The WP argued the committee 

could not be trusted with national security material, “Pike’s cry of ‘cover-up’ will only become reality 

if he is allowed to make it so.”610  

Pike’s attempt to unearth CIA secrets and his use of frequent subpoenas aided Colby’s 

efforts to obstruct proceedings. He could utilise the press’s hostility and Pike’s aggressive strategy to 

argue CIA’s “good secrets” were under threat of exposure. The DCI used every opportunity to 

discredit the committee. Pike sent a letter to the DCI in July asking for details surrounding the 

Agency’s budget.611 Colby replied that the group was already briefed and reiterated his concern that 

members did not have security clearances. Colby met with Pike, alongside Mitchell J. Rogovin, a 

lawyer hired by CIA to limit both the Pike and Church committees’ access to CIA material.612 The 

meeting “turned into a confrontation” as the House member pushed the notion that Congress had 

the right to know about CIA whereas Rogovin saw it as Pike “trying to avoid charges of having been 

coopted” by the Agency.613    

Colby assured Pike in a private meeting he would cooperate in providing details of CIA’s 

budget if “current reviews will conclude that the main thrust of U.S. intelligence activity is good, 

solid and trustworthy.” Pike replied that he had no intention of damaging CIA’s reputation but 

believed its expenditures should be open to the public. Colby responded that briefings, provided by 

“sanitized key documents,” protected CIA.614 Shielding the “good secrets” also fell to the Ford 

administration as Pike was keen to unearth the budget. In the committee’s first public hearing on 4 
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August, the head of the government’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), James T. Lynn, 

refused to provide details of intelligence expenditure. He argued due to its classification, Colby as 

DCI could only determine how to release the material.615 Accompanied by Rogovin, Colby declared 

he wanted to keep the Agency’s budget secret. Pike spoke to the press after and recounted his anger 

at Colby and Lynn, remarking “we got absolutely nothing.”616                       

The tension between Colby and Pike came to a head in September because frequent 

subpoenas were issued to the DCI which erupted into a row between Congress and the 

administration over who should have access to classified material. The committee demanded CIA 

Presidential briefings of prior operations in Vietnam and the Middle East. Pike states the IC did 

submit information but accused it of not sending the relevant material requested. Colby sided with 

Ford in refusing to send intelligence material on the 1973 Arab-Israeli War after the committee 

leaked parts of the intelligence report provided in a closed session.617 An internal survey was 

released, demonstrating that the Pike investigation was having a detrimental effect on staff morale. 

Those who responded commented that the committee “is looking primarily for the sensational, and 

going about it in an amateur and disorganized manner.”618  
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Pike’s actions allowed Colby to argue that its investigation was damaging CIA. The DCI held a 

press conference which he reiterated a NYT article he wrote previously, “clarifying to the American 

people the real nature of modern intelligence and to get us away from some of the old myths about 

Figure 5.4 This CIA internal survey shows Agency employees viewed the Church 
committee as objective whilst they characterised the Pike committee as 
unprofessional and looking for the “sensational.” They believe the press does 
not care about the “security and integrity” of the nation, and whilst they expect 
CIA to survive the investigations, they fear it will be reorganised. Finally, on 
Colby, officers have nothing but praise in how he has handled CIA scrutiny. 
Source: CIA, “Office of Logistics Personnel,” September 24, 1975, CIA-RDP85-
00759R000100160012-6.    
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it,” but he stressed preserving sensitive secrets from the group.619 Colby made various trips to meet 

press editors in St. Louis, New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, and Boston to argue the leaks were having 

“a very adverse effect” on the Agency.620 Pike issued another subpoena, holding the DCI and the 

Ford administration in “contempt of Congress,” if they did not provide information relating to CIA 

operations in Vietnam. The CIA’s legal counsel, Rogovin, replied and assured that Colby has been 

forthcoming with the committee.621 The DCI also published a public statement refusing to supply the 

requested information, remarking that Pike conducts the investigation in a “fashion…which protects 

the essential secrets of intelligence.”622 

Kathryn Olmsted highlights this was part of the DCI’s compromise. Colby submitted the 

minimum amount of information with the aim of avoiding charges of contempt, whilst Pike agreed 

not to disclose CIA classified material.623 This agreement angered some committee members who 

argued it was vague and could be applied to all documents the CIA wanted hidden. Despite the 

agreement, the committee continued to leak CIA information, and it negatively impacted its press 

coverage. Reporters argued that revealing prior Agency operations in the Middle East and Angola 

was deliberate and reckless. Editorials and opinion pieces stated the leaks led to the disclosure of 

sensitive CIA information that benefitted adversaries.624 More troubling for Pike, was that this 

sentiment was being echoed by members of the public in numerous letters to the editors. Combined 

with a recent Harris poll that indicated eighty percent of the public did not want stringent CIA reform 

or its abolition. It emphasised the Agency had “staved off the worst” from the investigating 

committees.625  

 
619 CIA, “Press Conference Held By Mr. William E. Colby in CIA Auditorium on 12 September 1975,” September 
12, 1975, CIA-RDP99-00418R000100100020-9, https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP99-
00418R000100100020-9.pdf, accessed 26th July 2024; William E. Colby, “Modern Intelligence: Myth and 
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Crewdson, “C.I.A. Yields Data to House Inquiry,” NYT, October 1, 1975, p. 93; “Dear Chairman Pike,” September 
29, 1975, Colby Papers, Series 4, Box 12, Folder 4. 
622 “Statement by William E. Colby,” September 29, 1975, Colby Papers, Series 4, Box 12, Folder 4. 
623 Olmsted, Challenging the Secret Government, 115. 
624 James Reston, “Chairman Pike’s Pique,” NYT, October 1, 1975, p. 45; Ernest B. Furgurson, “Irresponsibility 
and the System,” TBS, October 2, 1975, p. 18; Nicholas M. Horrock, “Intelligence Hearings,” NYT, October 10, 
1975, p. 21; Thomas Pepper, “Revamping the Spy Game: Can the Old Mold be Broken?” TBS, October 19, 1975, 
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Despite Church and Pike’s investigations still ongoing, the pendulum shifted towards Colby 

and the Ford administration’s protection of intelligence secrets by the end of 1975. Public animosity 

against the Pike committee allowed Colby to air his “sharpest criticism yet.” In October, a day before 

the Church committee resumed its hearings, the DCI posed the question: “Is our intelligence to 

become mere theater?” In calling out the “sensational reruns…for amusement,” Colby charged the 

Church committee with unearthing old CIA stories regarding domestic surveillance. But he focused 

on Pike for the “irresponsible exposure of true intelligence secrets.” Despite Pike’s negative 

coverage, Colby asserted the investigations aided an adversarial press.626 As he gave his speech 

denouncing the leaks, the DCI established a task force to evaluate the CIA’s public image.627         

The task force advocated Colby’s managed transparency because it required “a more open 

and forthcoming attitude” with the media by briefing reporters and editors before they publish any 

CIA article because the Agency’s recent publicity, “has not resulted in a rounded story.” Echoing 

managed transparency, it stated that only the Agency’s future would be mentioned to avoid digging 

up its past. However, as Christopher Moran notes, the DCI rejected the recommendations made 

because he wanted to initiate his own PR strategy by continuing to appear at Congressional 

testimonies and media briefings. Fearful of a backlash where reporters might accuse CIA PR as a 

form of propaganda, Colby refuted the report, stating “we’re just going to have to take the heat.”628    

In November 1975, Colby recalled that “a very real calming note began entering the national 

debate over intelligence” where reporters and legislators began to “distinguish between the 

sensational and the real, the legitimate secrets and the boondoggles.” The public was acknowledging 

the “nation’s need for intelligence and grew increasingly uneasy that those services were in danger 

of being destroyed.” Colby knew the public mood was shifting, and his forthcoming persona could be 

scaled back to make the point explicit that CIA secrecy needed protection. It was in this moment he 

limited CIA material to the Pike committee by attempting to persuade members that the Agency’s 

effectiveness would be undermined by disclosures.629 

On 19 November he met with the chairman of the House Appropriations committee, a 

“long-time friend” of Colby and “protector of the CIA,” George H. Mahon, to highlight his concern 

over the protection of CIA information.630 A month later he met with the Pike committee for the last 

 
626 “Colby Calls Inquiries Sensational Reruns,” SLPD, October 21, 1975, p. 14. 
627 CIA, “Telling the Intelligence Story,” October 30, 1975, CIA-RDP77M00144R001200060014-1, 
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP77M00144R001200060014-1.pdf, accessed 12th 
October 2020. 
628 Ibid; McCarthy, Selling the CIA, 23; Colby quoted in Moran, Company Confessions, 187-188.  
629 Colby, Honorable Men, 449-450. 
630 “Congressman Mahon,” November 19, 1975, Colby Papers, Series 4, Box 12, Folder 4. 
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time in an open session where he warned that Agency and U.S. national security were in danger if 

future leaks continued. He sought to ban the publication of CIA prior operations in Italy, Angola, and 

Iraq in the final Pike Report.631 In late-December, he sent a letter to the House speaker, Carl Albert, 

which he remarked he was “greatly concerned” about the “serious problem” involving the extent of 

Pike’s disclosures.632 

After parts of the Pike report were obtained and printed by NYT, Colby issued his last speech 

at Langley on 26 January, the day before he would be succeeded by George H. W. Bush.633 Colby set 

up this press conference because he feared the whole report would be released. In his speech he 

scolds it as “biased and irresponsible,” that is “bursting…the dam protecting many of our secret 

operations and activities,” and declared “this report should not be issued!” In an interview with 

Oriana Fallaci, in which he turned down initially due to fear of criticism from the foreign press, he 

stated the report was “biased, and done to give a false impression of CIA…He did not publish things 

we did right. He chose what we had done wrong.”634 

His argument that the committee’s leaks had damaged CIA effectiveness was also echoed by 

reporters who targeted Daniel Schorr’s release of the final report. Published in the Village Voice with 

information provided by Schorr in February 1976, it demonstrated a key issue regarding journalistic 

ethics and press responsibility. Although the committee continually leaked throughout its 

investigation, Schorr’s action caused contention. In a NYT editorial he was accused of “selling 

secrets” for a “cash sale,” and CT referred to the disclosure as “a back door deal with a payoff 

attached.” Even the reporter Charles B. Seib, who wrote for the liberal New Republic, argued 

Schorr’s publication was driven by financial motives, stating that the “cause of free journalism has 

been damaged.”635  
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The Schorr case demonstrates that the press argued investigative journalism was going too 

far and mainstream outlets were onside with CIA secrecy. The press criticised Schorr and were quick 

to portray themselves as instigators of a responsible fourth estate who would not leak sensitive 

material. The case shows the press’s attempts to clamp down on journalists who exposed 

intelligence secrets rather than support their findings, “I got hit by a swinging pendulum,” Schorr 

recalled. He was suspended from CBS and had to appear before the House Ethics Committee.636 The 

Pike committee’s press-relationship was poor when proceedings began, but the fiasco over the 

release of its final report symbolised a dramatic shift in coverage. It now focused on the extent of 

CIA damage the leaks caused, rather than any new revelations.  

Former DCI Colby defended Schorr’s publication of the Pike report. He stated he was doing 

his duty as an investigative journalist but concluded his actions “convinced the world that Americans 

cannot keep a secret.”637 Colby’s statement perfectly encapsulates managed transparency because 

whilst Colby recognised CIA would have to contend with adversarial reporters, he argued that press 

irresponsibility posed a threat to national security. It was a reoccurring feature of CIA public secrecy. 

The publication of the Pike report shifted the public debate toward the committee’s mishandling of 

CIA information rather than the report’s findings and recommendations.638 It did not lead to 

effective reform. “It all lasted too long,” Pike recalled, “and the people lost interest.” The issue that 

the report was not released by the House itself but by Schorr, an outsider, weakened the 

committee’s competency. Pike’s own actions, combined with the assassination of a CIA officer, held 

ramifications that undermined public interest in the investigations.639 

The Impact of Richard Welch’s Assassination 

 

Richard S. Welch, a CIA station chief, was shot and killed in Greece by a terrorist organisation 

on 23 December 1975. His death held a profound effect on the CIA secrecy debate. It provided Colby 

with a “golden opportunity to argue that enough was enough.” Revealing the identity of CIA 

employees, or “naming names,” was “tantamount to treasonous murder…the campaign against the 

CIA had gone too far.”640 It allowed Colby to highlight that the protection of agents’ identities, one of 

the “good secrets” he wanted to shield, was compromised. It meant he could shift the public 
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spotlight from the CIA’s prior misdeeds to the dangers of exposing agents.641 Welch’s death came 

shortly after a public poll showed fifty-two percent of the participants claimed the investigations 

leaked too much material. It echoed Colby’s statements that Pike’s actions endangered the Agency. 

It helped Colby because Welch’s murder resulted in the press portraying a rhetoric of CIA sympathy 

and defend the necessity of its secrecy.642  

Colby blamed CounterSpy, a left-leaning publication, and former CIA employee turned 

whistleblower, Philip Agee, for Welch’s exposure.643 The magazine served as an outlet for former 

dissatisfied intelligence officers who argued the Agency’s fascination with covert operations 

distracted from its intended role. CounterSpy identified and listed numerous overt CIA officers 

including over one-hundred station chiefs in its 1975 winter edition.644 Colby declared the magazine 

held no “expression of human sympathy,” and urged the Justice Department to investigate whether 

it violated federal laws. The magazine adopted a methodology by a former State official John Marks, 

who deciphered how to uncover CIA employees from the American embassy staff. This story about 

uncovering the identities of Agency employees remarkably featured in CT.645  

Marks’s methodology was out in the public domain, and Philip Agee was soon to follow with 

his book, Inside the Company. The appendix listed officers and agents he worked with. Colby argued 

it compromised the Agency’s “good secrets,” and feared it provided an impetus for unearthing CIA 

operational secrecy. Agee however did not reveal Welch’s identity but was blamed for causing his 

death. Welch was previously identified in the Peruvian press where he was stationed. His name and 

personal details were also published within an Athens newspaper, and he received warnings from 

CIA about his lack of cover, but the Agency failed to act on prior concerns from former officer 

Richard Bissell in 1968.646 

Welch’s death featured prominently in WP. The paper argued in opinion pieces and 

editorials that criticism of CIA can lead to irreparable harm to the lives of its employees. Under its 

slogan, the “Independent Newspaper,” WP was criticised by reporter Nick Thimmesch shortly after 
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Seymour Hersh’s 1974 article for their editorials which “tilted toward the besieged CIA.”647 After 

Welch’s death, WP correspondent Dan Morgan led the question as to whether WP was as 

independent and objective as it proclaimed. Titled on the front page, “Slain Agent Feared for CIA 

Lives,” Morgan quoted comments from former CIA official and defender David Attlee Phillips to 

portray Welch as a “CIA martyr” whose “talents that were highly regarded in the intelligence 

bureaucracy.”648  

Morgan made the point explicit that Welch was a loyal CIA officer who cared for his 

colleagues because he constantly warned them to be cautious about their cover.649 Not only were 

CIA members at risk, WP proclaimed, but the Agency’s morale took a hit. WP continued to praise 

Welch, in an editorial they painted him as an ordinary “American citizen serving his government.” 

Criticism focused on CounterSpy and his death was seen as an “entirely predictable result of the 

disclosure tactics chosen by certain American critics of the agency as part of their effort to destroy 

it.” It was an “open invitation” to Welch’s assassination, “just as the rest of the country comes to the 

view, which the government has already formally embraced, that assassination is an unacceptable 

abuse of power.”650   

Welch’s funeral was a successful PR campaign, carefully orchestrated by Colby, CIA, and the 

Ford administration with the aim of suppressing Congressional investigations and reiterating Colby’s 

point that “sensationalism” in the press and Congress led to the loss of CIA personnel. After his 

tenure, Colby appeared before the House’s investigation into CIA and the media. He laid the blame 

at those who exposed the identities of officers, declaring “the root cause” of Welch’s death was “the 

hysteria and sensationalism about…CIA…Greece was not the only country with terrorists.” An ex-CIA 

official went further. “Moscow must be very pleased with some of the things that have appeared in 

the American press.” Marks and Agee’s excessive coverage, he argued, made them “instant 

celebrities” jeopardising Welch’s life.651 Morton Halperin, a civil liberties lawyer, accused CIA of 

manipulating the press. He contended its PR effort succeeded because it pushed the narrative 

towards arguing that CIA critics went too far. Halperin also published a WP article calling Welch’s 
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death “part of CIA mythology” that highlighted “the dangers of permitting an intelligence agency to 

use the flow of information to distort public debate on vital issues.”652  

The funeral was an “unprecedented fanfare” declared Loch Johnson, that carried Colby’s 

rhetoric “throughout the country.” Church stated “the Welch murder was the event. It was stage-

managed…there was a big public funeral which the president attended. An attempt was made to lay 

the responsibility on the congressional investigations.” Church’s priority was protecting his 

committee against any potential backlash. He attempted to deflect criticism by blaming the press for 

“playing reckless games with human lives.”653 The press was barred from attending the service, as 

Schorr scribbled in his notes during the memorial because it “is somehow held to blame for his 

death…This is the CIA’s first secret agent to come a public national hero.”654 

Buried at Arlington, normally reserved for those who served in the U.S. military, SLPD 

remarked “it was a rare procedure for a CIA agent.”655 His funeral was covered in WP as front-cover 

photographs focused on his distraught family. The photos served to promote CIA’s campaign in 

undermining the investigations. Ford led the crowd of five-hundred mourners alongside Colby and 

future DCI Bush. The paper commented on the “unusual and emotional private ceremony that 

included eulogies and the singing of the National Anthem,” whilst Laurence Stern described it as a 

“rare and glittering tableau of the American national security establishment.”656  
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Figure 5.5 Welch’s coffin, his distraught family, and Colby appeared on both WP and NYT front pages. It was used by CIA 
to show the Congressional investigations risked the lives of CIA employees. Source: Meyer, “Slain CIA Agent,” WP; “Slain 
C.I.A. Man Honored,” NYT.     
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The orchestration of Welch’s funeral was not lost on reporters. The debate over disclosures 

will “persist over the next few months,” and CIA will use this event to argue that Congressional 

oversight risked Agency security, remarked NYT John Crewdson. Anthony Lewis stated Colby used 

Welch’s death “to make the case that the C.I.A. needs more secrecy in general than it has been 

getting lately.”657 Whilst reporter Charles B. Seib called the event manipulated, to be used as a 

“counterattack” to limit CIA criticism. Mary McGrory described it as “being exploited by those who 

see in investigators of agency wrongdoing disturbers of the peace.” Evans and Novak noted the WH 

and CIA were already lobbying hard for legislation to protect the Agency against future disclosures 

before Welch’s death, this event had accelerated it.658 

The Welch assassination shifted public debate towards blaming those who compromised the 

CIA’s “good secrets.” Reporters and papers distanced themselves from CounterSpy whom they 

argued endangered CIA. They wanted to show they were responsible holders of sensitive CIA 

material, unlike the radical dissenters they characterised as reckless. In an example that 

demonstrates how far the debate changed were comments raised at the House committee by Tad 

Szulc. The investigative reporter who blew the lid on the Bay of Pigs invasion argued that “it is really 

bad practice to disclose names of CIA people.”659 WP also wanted to certify their position on 

“naming names,” by replying to CounterSpy’s William Wheaton who wrote in to justify it. The 

editorial responded, “we find this an appalling and morally opaque process by which to dispose of a 

human life.”660  

Papers across the political spectrum supported CIA secrecy. SLPD argued CounterSpy’s 

actions “can be harmful to proper intelligence activities and dangerous to the agents involved.”661 

The ES featured comments from David Atlee Phillips who argued CounterSpy “may have played some 

role” in the murder whilst reporter Charles Bartlett directed the blame at the Church group. The 

killing was “a direct consequence of the stagey hearings,” where the “prolonged focus on CIA 

activities in Greece left agents there exposed to random vengeance.”662 Colonel Robert D. Heinl Jr., 
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writing in the conservative Detroit News accused NYT, of declaring “war” on the Agency, whilst the 

Church committee “bartered state secrets,” and the Pike group was a “tormentor in the House.”663 

Former CIA official, Mike Ackerman wrote in the conservative PI to blame the Congressional 

committees who were “guilty” of his death. CT said the assassination “does – and should – raise new 

questions about the careless manner in which Congress has been conducting its investigation.”664  

The CIA sympathy rhetoric was cutting through to its readers. Letters demonstrated that the 

public were adamant on protecting the Agency. Disillusionment was increasing against the 

Congressional investigations. A letter in the PI said the Church committee vilified the Agency. “If I 

were a member of the family of Richard Welch…I would be very bitter…we all should feel bitter.” 

LAT featured public responses after Welch’s death. “Can the brutal slaying…in Athens be connected 

indirectly with Sen. Church’s committee ‘open disclosure’ of CIA activity?” asked a reader. “I should 

think the consciences of Sen. Frank Church…and Rep. Otis Pike…will cause a great deal of lost sleep,” 

declared another.665  

Pike committee members were also concerned of being tarred with the same brush as 

CounterSpy. “I would never propose anything or write anything in a final report that would in 

anyway ever expose an agent,” Searle Field declared.666 Colby acknowledged the effect after Welch’s 

death “was enormous.” The DCI argued in his final testimony to the Senate’s Government 

Operations committee that legislation should be adopted to protect intelligence secrets. He noted 

Welch’s death resulted in friendlier press coverage.667 NYT reporter Nicholas Horrock remarked the 

assassination instigated a turning point in public opinion “which has left Congressional critics…in 

confusion and disarray and…threatens to materially hamper an effort to legislate new controls of 

intelligence activities.”668 Welch’s assassination provided the foundation for IIPA in the next decade.  

Ford’s EO and Colby Post-CIA 
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President Ford removed Colby in November 1975 but allowed him to stay until the new year. 

Press coverage supported Ford’s claims that CIA needed a new public image, but newspapers 

stressed Colby was removed too early before the end of the Congressional investigations. His 

ousting was “unnecessarily brutal,” exclaimed NYT, while WP remarked his “honorable act of self-

sacrifice” did not deserve “being unceremoniously and abruptly dumped.” Noted CIA critic and 

liberal reporter Anthony Lewis said, “whatever one thinks of Colby, it can hardly create confidence 

in…Ford’s commitment to reform the CIA to have him fired in the middle of the investigation 

process.”669 In his final month as DCI, Colby aimed to influence Ford’s intelligence reform.   

Colby proposed a new Congressional group in a Pike committee hearing that would penalise 

members who disclosed CIA information and grant the President final authority to decide whether 

the material can be made public. He also sought to pressure the President, and James T. Lynn, the 

head of OMB, to highlight the risk of CIA disclosures. Welch’s death led Colby to promote the 

“immediate clearance” of a proposed bill protecting sensitive CIA material.670 “I have long felt that 

this nation’s vital foreign intelligence effort has been severely handicapped by the lack of an 

effective deterrent against the unauthorized disclosure of intelligence sources and methods 

information,” Colby wrote to Lynn.671 To Ford he asserted, “the intelligence community has been 

under attack for real, exaggerated and alleged abuses. The lessons of the year can…be summed up in 

the need for better guidelines, better supervision and better secrecy.”672  

Colby’s concerns over protecting CIA secrecy were influential in Ford’s EO 11905, signed on 

18 February 1976. Designed to ensure executive control and limit Congressional oversight, it showed 

how far the impetus to protect the CIA progressed after Welch’s death.673 “I will not be a party to 

the dismantling of the CIA,” Ford stated at a press conference and whilst campaigning for the next 
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election he proclaimed “I’ll be darned if we’re going to let the leakers ruin our intelligence 

community.” The EO granted the power to prosecute CIA officials for disclosing sensitive material. 

Editors were concerned that information would be restricted and reporters may have to reveal their 

sources if they were subpoenaed.674  

Ford’s EO “rekindled the debate” over future oversight. It was praised by newspapers 

because it sought to rein in CIA domestic surveillance, but many outlets were concerned that it 

would increase secrecy in an effort to conceal future abuses of power.675 The EO was covered 

differently in NYT and WP editorials. On the one hand, NYT criticised it for its lean towards executive 

overreach. It argued that a temporary EO would not be effective in guaranteeing Congress has 

responsibility.676 On the other, WP favoured it, stating “if you believe, as we do, that there is a place 

in this imperfect world for secret government activities…you may find the President’s proposals a 

reasonable starting point.” Shielding the identities of CIA employees is the kind of “information we 

think the government has a legitimate need and, as far as secret agents are concerned, a moral 

obligation to keep secret.” Unlike the NYT, WP stated the EO avoided “First Amendment problems” 

because it only contains secrecy contracts for government staff.677  

Colby continued to highlight the importance of shielding CIA after his DCI tenure. His 

managed transparency approach involved making speeches, appearing before Congress, and 

publishing articles with the aim of preserving CIA’s essential secrets whilst releasing snippets of 

information to maintain press and Congress support. The former DCI travelled the country where he 

provided lectures and speeches at the Reserve Officers Association, Cornell University, UCLA, and 

numerous conventions in St. Louis. Throughout these speeches, he reiterated his aim of protecting 

sources and methods from disclosure. “We can’t continue to run our intelligence service if our secret 

operations are immediately leaked and put in the newspapers.” He spoke to a hostile student 

audience at Cornell after he said CIA briefed too many legislators, and urged for a stronger secrecy 

system, “to keep the secrets we need to keep.” In St. Louis he repeated his promise that CIA 

changed from the old days, insisting it had been “on the right track since 1973.”678 
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Colby used his Congressional appearances to protect CIA secrecy. Post-CIA he succeeded in 

opposing the 1974 Hughes-Ryan amendment that demanded Congress were kept informed of covert 

operations.679 Congress repealed it and left the authority to the new intelligence committees 

established by the Church group. Colby preferred this because it shielded “the necessary secrets of 

intelligence work.”680 He argued against making the CIA’s budget public in 1977 because he said it 

would lead to press suspicion. Whilst he supported “a change from the centuries old tradition of 

total secrecy about intelligence,” he highlighted a NYT article that inflated the projected 1978 

intelligence budget. If the budget was public, he said it would lead to further investigation into the 

CIA. “If you decide to make this…public,” Colby told the chair, “I confidently predict that you will be 

inundated by a series of questions…it would be destructive to our future intelligence operations.”681 

His speech was denounced by SPLD who labelled him as a hypocrite because he withheld material 

deemed in the public interest whilst advancing the view that the public needed greater insight into 

the CIA.682         

Colby testified before a House intelligence subcommittee investigating CIA’s use of the press 

as cover for its agents. He used Welch’s death as a reminder that future intelligence reform needed 

to protect the “good secrets.” CIA reform should provide legal protection against the disclosure of 

sensitive material. “I ask this committee to compensate for barring our intelligence from the use of 

American journalist credentials by reversing the tide of prohibition with respect to official cover.”683 

Colby proposed a year later that Congress enact prosecutions for individuals who disclose material 

after being given authorised access to them. His testimony, alongside George H.W. Bush, “amounted 

to a strong pitch for strengthening the CIA in contrast to controlling it.”684 

The Agency survived the Congressional investigations under his leadership, and Colby 

wanted to highlight it would not shut-up shop and revert to “total secrecy…the institution is simply 

too big and too obvious. Attempts to conceal what cannot be concealed are not only self-defeating, 
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they are injurious.” He doubled down on protecting CIA’s “good secrets” whilst proclaiming that it 

was no longer an organisation wrapped in complete secrecy.685 He spoke to the Senate in 1978 and 

declared “we must resolve how to keep the necessary secrets.” Post-CIA, Colby aimed to maintain 

CIA secrecy by stating it needed to adapt to the U.S. constitutional framework. He supported revising 

the National Security Act, arguing that it should protect “the Constitutional rights of Americans” 

whilst ensuring that “certain forms of abhorrent behaviour” would never reoccur.686      

Colby wrote an NYT article assessing the impact of the Congressional investigations. He 

stated they were necessary in ensuring effective intelligence in the future. However, he called them 

damaging for their “sensational atmosphere” which “frightened…foreign friends of American 

intelligence,” and leaks that resulted in attacking “our country and its friends for years to come.” 

Colby claimed CIA secrecy improved since the investigations, because the public now see them as 

“necessary ones for the protection of our democracy.” The article was criticised by a reader who 

replied that Colby seized on the shifting political climate to assume the American public favoured CIA 

secrecy.687    

Colby used public secrecy because he wanted to dictate what material should be released 

into the public domain. “A new theory of secrecy can begin by approaching the question from its 

other side, defining what needs to be exposed rather than what needs to be kept secret,” he stated 

in an article for International Security. The “flow of legitimate secrets” increased whilst he was DCI 

that had undermined CIA intelligence.688 He wrote in CT on the need to replace the romanticised 

“James Bond” image of intelligence with a public understanding of it. The investigations into CIA 

were because “of the climate of the 1950s and 1960s.” The public must recognise the importance of 

intelligence and CIA for “it would result in a public less fascinated by sensationalism and stories 

of…CIA’s prior misdeeds. At that time…I hope…CIA and intelligence will drop from the sensational 

headlines and become the sources of solid page 2 stories about world affairs.”689  

Reporters positively reviewed Colby’s tenure as DCI when his memoir was released in 1978. 

According to the columnist Joseph Kraft, he resembled a “supersharp bureaucrat,” who “anticipated 

the storm breaking over…CIA…disclosed to the press and Congress…in the hope of winning points to 
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limit the damage done to himself and the agency…he wants to be…on the side of the angels.”690 

Other reviews called him open and forthright in his approach. A reporter from LAT labelled him a 

“hero,” whilst another from CT remarked he knew his Agency’s “old days,” were over, “he has been 

frank enough to help us understand its danger.”691 He even received admiration from investigative 

journalists, David Wise and Daniel Schorr. Wise stated Colby cooperated with Congress “in an era of 

‘stonewalling,’” and Schorr reflected on his interview with him at Langley as the “signs that the 

cloak…started coming off,” he was “the most candid American spymaster in history.”692  

Like Allen Dulles, Colby shaped public debate post-CIA. He used Welch’s assassination to 

influence the formulation of Ford’s EO to protect CIA secrecy. He sought to continue his managed 

transparency strategy to install a new CIA history by ridding its past mistakes from public memory. 

He used public secrecy to emphasise the Agency’s intelligence capabilities to the public because it 

alleviated Colby’s concern that the press would delve deeper and compromise CIA’s “good secrets.” 

Post-CIA he recognised the Agency had to maintain a level of transparency to avoid another bout of 

“sensationalism.” But as public secrecy shows, Colby did not reveal anything new to the press. His 

various speeches, testimonies, articles, and his memoir all served to keep press criticism at bay and 

present an image that CIA moved on from the 1974 Seymour Hersh revelations. The lack of 

mainstream press hostility demonstrated that his managed transparency approach was successful.    

*** 

Journalists praised Colby’s character during the Agency’s troubled period. Scholars and ex-

CIA officials have spoken positively of him for “opening up” the Agency. Their view was that his 

Congressional testimonies, his contribution to the public debate on articles about CIA’s use of 

intelligence, his argument that more oversight was needed, and his memoir have all attributed to his 

aim in making CIA publicly accountable. Colby decided “to disclose some of the nation’s darkest 

secrets” recalls Tim Weiner, he “committed to a more forthright, open CIA,” one former official 

stated, while another applauded him for refusing to “hide behind executive branch prerogatives and 

the shield of secrecy, instead accepting as legitimate congressional demands for reform and 

accountability.”693          
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The Hersh revelations brought CIA secrecy into the public debate. Colby intentionally 

prolonged it through his testimonies, speeches, writings and interviews whilst masking the Agency’s 

past because he wanted to persuade the public that it could be harmed through the irresponsible 

exposure of its “good secrets.” His memoir demonstrates that he held no issues regarding the 

morality of the CIA’s domestic surveillance, only that the secrecy behind the operations provided an 

excuse for the press and Congress to scrutinise the Agency. The media “seized on the CIA with an 

investigative intensity,” whilst a “press and political firestorm immediately erupted” when all “the 

tensions and suspicions and hostilities that had been building about…CIA since the Bay of Pigs…had 

risen to a combustible level during the Vietnam and Watergate years, now exploded.”694              

Colby committed to a CIA public image change. Echoing his Catholic beliefs, this change 

involved washing the CIA’s sins away as it served as a cornerstone to his managed transparency 

approach. Maintaining secrecy was a priority for him, for he consistently warned the press, and 

Congress that it could go too far in dismantling his Agency. Just as Allen Dulles did, Colby emphasised 

public education about the workings of intelligence with the aim of diverting attention from 

unearthing CIA secrecy. Amidst a period of intelligence accountability, public secrecy in the 1970s 

required telling the story of intelligence and covering the Agency’s past mistakes by making the 

point that it was a changed organisation. It allowed Colby to shape the narrative that he was 

“opening up” CIA by appearing forthcoming.  

External factors aided Colby’s efforts. Newspapers helped him through their reluctance to 

pursue and scrutinise CIA secrecy for fear of damaging it. The consensus over supporting the Glomar 

Explorer project whilst discrediting the leaks surrounding it served as the first signifier that the post-

Watergate press was not as adversarial as Colby first thought. Congress also preserved CIA secrecy. 

This was due to three reasons. Firstly, the investigations took too long. The public mood shifted from 

“outrage” after Hersh’s allegations, to “indifference” because of the longevity of the investigations, 

“people lost interest,” reporter Leslie H. Gleb recalls.695 Second, the competing political motives and 

desired public recognition from Church and Pike played into Colby’s hands. The DCI was happy to 

indulge in the egos of the committees’ leaders to avoid further scrutiny. Third, intentional and 

unintentional Congressional leaks shifted public attention away from CIA abuses of power towards 

the mishandling of CIA material. The press stated Agency employees were in danger. Papers cited 
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Richard Welch, through the help of the Agency and the Ford administration, to consistently portray a 

sympathetic tone supporting the organisation.   

“I hate to say this, but I think we’ve won too much,” proclaimed a CIA official after the 

investigations ended. This quote perfectly encapsulates the success of managed transparency. It 

argues against prior narratives that have characterised this period as a time when CIA was under 

attack. Colby limited the Agency’s damage, and he relied on a tentative post-Watergate press who 

did not want to compromise CIA secrecy. The press and public turned their attention towards the 

investigations. The portrayal of Church as a serious legislator and investigator declined whilst Pike 

developed a McCarthyite reputation. But the CIA under DCI William Casey in the next decade 

adopted a more hardline approach in a bid to return to an earlier era of CIA secrecy.    
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5. Regaining Lost Ground: William Casey and the Reconstruction of CIA Secrecy 

 

“Nowadays having survived everything from the Bay of Pigs to Congressional investigations, to bitter memoirs, to 

its own glamor, intelligence has become a comfortable old Washington institution.” - Henry Allen, 1981 696 

“We can have both a free press and national security, but without national security we will lose our freedom.” - 

William Casey, 1986 697 

“This country can have a free press—it certainly needs one—and a superb intelligence service…We have to work 

together—you in the media and we in the intelligence business—to iron out our problems. That takes a 

willingness to listen, not lecture. The media tends to be better at the latter than the former in matters of this 

type.” - George Lauder, 1986 698 

 

“We’re not here to serve the public,” explained the head of the Agency’s Office of External 

Affairs (OEA) in a 1983 interview to WP, “our most-often-used phrase is no comment.” William 

Doswell’s role, as was outlined by DCI William Casey, was to keep CIA out of the public spotlight. 

Doswell managed Casey’s press and Congressional relations, trying to keep a check on increasing 

public interest in CIA and adhere to Casey’s demands that the press was kept at a distance. Limits on 

background briefings were brought in. The WP correspondent, George Lardner, reported that a 

“trust us” atmosphere has emerged. The CIA “decided to go underground again.” Casey wanted to 

return to what he saw as the “good old days.”699               

Doswell failed. As throughout its history, the CIA could not stay away from public 

controversy. This time it was the exposure of a covert operation to remove the Sandinista 

government in Nicaragua. Casey was targeted. Burned out and stressed, Doswell left the OEA in 

1982. The DCI wanted a return to CIA’s earlier days when it operated under a stricter form of 

secrecy. It shocked him to see what his Agency went through in the 1970s. He saw William Colby’s 

public appearances and Congressional testimonies as a dark time for CIA when it had to justify its 

actions. When he became DCI in 1981, he saw the CIA as a shell of its former self, it “was a patient 
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on the convalescent ward,” that had been repeatedly pushed into the public spotlight.700 He argued 

it was a clandestine organisation and needed to be treated as such, as he sought to regain lost 

ground by ensuring its secrecy was respected and protected. But Casey underestimated that key 

members of the press and influential Congressmen held similar views. They wanted a strong CIA and 

argued that the previous decade damaged its ability to defend the nation in the Cold War.               

An expansion of CIA secrecy was already underway by the time Casey and Ronald Reagan 

took office. The Agency’s “unleashing” began under the Carter administration. In late 1980, Casey’s 

predecessor, Stansfield Turner and legislators wanted to limit CIA restraints from the 1970s. SSCI 

members Daniel Patrick Moynihan and John H. Chafee proposed legislation that repealed the 1974 

Hughes-Ryan Amendment, allowing the IC to brief two Congressional committees instead of eight. 

The legislation included CIA FOIA exemptions. And it included separate reform that permitted the 

prosecution for current and ex-government officials who disclosed the identities of intelligence 

officers. Public interest organisations and reporters criticised it. They argued it attacked the First 

Amendment rights of the press.701  

The ASNE expressed “deep concern” over Moynihan’s bill.702 Investigative journalists Tom 

Wicker and Tad Szulc warned that Carter was giving in to CIA demands. The administration was 

“going limp on the sidelines,” and the debate “shifted in recent years from the dominant concern 

over individual rights to the traditional struggle for power between Congress and the executive 

branch.” In response to public outcry, Moynihan clarified reporters would not be prosecuted for 

publishing agents’ identities.703 Congress eventually passed the Intelligence Oversight Act in June 

1980. The Hughes-Ryan Amendment was repealed, relieving the Agency from stringent 

Congressional oversight. But CIA wanted two issues rectified. First, FOIA remained a significant 

obstacle for the Agency. Casey attempted to make material unrelated to national security exempt 

from it. The second was the cover of intelligence agents. Casey wanted to see legal enforcement that 

protected the identities of CIA agents against disclosure.  

This chapter demonstrates how CIA regained lost ground from the 1970s. It adds to our 

understanding of the CIA’s “unleashing” because it moves beyond works that focus on its power 

abroad under Reagan and instead argues that it sought to rollback its 1970s reforms and gain 
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legislative advantages at home. Under Casey the CIA initially attempted to distance itself from the 

press. However, the DCI and officials soon discovered that it needed to engage with reporters if the 

Agency wanted to return to an earlier time when it operated under a stricter form of secrecy. Casey 

recognised he could use public secrecy to ensure the CIA received enough press support to remove 

prior constraints and restore the Agency back to its late-1940s and 1950s heyday. This chapter 

shows four key moments that explain how Casey’s CIA shaped public debate.  

The first moment is EO 12333 in 1981. It eased CIA’s restrictions on domestic surveillance. 

CIA deliberately leaked drafts of it to use as a testing ground for press reaction. Initial coverage led 

to a turning point within CIA that shifted Casey’s motive for restraining press relations towards 

engagement. The press negatively reported on the first draft because it completely reversed former 

CIA restrictions, but it soon accepted the final version because it was depicted as a successful 

compromise between the Agency and Congress. EO 12333 was a victory for Casey because it 

reversed some of the 1970s reforms. The second was the IIPA in 1982. IIPA made it a federal crime 

to intentionally reveal covert intelligence officers through either classified material or material in the 

public domain. The death of CIA officer Richard Welch in 1975 and an attack on a CIA residence in 

Jamaica led Casey to make the point clear that the Agency needed legislative support.704 It was a 

major success for the DCI because it reinforced CIA secrecy by dictating what the press could 

publish, and it provided a stronger defence in shielding Agency material because it was backed 

through litigation and state power.705 It was supported by the NYT and the WP as long as it targeted 

former government officials and did not undermine First Amendment rights of the press. 

The third moment was Casey’s push to have CIA totally exempt from FOIA. National security 

material has always been exempted from it, but Casey wanted FOIA weakened even further so it 

protected any material relating to CIA. Initially the Agency followed the same steps as EO 12333. 

Casey publicly argued for total exemption that led to negative press coverage which the OEA 

surveyed. The argument shifted from total exemption towards a moderate stance of partial relief 

which was achieved with the passage of the Central Intelligence Information Act (CIIA) in 1984. Key 

members of Congress, the ACLU and WP supported it because they argued it did not interfere with 

the public’s right to know. The final moment examines Casey’s threats to prosecute news outlets in 

1986 to prevent publication of a covert operation. CIA initially went on the offensive and Casey 

wanted to make an example of the press to make the point clear it was damaging national security 

but he soon accepted the notion that prosecution was complicated due to the First Amendment. He 
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recognised the importance of press engagement in ensuring restraint was met. The press was a 

symbiotic partner to CIA and Casey’s threats were not beneficial in shaping public debate.      

Initial Leaks of EO 12333  

 

  Leaked drafts of EO 12333 provided the CIA a means to assess press reaction. Easing the 

restrictions on CIA’s domestic surveillance powers demonstrated the pendulum was shifting towards 

a strident form of secrecy Casey wanted. He and senior government officials despised what occurred 

in the previous decade and promised to regain CIA secrecy. On 10 March 1981, NYT released details 

of a proposed new EO. It stated CIA “may engage in electronic surveillance within the United States.” 

This included gathering, storing, and disseminating data on a person “who is reasonably believed to 

be acting on behalf of a foreign power.” The EO reduced the Attorney General’s authority to review 

the “legality of an intelligence agency’s procedures instead of the broad powers of review given by 

the existing measure” and permitted CIA to “infiltrate domestic organizations.”706 

The information obtained by NYT was the result of a leak. The order was drafted by CIA, but 

the leak’s source remained unknown. On the same day NYT ran the story, the Deputy Director, 

Bobby Ray Inman, invited the press to Langley to mitigate potential uproar over the proposed 

changes. Inman stated the meeting will not be “a frequent occurrence” due to a “very strong view 

that we need to lower the profile of the leadership of the Intelligence Community.” Inman criticised 

the NYT article, calling it “vastly exaggerated.” He claimed he was unaware that Casey approved and 

signed it. Attempting to calm the press, Inman assured CIA was not renewing domestic powers, 

“there is not a proposal to change it,” as it was only a “first draft” and emphasised that he and the 

DCI were opposed to it.707  
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Figure 6.1 The NYT broke the story of the CIA’s planned resurgence into domestic 
spying. Source: Pear, “Intelligence Groups Seek Power,” NYT. 
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Inman and the CIA played the long game, as Matthew Jones explains, to dupe the press with 

the aim of gradually reducing Agency restrictions.708 The March leak of EO 12333 was designed to 

cause a public outcry so revisions could be put in place to make it appear that later drafts were not 

like the original. Inman wanted to limit Reagan’s newly appointed conservatives within the National 

Security Council (NSC). The new appointees viewed the 1970s as a period when overzealous 

Congressmen, radical reporters, and advocates of intelligence reform scrupulously targeted CIA, 

undermining its effectiveness and morale. They wanted to remove prior Congressional restraints, 

but Inman feared their dogmatic approach would lead to renewed calls to limit the Agency’s 

intelligence capabilities. Gradually, the goal remained for Inman and CIA to rollback restrictions and 

outplay both the press and NSC.709  

Editorials criticised the proposed changes. Extending the CIA’s domestic authority reignited 

fears of a secret national security state abusing its power. Mainstream newspapers warned of the 

impact the proposed EO would have on the privacy rights of citizens. NYT reminded their readers 

“the circulating proposal would revive the time, not long past, when…C.I.A. thought nothing of 

opening the mail of innocent civilians, illegally searching homes and infiltrating political 

organizations.” The EO would result in “an open call for Government lawlessness…in the name of 

decency, the President should shoot it down.”710 WP stated it “raises the specter of the 1980s anti-

terrorist equivalent of ‘Operation Chaos.’” The EO draft “suggests that some people have not 

properly absorbed the experience of the last decade.”711 

Conservative newspapers shared similar concerns, but they were reluctant to completely 

criticise the proposed changes. The PI asserted that whilst CIA domestic spying could be considered 

a “necessary evil under certain circumstances,” prior reforms should not be removed as “they were 

put there to curb abuses and protect basic constitutional rights.”712 Although CT criticised it, 

reminding readers of the 1970s “bloodletting” where CIA was “publicly pilloried in the press and the 

Congress.” Agency restrictions are “important in a free society…because such agencies always 

threaten to violate individuals’ political liberties…it is also important because the agencies are 

themselves threatened whenever the political climate changes.”713              

 
708 Matthew L. Jones, “Creating Uncertainty, Casting Doubt: U.S. Intelligence Leaks from Reform to Spyware for 
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Negative press reaction from the March leak led to revisions. Drafts were leaked in the 

following months implying stronger protections to civil liberties and limits on the Agency’s domestic 

powers. CIA and NSC were involved in a bureaucratic turf war over the revisions. NSC wanted to 

remove more restrictions than Inman and Casey allegedly proposed. The group was “working on a 

totally different approach” whilst CIA were considering additional revisions. Inman was involved in 

adjusting it and played down fears the Agency would be conducting domestic surveillance. Inman 

defended CIA after the leak. He stated during a press conference that it was only to judge public 

opinion on the Agency’s future.714  

A Turning Point at CIA: The OEA’s Recommendations and Press Reaction to EO 12333 

 

Continued leaks led to a turning point at CIA. Initially Casey wanted to increase secrecy and 

keep the press at a distance. But less than a year as DCI, he recognised CIA had to engage with the 

press. He followed OEA recommendations that argued the Agency should care about its public 

image. Its lack of response to EO leaks were leading to unnecessary negative coverage. It needed to 

be proactive and respond quickly to avoid further criticism and scrutiny. In September 1981, it was 

reported the Reagan administration “backed off significantly” to the original draft.715 The intelligence 

advisor to the Attorney General, Richard Willard, wanted to repeal the “ill-considered restrictions.” 

He explained the EO was worded in a way that “was not as precise as it should have been…the 

language made things look worse than they really were. No one contemplates any changes such as 

getting the CIA involved in domestic spying.”716 The conservative Christian Science Monitor reported 

the revisions have been “significantly watered down… [and] resolved areas of ambiguity regarding 

the CIA and thus…not altered current CIA restrictions.” By removing the “stringent” Carter EO, the 

revisions grant “fewer layers of approval for various US spy operations.” It said these proposals to 

remove CIA limitations, were crafted to appear “cosmetic…designed as a gesture to…the political 

right.”717    

The following months constituted more leaks showing CIA support for the original draft. It 

was reported the EO allowed the Agency to infiltrate domestic organisations, gather information on 

citizens, and work with domestic law enforcement organisations.718 The House Permanent Select 
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Committee on Intelligence (HPSCI) and SSCI conducted hearings. Led by the SSCI chairman Barry 

Goldwater and vice chairman Daniel Patrick Moynihan, it recommended President Reagan reject 

recent CIA proposals. Former Senator and the SSCI’s first chair, Frank Church, described the EO as 

“unwise as it is unwarranted,” CIA “are trained to break the law (abroad)…when you bring those 

people home, you invite trouble.”719  

Recent proposals to ease restrictions fuelled anger and confusion. Despite key CIA and 

administration officials denying the Agency will be given domestic surveillance powers, the leaked 

information stated the opposite. It raised concerns over what the new EO included. NYT and WP 

reported on the conflicting information. Referencing George Orwell’s 1984, correspondents accused 

officials of misleading the press. George Lardner explained the contradictory statements. “The 

answer appears to be straight out of…Orwell’s Ministry of Truth. The proposed executive 

order…does not really mean what it says. Nothing in it…would expand the CIA’s ability to engage in 

domestic espionage…The publicity…has been ‘doubleplusungood’ and in need of ‘rewrite 

fullwise.’”720  

The NYT and the WP both focused on oversight as a crucial process to limit the restoration of 

CIA domestic powers. NYT praised the increase of CIA supervision under Carter. It explained that it 

“makes the Agency and the White House squirm.” It defended the findings of the Church committee. 

The report “nailed the C.I.A. for collecting dossiers on thousands of law-abiding Americans,” and it 

urged the President not to sign the EO. If Reagan did, it underlined “the danger of an unchecked spy 

service turned inward.”721 WP criticised government officials for creating a “double bind.” Details of 

the EO were not discussed or defended by CIA, and Congress was not permitted to go public with 

their grievances due to its secrecy. The paper hoped Congress could block it. “The fact that the 

processes of consultation and internal discussion were still going on as late as this week offered 

what prospect there was that…CIA will not be put back in the path of the temptations to which it 

succumbed in earlier years.”722  
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The EO leaks preoccupied key individuals overseeing the changes. In framing public debate 

over civil liberties, Edward P. Boland, the HPSCI member, criticised a Wall Street Journal editorial 

that urged Reagan to sign the EO. The article stated it was Carter’s appointees who were to blame 

for the compromises taking place. Inman was cited because he threatened to resign if the EO was 

passed. “If anyone in the CIA wants to resign, so be it.” Boland argued the EO undermined civil 

liberties, and it should provide clear CIA guidelines in echoing Ford and Carter’s reforms.723  

The OEA sent two memorandums to recommend how CIA respond to the leaks. They 

proposed more background briefings with reporters and a quicker coordinated response to negative 

coverage. OEA highlighted comments made by the SSCI’s John H. Chafee and Daniel Patrick 

Moynihan. Both raised concerns over the Agency’s lack of response to the “many misinformed and 

inaccurate media stories.” Moynihan stated CIA was “paying a heavy price by not responding.” 

Chafee recommended the SSCI assist it by publicly replying to any negative media coverage after 

factoring in the CIA’s response. The memorandum states that whilst the Agency’s aim is to keep a 

“low profile,” this approach has not helped in mitigating damage to CIA’s image. A new “modestly 

assertive” PR approach was needed, where the Agency would be “forthcoming.”724  

OEA depicted the Max Hugel affair as a PR success the Agency should learn from. The 

appointment of Hugel was a difficult scenario for CIA. He was head of the clandestine division but 

was shortly accused of insider trading and eventually resigned. The document argued CIA response 

to the Hugel situation was effective because it took “quick action,” utilising “candid statements” to 

the press to avoid a PR disaster. The memorandum described the EO as “a politically explosive issue” 

where CIA “silence” made matters worse. The “Agency has suffered…unnecessarily” and the “deeper 

and more permanent concern is the impression the public continues to receive that the Agency is 

untrustworthy, devious and intent on intruding into their privacy.”725  

A series of proposals were sent to improve CIA’s public image. It urged the Agency abandon 

its current polarising “media policy” of “no comment [versus] full disclosure.” Senior officials 

including the DCI should meet reporters through “monthly breakfasts,” beginning “immediately.” 

CIA only engaged with journalists deemed “responsible,” deciding which reporters could handle 

“discussions of important issues.” OEA recommended a more responsive tone with the press. PR 

staff were to ensure CIA was “in front of the day’s news instead of belatedly trying to insert an 
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Agency position after the story is in print.” OEA’s director bickered, “we are always on the defensive-

reacting.”726  

Lastly, OEA recommended a closer relationship with the WH. The Agency’s silence 

contrasted with the WH’s public statements. The WH’s press office was “prepared to defend the EO” 

in public whilst CIA failed to prepare any press responses. Proposals of effective dialogue and 

coordination between the two, combined by communicating with selected reporters “would have 

helped immensely,” to limit negative coverage.727 This was achieved in 1983 through a “hotline” 

between CIA and other departments. It was intended to protect the Agency by preventing leaks 

rather than building constructive press relations.728                                              

 
726 CIA, “Media Policy,” November 16, 1981, CIA-RDP84B00148R000100100009-6.  
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Figure 6.2 An OEA memorandum urging CIA rethink its reaction to the EO leaks. Staying 
silent would not help it. The organisation needed to be more proactive with the press 
to get ahead of critical commentary. Source: CIA, “Media Policy,” November 16, 1981, 
CIA-RDP84B00148R000100100009-6. 
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Inman and CIA were successful in outflanking their opposition. The Agency achieved their 

goal: the easing of domestic surveillance restrictions. Reagan signed the EO on 4 December 1981 as 

it replaced Carter’s EO 12036. Engaging “in electronic surveillance within the United States,” it 

permitted CIA to obtain information on citizens who are “reasonably believed to be potential 

sources.” 729 Unlike the original draft in March that drew unified criticism from NYT, WP, and 

Congressional bipartisan opposition, the EO fractured the earlier consensus. “The public relations 

aspect of it worked beautifully,” TBS claimed, “congressional intelligence committee members hailed 

this final version because they compared it to last spring’s draft rather than to the existing rules.”730  

The NYT asserted the EO was moderate than its former drafts. It said CIA was not at fault 

because it was dragged into prior domestic operations by the Lyndon B. Johnson and Richard Nixon 

administrations. NYT argued the EO 12333 did not “turn back the clock to the days when Presidents 

decreed no limits at all.” It continued its support of CIA supervision from the early-Cold War by 

praising Reagan for recognising Congressional oversight, “the rule of law thus remains embedded in 

the strange soil of intelligence.”731 Boland replied and said there was “some cause for cautious 

optimism.” He concluded the EO was a successful compromise between the administration and 

Congress.732  

The WP supported the EO’s signing into law because it did not deviate from Carter’s. Its 

editorial moderated the charges that restoration of CIA’s domestic powers undermined civil 

liberties. It argued the EO shifted “the marker a bit to the right on the individual liberty-national 

security scale.” Nevertheless, it “takes a rather vivid imagination…to think that [Reagan] has moved 

it much.” The paper argued the ongoing press coverage and SSCI investigation into Casey’s financial 

affairs, involving his failure to report loans to companies he represented as a lawyer, had diverted 

his attention from implementing key passages in the EO.733 By excluding CIA’s position, the editorial 

stated the administration and Congress kept the Agency “on the intelligence straight and narrow, 

out of the domestic political swamp.”734  

Barry Goldwater, serving as the chair of SSCI, was sympathetic to CIA. He criticised WP and 

called out other editors for their remarks that CIA was out of control during the 1970s. Goldwater 

 
729 Executive Order 12333, “United States Intelligence Activities,” National Archives, December 4, 1981, 
https://www.archives.gov/federal-register/codification/executive-order/12333.html; George Lardner, Jr., 
“President Eases Restrictions on Gathering of Intelligence,” WP, December 5, 1981, p. A1.  
730 Ernest B. Furgurson, “In the CIA We Trust,” TBS, December 13, 1981, p. K5. 
731 “Looser Reins for the C.I.A.,” NYT, December 9, 1981, p. A30. 
732 Edward P. Boland, “From Reagan to C.I.A., to Treat with Care,” NYT, December 20, 1981, p. E16. 
733 Persico, Casey, 267-268. 
734 “Mr. Reagan and the CIA,” WP, December 6, 1981, p. C6. 



206 
 

admitted the Agency exceeded its legal boundaries, only because “at that particular time” they were 

ordered to conduct domestic operations by previous administrations. He agrees with the EO, stating 

“I don’t think it goes far enough.” Goldwater’s influence was pivotal in shifting SSCI’s stance from 

opposition to the EO to supporting it. Although Goldwater criticised WP, it was the paper’s moderate 

view on the EO that prompted him to air his conservative rhetoric protecting CIA. “Remember…this 

well: all of the enemies of the United States do not live outside its borders.”735     

Subsequent leaks led to conflicting accounts over what the new EO contained. NYT and WP 

were quick to point out the EO’s confusing and inconsistent provisions. Assessing press reaction was 

vital because it led the CIA towards engaging with the press. The Agency had to continue surveying 

press coverage. Its silence in response to the leaks throughout the majority of 1981 damaged its 

image because the press and Congress were concerned its domestic powers would be revitalised. 

CIA’s internal documents are telling: the Agency’s PR shifted immediately. Casey’s aim to increase 

secrecy faltered at the first hurdle because CIA could not afford to hide behind the shadows.         

The EO was watered down from its initial leaked version back in March 1981. Its moderated 

form passed because the press and Congress compared it to the excessive proposals within the 

original draft. Mainstream newspapers and key legislators saw it as a successful compromise 

between the administration and Congress that clarified the CIA’s role and ensured civil liberties were 

protected. NYT supported the EO because it recognised “the right of the Senate and House…to 

obtain confidential oversight information.”736 WP supported it because it demonstrated Reagan’s 

backing of CIA, reflecting “the president’s traditional pride and confidence in them and his 

conviction that their public image deserves burnishing.”737 This editorial gave impetus for Goldwater 

to voice his defence of the EO. Even Boland, a staunch critic of the original leak, felt some progress 

was made to produce a less excessive document. EO 12333 represented a broader political and 

cultural shift as conservative appointees occupied the highest echelons in government. The press 

and Congress recognised that they no longer could oppose legislation that weakened the 1970s 

intelligence reforms.      

Senator Chafee and Press Reaction to IIPA 

 

CIA secrecy expanded under the 1982 IIPA that made it a federal crime to reveal the names 

of covert intelligence agents. It shaped public debate because it set guidelines for what the press 
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could publish and it enforced state retaliation against actions CIA deemed as dangerous to national 

security. Unlike the consensus which broke apart after the EO signing, there was a rigid consensus 

between the press and Congress to support the Agency’s view that legal punishment be enforced to 

deter individuals who they argued were deliberately compromising the covert identities of agents. 

NYT and WP supported IIPA because it targeted what they described as a small group of individuals, 

some former intelligence employees, who systematically attempted to undermine CIA by 

deliberately disclosing the identities of intelligence officers.738 NYT and WP claimed they were 

distinct to the actions of lone wolfs and renegades because the mainstream newspapers supported 

CIA secrecy and adhered to a strict line of press responsibility.  

The leading Congressional supporter of IIPA was Senator John H. Chafee.739 A liberal 

Republican whose views contrasted with his conservative colleagues. His support of IIPA differed 

from his political views. Chafee’s proposal demonstrates that CIA secrecy encapsulated the public 

debate across the political spectrum as he sought to pass the IIPA in the broadest language possible. 

It not only punished those who worked with and disclosed classified information, but Chafee’s 

provision also targeted individuals who gained information from public sources. His amendment 

permitted prosecution on the grounds of pursuing a “pattern of activities” which leads to the 

identification of an agent. The IIPA therefore indiscriminately targeted both government “insiders” 

and “outsiders.”740  

Chafee’s positive view of intelligence began during his military service in the Second World 

War. Stationed in Guadalcanal in 1942, he remarked the vital role intelligence played for his unit. 

The exposures of covert agents had angered him. He joined SSCI in 1977 and spoke to numerous 

intelligence officers abroad. He saw CIA disillusionment and low morale during the era of intelligence 

accountability. He said he repeatedly told, “how can America let this happen?” His views on press 

coverage over intelligence were explicit as he argued First Amendment rights to the press were not 

absolute if intelligence material is compromised. “They say my bill will inhibit the press and that’s 

true, but the press accepts inhibitions in wartime…I don’t want to equate this situation with war, but 

intelligence is a dangerous business…[it] is a very valuable tool in peacetime.”741 
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Earlier IIPA drafts split Congress. Legislators differed over what constituted an impairment to 

the intelligence services.742 Edward Boland argued “intent” was needed as proof of conviction. The 

Senate gave a broader interpretation, adopting Chafee’s “pattern of activities” and a “reason to 

believe,” making it easier to prosecute journalists. John Shattuck, the ACLU’s legislative director, 

wrote a scathing WP article. In it, he argued that targeting reporters for using public information 

grants the CIA sweeping authority to determine what constitutes a “reason to believe.” He 

concluded IIPA would “strike a blow at the heart of a free press.” Democratic Senator, Joseph Biden 

supported Boland. He warned Chafee’s provision is “vague” and “unnecessary broad,” with the fear 

of prosecution “enough to dissuade many news organizations.”743        

Casey appeared at a Senate hearing to offer his support for Chafee, praising him for 

highlighting the “tragic results of these unauthorized disclosures.”744 The “reason to believe” clause, 

the DCI stated, does not impede First Amendment rights of the press because “it is not related to 

alleged abuses. It does not bring clarity to issues of national policy. It does not enlighten public 

debate. It does not contribute to an enlightened and informed electorate.” He also contacted the 

Justice Department to reiterate his support for the Senate’s bill; he was hopeful it would lead to 

successful prosecutions and deter unauthorised disclosures.745 In a WP article titled “Why Should We 

Endanger Our Spies?” Chafee echoed Casey’s assurances, citing his provision “is well established in 

espionage law and has been upheld in the courts on a number of occasions.” Despite opposition 

from liberal legislators and the ACLU, the Senate passed the IIPA on 18 March 1982.746 

What did Chafee’s amendment mean for reporters who could be reprimanded for 

uncovering potential CIA abuses? On the one hand NYT and WP were willing to support legislation 

that penalised those who exposed intelligence agents. A NYT editorial called the whistleblower Philip 

Agee the “villain of all seasons.”747 On the other, they warned IIPA could infringe First Amendment 
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rights of the press. “A swipe at the First Amendment,” the WP exclaimed.748 Legislation 

strengthening CIA secrecy seemed to irate mainstream newspapers when press freedom could be 

undermined. They drew a firm distinction between conventional journalism exposing CIA abuses and 

outsiders who were reckless, irresponsible and deliberately attempting to undermine intelligence 

capabilities. “If Congress were content to attack those who so callously violate their oaths of 

secrecy,” NYT claimed, “it could probably succeed without trampling on First Amendment values.”749  

WP editorials and replies demonstrated this distinction. In the last months of the Carter 

administration WP separated the actions of Agee and Louis Wolf, a private citizen who revealed 

details about agents operating in Jamaica using public sources. He was blamed for the subsequent 

attack on a CIA house in the region. Its editorial said Agee released sensitive CIA material. “With the 

Agee part,” the paper claimed, “we have no quarrel.” However, Wolf identified agents by acquiring 

unclassified information. WP argued that the Wolf case could spiral into prosecution for journalists 

who publish articles exposing intelligence activities. “How can they be punished for publishing such 

information without punching a hole in the First Amendment’s guarantees of freedom of speech and 

expression?” Whilst against Wolf’s actions, which was described as “ugly mischief,” it concludes, “his 

mischief cannot be the cause of an abridgement of the freedoms that the population as a whole 

enjoys.”750              

The following year WP asked what the implications for journalists would be if the ongoing 

Wolf case resulted in prosecution. As debate continued in Congress over the IIPA, the paper 

criticised the House’s “intent” provision, which it argued did not protect journalists as “intent 

compels an inquiry into belief and opens a gaping hole in the protections guaranteed by the First 

Amendment.” Chafee’s “reason to believe” was scrutinised. WP claimed it “is no less well-meaning 

but no more satisfactory.” Protections to journalists were still “flimsy.” WP wanted to distance itself 

from the “contemptible” Wolf. “The Louis Wolfs do not want to merely embarrass…CIA, they are 

terrorists in spirit, and their true purpose is to destroy democracy.”751 

Wolf responded to WP, as did the editors of the Covert Action Information Bulletin and 

Edward Boland. Wolf criticised the “diluted editorial” accusing it of lending “credence to the CIA’s 

cause.” By labelling him a terrorist, he states WP “will allow the passage of this act” and it will be “a 

significant blow against democracy.” CIA will target anyone who exposes their activities, he argues, 

and there will be no protections or distinctions between the press and individuals under IIPA. “How 
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could any journalist expose a major CIA operation…without wittingly understanding that the story 

would impede CIA activities?...We are journalists in the traditional sense…just as much as your 

reporters are…no way a law can distinguish between us.”752              

Boland criticised the “lack of understanding” by WP over comments made on the absence of 

journalist protections. He explains the House and Senate’s interpretations of IIPA are different 

because of the impact to press freedom. Chairing the HPSCI, Boland is supportive of the House’s 

“intent” amendment, claiming it protects the First Amendment rights of the press as compared to 

the Senate’s “reason to believe” which “allows the jury to find guilt if it is satisfied not that the 

defendant intended a bad result.” He argues this is crucial because the Senate’s bill could “have a 

chilling effect on investigative reporters who seek to expose governmental abuses.”753 

The Senate’s IIPA interpretation led to several opinion pieces. Conservative government 

officials wanted it to be signed as soon as possible. Richard Willard wrote in WP to urge legislators to 

pass IIPA. He previously consulted with legislators to grant IIPA with the broadest possible language 

to ensure easier and quicker prosecutions. He supported Chafee’s amendment and argued editorial 

criticisms delayed its passage. Claiming IIPA criticisms were “unfair” and “inaccurate,” he cites 

Chafee’s provision to assert there is a clear distinction in the legislation which will not target 

journalists. The First Amendment however does not extend to all speech, Willard writes. Protection 

“does not preclude legislation that prohibits the systematic exposure of agents’ identities.” Both 

Congressional interpretations of the IIPA, “intent” and “reason to believe,” are constitutional, “this 

legislation has been delayed long enough, and one version or the other deserves speedy 

enactment.”754    

On the other side of the debate was an article written by CIA whistleblower Frank Snepp in 

NYT. He referred to his own court case as he weighed in on the issue. The 1980 Snepp v. United 

States required government employees seek prior review before submitting any publication. It 

revoked First Amendment rights of any individual who worked with classified information. 

Censorship could be enforced purely on the notion the government employee breached their 

“position of trust.”755 Snepp writes the Supreme Court ruling offered protection to reporters 

whereas IIPA includes public information as a reason to prosecute. “So much for the sanctity of 

investigative journalism,” the House and Senate versions of the Act amount to little more than a 
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“litmus test of a journalist’s intent (if he’s demonstrably anti-C.I.A., he gets clobbered).” The bill 

should be scrapped, he writes, as the Snepp ruling provides the administration “more than enough 

legal firepower,” IIPA amounted to a “massive and totally gratuitous assault on the press and the 

First Amendment.”756              

The NYT accused Congress and the administration of jingoism as they wrapped “this bill in 

the flag.” It argued Chafee does not understand IIPA restrictions to a free press. The “reason to 

believe” makes prosecuting journalists “too easily charged,” as IIPA is “offensive to the Bill of 

Rights.”757 The Senate passed IIPA on 11 June 1982 and it was signed by Reagan on 23 June at 

Langley. Just as Eisenhower visited in 1959 to lay the cornerstone at Langley in a huge PR event to 

demonstrate the Agency’s status, Reagan’s appearance was constructed as a PR event to symbolise 

CIA regaining and strengthening its secrecy. His presence not only showed support for IIPA but also 

emphasised his administration’s aim to restore the Agency.  

The “US Army Band filled the air with patriotic songs” as Reagan was greeted by Casey and 

CIA officials. Reagan delivered his speech to an audience of CIA employees and the press, the event 

at the “normally closed and secretive compound” resembled something of a “Fourth of July 

picnic.”758 Reagan commended the work of Chafee “whose outstanding leadership guided this bill 

through the Senate.” IIPA “recognizes that the revelation of names of secret agents adds nothing to 

the legitimate public debate over intelligence policy.” And he said it was a step in the right direction 

to rebuild the CIA from a “decade of neglect and sometimes overzealous criticism.”759  

Reagan’s comments demonstrated that IIPA shifted public debate as naming agents was not 

considered “legitimate” nor within the public interest. IIPA led to press discussion over the First 

Amendment, which itself became subjective. NYT and WP were quick to denounce First Amendment 

rights to the likes of Agee and Wolf. There was no controversy over the issue of targeting them, 

however they were willing to fight against potential press censorship and IIPA prosecution. A 

“pattern of activities” and a “reason to believe” were so vague that reporters did not understand 

what they could be prosecuted for. As Chafee put it, “they’ll just have to be careful about exposing 

names of agents.”760  

 
756 Frank Snepp, “The Noose Media Bill,” NYT, December 6, 1981, p. E23. 
757 “The Spy Bill Wrapped in the Flag,” NYT, March 4, 1982, p. A22; “The Right to Name Names,” NYT, March 
22, 1982, p. A14. 
758 Herbert H. Denton, “President Signs Bill Making Disclosure of Agents a Crime,” WP, June 24, 1982, p. A3. 
759 CIA, “Remarks of the President at Bill Signing Ceremony at Headquarters Building,” July 2, 1982, CIA-
RDP85B01152R001001330001-1, https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP85B01152R001001330001-
1.pdf, accessed 13th March 2023. 
760 Taylor Jr., “Bill to Protect Agents’ Names,” NYT.   



212 
 

 

 

FOIA and CIA: The Shift to Total Exemption 

 

Casey desired to see CIA return to its early-Cold War years. He wanted to exempt non-

national security material from FOIA thereby cloaking the CIA in deeper secrecy. Casey argued FOIA 

processes were costly, time-consuming, and distracted Agency employees from vital intelligence 

work. He found exempting non-national security material more challenging than IIPA because there 

was stronger press support for FOIA. Like EO 12333, CIA played the long game. By wanting total 

exemption, a move that inspired press and public uproar immediately, the Agency could instigate a 

compromise, minimising criticism to gradually free themselves from FOIA. Key CIA officials such as 

the DCI, Inman and John McMahon, who took over Inman’s role as Deputy DCI in 1982, were 

Figure 6.3 Reagan signs the IIPA at Langley. In the picture he blows a kiss to the press. 
Source: Denton, “President Signs Bill,” WP.  
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staunch advocates for restricting FOIA whilst legislators who supported the Agency, such as the SSCI 

chair Barry Goldwater, pushed for FOIA relief. FOIA was a landmark piece of legislation passed in 

1966 that granted any citizen the right to request government documents. The U.S. government is 

bound by FOIA to disclose information, and the courts could legally enforce disclosure. But national 

security material was exempted, and agencies can decide to withhold information.761  

The press supported FOIA because it aided journalists and papers in investigating 

government wrongdoing through the acquisition of material. The legislation upholds the public’s 

right to know.762 It was also supported by Congress because legislators implemented amendments in 

1974 after Watergate to strengthen and expand it. These reforms, however, were modest according 

to Ted Galen Carpenter.763 CIA stuck regimentally to national security exemptions during the 1970s. 

After the Glomar project, the Agency used the exemption to withhold material investigative 

reporters wanted. The phrase “neither confirm nor deny,” became the “Glomar response,” as the 

Agency rejected numerous FOIA requests, frustrating journalists.764 The Reagan administration 

targeted FOIA. In April 1982, EO 12356 made it simpler for government officials to classify 

information. Cutting requests, the administration used national security to dictate how long material 

could be classified for. This deviated from the Carter government that established a timeframe when 

certain pieces of information were going to be released. Under Reagan, information requested by 

FOIA could be re-classified to prevent disclosure.765 

CIA began to make its case against FOIA during the Carter administration.766 The Agency 

argued the DCI should decide what files to exempt from FOIA. Between 1979 and 1980, the Agency 

supported an amendment to the 1949 CIA Act that it wanted to include in the “Intelligence Reform 

Act” in 1980.767 It failed to pass but the Deputy DCI Frank Carlucci pushed for CIA operational files to 

be exempt by citing Philip Agee’s exposures of intelligence agents. “It is frankly disgraceful that we 

are required to assist him in his endeavors.” Agee’s lawyer noted CIA have “been working the Agee 

 
761 Daniel J. Sheffner, “The Freedom of Information Act (FOIA): A Legal Overview,” Congressional Research 
Service, August 24, 2020, 22, 25.  
762 Mark Fenster, “FOIA as an Administrative Law,” in Troubling Transparency: The History and Future of 
Information, ed. David E. Pozen and Michael Schudson (New York: Columbia University Press, 2018), 57. 
763 Carpenter, The Captive Press, 81-82. 
764 Bennett, Neither Confirm Nor Deny, 256. 
765 Executive Order 12356, “National Security Information,” April 2, 1982, The American Presidency Project, 
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/executive-order-12356-national-security-information.; David H. 
Morrisey, “Disclosure and Secrecy: Security Classification Executive Orders,” Journalism and Mass 
Communication Monographs, 161, (February 1997), 29. 
766 George Lardner Jr., “CIA Asking Hill to Cut Back Public Access to Agency’s Files,” WP, February 29, 1980, p. 
A2; Mohr, “Panel Backs Review,” NYT; George Lardner Jr., “Senate Panel Seeking to Cut Public Access to CIA 
Data,” WP, January 24, 1980, p. A8. 
767 Karen A. Winchester and James W. Zirkle, “Freedom of Information and the CIA Information Act,” University 
of Richmond Law Review, 21, no. 2 (1987), 255-257. 



214 
 

angle in order to destroy the Freedom of Information Act.”768 The Agency attempted to include 

exemption of operational files into the Intelligence Oversight Act however the amendment was 

dismissed. The debate over FOIA exemption was delayed until 1981.769 The Deputy DCI knew CIA had 

to cooperate with it because in the age of “the whistleblower and the investigative reporter…people 

talk about openness.” But in a speech to the Association of Former Intelligence Officers in 1980, 

Carlucci stated the conservative shift in Congress and U.S. politics will provide CIA with enough 

support for FOIA relief, “we are going to press just as hard as we can for the protection of sources 

and methods.”770 

The aim of partial FOIA exemption from Carlucci shifted to total exemption under Casey in 

the summer of 1981. Deputy DCI Bobby Inman argued for the “total exclusion” of CIA files from 

FOIA. Speaking to SSCI in July, he criticised FOIA for undermining the Agency’s intelligence 

capabilities. He stated foreign governments were reluctant to share information with the U.S. “on 

the basis that they would be afraid…they would ultimately read about it in the newspaper.” 

Exemption ended “the wasteful and debilitating diversion of resources…eliminate[d] the danger of 

court-ordered release of properly classified information…regain[ed] the confidence of human 

sources and foreign intelligence services.”771  His comments drew criticism from the American 

Newspaper Publisher Association (ANPA) who called it “especially disturbing,” considering Casey’s 

earlier move to close CIA’s PR department, the Office of Public Affairs and limit background briefings 

for reporters. A representative from the Society of Professional Journalists, argued that FOIA has 

kept CIA accountable. “Even the minimal access to CIA information…has permitted the press to 

render what we consider a valuable service to the American people.”772  

The ACLU also responded. The group was one of FOIA’s staunchest defenders. Its staff 

attorney Mark Lynch opposed Inman’s comments that Congressional oversight alone can provide CIA 

accountability. It is a “very dangerous idea…and that this committee should think long and hard 

about before it accept[s] that notion.” Lastly a ASNE statement opposed CIA arguments that FOIA 

led to national security disclosures. The group highlighted exemptions that allow the Agency to avoid 

disclosing potentially sensitive material that harms its image. “The CIA is not being forced to disclose 
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information that would be dangerous…Moreover…CIA is certainly not shovelling out mounds of 

information unwillingly as a result of FOIA requests by the Soviet Embassy or by foreign agents.”773 

Casey argued for total exemption. In his appearances to the Senate Judiciary subcommittee, 

he wanted CIA immunity alongside exemptions for other intelligence services. Complete exemption 

conflicted with other key individuals within the administration. Due to strong opposition from key 

opponents such as Senators Patrick Leahy, David Durenberger, and the ACLU’s Morton Halperin, the 

government insisted on a wider strategy to gradually weaken the scope of FOIA. A series of letters 

between Casey and the Attorney General, William French Smith demonstrated this different 

approach and highlights the broader bureaucratic turf struggle in limiting FOIA. Casey writes that a 

government-wide strategy should focus on FOIA’s impact on intelligence services. He argues there is 

a strong case to present in the hope of bypassing Congressional and departmental opposition 

through emphasising foreign services are reluctant to share information with the U.S. due to FOIA 

requests. He highlights one of the administration’s core aims was to aid the intelligence services. “It 

is time to fulfil this commitment by removing…CIA…from…FOIA.” The government’s current aim of 

partially weakening the Act “will not contain effective relief for the CIA.”774  

Smith replied, stating CIA cannot be put ahead of other agencies. “We intend to propose 

language which is strong enough to satisfy the substantive concerns of…CIA, but do not believe…that 

it is necessary or politically desirable to attempt to single out…CIA…to become wholly exempt from 

the Act.” He says the administration’s strategy is to present to Congress a “single, comprehensive 

revision of the entire Act” rather than permitting each agency to voice their own grievances with 

FOIA. This would lead to division and increase criticisms from “those who cloak themselves in the 

public’s right to know.”775 Casey did not waver and pointed to a 1980 Act granting the Federal Trade 

Commission a FOIA exemption. “This is a rather significant exemption for a regulatory 

agency…certainly…CIA…should be in no less a position to seek a satisfactory exemption.” He urged 

the government to act, “full relief is essential now.”776  
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CIA exemption was rejected. In December 1981, the Senate’s Judiciary subcommittee 

approved legislation that advanced Smith’s proposals by excluding ongoing government 

investigations into organised crime and terrorism from FOIA. Reporters and editors were concerned 

that the proposed legislation limited FOIA. “It’s going to be a disaster for the concept of public 

accountability of Government,” said a spokesman for the Reporters Committee for Freedom of the 

Press. The Senate voted to keep FOIA intact in May 1982. Casey’s demands were dismissed. The 

proposals for complete exemption never left the committee.777  

 
777 David Shribman, “Panel Ends Work on Disclosure Act,” NYT, December 15, 1981, p. A13; David Shribman, 
“Panel Sets Aside Plan to Weaken Information Act,” NYT, May 21, 1982, p. A1. 



217 
 

 

 

Casey’s Speech to Scrap FOIA and the Goldwater Bill  

 

Casey’s desire to exempt non-national security material from FOIA generated Congressional 

and press reaction. Editorials and opinion pieces defended the legislation. Writing in the WP, 

Senator Jim Sasser recalled the various attempts to undermine FOIA after the 1974 amendment. He 

notes around two-hundred proposed exemptions were presented to Congress. These suggested 

exemptions, “are considered in the form of amendments to other laws,” that impact the public’s 

right to know because they precede the “interests of the general public.” He defends FOIA as 

Figure 6.4 Casey’s letter to the Attorney General William French Smith over restricting FOIA. 
Source: CIA, “Letter to the Honorable William French Smith,” CIA-
RDP84B00890R000700030075-8. 
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“basically sound” and argues only a “sensible” government-wide strategy can provide improvements 

to it.778  

Investigative reporter Jack Anderson said CIA attacks on FOIA was creating a “new curtain of 

secrecy.” The administration was looking to exempt “virtually all CIA operations” under a proposed 

EO that sought to expand classification. He argued it would make it easier for the Agency to hide 

abuses of power, “while few would argue that many legitimate CIA activities must be kept secret, it 

takes no great imagination to conjure up a whole new generation of dirty tricks that would be 

hidden from the public.”779 NYT argued FOIA and CIA “coexisted handsomely since 1966 with 

immense benefits to democracy.” But the Reagan administration’s enthusiasm over classifying 

materials presents a new danger to FOIA.780 

WP reported on a speech Casey gave to veterans in August 1982. In it he stressed that FOIA 

was damaging CIA’s intelligence capabilities. Reiterating his aim for total exemption he remarked “I 

question very seriously whether a secret intelligence agency and the Freedom of Information Act can 

coexist for very long…The willingness of foreign intelligence services to share information and rely on 

us fully and of individuals to risk their lives and reputations to help us will continue to dwindle unless 

we get rid of the Freedom of Information Act.” Casey echoed a similar argument Allen Dulles used 

when he shaped public debate in the early-Cold War years: the government and the press talk too 

freely about sensitive CIA material. He claimed FOIA aids the Soviet Union in stealing “information 

that has helped it improve the accuracy and power of weapons.” He declared, “secrecy is 

essential.”781   

Casey’s comments were met with fierce press reaction. “Essential to what?” the PI 

questioned. It argued secrecy and national security are terms used to cover “embarrassing or 

inconvenient” operations. FOIA is already weak, it stated, “the public is not allowed enough access 

to the workings of the federal government.” Whilst removing it completely provides CIA with 

“license to operate without the expectation of public accountability.” CT likewise wrote a scathing 

editorial that remarked Casey fails to acknowledge the importance of the public’s right to know. “He 

does not…seem to have noticed a striking fact about the government he is employed to defend: that 
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it is obliged by its own Constitution to protect its citizens access to information…for an intelligence 

director, that’s a strangely unintelligent argument.”782  

Casey’s FOIA comments caused unease within the Agency. Reacting to press criticism, OEA 

recommended Casey clarify his remarks because it feared further backlash. In urging a PR strategy to 

quell criticism, OEA outlined how the Agency should respond. “We believe it would be a good idea 

for the DCI to make note” that his comments, “get rid of the law,” was “taken out of context.” The 

memorandum highlights an alternative approach to limit FOIA, the CIA’s position “is as its always 

been–to seek some relief from the Act.” The phrase “some relief” is revealing. It implies CIA was 

shifting away from Casey’s push of total exemption towards pursuing partial relief from FOIA. The 

Agency were willing to compromise after calls for total exemption failed to gain traction.783 

Casey sent a standardised reply to the editors of CT and NYT. The letter echoed 

recommendations put forward by OEA. It states that his remarks on exempting CIA from FOIA “have 

been repeatedly distorted” and he has never advocated full Agency exclusion. Nevertheless, the 

letter suggests that FOIA cannot coexist with CIA, “there is an inherent incompatibility in applying 

openness in government law to intelligence agencies whose missions must be carried out in 

secrecy.”784 Rather than clarifying, Casey’s letter to the editors only led to further assumptions he 

would scrap FOIA. Morton Halperin replied that Casey “seems once again to call for the C.I.A.’s total 

exemption,” whilst an editor noted that Casey’s comments on FOIA’s “inherent incompatibility” 

suggests he does support its complete repeal.785  
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The hostile press reaction to Casey’s demands led to a compromise instigated by Barry 

Goldwater. Like Carlucci’s proposal, the “Intelligence Information Act of 1983” or the “Goldwater 

Bill” exempted the Agency’s “operational files” from FOIA search and review. These were documents 

relating to CIA material within foreign intelligence and counterintelligence. Other unclassified files 

would still be under FOIA’s search and review. Goldwater and CIA argued operational files were 

rarely released due to classification and by removing them from search and review it would speed 

Figure 6.5 An OEA memorandum urging Casey clarify his remarks to the 
speech he gave to veterans. After surveying press coverage after Casey’s 
speech, OEA recognised that removing CIA from FOIA would invite 
unnecessary press scrutiny. Source: CIA, “FOIA,” September 14, 1982, CIA-
RDP84B00049R000802050017-4, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP84B00049R000802050017-
4.pdf, accessed 14th March 2023. 
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up FOIA processing, making it easier and quicker to release material deemed fit for public interest.786 

In April 1983, the SSCI chairman wrote to Reagan with the aim of obtaining the President and Justice 

Department’s full support for partial FOIA relief.  

In the letter he criticises the procedures of FOIA because it burdened the CIA by requiring it 

to check and process numerous requests. Goldwater states over the next month he will propose 

legislation, backed by Casey, that will take a “moderate approach” to FOIA relief. Winning ACLU 

support was a different matter, but Goldwater confirmed the group would also back his 

legislation.787 This agreement between the ACLU and the CIA was due to meetings that took place 

the previous year. The ACLU agreed not to oppose partial FOIA relief if the Agency does not seek 

total exemption. The Republican sweep in Congress led the ACLU to advocate for a compromise 

because they feared CIA would win enough legislative support for total exemption.788 In his reply, 

Reagan issued his full backing of Goldwater.789 Casey and CIA still desired total exemption, John 

McMahon made this clear in his speech to the Senate, but he realised the Agency, like the ACLU, had 

to compromise to overcome staunch opposition from the press and Congress.790   

There was still caution and uncertainty over the “Goldwater Bill.” Senator Patrick Leahy, a 

SSCI member wrote in WP where he praised the compromise as a potential solution to the ongoing 

issue regarding CIA and FOIA, but he acknowledged the bill was not perfect. He argues that previous 

calls for exemption have damaged CIA’s image, potentially leading to a call for further Congressional 

oversight. The bill, however, provides an “acceptable way to alleviate genuine CIA problems while 

protecting the public’s right to access to information about national policy.” Leahy was reluctant in 

offering partial FOIA relief, but he remarks that Congress must discuss the “Goldwater Bill” and offer 

amendments before passing it. He argues operational files needed a clearer definition to prevent the 

Agency from withholding information, to avoid it covering past abuses and release information 

quicker, to satisfy FOIA requesters.791                               

Public interest groups voiced concerns and urged for greater clarification to the Goldwater 

Bill. The NYT highlighted these concerns which were voiced by editors, historians, and journalists. 
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These groups provided comments and suggestions for amendments at a SSCI hearing. They argued 

similarly to Leahy that urged for a clearer definition of operational. Speaking on behalf of the ANPA, 

the head of a Virginian newspaper Charles E. Rowe stated that whilst the language was an 

improvement from earlier drafts, the DCI and CIA held broad authority to distinguish what 

constituted an operational file. Rowe concluded the DCI’s authority from this bill “does not upset the 

delicate balance of the government’s need for secrecy, the public’s right to know and an individual’s 

right to privacy.”792  

Meanwhile, historians wanted shorter CIA time limits to release information, an issue that 

has plagued CIA historians after the Cold War and continues today.793 The head of the Society of 

Professional Journalists remarked that partial FOIA relief amounted to a trend under Reagan’s 

presidency where the public’s right to know has been “whittling away.”794 In contrast, WP asserted 

the Goldwater Bill does not infringe on the public’s right to know because the material is already 

classified. “It is important to understand…the bill would not add to the agency’s authority to 

withhold information; it addresses the problems of search and justification.” Whilst acknowledging 

the “bill is not perfect,” WP argues the conflict surrounding secrecy and democracy “is not easily 

resolved,” however, “in this case, progress is being made.”795  

The proposed amendments from SSCI were passed unanimously by the Senate in November 

1983. Despite further negotiations between both intelligence oversight committees, particularly 

over the authority given to the DCI to decide what files to exempt from FOIA, the Central Intelligence 

Agency Information Act was passed and signed into law on 15 October 1984. The bill received crucial 

support from the ACLU.796 The bill’s passage split the group with dissidents arguing that Morton 

Halperin and Mark Lynch weakened FOIA by compromising with the Agency. Defenders of the ACLU 

negotiation asserted the group had to cooperate because of the increasing conservative shift in the 

U.S. They argued they had to rely on Congress to achieve a compromise, and it promoted the 

public’s right to know because it quickened CIA’s response to FOIA requests.797 
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The ACLU-CIA compromise supported CIA secrecy because it showed how far the pendulum 

shifted towards the Agency during this period. The group had to compromise over FOIA relief. The 

ACLU were reacting to conservative ascendancy, but the Agency were also responding to press and 

Congressional criticism. Whilst the aim of total exemption from FOIA did not come to fruition, any 

weakening of it was still considered a victory for CIA. The Agency overcame opposition from the 

ACLU and key members of the intelligence oversight committees. At Langley, like the passage of the 

IIPA, the CIA Information Act was celebrated by employees and the DCI as another triumph against 

what they perceived was overzealous restrictions placed on the IC in the previous decade.    

The public uproar over FOIA exemption led CIA, under direction from OEA, to moderate their 

strategy. Casey’s speech to veterans was a pivotal point that led to this PR change. Casey’s demand 

for complete exemption “was a classic bargaining tactic…he knew the importance of demanding 

more that you expect to receive during negotiations.”798 However, like OEA’s response to EO 12333, 

it urged Casey to reach out to the press and Congress to mitigate the impact to CIA’s image. Just as it 

had throughout the Cold War, PR dominated the minds of Agency officials. Casey and John 

McMahon reiterated their aim for FOIA total exemption but both realised that engagement with 

press and Congress was needed to protect CIA secrecy. Partial relief from FOIA and strong 

protections under IIPA meant CIA secrecy was regaining lost ground. Such a dramatic shift provided 

the impetus for Casey to target the press. 

Perusing the Press: Casey and News Leaks 

 

The events in 1986 serve as the hallmark in which Casey approached the press. By 

exaggerating claims of national security breaches, he initially went on the offensive, threatening to 

prosecute the press for disclosing intelligence sources and methods. However, he moderated his 

stance because he recognised he could not pursue prosecution due to First Amendment rights of the 

press. He realised CIA needed to engage with the press to enhance its secrecy. Threatening outlets 

with prosecution only led to further scrutiny and unwarranted attention on his CIA. Initially Casey 

and Reagan’s aim was to prevent the press from gaining material from leaks. In January 1982, 

Reagan publicly announced he would ramp up efforts to curb government leaks. With the help of his 

National Security Advisor, William P. Clark, he attempted to limit contacts between government 

officials and the press. Reagan increased the use of polygraph tests and expanded secrecy contracts 

in the hope to discourage government disclosures.799  

 
798 McCarthy, Selling the CIA, 71. 
799 Howell Raines, “Reagan Defends Policies to Curb News Disclosures,” NYT, January 20, 1982, p. A21. 
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Three months later, EO 12356 was signed to limit public access to CIA information by 

permitting the reclassification of national security documents. And by 1983 Reagan approved and 

implemented National Security Decision Directive 84. The document’s second section restricted 

contact between the administration and the press.800 Casey conferred with CIA officials on how the 

Agency should respond when the press obtained material through leaks.801 An internal study was 

conducted that found leaks were increasing year after year between 1979 and 1983.802 By 1984 the 

Agency was doubling efforts to monitor contacts with the press. It was shocked to learn that NYT 

reporter Philip Taubman admitted CIA employees provided him with classified information. A 

memorandum stated that unauthorised disclosures with the press “are a serious breach of 

trust…security education efforts throughout the Community should be revised to incorporate 

warnings about the damage that can result from discussing classified…or even unclassified 

information about CIA business with the media.” Any information given to the press would be 

subject to evaluation.803    

A conversation between Casey and CIA’s Inspector General, James H. Taylor emphasises the 

concern between senior CIA officials and the press. The resulting survey and taskforce claimed the 

press were the “principal villains in the disclosure business.” When leaks occur, instead of a 

“defensive, reactive, and tongue-tied” attitude, CIA should be on the “offense as well 

as…defense…to get things in better balance.” A list of suggestions proposed an offensive CIA PR 

approach. Amongst them included the Agency recognise press restraint is not “undemocratic,” and 

CIA should be prepared to ask editors, “whether there are any situations, short of war, where they 

would be willing to exercise self-restraint.” Another recommendation urged CIA comprise a list “of 

examples of foolish media disclosures…ones that have cost the country or individuals substantially.” 

Casey supported these solutions and wanted to prepare a statement “on the whole issue to be used 

as a basis for alerting the senior officials of the government…it is an issue which needs to be 

seriously addressed and/or a public speech.”804  

 
800 Mistry, “The Rise and Fall of Anti-Imperial Whistleblowing,” 145; Mackenzie, Secrets, 107-108. 
801 CIA, “Intelligence Leaks and Counterterrorism Capabilities,” March 23, 1984, CIA-
RDP88B00443R001500050024-4, https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP88B00443R001500050024-
4.pdf, accessed 23rd March 2023. 
802 CIA, “Leak Study,” July 31, 1984, CIA-RDP86M00886R002800010042-8, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP86M00886R002800010042-8.pdf, accessed 23rd March 2023. 
803 CIA, “Leaks,” April 4, 1984, CIA-RDP94B00280R001200010019-5, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP94B00280R001200010019-5.pdf, accessed 23rd March 2023. 
804 CIA, “Leaks,” June 8, 1984, CIA-RDP94B00280R001200020015-8, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP94B00280R001200020015-8.pdf, accessed 23rd March 2023.  
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Figure 6.6 As part of an internal survey and task force, the listed “Don’ts” and “Dos” illustrate how senior 
Agency officials continued to view CIA PR as a vital asset in maintaining their public presence. Old PR 
recommendations resurfaced. Such as emphasising the notion that leaks damage national security. And 
reintroducing the Allen Dulles strategy of establishing a CIA group to provide guidance on what the press 
should publish without inciting Congressional and press criticism. Source: CIA, “Leaks,” CIA-
RDP94B00280R001200020015-8. 
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Casey outlined his concerns over unauthorised disclosures to the press in a speech to the 

National Security Planning Group, an executive committee overseeing covert action in 1985. He 

explicitly argued leaks damaged national security. He proclaimed, “we appear to be approaching 

anarchy in the widespread disregard of security by cleared people.” He called for action to enact 

legislation prosecuting government officials who leak. Reprimanding those who disclosed classified 

material instead of targeting journalists who published it appeared feasible to Casey. He said it is 

“exceedingly difficult” to balance press freedom alongside the protection of classified material. Any 

effort to do the latter “will be attacked in the press” which “poses a substantial political risk.”805  

Casey’s proposal was ignored by the Reagan administration. Newspapers praised the 

government’s decision. Editorials remarked the government “deserves points for prudence” and it 

“is not a good time for that debate…you probably could not have an informed public debate on 

national security without leaks.”806 They warned the proposal “burden[ed] free speech” and “that 

current laws are adequate to protect true national secrets.” The executive and CIA were adamant on 

stifling government leaks. Casey and Reagan stated it was a government only problem and aimed to 

severely restrict public information as a result. However, when the cases of Vitaly Yurchenko and 

Ronald Pelton occurred, Casey quickly instrumented a shift to target journalists through the threat of 

prosecution.807  

Pursuing government leakers shifted to targeting reporters and outlets. Amidst the backdrop 

of Casey’s intention to prosecute government officials, 1985 was a year when the nation 

experienced several counterintelligence failings. One of these was the case of Vitaly Yurchenko, a 

KGB defector who eluded CIA and travelled back to Moscow. Before leaving, he exposed an 

intelligence officer, Ronald Pelton, who worked for the National Security Agency. Pelton sold 

technical intelligence to the Soviet Union. He compromised a covert wiretapping operation in the 

Sea of Okhotsk codenamed Operation Ivy Bells.808 Yurchenko’s evasion and the Pelton story 

resurfaced tensions between the press and CIA material. Casey was keen to use both cases to 

reinforce CIA secrecy. 

Like EO 12333, IIPA, and FOIA, the DCI exaggerated the dangers to national security. He used 

the counterintelligence failings to provide an excuse to challenge the public’s right to know by 

 
805 CIA, “Unauthorised Disclosures of Classified Information,” July 23, 1985, CIA-
RDP87M00539R000400550007-8, https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-
RDP87M00539R000400550007-8.pdf, accessed 23rd March 2023. 
806 “Cool Heads, Wrong Time and Place,” NYT, March 29, 1985, p. A34. 
807 “Leaking Isn’t Spying,” TBS, March 28, 1985, p. A15; “Second Thoughts,” LAT, March 29, 1985, p. 6. 
808 Woodward, Veil, 423; Robert M. Gates, From the Shadows: The Ultimate Insider’s Story of Five Presidents 
and how they won the Cold War (New York: Simon and Schuster Paperbacks, 1996), 362-365. 
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accusing Congressional intelligence committees of leaking sensitive material. SSCI never trusted 

Casey, because the relationship was filled with suspicion and negativity from both sides. The 

Yurchenko affair exposed the differences between Casey and SSCI. Just as he publicly criticised the 

DCI for failing to consult with Congress over the EO 12333 leaks, SSCI member David Durenberger 

reprimanded CIA and Casey in WP for “lacking a sense of direction.”809     

The Casey-Durenberger interaction emphasises the limits to CIA public secrecy under the 

DCI. Part of the uneasy relationship with Congress was the DCI’s contempt for oversight. He 

routinely blamed the SSCI for disclosing material. He responded to the Senator’s comments in a 

public letter to WP, but Durenberger recognised the DCI’s attempt to shape public debate and called 

him out for it. Casey accused Durenberger of holding a “off-the-cuff” meeting with the press. In his 

letter, Casey repeated these assertions, accusing Durenberger of leaking sensitive CIA material and 

stating the system of oversight “has gone seriously awry.” Casey said that whilst he heard 

Durenberger’s comments were taken out of context, he concludes, “that’s not the point. Public 

discussion of sensitive information and views revealed in a closed session of an oversight committee 

is always damaging and inadvisable…if the oversight process is to work at all it cannot do so on the 

front pages of American newspapers. The cost in compromise of sources…is simply too high.”810    

Durenberger said the DCI’s statement “raises a very troubling issue for the American 

people,” because intelligence “is a subject of public knowledge and public discussion.” Durenberger 

noted Casey had spoken previously to Time where he discussed sensitive information about 

counterterrorism and intelligence. If Casey could brazenly talk about the hidden world of 

intelligence, Durenberger said, then Congress should be able to discuss similar matters more freely. 

Casey replied to the Senator only because the article’s title expressed anti-CIA rhetoric. If the 

headline read “CIA, Casey Praised by Hill Chairman,” he would not have responded, Durenberger 

wrote. Amidst the tensions between Casey and Congress, the executive editor of WP, Ben Bradlee, 

was eager to print the Pelton story.811 

Casey loathed WP, because of their role unearthing the Max Hugel affair. With Pelton 

arrested and placed on trial, Casey and the head of the National Security Agency, William Odom, 

held numerous negotiations with WP to prevent it publishing details of Operation Ivy Bells. Reagan 

 
809 David B. Ottaway, “CIA, Casey Criticized by Hill Chairman,” WP, November 14, 1985, p. A1. 
810 CIA, “Letter to David F. Durenberger from William J. Casey,” November 14, 1985, CIA-
RDP88B00443R001804370029-1, https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP88B00443R001804370029-
1.pdf, accessed 19th January 2023; Patrick E. Tyler, and David B. Ottaway, “Casey Accuses Durenberger of 
Compromising CIA,” WP, November 15, 1985, p. A1. 
811 Dave Durenberger, “The Public Must Know that it Works,” WP, November 17, 1985, p. 43; Gates, From the 
Shadows, 213-214. 
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was also personally involved and contacted the owner, Katherine Graham, to argue for press 

restraint. Details of it were known by the Soviet Union, presumably from Yurchenko years prior, and 

they were also printed from information obtained by government leaks. Bradlee was frustrated by 

the administration and Casey’s demand for censorship. He met with him to discuss publication. 

During this meeting, the DCI threatened WP with prosecution if the story ran.812  

Casey felt prosecution was viable. Regardless, Bradlee decided to continue with publication 

and ran the story on 21 May 1986. The article, written by members of Bradlee’s intelligence 

investigation unit, Bob Woodward, and Patrick Tyler, detailed the U.S. wiretapping operation 

alongside Casey’s threat of prosecution.813 The WP was not the only news outlet to receive a threat 

of prosecution. George Lardner reported that Casey targeted four other news organisations. This 

included Time, Newsweek, NYT, and the Washington Times for publishing information related to 

intelligence collection from intercepted communications.814 Casey however never intended to 

prosecute any newspaper, as Woodward notes in his study, the DCI was bluffing. A CIA official even 

recalled at the time, “it seems as if Bill Casey was shooting with an automatic weapon against the 

Washington Post and forgot to release the trigger…It is not a CIA-vs.-the-press campaign.”815             

Casey selected George Lauder as CIA’s PR officer. Like Casey, Lauder was a clandestine 

officer and shared the DCI’s support for press restraint. He was tasked to correspond with other 

leading editors of the outlets Casey threatened to prosecute. In a move that characterised Lauder’s 

tenure as press officer, he sent a letter to Strobe Talbott, a bureau chief at Time. In it he cited 

Casey’s determination to pursue leaks. He asserted the press were responsible for preventing leaks. 

“I have tried for two and a half years to bring the media to an understanding that this is their 

intelligence service and that it helps protect the very freedoms the media enjoys. I have had some 

success. Nonetheless, with others it is like peeing into a gale. There is a lot of arrogance out there 

and total contempt for the need to protect intelligence agents.”816  

Lauder discussed possible charges against Time. He accused the editor, Henry Grunwald, of 

issuing a public statement of Casey’s charges before CIA could respond. “Since he appears to know 

everything,” Lauder remarked, “perhaps we should let his omnipresence take precedence over our 

 
812 James Kelly, Anne Constable, and David Halevy, “Shifting the Attack on Leaks: The CIA Director Hints at 
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(2021), 664-667. 
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815 Woodward, Veil, 460. 
816 CIA, “Letter to Strobe Talbott from George V. Lauder,” CIA-RDP90-00845R000201160004-4. 
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decision-making process.”817 Talbott replied, it was “unfair and inappropriate” for CIA to “float this 

kind of accusation…without telling us what we did that you believe to have been a violation of the 

law…we have a right to know the basis of the charge.” Recalling the earlier years between the paper 

and CIA, he concludes “I look forward to a restoration of the friendlier tone of the recent past.” 

Lauder responded, asserting that Casey did not “float” prosecution. He said the DCI’s comments 

should not have been public and accused Bradlee of leaking the conversation “in order to whip up 

support among the media for the [WP] when it makes public the information it holds.”818              

 
817 Ibid. 
818 CIA, “Letter to William Casey from George V. Lauder,” May 15, 1986, CIA-RDP88B00443R000903760030-7, 
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Bradlee countered Lauder’s claims. He wrote an article stating WP consulted with Casey for 

months prior to publishing the story and the Soviet Union knew the information Pelton passed to 

them. In his piece, he highlighted the tension between Casey’s efforts to increase secrecy and the 

function of a free press to publish material it deemed was in the public’s interest. “The role of a 

Figure 6.7 George Lauder’s flippant response to Time editor Strobe Talbott over Henry Grunwald’s 
public statement that the CIA charged it with unearthing national security material. Source: CIA, 
“Letter to William Casey,” CIA-RDP88B00443R000903760030-7.  
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newspaper in a free society is what is at issue here…the press must continue its mission of publishing 

information that it…determines to be in the public interest…serving society, not government.”819   

Casey’s private conversation with Bradlee and threats to prosecute others angered 

journalists. A journalist claimed unfair attacks on the rights of press freedom and accused the 

government of leaking CIA material. “We, the press, know…the government are handing out this 

information…but we can’t tell the poor saps who are the readers.”820 Edwin Yoder Jr., noted a “very 

real barrier to reform is that the possession of secrets, if only for the purpose of leaking them, is a 

prized badge of power in Washington.”821 An editorial repeated Bradlee’s comments regarding press 

responsibility. In conferring with CIA before publishing the Pelton story, it stated, “sensitive 

information that comes this newspaper’s way is regularly and conscientiously screened for its 

possible value to an enemy…even as journalists rise to protest the hint of official ‘cautions,’ they 

apply cautions of their own.”822  

Conservative papers argued similarly. CT and Washington Times wrote threats of 

prosecution were unclear and the material obtained was not stolen or gathered illegally. On the one 

hand conservative reporters despised Bradlee’s gung-ho approach to publish sensitive CIA material 

but on the other they defended First Amendment rights of the press as they declared the 

government leaks material.823 Former DCI William Colby supported press responsibility. In the Pelton 

case, he argued the government released material “without specific identification” but he urged the 

press adopt a new “set of standards” advocating responsibility. He concludes recent legislation 

protecting disclosure of material has not undermined press freedom.824     

Under Casey, CIA-press relations echoed the conservative shift in the 1980s. Senior CIA 

officials in taskforces and surveys emphasised a stricter PR approach to show that the press were 

primarily responsible in leaking material. To prevent this, Casey used national security to threaten 

outlets with prosecution. He initially thought he could pressure outlets to adopt a stronger notion of 

press responsibility to protect CIA secrecy further. But it was unsuccessful because key reporters and 

members of Congress knew Casey was attempting to shape public debate. They called him out and 
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asked why he was trying to sabotage delicate CIA-press relations. It served the DCI no good to float 

prosecution and Casey recognised he could not pursue charges due to First Amendment rights. 

*** 

“I believe very strongly in operating in an open society,” explained William Doswell in his 

1983 WP interview, “I think most people in the agency think that way. But I don’t think they want to 

give away the family store.” Doswell’s remarks illustrate the conflict between CIA and the press 

under Casey’s tenure. After his inauguration, Casey sought to increase CIA secrecy and gradually 

reduce restrictions from the 1970s intelligence reforms. However, his aim to revitalise a bygone era 

of CIA-press relations failed because Casey had to make some concessions to the press. He realised 

shortly after Doswell left OEA that he could not cut out the press completely.825  

This led to two key outcomes. The first was that CIA secrecy was reinforced because the 

press prioritised its First Amendment rights above government whistleblowers. There was fierce 

press reaction when these rights were challenged through Casey’s comments regarding total FOIA 

exemption or his threat to prosecute news organisations for disclosing sensitive material. There was 

a consensus with liberal and conservative newspapers that vilified government officials who 

disclosed sensitive CIA material. In distancing themselves from the actions of government insiders, 

the press did not challenge legislation such as IIPA. The Agency’s secrecy endured and was 

revitalised because the press was on the defensive and focused on potential attacks against their 

rights to press freedom. As a result, the debate shifted from highlighting CIA’s functions and role 

within the U.S. democratic system towards defending the public’s right to know against Casey. The 

image of the DCI again became the focal point which the press measured their relationship with CIA.  

The second outcome is that the events of the 1970s led to the Agency maintaining a Colby-

style approach with the press. Casey was less forthcoming than his predecessor, but he recognised 

he could not deviate completely and found that CIA had to engage with the press if it wanted to 

restore some of its secrecy. Whilst dismantling the Agency’s Office of Public Affairs and restricting 

press background briefings made the headlines, it did not illustrate the approach taken by Casey’s 

CIA. The DCI was adamant on conferring with other CIA departments, specifically OEA. They 

provided vital recommendations for improving the Agency’s image, which remained a major concern 

for the DCI despite his desire to increase secrecy. The popular narrative argues that Casey 

“unleashed” CIA, but he was still cautious not to break bridges with the press. He recognised, much 

like every other DCI, that the Agency needed the press, and the press needed it. 
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Conclusion 

 

“The CIA knows everyone is laughing, but maintains there are good reasons for the cloak and dagger stuff. What 

the reasons are specifically, it won’t say, but apparently the agency believes a few extra precautions are worth 

the general merriment.” - Richard Fryklund, 1956 826 

“The very nature of the Central Intelligence Agency, where ‘hush-hush’ is the magic word, makes it the object of 

a lot of suspicion in what we like to think of as our ‘open society.’ The only way it can operate efficiently is under 

a cloak of secrecy and, much as we love to read about such doings in paperback mystery books, we somehow 

seem to disapprove of it when we ourselves hold the responsibility.” - Bill Henry, 1963 827 

“The CIA…is said to be an ‘Invisible Government’ yet it is the most visible, most externally scrutinized, and most 

publicised intelligence service in the world. While the CIA is sometimes able to refute publicly allegations and 

criticism, usually it must remain silent. The result is a contradictory melange of images of the CIA and very little 

knowledge or understanding of its functions or real role in American government.” - Robert M. Gates, 1988 828 

 

“Judge, let me ask you this. Do you have any concerns about the image of the Agency or the 

public perception of it? To elaborate…let’s take the popular literature, the movies and so on…the 

Agency does not come out looking too good. Does that concern you?” The accredited journalist and 

author of Serpico, Peter Maas posed the question to DCI William Webster in 1991. Webster’s 

response perfectly encapsulates CIA public secrecy. “It’s a concern that we must never forget that 

people easily worry about things that they are not allowed to know about and so you have to tell as 

much as you can.”829      

Webster used the “basic axiom,” of CIA PR in that his statement reflected what previous 

DCIs have said before and it echoed what JFK remarked thirty years earlier at Allen Dulles’s leaving 

ceremony. CIA’s successes are largely unknown whereas its failures tend to feature in the public 

debate.830 CIA public secrecy involved assessing press coverage and cultivating a positive public 

image during the Cold War. But what about after the Soviet Union collapsed? How would it continue 

to balance its secrecy alongside a public fascinated by it? 
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In 1991, the CIA faced questions regarding its longevity as an organisation. New global 

threats emerged in the post-Cold War world that brought its existence to the forefront of public 

debate.831 The Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, once a proponent of abolishing the Hughes-Ryan 

Amendment, introduced a bill in January to reassign CIA functions to the State Department in a 

move that was reminiscent of the bureaucratic turf wars the Agency contended with in its initial 

years. This was followed by a NYT opinion piece from Moynihan in May titled “Do We Still Need the 

C.I.A.?” The Senator queried the role of the CIA in the post-Cold War world.832  

It was a rare moment when a mainstream newspaper questioned the existence of the 

Agency. But abolishing it fell on deaf ears. This is because CIA’s status in 1991 can only be 

understood through its press support in the Cold War. Moynihan’s argument was not new as it 

echoed the anti-CIA rhetoric from CT and NYDN during the early Cold War arguing the State 

Department could do the job instead. Just as the outlets criticised the early CIA in their isolationist 

rhetoric, their opinion pieces agreed with Moynihan.833 Despite initial support calling for limits to 

CIA’s authority and its budget reduced, standalone articles like Moynihan’s never gained traction 

because the argument that CIA was a vital component of U.S. statecraft remained prevalent in 

influential papers. 

Press support from the Cold War meant the Agency was in a strong position to preserve its 

survival as a government institution. It learnt that questions surrounding its existence could never 

materialise and it could employ an offensive PR approach to offset such criticisms. During his 

confirmation hearings, Robert M. Gates recognised that the CIA needed to continue to be 

forthcoming and proactive with its relationship to the press. Gates urged the Agency increase its 

“openness.” But this effort was prompted largely because Gates himself faced serious questions 

over his role in politicising intelligence during the 1980s.834  

Gates’s predecessor, William Webster, had oversaw recommendations by an internal CIA 

working group led by the Agency’s PR man Joseph DeTrani. Improving PR resembled what Allen 
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Dulles desired when CIA moved to Langley. It was to be seen as a professional and bureaucratic 

institution. The memorandum declared that CIA must serve “its customers well,” implying the 

organisation should act like a company, “performing its mission of educating the public.” This 

echoed William Colby in his aim to teach the public about intelligence to shape a positive CIA 

narrative in public debate. Enhancing PR required expanding public speaking opportunities for 

officials, including a proposed “Speaker’s Bureau” aimed at dispelling the “myths and 

misconceptions about the Agency.”835     

 
835 CIA, “Agency-Wide Public Relations Program,” January 24, 1991, 0005519754, 
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Robert Gates’s PR venture was not original but was described as a new era of openness. 

During his confirmation hearings he made the point explicit that under his leadership, the Agency 

will adhere to a strategy of openness in the post-Cold War world. The declassification of old 

documents, an increase in public appearances and interviews from senior officials sold this “new” 

Figure 7.1 Calling the CIA a “company,” DeTrani’s group emphasised maintaining “a CIA workforce 
knowledgeable about public relations objectives and policies.” With no main adversary, the CIA 
needed to justify its existence in the post-Cold War climate. Source: CIA, “Agency-Wide Public 
Relations Program,” 0005519754. 
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approach with the aim of justifying the existence of CIA. However, Gates appeared forthcoming, but 

he continued to retain the “good secrets.” He wanted to shape public debate about intelligence and 

put forward a specific view of the Agency. For example, the DCI allowed LAT to interview senior 

officials, but reporters were accompanied by an Agency PR officer who sat in on each discussion.  

Unlike the wide press support Allen Dulles and William Colby enjoyed, LAT represented a 

growing suspicion within the press toward CIA PR in the post-Cold War climate. The article describes 

Gates as “ambivalent about openness…he will not tear down the thick walls of secrecy.” Gates 

echoed Colby’s managed transparency when he spoke at a newspaper association in Tulsa. Whilst he 

acknowledged there needed to be a change in CIA’s “overarching attitude toward secrecy,” Agency 

employees “will be expected to maintain discipline and refer all press inquiries to our public affairs 

office…There will be no press room at CIA…we still must be able to keep secrets in order to do our 

work.”836  

To examine how the Agency could respond to press coverage in the post-Cold War, Gates 

asked DeTrani to establish a taskforce to “use openness to learn from others outside the Agency…to 

improve our capabilities and our people.”837 The group’s suggestions during their first meeting on 25 

November 1991 did not deviate from previous CIA PR such as Colby’s managed transparency and 

OEA recommendations to William Casey. It was noted that CIA needed to be proactive in its press 

relations. Senior Agency officials were required to respond through contributing to the public debate 

themselves, either through writing opinion pieces, or letters to the editor to get CIA’s view across. 

Gates reflected the normalisation of CIA secrecy after his time at the Agency where he continued to 

defend it and became a vocal bipartisan figure outspoken on several intelligence, political and social 

issues. However, as DeTrani’s findings were released it noted that the Public Affairs Office, which 

grew under Webster, was reduced by thirty-three percent. Shaping the narrative that benefitted the 

favourable side of the CIA’s mission and capabilities was the main goal in preserving the Agency’s 

“mystique.”838  

 

 
836 John M. Broder, “Mysteries and Secrets: Director Gates Knows the Central Intelligence Agency Must 
Change. But How–and How Much?” LAT, April 19, 1992, p. 16.   
837 CIA, “Task Force Report on Greater CIA Openness,” December 20, 1991, 0005524009, 
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/docs/DOC_0005524009.pdf, accessed 15th July 2025. 
838 Gates, From the Shadows, 551; McCarthy, Selling the CIA, 79-82. 
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Protecting this “mystique” resembled the aim of CIA public secrecy. Despite numerous 

workgroups and taskforces established during the Cold War, the outcome has always been the 

same. The CIA had to employ a proactive approach to survey press coverage with the aim of shaping 

public debate to gain legitimacy at home as a national security institution. Major press support 

throughout the Cold War made cultivating a positive CIA image easier to achieve. Through internal 

actions and external support, CIA secrecy was able to emerge and endure throughout this period. 

The deliberate public secrecy approach perfectly encapsulates how to understand CIA culture and 

history. The Agency is often referred to as “the most open secret organisation in the world,” a 

portrayal favoured and flouted by many of its leaders who are proud of its ability to remain within 

the public spotlight whilst implementing its covert mission. But this depiction led officials and 

reporters to support maintaining its secrecy.          

Secrecy and publicity aided the Agency in the Cold War. The press consistently legitimised it 

throughout the Cold War. It allowed the Agency to avoid having to answer questions over its 

Figure 7.2 DeTrani’s taskforce examined ways on how to improve CIA openness. The findings 
repeated the CIA’s Cold War PR approach by stressing the Agency tell their side of the story to 
an American public. The organisation is the “most open intelligence agency in the world” and 
the taskforce urged CIA to utilise it. Source: CIA, “Task Force Report on Greater CIA Openness,” 
0005524009. 
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existence, and its broad support of its intelligence capabilities ensured CIA maintained a strong 

position to defend itself from sustained criticism. From its early years, influential reporters 

campaigned for its independence and strength. Individuals such as the Joseph and Stewart Alsop and 

Constantine Brown promoted it as the nation’s first line of defence. Its first confrontation with 

Senator McCarthy in 1953 proved how fierce press support was for the Agency.  

The press argued that as a young organisation it needed to be shielded from exposures that 

harmed its security. When it was revealed that CIA was involved in foreign and domestic blunders 

and overreach such as the Bay of Pigs and Operation MHCHAOS, influential correspondents and 

mainstream outlets quickly rallied support and protected the Agency as it matured, and its 

reputation grew within the U.S. government. The mainstream press’s own concern with its First 

Amendment rights in the 1980s meant CIA could silence dissenters and strengthen its secrecy 

through litigation and government support.       

CIA secrecy was treated as sacrosanct by outlets across the political spectrum examined in 

this thesis. Its meaning shifted from an intense protection during the early Cold War years and the 

1950s towards a sympathetic rhetoric. NYT support for Senator Mike Mansfield’s proposals 

defended the Agency against unwarranted exposure. Even when debates over Congressional 

oversight intensified after the Bay of Pigs, it was to restore faith in CIA to continue its intelligence 

efforts in the Cold War. After the 1974 Seymour Hersh revelations, outlets argued that whilst 

domestic surveillance was morally wrong, it occurred because CIA was dragged into committing 

these acts due to the abuses of power by previous administrations. And in the 1980s, papers often 

questioned the autonomy of the Agency as William Casey used it to gain a stronger foothold in the 

Reagan administration.                         

The CIA’s own obsession with its public portrayal dictated how it approached and reacted to 

coverage to ensure its public profile remained untainted. The role of CIA press officers, directors of 

security, inspector generals, and executive directors all provided an insurmountable campaign to 

survey the press. Just as wide press support aided CIA secrecy, its publicity benefitted its image. CIA 

public secrecy meant DCIs often stated the press knows too much about it. DCIs used the public 

secrecy approach to depict CIA as under attack from unwarranted press scrutiny or as a 

misunderstood organisation where only the negative stories about it surfaced in the public sphere.  

Allen Dulles and Stanley Grogan set the benchmark for CIA PR. They raised the importance 

of analysing press coverage through memorandums and took measures to dramatically increase its 

press clipping capabilities. Focusing on its portrayal made the Agency aware about its presence in 

the public spotlight and successive DCIs recognised they could not abandon the Dulles-Grogan 
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approach. DCIs who immediately attempted to alter the dynamics of CIA-press relations and 

enforced a stricter line of secrecy found themselves under intense press scrutiny. Leaders like John 

McCone and William Casey soon discovered that they could not keep the press distant. They needed 

to adapt to a public fascinated about CIA as it grew and matured as an institution. 

CIA officials shaped public debate. Dulles wanted to shape it by highlighting the Agency’s 

covert operational side. But after the Bay of Pigs, PR shifted towards a focus on showcasing the overt 

analytical capabilities, as internal recommendations argued that highlighting the Agency’s 

clandestine work only increased public suspicion of its secrecy. Successive DCIs were reluctant to 

publicly discuss the clandestine nature of the Agency unless doing so served to benefit its public 

image. William Colby was cautious not to mention CIA’s covert side for fear of reigniting debate over 

the Agency’s past mistakes. He did however use public fascination of covert operations to limit the 

Congressional investigations in the 1970s.  

The preservation of CIA secrecy during the Cold War was twofold. CIA was portrayed 

immediately as a great boon for the U.S., a modernised intelligence organisation that protected the 

nation. Through key public discussions mentioned in this thesis, the thought of dismantling such a 

powerful institution was unthinkable for many reporters and news outlets. The Agency was able to 

shape public debate in ways that maintained its secrecy. Preserving a public profile was crucial in 

ensuring this. CIA officials realised the benefits of publicity because they could use PR to shape an 

image that displayed the best of the Agency whilst closely monitoring and correcting criticism. An 

internal CIA document shows “the public images of the Agency, its successes and failures, attacks on 

[it] and praises of its actions…are…a vital part of [CIA] history.”839 As the document reveals, publicity 

helped define the CIA. Public secrecy was an effective approach and it is essential to understanding 

CIA history in the Cold War.     

 

 

 

 

 
839 CIA, “Agency Clipping Service,” November 26, 1963. 
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Abbreviations 

 

ACLU             American Civil Liberties Union 

AEC               Atomic Energy Commission 

CIA                Central Intelligence Agency 

CIG                Central Intelligence Group 

CT                  Chicago Tribune 

DCI                Director of Central Intelligence 

EO                 Executive Order 

ES                  Evening Star 

FBI                Federal Bureau of Investigation 

FOIA             Freedom of Information Act 

IIPA              Intelligence Identities Protection Act 

JC Joint Committee on Intelligence 

JFK John F. Kennedy 

LAT              Los Angeles Times 

NYDN            New York Daily News 

NYT               New York Times 

OEA              Office of External Affairs 

OSS               Office of Strategic Services 

PI                   Philadelphia Inquirer 

PR                Public Relations 

SLPD              St. Louis Post-Dispatch 

SSCI               Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 

TBS                The Baltimore Sun 
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