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Early | eader Effects on the Process of Institutionalization
Through Cul tural Enbeddi ng: The Cases of WIIiam J.
Donovan, Allen W Dulles, and J. Edgar Hoover

Charl es N. Painter
( ABSTRACT)

Thi s study exam nes the ways early | eaders can
i nfluence the process of institutionalization in public
organi zations. Using Schein’ s (1983, 1991) nodel of
cultural creation and enbeddi ng as a heuristic device,
secondary historical sources detailing the creation and
devel opment of the Central Intelligence Agency (ClA) and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBlI) and the careers
of three significant |eaders are used to understand the
institutionalizing effects of those | eaders, how they
created those effects, and what happened to those effects
over tinme.

The case studies of WIIliam Donovan and Allen Dulles
at Cl A and J. Edgar Hoover at the FBI, provide evidence
that these early |eaders explicitly and inplicitly used
several of the cultural creation and enbeddi ng nmechani sns
identified by Schein to entrench their beliefs and
predi spositions into their organizations. These ensconced
attitudes and tendencies seem ngly played significant roles
in the institutionalization of beliefs, rules, and rol es
t hat have devel oped, persisted, and affected the historical
evol ution of both CI A and the FBI
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CHAPTER 1
| NTRODUCTI ON

This study exam nes the ways early | eaders can
i nfluence the process of institutionalization in public
organi zations. Using Schein’ s (1983, 1991) nodel of
cultural creation and enbedding as a heuristic device,
secondary historical sources detailing the creation and
devel opment of the Central Intelligence Agency (ClA) and
t he Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and the careers
of three significant |eaders are used to understand the
institutionalizing effects of those | eaders, how they
created those effects, and what happened to those effects
over time. The case studies of WIIiam Donovan and Allen
Dulles at CIA and J. Edgar Hoover at the FBI, provide
evidence that these early |leaders explicitly and inplicitly
used several of the cultural creation and enbeddi ng
nmechani sns identified by Schein to entrench their beliefs
and predispositions into their organi zations. These
ensconced attitudes and tendencies seem ngly played

significant roles in the institutionalization of beliefs,



rules, and roles that have devel oped, persisted, and
affected the historical evolution of both CIA and the FBI.
The considerable effects that early | eaders have on
their organi zati ons have | ong been recogni zed by a broad
spectrumof literatures that study organizations.
Recognition of these effects has been a significant part of
the theoretical |ineage of organizational ecol ogy,
organi zational culture, classical or “old” institutionalism
and contenporary or “neo” institutionalism \While each
affirnms that early | eaders can significantly influence
organi zati onal devel opnment, all remain virtually silent
about what specific devices, nechanisns, or instrunments
| eaders use to influence their organizations. This study
seeks to address this literature gap by noving the
di scussion from si npl e acknow edgenent that early | eaders
play an inportant role in the |ong-term devel opnent of
their organizations to an articulation and di scourse of how
they do it.
Circunstantial differences between Donovan, Dulles,
and Hoover and between CI A and the FBlI offer an opportunity

to investigate different aspects of organi zational culture



creation and enbedding.EI Donovan never served as Director
of Central Intelligence (DCl). Hi s influences and
assunptions were transmtted and mai ntai ned by a nucl eus of
Ofice of Strategic Service (0OSS) veterans who served in
seni or Agency | eadership positions from 1947 until the m d-
1980's. Dulles was a disciple of Donovan and served as DCl
from February 1953 to Novenber 1961. He directly and
explicitly shaped internal CIA culture as well as
significant aspects of how the Agency interacted with its
organi zati onal environment. In contrast, J. Edgar Hoover
served as FBI Director for nearly half a century. He worked
to nmeticulously control practically all aspects of Bureau
operations and, over tine, his personal attitudes and
beliefs becanme virtually indistinguishable from many
cultural attributes of the FBI

Comon characteristics and i nportant differences

bet ween the agenci es make them useful contexts for case

! Stake (1995) states that in instrumental case
studi es, case selection should be based not on the
typicality or uniqueness of the cases studied, but rather
primarily on what can be learned. 1In this vein, these
| eaders and organi zations offer particularly useful and
i mportant venues in which to explore culture creation and
enbeddi ng.



studies of cultural enbedding by early |l eaders. Both C A
and the FBIEI are pillars of the U S. national security
establishment. Both organizations operate to varying
degrees under veils of secrecy, and nany of their
activities are not open to public view \ile many of
their organi zati onal successes remain secret, their
failures, such as the Bay of Pigs, Iran-Contra, Waco, and
Ruby Ri dge frequently generate firestorns of controversy
and political debate. Due to the nature of their
activities, both agencies are subject to close
congressi onal scrutiny.

In contrast, CIA and the FBlI have markedly different
hi storical roots and are structurally nested within
Ameri can governnent in notably different ways. ClA,
established as a part of the 1947 National Security Act, is
an organi zati onal descendant of the wartinme OSS and an
i ndependent executive agency. The FBI evolved fromthe

Bureau of Investigation, established by Theodore Roosevelt,

2 Since Central Intelligence officers comonly
refer to their Agency sinmply as “CIA” rather than “the
CIA” while the Bureau is usually known by its agents as
“the FBI,” that idiosyncrasy is reflected herein.



and has historically functioned as part of the Justice
Depart ment under the nom nal control of the Attorney
CGeneral. Taken together, the simlarities and differences
bet ween the | eaders and the agencies thensel ves provide the
opportunity for a broad view of culture creation and
enbeddi ng by early leaders. This vista included not only
t he phenonenon itself, but also intergenerational
transm ssion of early | eader effects and the formation of
hybrid assunptions over tinme due to environnental factors,
organi zati onal |earning, and/or the introduction of |ater
manageri al generations. Secondarily, but not
insignificantly, using these agencies as the contexts for
the case studies selected reveals new aspects of their
cultural origins as organi zations and nore fully
illumnates their evolution and behavi or.

The literature review in Chapter 2 surveys the
t heoreti cal devel opnent of early |eader effects on
organi zations through four distinct |ines of inquiry.
Recogni tion and el aboration of early |eader effects by
classic institutionalists, organizational ecol ogists,

organi zational culture theorists, and contenporary



institutionalists are exam ned. Several “new’
institutional theorists, with their view of institutions as
sel f-sustai ned and supported, repetitive soci al
rel ati onshi ps and arrangenents that are carried or
transported by organi zational culture, are recognized as a
potential link between the different |ines of analysis.

Schein’s (1983, 1991) concept of culture creation and
enbeddi ng by foundi ng executives is fully devel oped in
Chapter 2. Ten mechani snms he postul ates that are used by
early leaders for these purposes along with their
descriptions are arranged in tabular format. This table
devel ops in the chapters that follow as findings fromeach
case are added and the historical sources fromwhich the
findings conme are identified. The concluding chapter
includes the fully devel oped table that conprises this
study’s findings organi zed agai nst the nechani sns
identified by Schein.

The net hodol ogy in Chapter 3 describes the tradition
of historical analysis in the social sciences and details
the three-step procedure used in this study for defining

the relevant literature base, selecting a sanple of



secondary historical sources, and search procedures

enpl oyed using the sel ected sources. Chapter 3 provides
the theoretical foundations of qualitative analysis using
historical narratives, and details the use of historica
accounts by public adm nistration scholars to describe

| eader effects on their organi zations. The acceptance by
soci al scientists of using secondary sources in historical
research and the strengths and weaknesses of this form of
evi dence are explored. The problem of potential selection
bias in the use of secondary historical accounts is
recogni zed and various strategies are identified to make
cl ear the decisions nmade in the selection of material and
to recogni ze the potential bias present in the sources

sel ect ed.

The literature definition step identifies the search
terms used in three widely recogni zed dat abases t hat
identified a literature base of 84 biographic sources
detailing the |lives and careers of the three | eaders and
122 full or partial organizational histories of CIA and the
FBI. The source selection step describes the judgnental

sanpl i ng procedures used to choose a workabl e subset of



sources found in the literature base. The criteria used to
select this subset are explicitly identified. Finally, the
search procedures step incorporates a three-stage process
that includes a short pilot study to determ ne the

i kelihood of identifying |eader influences consistent with
Schein’s (1983, 1991) nechani snms, and index and content
search procedures to identify historical incidents
consistent wwth their use.

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 present the cases of each | eader
respectively. Each chapter begins with a brief biography
of the | eader. Separate sections follow that address
evi dence drawn fromthe selected historical sources that
appears consistent with a nunber of Schein’s (1983, 1991)
culture creation and enbeddi ng mechani snms. At the end of
each section, a brief description of the evidence, along
with the sources providing substantiation are sunmarized in
a sinple tabular format.

Chapter 4 exam nes the case of WIIiam Donovan. War
hero, successful |awer, world traveler, unofficial
di pl omat, and architect/director of the OSS, Donovan’s

early life, mlitary and civilian career are detail ed.



Si xt een secondary historical sources provide evidence
consi stent wth Donovan’s use of Schein’ s (1983, 1991)
mechani snms of recruiting and sel ecti on and organi zation
design and structure. The long-termeffects of these
mechani snms are traced through a significant portion of ClIA
hi story.
Chapter 5 explores the case of Allen Dulles. A
prot égé of Donovan, diplomat, and arguably America’s
greatest spymaster, Dulles’s background, and Cl A career are
exam ned. Evidence fromfifteen historical sources
provi des indications that Dulles enployed two of Schein’s
(1983, 1991) nechanisns as an early Agency |eader. The
enduring effects on the Agency of what Dulles paid
attention to and controlled as CIA Director and his use of
physi cal buil dings, facades, and spaces are detail ed.
Chapter 6 considers the case of J. Edgar Hoover
Career public adm nistrator and FBI Director for al nost
five decades, Hoover’s personal history and | ong Bureau
career are explored. Evidence consistent with his use of
two of Schein’s (1983, 1991) nechanisns are cited in

fifteen secondary historical sources that describe his use
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of role nodeling and recruiting to break down and then
recreate the organi zational culture of the original Bureau
of Investigation and the |ater FBI

The conclusion in chapter 7 sunmarizes the literature
pertaining to early | eader effects on organi zations within
classic and contenporary institutionalism organizational
ecol ogy, and organi zation culture theory. The data from
all three cases are conbi ned and presented using a tabul ar
display. The table is arranged al ong four colums that
include (1) the nechanisns indicated listed in descendi ng
order fromnost explicit to | east obvious; (2) the type of
mechani sm primry or secondary as defined by Schein; (3)
the | eader(s) using the nmechanism (4) the evidence
consistent wwth the use of the mechanism An appendi X
provi des a conprehensive display of the data fromall three
cases including the pilot sources in which evidence of the
mechani sm was found and the non-pilot sources in which
supporting evidence of nechani smuse was di scovered. The
findings in each case are discussed and specific aspects of
these findings that seemto corroborate facets of Schein’s

(1983, 1991) nodel are explained. The inplications of the



findings are discussed within the context of “new
institutional theory and the value and direction of

addi tional study are sunmari zed.

11



12

CHAPTER 2

LI TERATURE REVI EW

The concept of lasting early |eader influences on
or gani zati onal devel opnment is traceabl e through severa
distinct literatures. Fromthe earliest witings
establ i shing organi zations as a single area of study to
contenporary attenpts to understand the social and cul tural
foundati ons of institutions, scholars have sought to
understand the lasting effects of early | eaders on their

organi zations. Cassic institutional theoryEI

recogni zes an
incisive role for |leaders in the processes transform ng
organi zations into institutions. A well-devel oped

recognition of early |eader, entrepreneur, and founder

i nfl uences runs through both organi zati on ecol ogy and

3 Sel zni k (1996) questions the w sdom of drawi ng a
sharp distinction between "old" and "new' institutionalism
He argues that |abeling recent institutional theories a new
paradi gmin organi zational analysis fails to take into ful
account the theoretical and enpirical continuities between
nodern institutional theory and his own semi nal work. |
agree with his assessnent and, as a result, prefer the
terms "classic" and "contenporary" institutionalism |In
sum "new' institutionalismdoes not replace the "ol d"
institutionalismof Selznik. Rather, it builds upon his
original work and in his words, "generate(s) fresh insights
as well as interesting shifts in focus."
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organi zational culture theories. Contenporary
institutional theories hold the potential of acting as a
bri dge between these diverse and sonetines di sparate

t heori es and are useful in devel opi ng deeper understandi ngs
of the effects early | eaders have on the process of
institutionalization.

This literature review will follow the recognition of
significant early | eader effects on organi zations and the
t heoreti c devel opnent of these influences by early
institutionalists, organizational ecol ogists and
organi zational culture scholars. Wile each of these
t heoretical perspectives has differing conceptions of
causal units and processes and enphasi zes different |evels
of organi zational analysis (Jepperson, 1991), individually
and in aggregate they offer inportant insights into early
| eader effects. Despite these insights, both conjectural
and enpirically derived, a | ack of elaboration within
classical institutional theory and conceptual obstacles
Wi thin organi zati onal ecology and cul ture theories
effectively stunted theoretical devel opnent beyond a

certain point. However, work by contenporary institutional
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witers, enphasizing the ways in which action is structured
and order nade possible by shared systens of rules that
bot h enabl e and constrain organi zati onal behavi or, provides
a new context in which theoretic expansion of early | eader
effects may be possible. Mdern conceptions of the
processes by which organizational forns, structures, and
rules are institutionalized offers potentially fertile
ground for additional progress in understanding early

| eader influences on organizations.

Classic Institutional Theory

Wi |l e recogni zed and exam ned for many years by soci al
scientists, organizations were not identified as unique
types of social forns until relatively recently. March
(1965) traces the origins of organizational studies to the
period of the late 1930's to md 1940's with the appearance
of a nunber of sem nal works including Barnard (1938),

Roet hl i sberger and Di ckson (1939), and Gulick and Urw ck
(1937). Concurrently, the English translation of selected
wor ks by Max Weber on bureaucracy spurred the interest of a

pi votal group of sociologists at Colunbia University, and
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stinul ated exenplary works by Sinon (1945/1957), March and
Sinon (1958), and Parsons (1956/1960a, 1956/ 1960Db).

The origins of institutional theory in organizational
anal ysis are rooted in the work of Robert K. Merton at
Col unmbi a University during the late 1940's and early 1950's
on bureaucracy and bureaucratization, and foll ow up
enpirical studies by a nunber of his students. Scott
(1992) notes that a series of studies carried out by
Merton's students on varied organi zations - Sel znick (1949)
of the Tennessee Valley Authority; Goul dner (1954) of a
gypsum pl ant; Blau (1955) of a federal and state bureau:
and Lipset, Trow, and Col eman (1956) of a union - served to
establish organizations as a distinctive area of study.

Merton's (1936) early work on the "unanti ci pated
consequences of purposive action” and his anal yses of
bureaucrati c behavior (Merton, 1957) directly influenced
Anmeri can soci ol ogist Philip Selznick, who is wdely
regarded as the father of classic institutional theory, and
his later work on institutionalization. Though he did not
explicitly use this term Merton described nultiple

processes within organizations producing discipline and
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orienting nenbers to a valued normative order. This order
| eads nmenbers to orient their actions around rules even to
the point where primary concern with the conformty to the
rules interferes with the achi evenent of the purposes of
the organi zation. He noted that the pressures of this
normative order were such that organization nmenbers were
prone to followrules to the point of rigidity, formalism
and even ritualism (Scott, 1995).

O her scholars of the tinme, such as Hughes (1936),
explicitly recognized institutions as "establishnments of
rel ati ve permanence of a distinctly social sort.” He cited
essential elenents of these establishnments as a) a set of
nores or formal rules, or both, which can be fulfilled only
by b) people acting collectively, in established
conpl ementary capacities or offices. Mre recently,
Al exander (1983) notes that early conceptions of
institutions constituted "crystallization of (Em|e)
Durkheim's earlier witing"” that cited institutions as the
product of joint activity and association, the effect of

which is to "fix" or "institute" outside us certain



17

initially subjective and individual says of acting and
j udgi ng.

Borrowi ng fromthese earlier wrks, Selznick (1949)
rejected the notion of organizations as sinply "the
structural expression of rational action," but rather
advanced the concept of organizations as adaptive, organic
systens affected by the social characteristics of their
menbers as well as environnmental pressures. Through the
dynam cs of organizations as social systens, goals and/or
procedures tend to achieve an established "val ue
i npregnat ed" status or becone institutionalized (Sel znik,
1949). Organi zational goals and procedures becone infused
wi th val ue beyond the technical requirenents of the task at
hand (Sel zni k, 1957). Selznik |ikened the creation of
"organi zational character” to character formation in an
i ndividual. He saw viable organizations as not nerely
techni cal systens of cooperation (any nore than an
i ndividual is nerely a nmechani sm processing food and
sensations), but as institutions that have been infused

with value so that they take on a special character and
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achi eve a distinctive conpetence or sense of m'ssion.EI
Perrow (1986) states that as organi zati ons becone
institutionalized:

They take on a distinctive character; they becone
prized in and of thenselves, not nerely for the goods
or services they grind out. People build their lives
around them identify wwth them becone dependent on
them (p. 167).

Along with these attributes nay al so cone a
Trained or built-in incapacity (Selznik, 1996) simlar to
what ot her authors have ternmed organi zati onal | earning
di sabilities (Schein, 1996) or defensive routines (Argyris
and Schon, 1996). Significantly, Scott (1995) notes:

As organi zations becone infused with value, they are
no | onger expendable tools; they devel op a concern for
sel f - mai nt enance. By taking on a distinctive set of
val ues, the organization acquires a character
structure, an identity. Maintaining the organization
is no longer sinply an instrunental matter of
survival, but Becones a struggle to preserve a set of
uni que val ues. (pp. 18-19).

4 Sel znik's Leadership in Administration (1957) is
wi dely consi dered the source of classical institutional
theory in organi zational analysis. This work devel oped out
of two earlier efforts, TVA and the Grass Roots (1949) in
whi ch he focused on the formation of organizati onal
character in response to external threats and The
Organi zati onal Weapon (1952) in which he enphasized the
creation of distinctive organizational conpetence.

® Kel l erman (1984) identifies these attributes as
potentially leading to a malady to which all institutions
can fall prey - nmaking the continued mai ntenance of the
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Vi ewi ng value infusion or institutionalization as a process
"that happens to the organization over tine," Selznik
met aphorically called for a "natural history" description
of organi zations and the processes by which they devel op
their distinctive structures, capabilities, and
liabilities. Thus, institutional theory traces the
energence of distinctive forns, processes, strategies,
out | ooks, and conpetencies as they energe from patterns of
organi zational interaction and adaptation (Selznik, 1996).
Al of which lend stability and predictability to soci al
rel ati onships in organizations enabling themto persist
(Ki nberly, 1979).

| nportantly, Selznik saw a vital role for |eaders in
the definition and defense of the values infused with their
organi zati ons (Shinn, 1996). While recognizing the
i nportance of social factors at the tine of organization
creation on the devel opnent of organizational histories,
Selznik identifies "a prine function of |eadership" as the

bui | di ng of special, enduring organizational values. He

organi zation the very goal of the organization, self-
per petuati on having beconme an end in itself.



describes a major responsibility of |eadership as infusing
val ue or producing the institutional nature of formnal
soci al structures within organizations (Shinn, 1996) and
nmonitoring the costs and benefits of the process of
institutionalization (Selznik, 1996). Selznik (1957)
refers to successful early | eaders as educators stating
t hat they:

Require the ability to interpret the role and

character of the enterprise, to perceive and devel op
nodel s for thought and comrunication that w |l

20

i ncul cate general rather than partial perspectives (p.

150) .
Sel zni k (1957) describes the admnistrative |eader as a
"statesman” who uses creativity to recogni ze and guide the
process of institutionalization and defines one of the
maj or tasks of the institutional |eader as wel ding
organi zati onal nenbers into a "commtted polity,” with a
hi gh sense of identity, purpose, and conm tnent.

Years earlier, Barnard (1938) enphasized that "the
di stingui shing mark of executive responsibility” in
organi zations is "the creation of noral codes in others.”
He remarked that this involved a process of inculcating

poi nts of view, fundanmental attitudes, and loyalty to the
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organi zation. Stressing the creative aspect of executive
responsi bility, Barnard stated that the best |eaders
possessed the capacity to create lasting noral codes within
their organizations. |In one of his npbst striking
observations Barnard (1938) asserts:

Executive responsibility, then, is the capacity of

| eaders by which, reflecting attitudes, ideals, hopes,

derived largely fromw thout thenselves, they are

conpelled to bind the wills of nmen to the
acconpl i shnent of purposes beyond their imrediate

ends, beyond their tines. (p. 283).

Wil e both Barnard and Sel zni k di scerned the inportance of
envi ronnent on organi zati onal devel opnent, they recogni zed
a significant role for early leaders in instilling val ues,
attitudes, behaviors, and long lasting belief systens

wi t hi n organi zati ons.

Sel znik's early conceptual work, while acknow edging a
role for |eaders in the process of institutionalization,
provides little insight into the nmechani sns invol ved.
Classic institutionalismbroadly enphasizes adaptation of
organi zations to the strivings of internal groups and the
val ues of external society and their transformation into

vehicles for explicit and sonetimes obscure val ues (Perrow,

1996). Institutionalization results as orderly patterns or
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interaction energe out of |oosely organized techni cal
activities serving to infuse a normative order or set of
normati ve values into the organization (Broomand Sel zni k,
1955). Selznik (1992) states that institutionalization
constrains organi zational behavior in two main ways: by
bringing with it a normative order, and by making it
hostage to its own history. Wile affirmng that early

| eaders are anong the primary cast of characters involved
in the play creating an organi zation's normati ve order, he
provi des few details as to the devices used as they perform
their part.

One of Sel zni k's students, Stincheconbe (1965) built
on his conceptions of institutionalization and was the
first theorist to enpirically denponstrate the inportance of
social and institutional conditions present during the
foundi ng period or early history of an organi zation on its
| ater structure. H's work indicated that the effects of
t hese conditions tended to persist over tinme - to becone
institutionalized. Stinchconbe's nmuch referenced chapter
"Social Structure and Organi zations" in Janmes G March, ed.

Handbook of Organi zations (1965) studied the relation of
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external society on the internal life of organizations. He
of fered evidence that basic features associated with
various industries - characteristics of the |abor force,
establishment size, capital intensity, relative size of
adm ni strative bureaucracy, ratio of line to staff workers,
proportion of professionals within the organi zation -
vari ed systematically by time of founding. Stinchconbe
argued that his findings were:
A direct indication of the power of persistence
I n organi zational fornms ..organizational forms and
types have a history, and this history determ nes sone
aspects ofathe present structure of organizations of
t hat type. (pp. 155, 153).

In what is described by later theorists as

Stinchconbe's "inprinting” hypothesisﬂ he argues t hat

® While Stinchconbe did not address the role of
| eadership in organi zational history, his thesis that
hi story serves as an inportant restraining and/ or enabling
factor in organi zational devel opnent served as an inportant
venture point for later theorists concerned with early
| eader effects.

" The origins of the inprinting netaphor are
somewhat obscure. The literature reveals the use of the
term by contenporary institutional theorists such as Boeker
(1988), Tucker (1990), and Scott (1991) and public
adm nistration witers such as WIlson (1989) who attribute
t he netaphor to Kinberly (1981) and/or Stinchconbe (1965).
A review of these earlier works, however, reveals no
explicit use of the termby either author. Wile
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organi zations construct their social systems with the
soci al resources available at the tine of their early
history and that they tend to retain the characteristics

t hey acquired over the course of their lifetinmes (Tucker,
et. Al., 1990). His inprinting hypothesis inplies that an
organi zation reflects the historical circunstances of its
foundi ng period throughout its existence (Boeker, 1988).
The processes accounting for this preservation of early

hi story characteristics are threefold (Stinchconbe, 1965,
Al drich, 1979, and Scott, 1992). First, the early
characteristics nmay be the nost efficient for a given
purpose - giving a conpetitive advantage over other
arrangenents. Second, the early characteristics nay be
preserved because organi zations are insulated from

envi ronnment al pressures by support fromvested interests,
traditionalizing forces, or strongly legitimated

i deol ogi cal positions. Third, the organi zation may not be

confronted by conpetitive forces. Thus, there is no

inmprinting offers attractive imagery in which to better
understand the lasting influences of environmental factors
and early | eaders upon organi zations, it shares the
l[imtations of all social science netaphors by revealing
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pressure to survive. Stinchconbe argued that

organi zati onal structures, processes, and behavioral norns
inprinted at a point intime tend to persist, even though
envi ronnmental conditions nmay have drastically changed. He
posited that the phenonenon tends to restrict the

i ntroduction of new structures and/or processes unless
changes in the organi zation's environment are particularly
stark and dramati c.

Certainly, Stinchconbe's hypothesis was not a new one.
Sociology literature provides many exanples of attenpts to
establish |inks between external societal structures and
the structure of organizations. Bendix (1956) explored the
rel ati onshi p between dom nant political ideology and how
authority of managers over subordinates was legitimted in
an industrial context. Abegglen (1958) found that certain
features of Japanese social structure were reflected in
i ndustrial social organization and Crozier (1964) exam ned
how certain characteristics of French society were enbedded

in the French bureaucratic system These studies

simlarities between two things but, remaining silent about
their differences (Hatch 1997).
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denonstrated apparent systematic rel ati onshi ps between
external social structures and organi zations.

Or gani zati onal Ecol ogy Theory

Stinchconbe's work was and is of particular interest
to organi zational ecologists as their perspective inplies
an inprinting assunption (Hannan and Freeman, 1977, 1984;
Aldrich, 1979). Ogani zational ecology theorists point to
many exanpl es that seem ngly support Stinchconbe's thesis.
Boeker (1988) highlights the exanple of nost U. S. railroad
conpanies in the twentieth century mai ntaining structures,
staffing patterns, and nanagerial views that are in many
ways mani festations of the environnmental conditions during
the period of their founding in the nineteenth century. In
anot her exanple, a study of how "Big Six" tobacco
corporations adapted to externally inposed stress and
crises, found that the internal political structures of
t hese organi zations, inprinted early in their histories,
severely constrained the range of choices available to them
in responding to anti-snoking societal pressures (M es,

1982) .
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VWhile inprinting argunments are frequently cited in the
organi zational ecology literature, few enpirical studies
have actually been done (M1l es (personal correspondence,
Septenber 11, 1998) and the enpirical status of those that
have remai ns anbi guous (Boeker, 1988). Ml es and Randol ph
(1981) and Tucker (1990) note that the few studies that
deal with the topic support Stinchconbe's view that an
organi zation's early environnment and characteristics have
an enduring effect on its later structure and behavi or.

Stinchconbe's findings seemconfirned in different and
nore specifice venues by Sarason's (1972) observations in
his anal ysis of Yale Psychiatric Institute and by Kinberly
(1975) who showed that the type of program staffing, and
structures enployed within a popul ation of rehabilitation
organi zations varied according to when the units were
established. Additionally, Boeker (1988), in a study of 62
sem conductor firms, found that characteristics of the
early menbers and of the early environnental context both
have strong influences on the devel opnent of an
organi zation's initial strategy. Mre recently, Tucker

(1990) showed that institutional conditions present during
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t he founding of a population of voluntary social service
organi zations directly influenced the rate of
organi zati onal change. Scott (1991) notes that the
enbeddi ng nechani sns posited to explain the results of such
studi es enbody Berger and Luckmann's (1967) central
argunment that organi zations acquire certain characteristics
not by rational decision or design, but because they are
taken for granted as "the way these things are done." This
taken for granted character of the formis then argued as
an inportant basis for its persistence over tinme. The
totality of these studies firmy establish that the
conditions present during the early history of an
organi zati on can have significant and enduring effects
(Scott, 1992).

More recently organi zati onal ecol ogy theorists have
explored the role of early executive |eadership in the
i mprinting phenonenon. Several studies have enphasi zed
val ue creation by |eaders, which serves to shape the
di rection of organizational devel opnent and the ability of
organi zations to respond to external pressures. Qhers

have exam ned organi zati onal entrepreneur/founders and
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their capacity to originate and enbed val ues or
predi spositions during the early stages of organizational
creation and the process by which these elenents are
carried forward by the organi zati on over tine.
Child (1987), argues that organi zational traditions
frequently have their origins in:
t he ideol ogy of an entrepreneurial founder who sets
out both strategic perspective on the task of the
organi zati on and a phil osophy on the form of | abor
process to acconplish it. (p. 1971).
Additionally, Bartlett and CGhoshal (1989) assert that:
a conpany's ability to respond (to external pressures)
is constrained by its internal capabilities, which are
shaped by the conpany's adm nistrative heritage.
Internal capability is devel oped over a |l ong period of
ti me and cannot be changed overni ght by managenent
decree. (p. 35).
Wl son (1989) explicitly connects early |eaders or
foundi ng executives with the inprinting phenonenon.
An organi zation is endowed with a sense of mssion ...

during the formative experience of the organization,
an experience shaped and interpreted by a founder who

i mposes his or her will on the first generation of
operators in a way that profoundly affects succeedi ng
generations. ...call (ed) "inprinting ..the inprint

i s deepest and nost |asting when the executive has a
strong personality and a forcefully expressed vision
of what the organization should be. (pg. 96)
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In a study of sem -conductor firns (Boeker, 1988)
differenti ates between environnental and entrepreneuri al
inmprinting effects at the time of a firms foundi ng and
their effects on |ater conmpany strategy. He found that the
previ ous functional background of founders influenced the
sel ection of corporate strategy.

In his tobacco firmstudy, Mles (1982) found that the
internal political structures of these organizations were
inprinted with dom nant val ues and beliefs enbedded and
perpetuated by the firns' early executives. These val ues
and beliefs, along with other factors, severely constrai ned
the range of choices available to these firns in responding
to environnental pressures. Mles cites these inprinted
"dom nant val ues"™ as a primary source of organizational
inertia that distinctly effect how an organi zation
devel opnents and how it responds to external pressures.

Ki nberl ey and Bouchi khi (1995) refer to this
fashi oni ng of organi zational values by foundi ng executives
as the shaping of an organi zation's "devel opnent al
trajectory.” In a study of a small conputer firmin France

over the first fifteen years of the organi zation's history,



31

t hey observed that the founder's core val ues represented a
poi nt of departure for the organization and becane part of
the culture fromthe very beginning. Specifically, this
study discovered that founder attitudes regarding style of
adm ni stration, organization size, enployee interaction,
client support, and hierarchical authority were explicitly
controlled by the founder through nandated nmanagenent
techni ques and hiring practices. These overt actions by
t he founder:
Set this organization on a particular trajectory which
has becone self-reinforcing and fromwhich it is
increasingly difficult to choose to deviate. (p. 16).
Ki nberl ey and Bouchi khi al so note the inportance of
what Sarason (1972) has called "prehistory," or events
whi ch played a significant role in shaping an organi zation
whi ch was about to be born but which predated the actual
birth. The influence of prehistory may include
ci rcunst ances shaping the core val ues of an organi zation's
founder or events nolding the institutional context into
whi ch a new organi zation is born. Sarason (1972) states
what a maj or obstacle to understanding the creation and

devel opnent of settings such as organizations is the | ack
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of detailed descriptions of their "natural histories." He
asserts that such natural histories are a product of a
founder's past experience, tenperanment, intellect, and
notivations, the existing social structure into which an
organi zation is born, and the rel ationshi ps between a newy
born organi zati on and al ready exi sting ones.

Wor ki ng from Sarason's concept of organizati onal
natural histories, Kinberley and Bouchi ki (1995) stress:

.that the values and orientation of the founder are

one, but only one, inportant part of the story. The

whol e story involves an appreciation of the co-
evolution of the firmand its external context, that
is, of how external and internal influences together
shape both the opportunity structure and the

per formance space. (p. 14).

This lack of the "whole story" and the necessity for
theorists to shift focus to single units of anal ysis has
severely restricted the ability of organizational
ecol ogists to nove beyond sinple recognition of early
| eader effects on organizations. Mles (1982) and
Ki nberl ey and Bouchi khi (1995) agree that external and
internal influences act together as "engi nes of

organi zati onal devel opnent." How the external context acts

to inprint a newly born organi zation with certain
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structures and forms cannot be fully understood w thout an
exam nation of how individual early |l eaders filter these
external influences through his or her ontol ogical,
epi stenol ogi cal, and axi ol ogi cal assunptions. Likew se,
the role of early | eaders in enbeddi ng val ues and
assunptions into their organizations cannot be fully
grasped wi thout an appreciation for the institutional
context into which the organi zati ons were brought into
being. Overlaying both external and internal
organi zati onal influences are Sarason's (1972) prehistory
effects that shape both the contextual circunstances of an
organi zation's birth and the founder's essential val ues.
Thus, the organi zational ecology literature reveals
only a general theoretical perspective on the role of early
| eaders in shapi ng organi zati onal devel opnent. The
perspective's anal ytic enphasis on collections, classes, or
aggregates of organizations that are alike in sonme respect
(Scott, 1995) nakes it difficult for theorists to nove
beyond a only a broad recognition of early | eader

i nfluences in individual organizations and the
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identification of a confounding array of variables
i npi ngi ng on the evolution of singular organizations.

Organi zational Culture Theory

Concurrently with the work of organizational
ecol ogi sts, organi zational culture theorists recognized
simlar processes present in the devel opnent of shared
nmeani ngs, belief systens, and rules that inform and
constrain organi zati onal behavior. This recognition
i ncluded the effects of organi zational founders and/or
early leaders as inportant creators and carriers of these
shared nmeani ngs and rul e systens and their influence on the
hi storical evolution of their organizations through the
enbeddi ng of cultural elenents.

Theori sts have variously defined organi zati onal
culture as a set of shared, taken for granted inplicit
assunptions that a group holds and that determ nes how it
per cei ves, thinks about, and reacts to its various
environments (Schein, 1991); rules, procedures, and goals
W thout primary representation in formal organization
(Jepperson, 1991); a persistent, patterned way of thinking

about the central tasks of and human rel ati onships within



35

systens of coordinated action that |ead those systens to
respond in different ways to the sane stinmuli (WI son,
1989); a set of solutions devised to neet specific conmon
probl ens (Van Maanen & Barley, 1985); a normative system of
val ues and cognitive systens resulting in routinized
behavior (Friedland & Alford, 1991); and "taken-for-
granted” reality within organizations resulting from how
people interpret the world around them and devel op shared
under st andi ngs (Schultz, 1967).

Working fromthese and other simlar definitions, a
series of organizational culture studies fromthe |ate
1960's to the present formed another theoretical |ine which
devel oped the effects of early |l eaders on their
organi zations and the creation of inplicit values resulting
in tangible artifacts. Trice, Belasco, and Alturro (1969)
interpreted their observations of personnel practices in
vari ous organi zations as cultural rites and cerinonial s,
identifying tangi bl e mani festations of underlying
organi zati onal values identified by institutional
theorists. Petigrew (1979) referred to these artifacts and

ot hers springing fromideol ogy and belief as the "soci al
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ti ssue" of organizations and the "of fsprings" of
organi zati onal culture.

At about the sane tinme, Cark (1970) docunented the
i mportance of what he called organizational sagas in the
| ong term endurance and prosperousness of three coll eges.
Hi s concept of saga is very simlar to that of
organi zational culture and his work enphasi zed t he
inportant role that early | eaders and historical tradition
pl ayed in these organizations (Cark, 1972). Follow on
wor k established the potency of "dom nant val ues" enbedded
wi thin organi zational cultures by early |leaders that stifle
action in response to environnental pressures (Mles, 1982)
and restrict comercial strategies (Boeker, 1988). O her
t heorists explored "comm tment mechani sns” inpelling
partici pant energy and loyalty (Kanter, 1972; Buchanan,
1974) and the role of early executive |eadership in
fashi oni ng and communi cati ng val ues from whi ch t hese
mechani snms devel op (Petigrew, 1979).

Qualitative organi zational culture transm ssion
studi es such as those conducted by Zucker (1991/1977), and

Harrison and Carroll (1991) denonstrated the
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i ntergenerational transference of cultural understandings
and behavioral effects within organizations and a high
degree of generational uniformty of cultural
under st andi ngs over tinme. This work al so denonstrated that
long termcultural intensity is highly responsive to
recruitnment selectivity and nmanagenent socialization
(Harrison and Carroll, 1991). Recent treatnent of the

i nfluences of early | eaders by Kinberley and Bouchi kh
(1995) enploys a |longitudi nal research approach, referred

to as "organi zational biography," that focuses on the

devel opnent al dynam cs of an organi zation. While allow ng

for the powerful influences of founders or early |leaders in
shapi ng an organi zation's "devel opnental trajectory,” they

argue that a mx of factors, both internal and external,

i nfluence the way in which an organi zati on grows, devel ops

a culture, and shapes an identity.

Schein's Cultural Enbeddi ng Model

Schein (1983; 1991) provides the nost serious
treatment of early | eader effects on organizations in the
organi zation culture literature. He advances a nodel of

cul tural enbeddi ng that postul ates how founders create
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organi zational culture by fixing their major assunptions

and predi spositions into their organizations.EI

| denti fying
ten devices that founders both explicitly and inplicitly
use to enbed their predispositions and assunptions, he
details how founder beliefs and presunptions formthe basis
of a new organi zation's culture. Schein further theorizes
t hat organi zational culture evolves over tine fromthe
original assunptions and beliefs of the founder through a
process of "hybrid" evolution. He proffers that such

evolution is driven by new beliefs and assunptions

devel oped from organi zati onal |earning and environnent al

81t is inmportant to note here that Schein uses his cul tural
enbeddi ng nodel exclusively with the entrepreneuri al
founders or creators of relatively small private firns.

Hi s work does not apply the nodel to public agencies or

| arge organi zations. Despite its limted application,
Schein’s nodel remains the nost well devel oped theory in the
organi zational culture literature of the nechanisns early

| eaders can use to effect the devel opnent of their

or gani zati ons. True founders or creators of |arge public
organi zations in the entrepreneurial sense are a rarity.
Despite arguable dissimlarities between “founders” and
“early | eaders” and differences between the size and nature
of the organi zations studied, Schein’s nodel provides a
theoretically vigorous device to better grasp the possible
mechani snms early key | eaders use in public organizations to
i nfluence culture creation, devel opment, and mai nt enance.
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factors, but remains congruous wth the original cultural
paradi gns for many generations.

Schein points out that organi zations do not form
accidentally or spontaneously. They are usually created by
soneone taking a | eadership role in seeing how the
concerted action of a nunber of individuals can acconplish
sonething that is inpossible through individual action
al one. Just as religious novenents have prophets and
nmessi ahs, and political novenents are started by | eaders
wi th new visions and solutions - organizations are
frequently started by founders with a vision of how new
products or services can be delivered to the marketpl ace or
how t he public or the country can be better served. Schein
notes that the process of culture formation in such
organi zations begins with its founding.

Wi | e acknowl edgi ng that the history of each
organi zation is somewhat different, Schein identifies four
essential steps that are functionally equivalent in the
foundi ng of many organi zations. First, a single person
(the founder) has an idea for a new enterprise. Second a

founding group is created on the basis of initial consensus
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that the idea is workable and worth running risks for.
Third, the founding group begins to act in concert to
create the organi zation. Lastly, others are brought into
the group according to what the founder or founding group
consi ders necessary, and the group begins to function,
devel oping its own history.

Schein states that it is in this process that the
founder has a mmjor inpact on how the organi zation sol ves
its external survival and internal integration problens.
Because the founder had the original idea, he or she wll
typically have biases on howto get the idea fulfilled.
Schein states that in his observations, founders are
frequently strong-m nded about what to do and howto do it.
Usual Iy, they already have strong assunptions about the
nature of the world, the role their organizations will play
in that world, the nature of human nature, truth
rel ati onships, and tinme, and space.

Schein (1983) provides three case studies illustrating
varyi ng degrees of founder influence on organizations. The
first, a large supermarket and departnent store chain, was

built by a founder who served as the dom nating ideol ogi cal
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force in the conpany. Managing with a strong bias for
personal hands-on control and through the introduction of
several famly lieutenants, he created and perpetuated a
system of highly centralized organi zational authority. The
founder's desire for high performance by professional (non-
famly) managers in other positions resulted in highly
conpetitive peer relationships. The introduction of famly
menbers into hi gher managenent jobs and devel opnent al
positions resulted in a highly politicized senior
managenent environnent. Schein notes that these influences
resulted in various fornms of lasting internal conflict and
dysfunction as the organi zati on matured whi ch persisted
|l ong after the founder had passed fromthe scene and his
famly lieutenants were replaced by | ater generations of
pr of essi onal managers.

In a second exanpl e, Schein describes the influences
of a founder of a fast grow ng manufacturing concern. H's
managenent style reflected strong assunpti ons about the
nature of the world, truth, and problem solving. Believing
that the best ideas cone from group debate and positive

confrontation, the founder fostered and pronpted a system
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of w de debate, group neetings, upward conmuni cation, and
consensus deci sion-maki ng. The founder insisted on open
of fice | andscaping; mninmumstatus differentiation in terns
of office size, location and furnishings. He actively
recruited individuals who were intelligent, assertive, and
individualistic. The founder insisted that bosses not rely
on position for authority, but on the authority of reason.
Supervisors were granted authority only to the extent they
could sell their decisions. Insubordination was not only
tolerated, but rewarded if it led to better outcones.
Schein states that over the years enpl oyees who shared the
founder's assunptions found thensel ves feeling increasingly
like famly nmenbers in that strong bonds of mutual support
grew up between them Though inplicit, these feelings gave
subordi nates the sense of security necessary to chall enge
each other. Schein notes that the founder's assunptions,
both in terns of formal business arrangenents and internal
organi zational relationships still reflected thensel ves
sone years after the founder's departure.

In a contrasting third exanple, Schein describes the

foundi ng | eader of a chain of financial service
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organi zati ons who renai ned di stant fromhis creation.
Unlike the first two exanples, this founder did not invest
hi msel f heavily in his organization. He recruited
prof essi onal managers to adm nister his business and gave
them a managerial free hand. His only criterion was
ultimate financial performance. Schein notes that to
determ ne the cultures of the individual enterprises within
the chain, one had to study the nmanagers put into key
positions by the founder and organi zati onal cultures varied
greatly fromone enterprise to the next. Schein states
that this exanple illustrates that there is nothing
automati c about a founder's process of inserting personal
vision of style into his or her organi zation. The process
depends very nmuch on whet her and how nuch that person wants
to inpose himor herself.

Schei n uses these exanples, to denonstrate that
cul tural enbedding by a founder is very nuch a function of
his or her personality. Additionally, it is based on
del i berate decisions to build an organi zation that reflects
their own personal biases while others create basic

organi zations and turn them over to subordi nates as soon as



t he organi zati ons have |lives of their own. Schein

mai ntai ns that the basic process of cultural enbedding is

t eachi ng process, but not necessarily an explicit one. He

identifies ten inculcating and secondary articul ati on and

rei nforcenment devices that founders use to enbed their

predi spositions and assunptions. A given nmechani sm may

convey an extrenely explicit nessage or a very tacit one.

The nechanisns are |isted below fromnore or less explicit

ones to nore or less inplicit ones.

a)

b)

d)

f)

Formal statenents of organizational phil osophy,
charters, creeds, materials used for recruitnent
and sel ection, and socialization.

Desi gn of physical spaces, facades, and

bui | di ngs.

Del i berate rol e nodel i ng, teaching, and coachi ng
by | eaders.

Explicit reward and status system pronotion
criteria.

Stories, legends, nyths, and parabl es about key
peopl e and events.

What founders pay attention to, nmeasure and

44

a
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control
g) Founder reactions to critical incidents and
or gani zati onal cri ses.
h) How the organization is designed and structured.
i) Organizational systens and procedures.
J]) Criteria used for recruitnent, selection,
pronotion, leveling off, retirenent, and
"exconmuni cati on"” of people.

Schein maintains that these nechanisns represent all
of the ways founders conmmunicate and inprint their beliefs
and assunptions. However, these mechanisnms vary in potency
and he differentiates between those that are "primary" and
"secondary." Schein (1991) states that the nost powerful
or primary mechani sms are based upon a founder’s persona
behavior. These include (1) what the founder explicitly
pays attention to; (2) how he/she reacts to critical
incidents; (3) what the founder role nodels, coaches and
teaches; (4) what the founder rewards; (5) and who the
founder recruits or selects. Schein (1991) identifies the
ot her mechani sns as secondary and posits that they are only

effective if they are consistent with the primary



46

mechani snms enpl oyed by the founder. Wen they are
consi stent, the secondary nmechani sns begin to build
organi zati onal ideologies and formalize nuch of what is
informally | earned fromthe founder’s behavior. |If
i nconsistent, they will either be ignored or becone the
source of internal conflict. Schein (1991) concludes that:

...the operating cultural assunptions wll always

be manifested first in what the | eaders

denonstrate, not in what is witten down or

inferred fromdesigns and procedures. (p. 237).
Founders or early |l eaders ny inconsistently apply primary
mechani sns when they thensel ves are internally conflicted.
Addi tionally, the environment may force changes in original
beliefs causing different parts of an organization to view
things differently. These conflicting nessages can result
in organi zational dysfunction or what Kets de Vries (1984)
calls "neurosis.”™ Oten, conflicts occur when new strong
managers who were not part of the first generation begin to
i npose their own assunptions and theories.

Schein states that distinctive organi zational
characteristics or biases introduced by founder assunptions

are found in first-generation firnms still heavily

i nfluenced by the founder, conpanies that continue to be



a7

run by famly nenbers, or in organizations directed by
first-generation "disciples" of the founder. After a
founder | eaves an organi zation and it continues to mature,
di stinctions begin to be drawn between first-generation
managers and "professional” managers brought into key
positions. Schein states that these "professional"”
managers often have been specifically educated to be
managers rather than experts in the organization's
activities. They are generally seen to be less loyal to
the original beliefs and assunptions that guided the
organi zation and are nore concerned with short-run
performance. Schein notes that they are typically wel coned
for bringing their nuch-need organizational and functional
skills, but they are often mi strusted because they are not
| oyal to the founding assunptions

Wil e founders are able to inpose their assunptions on
first-generation enpl oyees, Schein maintains that |ater
generations devel op a range of new assunptions based upon
their own experience. These new assunptions remain
congruent with sonme of the core assunptions and beliefs of

t he founder, but add new el enents from experience.
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Referring to this process as "hybrid evolution,” Schein
states that this represents a core process of cultural
devel opnment in many organi zations as firnms adapt to
changi ng external environnents w thout destroying cultural
el enents that have given themtheir uniqueness and t hat
have made life fulfilling in their internal environnents.
In summary, both organi zati onal ecol ogy and
organi zational culture studies have contributed to a
greater appreciation and understanding of lasting early
| eader influences on organizations. Fromthe forner's
extension of Stinchconbe's thesis to early |eaders and an
enphasis on value creation in newly fornmed organi zations to
the latter's devel opnent of cultural enbeddi ng by founders,
bot h theoretical approaches highlighted the inportance of
early | eaders upon organi zational creation and devel opnent.
Significant areas of devel opnent included: (1) the
identification of "cultural artifacts"” or pal pable
mani f estati ons of founder attitudes, beliefs, and val ues
Wi thin organi zational structures, forns, and procedures,
(2) the exploration of intergenerational culture

transm ssion process, and (3) the production of a nodel for
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cul tural enbedding by early | eaders, as well as a
met hodol ogy for further study of the phenonenon.
Despite these devel opnents, Kinberley and Bouchi kh
(1995) note:
...little organi zational research and few
practitioners speak to the question of how an
organi zati on's past shapes the present and may
constrain its future. (p. 9).
Van de Ven (1981) asserts that wth few notabl e exceptions,
guestions surrounding the creation stage of organizations
have been ignored in managenent and organi zati ona
literature. Mles (personal correspondence, Septenber 11,
1998) states that real insights into early |eader
i nfluences on organi zations are hard to cone by and that no
real work has been done on the topic in over a decade.
Cont enporary theorists who have studi ed the phenonenon of
early leader influences within the organizational culture
literature have noved on to other areas of interest such as
Schei n (enpl oyee socialization and career building) and
Ml es (corporate transformati on and change).
A lack of detailed studies seeking to differentiate

between early | eader effects and external influences on

organi zati on creation and devel opnent represents a
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significant gap in both the organizational ecol ogy and
organi zational culture literatures. A scarcity of work in
this area, beyond a general recognition that an

organi zation's present is nothing nore than a nonent in the
past's trajectory into the future (Smth and Steadman,
1981) -- a present and past influenced by nunerous,

soneti mes amal ganat ed, often opaque variables --
constitutes a significant part of the theoretical

under devel opnent cited by Schein (personal conversation
April 13, 1998) and Ml es (personal correspondence,
Septenber 11, 1998). Attenpts to isolate variables

i npi ngi ng on organi zations within these |literatures have
been conjectural at best (Doig, 1983) and the inability to
enpirically differentiate between | eader influences,
environnmental effects, and the | asting consequences of pre-
hi story have hindered further theoretic devel opnent within
t hese venues.

Cont enporary Institutional Theory

Contenporary institutional theorists focus on the
creation, maintenance, and reproduction of organizational

institutions (Shinn, 1996). Generally, contenporary
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institutionalism through an enphasis on cognitive and

cul tural explanations, has shifted the focus of
institutional study to phenonenon that theorists believe
are critical to understandi ng organi zati onal behavi or.
These authors nmaintain that organi zati ons can be under st ood
neither as rational systens for coordinating activities or
through the logic of transaction costs. |Instead,

organi zati onal structure and behavi or becones
institutionalized based upon internal and external
influences. As a result, the external face and internal
wor ki ngs of organi zations can reflect these influences nore
than the specific demands of technical activities.

Cont enporary scholars define an institution as a
representation of a social order or pattern, continually
produced, which owes its continued existence to relatively
self-activating or automatic social processes. Wen
deviations fromthe social order or pattern are repeatedly
counteracted by socially constructed controls, such as
sanctions or rewards, the pattern is institutionalized
(Przeworsi and Sprague, 1971; Fararo and Skvoretz, 1986).

Thus, institutionalization is a process variable in which
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the property value institution is produced (Zucker, 1983).
Sinply put, an organi zati on becones an institution when
sel f-perpetuating internal social patterns reproduce
t hensel ves wit hout the need of sustaining action or
collective action by its nenbers. |Instead, routine
procedures support and sustain the pattern, furthering its
reproduction, unless collective action bl ocks or external
shocks di srupt the pattern (Jepperson, 1991).
Significantly, contenporary theorists identify
organi zational culture as one of several primary
transporters or carriers of institutions (Jepperson, 1991;
Scott, 1995). Drawi ng from Jepperson's (1991) and G dden's
(1984) previous work, Scott (1995) describes culture as
havi ng conponents of both structure and action. The
structural conponents of culture as an institutional
carrier, representing the persistent or nore
institutionalized aspects of organi zational behavior, are
descri bed as both the result of past actions - social
products - as well as the context or nedium w thin which
ongoi ng action occurs. The action conponent operates to

produce, reproduce, perpetuate, or alter the structural
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conponent. The conception of organi zational culture as an
institutional carrier and Scott's representation of culture
as creating, generating, continuing, or changing
institutional effects provides the basis for a fresh
exam nation of lasting early | eader effects on
or gani zat i ons.
Jepperson (1991) argues that commentators in
organi zati onal analysis frequently confuse the creation and
devel opnent of organi zational culture with
institutionalization. Culture is but one "social control
structure” which can be nore or less institutionalized, but
in itself does not encapsul ate the broader, abstract
property of institutionalization. Meyer, Boli, and Thomas
(1987), however, allow that much institutionalization is
carried by cultural rules. Jepperson (1991) states that:
Institutionalization can also be carried by 'culture':
here sinply those rules, procedures, and goals w thout
primary representation in formal organization, and
wi t hout nonitoring and sanctioning by sone 'central
authority. These rules are rather, customary or
conventional in nature. Institutionalizing in culture
produces expectations about the properties,
ori entations, and behavior of individuals, as

constraining 'others' in the social environnent. (pp.
150 - 151).
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He cautions that institutions can have a "conpl ex

enbodi nent" of different types of rule or control
structures and institutions having different primry
carriers (i.e. reginmes versus culture) may operate in
different fashions. Additionally, he proffers that over
the course of an organization's history it may rely on
differing nodes or carriers of institutionalization at
different tines.

Scott (1995) provides a conprehensive definition of
institutions as consisting of cognitive, normative, and
regul ative structures and activities that provide stability
and neaning to social behavior. He nmaintains that
institutions are "transported" by three carriers - culture,
structure, and routines - that operate at various |evels
Wi thin organi zations. He discerns institutions as
mul tifaceted systens that incorporate systens of synbols -

i ncludi ng cognitive constructions and normative rules - and
regul ati ve processes that are carried out through and shape
soci al behavi or.

He identifies these regulative, normative, and

cognitive structures and activities as the "three pillars
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of institutions” which various contenporary theorists
stress as central to analysis. The first, regulative
pillar, enphasizes the aspects of institutions that
constrain or regularize behavior. Enphasis is given to
explicit regulatory processes w thin organizations such as
rul e-setting, nonitoring, and sanctioning activity

(i ncluding the mani pul ati on of rewards and puni shnents).
These processes may operate through infornmal mechani sns
such as sham ng and excommuni cation to formal nechani sns
assigned to specific actors. The second, normative pillar,
gi ves prom nence to organi zational val ues and norns
establishing preferred or desirable standards agai nst which
menber behavior is conpared and assessed. Norns specify
how t hi ngs shoul d be done and define legitimte nmeans to
pursue val ued ends. The third, cognitive pillar, stresses
the centrality of epistenological rules and the franes

t hrough which nmeaning is made. |Inportance is given to the
establ i shment of routines taken for granted as "the way

t hi ngs are done,"” conceptions of identity, guidelines for

sensemaki ng and choosi ng neani ngful actions, adoption of a
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common franme of reference, and enbracing shared situationa
definitions.

Culture as an institutional carrier relies on
interpretive schenmes such as codified patterns of neanings
and rules systens to informand constrain behavior. The
resul ting behaviors further reinforce the interpretive
structures or beliefs within the organi zation (Scott,
1995). Sone cultural beliefs are specific to a given
organi zation or one of its subsystens, giving rise to a
corporate culture (Frost, More, Louis, Lundberg, and
Martin, 1991). Qher cultures operate at a nore general
| evel constituting interorganizational belief systens that
can be w despread. Scott (1995) notes that organi zational
culture as an institutional carrier is conveyed in the
m nds of individuals "as ideas and values in the heads of
organi zati onal actors.™

Significantly, Scott (1995) states that organi zati onal
culture as an institutional carrier cuts across all three
pillars of institutions. The aspects of culture enphasized
by theorists vary dependi ng upon which el enments of

institutions are given prom nence. Regulative theorists
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stress the inportance of conventions and rules, normative
t heori sts accent shared val ues and nornative expectations,
and cognitive theorists the inportance of categories,

di stinctions, and typifications.

Clearly, the enphasis by contenporary
institutionalists on organi zational culture as a primary
carrier of institutions, coupled with the work of
organi zational culture theorists recognizing the enbeddi ng
of culture by early |eaders, begs the question: In what
ways do early | eaders influence institutionalization
t hrough cul tural enbeddi ng? Contenporary institutional
scholars like their classical predecessors recognize in a
general sense a role for |eaders in shaping organizations
and in the devel opnment and perpetuation of institutions.
However, both give scant attention to the specific
mechani sns i nvol ved.

A particularly sharp critic of institutional theory
(Perrow, 1986), describes | eadership as "decisive" in the
process of institutionalization and points to the school's
relative silence regarding | eader effects on institutions

as one of several defects. Further, he rejects



58

institutional theory's inplication that |eadership is
definitive sinply in realizing the goals of organizationa
menbers and the environnent. Rather, he points to several
exanples in which | eaders of |arge powerful institutions
have successfully pursued their own goals, independent from
internal group strivings and environnental demands. He
cites the "gravest defect” in institutional theory as the
failure to appreciate that powerful institutions (and
inplicitly their |eaders) can proactively define, create,
and shape their own organi zational environment rather than
sinply respond to its buffeting effects.

Perrow (1986) also cites what he considers to be
myopi ¢ study by institutional theorists of "relatively
trivial organizations." Excluding works by such authors as
Sel zni k, W1 ensky, and Janowitz, he states that nost
institutional literature has paid little attention to
i nportant organi zations in our society. He cites causes
for this as the relatively small nunber of researchers
doing institutional analysis and problens of access to
society's powerful, dom nant organi zations. Perrow calls

for additional institutional studies of large public
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organi zations. Citing the work of authors such as Cates
(1982), Perrow states:

.there is a |large body of valuable data on the

power ful government and econoni c organi zations in our

society, ...but it has barely been tapped by

organi zational theorists. (p. 173).

Perrow argues that a powerful venue for the advancenent of
organi zati onal studies generally, and institutional theory
specifically lies within | arge, powerful public
institutions.

Concurrently, within public adm nistration, a
literature including such scholars as Lewis (1980), WI son
(1989), and Cooper and Wight (1992) have pointed the way
to this potentially rich area of further study. Their deep
case anal yses of the organi zational |ives of such
influential public adm nistrators as Hyman Ri chover, Robert
Moses, Harvey W WIley, and George B. Hartzog illustrate
the profound and long lasting effects exceptionally gifted
executive | eaders can have on public institutions. These
works clearly establish the public sector as a fruitful
venue for exploring | eadership effects on organi zati ons and

the role early | eader influences may play in the process of

institutionalization.
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Perrow s (1986) criticisns of institutional theory and
the work of public adm nistration scholars who have
anal yzed the effects of executive |eaders on public
institutions frane the purpose of the current study. This
proj ect seeks to advance the literature by responding to
Perrow s (1986) call for additional study of the effects of
| eaders on institutionalizing processes. By exam ning
these effects in two of America s nost powerful and
i nportant national security agencies, the study al so
responds to his call for additional institutional studies
of large and influential public organizations.

Contenporary institutional witers such as Jepperson
(1991) and Scott (1995) identify organi zational culture as
one of several primary transporters or carriers of
institutions. This provides a theoretical bridge for the
exam nation of sone of the specific nmechani sns or
instrunments that early | eaders nmay use to influence the
institutionalization process. Schein's (1983, 1991) work
on the mechani snms that founders use to create and enbed
organi zational culture provides a useful heuristic device

for this exam nation. The case study methods used by



public adm nistration scholars such as Lewis (1980), WIso
(1989), and Cooper and Wight (1992) in their exam nation
of | eader effects on public organizations provide hel pful
approaches in carrying the exam nation out.

In sum this study seeks to begin addressi ng sone of
the gaps in institutional theory cited by Perrow (1996) by
appl yi ng work conducted by Schein (1983, 1991) in
organi zational culture. This is nmade possible by the
contenporary institutionalist bridge built by Jepperson
(1991) and Scott (1995) who identify culture as a carrier
and transporter of institutions. As will be seen in the
followi ng chapter, the deep case anal yses conducted by
Lew s (1980), WIson (1989), and Cooper and Wight (1992)
in public adm nistration and historical narrative
t echni ques provide a useful nethodology for this

exam nati on
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CHAPTER 3
METHODCL OGY
Thi s study exam nes historical narrativesm'for evi dence
consistent with the operation of Schein’ s (1983, 1991)
culture creation and enbeddi ng nmechani snms and their use by
Donovan, Dulles, and Hoover as early |leaders within their
organi zations. The presence or |ack of evidence is then
used in the final chapter to hypothesize about how and to
what extent early |leaders can affect institutionalizing
processes within their organizations. The nmechani sns
identified by Schein (1983, 1991) are used to identify and
better understand these possible effects.
The use of evidence drawn from historical narratives
to test and devel op theory has a long history in the soci al
sci ences. However, such techniques carry with them a

nunmber of threats to validity that nust be acknow edged and

® Historical narratives enconpass both historica
accounts witten by others and the “story” (Creswell, 1998)
t he account chronicles. For the purpose of this study the
former definition is used. It is inportant to note that
this study does not enploy the word “narrative” in the sane
sense as sone ant hropol ogi sts, fem nist theorists, and
historians to refer to first person accounts of experiences
and events (Marshall and Rossman, 1989). Rather, the term



63

addressed to the extent possible. This study enploys a
four-step process to exploit historical narratives while
attenpting to address these threats and the issue of
replication by other researchers.

Backgr ound

Research using historical narratives can be defined as
study using or analyzing narrative materials that describe
past events for the purpose of understanding the events
t henmsel ves or as a neans of studying anot her question
(Li eblich, Tuval - Mashiach, and Zil ber, 1998). Such
research nmay be used to devel op evidence for inter-group
conparisons, to | earn about social phenonena or particul ar
hi storical periods, or to explore an individual’s
personality. The use of history as a | aboratory or
referent for theory testing and devel opnent has a tine
honored tradition in the social sciences. From sem nal
t heorists such as Wber, Marx, and Freud to contenporary
schol ars such as Collingwod (1994), Lustick (1985; 1993)
and Col dt horpe (1991), the analysis of historical evidence

drawn from narratives has been recogni zed as a val uabl e

refers to secondary accounts by historians and ot hers based
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qualitative research approach in fields such as politica
sci ence, social psychol ogy, and sociology. This is
particularly true in sociol ogy because, as Sewell (1999)
states, many social (and organi zational) processes require
a significant anmount of tinme to work thensel ves out.

| nvestigati ng such processes only in the present runs the
ri sk of studying inconplete sequences and greatly restricts
t he nunber of cases for investigation. Techniques using
hi storical evidence as a database for the el aboration and
testing of theories are as old as the social sciences

t hemsel ves (Lustick, 1996).

Li ebli ch, Tuval - Mashi ach, and Zil ber (1998) cite a
virtual explosion in the nunber of narrative research
projects within various social sciences in the |last 15
years. In recent years, methods for drawi ng historica
evidence fromnarratives have reestablished thensel ves as a
“significant part of the (research) repertoire” within
various disciplines such as psychol ogy, psychot herapy,
education, sociology, and history. Wthin public

adm ni stration, scholars such as Lews (1980), WIson

on primary and ot her secondary sources.
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(1989), Doig and Hargrove (1990), and Cooper and Wi ght
(1992) have used historical accounts of the lives and
careers of public | eaders to describe their lasting
organi zational effects and the significance of these
effects for various schools of organizational theory.
I ncreasingly, techniques exploiting historical accounts are
vi ewed by scholars as inportant additions to the existing
inventory of research tools such as experinents, surveys,
partici pant observation, and other traditional nethods.
Sour ces

Evi dence from secondary sources is often used in
hi st ori cal research.mI Skocpol (1984) states that it is
appropriate and in many cases necessary for soci al
scientists to rely on secondary sources when using

hi storical evidence for theory testing.EII She rejects as

2 1'n historiography, a primary source is
di stingui shed froma secondary source in that the forner
gives the words of the witnesses or first recorders of an
event. The historian, using a nunber of such primary
sources, produces a secondary source (Barzun and G aff,
1985) .

1 Lustick (1996) cites Aminzade (n.d.) as offering
a differing view Am nzade stresses the inportance for
hi storical social scientists to work with prinmary sources.
Lustick questions this view, citing the issue of “whether a
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| ogi stically inpossible that social scientists can devel op
enough expertise as historians in each period and area of
interest to conduct their own research using primary
sources in these areas. She states:

.Lf excellent studies by specialists are already

avai l able in sonme profusion — secondary sources are

appropriate as the basic source of evidence for a

gi ven study. (1984, p. 382)

However, Lustick (1996) notes that determ ning which
studies are “excellent” when evidence conflicts
is traditionally problematic in historiography.IIZI He states
that the unself-conscious or careless use of secondary
sources can result in selection bias. Both Lustick (1996)
and Tarrow (1995) highlight the strong tendency for soci al

scientists to be attracted to and convinced by histori cal

accounts that agree with the expectati on about events

researcher’s own construction of the evidence would not be
even nore likely to present a problem of selection bias
t han woul d maki ng the sel ection from anong avail abl e
nmonogr aphs.” (p. 606).

12 Barzun and Graff (1985) note that “decisive
evi dence” or evidence that confirnms one hypothesis and
excludes all rivals is ararity in historical research
They cite a fundanental rule that historical “truth” is, at
best, based on probability and while not conputable
guantitatively, it nust be no |less attentively wei ghed and
judged. Baron (1986) agrees, stating that “brute facts” do
not exi st independent of their historical interpretation.
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contained in the concepts they deploy and the theories they
seek to test. Lustick (1996) concl udes:

| f social scientists test their theories against

hi stori cal episodes by selecting those accounts of the

epi sodes which are organi zed and presented according

to the categories and propositions of the theories
they are testing, then it will be no great surprise to
learn that the theories receive “enpirical” support

fromthe exercise. (p. 610).

He encourages social scientists using secondary sources to
direct “explicit and systematic attention” toward the issue
of selection bias and to denonstrate care in the selection
and reconstruction of historical accounts.

Yin (1994) cites selection bias and biased selectivity
as specific weaknesses when using secondary accounts as
sources of evidence. However, he also cites specific
strengths of secondary sources such as journalistic
accounts as evidentiary sources. Specifically, such sources
are stable and avail able for repeated review, unobtrusive
or not created as a result of the study itself, exact,
cont ai ni ng exact nanes, references and details of events,

and broad in coverage, capable of covering |long periods of

time, many events, and nany settings.
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Lustick (1996) suggests two strategies for dealing
with selection bias when using evidence from histori cal
accounts. First is the explicit consideration and
i ndi cation of distinctive (even if inplicit) commtnents
and biases in the secondary sources used. Second is the

triangulationEzl

of evidence fromdifferent secondary sources
despite differing approaches, use of archival sources, or
political angles. Wile by no neans fully resolving the
probl ens of selection bias, these strategies attenpt to
make explicit the decisions made in source selection and

t he evident assunptions and biases within those sources,
thus increasing the |level of confidence in clains nade by

t he secondary sources about the past.

Met hod Descri ption

Researchers differentiate between variance and process

approaches to explanation in qualitative research (Mhr

13 The termtriangul ation is used w thout inplying
the precision of its use in trigononetry. In trigononetry,
triangul ation requires conpl ete know edge of the
t heoretical and enpirical relationship anong the sources of
the different Iines of sight. Few, if any, historical
researchers can claimto possess a theory capabl e of
organi zing the different approaches of the sources they are
“triangul ating” within the same conceptual or theoretical
field.
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1982 as cited in Hult, et. al. 1999).IIZI Process
expl anations focus attention upon the identification and
traci ng of sone process of interest.h—'EI Process expl anati ons
are usually expressed as narratives that present a series
of occurrences over tine so as to explain how sone
phenonmenon cones about (Mohr, 1982). A process approach to
expl anation specifies key events and provi des evi dence and
argunment s about the “nmechanisns |inking the action or
events” (Vayda, MKay, and Eghenter, 1991). This
di ssertation enploys a process approach to explanation to
expl ore the possible use of cultural enbeddi ng nechani sns
by the three | eaders sel ected.

Li ebli ch, Tuval - Mashi ach, and Zil ber (1998) identify
four ideal type approaches for analyzing narrative
materials that may be applied to primary and secondary

hi st ori cal sources.Ei_-I These are organi zed using two

4 variance and process approaches to expl anation
can also apply to research using quantitative data as well.

5 1n contrast, Hult, Walcott, and Weko (1999)
descri be the variance approach to explanation in
gualitative research as focusing on dependent and
i ndependent vari ables and the rel ati onshi ps between them

® I'n addition to the “holistic-content” approach
to anal ysis, Lieblich, Tuval -Mashiach, and Zil ber (1998)
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i ndependent di nensions: (a) holistic versus categorical
approaches and (b) content versus form These may be best
under st ood as orthogonal dinensions that create a Cartesian
space in which actual analyses can be |ocated. For
exanpl e:
FI GURE 1.
THE DI MENSI ONS OF NARRATI VE MATERI AL ANALYSI S

Cont ent

Categorical -----------------"----------- Hol i stic

Form

identify “holistic-fornf as a techni que exam ni ng fornal
aspects of a narrative rather than its content;
“categorical -content” exam ning narrative content
irrespective of its context; and “categorical-fornf
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These theorists caution that the four approaches, in
their ideal fornms, nodel ed al ong these di nensions are very
rare but clear exanples of the anal ytic nethods possible.
In practice, however, the nodels of whol e-content, category
content, whole-form and category-form should be consi dered
possibilities along two continua; actual anal yses nore
often consists of nore bal anced conbi nati ons. Researchers
are left not wwth dichotom es, but rather nyriad choices
al ong the dinensions of unit of analysis and how texts are
anal yzed.

This study enpl oyed a techni que closest to the whol e-
content approach to analysis in devel opi ng evidence from
secondary sources. This techni que exam nes historical
accounts and their context -- focusing on the entire
narrative content or separate sections that may be used for
theory testing. Such analysis is nost frequently used in
case studies (Lieblich, Tuval-Mshiach, and Zl ber, 1998).

Thi s project enployed a three-step nethodol ogy

including a literature definition, source selection

exam ning formal aspects of separate sections or categories
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procedure, and explicit search procedures within the
secondary sources sel ect ed.
Step One: Literature Definition

The literature definition step sought to identify an
ext ensi ve body of |eader biographies and organi zati onal
hi stories for the purpose of evidence
collection.h--zl This step used three w dely recogni zed
bi bl i ographic, social science, and historical databases.
The dat abases were (a) WORLDCAT Bi bl i ographic records for
books, journals, sound recordings, videos and manuscripts
col |l ected and catal ogued by libraries around the world, (b)
Soci al Sciences I ndex containing nore than 350
i nternational, English-1language periodicals in sociology,
ant hr opol ogy, geography, econom cs, political science, and
law, and (c) Hi storical Abstracts indexing 2100 journals
covering world history from 1450 to the present. Searches

of these databases used the follow ng ternmns:

of a narrative.

7 This step sought to identify an extensive, but
not necessarily conprehensive or exhaustive body of
l[iterature on each | eader and organi zation. The intent was
to identify a body of literature |arge enough for theory
testing using historical evidence and nmanageabl e enough to
allow replication by other researchers.
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“All en Dulles”

“Allen W Dulles”

“Al'len Wel sh Dul | es”

“W1Iliam Donovan”

“WlliamJ. Donovan”

“WI1liam Joseph Donovan”

“J. Edgar Hoover”

“John Edgar Hoover”

“ClA — H story”

“Central Intelligence Agency — History”

“FBI — Hi story”

“Federal Bureau of Investigation — H story”
These dat abase searches produced the foll owi ng sources

categori zed by | eader and organi zation:

Al en Dulles

7 biographies witten from 1958 — 1999.

10 biographic articles witten from 1959 — 2000.

1 dissertation witten in 1984.

1 tel evision docunentary produced and aired in 1962.

W1 1liam Donovan

3 biographies witten from 1981 — 1993.
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1 biographic article witten in 1993.
3 dissertations witten from 1984 — 1999.

J. Edgar Hoover

32 biographies witten from 1938 — 2000.
18 biographic articles witten from 1989 — 1987.
4 dissertations witten from 1975 — 1993.
4 video docunentaries produced from 1993 — 1999.

Central Intelligence Agency

53 organi zational histories witten from 1974 — 2000.
13 organi zational history articles witten from 1990 —
1999.

18 dissertations witten from 1984 — 1999.

Federal Bureau of I|nvestigation

19 organi zational histories witten from 1947 — 2001.
6 organi zational history articles witten from 1990 — 1999.
10 dissertations witten from 1979 — 1997.
3 video docunentaries produced from 1991 — 1998.

Appendi x A lists the biographies and organi zati onal
histories identified categorized by topic.

Step Two: Source Sel ection Procedures
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All historical research enpl oys sone degree of
judgnental sanpling in the selection of sources (K M
Hul t, personal communi cation, March 9, 2001). However, the
j udgnments made by researchers in source selection are
frequently not explicitly revealed. This characteristic of
many historical studies makes it difficult for |ater
researchers to replicate nethods or to confirmor refute
findings. Careful source identification and the
description of criteria used to select sources serve to
partially address the factors of auditability and
reliability in qualitative research such as historica
studi es (Guba and Lincoln, 1981; H I, 1983).

The literature definition step identified a
significantly | arger nunber of biographic works for Hoover
than for Dulles or Donovan and a relatively |arge anount of
mat eri al detailing the organizational histories of the FB

and CIA."E| A judgnental sanpling procedure was devised for

8 A nunber of factors account for the disparate
nunmber of biographic sources produced in the literature
definition step for Hoover conpared to Dulles and Donovan.
Hoover served as a highly visible FBI Director for 47 years
and constantly sought out press attention during his
tenure. Both Dulles and Donovan served in public roles for
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Hoover bi ographic materials and organi zational history
materials for both agencies. Gven the relatively smal
nunber of works catal ogued for Donovan and Dul |l es, al
identified materials for these | eaders were utilized.
Koel l er (1996) identifies six considerations in
eval uati ng secondary sources in historical research. These
i ncl ude:
1) How does the source conpare to others witten on
the sane or simlar topics?
2) How do they differ?
3) Wiy do they differ?
a) Do they use the sane or different sources?
b) Do they use these sources in the sane way?
c) Do they use the sane nethods or techni ques?
d) Are they directed at the sane or simlar
audi ence?
4) When were the works witten?
5) Do the authors have different backgrounds?

6) Does the author have a pol em cal purpose?

shorter periods of tinme and held secretive foreign policy
and intelligence posts.
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Using these criteria as an initial point of departure,
ten of the nore recent biographies of Hoover were sel ected
which are listed in Appendi x B. Enphasis was placed on nore
recent works based upon the assunption that the authors
woul d be famliar with and rely upon or try to dispute
earlier biographic works. Additionally, it was assuned
that nore current biographies were nore likely to use
recently avail abl e governnent and/or personal docunents.
The sel ected bi ographies nmet the criteria of (a) covering
Hoover’s entire life and career; (b) being witten by
aut hors generally recogni zed as scholars or litterateurs on
Hoover and/or the FBI; (c) relying on significant personal
and FBlI archival data; and (d) avoi ding controversi al
negative or positive positions toward Hoover or the

Bureau.E§|

19 Rosenfel d (1999) argues that historians have
often allowed their political views to cloud objective
judgnments and to contribute to negative nyths about Hoover
and the FBI. In contrast, Theoharis (1998) states that
positive views of the Bureau were deliberately constructed
and perpetuated by Hoover’s mani pul ati on of the popul ar
press. Shafer (1985) identifies other issues for
researchers working with historical biographies. He states
that all such materials suffer fromtwo weaknesses:
excessive synpathy with the subject, and concentration on
the life of an individual which can distort perspective.
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Gven the imted nunber of biographic articles and
di ssertations on Hoover that were identified in the
literature definition and their relative recentness, al
were selected for use in this effort.

Twenty-three books, nine journal articles and ten
di ssertations on ClA organizational history identified in
the literature identification step were selected. Twelve
books, six journal articles, and two dissertations on FB
organi zational history were selected.E:I Appendix C lists
the sel ected works. Wight was given to organi zati ona
hi story works witten by former organization nenbers as
first-hand accounts, works produced by the FBI or ClIA
t hensel ves, works detailing a relatively long stretch of
organi zati onal history and breadth of topic coverage, and

pi eces appearing in recognized peer revi ewed journals.EEI

Despite these shortcom ngs, he notes that biographers can,
and often do, follow the canons of critical research, and
respond to the | atest concepts and nethods of investigation
and interpretation.

20 A proportionally larger nunber of sources on ClA
organi zati onal history were selected because the literature
definition step resulted in a larger nunber of sources on
Cl A history fromwhich to draw

2L An exception was Berry’'s (1997) Inside the CA
Architecture, Art, and Atnosphere of Anerica s Prem er
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The use of participant accounts and organi zati onal works
carry certain risks. Witers may provide self-serving
and/or distorted interpretations of events (Shafer, 1980).
However, such works also offer insights, information, and
materi al not avail abl e el sewhere. For the purposes here,
given the relatively | arge nunber of such works identified
and the inportance of many of the works thenselves, it was
j udged useful and necessary to enphasize their inclusion as
sources sel ected for each agency.
Step Three: Search Procedures

Koel | er (1998) describes several nethods for searching
out an author’s interpretation in a secondary source and/ or
searching a text for specific information through a process
called “gutting.” This nmetaphor inplies abbreviated
procedures for exam ning historical works for thenes or
trace evidence of events or processes under study (Barzun
and Graff, 1985). These techniques are used to review
relatively large bodies of literature efficiently for the

pur pose of graspi ng general concepts advanced by authors

Intelligence Agency. This work was specifically included
due to its subject matter that seened to directly address
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and/or collecting data without the need to fully digest a
| ar ge nunber of vol unes.

This project used the follow ng four-stage nethod for
review ng the sel ected secondary sources.

Stage One: Pilot Study

The purpose of the pilot study was to determ ne the
feasibility of identifying influences of Donovan, Dulles,
and/ or Hoover on their organizations consistent with
Schein’s (1983, 1991) cultural creation and enbeddi ng
mechani snms. A limted nunber of the works selected for
each | eader and organi zation were read in their entirety.
I nsi ght was devel oped as to potentially workabl e processes
for review ng the remai ni ng books, journal articles, and
di ssertations selected for the purpose of triangulating
findings, identifying evidence consistent with the use of
addi ti onal mechani sns, devel oping evidence to refute the
presence of Schein’s mechani sns, or devel oping alternate

b2]

expl anat i ons.

Schein’s (1983, 1991) nechani sm “desi gn of physical spaces,
facades, and buil dings.”

22 Yin (1984) states that one of the primary
purposes of a pilot study is to provide necessary
conceptual clarification for the research design. 1In this
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Three of the sel ected bi ographi es on each | eader were
read in their entirety along with three organi zati onal
hi stories of both the FBI and CIA. The selection of these
sources, which are listed and described in Appendi x D, was
based on their ready availability to the author.

Stage Two: | ndex Searches

| ndex searches of the remaining sel ected biographies
and organi zational histories were conducted for the purpose
of identifying possible incidents and historical episodes
consistent with a | eader’s deliberate or inadvertent use of
one or nore of Schein’s (1983, 1991) nechani sns. | ndex
exam nations were based upon passages found in the pilot
study bi ographies that seened to describe incidents and
situations characteristic of the cultural enbeddi ng
mechani snms descri bed by Schein. For exanple, in Hersh
(1992) the pages referenced in the index entry “Dulles,
Al en Wl sh; Cl A restructuring and, 233-34, 288-90, 357-
59,” were reviewed in the context of Schein’ s (1983, 1991)

description of the mechani smused by | eaders to design and

i nvestigation, the pilot study provided inportant
nmet hodol ogi cal insight into what “gutting” procedures m ght
be useful for the |arger body of selected sources.



82

structure their organizations. In another exanple, in
Ranel agh (1986) the pages referenced in the index entry
“Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), recruitnment for, 21n,
25, 200, 278n, 691,” were reviewed in the context of
Schein’s (1983, 1991) description of the nechani smused by
| eaders in personnel recruitnent and selection. Simlar
passages identified by index entries were reviewed to
determine if they reveal ed evidence consistent with the use
of a nmechani sm or several nechanisns for the purpose of
triangul ating findings nade in the pilot study, or through
subsequent content searches descri bed bel ow.

Stage Three: Content Searches

Content searches of the selected non-pilot biographies
and organi zational histories, for the purpose of possible
mechani smidentification or triangulation of findings, were
conducted through reviews of table of contents and/or the
exam nation of time periods identified through the pil ot
study as possibly revealing evidence consistent with
Schein’s cul tural enbeddi ng nmechani sns. For exanple, in

Leary (1984) the table of contents lists “Organi zati onal
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Charts” beginning on page 108 that illustrate in detail the
structural evolution of CIA from 1947 through 1975. 1In the
sane work, “Part Two: The Dulles Era, 1953 - 1961,”

begi nni ng on page 54, describes the eight year tenure of
Dulles as CIA director and the “personal stanp” he left on
the Agency and the role of the DCI wi thin governnent.

Organi zati on of Findi ngs

The historical sources used in the pilot study
reveal ed evidence consistent wth the use of a subset of
Schein’s (1983, 1991) cultural enbeddi ng nmechani sns by each
| eader. In each case, these findings were confirned and
soneti mes expanded upon by several of the non-pilot sources
selected. In chapters 4, 5, and 6, the evidence for each
| eader is presented in narrative formand organi zed at the
end of each chapter using a six-columm table. Table 1

illustrates the formmt.

Table 1. -- Evidence organi zation format

Mechani sm| Type | Leader |Indicator(s) |Pil ot Non- pi | ot
Sour ce(s) |source(s)
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The format identifies the nechani smreveal ed by the
evi dence, Schein’s (1983, 1991) classification of the
mechani smas primary or secondary, the | eader enploying the
mechani sm a short description of the indicators supporting
the use of the nechanism the pilot source(s) in which the
evi dence was reveal ed, and the non-pilot source(s) that
confirmed and/reinforced the findings.

In the concludi ng chapter, the findings for each of
the three cases are conbined and presented using this
tabular format. Taken together, the case findings are used
as a basis for conclusions regarding the devices or
instrunments early | eaders use to effect the process of
institutionalization in their organizations.

Limtations

This study, its findings, and the concl usions drawn
fromthose findings share the limtations inherent to al
hi storical research and are additionally limted by their
principal reliance on secondary sources. As Lustick (1996)
notes, all historically grounded social science research
relies not on “History,” but rather on multiple depictions

of past events, or “histories,” that vary in accuracy and
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validity. Such a state of affairs generates a “cloud that
casts shadows” on historically based studies in all social
sci ences and organi zati onal analyses. In this study, the
“cloud” is darkened by the use of secondary sources as
evidentiary databases. All social science research based
upon historical analyses (and particularly those using
secondary sources) work with “facts” and inferences drawn
fromothers’ interpretation of past events. Utimtely, as
inall qualitative studies, the researcher can only present
interpretations of events recounted to them by others
(Chell, 1998).

Such anmbiguity is commopn to historical research
nmet hodol ogy (Lieblich, Tuval - Mashi ach, and Zil ber, 1998).
Wiile all researchers recognize the need for being not only
accurate in neasuring things but also logical in
interpreting the nmeaning of those neasurenents (Stake,
1995), traditional research evaluation criteria are mainly
guantitative in nature and expressed in terns of
statistical significance or simlar neasures. Wile sone
schol ars believe that the sanme should apply for al

research including historical studies and other forns of



86

gqualitative research, this position is practically
difficult — or inpossible — to maintain (Al theide &
Johnson, 1994). Moreover, this view contradicts the very
nature of the historical approach, which, starting from an
interpretive viewpoint, asserts that historical materials
and episodes — like reality itself — can be read,
under st ood, and anal yzed in diverse ways. Alternative
interpretations of and findings fromhistorical accounts
are by no neans indications of inadequate schol arship but,
rather, are manifestations of the wealth such materials

of fer and the range of sensibilities of different readers
(Li eblich, Tuval - Mashi ach, and Zil ber, 1998).

Conpared to quantitative neasures of reliability and
validity, the criteria used in nost forns of historica
research are qualitative in nature consisting of judgenents
t hat cannot be expressed in scales or nunbers.EEI Hamer sl ey
(1992) proposes two very general criteria for historical

research: validity, which asks how truthful, plausible, and

23 Exceptions include “quantitative history” techniques that
seek to extrapolate political and social trends prevailing
in a society under investigation at a given tinme using

hi stori cal denographic and econom c statistical data
(Baron, 1986).



87

credi bl e an account is, and relevance, which asks whet her
an account is inportant and contributes to the field,
previ ous findings, nmethods, theory, or social policy. It
is to these standards that this effort aspires.

Narrative research nethodol ogi sts using historica
materials, such as Mshler (1990) and Lieblich, Tuval -
Mashi ach, and Zil ber (1998) do not directly refer to a
“truth-value” in such studies, but propose a process of
consensual validation. The latter theorists state:

..Sharing one’s views and concl usi ons and maki ng sense

in the eyes of a comunity of researchers and

interested inforned individuals — is of the highest

significance in narrative inquiry. (p. 173).

If this project serves to further the dial ogue or generate
fresh understandi ngs of institutionalization processes

wi thin organi zational analysis it may be judged a success.
As Chell (1998) states, the ultimate validity of a

gual itative research nethodol ogy in organi zational studies
must be assessed by its ability to yield genuine insights

into processes shaping organi zati onal behavior and its

capacity to render a coherent account that nakes sense.
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CHAPTER 4
THE CASE OF W LLI AM DONOVAN

Hi storians have called Major General WIIiam Joseph
Donovan “the spiritual father of central intelligence.”
Wil e never serving as CIA Director, he cast in broad
definitive strokes the organization of Anerica’ s |arge-
scal e devel opnent of a national intelligence apparatus.
Donovan’s rol e as the designer and director of Anerica’s
wartime OSS, his concept of a post-war central intelligence
service, his influence upon OSS professionals who |ater
becane | eaders of CIA and his tireless efforts to shape
the early agency fromthe outside laid the groundwork for
the character of Cl A and shaped the institutional

bal

envi ronment in which the Agency woul d devel op™

24 Jefferys-Jones (1989) states that while not a
direct ancestor of CIA the OSS set significant formative
personnel, jurisdictional, and operational precedents for
the Agency. Utimtely, Pearl Harbor served to frame the
post war debate about the need for a pernmanent American
foreign intelligence establishnent in terns of such an
organi zation’s power and functions rather than its
necessity. Elenments of the OSS experience served as an
i nportant blueprint for a peacetinme central intelligence
service (Leary, 1984).
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Born to a first generation working class Irish
Catholic famly in Buffal o, New York, Donovan went on to
garner an |lvy League education and to becone one of the
nost highly decorated soldiers of World War |I. As an
acconpl i shed attorney, he successfully argued cases before
the US Suprenme Court, served as a US attorney, assistant US
attorney general, and was seriously considered for Attorney
General by Herbert Hoover. He unsuccessfully ran as a
Republ i can for New York Governor in 1932 and served as an
associ ate prosecutor at Nurenberg.

Undoubtedly talented in | aw, Donovan’s passions lay in
other areas. During the decade preceding Wrld War 1I1,
Donovan travel ed extensively, both privately and
officially, to observe conflicts in Asia, Africa, and
Europe. Fromthe Spanish Cvil War to Eastern Siberia to
Et hi opi a Donovan provi ded “unofficial” eyew tness
intelligence assessnents to the Hoover and Roosevelt
adm nistrations. H's war record afforded himextraordi nary
access to world | eaders. He devel oped a personal

relationship with Wnston Churchill, as a private citizen
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was granted an audience with Benito Mussolini, and net with
a young Gernman putschi st nanmed Adol ph Hitler.

In 1940, following the grave mlitary defeat for
traditional allies Britain and France, President Franklin
Roosevelt turned to Donovan to provide an assessnent of
Britain's ability to continue the war effort. Donovan had
been an acquai ntance of Roosevelt at Col unbia | aw school
and had been seriously considered by the President as a
nom nee for Secretary of War (Troy, 1984). Wiile in
Britain, Donovan conferred with high level mlitary
officials and maintained daily contact with officials from
M-6, the British foreign intelligence service (Troy,
1984). He returned in August and reported his belief that
Britain woul d successfully repel a German invasion then
t hought probable (Darling, 1990) and his positive report
provi ded i npetus to the Destroyers-Bases Agreenent between
the U S. and Britain (Troy, 1984).

Later in 1940, Roosevelt sent Donovan abroad again to
make a strategi c survey of Anerican econom c and political
interests in the Mediterranean (Darling, 1990). Once

agai n, Donovan was acconpanied by British intelligence
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officials and was provided total access to British
intelligence and special operations organizations in the
Medi t erranean and Bal kans (Troy, 1984). Jeffreys-Jones
(1989) notes that the British used this trip to advise and
encour age Donovan to address the inadequaci es of Anerican
intelligence and displayed el enments of their own apparatus
as a nodel .

Upon his return in March 1941, Donovan reported to the
President his views of the inportance of Northwest Africa
to the U S., psychol ogical and political warfare, and upon
a central intelligence conmttee being formed in Britain
(Darling, 1990). At Roosevelt’s direction, Donovan briefed
Secretary of War Henry Stinmson, Navy Secretary Frank Knox,
and Attorney Ceneral Robert Jackson about his concept of an
intelligence agency with the acconpanying forces of
propaganda and subversion. They endorsed Donovan’s
proposal to the President for a “service of strategic
information” (U S. War Departnent, 1949 cited by Darli ng,
1990) .

Urged on by Navy Secretary Knox, Donovan wote a neno

on June 10, 1941, urging the creation of a clandestine
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service. Such an agency was to be headed by a *Coordi nator
of Information” (CO) appointed by the President and
“directly responsible to himand no one else.” The CO

woul d be funded through a secret fund controlled “solely at
the discretion of the President.” Bowing to political
realities, Donovan proposed that the CO would not take
over “the hone duties now perforned by the FBI” and woul d
not interfere with “the intelligence activities of the Arny
and Navy.” The CO’'s purpose would be to coordinate,

classify, and interpret “all information from whatever
sour ce obtained.”

Acting on these recomrendati ons, Roosevelt established
the Ofice of the CO on July 11, 1941. Wth Donovan as
Coordi nator, the organization reported directly to the
President and its specific duties were to collect and
anal yze information fromsenior officials, drawing from
information fromthe Arny, Navy, and State Departnents
(Leary, 1984).

Darling (1990) relates that CO devel oped rapidly

under Donovan and many el enents of a central intelligence

service were in operation by the time of Pearl Harbor. As
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Anerican involvenent in WANWNI began, opposition to Donovan
began to di sappear. Brigadier General Walter Bedell Sm'thEiI
convinced his Arny superiors that Donovan’s easy access to
Roosevelt could be | everaged by the mlitary and the CO
was brought under the jurisdiction of the Joint Chief’s of
Staff as the OSS June 1942.

The OSS was charged with the collection and anal ysi s
of “strategic information” and with the planni ng and
direction of “special services” requested by the Joint
Chief’s (U S. Departnent of State, 1996). Specifically
deni ed donestic responsibilities, the President established
a separate office of war information to handl e donestic
propagandaEa British intelligence provided inval uable
assistance to the OSS furnishing instruction in
comuni cati ons, counterespi onage, subversive propaganda,

and speci al operations. Leary (1984) notes that in real

terms the British provided the OSS with the essence of

2 Spith served as Director of Central Intelligence
from Qct ober 1950 to February 1953.

26 Jeffreys- Jones (1989) notes that this
separati on addressed | ong-standing police state fears of
Congress and the public who demanded di fferent nmethods to
be used at home and abr oad.



94

“tradecraft” — the techniques required to carry out
intelligence activities.

Al t hough by the end of the war the OSS had expanded
dramatically, it encountered consi derabl e bureaucratic
resistance. The mlitary was reluctant to provide the OSS
with information for its research and analysis role and
restricted its operations. GCeneral Douglas MacArt hur
barred the OSS fromhis theater of operations and FB
Director Hoover and Nel son Rockefeller, then Coordinator of
Inter-Anmerican Affairs, insisted on nmaintaining their own
jurisdiction over Latin America (Leary, 1984).

Despite the resistance from ot her agenci es, Donovan
remai ned convinced that a centralized intelligence
organi zation rermai ned an i nportant tool for senior U S.
policymakers in the postwar period. Foreseeing the end of
t he war, Donovan recommended that OSS functions be
continued in a peacetinme agency directly responsible to the
President (Leary, 1984). 1In a 1944 nenorandumto
Roosevel t, Donovan recomended the continuance of a
peacetine intelligence organi zation. This nenorandum set

out what was |later commonly known as “The Donovan Pl an.”
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This plan called for a central, independent intelligence
servi ce headed by an appointee of the President who shoul d
be responsible to the President and charged with the
conduct of secret operations, the production of national
intelligence, and the coordination of the activities of the
departnental intelligence services.

Donovan’ s hope for a post-war continuation of the OSS
died with President Roosevelt in April 1945. Vari ous
senior civilian and mlitary officials voiced m sgivings of
a peacetinme role for the OSS to President Truman who
di sl i ked Donovan personally (Riebling, 1994). The OSS was
officially di sbanded by Executive Order in Cctober 1945 and
it ceased to exist in January 1946 when Donovan stepped
down (Pol mar and Al len, 1998).

After serving as an associ ate prosecutor at Nurenberg,
Donovan continued to | obby for an Anerican centralized
intelligence organization and he sought to “unofficially”

i nfluence a nunber of studies exploring options for future
defense and intelligence organi zations. He was deeply
di ssatisfied with the establishment of the Central

Intelligence Goup (CIG in January 1946 that fel
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significantly short of his vision of an independent central
intelligence service directly under the control of the
PresidentEa Donovan, as a private citizen, gave a series
of public speeches and interviews criticizing CIG During a
speech to the overseas press club in March 1946 he referred
to CI G as “a good debating society but a poor adm nistering
instrument” and argued in an Cctober 1946 Life interview
that America needed “central intelligence appropriate to
our position as the world' s greatest power” (Riebling,
1994).

Concurrently, President Truman was grow ng inpatient
with continued fragnmentation of intelligence reporting from
the mlitary services and the State Departnent. The
presi dent had been follow ng a congressional inquiry into
the intelligence failures associated with Pearl Harbor and
nmonitored America’ s increasing tensions with the Sovi et
Union. He ordered the inplenentation of a refined version

of Donovan’s 1944 Pl an (Ri ebling, 1994).

27 \Warner (1995) notes that CIG was a bureaucratic
anomaly with no independent budget, no statutory nandate,
wth staffers assigned fromthe permanent departnents of
gover nnent .
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Congress passed the National Security Act in July 1947
| egi sl ati ng changes in the Executive branch that had been
under di scussion since 1945. The Act established an
i ndependent Air Force; provided for coordination by a
comm ttee of service chiefs, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
a Secretary of Defense; and created the National Security
Council (NSC). The Cl G becane an i ndependent depart nent
and was renaned Cl A (Leary, 1984).

ClA formalized by the National Security Act,

i ncorporated several significant ideas of the original
Donovan Pl an and in future decades the Agency woul d operate
froma base of precedents established by Donovan’s OSS
(Jeffrey-Jones, 1989). Troy (1984) maintains that the 1947
Act was not only a return to the Donovan Plan itself, but
to a nunber of Donovan’s fundanental assertions about U. S
national intelligence. It formalized Donovan’'s
affirmati ons of the high status of peacetinme intelligence,

t he establishnment of a new, strong, central agency headed
by a civilian, perform ng diverse functions, while
restricted in its donmestic activities. Mntague (1992)

states that there woul d have been no Cl A wi t hout Donovan’s
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initiative and Troy (1984) expands the point by stating
that Donovan’s initiative forced the mlitary to think
t houghts (about intelligence) that they never dared think
bef ore.

Troy (1984) conti nues:

“While the nanme ‘Central Intelligence Agency’ was not
of Donovan’s devising, those three words concisely and
accurately sunmari ze Donovan’s contribution to the
theory and structure of CIA. Mre than any ot her
person, it was Donovan who singled out ‘the stuff’ of
‘“intelligence’ as an essentially new field of human
knowl edge and activity. He perceived it as an
‘essential of statecraft,’ as a correlate of war and
di pl onacy, as a permanent peacetinme requirenent of
government. It was Donovan who recogni zed that the
appropriate status for intelligence was i ndependence
and that such independence required the establishnent
of an ‘agency’ free of any other departnent of
governnment. Such an agency, he held, had to possess,
under the Constitution, internal unity and strength.
It was Donovan who recogni zed fromthe begi nning that
the agency’s position in the Anerican governnment was
‘central’ to the governnment’s ol der and necessary
departnental intelligence agencies. He sought to
serve not just departnental but also a national need.”
(p. 410).

Many of Donovan’s influential friends | obbied for him
to be appointed the first DCl, but Truman never seriously
considered him On the eve of CIG s reconstitution as Cl A

Rear Admral Roscoe H Hillenkoetter was appointed as the

first CCA Drector. Despite being denied an official role
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within the newly born CI A, Donovan continued al nost daily
contact with several of his former OSS |ieutenants now

hol ding m d-1evel and senior nanagenment positions within
the Agency. He attenpted to influence Agency operations
and continued to press his ideas on clandestine collection,
covert action, and intelligence analysis on forner
subor di nat es now managi ng CIAEﬂ(Leary, 1984; Riebling,
1994) .

Donovan continued to practice lawinto the early
1950’ s, arguing several cases before the US Suprene Court.
Dunl op (1982) notes that in 1953 Donovan was again
considered as CIA director as an alternative to Allen
Dulles, but by this tine was 70 years old and beginning to
slowin his activities. |Instead, he was appoi nted American
anbassador to Thailand by President Ei senhower in August
1953 but had to resign 18 nonths |ater due to ill health.
Donovan was awarded the National Security Medal in 1957
making himthe first Anmerican to hold the nation’s four top

decorations — the Congressional Medal of Honor, the

8 Riebling (1994) states that Donovan mai ntai ned
al nost daily contact with DCl’s Walter Bedell Smth and
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Di stingui shed Service Cross, the Distinguished Service
Medal , and the National Security Medal. He died in 1959 at
age 76.

Organi zati on Design and Structure

Schein (1983) states that organization design and
structure is one nechani sm by which early | eaders can
significantly influence culture creation and devel opnent.
He posits that the design of work, the chain of command,
degree of decentralization, functional criteria for
differentiation, and nechani snms used for integration carry
inplicit | eader nessages that affect how culture gestates
and evolves. Hatch (1997) differentiates between an
organi zation’s physical structure nade up of material
el enents such as buil di ngs and geographic | ocations and
soci al structure enconpassing rel ati onshi ps between soci al
el ements such as people, positions, and the organi zati onal
units to which they belong (e.g. departnents, divisions).
Schein also differenti ates between physical and soci al

structure in organizations

Al'l en Dulles providing old OSS docunents, giving advice on
or gani zati on, and recomendi ng forner OSS personnel.
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and the descriptions that foll ow enphasi ze the Iatter.Ea_-I

Wor kf Il ows, hierarchical responsibilities, and task
di fferences both affect and effect organization design and
structure. Oganizational charts are frequently used to
get a quick overview of a social structure. Such charts
provide a fairly clear representation of an organi zation's
hi erarchy of authority and division of |abor (Daft, 1998).
The evol ution of an organi zati onal chart also provides a
useful descriptive or analytic tool to exam ne the history
of past organi zational rel ationships and stakehol der
expectations (Hatch, 1997). Chart evolution may al so
reflect environnmental pressures and/or map the devel opnent
of organi zati onal sub-cultures.

The sel ected historical sources provide evidence that
Donovan strongly influenced Agency design and structure.
Donovan’ s organi zation of the wartinme OSS provided a basic

poi nt of departure for later ClA structure. His creation,

2% Schein (1983) identifies two other nechanisns
that conprise physical and social aspects of organi zati onal
structure. “Organization Systens and Procedures” describe
information flows, control nechanisns, and deci sion support
systens wi thin organi zations while “Design of Physical
Spaces, Facades, and Buildings” refer to the physical
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t he organi zati onal precedent for the Agency, furnished a
“bl ueprint” (Ranel agh, 1986) of a fundanental set of
structural conponents that have renmai ned remarkably stable
for over fifty years (Lowenthal, 1978; Leary, 1984) and
provi ded the foundation around which distinct organization
subcul tures within Cl A evolved (Hastedt, 1996).

Wth his appointnment as CO by President Roosevelt in
July 1941, Donovan was charged with creating and nmanagi ng a
rel atively nodest organization that anal yzed and col | at ed
intelligence information and data collected by “the various
departnments” including the mlitary services, State
Department and the FBlI for the President. Troy (1984)
states that Donovan had other, nore anmbitious, ideas. He
qui ckly set about creating a multi-faceted organi zation
whi ch woul d al so actively collect intelligence, conduct
anal ysis, print and broadcast propaganda, nount speci al
operations, inspire guerrilla action, and send conmandos
into battle. Far exceeding his authorized activities as

CA, Donovan surpassed his annual Bureau of the Budget

pl ant, environnent, and |ay-out of an organization. The
|atter is addressed later in this dissertation.
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appropriations ten fold within the first two nonths and CO
hiring ceilings by a factor of twenty by March 1942.EEI

While not explicitly authorized to do so, Donovan
established a section in CO named, “Special Activities — K
and L Funds” in QOctober 1941 to take charge of espionage,
sabot age, subversive activities, and guerrilla units. In
cl ose association with the British Special Operations
Executive (SOE) which operated raiding groups and supported
guerrilla activities in German-occupied countries (Pol mar
and Allen, 1997) he laid the foundations for an Anerican
force like the British Commandos (Darling, 1990).

Even before the President’s order creating CO,
Donovan began shaping the creation of the Foreign
I nformati on Service to broadcast radi o nessages, issue
panmphl ets, and spread propaganda. Wth its |istening
outposts it was soon obtaining information for the

production of intelligence. A Research and Anal ysis Branch

30 Troy (1984) cites OSS records that indicate that
t he Budget Bureau estimated that CO could operate on $1.4M
the first year however, expenditures reached $10M by the
end of Septenber 1941. Additionally, the Budget Bureau
estimated in July 1941 that CO could operate with
approximately 90 “special agents and assistants.” At the
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was established in August and began to collect the basic
material for intelligence reports. By COctober, a Visual
Presentati on Branch was wor ki ng on techni ques of delivering
intelligence reports and related naterial to the
departnments and services involved. An Oral Intelligence
Unit was created to interview persons recently arrived from
abroad. Through cooperation with the British, a CO office
was established in London and the collection of
intelligence using covert agents began upon agreenent with
the Arny and Navy in Cctober 1941 (U. S. War Departnent,
1949 as cited in Troy, 1984).

Wth the transformation of CO into the OSS, under the
JCS, Donovan arranged his organization functionally al ong
three primary directorates reporting to a headquarters
staff (Troy, 1984). These directorates, Strategic Services
and Qperations, Intelligence Services, and Adm nistrative
Services fornmed the basic structure of collection,
anal ysis, and support that was mrrored by the newy
created CIA in 1947. Each OSS directorate was organi zed

into several branches. Wthin the Strategic Services

end of its first and only year of operation CO staffing
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Directorate the major branches included Secret Intelligence
(SI') which collected intelligence through cl andesti ne

espi onage activities, Secret Qperations (SO which
conduct ed sabot age, subversion, and worked with resistance
forces, and Morale Operations (M) which conducted bl ack
propaganda efforts. The Intelligence Services Directorate
i ncl uded Research and Anal ysis (R&A) which provided
econom c, social, and political analysis and provided

ef fecti veness assessnents of various conventional and
secret operations, and Counterintelligence (X-2) which
worked to neutralize German “stay-behind” networks working
behi nd advancing Allied lines (Leary, 1984; Pol mar and

Al |l en, 1997).EEI The Adm nistrative Services Directorate

i ncl uded Budget and Procedures, Procurenent and Supply,

reached 1, 852.

31 The OSS took British nodels and designati ons,
copied them and added to them During World War 1I1,
British covert operations were conducted by M-6, and then
the SCE was created as a separate organi zation for this
purpose. The OSS included covert operations and copied the
British designations. Thus M-6"s “SI” standing for
“Secret Intelligence” was taken by OSS. So were M-6's
“SO (which becane SCE) for “Special Operations”; “MJY for
“Moral e Operations”; “X-2” for counterespionage, and SCE s
“OG for “Qperational Goups.” These designations
continued into the CITA. *“R&A” Branch of OSS was a genui ne
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Reproduction, Transportation, Ofice Services, and Fi nance,
Personnel , and Medi cal Services Branches (Troy, 1984).
Various functions were organi zed as staff elenents directly
supporting the Director and Assistant Director of the CSS.
These included General Counsel, Inspector General, Liaison,
and Security offices as well as several coordinating,

pl anni ng, and advi sory groups (Troy, 1984).

American innovation both in function and designation that
the Cl A nmaintai ned (Ranel agh, 1994).
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Ranel agh (1986) states that the SO Branch required an

or gani zat i onal

pattern that was conpletely mlitary in form
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and was as closely tied to mlitary conmanders in the
various war theaters as it was to OSS HQ In contrast, R&A
Branch was based al nost entirely at HQ and had a definite
collegiate air toit. Sl Branch, while also at OSS HQ in
Washi ngton, was a tightly knit group of security-conscious
of ficers who saw bureaucratic checks as inportant for
secrecy. OSS outposts in the war theaters were patterned
on the Washi ngton structure, with adjustnments nmade for

| ocal needs.

Despite rapid growh and a period of m nor
reorgani zati on near war’s end, the structure of the OSS
remai ned essentially unchanged during the organization's
three-year history. D ssolved by Executive Order 9621 in
Cct ober 1945, 1, 362 enpl oyees of the OSS R&A Branch and the
Presentati on Branch (which prepared maps and ot her briefing
docunents) were transferred to the State Departnent as the
Interi mResearch and Intelligence Service. 9,028 people in
t he OSS espi onage and count erespi onage el enents were
assigned to the War Departnent’s newWy created Strategic

Services Unit (SSU) (Polmar and Al len, 1997).



109

Significantly, the core OSS el enents of anal ysis and
collection remained intact. Each continued to function,
al beit at drastically reduced personnel and activity
| evels, within their adoptive agencies.EZI
O her elenments of OSS continued to survive as well.
Riebling (1994) wites that two days after Truman’'s
executive order disbanded the OSS, Donovan entered into
partnership with retired M-6 officer WIIliam Stephenson in
a Panamani an regi stered conpany called the World Commer ce
Corporation. As OSS officers left government service after
the transfer of OSS elenents to the State and War
Depart ments, Donovan used this conpany to “hire” them By
1947, Donovan’s conpany enployed forner OSS officers in 47
countries and operated as a “nmercenary intelligence
system”

Three nonths after the dissolution of the GSS,
President Truman established the CIG Truman's directive

provided the CIGwith a Director of Central Intelligence

32 dine (1976) notes that neither group received
much of a welconme. State sought funding for only 800 to
900 of the transferred OSS enpl oyees and the director of the
SSU, General John Magruder, resigned in January 1946 in
protest of the mlitary’ s indifference to his unit.
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(DCl) chosen by the President and supervised by a group
conprised of the Secretaries of State, War, Navy and a
personal representative of the President collectively known
as the National Intelligence Authority (Jeffreys-Jones,
1989). The CI G was staffed by enpl oyees detailed fromthe
State, War, and Navy departnents including | arge nunbers of
former OSS R&A and SI veterans (Troy, 1984).

Frustrated by a | ack of cooperation between the
various departnments and Cl G (Jeffreys-Jones, 1989), al arned
by threatening forward pressure fromthe Soviet Union
(Smth, 1997), and in response to fear of another Pear
Harbor — |like surprise (Jeffreys-Jones, 1997), President
Truman, with bi partisan congressi onal support, advanced a
plan for the creation of an independent CIA to be created
as part of the 1947 National Security Act (Troy, 1984). As
part of this Act, or Public Law 253, CI A was established as
an i ndependent agency under a National Security Counci
(NSC), headed by the President and directed by a civilian
DCI. The Act gave Cl A four functions: (1) to advise the

NSC, (2) to make recommendati ons on coordination, (3) to
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produce national intelligence, and (4) to perform services
of common concern and to perform such other functions and
duties as the NSC m ght direct.EEI The Agency was
specifically denied “police, subpoena, |aw enforcenent
powers, or internal security functions” (Ranelagh, 1986).
ClG forned the nucleus of the newly fornmed Cl A al ong
with the OSS R&A Branch from State Departnent and vari ous
intelligence and counterintelligence SI Branch el enents
t hat had been incorporated into the War Departnent’s SSU
(Troy, 1984; Leary, 1984).Eﬂ Overseas OSS veterans hired by
Donovan’s World Comrerce Corporation joined the Agency and
becanme a substantial portion of CIA's initial foreign
presence in it earliest days (Jeffreys-Jones, 1989; Smth,

1997). Leary (1984) states that in large part, the

3 The expansively witten fourth function provided
tacit authorization for CIA to conduct foreign espionage
and count er-espi onage operations as well as “such other”
intelligence related activities the NSC m ght direct (Troy,
1984) .

3 Leary (1984) notes that SSU had nmai ntai ned both
0SS SI Branch personnel and field stations since 1945.
Seven field stations remained in North Africa and the Near
East. OSS equi pnent, codes, techniques, and comruni cations
facilities were intact and ready to be acti vat ed.
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functions, structure, and expertise of the newly fornmed Cl A
were drawn fromthe OSS.

The initial structure of CIA continued to follow the
basic structural OSS nodel of collection, analysis, and
support. The Agency’s 1947 organi zation pivoted around
four primary offices — two of which were tasked with
intelligence production and di ssem nation functions and two
charged with intelligence collection. The Ofice of
Reports and Estimtes (ORE) which incorporated the OSS/Cl G
R&A Branch was responsi ble for the production of national
current intelligence and the coordination of interagency
estimates. The Ofice of Collection and D ssem nation
(OCD) was tasked with intelligence distribution and the
storage and retrieval of unevaluated intelligence. These
of fices constituted the core of the Agency’s anal ysis
function. The Ofice of Special Operations (0OSO which
incorporated the OSS/CI G SI, SO, and X2 Branches was
responsi bl e for espi onage and count erespi onage activities.
The O fice of Operations (OO was accountable for the
accunul ation of overt information. Taken together, OSO and

QO fornmed the heart of CIA's intelligence collection
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function. Mich like OSS, the initial Agency structure
i ncluded staff elenents directly subordinate to the DCl
i ncluding legal, inspection, security, and managenent
support entities (Leary, 1984).

FI GURE 3.

1947 Cl A ORGANI ZATI ONAL STRUCTURE ( PARTI AL)
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By 1950, Cl A structure included additional analytic
and collection elenments as well as an expanded support
structure. An Ofice of Scientific Intelligence was added
to the analysis function and given responsibility for
research in the basic sciences, scientific resources, and
medi cine. The Ofice of Policy Coordination was

established as part of the Agency’s clandestine collection
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function to carry out covert action projects.Ei—-I Addi ti ona
adm ni strative functions in the formof a nedical staff and
a coordination and policy staff were added to support CIA s
devel opi ng organi zati on.

Wth the outbreak of the Korean War and the increased
demands for coordinated national intelligence that it
generated, ClA began reorganizing in 1950. By 1953, under
Allen Dulles, the Agency’s structure further formalized and
separated the basic functions of collection, analysis, and
support through the creation of three primary directorates.
These directorates, while |larger and nuch nore conpl ex than
their OSS structural ancestors, seened to closely mrror
their functions. The Directorate of Plans (DP) or
“cl andestine service” included all covert collection
activities organi zed i nto geographical divisions, and the
covert action and counterintelligence staffs. The
Directorate of Intelligence (D) included the Ofice of

Research and Reports (formerly ORE), OCD, and an Ofice of

% Leary (1984) rel ates that the precedent for
covert activities existed in OSS. OSS cl andesti ne
col l ection capability had been preserved through SSU and
absorbed by CGin June 1946. The mai ntenance of that
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National Estimates with the sole task of producing
“national estimates” that had been coordi nated with other
departnmental intelligence services. Al ClA support
functions were grouped as part of the Directorate of
Adm ni stration (DA).

This basic three-directorate schene established in
1953 has served as the fundanental structure of CIAto the
present tinme. Two significant periods of change have added
to and nodified Agency organi zation in response to
envi ronnment al changes. Despite these adjustnents, the
functional directorate format has remained the core of
Agency organi zation and the structural pillars of
coll ection, analysis, and support have endured.

FI GURE 4.

1953 CI A ORGANI ZATI ONAL STRUCTURE ( PARTI AL)
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capability and its presence in CIA contributed to the
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By the 1960's CI A had achi eved significant advances in
its strategic intelligence capability. The devel opnent of
over head reconnai ssance, beginning with the U-2 aircraft
and growing in scale and sophistication with foll ow on
systens, generated information in greater quantity and
accuracy than ever contenplated before (Leary, 1984). In
1962, under DCI John McCone, a Directorate of Research and
Devel opment (DRD) was created as part of a concerted effort
to harness technol ogy and science for intelligence purposes
(Richelson, 1997). This fourth CIA directorate was given
responsibility for conducting in depth, research, and
devel opnment in the scientific and technical fields to
support intelligence collection by advanced techni cal
nmeans. Richelson (1997) states that DRD conponents
i ncluded the O fice of ELI NTEI and the O fice of Special
Activities (OSA) that adm nistered the Agency’s four

ongoi ng over head reconnai ssance prograns — the “Corona” and

Agency’s ultimate assunption of a covert action role.

% ELINT is an acronymfor Electronic Intelligence
or intelligence derived fromel ectromagnetic radiation
other than radio signals. A principal source of ELINT is
radar transm ssions (Polmar and Al len, 1998).
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“Argon” satellite prograns and the “Oxcart” and “ldealist”
(U-2) aircraft prograns. OSA was al so responsible for the
devel opnment of further aerospace intelligence systens. An
O fice of Research and Devel opnent was al so established
within DRD. While DRD generally maintained control over
Cl A technical collection systens, the primry anal ysis
conponent for technical intelligence, the Ofice of
Scientific Intelligence (OSl), remained within the D
(Ri chel son, 1997).!I

In March 1963 DRD was renaned the Directorate of
Sci ence and Technol ogy (DS&T). In addition to technical
col l ection systens, the DS&T incorporated the OSI, the
first large scale mxing of collection and anal ysis

functions in the Agency’s 16-year history (Richel son,

3" The devel opnent of overhead reconnai ssance
systens created the need for a new group of intelligence
speci alists: photographic interpreters. ClA established a
phot ographic center in the DI in 1953. Wth the depl oynent
of the U2 and the large quantity of inagery it produced,
in 1961 the National Photographic Interpretation Center
(NPIC) was established under DCI direction. Staffed by CA
and mlitary personnel, NPIC was a DI conponent until
transferred to the Directorate of Science and Technol ogy in
1973 (Leary, 1984).
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1997).EEI By 1964, the DS&T incorporated six offices
including the O fice of Conputer Services, Ofice of ELINT
(Renaned O fice of SIGINTELIOperations in 1978), the Ofice
of Research and Devel opnent, the O fice of Special
Activities (which would be renaned the O fice of

Devel opment and Engineering in 1973), the OSI, and the
Foreign M ssile and Space Anal ysis Center (R chel son,
1997). Later the DS&T incorporated Technical Services
Division fromthe Directorate of Operations (as Plans was
renamed) in 1973 and the Forei gn Broadcast |Information
Servi ce, whose open source collection activities provided a
significant portion of the information used by Agency

anal yst s.

% gSignificantly, DCl MCone who established the
DS&T was not an OSS veteran. He held various engi neering
and executive positions in private industry as well as
seni or governnent posts such as Deputy Secretary of Defense
and Under Secretary of the Air Force before being appointed
DCl after the resignation of Allen Dulles (Polmar and
Al l en, 1998).

% SIGNT is an acronymfor Signals Intelligence or
intelligence derived fromcomunications and el ectronic
intelligence (Polmar & Allen, 1998).



FI GURE 5.

119

1964 Cl A ORGANI ZATI ONAL STRUCTURE ( PARTI AL) W TH DS&T

DETAI L

Deputy Director,

Director, CIA

Director’s Staff

ClA

Directorate of
Pl ans (DP)

Directorate of

Directorate of

Directorate of

Intelligence Sci ence & Admi ni stration
(D) Technol ogy (DA)
( NSRT)

Ofice of Ofice of

Scientific Conput er
Intelligence Servi ces

(ORI

O fice of ELINT O fice of

Speci al
Activities

Foreign Mssile
and Space
Anal ysis Center

The DS&T’ s innovation of conbining technical
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managenent structure was driven in large part by a desire
to prevent the Air Force from encroaching on the technical
intelligence collections systens devel oped by the Agency
(Ranel agh, 1986). The Agency sought a type of conpetitive
advant age over Air Force intelligence conponents vying for
control of the U-2 and surveillance satellite prograns.
The circunstances surrounding the Cuban Mssile Crisis and
t he speed and perceived magni tude of the threat placed
great pressure on CIA to produce a “full service” conponent
for technical intelligence and a “all singing, all-dancing
beast” that conbi ned technical devel opnent, collection and
anal ysis (Jeffreys-Jones, 1997). The nature of quickly
devel opi ng technology itself also played a part in CA
seeking a reciprocal relationship between devel opers,
users, and consuners of technical intelligence sources and
met hods (Leary, 1984).

ClA's basic five part organi zational structure, a
smal | office of the Director and the four functional
directorates, remained strikingly stable through the
1980's. Wth the exception of the DS&T that conbined the

functions of analysis and collection, the other CA
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directorates remai ned separate, narrowy focused, and
aut ononmous entities. The careful separation of analysis
fromcollection reflected a “cardinal rule” of intelligence
first established in Donovan’s OSS, never bring together
anal ysis and collection in one place thereby allow ng the
same unit to conduct intelligence operations and eval uate
their results (Hastedt, 1996).

A nunber of the selected historical sources state that
the structural separation of Agency functions influenced
t he devel opnent of organizational subcultures and the flow
of information. These authors attribute the devel opnent of
distinct ClA sub-cultures to the scrupul ous functional
separation of intelligence collection and analysis. This
structural separation and the resultant sub-cultures that
have formed around these structures have fostered an
envi ronment of information conpartnentation that has
significantly contributed to critical incidents in ClA
hi story and thus the Agency’s organi zati onal devel opnent
and evol ution.

Cogan (1993) states that while operational

(collection) elenents of Donovan’s OSS joi ned the war



122

overseas, analytical OSS el enents remai ned behind in

Washi ngton. As a result, the genesis of two distinct

cul tures began to take shape — known by OSS veterans as the
“cowboys and choirboys” (“The dory Days,” 1992). Wthin
the relatively short war years, a natural tension began to
devel op between these el enents — one that cl andestinely
collected intelligence, many times in dangerous overseas
environments, and the other that assessed and eval uated the
fruits of collection in the relatively sterile and safe
surroundi ngs of headquarters. Marchetti and Marks (1974)
state that the foundational structures established in the
OSS created a fundanental and | ongstanding distinction in
Cl A between those who coll ect and anal yze intelligence.

The sub-cultural evolution of collection and anal ysis
continued in the early CI A and coal esced in the structural
conponents of the DI and DO (Cogan, 1993). Hastedt (1996)
guotes fornmer DCI WIliam Col by as stating that fromits
earliest beginnings Cl A has been “a | oose confederation of
three conpartnented and conpeting cultures.” Col by
describes themas (1) a sub-culture of well-educated

specialists in research and analysis; (2) a covert action
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subcul ture surroundi ng those who engage in psychol ogi cal
war and acts of propaganda; and (3) a foreign intelligence
subcul ture enbracing those who are charged w th espi onage
and counterespionage.Eil

Menbers of the collection and anal ysis subcul tures
have devel oped distinctive traits that sharply distinguish
t hem from each other.EII Case officers, who clandestinely
collect intelligence overseas, possess a “cl andestine
mentality” that thrives on secrecy and deception and
encour ages professional anorality (Hastedt, 1996). The DO
known as the “clandestine clan” (Adel man, 1980), has
devel oped i nherent habits of information conpartnentation
and secrecy. The directorate is known as an elite but,
insular confraternity and its officers face isolation from
the rest of the Agency and the “the real world.” (Cogan,

1993) .

40 Hastedt (1996) cites Martin (1980) as
identifying another distinct Cl A subculture in his account
of the behavioral logic at work in counterintelligence,
sonet hing akin to what he described as a “w | derness of
mrrors.”

“l The Agency kept clandestine collection of
intelligence separate from covert action operations until
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DI anal ysts, who nold finished intelligence products
and exert influence over who receives themand how they are
percei ved (Hastedt, 1996), share the traits of rigid
academ ci ans (Cogan, 1993). Characterized as being
di stracted by issues of scholarly integrity, D officers
value current intelligence over all else, are consuned with
Wi nning the daily conpetition to get policymakers
attention, and work within a world of strictly enforced
semantic probability scales built around phases such as
“highly likely,” “we doubt,” and “al nost certainly”
(Hastedt, 1996). The environnent of the DI, known as
“National University,” is one based upon information
shari ng between anal ysts and academ cal |l y debat ed and
consi dered estimates (Cogan, 1993).

Ranel agh (1986) states that structural separation of
cl andestine collections and covert action from anal ysis has
encour aged and exacerbated subculture growth, sharp and
often hostile divisions, and an intense conpetition for
resources and dom nance between them (Lowenthal, (1978).

Despite this, the practice of keeping clandestine

August 1952 when DCI Walter Bedell Smth noved to unify the
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collection of information separate from anal ysis has been a
zeal ously guarded principle at Cl A

The first |arge-scale nerger of collections and
anal ysis functions in the DS&T by DClI John McCone was
sharply criticized by OSS veterans who had noved into
seni or | evel Agency positions (Hastedt, 1996). Richel son
(1997) quotes the nenoirs of former Deputy Director for
Intelligence and OSS anal ytic veteran Ray Cine who stated:

“.(the transfer of analytic functions to the DS&T)
was a major change in Cl A structure (which)

di sapproved of. CI A advocacy of its own scientific

col l ection techniques becanme mxed up with its

obj ective analysis of all scientific and techni cal

devel opnents. The appearance of objectivity was hard

to mai ntain when anal ysis and coll ection were

supervi sed by the sane staff.” (Cine, 1976 as cited

in Richelson, 1997 p. 88).

Despite various attenpts at consolidating collection
and analysis during the late 1980's and early 1990’s, the
DO and DI continued to closely guard the separation of
their traditional functions. |In response to environnental
pressures at the close of and followng the Cold War, the

Agency established a series of matrixed “centers” to deal

with specific and/or nontraditional threats to U S.

two functions in the newy created DP (Hastedt, 1996).



126

security. These entities which included the
Counterintelligence Center in 1986, the Counter-narcotics
Center in 1989, and the Non-Proliferation Center in 1991,
anong others, attenpted to conbine CIA collection and
anal ysis functions into i ndependent cross-functional
of fices focused on specific issues (“The dory Days,”
1992). Despite these efforts, by the md-1990's, the
vari ous centers had been reorgani zed back into the
managenent control of the DO or DI structural nonoliths and
the functions separated between the directorates.EZI

Several organizational historians cite episodes of
Agency dysfunction resulting fromthe conpartnentati on of
i nformati on between the collection/covert action elenents
of ClA and its analysts. Adelman (1980) and Thonpson
(1996) cite the nost celebrated of these as the failed 1961
Bay of Pigs invasion. ClA analysts were kept conpletely in
t he dark about the planning and execution of the operation
for security reasons. The DP insured that Cuban anal ysts

in the DI were not informed of the plans for a governnent-

42 One exception is the Counterintelligence Center
(G C that was reorgani zed structurally into the DCl area.
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in-exile and the landing of armed guerrillas. A mgjor
cause cited by Adel man (1980), Ranel agh (1986), and
Thonmpson (1996) for the failure of the operation was seni or
Agency managenent’s reliance on m sleadingly optimstic
reports by DP staff officers rather than accurate
assessnments of the situation prepared by the D

Wi | e subcul ture devel opnent cannot be attributed
solely to the design and structure of an organization, an
organi zation’s established chain of command and i nformation
fl ows can provide the scaffol ding around which | ong-term
i ntra-organi zati onal relationships form (Hatch, 1997; Daft,
1998). The cited historical sources agree that at C A the
functional directorate nodel, separating collections from
anal ysis, has provided fertile ground for subculture growth
and entrenchnment. Donovan’'s OSS, that established the
fundanental functional structure of collection, analysis,
and support, served as the nodel for early CIA. Carried
forward by OSS veterans who initially staffed and
eventual | y managed the Agency, this structure has renmai ned

| argel y unchanged for over fifty years. Only the

Virtually all collection elenments of CIC, however, were
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envi ronmental pressures of rapid technol ogy changes in
intelligence collection during the 1960’ s broke Donovan’s
nmol d of functional separation between collections and
anal ysi s.

Hi storians cite the inportance of Donovan’s creation
and organi zation of the OSS as the sem nal design and
structural precedent for C/A H's separation of collection
and anal ysis functions in the OSS carried forward into the
new y created Cl A through the incorporation of GOSS
structural elenents into the Agency and the | arge nunber of
0SS veterans who joined the new intelligence service as a
foundi ng generation. OSS veterans who becane nmanagers in
CIA formalized the three structural pillars of collection,
anal ysis, and support, first established in the wartine
agency by establishing distinct directorates. Wile this
structural form has survived for over fifty years,
envi ronnmental pressures during the 1960’ s spurred the
creation of a fourth directorate that incorporated the
previ ously separated functions of collection and anal ysis.

This structural change and break with tradition was

returned to the DO
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initiated by a DCl who was not connected wth the OSS and
who had significant experience outside of governnent. This
structural change arguably parallels Schein’s (1983)
concept of “hybrid” evolution fuelled by external

organi zati onal pressures and action by professional
managers not part of the original generation.

Evi dence consistent with Donovan’s use of
organi zati onal design and structure as a secondary cul tural
enbeddi ng nechani sm and the pil ot and non-pilot historical
sources fromwhich this evidence was drawn i s sunmari zed

bel ow:
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Tabl e 2. -- Donovan’s Use of Organizational Design and
Structure as a Secondary Cul tural Enbeddi ng Mechani sm

Mechani sm I ndi cators Pi | ot Non- pi | ot
Sour ces sour ces
How t he CSS Tr oy Marchetti &
or gani zation |structural (1984) Mar ks (1974);
i s designed | egacy, Darling Adel man (1980);
and separation of | (1990) Leary (1984);
st ruct ur ed. col l ections Jef f ereys-Jones
from (1989); CQ
anal ysi s, Resear cher
di stinct (1992); Cogan
subcul ture (1993); Hast edt
devel opnent. (1996) ;
Thonpson
(1996) ;
Jeffreys-Jones
(1997); Pol mar
& Al'len (1997);
Ri chel son
(1997); Smth
(1997)

Criteria Used for Recruitnent and Sel ecti on of People

Schein (1981; 1991) maintains that the explicit or
unconscious criteria that |eaders use to determ ne who
“fits” and who doesn’t “fit” menbership roles and key slots
in an organi zation is a potent nechanismaffecting the
creation and evolution of organization culture. The
criteria used to determne who is hired, who noves up, who

pl at eaus, who retires early, and who is ostracized play



131

i nportant roles in how organi zational nenbers |earn the

right things to do, and what nodel of reality to adopt.

The sel ection decisions for new nenbers, followed by the

criteria applied in the pronotion systemplay a powerful

role in shaping, perpetuating, and reinforcing

organi zational culture (Schein, 1991). Metaphorically, if

as French (1990) believes, the recruitnent and sel ection of

personnel supplies the |ifeblood of an organi zation, Schein

(1981; 1991) mght posit that the criteria used by early

| eaders in making these decisions can determ ne an

organi zation’s bl ood type and chem cal conposition.
Personnel recruiting and selection as a cul tural

creation and enbeddi ng nechanismis subtle because it

oper at es unconsciously in nost organi zations (Schein,

1991). Organizations tend to find attractive those

candi dates who resenbl e present nenbers in style,

assunptions, values, and beliefs. They are perceived as

the “best” people to hire and have characteristics

attributed to themthat justify their selection. Unless

outsiders are explicitly involved in organi zational hiring,

it is difficult to gauge the extent to which inplicit
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assunptions domnate recruiters’ perceptions of candi dates
(Schein, 1991).

The revi ewed secondary historical sources furnish
evi dence that Donovan |l eft an enduring stanp on CIA hiring
trends through recruitnment practices he established in OGSS.
First generation OSS veterans continued these preferences
at Cl A and sought to hire those sharing simlar
backgrounds, social characteristics, educational
preparation, and belief systens (Adel nan, 1980). Jeffreys-
Jones (1997) states that these conspicuous hiring
predil ections continued through the m d-1960"s and began to
meani ngful |y change only after the Bay of Pigs failure
spurred the executive branch and Congress to call into
guestion the | eadership and wi sdom of first-generation
managers. Despite these changes, OSS veterans and those
sharing simlar social and educational backgrounds
continued to serve in key managenent positions into the
1980’ s.

Donovan’s OSS cadre included mlitary personnel -
assigned fromthe services — and civilians. Donovan

recruited a wide variety of Anericans: university
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prof essors such as Arthur M Schl esinger, Jr.; |awers,

i ncluding future Supreme Court Justice Arthur Col dberg; and
advertising nen, journalists, and witers (including CGene
Fodor, originator of Fodor’s Cuides, and cookbook aut hor
Julia Childs); filmnmakers (John Ford); and econom sts (for
anal ysis of German war production). David K Bruce,

di rector of OSS European operations went on to becone U S.
Anbassador to France (1949 — 1952), West Gernmany (1957 —
1958), and the United Kingdom (1961 — 1969) — the only
person to hold three major anmbassadorshi ps (Pol mar and

Al en, 1997). Qher GSS al ummi i ncluded aut hor and

pl ayw i ght Robert Sherwood, poet Archibald MLeish, critic
Mal col m Cowl ey, fashion designer Count O eg Cassini, and
former Gman Melvin Pervis, fanobus as the man who shot John
Dllinger (Riebling, 1994).

The ranks of the OSS were filled with nmen and wonen
listed in the East Coast social registers. Criticized by
its contenporaries and in |later years for being elitist,
“lvy Leaguish”, and Wall Street oriented, the GSS did in
many ways did reflect the social conposition of the East

Coast Establishment (Jeffrey-Jones, 1989). Forty-two
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menbers of the Yale class of 1943 went into the OSS and
many, both inside and outside the service, referred to the
organi zation as “Ch! So Social” or “Ch! So Special.”
Pol mar and Allen (1997) note that both | abels were
appropri ate; Donovan was a graduate of Col unbia University
and its |l aw school and his agency was nmade up by many from
the top reaches of Anmerican high society. Donovan put
together wwthin the OSS a Board of Analysts that he called
the “Coll ege of Cardinals.” It consisted of prom nent
Anmeri can academ cs includi ng James Phinney Baxter, the
President of WIllianms College, WIlliamL. Langer, professor
of history at Harvard, and Edward S. Mason, professor of
econom cs at Harvard (Bresler, 1993).
Riebling (1994) remarks that the blue bl ood noniker
attached to the OSS was apt, but sonmewhat m sl eadi ng:
“Donovan was a social clinber, not a socialite, and he
did not deliberately surround hinself with vy
Leaguers, or ‘old boys,’” so that he could pal around
with ‘nmen of his own class.” He wanted experts to
anal yze foreign affairs, talented witers to craft
subt | e propaganda, operatives who knew a few | anguages
and could find their way around Europe. It just so

happened that the best qualified people canme fromthe
country’s better schools.” (1994, pp. 33-34)



135

Regardl ess of his intent, Donovan’s hiring preferences for
Eastern Establishnment |vy League educated protestants
allowed themto gain a powerful foothold in OSS. WMany of
them Allen Dulles for exanple, subsequently becanme senior
managers at Cl A hel ped shaped it and provided its

| eadership for over forty years (Jeffreys-Jones, 1997).

To describe the OSS as only a collection of social
elites was an oversinplification. R ebling (1994) recalls
that this “crazy outfit,” as Navy Secretary Frank Knox
described it, resisted easy characterization.

“At | east one CO man posted overseas found the

quality of his colleagues ‘appallingly low ; as the

or gani zati on expanded wth the war and absorbed
mlitary personnel, it becane a ‘conveni ent dunping

ground for usel ess career officers,’” not to nmention a

means of draft evasion for ‘playboy bankers and stupid

sons of wealthy and politically inportant famli es.

Al so, a secret intelligence service in tinme of war

needed ‘ special services’ from safecrackers, footpads,

and confidence nmen, so Donovan provided a sort of

‘foreign legion” for many with silty reputations.”

(1994, p. 34).

The organi zation al so included known conmuni sts and ot hers
with leftist |eanings as well as several open honbsexual s.

This was ignored as long as they were effective against the

AXi s. In sum the OSS was a “wide tent” that included
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officers from Anerica s highest social, academ c and
prof essional ranks as well as sonme of its superior
burgl ars, con-nen and, in at |east one case, nurderers
(Bresler, 1993; Riebling, 1994).

The core OSS el enents that survived in the short-1|ived
Cl G and the overseas assets incorporated from Donovan’' s
Worl d Conmerce Corporation, brought with themto CIA a
si zabl e nunber of the Eastern Establishnent’s “very best
and brightest” (Adel man, 1980). Characterized by Powers
(1987) as an OSS club of “white Angl o- Saxon patricians from
old famlies and old noney,” many of these former officers
woul d take on key | eadership roles over the next forty
years. Four DCls (Allen Dulles, Richard Helnms, WIIliam
Col by, and WIIliam Casey) were OSS veterans, while a fifth,
Wal ter Bedell Smith, was closely associated with Donovan’' s
wartime outfit. O her prom nent OSS alumi took on senior
managenent positions in CIA.  These included Janes
Angl eton, the Agency’ s Chief of Counterintelligence for
twenty years, Frank Wsner, Director of the Ofice of
Policy Coordination and O fice of Special Operations, who

was charged with carrying out CIA s program of political,
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psychol ogi cal, and econom ¢ warfare agai nst the Sovi et
Uni on during the 1950’s, and Ray Cine who served as Deputy
Director for Intelligence during the Cuban Mssile Crisis.
Ranel agh (1986) and Hastedt (1996) define several
di stinct enployee “generations” at Cl A serving the Agency
from 1947 through the 1980’5.EZI The first generation of CA
enpl oyees, called the “Foundi ng Fat hers” by Ranel agh (1986)
and the “Paradi gm Buil ding Generation” by Hastedt (1996)
were primarily fromlvy League coll eges and the East Coast
Est abli shnent. They had served in the OSS and were a
mat ure generation with a wi de range of experience gained
before the war started. Many had been | awers, sone had
been journalists; others had taught at universities or had
pur sued post graduat e degrees (Ranel agh, 1986). Anot her,
nore juni or generation, eight to ten years younger than the
first, imediately followed. Also predom nately GOSS
veterans, they entered the war straight out of coll ege.

Hastedt (1996) states that the original ClA generation was

43 Hastedt (1996) bases his work on a heuristic
nodel devel oped by VI aho (1990) that seeks to describe how
new par adi gns cone to govern the overall conduct of US
foreign policy through the energence of succeedi ng
generati ons.
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“present at the creation” and carried with it the OSS
experience and established the core nyths and i mages that
defined the new Agency.

By 1950, Ranel agh (1986) states that the 5,000 CIA
of ficers canme from backgrounds that were broadly GCSS, FBI
and the mlitary services. Many |lawers, public relations
prof essionals, and journalists also becane Agency officers.
Wth the Korean War, Cl A expanded rapidly to over 15,000
enpl oyees. These new enpl oyees differed fromthe *Foundi ng
Fat hers” as they were nore likely to have cone fromthe
West or from m d-western universities. Ranelagh (1986)
states these new hires were younger, and out of necessity,
nore technically oriented that the original generation.
Wth the process of intelligence collection increasing
over head reconnai ssance, SI G NT, and ELINT, the Agency
needed nore el ectronics experts, engineers, and scientists.

Despite the hiring increases during the Korean War and
changes resulting fromtechnol ogy, OSS veterans fromthe
original generation renmai ned entrenched in senior
managenent positions. Jeffrey-Jones (1989) notes that by

1954, of 34 key personnel within ClA s chain of command,
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virtually all had Ivy League, Eastern Establishnment
backgrounds, and 15 had intelligence experience in the OSS.
Ranel agh (1986) cites Phillips (1977) as stating that:
“The *Knights Tenplar,” as the Agency’s top brass were
called by sone during its first 25 years, all cane
fromthe small group of ‘Founding Fathers’ and, with
relative feM/phangeg, had.beeP runni ng the Cﬂﬁnfrom
the start during this period.” (1977, p. 123)
ClA's original generation reached its apex during
Allen Dulles’s tenure as DCl from 1953 t hrough 1961
Adel man (1980) states that by the beginning of the Kennedy
Adm nistration two thirds of CIA s highest executive
positions were filled by OSS veterans. Hastedt (1996)
mar ks the end of the Agency’s first generation with the
resignation of Allen Dulles after the Bay of Pigs failure.
VWhile many of Phillips’s (1977) “Tenplars” woul d continue
to hold senior managenent positions for years to cone, the
fail ed Cuban invasion seriously tarnished the cowboy

mystique of senior OSS managers at CIA in the eyes of the

Wi te House and Congress (Jeffreys-Jones, 1997). It also

4 Phillips (1977) as cited in Ranel agh, 1986)
attributes the term“Knights Tenplar” to DCl Janes
Schl esi nger who used it as a derogatory phrase for senior



140

called into question CIA s isol ated nmanagenent and
deci si on- maki ng processes. Adel man (1980) states that this
isolation fostered a type of “group think” in which the
pressures of unanimty overrode individual nental
facilities — something akin to what transpires in a jury
room (Powers, 1979 as cited by Adel nan, 1980) states that
the Bay of Pigs reveal ed the Agency was:
“.run by a lot of old friends with a comon background
and outl ook which tended to make them protective
rather than critical of each other.Seldomdid fresh
new bl ood enter the organization or old tired bl ood
| eave, nmaking ‘the Agency al nost claustrophobically
insular’.” (1980, p. 166)
Ranel agh (1986) adds that the decline of manageri al
dom nance by the “Founding Fathers” after Dulles’s
resignation was also a sinple matter of tinme. Many OSS
vet erans who reached senior positions under Dulles were in
their 30°s during Wrld War Il and were fast approaching
retirement age.
During the 1960's, with the demands of the Vietnam

War, ClI A noved increasingly toward anal ysis and away from

intelligence operations (which were conducted by the

Agency managers from OSS, Eastern Establishnment, and |vy
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mlitary). A new generation took shape that Hastedt (1996)
identifies as “The Paradi gm Extender CGeneration.” DCls and
CSS veterans Richard Hel ms and WIliam Col by represented
the heart of this new generation that inherited the guiding
i deas and nyths introduced by the first. Hastedt (1996)
describes this generation as “consolidators who drew
strength fromrenenbered experience” and possessing a

vi sion of building upon the Agency’s |egacy and correcting
past excesses so that CIA m ght be better positioned to
operate in the future. Many recruits continued to cone
fromthe finest East coast famlies and Agency recruiting
continued to be based upon recommendati on or introduction
via CIA alumi or friendly academ cs (Ranel agh, 1986).

By the early 1970's, CIA recruiting techniques altered
significantly and were expanded to include newspaper ads
and direct recruiting fromcoll ege canpuses. Vi etnam
served as a catalyst for this change in recruiting focus.
Marchetti and Marks (1974) state:

“.the Agency had becone, to a |l arge extent,

discredited in the traditional Eastern schools and

coll eges. And consequently CIA (was) forced to alter
its recruiting base. No |longer did Harvard, Yale,

League backgrounds.
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Princeton, and a few other eastern schools provide the

bul k of the Agency’s professional recruits, or even a

substantial nunber.” (p. 279).
During the decade, the Agency’s did its nost fruitful
recruiting at universities in mddle Anerica and in the
armed forces, and the Cl A popul ati on began to represent a
cross section of the nore highly educated groups in the
United States (Ranelagh, 1986). Hastedt (1996) classifies
this group as a third identifiable Cl A generation that he
calls “The Paradigm M m cker Generation.” Wile this
generation had no personal experience with the basic set of
i deas established by the Agency’s original *Founding

Fat hers,” these ideas continued to formthe basis of their
wor | d-vi ew and the Agency’s approach to its work had becone
t hor oughl y routinized.EEI

Wth expanded recruiting and technol ogy requirenents,

t he Agency enpl oyee popul ation of the 1980's continued to

4> Adel man (1980) highlights the strength of this
wor | d-view during the 1970°s and the continued influences
of the original “Founding Fathers” during the decade. He
cites the nenoirs of Henry Kissinger who stated that even
before assum ng office, President N xon “felt it inperative
to exclude the CTA fromthe formulation of policy” since
“it was staffed by Ivy League |iberals who behind the
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diversify (Ranelagh, 1986). Hired during or imedi ately
after the Church and Pi ke investigations into Agency abuses
during the 1970's and the formation of the congressional
oversight conmttees, Hastedt (1996) states that the 1980 s
mar ked t he begi nning of what he calls “The ParadigmKiller
Generation.” Citing Vlahos's (1990) definition, he states:

“Li ke the Paradi gmBuil ders, they possess a new i dea

on which to build Amrerican (intelligence). They see

the old paradigmand its set of core ideas and nyths
as corrupt or irrelevant, and chall enges (the original
paradi gnis) place at the center of foreign

pol i cymaki ng.” (1996, p. 252).

Hastedt (1996) adds that there nust occur a “big
change” in world politics that will enpower new i deas and
propel this new generation into positions of power and two
events in the late 1980’s served to strengthen CIA s
“ParadigmKiller CGeneration.” First, the tenure of WIIiam
Casey as DCl between 1881 and 1987 who sought to
reestablish sone of the ideas and val ues of the “Foundi ng
Fathers” ended in scandal. Wile credited with

strengt heni ng and reinvigorating the Agency, he personally

|l ed the Reagan Adm nistration into the Iran-Contra debacl e.

facade of analytical objectivity were usually pushing their



144

This uncontroll ed covert action project exposed serious
weaknesses in founding generation ideas and net hods of
operation when applied to the nodern environnental and
political realities (The dory Days, 1992). Second, the
1989 col |l apse of the Soviet Union provided Hastedt’s (1996)
“big change in world politics” and spurred fundanental
guestions by Congress and the executive about the Agency’s
m ssion, structure, and budget (The dory Days, 1992).
Ranel agh (1986) states that the 1980’ s generation
mar ked the final end of Eastern Establishnment dom nance at
CIA. He cites a 1984 interview with an unnaned Deputy
Director of Adm nistration who stated:
“I can think of some people in pretty senior positions
when | was serving through the years who felt their
further advancenent had been inhibited because they
didn’t go to this school or that school or they
weren't invited to this party or that party or their
words weren’t given sufficient credence because they
were not part of the inner set. There was sone of
that, but it disappeared as tine went by because you
don’t have the sanme kind of people today that you had
twenty years ago. You take a hard | ook at the
| eadership of the Agency today and you will find

little hint of the Eastern Establishnent — it’s gone.”
(1986, p. 23)

own preferences.”
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Despite scandal surroundi ng original generation ideas
and net hods, a fundamental shift in the geo-political
envi ronnment, and basic changes in the Agency’s enpl oyee
popul ation, difficulties have remained for the “Paradi gm
Killer Generation” to institute neani ngful change at Cl A
(Hastedt, 1996). The tenures of DCl’'s Wbster, Wolsey, and
Deutch, all of whomwere selected at least in part for
their lack of intelligence background and their role as
“outsiders,” were marked by an inability to put new val ues
into place. As evidenced by the Al dridge Ames affair and
discrimnation lawsuits by femal e case officers, these
| eaders of the new generation appear to have sat atop a ClA
whose worl d-vi ew and approach to its work remain deeply
ensconced. New patterns of behavior, such as changes to
make anal ysis nore policy relevant and attenpts to
restructure the Agency — conbining the functions of
collection and analysis into matri xed centers -- have been
met with great internal opposition. Hastedt (1996) states
that all of these Agency | eaders, representing the
“ParadigmKiller CGeneration,” have had little inpact on

Cl A's organi zational thinking into the 1990's and did
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little nore culturally than to serve as focal points of
i nnat e resistance.EEI
Cl A's generational history provides evidence
conformng to Schein’s (1983) nodel for culture creation
and devel opnent. Regardless of his intent, WIIiam
Donovan’ s predilection for selecting and hiring officers
much i ke hinself — Eastern Establishnent elites educated
in vy League schools — for the OSS set into notion
processes consistent with this nechanismat CIA The
Agency’ s “Paradi gm Bui | di ng Generation” or “Foundi ng
fathers” were drawn fromthese OSS veterans and they shaped

t he essential nythos, conceptions, and ideals of the newy

formed CIA.  Jeffrey-Jones (1997) and other historians cite

“ 1t is significant that Hastedt (1996) and the other
authors of the Cl A organizational history sources sel ected
provide little insight into the long-terminfluences of DC
Stansfield Turner on internal Agency power distributions
and particularly on the dom nance of the DO  Turner served
from March 1977 through January 1981 and began shifting
Agency assets, enphasizing intelligence gathered from
satellites and electronically over reliance on human
intelligence, and drastically cutting back on the Agency’s
cl andestine operations. He dism ssed a nunber of Do
veterans and forced nearly 150 nore into early retirenent
(Pol mar and Allen, 1998). The |ack of enphasis on Turner’s
long-termeffects is a result of the source sel ection

met hodol ogy enpl oyed and shoul d be considered a gap in

eval uati ons of DCl outsider influences.
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a virtual "“apostolic succession” of Donovan’s Eastern

Est abl i shnent, Ivy League educated OSS ol d hands into
seni or Cl A managenent positions through the 1950's and into
the early 1960's. Reaching its zenith under Allen Dulles,

t he managenent control of this original Cl A generation
began to wane after his resignation.

The selected historical sources state that |ater
generations during the 1960's and 1970’ s sought to
perpetuate and imtate the archetype ideas, beliefs, and
wor | d-view of the original “Founding Fathers.” Despite a
significant shift in recruiting away fromthe traditional
eastern schools and an increasingly diverse enpl oyee
popul ation, historians state that the ideas and val ues of
the original generation continue to frane how Cl A enpl oyees
viewed the world during these decades and went about their
wor K.

A 1980’ s generation, hired during congressional
inquires and the institution of |egislative oversight, was
reared at CIA after alnost all nenbers of the original
generation had | ong gone. Lead by a series of Agency

outsiders, historians cited this generation as the first to
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offer the possibility of neaningful changes in ClA

organi zational culture. Despite the collapse of the Soviet
Union and the loss of a nonolithic eneny, DCls of this
generation have been unsuccessful in changi ng patterns of
Agency behavior or the belief systens and outl ook of the
original “Paradi gmBuilding Generation”.

The inability of DClI “outsiders” to significantly
change basic assunptions and belief systens established by
Donovan’ s Eastern Establishnment OSS disciples is consistent
with Schein’ s (1983, 1991) nodel of cultural enbeddi ng by
early | eaders.

“Because original culture is based so heavily on

original assunptions and val ues, outsiders comng into

such organi zations with new assunptions are likely to
find the culture too strong to budge. As a result,

they either give up in frustration or find thensel ves
ej ected fromthe organi zation as being too foreign in

orientation” (Schein, 1983, p. 28).

Thi s nodel argues that basic assunptions such as what
ClA s relationship should be to its environnent, the nature
of intelligence collection and analysis, what it nmeans to
be an intelligence officer, what are the “right” things for

ClA officers to do, and the intra-Agency distribution of

power were established by the “Founding Fathers.” These



assunptions and beliefs were reinforced by nenbers of the

ori gi nal

generation who served in senior

management

positions for al nost 40 years and were solidified by

predilections in hiring and pronotion.

Evi dence consi stent with Donovan' s use of

sel ecti on,

mechani sm and the pilot and non-pilot historical

and pronotion as a primary cul tural

enbeddi ng

sources

fromwhich this evidence was drawn i s summari zed bel ow

Table 3. -- Donovan’s Use of Recruitnent, Selection, and
Promotion as a Primary Cul tural Enbeddi ng Mechani sm
Mechani sm I ndi cators Pi | ot Non- pi | ot
Sour ces sour ces
Criteria East coast Dunl op Marchetti &
used for est abl i sh- (1982); Mar ks (1974);
recruitnment, |nent, Ilvy Br own Phillips
sel ecti on, | eague (1982); (1977); Powers
pronoti on, educated, OSS |Leary (1979); Adel man
| evel i ng ol d hands. (1984); (1980);
of f, Tr oy Jef freys-Jones
retirenent (1984); (1989); CQ
and Ranel agh resear cher
excomuni ca- (1986) (1992); Bresler
tion. (1993);
Ri ebl i ng
(1994);

Jef freys-Jones
(1997)

recruitnent,
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CHAPTER 5
THE CASE OF ALLEN DULLES

Hi storians describe Alen WIlsh Dulles as Anmerica’s
greatest “spy master.” He served as CIA Director from
February 1953 to Novenber 1961. During his long and
historic tenure, CI A becane a global power, engaging in
covert actions from South Anmerica to the Mddle East,
digging the Berlin Tunnel, and developing the U2 spy
pl ane. Dul | es shepherded the Agency as Deputy Director of
Plans (Operations) or DDP and as DC during an
extraordinary period of growth and devel opnment effectively
taking Anerican espionage from the back alleys of war
ravaged Europe to the forefront of American foreign policy
in the space age. As an early Agency |eader, he
significantly nolded the way CIA officers perceived the
Agency’'s primary mssion and the way policynmakers regarded
its contribution to the process of governnent (Leary,
1984) .

Dulles was born in 1893 to a Watertown, New York
famly wth a long tradition of public service. Sever a

generations of the Dulles famly included three secretaries
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of state and other holders of inportant positions in
di pl omacy, governnent, the law, and the churchEﬂ St rodes
(1999) places the Dulles clan anpbng such nonunenta
historical famlies as the Adanses, the Lees, and the
Roosevel ts. The son of a third-generation Presbyterian
mnister and a rising star in the progressive novenent of
the Protestant clergy, Dulles was raised in a famly which
conbined a strong sense of noral purpose with a |ong
tradition of service at senior |levels of governnent (Leary,
1984).

A 1914 Princeton graduate, Dulles volunteered to teach
in a Presbyterian mssion college in India. In 1916, with
the help of his wuncle, Secretary of State Robert M
Lansing, he joined the US diplomatic service hoping to
become the third secretary of state in the famly. (H s
brother, John Foster Dulles, who had simlar aspirations,
did achieve the goal.) He was assigned to the American

Legation in Vienna, Austria and was transferred to Bern,

4" Dull es’s paternal grandfather had been Secretary
of State under Benjamn Harrison; his maternal grandfather
had served as the United States Mnister (then the
equi val ent of Anbassador) in Mexico, Russia, and Spain; and
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Switzerland and served there during the war from 1917 to
1918. He served as a nenber of the US Delegation to the
Paris Peace Conference and after further diplomatic service
in Berlin (1919) and Constantinople (1920 to 1922), he was
recalled to the State Departnent to be the chief of its
Near East Division.

While in Washington, Dulles conpleted a |aw degree at
CGeorge Washington University. He resigned from the
di plomatic service in 1926 and joined his brother’s |aw
firm Sullivan and Cromaell, in New York City. He
mai ntai ned connections wth the State Departnment, and
served as legal adviser to the US del egations at the Geneva
Conferences of 1927 and 1932. He was also active in the
Council on Foreign Relations in New York@ Dul | es
unsuccessfully ran as a Republican for Congress in 1938 and
he hel ped organize Wendell WIkie s presidential canpaign
in 1940.

In 1942, WIIiam Donovan, who had known Dulles in New

York legal <circles, recruited him for the GSS. From

his uncle, Robert Lansing, had been Secretary of State
under Woodrow W/ son.
48 Dull es became the President of the Council in 1946.
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October 1942 until Novenber 1945 Dulles was Chief of OSS
cl andestine operations based in Switzerland and of the OSS
m ssion that entered Gernmany after the surrenderEa He
earned the reputation as one of the best operations
officers within the GSS. He ran a dazzling array of
operations against the Germans and Italians and handled a
prolific network of agents providing information on Axis
agents operating against the Allies and the Nazi V weapon
and atomc prograns (Leary, 1984). Brown (1982), Pol mar
and Allen (1998), and Strodes (1999) quote Mj. GCeneral
Kenneth Strong, chief of Eisenhower’s intelligence staff as
calling Dulles, “undoubtedly the greatest United States
professional intelligence officer of his tinme..”

At the end of 1945, with the dismantling of the GSS,
Dulles returned to his brother’s |aw practice in New York.
But, watching the old GSS evolve into the CI A, he marked
time, expecting he would soon resune governnent service.

In 1947, President Truman becane dissatisfied with the

performance of the newy created Cl A and asked Dulles to

“° H s achievenents in that role are well
docunent ed; he gave his own account of themin Germany’s
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work with WIlliamH Jackson and Mathias Correa in making
an eval uation of the Agency. Formng the DCl’s “Advisory
Comm ttee” the group published what becane known as the
“Dulles Report” that criticized DCI Rear Admiral Roscoe H
Hi | | enkoetter for failing to coordinate the efforts of the
intelligence community.

In April 1947, when Congress considered statutory
est abl i shnment of Cl A Dulles submtted a nine-page
menmor andum to Congress. This nmenorandum consisted in |arge
part of reiteration that the DCl and his |ieutenants should
be civilians of judicial tenperanment, men wlling to
dedicate the remainder of their lives to the task, rather
than transient mlitary officers |ooking el sewhere for the
ultimate fulfillment of their careers.EEI Mont ague (1992)

notes that one cannot escape the inpression that Dulles was

Under ground (New York, 1947) and The Secret Surrender (New
York, 1966).

 pulles referred to the fact that the first two
DCl’s were mlitary officers who renmained in the position
for short periods. Admiral Souers served as DCl for five
nmont hs and was inpatient to return to his private business.
Ceneral Vandenberg, a career Air Force officer, served for
only el even nonths and consented to becone DCI only as a
step toward the realization of his anbition to becone Chief
of Staff of the prospectively independent Air Force.
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t hinking of hinself as the judicious and dedicated civilian
who ought to be DCl.

Dulles worked on Thomas E Dewey’ s presidenti al
canpaign in 1948. After Truman won, Dulles expected that
he would be ignored as a candidate for an intelligence
post . However, DCl General Walter Bedell Smth asked him
to become CIA's Deputy Director for Operations (DDO)E!
Dul | es accepted, suggesting that “plans” be substituted for
“operations” to keep his work - supervising spies and
covert action — less revealing. He went to work for CIA in
January 1951 and as DDP, Dull es exercised general
supervision over CIA's Ofices of Operations, Special
Operations, and Policy Coordination. In this position, he
mai ntai ned control over the Agency’'s human intelligence
sources, paramlitary, and covert action operatives. In
August, Dulles replaced WIIliam Jackson as Deputy Director
of Central Intelligence, a position he held until February
1953, when President Eisenhower nanmed him Walter Bedell

Smth's successor.

°l Canpbel | (1990) states that DCl Snith,
responding to Dulles’s critical report of Rear Admral
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Dulles’s experience in the Foreign Service, OSS and
the law, coupled wth his naturally gregarious personality
had won him a vast array of donestic and international
contacts in governnent, the law, and the press. As DCl
Dul l es used and cultivated these contacts freely to enhance
the Agency’s stature. He made public speeches, net quietly
with nmenbers of the press, and socialized constantly in
Washi ngton soci ety. Leary (1984) notes that due in |arge
measure to Dulles’s |obbying through his large web of
unof ficial contacts, by the early 1950's the CI A had gai ned
the reputation as a young vital institution serving the
hi ghest national purpose.

Anot her inportant factor in securing ClA's favorable
reputation during this period was the fact that Dulles’s
brot her John Foster Dulles served as Secretary of State.

What ever the formal relationship between the State
Departnment and CI A, they were superceded by the personal
and wor ki ng associ ati on between the brothers. Most
inportantly, they both enjoyed the absol ute confidence of

Presi dent Ei senhower. 1In the fornulation of day-to-day

Hi | | enkoetter, allegedly said, “You nmade your conments and
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policy, their relationships were crucial to the Executive’'s
support for the Agency and nore specifically, for Allen
Dul l es personally in defining his own role and that of the
Agency (Leary, 1984).

Dulles’s role as DCl was rooted in his wartine
experience with the OCSS. H's interests and expertise |ay
with the operational aspects of intelligence, and his
fascination with the details of operations persisted. Hi s
absorption wth operational details resulted 1in his
inattention to Agency admnistration. Campbel |  (1990)
guotes DCI Walter Bedell Smith as saying: “Allen is not a
bad adm ni strator - he IS sinmply i nnocent of
adm nistration.” Leary (1984) notes that much of the
reason for Dulles’s indifference to adm nistration stenmed
from his personal tenperanent. Jovial and extroverted in
the extrene, he disliked and avoided confrontations at
every |level. As a result, the real internal managenent
responsibility fell to his Deputy Director, GCeneral Charles
P. Cabell, who served throughout Dulles’'s term Per haps

the nost inportant effect of Dulles’s absorption wth

now come down and run the place.”
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operations was its inpact on CIAs relationship to the
intelligence community — the intelligence conponents of the
Departnment’s of State and Defense. As DCl, Dulles did not
assert his position or the Agency’'s in attenpting to
coordinate departnental intelligence activities (Leary,
1984). This neglect resulted in the broad expansion of
conpeting intelligence capabilities anong the Departnents.
During Dulles’s tenure as DC, the DO was given an
entrenched dominant role wthin C A culture (Adel mn,
1980). Intelligence analysis becane subordinate in budget,
personnel, and senior-|level attention. The Agency’s covert
action capabilitiesEZI particularly flourished under Dulles’s
personal direction. CIA paramlitary and political action
operations becane a preoccupation of the DC and expanded

dramatically between 1953 and 1961. Dul l es’ s overarching

2 pol mar and Allen (1998) define covert action as
a broad collection of activities carried out in a conceal ed
or clandestine manner, primarily to make it difficult, if
not inpossible, to trace the activities back to the
sponsoring intelligence service or agency. The primary
pur pose of covert action is to alter political, econom c,
or mlitary realities — preventing devel opnments deened
inimcal to a nation’s interest and creating situations in
whi ch those actions will be furthered (Lefever and Godson,
1979) .
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influence in developing Agency covert di rect action
capabilities is cited by Strodes (1999) who states:
First as CIA's deputy director for operations,

and then as DC, Alen Dulles gave Anmerican
Presidents a new weapon — an Al exander’s sword to

cut through the insoluble stalemates that
confound diplomats and block generals from
resorting to all out war. By closely nmerging

intelligence gathering and assessnent with covert

operations and paramlitary intrusions, Dulles

provided the presidency with a |iberating device

that was satisfyingly direct. No president from

Harry Truman onward has been able to put that

weapon aside. (p. 7).

Dulles’s efforts to enphasis and strengthen CIA covert
action capabilities and operations were enhanced during two
Ei senhower Adm nistrations by a convergence of factors.
These included the conmposition of the US governnent,
international events, and senior policymaker perceptions of
the role the Agency could and should play in US foreign
policy (Leary, 1984).

Campbel | (1990) notes that Dulles’s interest in covert
action produced sone inportant gains that bolstered the
Agency’s developing role as a direct but secret instrunent
to influence world events. These included the creation of

an intelligence organization in Wst Germany under Reinhard

Gehlen, the restoration of the Shah of Iran to power in



160

1953, and the ouster of Jacobo Arbenz in Cuatemala in 1954.
QO her, nore traditional, intelligence successes boosted
executive and congressional confidence in CIA during the
Dul | es years. These included the 1955 conpletion of the
Berlin tunnel allowing CIA to directly tap Soviet mlitary
tel ephone lines in East Berlin and the highly successful
production and operation of the U2 to obtain overhead
reconnai ssance of Soviet strategic mssiles.

Not wi t hst andi ng these successes, during Eisenhower’s
second term ClA suffered a nunber of intelligence
set backs. An Agency supported 1958 coup agai nst |ndonesi an
Presi dent Sukarno fail ed. More significantly, Francis Gary
Power’s U2 was shot down by Soviet air defenses, seriously
enbarrassing the Anmerican governnent and revealing US
over head reconnai ssance capabilities.

Bet ween 1953 and 1960, Dulles enjoyed frequent, direct
access to President Eisenhower. Devel oping a close
friendship with the Chief Executive, Dulles was afforded a
great deal of Ilatitude in the planning, approval, and
execution of covert action and intelligence operations.

Addi tionally, congr essi onal | eaders from both parties
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avoi ded detailed briefings on intelligence nattersEEI (Leary,
1984) .

Dulles’s free access to the President continued wth
the inauguration of John Kennedy in 1961. Ranelagh (1986)
notes that Kennedy's approach to foreign affairs and ClA
i nvol venent in themwas far different than his predecessor
Descri bing Kennedy as a “nmanagenent man,” (Ranelagh, 1986)
states the President placed voraci ous demands on the Agency
to provide mnute details of foreign affairs analysis and
operational planning. During late 1960 and early 1961
Dulles found hinself being pulled nore to serving the
i nstant needs of the new President, and spending less tine
overseeing the details of operations carried over from the

Ei senhower adm ni stration. The result was a |oss of

® Historians differ as to the root cause of
congressional indifference to intelligence matters during
the 1950°s. Authors such as Leary (1984) attribute the
apparent apathy to concerns about operational security.
O hers such as Canpbell (1990) cite Dulles’s personal
relationship with senior congressional |eaders. Stil
ot hers such as Lefever and Godson (1979) attribute
congressional inattention to a desire of nmenbers to put
di stance between thenselves and Cl A activities for
political reasons.
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control over the very area of work that had been his
primary focus as DCl ( Srodes, 1999).EII

The Bay of Pigs disaster in April 1961 effectively
marked the end of Dulles’s intelligence career. The | oss
of the Cuban Brigade and undeniable US involvenent in the
invasion greatly enbarrassed the Kennedy adm nistration.
As the full extent of the Bay of Pigs failure began to be
grasped by the public, pressure built on the president to
replace his top security advisors. The President asked for
Dulles’s resignation as DCl in Novenber 1961

Following his resignation, Dulles resuned his |aw
practice with Sullivan and Cromnell. He wote several
books detailing his OSS wartinme experiences and his

intelligence philosophy - nost notably The Craft of

Intelligence in 1963. In 1963 and 1964, he served on the

President’s Conmi ssion on the Assassination of President

> Historians cite this loss of control as a
significant contributing factor to the Bay of Pigs debacle.
Strodes (1999) notes that unlike previous major covert
action projects Dulles del egated nuch of the final planning
for the invasion to subordinates. WMany details were not
finalized until ten days to two weeks before the operation
in April 1961. While initial planning dated back to the
Ei senhower administration, Strodes notes “if you | ook at
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Kennedy (Warren Conm ssion). Dulles died on 29 January
1969.

Dulles’s career was marked wth nmany decorations,
including the National Security Medal, the Medal of
Freedom and the French Legion of Honor. In awarding
Dulles the National Security Medal on 28 Novenber 1961,
Campbel | (1990) cites President Kennedy as stating:

.l know of no other Anerican in the history of
this country who has served in seven
Adm nistrations of seven President’s, varying
from party to party, from point of view to point
of view, from problem to problem at yet at the
end of each Adm nistration each President of the
United States has paid tribute to his service and
also counted Allen Dulles as their friend...

regard Allen Dulles as an al nost unique figure in
our country. | know of no other man who brings a
greater sense of commtnent to his work...(p. 40).

What Leaders Pay Attention To, Measure and Contr ol

One of the nost powerful nechanisns that early | eaders
have avail able for comruni cati ng what they believe in or
care about is what they explicitly and nethodically pay
attention to (Schein, 1991). This mechani sm may i ncl ude
attention in the formof what is noticed and commented on

by the early | eader to what is formally neasured,

the planning records after January (1961) you don’t see
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controlled, rewarded or systematically dealt with. The

i nportant determ nant of this mechanisnmis power is the

| eader’ s consistency in their behavior. Schein (1991)
notes that it is the |leader’s consistency that sends clear
signals to the organi zati on about their priorities, val ues,
and beliefs. He posits that consistency of attention is
far nore inportant than intensity. Equally inportant to
subordi nates in deci phering a | eader’s assunptions is what
the | eader does not pay attention to. Schein (1991) states
that it is through these actions that nmenbers of the

organi zati on begin to deci pher the leader’s priorities and
“learn” the right and proper things to do, and what nodel
of reality to adopt.

Leaders may reinforce the explicit attention they give
to areas of their organizations through overt neans such as
differential rewards, pronotions, budget distributions,
and/ or personnel allocations. Leader reinforcenent may
al so take less formal forns such as focused questioning of
subordi nates in planning and nonitoring processes and

enotional reactions when inportant assunptions have been

much of Dulles at all.”
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vi ol ated. Using such neans, early |eaders can force
subordinates to focus on certain issues in a certain way
and can get across their view of the world and how to | ook
at problenms (Schein, 1991).

The surveyed historical sources supply evidence that
as DDP and DCl, Dulles significantly influenced CIA s
institutional identity (Leary, 1984) through the preem nent
position he afforded the Agency’s cl andestine service and
t he enphasis and i nportance that he placed on CIA's covert
action capabilities. H s allocation of personal attention
and organi zational resources to the DP, at the expense of
other ClI A functions, had profound consequences on internal
Agency dynam cs that continue to the present day. Further,
t he prom nence he provided to Agency covert action
capabilities and his concentration on operational details
allowed CIA to assune the initiative in defining the ways
covert operations could advance US policy objectives and in
defining what kind of operations were suited to particular
policy needs. Dulles’'s preference for intelligence
coll ection over analysis enhanced the internal stature of

Cl A operational elenents. His passion for covert action
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profoundly inpacted the direction of the Agency and its
relative status within governnent (Leary, 1984).

Jeffrey-Jones (1997) notes that debates within
Congress and the Executive in 1947 surroundi ng the Nati onal
Security Act assunmed only a coordinating role along with
intelligence collection and analysis for the newy
constructed CIlA.  Marchetti and Marks (1974) state that
President Truman had only a “coordination of information”
role in mnd for the Agency. They state:

When the war ended, President Truman di sbanded

the OSS on the grounds that such wartinme tactics

as paramlitary operations, psychol ogical

warfare, and political manipul ati on were not

accept abl e when a country was at peace. At the

sane tinme, however, Truman recogni zed the need

for a permanent organi zation to coordi nate and

anal yze all the intelligence available to the

vari ous governnment departnents. (p. 21)
However, within one year of the creation of Cl A President
Truman approved the creation of an organization for
conducting covert action. Through NSC 10/2, Truman
aut hori zed the creation of the Ofice of Policy
Coordi nation (OPC) which was given the responsibility for

conducting covert psychological, paramlitary, political,

and econom c activities. As a sem -independent entity, OPC
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reported directly to the Secretaries of State and Defense
who mai ntai ned de facto veto power over all covert action
activities. Cl A provided OPC cover and support.

Two years |ater, when CGeneral Walter Bedell Snmith
becanme DCl, he noved to consolidate all major el enents of
national intelligence under his direct control. As part of
this effort he sought to bring OPC into CIA. President
Truman eventual |y agreed and on January 4, 1951, OPC was
merged into CIA as part of the newy forned DP under
Dull es. Under this arrangenent, the DCl was charged with
insuring that all covert activities were consistent wwth US
foreign policy objectives and overt foreign information
activities. Covert activities were to be coordinated with
State Departnent and the mlitary services as appropriate
(Leary, 1984).

As early as 1947, Dulles as a private citizen had
argued agai nst President Truman’s “limted” view of
intelligence and authorities for CIlA (Marchetti and MarKks,
1974). They cite a nenorandum Dul | es prepared for the
Senate Arnmed Services Committee that year in which he

st at ed:
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Intelligence work in tinme of peace will require

ot her techni ques, other personnel, and will have

rather different objectives...\W nust deal with

the problem of conflicting ideol ogies as

denocracy faces communism not only in relations

bet ween Sovi et Russia and the countries of the

west but, in the internal political conflicts

with the countries of Europe, Asia, and South

Amrerica. (p. 22).

For the remai nder of Dulles’s career, with Agency
covert action authorities under his direct control, he
woul d do nore than any |l eader in CIA history to ensure the
Agency woul d carry out “such other duties” as allowed by
the 1947 National Security Act.

Before its incorporation into CIA, OPC conduct ed
limted covert action activities primarily in Central and
Eastern Europe. These activities consisted principally of
unattri buted publications, radi o broadcasts, and bl acknail.
Leary (1984) states that these earliest covert action
activities were “amateurish,” small scale affairs that were
strictly defined in scope by the State Departnent and
mlitary services. Initial OPC covert action capability
was designed as a small contingency force that could nount

[imted operations. Senior policymakers did not plan to

devel op | arge-scal e conti nuing covert operations. Rather,
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they envisioned a snmall capability that could be activated
at their discretion (Leary, 1984).

Under Agency control, covert action activities
i ncreased dramatically. In Cctober 1951, NSC Directive
10/5 replaced NSC 10/2 as the basis for ClA covert actions
and it provided authority on a | arger scal e (Ranel agh,
1986). During the Korean War, in concept, manpower,
budget, and scope of activities, ClIA covert action
capabilities sinply “skyrocketed” (Leary, 1984).Ea Agency
covert action projects during the period included
param litary and psychol ogi cal warfare operations on the
Chi nese mai nl and, paramlitary support for US forces in
Korea, and a greatly expanded covert “offensive” against
the Soviet Union in Central Europe. Leary (1984) states
that during this period, the guidance provided by the State
and Defense Departnments for ClIA covert action becane very
general. The Departnments laid out only very broad

objectives and left inplenentation to the Agency. No

® Hersh (1984) states that from 302 enpl oyees in
1949 the OPC |isted 2,812 in 1952, plus 3,142 overseas.
Hal f operated in Europe, alnost all - 1,200 — from bases in
West CGermany. These same years the regul ar budget junped
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brought before the Departnents for discussion or
aut hori zation. Because it was assuned that covert action

woul d be exceptional, strict provisions for specific
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proj ect authorization were not considered necessary. Wth

m ni mal supervision, individual Agency officers took the
initiative in conceiving and inpl enmenting projects.
Oper ati onal tasks, personnel, budget, and material tended
to growin relation to one another with little outside
over si ght.

As DDP, Dulles played an integral part in the rapid
expansi on of Agency covert action activities and the
| ooseni ng of external oversight. |In this position, he
mai nt ai ned supervisory control over OPC and OSO the unit
charged with the clandestine collection of intelligence.
Leary (1984) states that Dulles’ s preference for and
attention to operations colored the quick growh and
institutional dynamismof CIA s covert action mechani smns.
Hi s attitudes, personal oversight of operational details,

and recognition of successful subordinates spurred the

from$4.7 mllion to $82 mllion, while the nunber of
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maxi mum devel opnment of covert action over clandestine
collection during the period (Johnson, 1989). 1In the
Directorate, under Dulles’s nmanagenent, rewards cane nore
qui ckly for officers achieving visible operational
acconplishnents than for officers involved in the quiet,

| ong-term devel opnent of agents required for clandestine
collection (Leary, 1984).

Again, as DCl, covert action and cl andesti ne
collection domnated Dulles’s attention. dine (1976) as
cited by Hastedt (1996) estimates that Dulles spent up to
three-quarters of his tinme and energy in these areas and
|l ess than five percent on analysis. Leary (1984) states
that as DCl, Dulles was absorbed in the day-to-day details
of operations. W rking closely with key subordi nates, he
personal Iy concei ved of projects, conferred with desk
officers, and “delighted in the smallest achi evenent.”
Dulles also frequently initiated projects independent of

the rel evant desk officer or the DDP hinself (Canpbell,

foreign stations went up fromseven to forty-seven
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1990)53 Ranel agh (1986) states that Dulles never extended
conparable tine and attention to the DI

As DCI he often spent hours debating and nonitoring
operational details with operatives, letting appointnents
slip by, nmuch to the annoyance of the Agency’ s analytic
staff, who correctly perceived that Dulles was not really
interested in research and analysis. (p. 220).
Canpbel | (1990) adds that:

As DCI, Dulles was nost involved in the activities of
the DDP. He was not interest in National
Intelligence Estimates (NIEs)®~ On nost Wednesday
afternoons, a group fromthe DI went to Dulles’s
office to brief himon a NIE for presentation the next
day. It would usually be obvious to the briefers that
Dul  es had not read the estimte, because he focused
on the | anguage of the NIE and not its substance. He
thus went to (NSC) neetings in a poor position to
control discussion of substantive points. (p. 38).

° Hersh (1984) cites an interview with DDP Richard
Bi ssell who served under Dulles in that position from 1959
to 1962. Bissell states that Dulles “adm ni stered nuch
i ke JFK, he skipped many echel ons bel ow hi nmsel f and went
directly to whonmever was closest to what he wanted to find
out. When | protested at one point he was very direct: ‘I
will talk to anybody and give orders to anybody | want to
in this Agency!’” (p. 375).

° NI Es are eval uations of national security
concerns, usually regarding a specific country, prepared by
ClA. Typically NIEs are presented by the DCl to the NSC
(Pol mar and All en, 1998).
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Canmpbel | (1990) maintains that increasing CA
i ndependence in covert action initiatives from external
oversight during and after the Korean War was due in |arge
part to Dulles’s relationship with his brother Secretary of
State John Foster Dulles and President Dw ght Ei senhower.
Ranel egh (1986) states that John Foster Dulles played an
important role in Ei senhower’s el ection canpai gn and he
wanted his brother, Allen, in the job of DCI. John Foster
wanted Cl A involved as closely as possible with the
i npl enentation of US policy. Wth Allen as DCl he was
ensured the use of the Agency as a “finely tuned
instrunment” of foreign policy — while |eaving the
operational details to his younger brother. Hersh (1984)
states that during Dulles’s tenure as DCl the Agency was
gi ven broad freedom of discretion and Dulles hinself was
allowed to run the Agency largely as he saw fit. Dulles’s
relationship with his ol der brother allowed infornal
agreenents and personal understandi ngs to predon nate over
cl ear and exact decisions (Johnson, 1989). The Church

Commttee found in 1975 that only a small percentage of the
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total nunber of covert actions approved by Dulles had been
sent to the NSC for prior approval.

Adel man (1980) and Johnson (1989) state that the
personal attention that Dulles as DCl | avished on the DP
had i nportant bureaucratic ramfications. The perceived
i nportance afforded to Agency coll ection operations, the
nmysti que surrounding the DCl’s personal involvenent in
covert action projects, and the obvious rapid pronotion of
officers in covert action operations, significantly boosted
t he Agency’s cl andesti ne side.

The Directorate (of Operations) reigned suprene |ong
after the Dulles era. Two-thirds of the of the highest C A
executive positions were filled by officers whose careers
had bl ossonmed i n cl oak-and-dagger noves, and the covert
side long received one half of the Agency’s overall budget.
(The Directorate) held a hamrerlock on all liaison with the
State and Defense Departnents and all other agencies until
the md-1970's. Hence, (the Directorate) was able to
spread its own perspective throughout the WAshi ngton

foreign policy establishnment. (Adel man, 1980, p. 159).
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The ascension of the Agency’ s operational side
occurred primarily at the expense of ClI A analysis
(Ranel agh, 1986). Leary (1984) states that the autonony
afforded the DP by Dulles affected the m ssion of the D
and had significant consequences on the execution of the
intelligence analysis function. These consequences that
solidified under Dulles shaped the |ong-term configuration
of ClA (Leary, 1984).

Throughout Dulles’s tenure, direct contact between DP
of ficers and DI anal ysts were di scouraged and becane al nost
nonexi stent. The reasoning for this separation was to
prevent individual analysts frominposing requirenents on
the collectors. Under Dulles, the DP viewed itself as
serving governnent-wi de intelligence collection
requi renents. The DI | eadership, on the other hand,
believed that the DP should respond primarily to its
requi renents. As DCl, Dulles directed that the forner
definition would prevail and the DP naintained control over
whi ch collection requirenents it would or would not accept.

Utimately, the DP itself controlled the specific
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requirenents for its collectors w thout ongoing
consultation wwth the DI (Leary, 1984).

Leary (1984) details a further stunting of DI
i nfluence during the Dulles years by DP refusals to all ow
anal ysts access to raw intelligence data fromthe field.
During the 1950's, unrefined intelligence information
coll ected by the DP was sent to Headquarters and sunmari zed
there for dissemnation to anal ytic conponents throughout
governnment including the DI. The DP adhered to the
principle of not revealing the identity of its assets.
Reports only vaguely described the assets providing
information. The DI found this arrangenent highly
unsati sfactory as anal ysts could not judge the quality of
the information they were receiving. As a result, D
anal ysts tended to |l ook on DP information with suspicion
and relied primarily on overt materials and techni cal
collection for their production efforts. Marchetti and
Mar ks (1974) state that this significantly degraded the
quality of CIA intelligence analysis during the period and
contributed to a nunber of significant operational failures

(Adel man, 1980; Ranel agh, 1986; and Thonpson, 1996.
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The enforced isol ati on between cl andesti ne operations
and analysis, solidified during the Dulles era, negated to
a |large degree the potential advantages of having
coll ectors and analysts in the same Agency. Despite
efforts in the 1960's and 70’s to breakdown the barriers
between the two Directorates, the lack of real interchange
and i nterdependence persisted (Adel man, 1980; Leary, 1984).

Leary (1984) states that incentives to generate and
manage operations under the Dulles regi me began to bl ur
lines of authority within the Agency.EEI Dul I es’ s intense
personal interest in and enthusiasmfor covert action

projects created and perpetuated an internal demand for

°8 pulles can not be blaned for the blurred Iines
of authority external to CIA The deci sion-nmaking
arrangenents at the NSC | evel created an environnment of
vague accountability that all owed consideration of actions
W t hout constraints of individual responsibility. Leary
(1984) states that during the Dulles years no one in the
Executive was required to sign off on decisions to
i npl enent covert action progranms. The DCI was responsible
for the execution of projects, but not for taking the
decision to inplement them Wthin the NSC a group of
i ndi viduals held joint responsibility for defining policy
obj ectives, but did not attenpt to establish criteria
pl acing noral and constitutional limts on activities.
Only a limted nunber of congressional commttee nenbers
passed on the Agency’s budget. Sone nenbers were inforned
of nost of CIA's major activities; others preferred not to
be i nf or ned.
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such activities. During this period, the Covert Action and
Counterintelligence (Cl) Staffs ran field operations while
al so serving as advisory and coordi nating bodies for the
operations conducted by the geographic divisions. The Cl
Staff in particular was allowed to nonopolize
counterintelligence operations and left virtually no
latitude to the divisions to develop and inplenment their
own counterintelligence activities. The staff maintained
their own conmuni cations channels to the field and its
operations were carried out wthout the know edge of senior
DP managenent. Leary (1984) and Manigold (1991) cite the
exanple of the CI Staff as being indicative of the
conpartmentation within the DP during the Dulles era that
resulted in “pockets of privilege” for specific operations.
Dul l es’ s preoccupation with clandesti ne operations,
t he val ue he placed on successful covert actions, and his
capacity to free the DP to act with few external or
internal controls, established conditions by which
di screditabl e operations could be undertaken. He all owed
the cl andestine service a neasure of autonomnmy not afforded

other Directorates (Leary, 1984). Virtually all of the
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operations scrutinized and criticized by the Church and
Pi ke commttees during the 1970's had their genesis during
or imediately following Dulles’s tenure as DCl. |In many
cases the burden of responsibility fell on individual
judgenents — a situation in which | apses and devi ati ons
were inevitable (Leary, 1984). Dulles’s influences on
Agency procedures and attitudes that nade such “rogue
el ephant” operations possible cannot be underestimated
(Adel man, 1980; Johnson, 1989). Hersh (1984) quotes the
congressional testinony of DCI Richard Hel ms regardi ng | ax
internal control of covert operations and operations
conducted wi thout NSC approval during the Dulles years:

You don’t understand, M. Dulles was a figure of

such magni tude on our horizon that we didn’t

guestion M. Dulles. (p. 375).
Leary (1984) states that during and i medi ately foll ow ng
the Dulles years as DCl, excesses such as drug testing,
assassi nation planning, and donestic activities were
supported by an environnent that permtted individuals to
conduct operations wi thout the consent necessary or

expectation of justifying or revealing their activities.
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Canmpbel |l (1990) and Pol mar and Allen (1998) state that
while Dulles paid little heed to day-to-day adm nistration
of CIA he created inportant cultural elenents that
sustained Cl A for decades. Sone of these el enents,
products of the prom nent status he provided cl andestine
operations at the expense of analysis, continued to be
di scernible years after his resignation. For exanple, 13
years after Dulles’ s departure, Marchetti and Marks (1974)
note the continuation of the schism between Agency
cl andestine operatives and anal ysts:

.the views of (CIA s) substantive experts — its

anal ysts — do not carry much weight with the

cl andestine operators engaging in covert action.

The operators usually deci de which operations to

undertake wi thout consulting the analysts. Even

when pertinent intelligence studies and estinmates

are readily available, they are as often as not

i gnored, unless they tend to support the

particul ar covert action cause espoused by the

operators. .to ensure against contact with the

anal ysts, the operators usually resort to tight

operational security. (p. 39).

More broadly, the |legacy of Dulles’ s enphasis on
cl andestine operations and covert action can be seen in the

dom nance of cl andestine service officers in Agency

| eadership roles since 1961. Except for Robert Gates, al
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DCl's who have been Agency careerists have cone fromthe

cl andestine service. Leary (1984) states that this
orientation has continued the enphasis on covert action and
cl andestine collection within the Agency and has sustai ned
the perception that clandestine operations are the nost

hi ghly val ued Agency functi on.

The sel ected historical sources provide evidence that
seens to conformwi th Schein’s (1983) description of
cultural creation and devel opment by Allen Dulles through
t he mechani sm of | eader attention, neasurenent, and
control. Although the Agency was established primarily for
t he purpose of providing intelligence analysis to senior
policy makers, Dulles’s intense interest and absorption in
cl andestine operations and covert action as DCl, played a
key role in making these CIA's preem nent activities. H's
ability to free the Agency to act in these areas with few
external controls allowed the clandestine service to define
both the nature and scope of its covert action projects.
The erosion of internal controls however, allowed extrenes

in CA activity that set into notion events leading to the
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creation of the |egislative oversight systemthat continues
t oday.

Dulles’s attention to and control of ClA s clandestine
service in the formof personal focus, resource
application, and incentives established the DP and | ater
the DO as the predomi nant Directorate at the expense of
ot her Agency functions — particularly analysis. The
hi storical sources reviewed follow this trend of
cl andesti ne service dom nance for at |east several decades.
Both coll ection and anal ysis have suffered fromthis
continuing trend and it has affected the m ssions of both
the DO and DI. Well into the 1980's, the DI continued not
to be inforned of sensitive covert operations undertaken by
t he cl andestine service. The DO has also suffered as it
has not had the benefit of intelligence support during
consi deration and inplenentation of its operations.

A significant nunber of historical sources cite the
i nportance of the personal attention Allen Dulles afforded
to clandestine operations at the expense of other Agency
activities as being crucial to the devel opnment of certain

aspects of CIA internal culture and organi zati onal
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devel opment. Dulles’s concentration, alnost to the point
of personal distraction, on the details of covert action
projects and cl andestine operations and his indifference to
intelligence analysis afforded a preem nent position to
ClA's operations directorate. This preem nence was evi dent
several decades after his departure in the dom nance
enjoyed by ClIA's clandestine operators in directing Agency
activities, the ascendancy of clandestine service officers
into senior Agency positions, and the ability of the DO to
operat e i ndependently w thout input or direction from
anal yst s.

Dul | es’ s use of personal focus, attention and control
as a primary culture creation and enbeddi ng mechani sm al ong
with the pilot and non-pilot sources fromwhich the

evi dence was drawn can be summari zed as fol |l ows:
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Measur enent and
Enbeddi ng Mechani sm

Mechani sm | ndi cators Pi | ot Non- pi | ot
Sour ces sour ces
What Ascensi on of G ose Marchetti &
| eaders pay |the DO, (1994); Mar ks (1974);
attention enphasi s on Strodes Cline (1976);
to, measure |covert action, |(1999) Adel man (1980);
and dom nance of Johnson (1989);
control. DO in Leary (1984);
di recting Hersh (1984);
activities, Campbel
nunmber of DO (1990);
officers in Mani gol d
seni or (1991);
posi tions, Hast edt (1996);
ability of DO Jeffreys-Jones
to operate (1997);
I ndependent | y. Pol mar & All en
(1997)
Desi gn of Physical Spaces, Facades, and Buil di ngs
Schein (1991) states that a significant secondary

cul tural

and

articul ation and

r ei nf or cement

mechani sm used by

early | eaders can be the design of physical space, facades,
bui | di ngs. This mechanism includes all of the
features of the organization that clients

di scerni bl e
cust oner s,

Early

organi zation’s

vendor s,

| eader

nessages

physi cal

new enpl oyees,

can be

envi r onnent

rei nforced by

and a

and visitors encounter.

an

| eader’ s



185

phi | osophy and style can be anplified by the physical
mani festations of their organizations. Mich can be |earned
from the physical elenments of an organization and |eaders
can communicate a great deal through the structures and
settings they create (Schien, 1991).

Hat ch (1997) agrees that physical structure plays an
inmportant role in the formati on of individual, group, and
organi zational identity. She states that the physical
el ements of organization include buildings and their
| ocations, furniture and equi pnment, decoration, and even
human bodies. Citing the communi cative power of
architecture, Hatch (1997) states that buil dings beconme
tangi bl e representati ons of organizations thensel ves and
according to Ury (1991) and Yanow (1993) have the effect
of hel pi ng people construct what they think and feel about
an organi zati on.

Hat ch (1997) identifies three basic aspects of
organi zati onal physical structures that are linked to
vari ous organi zational issues. First, organizational
geography refers to the location in which an organi zati on

operates and the physical features of its location. This
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aspect of an organization’s physical structure can affect
the interaction of an organization and its environnent, its
coordi nation with outside entities, and how the

organi zation is controlled. Second, |ayout refers to the
spatial arrangenents of physical objects and human
activities. This aspect of physical structure can inpact
internal interaction and coordination within an

organi zation. Finally, design/décor refers to the
architectural design of an organi zation’ s surroundi ngs that
can affect individual and group status, imge, and
identity.

Several selected historical sources seemto provide
evi dence supporting geographic |ocation (an el enent of
physi cal design) as acting in a manner consistent with
Schein’s (1983, 1991) description of a secondary cultural
enbeddi ng nechanismat CIA  Historical authors describe
the construction of the Agency’s Oiginal Headquarters
Building (OHB), physically isolating ClA fromthe rest of
government, and Dulles’s success in at |east partially

consolidating ClA offices into one site as being both
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efforts to reinforce and change aspects of ClIA culture
initially enbedded through primary nechani sns.
Hi storical descriptions of these efforts appear to confirm
t he i mportance of consistency between secondary nechani sns
and nore powerful primary mechani sns. The evidence
i ndi cates that when consistent with Dulles’s assunptions
articulated through primary nmechani sns, organi zati onal
geogr aphy served to reinforce those assunptions. However,
when t he nessages sent by organi zati onal geography were
i nconsi stent with those of established prinmary nmechani sns,
t he Agency ostensibly ignored them
Leary (1984) and Ranel agh (1986) recount that for the
first fifteen years of its existence, CIA was housed in a
nunber of office buildings in downtown Washington and in
Wrld War |1 prefabricated huts or “ranshackle warren of
‘tenmporaries’” (Strodes, 1999) along the reflecting pool
and around the Lincoln Menorial. This group of buildings
had served as the OSS command center during the war.
Strodes (1999) describes the conplex of buildings as:
.federal mansions arranged |i ke a canpus on the tree-
shaded hill that overlooks the Lincoln nenorial as one

approaches it fromthe 23"% Street side of the State
Departnment. The Navy had built the conplex during the



188

1930’'s to house its nedical research facilities. |Its
built-in system of underground tunnels and huge net al
storage safes for nedical supplies were nade to order

for a spy service hone. (p. 223).

The central conmpound of this collection of buildings
remai ns known as “The Krem in” |ocated at 2430 E. Street
N. W This building served as Donovan’s central office and
headquarters and al so served as the office of the first
five DCl SELI (Berry, 1997).

A scattering of Agency departnments across numerous
bui | di ngs made coordi nation, adm nistration, and adequate
security difficult. Berry (1997) states offices in the
tenporary buil dings and other inprovised quarters were
crowded, noisy, and unconfortable. They were al so
expensive to guard and maintain. There were no secure
phones and all docunents for coordination had to be hand-
carried anong several |ocations.

Ranel agh (1986) cites one of Dulles’s driving
anbitions as securing a centralized headquarters site and

building for CIA. Several |ocations were considered,

including a single building in the city. However, no

® Strodes (1999) notes that Cl A maintained “The
Krem in” as an Agency annex until 1994,
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si ngl e downt own structure could acconmodate all Agency
enpl oyees stationed in Washi ngton and al so provide the
requi site security for the clandestine conponent (Leary,
1984).

Dulles’s intense, long-term personal |obbying of
congressional |eaders resulted in the 1958 purchase of 125
acres of partially wooded |land in Langley, Virginia, eight
m |l es northwest of the Capitol along the Potonmac River.
Strodes (1999) states that Dulles won a $50 million
appropriation for Cl A Headquarters (an enornous sumfor the
time), selected the site, and worried over every stage of
desi gn and constructi on.

Strodes (1999) states:

Dulles fretted over the décor of roons down to the
light switches, and designed the DCl’s office so that it
had an open doorway into the office of the deputy director.
Ever the clandestine craftsman, he ordered that there be
separate waiting roons with separate entrances to the DCl’'s
of fice, so, as he chuckled, ‘The Arabs can cone in one door
as the Jews go out the other.’ (p. 548).

Berry (1997) states that Dull es:
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.set forth the guiding principle for the headquarters
conpound. The goal was to create a pastoral, canpus-
like setting that would attract the best and brightest
in the arena of international affairs, while al so
ensuring visual privacy and physical security for C A

enpl oyees. (p. 41).

Dul | es made no secret of the fact that he wanted the new
Headquarters Building to be his pernmanent nonunent and his
| ast weeks as DCI were taken up with the conpletion of the
project that becane the final focal point of his personal

i nvol venent in Cl A (Ranel agh, 1986). Strodes (1999) states
t hat when construction began in 1958, Dulles “fretted”

until President Ei senhower agreed to attend a fornma
cerenony to lay the cornerstone with Dulles’s nanme firmy
engraved on it.

Conpl eted in 1961, the Cl A Headquarters building is a
noderni stic, fortress-like structure that is nore concrete
than glass with a squared, block-1ike construction
(Marchetti and Marks, 1974; Ranel agh, 1986). The New York
architectural firmof Wallace K Harrison and Max
Abranovitz was responsi ble for the design. Notable anpbng
their earlier designs was the United Nations Building in

New York (Berry, 1997). Frequently referred to as a

col | ege canpus environnment in Agency recruiting materials
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(Marchetti and Marks, 1974), the grounds are heavily
wooded. About sixty percent remains undevel oped — with
forty percent of the site including natural forest cover
(Berry, 1997).

The main access to the site is off Virginia Route 123.
The George Washi ngton Menorial Parkway was extended
nort hwestward to the northern perineter of the conplex
all owm ng a secondary entrance (Berry, 1997). Until the
spring of 1973 one of the two roads leading into the
secl uded compound was totally unmarked, and the ot her
featured a sign identifying the installation as the Bureau
of Public Roads, which maintains the Fairbanks H ghway
Research Station adjacent to the Agency (Marchetti and
Mar ks, 1974).

By the md 1980's the OHB was showing its age, not
only in styling and design, but also in terns of wear and
tear (Ranelagh, 1986). It was built at a tinme when the
Agency was nuch nore action-oriented and had a snmal |l er
staff. Marchetti and Marks (1974) state that fromthe
begi nning, office space was at a prem um and fromthe day

it was conpleted, the OHB proved too small for CIA s
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Washi ngton activities. The Agency never fully vacated
annexes in downtown Washi ngt on and nai ntai ned consi der abl e
of fice space in Rossyln, Virginia. By the early 1970’ s, at
| east a half dozen CI A conponents were |ocated in the
Tyson’s Corner area of Northern Virginia. According to
Marchetti and Marks (1974) this area becane sonething of a
mni-intelligence conmunity for technical work due the
presence there of nunerous el ectronics and research
conpani es that do work for the Agency and Pentagon.

Ranel agh (1986) states that these ClI A “col onies” have
continued the problemthat the Langley buil ding was neant
to sol ve:

.different departnents in different places naturally

strengthen the tendency toward conpeting fiefdons

whi ch exist in any |arge organization. (p. 17).

The need to expand the Langl ey canpus becane evident at the
begi nni ng of Ronald Reagan’s presidency. |In 1982, Congress
approved a $46 mllion, 1.1 nmillion square foot extension
or New Headquarters Building (NHB) so that the Agency could
once again try to function on one site. The NHB, designed
to provide high-quality office space and the ancillary uses

necessary to support the adm nistrative, analytical, and
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oper ati onal needs of the Agency, was conpleted in March
1991 (Berry, 1997). This consolidation attenpt also
failed, and significant CIA elenents — particularly those
of the DA and DS&T -- continue to be |ocated in “col onies”
out si de the Langl ey canpus.

Leary (1984) states that while the effects of the
Agency’s nove fromits tenporary housing in downtown
Washi ngton, DC to the Langley site are “difficult to
gauge,” he describes two aftereffects of the nove that
appear to support Schein’s (1983, 1991) description of
geographic | ocation as a secondary cultural enbeddi ng
mechanism First, the nove to its secluded Virginia
conpound reinforced not only the permanence of ClI A, but
al so its disconnection fromthe rest of governnent (Leary,
1984). Pl anned and conpleted at a tinme foll ow ng the
ascension of the clandestine service, the dramatic increase
in covert action activities, Dulles’s personal enphasis on
conpartnmentati on of information, and the |ack of neani ngful
| egi slative oversight, the Langl ey conpound had the
“negative” effect of physically isolating CIA fromthe

policymakers it was created to serve (Leary, 1984). Leary



194

(1984) and Strodes (1999) describe the physical separation
of CIAfromthe rest of governnent as being consistent with
Dul l es’ s personal attitudes and assunptions regarding
secrecy, the ability of CIA to act independently of
oversight, and the ability of the Agency to maintain its
“pockets of privilege” (Leary, 1984, Manigold, 1991).

Wiile not in and of itself a particularly potent cultural
enbeddi ng nechani sm (Schein, 1983), states that secondary
mechani snms reinforce primary nmechani sns “to make the total
nmessage nore potent than individual conponents” (p. 22).
Second, Leary (1984) states that CIA's nove to the
consolidated site at Langley was an attenpt to encourage

i nt erchange and cooperation between the DP and the DI. He
states that this attenpt at a “nore integrated

organi zati on” through collocation failed “given the
procedural and institutional barriers between the two
directors” (p. 76). These barriers included to a |large
degree the explicit and inplicit nmessages sent by Dulles
regardi ng the inportance of operations at the expense of
anal ysis and the inportance of secrecy and conpartnentation

of information. Further, DP and DI integration was
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inconsistent wwth ClA's organi zational design and structure
establ i shed and enbedded by Donovan during the earliest
days of the OSS. Schein’s (1991) description of secondary
cul tural enbeddi ng nmechani sns expl ains this:

..cultural assunptions will always be manifested first

in what | eaders denonstrate, not in what is witten

down or is inferred from designs and procedures. (p.

237) .

Strodes (1999) states that one of the great pleasures
of Dulles’s last year of l[ife cane in March 1968, when DC
Richard Helns invited himout to the Langl ey headquarters
to unveil the bas-relief medallion that carried his
portrait. The nmedallion hangs in the |obby of CA
headquarters, and its inscription is a rough translation of
a Latin notto, Si nonumentumrequiris circunspice, “Hs
nonunent is around us.”

Evi dence of Dulles’s use of organi zati onal design and
structure as a secondary cultural enbeddi ng mechani sm and

the pilot and non-pilot historical sources fromwhich this

evi dence was drawn nay be organi zed as foll ows:
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Table 5. -- Dulles’s use of the Design of Physical
Spaces, Facades, and Buil dings as a Secondary Cul tural
Enbeddi ng Mechani sm
Mechani sm | ndi cators Pi | ot Non- pi | ot
Sour ces sour ces
Desi gn of Construction G ose Marchetti &
physi cal of Langl ey, (1994) Mar ks (1974);
spaces, VA Hs St rodes Leary (1984);
facades, and | canpus, (1999) Berry (1997)
bui | di ngs. rei nforced

per manence of
Cl A

st rengt hened
enphasi s on
secrecy and
conpart nent a-
tion.
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CHAPTER 6
THE CASE OF J. EDGAR HOOVER

John Edgar Hoover served as FBI Director fromhis
appoi ntment on May 10, 1924, until his death al nbost 48
years later, May 2, 1972. Notw t hstandi ng recent
criticisnms, by any neasure, Hoover was one of the nost
powerful public adm nistrators in the history of the United
States. H s tenure spanned seven presidenti al
adm ni strations as he personally created one of the nost
effective | aw enforcenent agencies in the world. During
his long reign Hoover was the FBI. Despite deep
controversy over his nmethods and suggested abuses of power,
in the FBI today, Hoover continues to be lionized as the
| egendary foundi ng executive of the Bureau and his
i nfluences remai n etched throughout the organization.

Edgar, as he was call ed since chil dhood, was born on
January 1, 1895 in Washington, DC, three bl ocks behind the
US Capitol Building. He was the son of a second-generation

civil servant, Dickerson Nayl or
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Hoover, Sr. who, like his father before him worked in the
print shop of the US Coast and Geodetic Survey. Hoover was
rai sed as the youngest of three surviving children. He and
his el der brother and sister grew up in a mddle-class,
socially conservative, protestant, and segregationi st

nei ghbor hood of the nation’s capitol. Hoover’s parents
were not regul ar church nenbers, but Hoover through his

ol der brother |everaged church nenbership as a neans to
attain social respectability and advancenent (Powers,

1987).

Hoover was the product of the turn of the century DC
public school system Skipping a traditional college
education, Hoover enrolled in George Washi ngton University
Law School, where he attended at night, earning a Bachel or
of Law degree in 1916 and a Master of Law degree in 1917
(Theoharis, 1999). During the day, he worked as a junior
nmessenger with the Order Departnent of the Library of
Congress. Through the contacts of an uncle who was a
federal appeals court judge, Hoover obtai ned enpl oynent

with the Justice Departnment as a clerk in 1917
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Wth the conpletion of his graduate degree, and
passage of the DC bar exam he was appointed within the
Justice Departnment as an attorney in |less than a year.

Thi s appoi ntnent exenpted himfrommlitary service during
Wrld War 1. His first assignment within Justice was as an
adj udicator within the “Alien Eneny Bureau” or alien
registration division. 1In this position, he decided Gernman
civilian deportation actions for national security reasons.
Foll owi ng the end of World War | in Novenber 1918, Hoover
was appoi nted head of the Anti-Radical D vision of the
Bureau of Investigation. After a series of bonbings in My
and June 1919, Hoover was appoi nted as special assistant to
the Attorney Ceneral and head of a newy created General
Intelligence Division, where he collected publicly
available information on US radical sB |n 1921, the
director of the Bureau of Investigation, WIIiam Burns
appoi nted Hoover as assistant director, at that tinme the

second hi ghest position in the Bureau.

® Hoover becane convinced that radicals (both
anarchi sts and communi sts) posed as great a danger to US
security as they had to pre-revolutionary Russia in 1917.
Throughout his life, he never deviated fromthat view
(Theoharis, 1999).
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Significantly, Hoover rose froma lowy Justice
Department clerk to the nunber two position in the Bureau
of Investigation in just four years. Historians explain
his meteoric rise to assistant director by age 26 by noting
hi s exceptional adm nistrative efficiency and obsessive
attention to detail (Powers, 1987), his ability to devel op
expertise in an area of great political demand (radicalism
(Ungar, 1976), his reputation as an apolitical, principled,
reformer in a tine of need (Del oach, 1997), and his
notoriety within the Justice Departnent as a stern task-
mast er (Theoharis, 1999). Powers (1987) sunms up the
reasons for Hoover’s unprecedented rise stating:

Per haps every great career depends on an i nprobably

run of good fortune. Hoover had the luck to be at the

right place, at the right time, with the right

aptitudes, credentials, and confidence. (p. 66).

As assistant director, Hoover took over the
adm ni strati on and day-to-day operations of a Bureau badly
scarred by political intrigue and cronyism Director
Burns, who had previously headed a private detective
agency, was notorious for hiring political friends as

Bureau agents, as well as other unqualified individuals

with limted education. Attorney General Harlan F. Stone,
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appoi nted by President Calvin Coolidge in 1924, to clean up
t he scandal -ri dden Departnent of Justice, secured Burns’
resignation in May of the sanme year. Stone appoi nted
Hoover as acting director of the Bureau and nade the
appoi nt nent permanent on Decenber 10, 1924. Hoover

i medi ately set out to reformthe Bureau, whose reputation
had suffered under Burns. |In the next few nonths, he fired
i nconpet ent and under educat ed agents, and he revived the
requirenent for legal training for agents, as well as
ordering background checks, interviews, and physical tests
for applicants.

The expansion of federal crimnal jurisdiction that
occurred with the Lindbergh Law of 1932 and New Deal crinme
fighting initiatives of 1933 and 1934 provi ded Hoover’s
FBI B 2 domi ni on over a greater nunber of crines and the
ability to assunme an increasingly high public profile.
Hoover recogni zed that with greater public recognition cane
a need to maintain public confidence. He enlisted the help

of reporters supportive of the Bureau, and others in the

®1 The Bureau of Investigation was renamed the
Division of Investigation in 1933 and finally the Federal
Bureau of Investigation on July 1, 1935 (Theoharis, 1999).
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media, to build the nystique of the invincible “G Men” and
their heroic director.

Hoover used the resultant prestige to educate the
publ i ¢ about what he considered to be threats to American
soci ety, such as gangsters during the 1930's and Communi sts
during the Cold War of the late 1940’s through the 1960’ s.
He carried out this education canpaign through books and
articles that carried his byline but were witten by agents
and Bureau support personneIEI(KeSsler, 1993).

In contrast to FBI agents, virtually all of whom were
col | ege graduates, local and state police officers during
the 1930’s typically had little academ c or professional
trai ning. Hoover sought to change this in 1935 by
establishing the FBI National Acadeny to train policenen in
nmet hods for conducting professional and scientific
i nvestigations. Acadeny graduates would then return hone
to train their coll eagues.

During Hoover’'s tenure, presidents regularly requested

that the Bureau collect information on their political

62 Kessler (1993) also alleges that Hoover
personal ly received illegal royalties for many of these
wor ks.
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rivals and critics. Hoover conplied with these
presidential requests and additionally brought whatever
derogatory informati on on governnent officials that cane to
the FBI's attention. Personally, or through his
assistants, he reqgularly briefed each president about the
gquestionabl e conduct of adm nistration officials.
Additionally, he let it be known to high officials when the
FBI possessed derogatory information about them assuring
themthat the informati on would be closely held. Mich of
this information coming into the FBI on public officials
and ot her people of prom nence was maintained in files kept
in Hoover’'s office to limt their accessibility. Theoharis
(1999) notes that no concl usive evidence has surfaced that
Hoover initiated surveillance of government officials for
ot her than | egitimte purposes.

Before America s entry into Wrld War |11, the FBI
using authority granted by President Roosevelt, nonitored
suspected German agents (and ot her suspected dangerous
aliens) and conpiled a list of foreign nationals and
citizens for possible detention. Follow ng Pearl Harbor,

suspect ed dangerous aliens were arrested. Because he
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considered all potential spies and saboteurs to be in
cust ody, Hoover opposed the Roosevelt admi nistration’s
programinterni ng west coast Japanese and Japanese
Americans. He was overrul ed by Attorney General Francis
Bi ddl e and President Roosevelt, who acceded to the advice
of mlitary officials.

After the end of World War 11, Hoover spoke frequently
about the dangers of juvenile delinquency and a | ax parole
system He is better known for his public canpaign agai nst
donesti ¢ subversion, especially communists and “fell ow
travel ers,” or non-Conmuni st Party nmenbers synpathetic to
the Soviet Union. Because FBlI investigations in the 1940 s
uncover ed evidence of comuni st subversion in the US
Hoover remai ned convinced for decades that conmuni sts could
gain control in the US as they had in Eastern Europe and
China. He made his war on Anmerican conmuni sm a personal
crusade, and by lending his prestige in support of the view
that critics of the governnent were unpatriotic and pro-
communi st, Hoover was responsible, in part, for

di scouraging legitinmte dissent.
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Hoover’'s power reached its zenith in the years
followwng Wrld War 11 as critics claimed he could
i nvesti gate who, what, and how he pleased. 1n 1956 he
| aunched CO NTELPRO (for counterintelligence progran),
whi ch involved collecting donestic intelligence about
peopl e and organi zati ons Hoover judged were disloyal to the
US governnent including civil rights organi zati ons,
religious groups, and | abor unions. During the Vietnam War
he concentrated CO NTELPRO on antiwar activists and drew in
CIAEQ CO NTELPRO becane the | ongest-1lived and nost
penetrating donestic intelligence operation in US history.
In the face of unprecedented criticismby civil rights
groups and by elected officials, Hoover ended the program
in 1971.

Si mul t aneousl y, Hoover was blanmed for the Bureau’ s

failure to battle organized crinme and protect black civil

6 Known as operation CHAOS, this joint FBI - C A
donestic surveillance program sought to determne if
antiwar protest novenments in the US were conmmuni st inspired
(Pol mar and All en, 1998).
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rights. At the tine, he contended that the FBI |acked
clear jurisdiction under federal laws in both these areasEa
The FBI's later civil rights successes, however, were
over shadowed by Hoover’s personal vendetta against Martin
Lut her King, Jr. Hoover considered King a liar and a
hypocrite. 1In an effort to destroy King’s prestige and his
| eadership position in civil rights endeavors, Hoover
aut hori zed a program desi gned to harass and discredit him
The operation agai nst King, first exposed during
congressional hearings in the 1970’s, probably did nore
t han any ot her action to conprom se Hoover’s subsequent
reputation.
The King vendetta and other illegal Bureau operations
were first revealed in the reform at nosphere that foll owed

the Watergate-rel ated revel ati ons of the m d-1970s.

Congressi onal hearings, as well as Bureau docunents stol en

® Hoover was at least partially justified in this
assertion. Until the late 1960's, presidents, Congress,
and the courts preferred local to federal crine
enforcenment. Wen adm nistration policy, law, and public
opinion shifted in response to “law and order” concerns of
the 1960’s and | ocal | aw enforcenent abuses during the
civil rights novenent, the FBI becane nore aggressive in
its organized crime and civil rights investigations
(Theoharis, 1999).
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and sel ectively released, revealed the truth behind sone of
the accusations previously leveled at the FBI by its civil
libertarian critics. After the 1970s, Hoover’s

anti communi st crusade canme to be considered excessive.
These revel ations altered the public’s perception of
Hoover. Wth the skepticismof governnent fostered by

Wat ergate, nmany of Hoover’s real achievenents were often

di sparaged or ignored. \Wile biographers of the 1950’ s
lioni zed Hoover, those of the 1990’ s enphasi zed scandal ous
aspects of his life.

Despite this, during Hoover’s lifetinme, the FBI's
known successes, conbined with the Bureau s highly
successful public relations canpai gns, nmade Hoover one of
the nost admred Americans. The FBI Director is
subordinate to the Attorney Ceneral and any of the
sevent een under which Hoover served coul d have
theoretically fired himat any tinme. However, by 1935
attorneys general were unwilling to challenge him \Wile
mai ntai ning cordial relations with nost attorneys general
over him Hoover often dealt directly with presidents and

Vi ce versa.
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Pol mar and Allen (1998) cite former House Judiciary
Comm ttee Chairman Emanuel Cellar as once stating:

He was the head of an agency that in turn had
t remendous power, power over surveillance, power of control
over the lives of every man in the nation. He had a
dossier on every nenber of Congress and nenber of the
SenateEEI (p. 266).

At times, Hoover seened nore powerful than the
presidents he served. Theoharis (1999) attributes his
| ongevity to the requested intelligence assistance he
provi ded each adm ni stration and the support he commanded
fromthe public, the nedia, and Congress.

When Hoover reached the age 70, President Lyndon
Johnson issued a special executive order waiving the
mandatory retirenent age for him He left the |egacy of a
prof essionalized Anerican | aw enforcenment conmunity and a

FBI internationally respected for its conpetence and

 Del oach, a former Bureau deputy director under
Hoover, in his book Hoover’'s FBI (1997) specifically denies
this. He states that Hoover never investigated nenbers of
Congress or other public officials inproperly to devel op
derogatory information. He does relate that occasionally
the FBI woul d devel op such information through other
i nvestigations and that such information would be noted.




209

efficiency. Upon his death, President N xon afforded hima
rare honor for a public adm nistrator by having his body
lie in state in the Capitol rotunda, where thousands stood
inlong lines to pay their |ast respects.

In recent years, runors have surfaced regarding his
private life. Hoover never married and he left a |large
share of his estate to his close friend, confidant, and
prof essi onal associate Cyde Tolson. Cains that he was a
cl oset honpbsexual, while intriguing, have never been
proved.

Assessnents of his long career reveal a legacy that is
prof oundl y anbi guous. Hi s greatest achi evenents were the
creation of the nost effective federal |aw enforcenent
agency in the world and the infusion of professional and
scientific methods into Anerican police work at all |evels.
Del oach (1997) writes:

J. Edgar Hoover was a rare individual. He had a

nobility of purpose. His early vision and acquired

prestige drove the FBI into becomng the world's
forenost | aw enforcenent agency. The new i nnovations

i ntroduced under his watch — the centralization of

fingerprints for use by all authorized police

organi zations; the faned FBI | aboratory al so used by

such organi zations; the solution of crinmes through

scientific analysis; the intense and constant training
of agents and police in new nethods; the National
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Crinme Information Center — not only brought higher
standards to his profession, but forever branded him
as the Father of nodern day |aw enforcenent. (p. 418).

He achieved his life's goal of destroying American
communi sm and was a powerful support for traditional

val ues; however those val ues supported racial and ot her

i njustices, and his covert attacks on personal and public
enem es violated principles of constitutional I[imts on
government (Powers, 1987). Kessler (1993) conpl ains that
even today FBI training classes for new agents ignore
Hoover’ s dark side:

There is nothing about Hoover buggi ng, harassing, and
trying to discredit Martin Luther King, Jr, acts that
then Attorney General Nichol as deB. Katzenbach call ed
“shocking’” and ‘grossly inproper’ when he found out
about them There is nothing about illegal
surreptitious entries, or about bureau spying on
political activities at the 1964 Denocratic Nati onal
Convention for the Johnson Wiite House. There is no
menti on of how Hoover illegally had FBI enpl oyees
pai nt his house each year; build a front portico, a
redwood fence, a rear deck, and a flagstone wal k at
his home; or install artificial turf and plant and
nove shrubbery outside his hone. Nor is there
reference to Hoover’s pocketing a portion of the
royalties from Master’s of Deceit after bureau

enpl oyees wote the book on governnent tine. (p. 441).

In a real sense, Hoover renai ned throughout his

professional life a creature of the 1920s. He ended his
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life enbittered and isolated, the FBI a nonunment to his
past — and to his nenories of an Anerica that hardly
exi sted any |onger outside its walls.

Del i berate Rol e Mbdel i ng, Teachi ng, and Coachi ng

The vi si bl e behavior of early | eaders has great val ue
for comruni cati ng assunptions and val ues to organi zati onal
menbers and newconers and serves as a primary cul tural
enbeddi ng nechani sm (Schein, 1991). Leader behavi ors can
be communicated formally, in staged settings, and
informally. Wile both venues have val ue for the purposes
of conmuni cating | eader val ues and expectations, Schein
(1991) states that a | eader’s observed i nformal behaviors
are one of the nost powerful explicit cultural enbedding
mechani sns avail abl e. Leader behaviors serve as a powerful
tool for indoctrinating new organizational nenbers and, if
consi stent over time, can serve as an archetype agai nst
whi ch enpl oyees can nodel their behavior.

Yukl (1989) agrees that behavioral role nodeling can
be a significant way in which early | eaders exert power and
i nfl uence over subordinates. Charismatic |eaders, or those

possessi ng such qualities as personal nagnetism a
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dramatic, or persuasive manner, strong enthusiasm and
convictions, are nost likely to set exanples in their own
behavior for followers to imtate. Wen nost effectively
applied, role nodeling becones nore that just the sinple
imtation of a | eader’s behavior, but includes the adoption
of the | eader’s beliefs and values. Leaders that
successfully enploy this device can exert considerable
i nfluence on follower notivation and satisfaction (Yukl,
1989) .

Several of the surveyed historical sources supply
evi dence that as FBI Director, Hoover profoundly shaped the
Bureau's institutional identity through explicit role
nmodel ing. Historians state that in 1924, Hoover inherited
a Bureau deeply enbroiled in political intrigue, battles
bet ween the Congress and the President, corruption, and
ranmpant cronyism Over the next 47 years, he neticul ously
devel oped and cultivated a personal imge of *dogged
incorruptibility” (Lewis, 1980) both for internal and
public consunption that served as a nodel for FBI enpl oyees
and cane to be a primary asset of the Bureau well into the

1970's. He created and refined the nythical “G Man” i mage
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(Potter, 1990) of the FBI special agent that shaped public
beliefs and provided a nodel for enpl oyee behavi or and
performance for over four decades. Personal role nodeling
by Hoover, as well as his careful internal and public
construction of a vision of the FBI special agent, played a
significant part in transmtting his beliefs, attitudes,
and val ues, as well as his vision for the Bureau.

Hoover’s 1924 FBlI had evol ved from a Departnent of
Justice force of “special agents” created in July 1908 by
Presi dent Theodore Roosevelt’s Attorney Ceneral, Charles J.
Bonaparte. The new investigative service was called the
Bureau of Investigation. It |ater became the US Bureau of
| nvestigation and then the Division of Investigation. The
Bureau’ s special agents investigated relatively few federal
white-collar crinmes, such as bankruptcy frauds and anti -
trust violations.

Hoover inherited a Bureau that inspired little public
confidence (Theoharis, 1999). Achieving a very poor
reputation during its sixteen years of existence (Lew s,
1980), the FBI had been subjected to growing criticisns of

its tactics and political activities. The Harding years had
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afforded it alnost fatal notoriety and there was serious

di scussi on of disbanding the Bureau and transferring its
functions to the Secret Service (Powers, 1987). The Bureau
had been born out of controversy between the president and
congress and during its short life had continued to be used
by these powerbrokers in the national political theater
(Powers, 1987).

Associated with this “inmage” problemwas the issue of
personnel. Deloach (1995) refers to the 1924 Bureau as
not hi ng nore than a dunpi ng ground for political hacks who
used their patronage jobs as investigators to harass and
intimdate political enemes. The Bureau had grown from
its original conplinment of 34 agents to 441 in 1924 (U. S
Department of Justice, 1983b) with a substantial part of
the difference being hired under the patronage system of
Chief Burns. An “odor” detected by Attorney General Stone
perneated the organization fromtop to bottom and across
all areas of Bureau operation.

As the newy appointed Director, Lewis (1980) states
t hat Hoover’s personal integrity and honesty stood in sharp

contrast to the corruption around him Powers (1987) cites



215

Wi t ehead (1956) as stating that within days of his
appoi ntnent, Hoover wote to the Attorney Ceneral:

| have al ready conmenced an exam nation of the

personnel files of each enpl oyee of the Bureau and

have al ready recommended a nunber of Special Agents
whose services nay be discontinued for the best

interests of the service. (Powers, p.150).

Powers (1987) states that Hoover pursued a policy of
personnel reductions with enthusiasm By the end of his
first year, he had dism ssed 61 agents and had cl osed five
out of 53 field offices.Ea By the end of the decade, Hoover
had reduced FBI personnel to 581, 339 of them agents, far
bel ow t he Bureau’s peak figure of 1,127 (579) agents in
1920. By 1932 he had reduced the nunber of FBI field
offices to 22. (Powers, 1987).

Theoharis (1999) states that in addition to rel easing
a significant nunber of enployees, Hoover established

stricter hiring standards and established a training

facility for new agents in the New York field office.Ezl New

® Theoharis (1999) states that nost of these
initial firings involved agents who had previously served
time in prison and part-tinme enpl oyees who were politi cal
appoi nt ees under his predecessor.

® Training responsibility was transferred to the
Washi ngton, DC field office in 1928 then to a specially
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rules were issued to ensure a nore disciplined and

prof essional corps (Bresler, 1993). Agents had to neet
rigorous dress, deportnent, and personal conduct standards.
Appoi ntments were renoved frompolitical influence, and
clear rules were established to eval uate agent perfornmance.

Hoover personally authored a Manual of Regul ation that was

provi ded to agents to proscribe standards for the conduct of
i nvestigations, and he required agents and heads of field
of fices (special agents in charge, SACs) to abide by the new
or revised rules. A special inspection division was
established to ensure conpliance with these rules, and
derelict agents and SACs were given letters of reprimnd for
poor performance and were fired for serious breeches or
repeated rule violations. Taken together, these steps
resulted in a personnel systemthat was stricter than any
ot her in national governnent (Gawl oski, 1975).

Lewi s (1980) states that:

Hoover had in his head an ideal agent who was to be

duplicated as nuch as possible during his | engthy

career as Director. The personification of this ideal
agent did not have to be constructed from abstract

created training facility in Quantico, Virginia, in 1972
(Theoharis, 1999).
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t heory: Hoover hinself was ready to pose for the

portrait. (pp. 107 - 108).

Powers (1987) characterizes the public “portrait” of
Hoover as extraordinarily professional; exhibiting a
tireless work ethic; narrow, provincial; fervently
noralistic; straight-1laced; energetic; intelligent;
possessi ng unnovabl e convictions; and skeptically
analytical. Wile actively cultivating a public imge of
the heroic FBI Director -- locked in nortal combat with
crimnals, communists, and those who threatened the
American way of life (Theoharis, 1998a) -- he perfected an
image wthin the Bureau of an all powerful, all seeing,
god-li ke presence that agents believed constantly “I| ooked
over their shoul ders” (WIlson, 1989). Kessler (1993)
states that:

As a king mght be in a foreign country, he was

portrayed as all-know ng, magnani nous, and kind to

animals. The few attacks on himwere | abel ed ‘ snears
that were ‘ Comruni st inspired.’” (p. 434).

In seeking to replicate his personal image, Hoover
sought to control virtually all aspects of his agents’

lives. Ungar (1976) characterizes his discipline and
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regi mentation as sonetinmes exceeding the mlitary in
severity and | ack of conpassion. Reibling (1994) states
that the FBlI's code of conduct sprang directly fromthe
sheer force of Hoover’s personality and failure to conform
resulted in imedi ate and severe punishnent. Highly
successful agents were strongly di scouraged from seeking
personal publicity lest they detract from Hoover’s aura.
Those that did frequently found their careers ended and
reputations publicly sneared (Powers, 1987).5! Hoover
assunmed the right to set standards for his agents’ personal
lives, and the sexual taboos, for exanple, were absol ute.
Both mal e and femal e enpl oyees were i medi ately di sm ssed
for cohabitation and unmarried sex.EEI Enpl oyees were al so

summarily fired if they knew of such indiscretions and

®8 powers (1987) recounts the fate of Special Agent
Mel vin Pervis who gai ned wi de acclaimas the man who kil led
John Dillinger in 1934. The publicity afforded Pervis
resulted in his falling into disfavor with Hoover and in
hi s subsequent resignation in 1935. Powers (1987)
attributes Pervis’s ultimate suicide to his rejection by
t he “boss.”

® Ungar (1976) states that these rules persisted
| ong after Hoover’'s death. As late as m d-1974, FB
Director C arence Kell ey approved the transfer and denotion
of the Salt Lake City Field Ofice SAC for all eged
unmarried sex.
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failed to imedi ately report them Bureau cars had to be
kept clean and shiny, and agents were to wear conservative
suits and white shirts — even though such dress and
characteristics nade themless effective in their work.
Coffee drinking on the job was expressly forbidden,
especially at FBI headquarters.EEI Hoover’s offici al
justification was that his agents nust have “an unbl em shed
reputation.” Significantly, in inplenmenting many of the
new rul es, Hoover specifically used hinself as an exanple.
For instance, Powers (1987) cites Whitehead (1956) in
guoting a 1925 Hoover nmeno to all SACs:
| amdetermned to summarily dismss fromthis Bureau
any enpl oyee whom | find indulging in the use of
i ntoxi cants to any degree and upon any occasion. ..l
do believe that when a man becones part of this Bureau
he nmust so conduct hinmself both officially and
unofficially as to elimnate the slightest possibility
of criticismas to his conduct or actions. .l nyself
amrefraining fromthe use of intoxicants...and | am

not, therefore, expecting any nore of the field
enpl oyee that | am of nyself. (Witehead, p. 71).

° Bureau veterans recount “Black Friday” in the
1950’ s when Hoover caught a | arge nunber of agents drinking
coffee after the 9: 00AM deadl i ne at FBI headquarters and
severely puni shed them (Ungar, 1976).
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Powers (1987) states that as part of basic training,
new agents were indoctrinated in an idealized | egend of
Hoover’'s life, and “how he built this Bureau fromthe
ground up.” Instructors told the trainees that:

.the Director chose the path of sacrifice, and
electing to forgo private wealth and to what to | esser
men are the pleasures of |life, he dedicated hinself
instead to the creation of the organization we are
proud to serve today. Against all odds, our Director
stuck doggedly to his purpose; today he remains the
guiding light of the FBI. .he still works |onger
hours than any of us, every day of the year .yes,
boys, J. Edgar Hoover is an inspiration to us all.
| ndeed, it has been said, and truly — ‘the sunshine of
his presence lights our lives.” (p. 381).

Anyt hing having to do with Bureau i nage received
Hoover’s personal attention and he created what has been
called “the world' s nost successful public relations
machi ne” (Kessler, 1993). During the 1930's, Hoover, wth
the help of a ghost witer, turned Bureau history into
nyt hol ogy; he made the Bureau' s greatest cases denonstrate
the virtues the FBI defended, the vices it warred agai nst,
and the inescapabl e power of scientific crinme-fighting
nmet hods (Powers, 1987; Littieri, 1991). Hoover began a

formal media programin which FBI officials collaborated

with several freelance witers and journalists who were
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gi ven excl usive access to Bureau information to prepare
articles, speeches, books, and even a comc strip to
glorify the FBI’'s conquest over celebrated crimnals of the
day (Theoharis, 1999) and to create an inage of the FBI as
a superior and exclusive organi zation (Gaw oski, 1975). He
formalized this effort with the creation of the Crimna
Records Division that becane the FBI's public relations arm
(Littieri, 1991; Theoharis, 1998a). Kessler (1993) states
that the Crimnal Records Division had a “speci al
correspondents list” of reporters who could be counted on
to project the Bureau in a positive light in exchange for
cooperation and exclusive | eaks fromBureau files.
Hoover’s sol e purpose was to have the Bureau and its agents
portrayed as norally convicted, highly efficient, well-
trained, and nore than up to the task of catching the
nation’s nost sinister “public enemes” (Theoharis, 1999).
Ungar (1976) states that the “G Man” image that
energed fromthese efforts became central to the FB
culture during the Hoover regine. Although derived in
| arge part fromthe 1930's politics of crinme control,

Hoover also turned this positive popular reputation into an
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internal self-image of professionalismand dedication for
his agents. The G Man identity also incorporated the ideas
of an invincible FBI and an infallible Director. |If a
public eneny was | oose in society or a major crine
unsolved, it was just a matter of tine before the Bureau
and its G Men would capture the fugitive or solve the nost
difficult crime. |If agents |ooked for the quintessenti al
G Man, the perfect FBI agent, Hoover sought to provide the
ar chet ype.

The nyth of the G Man was perpetuated and reaffirnmed
i n books, novies, television, and newspaper accounts of the

Bureau’s work. The 1959 novie, The FBlI Story, and the

tel evision series, “The FBI,” that began in 1965, were two
of the nore notable productions -- both of which were
cl osely nonitored by Hoover. ' The G Man culture was

further enbellished during the 1950’s and 1960’ s by

"t Theoharis (1999) states that the television
series “The FBI” was conpletely controlled by the Bureau.
Hoover personally approved all scripts, personnel, and
sponsorships. He went to great lengths to ensure that the
series did not contain excessive violence or sexual
i nnuendo and he approved the nmanner in which Bureau
enpl oyees were portrayed. At the tine of his death, 40
mllion Americans watched the show each week and it was
syndicated in 50 countries.
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publicity concerning the FBI’s national security
responsibilities, with the Bureau becom ng the nation's
protector against both crime and the subversion of the
“American Way.” (Theoharis, 1999). Riebling (1994) states:
Hoover’s governnent agents were dem gods. Anerican
myt h had previously provided only individual heroes:
solitary trappers (Dani el Boone), |one-gunslinger
sheriffs (Watt Earp), crazy-ass all purpose msfits
(Buffalo Bill). There had been no collective order of
virtue, no |legion of honor, until Hoover’s Anmerican
Kni ghts. Like king Arthur’s nen, Hoover’s heroes were
t hought to be chaste, incorruptible, invincible, and
t hey went around the country doi ng good deeds. As
real knights had done in nedieval tines, Hoover’s nen
literally kept roads safe for travel ers and protected
the country’ s treasure in its vaults. The FBI had
al nost a holy aura about it...(p. 6).
In aggregate, the cited historical sources indicate
t hat Hoover not only explicitly used personal role nodeling
as a nechanismto communi cate his assunptions and val ues,
but al so reinforced this nechani smthrough strict
di sci pline and an aggressive public relations canpaign to
enbed his vision of the FBI and its enpl oyees (Lettieri,
1991). Not only through personal exanple but al so through
his careful manufacture and perpetuati on of the G Man

i deal , Hoover successfully superinposed his val ues and

beliefs on his organization. Wile creating his own inmage
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as a public enblemof stability of and rectitude (Bresler,
1993), he mandated and enforced these sanme attributes in
his enpl oyees. In sunmary, Gawl oski, 1975 and Powers, 1987,
state that Hoover’s phil osophi es becane the FBI’'s
phi |l osophies and his role nodeling activities were
successful in producing both external and internal inages
of his organi zati on and enpl oyees that served as
cornerstones of the Bureau's culture until his death in
1972.

Evi dence of Hoover’s use of deliberate role nodeling
as a primary cultural enbeddi ng nechani smand the pilot and
non-pil ot historical sources fromwhich this evidence was

drawn are summari zed bel ow
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Table 6. -- Hoover’s Use of Deliberate Role Mdeling,
Teachi ng and Coaching as a Primary Cul tural Enbeddi ng
Mechani sm
Mechani sm | ndi cators Pi | ot Non- pi | ot
Sour ces sour ces
Del i berate Construction Ungar, Wi t ehead
role and (1976) ; (1956);
nodel i ng, preservation Power s Gaw osKki
t eachi ng, of personal (1987); (1975); Lew s
and coachi ng |i mge. Kessl er (1980); WIson
by | eaders. Creation and (1993); (1989); Potter
per pet uati on Del oach (1990);
of the G Man (1995); Littieri
nysti c. Theohari s (1991); Bresler
(1999) (1993);
Rei bl i ng
(1994);
Theohari s
(1998a)

Criteria Used for

Recrui t ment and Sel ection of Peopl e

Schein (1991) states that because organi zati onal

culture perpetuates itself through the recruitnent of

peopl e who fit

change.

Organi zati ona

into it,

an ongoing culture can be hard to

change based upon radically

different core assunptions and ideas essentially asks |arge

groups of people to adopt norns and val ues that do not fit

their own cultura

unpal at abl e.

However,

background and may be totally

Schein (1991) posits that culture

change can be accelerated if one recruits and sel ects new
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menbers according to criteria that fit new cultura
assunptions. Such a strategy wll produce a period of
interimturnoil, but new nenbers will not be unconfortable
with the new culture if they have been initially hired to
fit intoit.

Hatch (1997) agrees that a central el enent of
organi zati onal “culture managenent” involves recruiting
practices ainmed at finding value-conpatible enpl oyees. She
describes hiring and sel ection as one of several manageri al
control or influence nechanisns that may be used to direct
the norns and val ues of an organi zation in such a way that
desi rabl e behavi ors and organi zati onal outcones occur.

The revi ewed secondary historical sources provide
evi dence that Hoover used recruitnment practices as a
primary mechanismto both break the Bureau of Investigation
culture he inherited in 1924 and to create a new culture of
the FBI that endured for years after his death. Taking
over a Bureau staffed by ill trained patronage appoi ntees,
Hoover acted to depoliticize and professionalize the Bureau
through strict hiring standards. Inplicitly, he instituted

hiring practices that enlisted the “val ue-conpati bl e



227

enpl oyees” described by Hatch (1997) that denographically
and culturally mrrored Hoover’s fundanental assunptions
and beliefs.

The earliest Bureau of Investigation agents received
no formal training (Kessler, 1993). The first appointees
were either already special agents in the Justice
Department or were transferred fromthe Secret Service. As
the Bureau grew, it accepted agents with detective
experience or legal training as well as sonme with “a good
general education” (Theoharis, 1999) and sone ot her
rel evant skill such as foreign | anguage proficiency or
journalistic experience. Sonme pre-Wrld War | agents
possessed several of these qualifications. The early
Bureau was extrenely small (34 permanent and 5 tenporary
special agents in July 1909), and all who requested
applications, including wonen, received them By 1910,
nost agents had | egal training and had often worked
previously in governnent or private |law offices. Early
Bureau special agents, |like the famobus G Men of |ater
years, lacked civil service protection and essentially

“served at the pleasure of the Director.” After World War
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|, Bureau enpl oyees who | acked col |l ege and sonetinmes high
school were elevated to special agent status.

Lewis (1980) states that during the Bureau s 13-year
pre- Hoover history, patronage was used in a nmanner unseen
i n governnent agencies since the nineteenth century.EZI The
Bureau was organi zed along the lines of “a private
detective agency” (Theoharis, 1999) and new agents,
“selected in a manner of small town honorary deputy
sheriffs” (Ungar, 1976), were hired on the basis of
recommendat i ons of congressnen and political bosses with
little or no background checks. Sone new agents were
di scovered, after the fact, to be ex-convicts, con nmen, and
in one case, a convicted nurderer.

Ungar (1976) quotes Hoover as stating to Attorney
Ceneral Harlan Stone when offered the position as Bureau
Director:

The Bureau nust be divorced frompolitics and not be a

catch-all for political hacks. Appointnments nust be
made on nerit. .pronotions wll be nade on proved

2 Ironically, Hoover hinself was a product of the
patronage system He initially obtained a job at the
Justice Departnment as a file clerk in 1917 and was pronoted
to attorney a year |ater because of his famly’'s politica
connections (Powers, 1987).
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ability and the Bureau will be responsible only to the

Attorney Ceneral. (P. 48).

Hoover lost no time in cleaning out what Ungar (1976)
descri bes as “one of the nost discredited agencies in
governnment.” He fired agents with crimnal records and
drove out many of those who had no qualifications but their
politics. Wile housecl eani ng, Hoover established the first
qualifications for Bureau agents and inproved upon the
cursory training requirenents previously established. He
established the first formal training course for new agents
in January 1928 (Kessler, 1993). Those with |egal or
accounti ng backgrounds were preferred for the position of
Speci al Agent, unless there were other “outstandi ng”
qualities that came to the Bureau’s attention (Ungar, 1976).
Hoover established a career service with salaries and
retirement benefits better than any conparabl e agency in the
federal government or private industry. Pronotions at al
| evel s becane nerit based and SACs were given greater
authority and discretion.

Ungar (1976) quotes Attorney General Stone as stating

t hat Hoover:



230

.renmoved fromthe Bureau every man whose character
there was any ground for suspicion. He refused to
yield to any kind of political pressure; he appointed
to the Bureau nen of intelligence and education, and
strove to build up a noral e such as should control
such an organi zation. (p. 54).

Theoharis (1999) states that when Hoover took over as
Acting Director in 1924, less than 17 percent of speci al
agents possessed legal training and | ess than 14 percent
qualified as accountants. By 1939, over two thirds of FB
agents had | egal training and over 17 percent qualified as
accountants. By 1939, new special agents were required to
be between 23 and 35 years old and to be either a graduate
froma recogni zed | aw school and have bar nenbership or be
“expert” in accounting with practical experience. Agents
were required to pass a rigorous physical exam nation
conducted by Navy physicians, and an exhaustive background
investigation. In 1953, when the Bureau was accepting very
few new agents, applicants had to be between 25 and 40; had
to be willing to serve anywhere in the US or its

territories, and Puerto Rico; and to have graduated from a

resident |aw school with a Bachelor of Laws degree, or from
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an accounting school with at |east three years of practi cal
accounting or auditing experience.

Theoharis (1999) states that all wonmen were excl uded
fromthe position of Special Agent between 1926 and 1972.
However, the Bureau did accept certain nen who did not neet
all of the requirements. These exceptions included nen who
had desirabl e | anguage or scientific skills, firearns
experts, those with |aw enforcenent or mlitary experience,
and even athl etes who coul d strengt hen Bureau basket bal
and softball teanms. Male Bureau clerks could advance to
agent status, although they usually had to finish college
first. Utimately, the FBI anended its official
qualifications to elimnate |egal or accounting backgrounds
as a requirenent and sought those with scientific,
conputer, and linguistic skills.

In addition to exacting recruitnment and sel ection
requi renents, Hoover conceived of the idea of a National
Acadeny to train Bureau agents and | ocal police from around
the country in the |atest |aw enforcenent techniques. Wile
the principle objective of the FBI Acadeny was to raise the

| evel of professionalismin |aw enforcenent nationw de, it
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al so established the FBI as the nodel of professionalismand
served as a primary nmechanismfor indoctrinating agents in
appropri ate behavior and uniform procedures (Powers, 1987).
Theoharis (1999) notes that the training and expertise of
FBI agents remains one of the Bureau' s hall marks and
contributes to its elite status.

By the m d-1930's, Hoover had effectively broken the
ol d Bureau culture through renovals and the integration of
new nore professionally qualified and educated agents. The
breaking of the old culture was not w thout the turnoi
cited by Schein (1991). Powers (1967) states that Hoover
pl aced such extreme pressure on original Bureau personnel
that “sone of the human materials began to crack.” Small -
scal e revolts occurred against his authority during the
1920’ s and Ungar (1976), Powers (1987), and Theoharis
(1998b; 1999) all cite virulent conplaints by agents to the
Attorney Ceneral over the strict discipline, “unfair”
standards, and perceived mistreatnment of “original” Bureau
of Investigation veterans by Hoover.

Ungar (1976) and Theoharis (1999) state that Hoover

set about creating a new FBI culture through hiring largely



233

honmogeneous i ndividuals that appeared in many ways to be
reflections of hinmself. Throughout his tenure as Director,
his FBlI recruits shared remarkably simlar denographic
traits and regional characteristics and these reflected
Hoover’s personal prejudices and val ues (Ungar, 1976).
During the 1930's Hoover’'s FBI recruited al nost
exclusively white nmale, protestant agents from snal
sout hern towns (Ungar, 1976; Theoharis, 1999). Begi nning
in 1940, Catholic appointnents increased — especially
Catholics of Irish decent.Ha Twenty years after Hoover
became FBI Director:
The typical agent was a white male, 34 years of age,
with a wwfe and two children. H's father was a
busi nessman who was noderately well off, but not rich.
I n high school, the agent had earned above average
grades and was a good athlete. He went to a state
university, earned a bachelor’s degree, and | ater
entered | aw school. (Theoharis, 1999 p. 196).
Ungar (1976) states that agents tended to be

churchgoers and a remar kabl e nunber had rel ati ves who were

menbers of the clergy. The nost striking trait of Hoover’s

® As the Bureau began stressing | anguage skills,
many Mornons becanme Special Agents due to their |anguage
proficiency gained during their overseas “m ssions.”



234

recruits was the nunber originating fromsmall towns. The
effect was the carrying over of small town val ues and
principles to the Bureau. The small town nentality al so
led to:

..a certain narrow m ndedness and intol erance, an

unspoken insistence that all agents should conformto

t he sane set of personal standards and ideals. (p.

327).

Ungar (1976), Powers (1987), and Theoharis (1999) al
state that the reason for the racial and background
uniformty in FBI recruiting until Hoover’s death in 1972
was his personal prejudices and those of C yde Tol son.

They wanted to be surrounded by all American types,

and not allow too much variety to be m xed in. (Ungar,

1976 p. 327).

Hoover wanted his agents to share his ol d-fashioned, narrow
m nded, southern — old Washington, DC — attitudes.

During Hoover’'s tenure there were very few Jew sh
agents or nenbers of other mnority ethnic groups. Ungar
(1976) and Theoharis (1999) cite only a handful of Anerican
| ndi ans or Spani sh surnaned agents. Until 1962, only five

bl acks worked at the Bureau and were desi gnated “honorary

agents.” They worked as personal servants, retainers,
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chauffeurs, or office boys for Hoover. Wen pressured by
Attorney Ceneral Robert Kennedy to increase mnority hiring
and recruiting, Hoover nade an “enornous fuss” over the
fact that he was not going to “lower standards” just to
integrate the Bureau. Kessler (1993) quotes Hoover in
testi nony before the House Appropriations Comrmittee in 1966
i n which he spoke about the qualifications he | ooked for in
agents.

| will not appoint any man nerely because of the color

of his skin. W have sone enpl oyees who are full-

bl ooded Chinese. W have white and Negro enpl oyees.

| will not lower the qualifications. | nust insist

t hat appoi ntees be above average in intelligence and

reputation, of good character, and be above average in

per sonal appearance. (p. 399).
He gave in slightly and agreed to doubl e the nunber of
bl ack agents — to a grand total of ten — by 1963 (Powers,
1987). Kessler (1993) states that by 1972 the FBI had only
70 bl acks and 69 Hi spanics out of 8,659 agents.

Hoover steadfastly excluded wonmen from speci al agent
positions throughout his career. The first fenal e agent
candi dates were hired and entered the FBI Acadeny under

Acting Director L. Patrick Gray two nonths after Hoover’s

death (Ungar, 1976). Carence Kelly, the first permanent
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Director after Hoover, endorsed the hiring of nore female
and mnority agents, but Theoharis (1999) notes that it was
not until WIIiam Wbster becane FBI Director in 1978 that
wonen and mnority agents were actively recruited.
Theoharis (1999) sunms up FBI recruiting and sel ection
and its effects on Bureau’s culture under Hoover stating:
The Bureau’'s biased selection of agents reflected the
background of FBI Director Hoover. Having grown up in
a segregated Washington, DC, at the turn of the
century, Hoover held turn-of-the-century Southern
racial attitudes and a conservative Christian
wor |l dview. @G ven his authoritarian managenent styl e,
t hese val ues were translated into FBI culture, and
Hoover did not tolerate deviation fromthe
conservative, Southern small-town vision of Anerica
and of the FBI. (pp. 196 — 197).
Powers (1987) states that by the end of the 1960’s, this
sel ection bias began to adversely affect the Bureau’s
ability to recruit new agents. The closed, highly
di sci pli ned Bureau, perneated with Hoover’s inflexible
presence, ran counter to the expectations and habits of
nost col |l ege graduates in the sixties. (p. 362).
By the fall of 1960, there were three occasions that

new agent cl asses had to be postponed due to a | ack of

“qualified” applicants. In response, the FBI began
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recruiting directly fromthe ranks of its clerical staff.
Many of these FBI staffers had gone to work for the Bureau
directly out of high school and all were “pre-sold” and
pre-indoctrinated in the Bureau’ s ways, called by FBI
critics “Bureau-think.” Powers (1987) cites Turner (1971)
as stating that this inbreeding, wwth its consequent
suspi cion of outsiders, was one reason that critics charged
that the Bureau had becone a “secret society.”

The honpgeneity of Bureau recruiting and sel ection
hanpered the effectiveness of a nunber of FB
i nvestigations by the end of Hoover’s tenure. Ungar (1976)
states that the FBI had increasing difficulty conducting
effective investigations in ethnic communities during the
mdto late 1960’s. Few agents could conduct successful
investigations in Orthodox Jewi sh communities and the
Bureau had very few agents it could confidently send into
Mexi can- Aneri can or Puerto Rican nei ghborhoods, onto Indian
reservations or into black ghettos. Instead, the FBlI had
to increasingly depend on informant coverage or help from
| ocal police, who thensel ves were sonetines not welcone in

those conmmunities. Increasingly, the Bureau had difficulty
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in cases in which religion or skin color was of obvious
i nvestigative advantage (Kessler, 1993).

In the years foll owi ng Hoover’s death, FBI agent
sel ection and recruiting becane nuch nore inclusive.
Wthin four years of Hoover’s death, the Bureau’'s mnority
hiring record conpared favorably with other federal
agencies (Ungar, 1976). Theoharis (1999) states that under
Director WIliam Wbster, female hiring for agent positions
i ncreased dramatically and a strong mnority recruitnent
programwas initiated. During Webster’s tenure (1978 -
1987), the nunber of mnority agents nore than doubl ed,
from413 to 943. In addition, the first black agent was
appointed to a senior |evel FBI position — executive
assistant director. The nunber of fermal e agents increased
from 147 to 787. By 1992, one in ten FBlI special agents
were female and one in ten were mnorities.

O her aspects of Bureau selection and recruiting
changed as well. Kessler (1991) notes that by the late
1980’ s nost agent candi dates originated from New York State
and California rather than the south. By 1992, rather than

| aw and accounti ng degrees, nost new FBlI agents held
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academ c degrees in the social sciences. Theoharis (1999)
states that by the 1990’s the Bureau was called upon to
conduct an increasing span of investigations and operati ons.
In order to meet requirenents for undercover operations
agai nst organi zed crinme figures, the pursuit of terrorists
in foreign countries, security violations on Wall Street,
i nvestigations of drugs and violence in the inner cities,
cyber crime, and enforcing civil rights laws the FB
recruits today fromthe broadest popul ation base. Diversity
anong agents has becone an inportant conponent of nodern
Bureau cul ture (Theoharis, 1999).

Hoover’'s ability to change and perpetuate
organi zational culture at the FBI through recruitnent and
retention is consistent with Schein’s (1983, 1991) cul tural
enbeddi ng nodel. Cul ture managenent through the
recrui tment of val ue-conpatible enployees is a primry
mechani sm by which early | eaders can destroy one culture
and replace it with another. Using this nechanism Hoover
successful ly abolished the private detective nodel of the
Bureau of Investigation and over the next 47 years shaped

basi ¢ assunptions about the FBI's relationship with its
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environnent, what it nmeant to be special agent, and what

were the “right” things for FBI agents to do.

Significantly, the organizational changes that occurred

after Hoover’s tenure, literally nonths after his death,

appear to further reinforce Schein’s (1983, 1991) idea that

the presence of an early leader can play a major role as a
dom nant variable in the nmaintenance and perpetuation of an
organi zation’s cul ture.

Evi dence of Hoover’s use of deliberate role nodeling
as a primary cultural enbeddi ng nechani smand the pilot and
non-pil ot historical sources fromwhich this evidence was

drawn are summari zed bel ow

Tabl e 7.

Pronmotion as a Primary Cul tura

Hoover’s Use of Recruitnent,

Sel ecti on, and
Enbeddi ng Mechani sm

Mechani sm | ndi cators Pi | ot Non- pi | ot
Sour ces sour ces

Criteria Sout her n, Ungar , Turner (1971);
used for conservative, |(1976); Lewi s (1980);
recruitnent, |[white nale, Power s Theohari s
sel ecti on, protestants (1987); (1998a)
pronoti on, fromsmall Kessl er
| eveling towns with (1993);
of f, strong Del oach
retirenent Christian (1995);
and val ues. Theohari s
exconmuni ca- (1999)
tion.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSI ON
The cases examined in this study denonstrate that
there are a nunber of discernable nechanisns that early
| eaders can use to create and enbed culture within public
organi zations. Collectively, they al so provide insight
into the potency of cultural assunptions established within
or gani zati ons and how such assunptions are transmtted over
time. The ability to identify specific devices that
| eaders use to enbed cultural assunptions into their
organi zations, indications of the extent to which these
assunptions are enbedded, and insight into what happens to
t hose assunptions as tine goes on serves to further clarify
our understandi ng of how early | eaders can influence the
process of institutionalization.
A variety of literatures that study organizations
recogni ze powerful and lasting influences by early | eaders.
These effects have been acknow edged and theoretically

devel oped by cl assical and contenporary
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institutionalists, organizational ecol ogists, and
organi zations culture theorists. Wilile these perspectives
enphasi ze different units and | evels of analysis, each has
added insight into early | eader effects. However, with one
not abl e exception, these literatures fail to address the
specific nmechanisns early | eaders use to affect their
i nfluence on their organizations.

Sel znick’ s (1957) fundanental work in classic
institutionalismidentifies as prine functions of
| eadership the creation and mai nt enance of organi zati onal
val ues (Shinn, 1996), interpretation of organizational
character, and the devel opnent of organi zational nbdel s of
t hought and communi cation. Wile also enphasizing the
i nportance of environment on organi zati onal devel opnent,
Sel zni k posits a significant role for early |l eaders in
inculcating lasting beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors
within their organizations. Ildentifying early |eaders as
one of several primary characters playing a lead role in
creating and perpetuating an organi zation’s normative
order, he provides virtually no insight into the specific

devi ces or nechani sns used.
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Stincheconbe (1965), a pupil of Selznik's, established
the inmportance of conditions present at the tine of
founding or during the early history of an organi zation as
being crucial to later structure and devel opnent. He
argued that inportant aspects of many organi zations could
be traced directly to conditions present during the
organi zation’s early history. Wile silent on early
| eadership effects on organi zations, his view that an
organi zation’s early history serves as an inportant
devel opnental restraining and enabling factor served as an
i nportant point of departure for later theorists studying
the lasting effects of early |eaders.

Studi es by organi zational ecol ogists |argely support
Stincheconbe’s (1965) thesis that conditions present during
an organi zation’s early history can have | asting and
profound effects. Wthin this literature theorists such as
Mles (1982), Child (1987), Boeker (1988), Bartlett and
CGoshal (1989), and Kinberley and Bouchi khi (1995) advance
the argunent that early | eader predispositions and val ues
serve as a decisive starting point for organizational

devel opnent and that early | eader effects can serve as one
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of several crucial factors in an organization’s evol ution.
Restricted by their anal ytic perspective, these theorists
remain nute as to the operational aspects of early | eader
effects and the nechani snms or devices used by early | eaders
that i nfluence organi zational devel opnent.

Concom tantly, organization culture studies have
exam ned the effects of early |eaders on their
organi zati ons and have enphasi zed the creation and
mai nt enance of values that result in tangible
organi zational artifacts. Trice, Belasco, and Arturro
(1969), dark (1970), Kanter (1972), and Buchanan (1974) to
varyi ng degrees explored the role of early executive
| eaders in fashioning and communi cating organi zati onal
val ues while quantitative studies by Zucker (1991) and
Harrison and Carroll (1991) have denonstrated the
i ntergenerational transm ssion of these values. 1In the
mai n, organi zation culture studies have focused on the
i nfluences of early |eaders in creating organizati onal
val ues, the perceptible artifacts of those values, and the
di ffusion of these values from one organi zati onal

generation to the next. For the nost part, these studies
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have exam ned the effects of early |eader influences and
their transm ssion rather than the instrunents used by
| eaders to affect their influences.

Schein’s (1983, 1991) theory and explanation of the
devi ces used by early leaders to influence their
organi zations is the nost highly devel oped in the
organi zation culture literature. He puts forward a nodel
of cultural enbedding that proposes that early | eaders
create organi zational culture by putting into place their
maj or assunptions and predi spositions within their
organi zations. Schein (1983, 1991) identifies ten
i ncul cating and secondary articul ation and reinforcenent
mechani snms that | eaders use both explicitly and tacitly to
enbed their beliefs and attitudes into their organizations
and expl ains how these formthe basis of a new
organi zation’s culture. He further proposes that
organi zati onal culture evolves fromthe original
assunptions and predispositions of the | eader through a
process of “hybrid” evolution by which new beliefs and
assunptions are devel oped through organi zati onal | earning

and environnment. He states that despite this evolution,
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the culture of an organi zation can remain remnarkably
congruent with the early |eader’s original paradigmfor
many generations.

Contenporary institutional theory concentrates on the
creation, maintenance, and reproduction of organizational
institutions (Shinn, 1996) and identifies organi zational
culture as one of several transporters or carriers of
institutions (Jepperson, 1991; Scott, 1995). Wile
recogni zing that institutions are an intricate m xture of
different rule and control structures (Jepperson, 1991),
these theorists agree that much institutionalization is
carried by cultural rules (Meyer, Boli, and Thomas, 1987)
and in some organi zations culture can be the principle
el enent generating and continuing institutional effects
(Scott, 1995).

Contenporary institutional scholars like their
cl assical forerunners generally recognize a significant
role for early leaders in influencing organizations and in
the formation and continuation of institutions.
Neverthel ess, |like nost other literatures revi ewed, they

give little or no attention to the nmechani sns, devices, or
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instrunments early | eaders use to affect their influences.
Perrow (1986) cites this as a significant weakness in
contenporary institutional theory along with the paucity of
studi es involving the | argest and nost powerful public and
private institutions wthin society.

Several public admnistration witers, addressing many
of the sanme effects, have conducted studi es of executive
| eaders and their great and enduring effects on public
institutions. Lews (1980), WIson (1989), and Cooper and
Wight (1992) have conducted deep case anal yses of | eaders
and their “organi zational |ives” and have highlighted their
powerful and | asting organi zational effects. The work of
t hese schol ars al so have established public agencies as a
productive venue for exploring early | eader effects and the
role that these | eaders may have in the process of
institutionalization.

This study uses Schein’s (1983, 1991) nodel of
cul tural enbedding by early |leaders in the organization
culture literature as an analytic device to address sone of
the shortcom ngs in contenporary institutional theory cited

by Perrow (1986). This approach is made possible by the
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wor k of contenporary institutional theorists such as
Jepperson (1991) and Scott (1995) who identify organization
culture as one of several carriers or transporters of
institutions. The work of Lewis (1980), WIson (1989), and
Cooper and Wight (1992) in public adm nistration provide
met hodol ogi cal insight into how this analytic device may be
applied using |arge and significant public institutions as
a context.

This study identifies five distinct cultural enbeddi ng
mechani snms descri bed by Schein (1983, 1991) that appeared
to be used by the | eaders considered. All three |eaders
ostensi bly enpl oyed at | east one primary enbeddi ng
mechani sm and, in two cases, one secondary articulation and
rei nforcenent device. |In the cases of Donovan and Hoover,
bot h apparently enpl oyed the sane primary nechani sm —
criteria for recruitnent and selection. Table 8 provides a
data display fromall three cases. The table provides
mechani sm descri ptions; the types of mechani sns enpl oyed;
the |l eader utilizing the mechanism and a brief description
of mechanismindicators. The nmechanisns are listed in

descendi ng order fromnost to |least explicit. Appendix E
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provi des a conprehensive data display that includes al
data indicated in Table 8 along with a listing of pilot and

non-pi | ot sources fromwhich the data was deri ved.
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Tabl e 8. -- Conprehensive listing of nmechanisns found from
nost to |l east explicit
Mechani sm Type Leader ( | ndi cat or (s)
s)
Desi gn of Sec | Dulles Construction of Langl ey,
physi cal ondary VA HQs canpus, reinforced
spaces, per mmnence of ClA,
facades, and strengt hened enphasi s on
bui | di ngs. secrecy and conpart nent a-
tion.
Del i berate Primary Hoover Construction and
role preservation of personal
nodel i ng, i mge. Creation and
t eachi ng, per petuation of the G Man
and coachi ng mysti que.
by | eaders.
What | eaders |Primary Dul I es Ascensi on of the DO
pay enphasi s on covert
attention action, dom nance of DO
to, neasure, in directing activities,
and control . nunber of DO officers in
senior positions, ability
of DO to operate
i ndependent | y.
How t he Seconda | Donovan CSS structural |egacy,
organi zation |ry separation of collections
i s designed from anal ysis, distinct
and subcul ture devel opnent.
st ruct ur ed.
Criteria Primary |Donovan |East coast establishnent,
used for | vy | eague educated, OSS
recruitnent, ol d hands.
sel ecti on, Hoover
pronoti on, Sout hern, conservative,
| eveling white nale, protestants
of f, fromsmall towns with

retirenent
and
excomruni ca-
tion.

strong Christian val ues.
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As stated in the nethodol ogy chapter, one objective of
this study was to determne if any evidence could be
devel oped that tended to refute Schein’s cul tural enbeddi ng
nodel. This attenpt to prove the null hypothesis was
unsuccessful as the historical sources used consistently
descri bed the sane incidents, episodes, and events that are
attributable to the operation of the five nmechanisns cited
in Table 6. Wile it is significant that evidence was not
found to support the operation of all ten of Schein's
mechani sns, this |lack of evidence does not confirmthe nul
hypot hesis, but is attributable to nmethodol ogical factors.
The |l ack of evidence tending to confirmthe operation of
all of Schein's nechani snms does argue that this study’s
findings are based on the evidence avail able and not sinply
a predisposition of the author to find these nechanisns in
oper ati on.

It is significant to note that the nechanisns cited in
Table 6 and detailed in each case were not the only
mechani snms for which the historical sources provided sone
degree of evidence. For instance, in the cases of Allen

Dull es and J. Edgar Hoover, one or nore historical
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source(s) recounted episodes in which each responded to
critical incidents or crises within their organizations in
ways that seened to reinforce and underpin their use of
mechani sns cited in each of their cases. In another
exanpl e, a few sources provided information on
organi zati onal systens and procedures used by Cl A that
arguably appeared to bol ster the preem nence of clandestine
coll ection and covert action over intelligence anal ysis.
VWile it was tenpting to pursue additional evidence from

hi storical narratives not selected as pilot or non-pilot
sources to garner further evidence of the use of these
mechani sns, faithful adherence to the nethodol ogy devel oped
woul d not permt this.

This faithful adherence, however, produced a nunber of
nmet hodol ogi cal “blind spots” that deserve recognition and
di scussion. The cultural enbeddi ng nmechani sns identified
and el aborated upon in each case are those for which the
greatest anount of evidence was present in the historical
sources used. Judgnent was used as to the |evel of
evi dence necessary to include a description of a nechani sm

in the cases studied. Cenerally, a standard of evidence
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frommultiple pilot sources with triangulation of findings
frommultiple non-pilot sources was followed. Two specific
nmet hodol ogi cal issues becanme apparent in this study that
restricted a nore conpl ete exam nation of the presence and
operation of cultural enbedding nechanisns. First, the

met hodol ogy’ s source selection step relied on judgnental
selection criteria that precluded a nunber of biographic
mat eri al s on Hoover and sone of the organizational history
material for both CIA and the FBI. A conplete review of

all materials identified in the literature definition step
may have provi ded additional evidence supporting the
operation of the nechanisns noted or may have identified

t he operation of other nmechani snms not apparent in the
sources used. Second, the total reliance on secondary

hi storical sources as foundational evidence restricted the
view of the cultural enbeddi ng nmechani sns ostensibly in
operation and a full devel opment of their function and
behavi or over tine. The secondary sources were useful only
to the point of their creation. 1In every case, the “story”
continued after the publication date of the secondary

sources and the use of additional sources of evidence, such
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as primary source material and interviews may have provided
a clearer picture of nmechani smoperation and the existence
of other mechanisnms for which the secondary sources used
provided little or no evidence. Additional studies, using
ot her net hodol ogi es, such as a nore conplete conpilation of
secondary sources or other evidence collection techniques,
may provide a nore conplete picture of the mechani sns
identified in this study or devel op evidence of the
operation of other cultural enbeddi ng mechani snms for which
little or no evidence was found.

The evidence cited in the three cases support Schein’s
(1983, 1991) assertion that primary and secondary
mechani snms enpl oyed by early | eaders that reflect their
beliefs, preferences, and predi spositions can have
di scernabl e organi zational effects that can |last for many
years and through nultiple enpl oyee generations. The cases
denonstrate that these effects may take the form of
cul tural assunptions as to who are acceptabl e nenbers of an
organi zati on and how t hey shoul d behave, how enpl oyees and
functions shoul d be organized and interact, how information

is shared within an organi zati on, and what organi zati onal
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activities are deenmed dom nant or nost inportant. The
cases al so provide insight into a nunber of aspects of
cultural enbedding by early | eaders that seemto
corroborate other facets of Schein’s (1983, 1991) nodel.
These are (1) in sone instances, |eader enbedded effects
can prevent organi zational change based upon environnent al
pressures and in others, environnmental pressures nmay nodify
early leader effects; (2) |eader enbedded effects can
result in organizational dysfunction and these enbedded
effects may persist despite this dysfunction; (3) |eader
enbedded effects may be intergenerationally transmtted,

but appear particularly strengthened by the presence of the
early leader wthin the organi zation; (4) secondary

mechani snms will reinforce | eader enbedded effects if
congruent with those effects, but are ignored by the

organi zation if not conpatible with those effects; (5)
primary mechani sns that are conpati ble appear to co act to
strengthen | eader enbedded effects. Altogether, the

i nsight provided by these cases into the fornsthat early

| eader effects can take as cultural assunptions and sone of

their characteristics provide a clearer understandi ng of
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how early | eaders can affect the process of
institutionalization in [arge public organizations.

The cases of Donovan and Hoover illustrate the power
and lasting effects of the criteria early |eaders can
i npose on recruiting and sel ection of enployees. Donovan’s
preference of Eastern Establishnent |Ivy League educated
intelligence officers was transmtted directly into CIA as
first generation OSS veterans continued those preferences
and denonstrably sought to hire those sharing simlar
backgrounds, social characteristics, educational
preparation, and belief systens. This generation of OSS
al umi and those they hired with simlar social and
educati onal backgrounds dom nated Cl A seni or managenent
positions for decades. Reaching their zenith of power
under Allen Dulles as DCl, the ascendancy of the “Knights
Tenpl ar” began to wane only after the Bay of Pigs invasion
seriously tarnished their nystique of infallibility and the
Vi et nam War forced significant changes in CIA recruiting
strat egi es.

Thr oughout his 47-year tenure as FBlI Director,

Hoover’s clear predilection to recruit and hire Agents that
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shared his regional, racial, religious, socio-economc
status, conservative val ues, and personal standards deeply
entrenched his values and attributes into the Bureau. This
background uniformty in recruitnment and selection resulted
in a population of |argely honbgeneous Agents that appeared
in many ways to be reflections of Hoover hinself. By
hiring Agents who shared remarkably sim | ar denographic
traits and regional characteristics, Hoover was able to
enforce strict standards of discipline and perfornmance.
Thi s honogeneity in recruitment and sel ection coll apsed
virtually overnight with Hoover’s death and within four
years the inclusiveness of the FBI's hiring record conpared
favorably to other federal agencies.

The Hoover case al so denponstrates the potential force
and effectiveness of deliberate role nodeling and teaching
by early | eaders on organi zational culture. H's neticul ous
construction of both the “G Man” nystique and his own
personal image as Director deeply influenced both the FBI’'s
internal vision of itself and the public’s view of the
Bureau. The icon of the perfect “G Man” he created

internally fostered and perpetuated expectations of
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prof essi onal i sm dedication, and obedi ence anong his Agents
and al so shaped the public’ s opinion and view of the Bureau
and “Hoover’s Anerican Knights.” His own painstakingly
crafted persona incorporated the ideals of an invincible
FBI and an infallible Director that were propagated and
reaffirmed in the nmedia. These inmages served as
cornerstones of the FBI's culture until Hoover’'s death in
1972.

Toget her, the Donovan and Dulles cases illustrate that
early | eader choi ces about organi zati on design and what to
pay attention to, neasure, and control can have significant
long lasting effects on how an organi zation's activities
are structured, how subcul tures evolve, and how specific
groups and/or activities cone to dom nate others.

Donovan’ s design of the OSS, separating collection from
analysis into narrowWy focused and autononous entities, was
passed directly to CIA through the integration of original
OSS structures into the newy formed Agency in 1947. These
structures, carrying with themtwo distinctive GCSS

subcul tures, evolved into the directorates of operations

and intelligence in the early CITA. As the subcultures
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within these directorates matured, nenbers of each

devel oped distinctive traits. Sharp and often hostile

di visions along with an intense conpetition for resources
and dom nance resulted that have continued for al nost 50
years.

The preem nent position afforded the clandestine
service by Allen Dulles and the enphasis and i nportance he
pl aced on CIA's covert action capability decisively
established the prinmacy of collections over analysis in the
struggle for dom nance within the Agency. Hi s allocation
of personal attention and resources to intelligence
collections and his relative indifference to analysis
af forded ascendancy to the Agency’s operations directorate
that persists to the present day. The supremacy of CIA s
DO continues to be evident in the dom nance of clandestine
service officers in directing Agency operations, the nunber
of DO officers rising to senior nmanagenent positions, and
the ability of the operations directorate to independently
operate to a large extent wi thout input or direction from

Agency anal ysts.



260

All three cases reveal varying interactions between
| eader enbedded effects and organi zati onal environnent.
The cases denonstrate that organi zati onal changes based on
envi ronnment al pressures can be obstructed by | eader effects
and in other circunstances changes driven by environnent al
pressure can nodi fy an organi zation despite a | eader’s
enbedded effects. The Hoover case highlights the ability
of early | eader enbedded effects to prevent organi zati onal
changes despite enornous environnental pressures. The
FBI's recruitnent, selection, and mai ntenance of a largely
honmogeneous Agent popul ati on continued despite
envi ronmental pressures during the 1960’'s. Hoover
successfully resisted calls to significantly increase the
nunber of mnority and femal e Agents. Upon his death,
Directors Clarence Kelly and WIIliam Wbster inmediately
moved to diversify hiring to include | arge nunbers of

bl acks, Hi spanics, and monen.zl

1t is significant to note that while FBl recruiting

policy changed al nost i mredi ately after Hoover’s death,

ot her Bureau cultural attributes that this study ascribes
to Hoover’s use of recruiting and rol e nodeling persisted.
The rapid change in recruiting “val ue conpati bl e” enpl oyees
to a nmuch nore heterogeneous pool of mnorities and wonen
evi dences the process of hybridization due to environnent al
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Donovan’ s “cardinal rule” of separating collection
fromanalysis in the OSS was transmtted to CIA by the
i ncorporation of OSS elenments into the Agency and by first
generation OSS veterans who served in nmanagenent positions.
Environnmental factors in the form of devel opi ng technol ogy,
conpetition from other agencies, and world events forced
changes in this rule with the creation of the science and
technol ogy directorate in 1963. Despite sharp criticism by
CSS ol d hands, now i n senior managenent positions, the DS&T
conbi ned techni cal devel opnent, collection, and anal ysis
under one managenent structure. This sharp deviation from
CIA s traditional organizational design was in response to
rapi dly evol ving technol ogy, attenpts by the Air Force to
encroach on the technical intelligence collections systens
devel oped by the Agency, and the perceived speed and
magni tude of the strategic nuclear threat.

Also at CIA the influence of the “Knights Tenplar”

reached its peak during the years Allen Dulles served as

pressures described by Schein. It is noteworthy that
Hoover’ s overwhel m ng | eadershi p presence at the FB

bl ocked such changes for years despite the dysfunction it
caused and the strong societal and political pressures for
change.
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DCI. The Bay of Pigs debacle effectively marked the point
of decline of the influence of these Eastern Establishnment

| vy League educated intelligence managers. Wile nany
woul d serve for sonme years to cone and one, WIIiam Casey,
woul d serve as DCl during the 1980's, their influence was
forever blunted by executive and Congressional |oss of
faith in their dependability. Changes in the public’'s view
of CI A and Anerican involvenent in Vietnamal so forced
changes in CIA recruiting bringing a nore inclusive mxture
of new enpl oyees into the Agency.

The Donovan and Dul | es cases show that early | eader
enbedded effects can be nodified by environnental pressures
rapidly and in sonme instances slowy in a fashion sim/l ar
to Schein’s (1983, 1991) description of “hybrid” evol ution.
In the case of Donovan’s “cardinal rule,” nodifications
occurred relatively quickly in response to technol ogy
devel opnent, conpetition, and changing world events. ClIA
organi zati onal structure rapidly changed to include
el ements of Donovan’s culturally enbedded assunptions (DO
and DI) and an entirely new structure that, for the first

time, included collection and analysis functions in one
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directorate. The decline in influence of the “Knights
Tenplar” at CIA after the Bay of Pigs denonstrates a sl ower
evol utionary change in | eader enbedded effects resulting
from envi ronnental changes. Executive and congressional

| oss of confidence in this group of managers coupled wth
changi ng perceptions of CI A brought gradual but permanent
changes in Agency recruitnent and sel ection.

The Hoover and Dul |l es cases denonstrate that | eader
enbedded effects can continue within an organi zation
despite causing serious dysfunction. The FBI’s insistence
on recruiting a honogeneous group of Agents well into the
1970’ s continued despite the Bureau’'s inability to fill new
Agent classes with “qualified” applicants and increasing
difficulty in successfully handling investigations in
racially and religiously diverse conmunities. In a simlar
fashion, ClI A |eadership staunchly continued to insist on
the separation of collection fromanalysis despite a
weakeni ng of Agency anal ysis and risks posed to cl andesti ne
operations. Even with its contributions to the Bay of Pigs
debacl e, this functional isolation continued well into the

1990’ s.
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The ability of early |eader effects to be
intergenerationally transmtted is denonstrated by al
three cases. Donovan’s recruiting and sel ection
preferences persisted at CIA for decades and his structural
predil ections continued to be reflected in the Agency
organi zati onal chart through the md 1990's. The dom nance
gi ven the Agency’s clandestine service by Allen Dulles
continued to be discernable for decades after his
resignation. This orientation largely continued into the
| ate 1980’ s and sustained the perception that clandestine
operations are the nost highly val ued agency function.
Not wi t hst andi ng the rapid change in FBI recruitnent
practices after Hoover’s death, the enphasis he placed on
prof essi onal i sm behavi oral and conduct standards,
di scipline, and the inportance of training and scientific
| aw enf orcenent techni ques have renmai ned enbedded for
decades and has contributed to the FBI's continued i mage as
the worl d’ s preem nent | aw enforcenent agency.

The Dull es case al so highlights the operation of
Schein’s (1983, 1991) secondary cultural enbeddi ng

mechani snms and the inportance of mechani sm consi stency.
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At CIA the construction of the Langl ey headquarters
conmpound, consolidating the Agency and separating it from
the rest of governnment, reinforced and strengthened Dul |l es’
enphasi s on secrecy, conpartnmentation of information, and
the desirability of CIA to operate independently with
m ni mal oversight. In this case, the effects of the
secondary nechani sm desi gn of physical spaces, facades, and
bui l di ngs reinforced and formalized the primary mechani sm
of what Dulles paid attention to, neasured, and controll ed.
Conversely, the nove to the Langley site, as an effort to
consol idate and better coordinate Agency functions, failed,
as it was inconsistent with the enphasis Dulles placed on
collection over analysis. 1In this case, the effects of the
secondary nechani sm were ignored by the organization
because it was inconpatible with the prinmary nechani sm used
by the Dulles.

These exanples clarify the analytic utility of
di stingui shing between primary and secondary cul tural
enbeddi ng nechanisns. In the fornmer case, the consistent
operation of the secondary nmechani smreinforced and

formal i zed what organi zati on nmenbers had internalized from
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a primary nechanism |In the latter case, the secondary
mechani sm operated inconsistently or in conflict with a
pre-existing primary mechanism As a result, the secondary
mechani smfailed to have any di scernable effect and was
i gnored by organi zation nmenbers. These cases illustrate
t he useful ness of drawi ng distinctions between primry and
secondary cul tural enbeddi ng nmechani snms. This anal ysis can
more fully explain organizational behavior and potentially
of fer insight into how Schein’s nechani sns nmay be enpl oyed
to effect change within organizations or clarify why
attenpts at organi zational change are unsuccessf ul

Finally, the Hoover case denonstrates the ability of
multiple primary nmechani sns, sending the sane or simlar
messages, to act in concert -- greatly strengthening their
effects. Hoover used recruiting and selection to bring
into the FBI “val ue-conpati bl e” Agents that he subjected to
powerful role nodeling, teaching, and coaching which he
reinforced wwth severe discipline. This served as an
ef fective conbination that Hoover used to destroy the
Bureau of Investigation culture he inherited and replace it

with a FBI that reflected his values. Arguably, the
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primary mechani sns of recruitnent and selection working in
tandemw th rol e nodeling, teaching and coachi ng nore
strongly influenced the FBI's culture that either nmechani sm
coul d have operating al one.

This study denonstrates that Schein’s (1983, 1991)
nmodel of cultural enbedding by early | eaders provides a
useful |ens through which to exam ne possible | eader
effects on public organizations. The three cases
considered reveal that early | eaders can enpl oy a nunber of
di screte and identifiable nmechanisns to enbed their
bel i efs, assunptions, and predispositions into public
organi zations and that these may be enbedded with varying
degrees of potency. This study also strongly suggests that
t he nechanisns cited by Schein (1983, 1991) may operate in
predi ctabl e ways and that their effects can be recogni zed
t hrough nultiple enpl oyee generations. Additionally, these
findings make plain the value of historical narrative
nmet hodol ogies in identifying early | eader use of cultural
creation and enbeddi ng nechanisns and in tracing the
effects that these nechani sns have on organi zati ons over

tine.
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These findings are relevant to contenporary
institutional theory and the role of organizational culture
as a “carrier” or “repository” of institutions (Jepperson,
1991). Scott (1995) states that as an institutional
carrier, organi zational culture relies primarily on
interpretive structures such as codified patterns of
nmeani ngs and rul e systens that informor constrain ongoing
behavi ors and al so reinforce those behaviors. He stresses
the internalization of cultural beliefs by organizational
actors and cites Bourdieu (1977) and his concept of habitus
that refers to the existence of a systemof l|asting and
simlar dispositions of organizational actors that
i nt egrates past experiences and continually functions as a
tenpl ate or nodel for perceptions, appreciations and
actions. Thus, Scott (1995) asserts that organizational
culture is one of several repositories and transporters of
institutions. In this role, culture takes the form of
internalized rules, |aws, values, and expectations that are
internalized and carried by nenbers of the organization
that structure their behavior within situations. These

internalized rules, |aws, val ues, and expectations, based
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on past experience and |learning within the organization,
forma matrix of understanding and action that are “carried
in the heads” of organizational actors. These are
transmtted from organi zati onal generation to
organi zati onal generation over tinme and through themthe
essence of the institution is conveyed and transmtt ed.

|f Scott’s (1995) characterization is correct and is
coupled with Perrow s (1986) assertion that |eadership
pl ays a “decisive” and largely unexplored role in the
process of institutionalization in many | arge and powerful
organi zations, then this study’ s findings suggest new areas
of inquiry to better understand the process of
institutionalization. If it is possible to establish that
early leaders can enploy distinct and identifiable
mechani snms to create and perpetuate patterns of
under standing and action that are “carried in the heads” of
organi zational actors and if it can be shown that these
mechani snms appear to behave predictably, then closer
inquiries into their operation can provide new insights
into the nature of institutionalization and the role of

culture as a carrier of institutions. Further study in
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this area can explore the role of early leaders in creating
what institutional elenents are transported, how

organi zational culture functions to transport them and the
effects of specific mechanisnms in these processes.

In sum as Perrow (1986) suggests, deeper and nore
detail ed exam nations of early | eader effects and the
operation of those effects are necessary in contenporary
institutional theory. While |eader effects are one and
only one of a nyriad of factors that influence the creation
and mai nt enance of institutions, in nmany notabl e cases
i nvol ving the nost powerful and dom nant organi zations in
our society, early | eaders have denonstrably played cruci al
roles in the creation and perpetuation of organi zational
beliefs, assunptions, and predispositions (Perrow, 1986),
particularly in large and powerful public agencies (Lew s,
1980; W/ son, 1989; and Cooper and Wight, 1992). As the
cases of Donovan, Dulles, and Hoover denonstrate, evidence
points to the operation of a distinct set of mechanisns or
devices that are used by early | eaders to achieve these
ef fects which appear to operate in predictable ways with

f oreseeabl e consequences. Additional study ainmed at
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further identifying these nechani sns and under st andi ng
their operation is necessary to nore fully discern and
conprehend their inplications on the processes of

institutionalization.
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APPENDI X C

ORGANI ZATI ONAL HI STORI ES SELECTED FOR Cl A AND THE FBI
CATEGORI ZED BY AGENCY AND TYPE

Central Intelligence Agency (Books)

Weber , Spymasters: Ten CIA Oficers

Ral ph E. in their Owm Wrds

Whi t nor e, Ei senhower, the Central

Si mon Intelligence Agency and Covert
Acti on

Pol mar, Spy Book: The Encycl opedi a of

Nor man & Espi onage

Al en,

Thomas B.

Berry, F. Inside the CIA: Architecture,

difton Art, and At nosphere of
Arerica's Premier Intelligence
Agency

The Agency Central Intelligence Agency

Thomas, The Very Best Men: Four Who

Evan Dared: The Early Years of the
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Tr oy, WIld Bill and Intrepid:

Thomas F. Donovan, Stephenson, and the
Oigin of the CIA

Ri ebl i ng, Wedge: The Secret War Between

Mar k the FBI and Cl A

Her sh, The A d Boys: The Anerican

Burton Elite and the origins of the
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Smth, The Unknown ClIA: My Three

Russel | J. Decades Wth The Agency

W m ngton, DE SR
Books
Leeds: Univ of Leeds

School of

I nt er nati onal
Devel opnent and
Eur opean St udi es

New Yor k: Random
House

Mont gonery, AL:
Conmuni ty

Comuni cat i ons

Langl ey, VA: The

Agency

New Yor k: Touchst one

New Haven:
Pr ess.

Yal e Univ

New York: Alfred A
Knopf

New Yor k: Scribner's

New Yor k:
Books

Ber kl ey

297

1999

1998

1997

1997

1996

1996

1996

1994

1992

1992



Mani gol d,
Tom

G I1ligan,
Tom

Darl i ng,
Art hur B.

Johnson,
Loch

Ranel agh,
John

Leary,
WIlliamM

Cine, Ray

Power s,
Thomas

Col by,
WIlliamE.

Lowent hal ,
Mark M

Cine, Ray

Philli ps,
David A

Marchetti,
V. and

Mar ks, J.
D

Cold warrior: Janmes Jesus

Angl eton: The CIA's Master Spy
Hunt er

ClA Life: 10,000 Days with the
Agency

The Central Intelligence

Agency: An Instrument of
Government to 1950

Anmerica's Secret Power: The
CIAin a Denpcratic Society

The Agency: The Rise and
Decline of the ClA

The Central Intelligence
Agency: History and Docunents

The CIA: Myth Vs. Reality -
The Evol ution of the Agency
from Roosevelt to Reagan

The Man Who Kept the Secrets -
Ri chard Helns and the Cl A

Honor abl e Men -
ClA

My Life in the

The Central Intelligence
Agency Organi zational Hi story

and Schol ars:
Cl A

Secrets, Spies,
Bl ueprint of the Essentia

The Ni ght Watch: 25 Years of
Pecul i ar Servi ces.

The CIA and the Cult of
Intelligence

New Yor k: Toucht one
Books

Connecticut: Foreign
Intelligence Press

Uni versity Park, PA:
Penn State Univ
Press

New Yor k: Oxford
Univ Press

Sevenoaks: Sceptre

Tuscal oosa, AL: Univ
of Al abama Press

Washi ngt on, DC
Acropol i s Books

New Yor k: Knopf

New York: Sinmpn &
Schust er

Washi ngt on, DC

Li brary of Congress,
Congr essi ona
Research Service

Washi ngt on, DC
Acropol i s Books

New Yor k: At heneum

New Yor k: Knopf

298

1991

1991

1990

1989

1988

1984

1982

1979

1978

1978

1976

1977

1974



Central Intelligence Agency (Dissertations)
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The CI A and American Denocracy
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Intelligence and
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9(3), 249 - 269.

Di pl onatic History,
Vol . 20 No. 4, pg.
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At han G Ref erence CGui de
Fidelity, bravery & integrity:
the history of the FBI.
FBI Facts and Fi gures
Soci ety of Forner Speci al
Agents of the FBI
Ri ebl i ng, Wedge: The Secret War Between
Mar k the FBI and Cl A
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Fred L.
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Lettieri, Modi fied in the Public Di ssertation:
Jenni fer Interest: J. Edgar Hoover and Uni versity of North
FBI Publicity Carol i na, Chapel
Hill
Pot ter, Guardi ng the Crossroads: The Di ssertation: New
Claire B. FBI's War on Crine in the Yor k Uni v
1930's
Federal Bureau of Investigation (Articles)
Rosenf el d, Doing I njustice to the FBI: The Chronicle for
Susan The Negative Myths Perpetuated Hi gher Educati on,
by Hi storians Cct 8, 1999, v46,
i 7, pB6(3)
d ark, The FBI Under Fire: How Congr essi onal
Charles S. Serious are the Bureau's Quarterly, Inc: CQ
Recent Probl ens? Resear cher, Vol. 7,
no. 14, pp 313-336.
Thom The Responsibilities Program The Historian; a
Cat hl een J. of the FBI, 1951-1955 Journal of History,
& Jung, Vo. 59, no. 2
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Dirk C FBI Public Relations Revi ew, v. 23
(Spring 1997) p. 11
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Cal der, I nsi de the FBI The Journal of
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Vol 82, no. 3,
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APPENDI X D

Bl OCRAPHI ES AND ORGANI ZATI ONAL HI STORI ES SELECTED FOR THE
PI LOT STUDY

WIlliamJ. Donovan

Dunl op (1982) provides an authoritative chronicle of
Donovan’s entire life. This work includes detailed
descriptions of Donovan’s early years, mlitary
experiences, work for President Franklin Roosevelt before
Wrld War 11, creation and | eadership of the GSS, role in
the creation of CIA and his |ate career and
anbassadorship. It is drawn primarily frominterviews,
journals, docunents, and official records.

Brown (1982) provides a detailed study of Donovan’'s
formative years, mlitary career, role in World War 11
i nfluences on the creation of CIA and later life. It is
based upon Donovan’s personal papers and his wife's
di ari es.

Troy (1984) details Donovan’s role in the prewar
intelligence services, service as FDR s Coordi nat or of
| nformation, creation and direction of the GSS, and

i nfl uences on the creation and early history of CIA This
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study is based upon official OSS and Cl A records and
interviews with fornmer officials of both agencies.

Al en Dulles

Srodes (1999) furnishes a detail ed account of Dulles’s
formati ve years, career in the OSS, service in the early
ClA tenure as CIA Director under Presidents Ei senhower and
Kennedy, service on the Warren Conmi ssion, through his late
years. This biography is based upon official records,
Dul | es’ s personal papers, interviews, and personal and
of ficial journals.

Grose (1994) recounts Dulles’ life and career
hi ghlighting his Wrld War Il service in the OSS and his
tenure as CIA Director. This biography is based upon
official records, Dulles’s personal papers, interviews, and
personal and official journals.

Edwar ds and Dunne (1961) provides an overvi ew of
Dulles’s early history, his activities in Wrld War 1I, his
| egal career, and intelligence failures during his tenure
as Deputy Director of Plans and DClI. Co-authored by a
menber of the British Parlianment, the work is based on few

explicitly named sources, and chronicles Dulles’ s alleged
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role in erroneous intelligence estimates of Soviet strength
and intentions.

J. Edgar Hoover

Del oach (1995) offers the insight of Deke Del oach who
served fromthe |evel of agent to Deputy FBI Director
during Hoover’s tenure. The work provides details into
Hoover’s day-to-day activities, involvenent in Bureau
operations, and effect on FBI culture. The book is based
on first-person observations and conversati ons.

Denenberg (1993) furnishes a detailed history of the
FBI — fromits pre-Hoover days through the N xon years --
and Hoover’s role in shaping the organization and its
menbers. The work is based upon official records,
interviews, archives, and anal ysis of news reports.

Powers (1987) provides a full biography of Hoover and
his four-decade tenure at the FBI. The work traces
Hoover’'s early life, entry into the Justice Departnent,
service in the Alien Eneny Bureau, activities during the
Red Scare, his years as Assistant Director, and service as
Director through seven presidential adm nistrations.

Powers’s book draws fromofficial records, personal
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archives, journals, interviews, news articles, and
congressional and Justice Departnent reports.

Central Intelligence Agency

Darling (1990) is a historical account of how Cl A was
created in the years imediately followng Wrld VWar 11.

It attenpts to establish an accurate historical record of
the origins of Central Intelligence. The work endeavors to
recreate the atnosphere of the tinmes and attitudes of the
officials who took part and is based on historical
docunents, official records, and interviews.

Ranel agh (1986) provides an account of the devel opnent
of CIAfromthe OSS to its nodern-day form The book
focuses on the personalities of senior Agency managers,
their policies, and the effects of those policies on CIA' s
devel opnment as an organi zation. The work relies on
interviews with ClA officials and over 7,000 pages of
previously classified docunents.

Leary (1984) recounts the devel opnent of CIA from
origins in the Anerican Revolution and early US mlitary
adventures through the Reagan Adm ni stration. Sources

i ncl ude approximately 75 volunes fromthe series of
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internal CIA histories, interviews with Agency officials,
and special studies and reports conpiled both within and
out si de the Agency.

Federal Bureau of I|nvestigation

Theoharis (1999) provides a highly detail ed account of
the Bureau's history before, through, and after Hoover’s
tenure. The work provides a conprehensive description of
Hoover’'s effects on FBI traditions and culture. The work
is drawmn from an expansive array of books, articles, and
FBI admi nistrative files.

Kessl er (1993) surveys the history of the Bureau, the
effects of Hoover’s years as director on FBlI organizational
culture and efforts by later Directors to institute
changes. The book draws primarily frominterviews and
official records, but also cites journalistic accounts.

Ungar (1976) provides a dated, but w dely recogni zed
hi story of the Bureau witten during a tinme of
organi zational crises and transition. A m xture of
hi story, anthropol ogy, political science, and journalism
t he aut hor enphasi zes tangi bl e aspects of Hoover’s |egacy

on the FBI as an institution. The work is drawn primarily
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frominterviews with contenporary and retired FBI officials

and official records.
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COVMPREHENSI VE DATA DI SPLAY FROM ALL CASES W TH LI STI NGS OF PI LOT AND
NON- PI LOT SOURCES PROVI DI NG DATA

Mechani sm Type Leader (s) I ndi cat or (s) Pi | ot Non- Pi | ot
Sour ce(s) Sour ces
Desi gn of Sec Dul | es Construction of Langl ey, Ranel agh Marchetti & Marks (1974);
physi cal ondary VA HQ@ canpus, reinforced | (1986); Leary (1984); Berry (1997)
spaces, per manence of ClA, Strodes
facades, and st rengt hened enphasi s on (1999); Grose
bui | di ngs. secrecy and (1994)
conpart nent ati on.
Del i berate Primary Hoover Construction and Ungar, (1976); Whi t ehead (1956); Gawl osk
rol e nodeling, preservation of personal Powers (1987); (1975); Lewis (1980); Wl son
t eachi ng, and i mmge. Creation and Kessl er (1989); Potter (1990);
coachi ng by per petuation of the G Man | (1993); Littieri (1991); Bresler
| eaders. nysti que. Del oach (1993); Reibling (1994);
(1995); Theoharis (1998)
Theohari s
(1999)
VWhat | eaders Primary Dul | es Ascensi on of the DO Grose (1994); Marchetti & Marks (1974);
pay attention enphasi s on covert Strodes (1999) Cline (1976); Adel man
to, neasure, action, dom nance of DO (1980); Johnson (1989);
and control. in directing activities, Leary (1984); Hersh (1984);
nunber of DO officers in Canpbel | (1990); Manigold
seni or positions, ability (1991); Hastedt (1996);
of DO to operate Jeffreys-Jones (1997);
i ndependent |y. Pol mar & Allen (1997)
How t he Secondary | Donovan GSS structural | egacy, Troy (1984) Marchetti & Marks (1974);

organi zat i on
i s designed
and
structured.

separati on of collections
from anal ysis, distinct
subcul ture devel oprent.

Darling (1990)

Adel man (1980); Leary

(1984); Jeffereys-Jones
(1989); CQ Researcher
(1992); Cogan (1993);

Hast edt (1996); Thonpson

(1996); Jeffreys-Jones
(1997); Polmar & Allen
(1997); Richel son (1997);

Smith (1997)
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COVMPREHENSI VE DATA DI SPLAY FROM ALL CASES W TH LI STI NGS OF PI LOT AND
NON- PI LOT SOURCES PROVI DI NG DATA

Mechani sm Type Leader (s) | ndi cat or (s) Pi | ot Non- Pi | ot
Sour ce(s) Sour ces
Criteria used Primary Donovan East coast establishnent, | Dunlop (1982); Marchetti & Marks (1974);
for Ivy | eague educated, OSS | Brown (1982); Phillips (1977); Powers
recruitnent, ol d hands. Leary (1984); (1979); Adel man (1980);
sel ecti on, Troy (1984); Jeffreys-Jones (1989); CQ
pronoti on, Ranel agh researcher (1992); Bresler
| eveling off, (1986) (1993); Riebling (1994);
retirenment and Jeffreys-Jones (1997)
excomruni ca-
tion.
Primary Hoover Sout hern, conservative, Ungar, (1976); Turner (1971); Lewi s (1980);
white male, protestants Powers (1987); Theoharis (1998)
fromsmall towns wth Kessl er
strong Christian val ues. (1993);
Del oach
(1995);
Theohari s

(1999)
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