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Abstract:
The objective of this assignment is to examine intelligence analysis, and particularly its estimative process, through the lens of one of the intellectual founders of the U.S. intelligence community, Sherman Kent, while also illustrating something of ‘an inconvenient truth’ as it pertains to the world of intelligence analysis in that the word ‘intelligence’ is Not inherently synonymous with ‘evidence’ or ‘proof’.













The Best an Analyst Could Hope For
It was Kent who articulated the ‘three wishes’ of the intelligence analyst which are representative of the proverbial ‘yardstick’ by which analysis could be measured in an effort to quantify or determine its worth.  The first of these three ‘wishes’ being “to know everything”, the second ‘wish’ being “to be believed”, and finally, the third being “to influence policy for the good” ([meaning in terms of] as the analyst understands it) (Lowenthal, 2015).
As implausible as it is for an analyst to ever be capable of knowing everything in a given field, since if everything were to be already previously known, then there would be no need of going further as there would be nothing remaining to discover, clearly Kent’s stated desire for the analyst to ‘know everything’ can’t be taken literally.  Further adding to the impossibility of this ‘wish’ item is the ever varying amounts of intelligence available from not only one issue to another, but also from time to time., a phenomenon which explains how both science and history books can be subjected to revisions as new information is brought forward.  Rather what Kent was alluding to was “the desire of the analyst to know as much as possible about a given issue before being asked to write about it” or otherwise report as no one wished to pass along ‘bad’ intelligence, especially knowing the potential repercussions.  The most any analyst can reasonably hope to do is to produce the best possible intelligence from the information available at the time.
	Lowenthal goes on to post the question “so what, then constitutes ‘good’ intelligence” (2015)?  No small question, but a colloquial expression utilized by United States Supreme Court Justice Potter Stewart to describe his threshold test in the 1964 case of Jacobellis v. Ohio “[I can’t define it,] but I know it when I see it” as a mechanism for which the speaker attempts to categorize or quantify an observable fact or event, although the category itself is often largely subjective and or lacking clearly defined parameters.  Lowenthal continues his line of thinking with “[likewise] good intelligence has something of the same indistinct quality” (2015).
Kent’s second desire ‘to be believed’, is something of a paradox, in that belief is often a result of cultivating a reputation of accuracy.  This is in many ways what many degree seeking students will face at the conclusion of their respective programs in that applying for jobs being sought by others when the inevitable question of experience is broached.  The implied intent, besides merely earning an income for support, is to gain the work experience in the first place.  Not only is it necessary to establish a positive track record, but further to maintain that level of accountability.  A general concept that while sad, is no less true, in that it takes years to build trust yet only suspicion, not proof, to destroy it.  Ostensibly getting one pivotal thing wrong could potentially be a career killer, as it won’t matter whether or not the analyst is correct about everything that follows if their work is disregarded.
And Lowenthal further adds that “the need for objectivity is so great and so pervasive that it should be taken as [being understood as] a given.  Because “if the intelligence is not objective, then none of the other attributes [of] – timeliness, digestibility, clarity – matters” (2015).  Although outwardly one might notice another particularly glaring omission in the absence of accuracy, it turns out that ‘accuracy’ is not considered to be a criterion.  As it happens, accuracy by nature, bares a far greater standard of difficulty than one might initially imagine.  Obviously no one wants to be wrong, particularly given the stakes which can hang in the balance, and yet everyone recognizes the impossibility of infallibility.  Lowenthal continues to pose some very good points, starting with “given [the parameters of] these limits, what accuracy standard should be used?  One hundred percent is too high [besides being statistically unlikely and extremely suspect] and zero percent is too low.  Splitting the difference at fifty percent accuracy is still too unsatisfactory.  Thus, what is left is a numbers game – something more than 50 percent and less than 100 percent” (2015).
	The result is that the “analyst must therefore [necessarily] be trained to develop some inner, deeper knowledge that enables them to read between the lines, to make educated guesses or intuitive choices when [the available] intelligence is insufficient” (Lowenthal, 2015).  One might liken this to the so-called reading of body language, through which a significant amount of information can be inferred not by tangible fact per se, but by keen observation; for example when a person being interviewed either confirms or denies something while simultaneously and subconsciously either shaking or nodding their heads to the contrary.

Where ‘Rose Colored Glasses’ Meets ‘Three Card Monte’
	Just as a particular dog breed is neither inherently particularly ‘good’ or ‘bad’ but rather their strengths and perhaps weaknesses too are developed or exploited in accordance to the Will of the person in charge of their care, so too is the product of intelligence analysis pliable to the phenomenon of confirmation bias in the hands of the political leaders to whom it is delivered capable of being utilized to bolster ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ outcomes.   For example, the vast majority of dog breeds are the direct result of selective breeding and eugenics.  While a pit bull that is well cared for in a loving home is every bit as capable of being a ‘good’ and loyal pet as any other breed, in the wrong hands or abandoned and left to their own devices, their less appealing bred-in traits emerge hence their reputation.  The current ‘pit-bull’ of today might well be guns, with the opposite problem.  Whereas a fire arm is specifically designed for a singular purpose, the killing or injuring of another, they can also be beautiful in the hands of a skilled artisan.    
	Berkowitz suggests that if one were to “tune into any radio or television discussion about foreign policy lately, and you would think [that] you were watching reruns of Perry Mason” and further that “whatever the question, we always seem to hear that U.S. intelligence is searching for ‘proof’, or ‘evidence’, or the ever-popular ‘smoking gun’” and with it the implication that “if we could just collect enough intelligence, [then] we would [be able to] settle these questions” (2003).   He goes on to suggest that “the idea of the presentation of a decisive piece of admissible, convincing evidence might be an appealing metaphor, but [that] it is a misleading one” as “usually intelligence does not offer crystal-clear answers” and perhaps most importantly that “we should not hang decisions to go to war or do anything else [for that matter] on its ability to do so” (2003).  Intelligence and the analysis of same are fields riddled with uncertainty, as Berkowitz puts it “in the intelligence business, foolproof, airtight evidence – the kind that changes minds and convinces the public” is as rare as a genetic deformity causing a chicken to be hatched with teeth in lieu of a beak and therefore the expectation of “intelligence to provide ‘proof’ in the legal sense of the word is so dangerous” (2003). 
	Unfortunately, the media and its political pundits are less interested in legal trimmings and mold information available to suit their own particularly held conformational biases which in turn feeds the proverbial base population their opinions that ultimately are shared by the officials elected to represent the aforementioned people.  From this point, things only get worse, especially with the advent of a new ‘buzzword’ [or phrase] of ‘actionable intelligence’ and the ‘production’ of same becoming the primary goal of intelligence officials.  The intent of the product promised was to provide data that was so clear, concise and reliable that it would allow policy makers to base their decision as to whether or not to take action on it directly.  Berkowitz laments that what he describes as transmutation of mere intelligence gathering into the terms of ‘actionable intelligence’ that the industry had “inadvertently moved the burden of making policy decisions from the shoulders of officials and politicians (where it belongs) to the shoulders of [the] case officers and analysts  (where it does not belong)” (2003), and thus providing a convenient situation for senior officials in which they might be forgiven or excused from either acting to hastily or for failure to act at all based on the argument that the intelligence provided to them was lacking and insufficient thus shifting the blame away from themselves and onto the intel professionals.  Where legal standards such as ‘probable cause’, ‘reasonable doubt’, and a ‘preponderance of evidence’ depend upon which aspect on the law one is trying to deal in such as starting an investigation, possibly putting a suspect in jail, or perhaps prevailing in a civil suit, intelligence at its core was not intended to prove in so much as it is or was to inform.  What the officials presented with the information choose to do with it should rest solely with them to perform the jobs for which they were elected and are ultimately paid to do, judge, decide, and lead.



Conclusion
	There’s enough misinformation out in the world to go around.  The fact is that no matter how well intended, or presented information and the resulting intelligence may be, we are all at the mercy of those who would be in power to utilize it properly on behalf of the collective population.
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